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following the recess of the Senate from
tonight until Monday, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on the pending joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 398) and all amendments
thereto, at 4 o’clock p. m.; provided, that
no amendment which is not germane
shall be considered; and provided fur-
ther, that the time between 12 o'clock
noon and 4 p. m. on said day shall be
equally divided between the proponents
and the cpronents, to be controlled, re-
spectively, by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Tecmas] and the Senator
from Vermont [Mr, AIRKEN].

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT., Is there
objection?

My, LUCAS, Mr. President, in that
connection, I ask unanimous consent
that we waive the requirement for hav-
ing a quorum call.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without cb-
Jection, it is so ordered.

The gquestion is on agreeing to the
unanimous-consent agreement proposed
by the Senator from Illinois.

Without objection, the agreement is
entered into.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I move
that the Senate now stand in recess until
12 o’clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 34 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, February 27,
1950, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received hy the
Senate February 24 (legislative day of
February 22), 1950:

DrPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

George A. Garrett, of the District of Co-
lumbia, now Envoy Extraordinary and Min-
ister Plenipotentiary to Ireland, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to Ireland.

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Service officers of class 3 and secretarles in
the diplomatic service, to he also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Leon L. Cowles, of Utah.

Robert F. Hale, of Oregon.

John F. Fitzgerald, of Pennsylvania, now
& Foreign Service officer of class 5 and a sec-
retary in the diplomatic service, to be also
a consul of the United States of America.

The following-named Foreign Service staff
officers to be consuls of the United States
of America:

Harold M. Granata, of New York.

Edward S. Parker, of South Carolina.

The following-named Foreign Service re-
serve officers to be secretaries in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of
America:

James E. Bowers, of North Carolina.

Thaddeus C. Martin, of Arkansas.

Harold M. Midkiff, of Virginia.

PosT OFFICE DEPARTMENT

Osborne A. Pearson, of California, to be
Assistant Postmaster General. (To fill va-
cancy created by appointment of Vincent C,
Burke to the position of Deputy Postmaster
General under authority of sec. 2 of Reor-
ganization Plan No. 8 of 1949.)

COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE

Eobert A. Riddell, of Los Angeles, Calif.,
to be collector of internal revenue for the
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sixth district of California, to fill an existing
vacancy.

UNITED STATES COURT OF CUSTOMS AND PATENT
APPEALS

EuceNE WorrEY, of Texas, to be an asso-
ciate judge of the United States Court of
Customs and Patent Appeals, vice Hon.
Charles S. Hatfleld, deceased.

IN THE Navy

The following-named (Naval ROTC) to
be ensigns in the Navy, from the 2d day of
June 1950:
Richard T. Ackley
William Acosta
Robert D. Albright
John R. Allen
Roger D. Alling
Allen E. Alman Anthony A. Attardl
Daniel G. Anderson, Robert I. Backstrom

Jr. Donald C. Buseck
Lyle C. Anderson James E. Johnson
Ralph E. Anfang Jack C. Scarborough,
William M. Apgar Jr.

The following-named (Naval ROTC) to
be ensigns in the Supply Corps of the Navy,
from the 2d day of June 1950:

Francis B. Quinlan John B. Sherman
Alois E. Schmitt, Jr. Max L. Washington

The following-named (Naval ROTC) to
be ensigns in the Civil Engineer Corps of
the Navy, from the 2d day of June 1950:
Renato D. Stefano, Jr. Harvey M. Soldan
Byron A. Nilsson Gene F, Straube

James H. Longworth (Naval Reserve avia-
tor) to be an ensign in the Navy.

The following-named (civilian college
graduates) to the grades indicated in the
Dental Corps of the Navy:

LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE)

William N, Grammer

Ray B. Mueller

The following-named (civilian college
graduates) to be lieutenants (junior grade)
in the Dental Corps of the Navy:

Lawrence B. Frey, Jr. Donald C. Olson
Thomas R. Haufe Burton D, Ostergren

Goldie D. Greer to be an ensign in the

Nurse Corps of the Navy.

John L. Appel, Jr.
Robert J. Armstrong
Henry J. Arnold
Richard W. Arnold, Jr.
Paul W. Arthur

SENATE

Moxpay, FEBruAry 27, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
22, 1950)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock merid-
ian, on the expiration of the recess.

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

God of all mercies, in a world swapt
by violent forces with which unaided we
cannot cope, Thou only art our help and
our hope. Through all the mystery of
life Thy strong arm alone can lead us to
its mastery. Thou hast made of our
very restlessness a sign that without
Thee we cannot be satisfied,

Fronting the claimant duties of this
new week, steady our spirits with the
realization of untappsd power available
to servants of Thy will if only they go
quietly and confidently about their ap-
pointed tasks. Forgive us the distrust
of ourselves, of life, and of Thee, and
for the cowardly doubts which blind us
to the heights which are full of the char-
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iots of God. In the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Friday, Febru-
ary 24, 1950, 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. Miller, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
on February 25, 1950, the President had
approved and signed the act (S. 1990) to
amend section 429, Revised Statutes, as
amended, and the act of August 5, 1882,
as amended, so as to substitute for the
requirement that detailed annual reports
to be made to the Congress concerning
the proceeds of all sales of condemned
naval material a requirement that infor-
mation as to such proceeds be filed with
the Committees on Armed Services in
the Congress.

The message also announced that the
act (S. 2681) to authorize the attend-
ance of the United States Marine
Band at a celebration commemorating
the one hundred and seventy-fifth anni-
versary of the Battle of Lexington and
Concord, to be held at Lexington and
Concord, Mass., April 16 through 19, in-
clusive, 1950, having been presented to
the President on February 14, 1950, and
not having been signed by him within the
10-day period prescribed by the Consti-
tution, had become a law without ap-
proval.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
has affixed his signature to the following
enrolled bills, and they were signed by
the Vice President:

S.2328. An act to amend section 482 of the
Revised Statutes relating to the Board of

Appeals In the United States Patent Office;
and

H.R. 7220, An act to expedite the reha-
bilitation of Federal reclamation projects in
certain cases.

AEDUCTION OF GREEK CHILDREN

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President, I have
been very much interested in the prob-
lem of the displaced Greek children ever
since it was brought to the attention of
the United Nations Special Committee
on the Balkans in 1948 by the Greek
Government, which charged that thou-
sands of Greek children were being forei-
bly abducted by the guerrillas for Com-
munist indoctrination in the eastern
European countries and as a means of
further terrorizing the Greek counfry-
side. The findings of that special com-
mittee revealed that approximately 25,~
000 children had been removed to Al-
bania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and other
countries in eastern Europe. We all know
that the efforts of the United Nations
and of the International Committee of
the Red Cross have so far failed to suc-
ceed in remedying this truly tragic and
unjustifiable condition. I have asked the



1950

Secretary of State on several different
occasions to use every means at his dis-
posal to underscore the position of the
United States with respect to the resolu-
tions adopted by the United Nations. If
we Americans can take the leadership in
inspiring world opinion against what is
one of the blackest marks on the Soviet
record, we will have done a humane and
a manly thing. I will continue to do
whatever I can as an individual Senator
to achieve this result.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. Lopgg, and by unani-
mous consent, Mr., SALTONSTALL Was eX-
cused from attendance on the sessions of
the Senate today.

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. AIKEN was exX-
cused from attendance on the sessions of
the Senate today and tomorrow.

On request of Mr. WHERRY, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. YoUNG was exX-
cused from attendance on the sessions of
the Senate for the week beginning today.

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. SCHOEPPEL was excused from
attendance on the session of the Senate
tomorrow.

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. Darsy, because of official
business, was excused from attendance
on the session of the Senate tomorrow.

COTTON AND PEANUT ACREAGE
ALLOTMENTS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (H. J. Res. 398) relat-
ing to cotton and peanut acreage allot-
ments and marketing quotas under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
suggests that the Senate is proceeding
under a unanimous-consent agreement,
under which the time between now and
4 o'clock is divided between the propo-
nents and opponents of the pending
joint resolution, and controlled respec-
tively by the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. TeoMAs] and the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. AiKeN],

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, I ask unanimous consent that
we may proceed with what might be
termed the morning hour until the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. AmxeEn] shall
reach the Senate, because he is in con-
trol of one-half of the time, unless some
other Senator has been designated to
control the time.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIgeN] is absent. I ask unanimous con-
sent now, on behalf of the Senator from
Vermont, that he may have leave of the
Senate to be absent today and tomorrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
Vermont has asked that in his absence
I take charge of the time which was
given into his control when the unani-
mous-consent agreement was made.

I would say, for the information of the
majority leader, that it is perfectly
agreeable to me that a quorum be called,
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and that routine business be transacted,
provided the time is taken out of the
time allotted to both sides.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unanimous-
consent agreement be modified so as to
substitute the Senator from Nebraska
for the Senator from Vermont to control
the time on behalf of the opponents of
the joint resolution.

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

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma obtained
the fioor.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LUCAS. Will the Senator from
Oklahoma yield that I may suggest the
absence of a quorum?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield
for that purpose.

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Brewster Hickenlooper Millikin
Bricker Hill Morse
Bridges Hoey Mundt
Butler Humphrey Murray
Byrd Hunt Myers
Cain Ives Neely
Chapman Jenner O'Conor
Chavez Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney
Connally Johnson, Tex. -Robertson
Cordon Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Darby Eerr Schoeppel
Donnell Kilgore Smith, Maine
Douglas Knowland Bmith, N. J.
Downey Langer Sparkman
Dworshak Leahy Stennis
Eastland Lehman Taylor
Ecton Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Ellender Long ‘Thomas, Utah
Ferguson Lucas Tobey
Frear McCarran Tydings
Fulbright McCarthy Watkins
George McClellan Wherry
Graham McEellar Wiley
Green McMahon Williams
Gurney Magnuson Withers
Hayden Malone
Hendrickson Maybank

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
Kerauver], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarLAND], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] are absent on pub-
lic business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BenToN] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
and the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
LAND] are absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the

Senator from Vermont [Mr. A1xen], the -

Senator from Missouri [Mr. Keml, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
TonsTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TayE]l, and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CaPE-
HART] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarRTIN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Tarrl, and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENEBERG] are nccessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present,
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MEETINGS OF COMMITTEES DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, the Committee on the
Judiciary was authorized to meet today
during the session of the Senate.

On request of Mr. Tuomas of Okla-
homa, and by unanimous consent, the
members of the Committee on Foreign
Relations were excused from attendance
on the session of the Senate this after-
noon and the Committee was authorized
to hold a meeting during the session of
the Senate.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators may
be permitted to submit petitions and
memorials, introduce bills and joint
resolutions, and present routine matters
for the Recorp without debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered, and the time
consumed in the transaction of routine
business will be charged equally against
both sides.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of New York; ordered to lie on
the table:

“Senate Resolution 43

“Whereas there is now pending in the Con-
gress of the United States, a bill H. R. 4453,
known as the Fair Employment Practice Act,
the purpose of which is to establish a per-
manent agency of the Government to elimi-
nate discrimination in empioyment; and

“Whereas the State of New York has been
among the pioneers of the States of the
Union to enact such legislation which has
been successful in reducing or eradicating
such dscrimination in the industries of this
State; and

“Whereas all citizens without regard to
their race, creed, color, or national origin
are entitled to equal opportunity to be gain-
fully employed and it is in the public in-
terest that such unfair practices, which tend
to engender bitterness and unrest among
large segments of our population be eradi-
cated as opposed tc the principles of our
form of government; and

*“Whereas during the last war when it was
essential for our war industries to keep pro-
duction at their highest level, the Fair Em-
ployment Practice Committee was highly
successful in reducing or eliminating such
discrimination in such Iindustries: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved (if the assembly concur), That
it is the sense of the people of the State of
New York, expressed through the considered
judgment of their representatives in the leg-
islature, that the enactment of sach legisla-
tion is of the greatest importance to the
people and will tend to unite the country
and create greater respect for our institu-
tions among the other peoples of the world;
and be it further

“Resolved (if the assembly concur), That
the Congress of the United States be, and it
hereby is, respectfully memorialized to enact
with all convenient speed H. R. 4453 or such
other, similar, appropriate legislation as will
accomplish the purposes of this resolution;
and be it further

“Resolved (if the assembly concur), That
coples of this resolution be transmitted to
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the President of the United States, the Sec-
retary of the Senate and the Clerk of the
House of Representatives of the United
States, and to each Member of the Congress
of the United States duly elected from the
State of New York, and that the latter be
urged to do all within their power to bring
about the enactment of such legislation.
“By order of the senate:
“WiLLiam S. EKING,
“Secretany.
“In assembly, February 21, 1850. Con-
curred in without amendment.
“By order of assembly:
“ANSLEY B. BORKOWSKI,
“Clerk.”

By Mr. LODGE (for himself and Mr,
SALTONSTALL) :
Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:

“Resolutlons memorializing the Congress of
the United States to lower the high cost
of food

“Whereas the laws which guarantee farm-
ers high prices for their commodities were
enacted to relieve an acute national eco-
nomic emergency affecting the farm industry
which no longer exists; and

“Whereas the new law is plainly designed
to keep basle foods as high in price as they
have been; and

“Whereas this is plainly infiation of & most
painful nature; and

“Whereas it overlooks the fact that most
of the income of the American family pays
for food; and

“"Whereas according to laws of supply and
demand in a free market food becomes
cheaper the more it is produced, while under
the law in question the taxpayers’ money is
used in ever greater amounts as food be-
comes more plentiful to prevent the con-
sumer from the taking advantage of the
natural action of economic law which has
made America the greatest nation in history;
and

“Whereas the Government has under loan
or has taken title to four-fifths of all the
flaxseed produced last year, third of all
the cotton, nearly a third of all the wheat,
more than half of all the peanuts, two-fifths
of all the potatoes and dried edible beans,
nearly half of the stored butter; and

“Whereas the present new farm price-sup-
port program will cost billions which will
come from the same people who will pay the
resulting high prices; and

“Whereas the farmers are becoming more
and more dependent upon the Government:
Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts hereby urges the Congress of the
United States to enact laws that will be in
keeping with a peace time economy; and be
it further

“Resolved, That coples of these resolutions
be transmitted forthwith by the State secre-
tary to the President of the United States,
to the Presiding Officer of each branch of
Congress, and to the Members thereof from
this Commonwealth.

“In house of representatives, adopted, Feb-
ruary 13, 1950,

“LAWRENCE R. GROVE,
“Clerk.

“In senate, adopted, in concurrence, Feb-
ruary 16, 1950,

“IrviNg N. HAYDEN,
“Clerk.”

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the
Committee on the Judiciary:

“Resolutions memorlializing Congress to pass
anti-poll-tax legislation

“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts hereby urges and petitions the
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Congress of the United States to-pass legis-
lation which would remove payment of poll
tax as a prerequisite of the right to vote in
elections; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of these resolutions
be sent forthwith by the Secretary of the
Commonwealth to the President of the
United Gtates, to the presiding officer of each
branch of Congress and to the Members
thereof from this Commonwealth,

“In house of representatives,
Tebruary 13, 1950.

“LAWRENCE R. GROVE,
“Clerk.

“In senate, adopted, in concurrence, Feb-

ruary 16, 1950.

adcpted,

“IRvinGg N. HAYDEN,
“Clerk.”
Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; ordered to
lie on the table:
“Resolutions memorializing Congress to pass
antilynching legislation
“Resolved, That the General Court of Mas-
sachusetts hereby urges and petitions the
Congress of the United States to pass legis-
lation seeking to make it a Federal offense
for any person to engage in the crime of
lynching; and be it further
“Resolved, That coples of these resolutions
be sent forthwith by the Secretary of the
Commonwealth to the President of the
United States, to the presiding officer of each
branch of Congress and to the Members
thereof from this Commonwealth.
“In the house of representatives, adopted,
February 13, 1950.
“LAWRENCE R. GROVE,
“Clerk.
“In senate, adopted, in concurrence, Feb-
ruary 18, 1950.
“IrviNGg N. HAYDEN,
“Clerk.”
INDEPENDENCE FOR LITHUANIA

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, I have in
my hand a resolution adopted at a mass
meeting of Lithuanian-Americans in my
State of Wisconsin in commemoration
of the thirty-second anniversary of the
declaration of independence in Lithu-
ania, The resolution pertains to the un-
speakable crimes which have been com-
mitted against the heroic freedom-loving
Lithuanian people.

Mr. President, each of us I am sure,
in the Senate recognizes that in spite
of the Soviet occupation of the Baltic
areas, the people of those three coun-
tries are as deserving of freedom and
are as unalterably opposed to Soviet op-
pression as are any other peoples trapped
behind the iron curtain. I believe that
the United States Government should
resclutely oppose any action which would

- indicate that we agree to the occupa-

tion of Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia; on
the confrary, we must make unmistak-
ably clear that we will never agree to
such violation of the rights of free peo-
ples.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed at this point in the body of the
Recorp the text of this resolution
adopted by the Lithuanian-American
Council Branch of Racine, Wis., and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committtee on
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED. AT A MASS MEETING OF
THE LITHUANIAN AMERICANS, HELD UNDER
THE AUSPICES OF THE LOCAL BRANCH OF THE
LITHUANIAN AMERICAN COUNCIL, INC., IN
COMMEMORATION OF THE THIRTY-SECOND
ANNIVERSARY OF THE DECLARATIOCN OF INDE=
PENDENCE IN LITHUANIA, AT SOKOL HALL ON
THE 12TH OF FEBRUARY 1950

Whereas Lithuania, the country of our
fathers, has been, and still is, unlawfully
cccupied by the Soviet military and police
forces; and

Whereas the Government of the United
States, though recognizing the independence
of Lithuania, has failed to condemn the un-
lawful acts of the Soviets in the occupied
country, and to extend any help to their
victims; and

Whereas the Soviet rulers apply ever
harsher methods of opposition and outright
annihilation of the indigenous population of
that country: Be it therefore

Resolved, That we, Americans of Lithuanian
descent and ancestry, shall continue to sup-
port the efforts of Lithuanian people to re-
gain freedom and reestablish an independent
Lithuanian Republic; be it further

Resolved, That we appeal to the Govern-
ment of the United States to denounce open-
ly the Soviet policy of destruction of native
population, the crime of genocide, and take
effective steps to make Russia respect the
prineiples of the declaration of human rights;
be it further

Resolved, That we go on the record as
favoring the immediate ratification of the
convention outlawing genocide by the United
States of America Senate; be it also

Resolved, That we urge the GovVernment
to use its power and influence to help
Lithuania and other Baltic States regain
their freedom and soveriegn rights In ac-
cordance with the principles of Atlantic
Charter and the Charter of the United Na-
tions, and not to make any peace settlement
with the Soviet Russia until this Has been
achlieved; and be it finally

Resolved, That the Resolution forwarded
to the President of the United States, and
coples thereof sent to the Secretary of State,
the Senators and Representatives of the
State of Wisconsin, and to the press.

LITHUANIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY
COMMITIEE,

GEeorGE KarociN, Chairman.

MarTIN KASPARAITIS, Secretary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on
Appropriations:

H. R.7207. A bill making appropriations to
supply urgent deficiencies in certain appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1950, and for other purposes; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 1287).

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

S.298. A bill for the relief of John Row-
land; without amendment (Rept. No. 1288);

8.915. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Johanna
Dagnall; without amendment (Rept. No,
1289);

5.1169. A bill for the relief of Christina
Shalfeieff; without amendment (Rept. No,
1290);

8.1261. A bill for the relief of Marle
Louise Ardans; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1201);

5.1262. A bill for the relief of Juliana
Mendiola Alastra; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1202);

S.1484. A bill for the relief of Augustino
Marlia; without amendment (Rept. No.
1203);
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B.1524. A bill for the rellef of Edith
Bcheiber; without amendment (Rept. No.
1294);

5.1798. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Minda
Moore; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1295);

5.1920. A Dbill for the relief of Anna
Samudovsky; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1298);

8.2156. A bill for the rellef of Sister Edel=
rudis Clara Weskamp; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1297);

5.2308. A bill for the relief of Willlam
Alfred Bevan; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1298);

S.2303. A bill for the relief of Martin Al-
brecht; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1299);

5.2431. A bill for the rellef of Sumiko
Eato; without amendment (Rept. No, 1300);

8. 24‘?9. A bill for the relief of A. D.
Strenger and his wife Claire Strenger; with=-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1301);

B.2568. A bill for the relief of Carmen E.
Lyon; without amendment (Rept. No, 1302);

S.2611. A bill for the relief of Roland
Roger Alfred Bocela, also kaown as Roland
Barbera; without amendmert (Rept. No.
1303);

S.2655. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Evelyn
M. Hryniak; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1304);

5.2811. A bill to amend sectlon 1462 of
title 18 of the United Btates Code, with
respect to the !mportation or transporta-
tion of obscene matters; without amend-
‘ment (Rept. No, 1305);

B.2812. A bill to prohibit the transporta-
tion of obscene matters in interstate or for-
elgn commerce; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1306);

B. 2934. A bill for the relief of Julius Elzas;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1307);

H. R. 1025. A bill for the relief of Waymon
H. Massey; without amendment (Rept. No.
1308);

H.R. 3138, A bill for the rellef of Arthur
Holbert; the estate of Ernest L. Gass, de-
ceased; and the estate of James L. Thomas,
deceased; without amendment (Rept. No.
1309); and

H.R.6694. A bill for the rellef of Ervin
Haas and Leno Vescovi; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1310).

S. Res, 202. Resolution to investigate in-
terstate gambling and racketeering activi-
ties; with amendments (Rept. No. 1317);
and, under the rule, the resolution was re=-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

By Mr. LANGER, from the Committee on
the Judlclary:

8.274. A bill for the relief of Constantin
E. Aramescu; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1312);

S.2277. A bill for the relief of George A.
Voregarethsos (George BSpiro Chatmos);
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1313); and

S.2427. A bill for the relief of Masae Maru-
moto; without amendment (Rept. No. 1314).

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

S5.2071. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Alice
Wﬂll;narth; without amendment (Rept. No.
1311).

By Mr. O'CONOR, from the Committee on
the Judiclary:

H.R.1024. A bill for the rellef of Jacob
Brown; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1318).

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs:

H.R.3482, A bill granting the consent of
the Congress to the negotiation of a coms=
pact relating to the waters of the Canadian
River by the States of Oklahoma, Texas, and
New Mexico; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1319).
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SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF
CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, I report
an original concurrent resolution, and I
submit a report (No. 1315) thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the concurrent reso=-
Iution will be placed on the calendar,

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 75) was ordered to be placed on the
calendar, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep=-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
favors the suspension of deportation in the
case of each allen hereinafter named, In
which case the Attorney General has sus-
pended deportation for more than 6 months:
, Alvarez, Jose Gongzalez,
Arrighi, Arrigo.

, Augustine, Albert Gustave.

, Ballingall, Willlam.

, Barriero, Modesto, or Modesto
Barriero Pereiras.

, Baxter, Mary (nee Mary Ram-
say or Mary Robertson).

, Beaumont, Richard Louls.

, Bernd, Karl Johan, or Carl
Johan Bernd.

Bokwa, Josef,

, Bouma, Anna (Anna Novak)
(nee Anna Vojtova).
, Bronk,
(nee Blackwell).
Brown, David Emanuel.

, Calengas, Leonardos Petros, or
Leonardos EKalengas.

Chang, Shou-Lien, or Sheldon
Bhou-Lien Chang.

| Chictelis, Anna, or Anna Hio-
telis (nee Anna Hadjinicolaou).

Chow, David Ta Wel, or Chow
Ta Wel or David T. W. Chow.

. De Gongzalez, Carmen Pardo,
or Carmen Pardo Vda De Vega.

4. De Putter, Theodule Joseph or
George De Putter.

, De Regt, Leendert, or Leo De

Margaret Elizabeth

Reget or Leo De Regt.

Drechsler, Earl.
, Espeneda, Nellle (nee Scholes
aka Nellie FPeterson or Nellie Perry or Nellie
Churchill).

Fieber, George John.

3 Grenoakl Joseph Frank, or
Frank Stroda or Franzisek Grenowski or
Frank Grenowskl.

Herman, Josephine Moreno.
Jasnoch, Felix Bruno or Jasse

noch.

a4, Johansson, Nils Sigvard, or Nils
Hohansson or “Nick" Johansson.
Johnson, John Moore,
, Knutsen, Bernt Mathias,
Eoufoudakis, Aristides Dl-
, Koufoudakis, Eftihla Aristides.
, Larsen, Sigurd.
, Lee, Anna Dorothy.
, Lefert, Joseph Emil.

=4 Lettsome, Ellen Rebecca, or
Ellen Rebecca Jennings.
, Lettsome, Hueroy Alpheous, or
Hugh Roy Lettsome “Angel.”
, Lolax, Einar William, or Einar

Lucas, Vala Stamatl (nee

Luzzi, Domenico,
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ﬁuuﬂun, Alexander Edward or
M y or Makrickits or Makricki or Mo=
kricki or Makrickys.

Makritzky, Michalina Maria.
Mallis, Antonios Apostolis.
Marshall, George Falkner.

, Migliore, Caterina (nee Dionigl
or Catherine Migliore or Leonarda Savoiardo
or Saviordo or Guiseppa Bagarella).

3 x4, Migliore, Anthony, or Antionino
or Antonino Migliore or Salvatore Migliore or
Antonino Joseph Migliore.

, Migliore, Rose, or Rosa Migliore
or Gulseppa Migliore or Rose Mary Migliore,

E: , Min, Ng Yick, or Ng Yik Nin or
Eng Yick Min

Morfessis, Telemachos (alias,
'I'e emachos Morfessis).

Muller, Carl Christian Frederick

Vnhelm or Carl Fred Lem or Carl Fred Muller
Lem.

. Nevarez-Alarcon, Ninfa.
Nigo-Gonzalez, Leonardo, or

Noakes, Romkje Anna.
, Ojeda, Domingo.
Ojeda, Manuel,
Paraskevopulos,
(alias Peter Kostas Parras).

, Patronas, Minas.
Peavey, Fred Washington, or

Peter Kostas

Perry, Amy Jane (nee Donald-

, Petersen, Alice Marle.
, Peterson, Dorothy (nee Arron or

z Petrona Domenico, or Domli-
nick, allas Leonardo Ricclardi,
Piovesan, Vittorio Glovanni.
Propst, Anna (nee Perrault or
Ethel Georgeanna Perrault Propst).
, Pukansky, Joseph.
, Pustelnik, Stefan Pawel.
Rausch, Eva (nee Bieler or
Evette Rausch or Chawa or Ewa Bleler).
. Reyes, Jose Billegas.

Roland, Elizabeth Allcn (nee

Allen)
, Rosario, Maximo,
, Rose, Maria Alexandra.
, Salgado, Jorge, or Jorge Sal-
gado-Rodriguez.
, Sandoval-Silva, Epitasio.
| Bchachter, Herman Max.
, Bchulhof, Bernard or Bernat,
Seeber, Eugene John.
, Sikaras, Helen (nee Martoulas
or Helen Stelioa Martoulas).

x4, Silver, Isidore aka Icko Iola, or
Izz.o or Izzl or Icek or Itcko Igla.

4, Simmonds, Delia Hortencla.
Simone, Tommaso (also Thomas

, Bkordas, Lambros.
Smith, Emma Maria Valdes (nee

Valdes).

3 Stathapoulos, Stephanos, or
Steve Stathes.

Btettler, Emma (nee Emma

Sbchnlg].
3 , Btevens, Peggy Joan (nee Me-

4. Taberlet, Fred Romolo, or Rom-
olo Taberlet

, Toullatos, John,

, Tronrud, Jchn, c¢r John Wils
helm Tronrud.

| Tschinkowitz, Valentin, or Wal=

ter Bayer.
Vaz, Manuel Viegas,
, Warwick, William,
Wiessgarber, Barbara (nee
, Wiessgarber, Nikolaus,
Wolff, Hedwig Sadie (nees

Schauer).
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3 Zakos, Sophile Kretekos, or
EBophie Kretekos (nee Perides).
4, Zachou, Theodota (ne¢ Theo=-
dota Goussi).
E; Zarensky, Isaac, or Zarebski or

Zaremhbesky,

Just, Reinhard.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, I re-
port an original concurrent resolution,
and I submit a report (No. 1316) there-
on,
The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the concurrent res-
olution will be placed on the calendar.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. T6) was ordered to be placed on the
calendar, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep~
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
favors the suspension of deportation in the
case of each alien hereinafter named, in
which case the Attorney General has sus-
pend portation for more than 6 months.
Becerra, Jose Guadalupe,
Bianco, Anthony Lo.

Cochran, Graham, Rayman, or
Graham Reginald Boske.

, Colantonio, Michele,

Conran, Judy Lynne.

, Cumelia, Raymond, or Raimon-

, Giatrakos, Elefterios.
Ginararls, Avgerinos George.

, Klimenko-Gurewska, Helene
(now Helen Euntz).

, Ecesling, Grete Hedwig.

Lam, Caroline Han Fang Wang
(alias Caroline Han Fang Wang Lim).

, Liu, Len Hee (alias Len Hee Lee
or Liu Hen Hee).

, Loclam, August Reginald.

, Mavrakis, Stratos Antoniou,

, Merani, Giobatta Alessandro, or
Emilio Giobatta Merani, or Emilio G. Merani.
, Mitchell, Aurelia.

Ch, Sydney Bah, or Sydney
Bcott Bahoh

, Rodrigues, Jose.

, Rupa, Amir Bin.

, Schnelder, Victor,

, Squazza, Assunta, or Assunta

, Squazza, Fernanda, or Fernanda

, Teljeiro, Olegario, or Olegario
Teljeiro Garcla.

, Young, Virginia Josephine.
Cividanes, Jesus Vieiro.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, February 27, 1950, he
presented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 2328) to
amend section 482 of the Revised Stat-
utes relating to the Board of Appeals in
the United States Patent Office.

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. LODGE:

8.3125. A bill for the relief of Dr. Lutfu
Lahut Uzman; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. BEUTLER:

S.3126. A bill to revise the basis for award
of disability pension; to the Committee on
Finance.

S.3127. A bill authorizing the issuance of
a patent in fee to Eva Peneaux White
Thunder;
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BS.3128. A bill authorizing the issuance of
& patent in fee to John D. Decora;

8.3129. A bill authorizing the issuance of
a patent in fee to Mr. and Mrs. Charles Whit-
ford, heirs of Anna Louise Whitford, de-
ceased; and

S.3130. A bill authorizing the issuance of
a patent in fee to Lot Smith and Helen Sey-
mour Smith, heirs of Charles Smith, de-
ceased; to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. JENNER:

5.3131. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Wil-
liam I. Spaulding; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McCARRAN:

S5.3132. A hill to incorporate the Ameri-
can Scclety of International Law, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the

By Mr. LANGER:

S.3133. A bill for the relief of Anthony B.
Estella, his wife and two children; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

5.3134. A bill to provide for a 25-percent
increase in the annuities and pensions pay-
able to railrcad employees and to their sur-
vivors; to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare.

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr.
HoEY) :

S.3135. A bill to amend the peanut-mar-
keting-quota provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. O'MAHONEY (for himself and
Mr, HUNT) :

S.3136. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to transfer to the town of
Mills, Wyo., a sewage system located in such
town; to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LANGER:

£.3137. A bill for the relief of Carmine
Amedeo;

S.3138. A bill for the relief of Mohammed
Bulbool;

S.3139. A bill for the relief of Asmoth All,
Angob All, Esrail Ullah, Mufaffar Ullah,
Moraham Ali, Miftahuj Jaman, Moskod Ullah,
and Mascador Ali;

S.3140. A bill for the relief of Azman Ali;

S. 3141, A bill for the relief of Mohammed
Eatal Miah (or Eutal Miah); and

5.3142. A bill for the relief of Mohammed
Hanif; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina
(by request) :

5.38143. A bill to provide for the conduct
of a periodic census of governments; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. LEHMAN (for himself and Mr.
IVES):

S.J. Res. 156. Joint resolution to permit
certaln war-service indefinite employees to
acquire competitive civil-service status and
permanent tenure by qualifying in noncom-
petitive examinations; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

PRINTING OF COMMITEEE REPORT EN-

TITLED “LOW-INCOME FAMILIES AND
ECONOMIC STABILITY"

Mr. O'MAHONEY submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 233), which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

Resolved, That the committee print en-
titled “Low-Income Families and Economiec
Stability,” printed for the use of the Joint
Committee on the Economic Report, be
printed as a Senate document.

AMENDMENT OF DISPLACED PERSONS
ACT—AMENDMENT

Mr, KTLGORE (for himself, Mr, Gra=-
HaM, Mr, FeErecUsow, Mr. Doucras, Mr.
Murray, Mr. NEeLy, Mr. SmitH of New
Jersey, Mr. MoRsg, Mr, SALTONSTALL, Mr,
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HenDRICKSON, Mr. MacNuson, Mr. IVEs,
Mr. LEaMAN, Mr. BENTON, Mr. HUMPHREY,
Mr., FLanDpErs, Mr. MyEers, and Mr.
THYE) submitted an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill
(H, R. 4567) to amend the Displaced
Persons Act of 1948, which was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR OF CERTAIN
PUBLIC WORKS—AMENDMENTS

Mr, CAIN submitted amendments in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill
(H. R. 5472) authorizing the construc-
tion, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors for
navigation, flood control, and for other
purposes, which were ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

Mr. MAYBANK submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
House bill 5472, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPENL: THE
RULE—AMENDMENT

Mr. DOUGLAS subinitied the follow-
ing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
give notice in writing that it is my inten-
tion to move to suspend paragraph 4 of
rule XVI for the purpose of proposing to
the bill (H. R. 7207) making appropria-
tions to supply urgent deficiencies in cer-
tain appropriations for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur-
poses, the following amendment, namely:
On page 6, line 17, strike the period after
the word “law”, insert a colon and add:
“Provided further, That hereafter, the
amount of annual leave for Government
employees, including the employees of
the Postal Service, shall be at the rate of
20 days per year, and the amount of sick
leave shall be at the rate of 12 days per
year for classified and wage board em-
ployees.”

Mr. DOUGLAS also submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to House bill 7207, making appro-
priations to supply urgent deficiencies in
certain appropriation for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

(For text of amendment referred to,
see the foregoing notice.)

LINCOLN DAY ADDRESS BY SENATOR
ENOWLAND

[Mr. HICKENLOOPER asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the REcorD an ad-
dress delivered by Senator ENOWLAND at o
Lincoln Day dinner at Des Moines, Iowa, on
February 16, 1950, which appears in the
Appendix.]

MISTREATMENT OF GREEEK CHILDREN—
EDITORIAL COMMENT
[Mr. LODGE asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp various state-
ments regarding the mistreatment of Greek
children, which appear in the Appendix.]

EDITORIAL COMMENT ON PROPCOSED
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT ABOL-
ISHING ELECTORAL COLLEGE
[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to

have printed In the Recorp two editorials,

one entitled “Constitutional Amendment on
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Elections,” published in the Chicago (IIL)
Daily Calumet of February 4, 1850, and the
other entitled “Lodge’s Amendment,” pub-
lished in the Rockford, Ill., Star, February b,
1950, which appear in the Appendix.]

PROPOSED AIRPLANE TRIP TO THE
NORTH POLE—ARTICLE FROM THE
DAILY ALASKEA EMFIRE
[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave to

have printed in thedpmonn an article en-

titled “Airplane Scheduled To Make Landing
at North Pole Next Summer; Hubbard on

Flight,” published in the Daily Alaska Em-

pire of Juneau, Alaska, February 20, 1950,

which appears in the Apnendix.]

SO0IL CONSERVATION SERVICE WATER-
SHED TREATMENT PROGRAM

[Mr. ROBERTSON asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recorp the sup-
plemental statement to the 1950 report of
the Soil Conservation Service to the Sub-
committee on Wildlife Conservation of the
Benate Committee on Expenditures in Ex-
ecutive Departments, which appears in the
Appendix.]

THE H-BOMB: HUMANITY'S NEW PERIL—
ARTICLE BY CLARENCE POE

[Mr. HOEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed In the Recorp an article en-
titled “The H-Bomb: Humanity’s New
Peril,” written by Clarence Poe, and pub=-
lished in the March 1950 issue of the Pro-
grossive Farmer, which appears in the
Appendix.]

LET'S EXPLORE YOUR MIND—ARTICLE
BY ALBERT EDWARD WIGGAM

[Mr. CAIN asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the REcorp a column entitled

“Let's Explore Your Mind,” by Albert Edward

Wiggam, which appears in the Appendix.]

NOTES OFF THE RECORD, BY GER-
TRUDE PIERSON
[Mr. CAIN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp the column en=-
titled “Notes Off the Record,” by Gertrude
Pierson, published in the Cashmere (Wash.)
Record, which appears in the Appendix.]

RENT CONTROL—EDITORIAL FROM
WASHINGTON POST
[Mr. CAIN asked and ohtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en-
titled “End of Rent Control,” published in
the Washington Post of this date, which
appears in the Appendix.]

REPEAL TELEPHONE EXCISE TAXES—
STATEMENT BY T. H. BANDERSON
[Mr, WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a statement un-
der the heading “Repeal telephone excise
taxes,” prepared by T. H. Sanderson, direc-
tor of the Wisconsin State Telephone Asso-
clation, which appears in the Appendix.]

McCARTHY'S CREAKING LIMB—ARTICLE
BY PETER EDSON

[Mr. TAYLOR asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article en-
titled “McCarthy’s Creaking Limb,” written
by Peter Edson, and published in the Wash-
ington Daily News of this date, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

SOCIAL SECURITY AGAINST RAILROAD-
RETIREMENT MONTHLY SURVIVOR
BENEFITS—A COMPARISON
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I may be per-

mitted to use 2 minutes to make a state-
ment and an insertion in the RECORD.
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I shall
not object. The junior Senator from
Nebraska has asked unanimous consent
that he be permitted to speak for 2
minutes. The senior Senator from Ne-
braska, however, controls but half of the
time,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. THomaAs] controls
half the time for debate on the pending
measure.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I shall
ask that I be granted only 1 minute of
time.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I shall
yield that much time, 1 minute, to the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, on sev-
eral previous occasions I have introduced
into the REcorp facts and figures relating
to tax payments and the benefits of those
covered by our two great Federal retire-
ment systems—the Social Security Sys-
tem and the Railroad Retirement Sys-
tem. From the tabulations I have pre=-
pared to date, it appears that the terms
offered to those covered by social security
under the legislation now being consid-
ered by the Senate Finance Committee
are more favorable than the terms offered
to railroad employees under the Railroad
Retirement Act.

I now have a tabulation comparing
benefits payable out of the two funds to
the dependents of insured employees.
Dependents’ benefits are perhaps even
more important than retirement bene-
fits. So long as a man is still alive, he
may be able to continue working and
support his family, or if he has been
successful he may have been able to ac-
cumulate something to help him out
when he retires. Dependents’ benefits
are primarily intended to take care of
cases where the breadwinner dies rela-
tively young and there must be some
provision to take care of his wife and
children.

The tabulation I have, which I now
want to insert in the REcorp, is labeled
exhibit D and compares benefits for
widows and children under the Railroad
Retirement Act, under the present Social
Security Act, and under the provisions
of H. R. 6000, as passed by the House of
Representatives. It will be noted that
in every case the benefits provided for
dependents under H. R. 6000 are higher
than those provided for men covered by
the Railroad Retirement Act. This is
true despite the fact the pay-roll fax on
railroad men is four times as great as
that on employees under the social-se-
curity system. Even under the rising
scale of tax payments provided in H. R.
6000, the pay-roll deduction from the
wages of railroad men will always be
ahout twice as great as that from em-
ployees under the social-security system.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table to which I have re-
ferred may be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
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ExaIBIT D.—Social-security versus railroad-
retirement monthly survivor benefits—a
comparison

H.R
Soclal s
seen- | soclal refim-
rity, | secu- | pone
1950 ity pro- 1050
posed
Maximum survivor benefits
ible:
Aged Widows. e ocoeaaea- $34.20 | $48.30 | $40.61
Widows with children__..| 3420 [ 48.30 40, 61
L e e e W | 22,80 | 148.30 27,08
Widow and 1 child_....| 57.00| 96.60| 67.69
Pl x| anl e
B 4 ¥
And 2 children. ...... [ o2 &0 | 3220 o708
b - —— R ¥ .77
Widow and 3 or more g} % g.} ;3 g g
chﬂgg.;]l or 4 or more | 51’55 | 57 eg 708
* 21.25 | 371.50 .08
Total (prorated equal-
Iy --| 8500 |.150.00 | 108.32
Maximum | 85.00 | 150.00 | 108.32
Parents.___ 22.80 | 148,30 27,08

175 percent of the primary insurance amount for first
child, and parents,

Bource: Rail Pension News, published by the Na-
tional Railroad Pension Forum, Inc., 1104 West 104th
EL, Chicago 43, 111,

The above exi;ihit D has been submitted to the Senate
Finance Committes now holding hearings on H. R. 6000
for their study and consideration that rail workers
should receive the same ratio of increases in benefits now
Ei';pmd for those covered by social security and has

n submitted by Mr. Thomas G, Stack, president of
the National Railroad Pension Forum, Ine, (& volun-
tary organization of union and nonunjon rail workers),
February 1950,

COTTON AND PEANUT ACREAGE

ALLOTMENTS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the resolution (H. J. Res. 398) relating
to cotton- and peanut-acreage allot-
ments and marketing quotas under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, it is now 12:30. That leaves
3 hours and 30 minutes for the discus-
sion of amendments to the bill, which
are now pending, and such amendments
as hereafter may be offered. Am I cor-
rect in assuming that each side will have
one-half of the time, or 1 hour and 45
minutes?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the
understanding of the Chair; and the
Senator from Oklahoma controls half
of the time and the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. WHERRY] the other half.
The time is to be divided equally, allow-
ing for the time required for the roll call
and for the transaction of routine busi-
ness. The Senator from Oklahoma and
the Senator from Nebraska will each
have control of 105 minutes, assuming
there is no further interruption.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I offer an amendment to the
pending joint resolution and ask that
the amendment be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. An amend-
ment is pending, The amendment sub-
mitted by the Senator from Oklahoma
can only be read for the information of
the Senate at this time,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I submit
my amendment and ask that it be read
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at the desk for the information of the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received and lie on the
table, and will be reac.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page T, at
the end of section 2, it is proposed to
add the following: “Provided, That the
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and direcied to offer for sale at the point
of storage any potatoes produced in sur-
plus areas and now in the possession of
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
wholesalers, jobbers, retailers or con-
sumers, for distribution and consump-
tion in deficit areas, at prices per bushel
which will return to the said Commodity
Credit Corporation its total investment
in such potatoes, including handling and
carrying costs: And provided furiher,
That the Secretary is authorized to de-
fine surplus areas with respect to the
production of potatoes and also deficit
areas where such potatoes may be dis-
tributed: And provided further, That
this proviso shall be complied with prior
to either giving away or the destruction
of any potatoes now in the possession of
the said Commodity Credit Corporation.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, I yield to myself 15 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Oklahoma is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
amendment which has just been read for
the information of the Senate provides
that before the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall be permitted to give away
any of the potatoes which it now pos-
sesses, it shall offer them for sale. The
potatoes involved will be the potatoes
produced in areas, such as Maine, where
there are surplus potatoes. The Com-
modity Credit Corporation will be au-
thorized by the amendment to sell such
surplus potatoes in deficit potato areas,
or areas where there are not sufficient
potatoes raised to supply the demand.
The amendment provides that the sur-
plus potatoes shall be sold in the deficit
areas at a price which will return to
the Commodity Credit Corporation its
cost, considering its purchase price, or
take-over price, and its handling and
carrying charges. I will ask later that
the amendment be called up for con-
sideration by the Senate and for a vote.
I hope we may take the amendment to
conference and see what we can do to
work out a plan for the disposition of
our Government-cwned potatoes so as
to save as much money as possible and at
the same time make such potatoes avail-
able to consumers in areas where not
enough potatoes were produced to serve
the demand for such commodity.

Mr. President, I desire to call to the
attention of the Senate an amendment
which is now printed, and which will be
offered later. The amendment is known
as the Williams-Ives-Saltonstall-Hen-
drickson amendment. I ask that the
amendment be read for the information
of Senators, and then I shall state my
reasons for opposing the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be read for the information
of the Senate.
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the appro-
priate place in the bill it is proposed to
insert the following:

That paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection
(d) of section 101 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (Public Law No. 439, 81st Cong.) and
sectlon 301 (a) (1) (G) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as added by sub-
section (c) of section 409 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949, are hereby repealed.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, this amendment, if it should
become the law, would repeal portions
of the act which was passed and signed
last October. If the amendment should
prevail, then the 80-percent support
price which the law now provides with
respect to certain crops in 1950, would
be repealed. It provides that the full
flexible support price scheduled for all
basic commodities, save tobacco, shall
go into effect immediately. That means
that the provisions for 90-percent sup-
port price for the basic products, save
tobacco, for 1950, and the minimum of
80 percent of parity for 1951, shall be
repealed.

In fact the amendment, if enacted,
will repeal and destroy the present farm-
price-support law and program,

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield at this point?

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma, I yield.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is that substan-
tially the bill on this subject the Senate
passed early last fall?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. It is
somewhat along that line. It is not the
same, but it is substantially the same.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Oklahoma will recall that the Senator
from Virginia voted for the Senate bill;
he was opposed to the House bill which
continued provision for a mandatory 90
percent of parity for the basic crops for
this year,

The Senator from Virginia would like
to vote again as he voted before, if he
can get a clear understanding as to how
close this amendment is to what he has
previously supported.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
amendment, if agreed to, will repeal the
provision of existing law authorizing
the use of the highest of either the parity
price for the basic commodities, as com-
puted under the old formula, or the
price as computed by the modernized
formula for a 4-year period.

Mr. President, this amendment brings
up the old fight between high prices and
low prices for farm products. It seems
that the representatives of the indus-
trial East are demanding that those who
live in their area receive high prices for
the things they produce and at the same
time, they are demanding low prices for
the things that they consume—products
such as food, and cotton and wool for
clothing.

Mr. President, I remind those who re-
side in the industrial East that if the
prices of farm products go down, then
wages will go down, production will drop,
the prices of the things the East pro-
duces will go down, and a depression will
come again to our country. ?

We cannot have a prosperous econ-
omy with one-fifth of our population—
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which is what the farmers constitute—
receiving for the things they produce
prices so low that they are unable to buy
the goods produced by industry.

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

Mr. TIHHOMAS of Oklahoma. Iyield.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator will
agree with me, I am sure, that even
though the amendment I have proposed
is adopted, it still will leave the support
prices of cotton, wheat, tobacco, and
corn higher than the prices the farmers
have received for those commodities dur-
ing the past 10 years. So we shall not
be repealing the support prices, for the
farmers still are receiving for those com-
modities more money on the average
than they have received for them in the
past 10 years.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, a few days ago the Senate re-
jected a proposed amendment on the
theory that we should not change the
program after certain crops have been
planted. But now it is proposed in con-
nection with the consideration of this
amendment, that we make such a change.

Mr. President, I have only a limited
amount of time. Although I shall be glad
to yield for questions and suggestions,
I must yield a part of my time to other
Senators. For that reason, I wish to
make this issue plain,

Mr. President, in order that this coun-
try may survive, in order that the States, .
the cities, and the counties may survive,
all being a part of our Nation, we must
have high prices. We must have high
prices for farm products; we must have
high wages; we must have high salaries;
and we must have high prices for the
articles produced by industry generally.
In no way can we have a high national
income, except through high prices. At
the present time the goal for farm prod-
ucts is full parity prices. The present law
provides a 90 percenft of parity as sup-
port prices for basic commodities—such
as wheat, corn, cotton, tobacco, rice, and
peanuts. The amendment, if approved
will repeal and destroy even the 90 per-
cent of parity support price for the basic
farm products.

Mr. President, the record shows that
the farmer receives only a relatively
small part of the consumer’s dollar.
When a consumer goes to the store and
buys a dollar’s worth of bread or a dol-
lar’'s worth of meat or a dollar’s worth
of potatoes or any other commodity
produced by farmers, the farmer does
not receive all of such dollar. The ree-
ord shows that the farmer gets less than
50 cents of the consumer's dollar. Only
in times of unusually high prices do
farmers receive as much as 50 percent,
or 50 cents, of the consumer’s dollar.

Who gets the remainder of the money
the consumers pay for food and cloth-
ing? The railways receive their full
share for transporting the commodity
from the place of production to the mill
or factory. Therailroads have fixed tar-
iff rates so they receive their full share
or 100 percent of their rates.

After the commodity reaches the mill
where it is processed, the mill receives
its full share—not 60 or 80 or 90 per-
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cent, but 100 percent of its cost, plus its
profits, in connection with the work of
processing the commodity.

When the product is processed, it goes
to the wholesaler or the jobber, as the
case may be, and the wholesaler or the
jobber gets his full profit. After the
wholesaler or jobber receives his profit,
the product goes to the retailer for dis-
tribution; and the retailer receives his
share in profits for handling the proc-
essed commodity.

So when the consumer buys the fin-
ished product, he pays for the trans-
portation of the commodity back and
forth; for processing, for jobbing or
wholesaling, and for the retailer’s profit.
Then what is left, if anything, the farm-
er receives. At the present time the
farmer receives some 37.8 percent or less
than 38 cents out of each dollar con-
sumers pay for their food and clothing.
The result is that in times of low prices
for farm products, when others who han-
dle suct products are receiving 100 per-
cent of their profits, the farmer receives
what is left—if anything is left.

So, Mr. President, I am for high prices
in order to assure the farmer a fair share
of the consumer’s dollar. He can get
his fair share only when we have rela-
tively high prices for the commodities
which he produces.

Mr. President, there is another reason
for my opposition to the amendment. At
the present time we have a national debt
of some $257,000,000,000. We have a na-
tional budget of some $42,500,000,000,
which must be paid in the form of taxes,
if the budget is to be kept in balance. In
addition to the Federal budget, we have
State, county, city and district budgets
totaling some $17,000,000,000, which,
added to the $42,500,000,000 Federal bud-
get make a grand total of some $60,000,-
000,000, which the taxpayers must pay in
order to keep the various units of our
Government going concerns.

Mr. President, how are we to get $60,~
000,000,000, in taxes from low price
schedules? It has not been done in the
past. It is not now being done, and it
cannot be done in the future. Only a few
years ago, at a time within the memory of
every Senator, we had low prices. For
example, during 1930, 1931, and 1932, the
total income of all the people would not
have been sufficient to pay the Federal
tax bill for the current year. The only
way by which high national income can
be developed and maintained is through
high prices—high prices for farm com-
modities, high wages, high salaries, and
high prices for the products of industry.
Then, of course, in order to be just and
fair, all prices must be equalized, so that
no group will have an advantage over any
other group.

Mr. President, we see today economic
conditions wherein industrial prices are
rising, wherein wages are increasing, and
at the same time we see prices of farm
products falling day by day. Mr. Presi-
dent, such conditions cannot be permit-
ted to continue in the United States and
I oppose the amendment of the Senator
from Delaware.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The time of
the Senator from Oklahoma has expired.
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma,. Iyield 10
minutes to the Senator from Virginia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Virginia is recognized for 10 min-
utes.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, late
last Friday afternoon, I undertook to
participate in the debate on the pend-
ing Wherry amendment, which I in-
terpreted as placing certainly for the
time being an embargo on potatoes from
Canada. Frankly, I had had no oppor-
tunity whatever to study the problem
or to prepare anything on the subject,
so I requested the distinguished Sena-
tor from Oklahoma to give me 10
minutes this morning in which I might
attempt to clarify one or two things I
had said Friday, and to enable me to give
the Senate the benefit of certain in-
formation I secured this morning from
the State Department.

I recall that I said Friday, Canada was
our best friend and our best customer, 1
repeat the statement. I said Canada
took $500,000,000 worth of goods from us.
What I intended to say was that Can-
ada took $500,000,000 more goods from
us than we took from Canada. Canada
last year bought from us approximately
$2,000,000,000 worth of goods, and we
took from Canada approximately $1,-
500,000,000 worth of goods. I said
Canada took from us between three and
four times the amount of fresh fruits and
vegetables—which, of course, includes
potatoes—than we took from Canada.
I was unable to answer Friday the charge
that the President of the United States
and the State Department were negli-
gent in their duty in not restricting im-
ports of potatoes from the 1949 crop, as
they had done with respect to the 1948
crop.

This morning I got from the State De-
partment an answer to the question,
which is this: Last week the Department
of Agriculture approached the State De-
partment with respect to the importa-
tion of Canadian potatoes, and the
State Department in turn approached
the appropriate representatives of Can-
ada, to discuss the matter. In the dis-

cussion, the facts were developed that.

up to last week 6,000,000,000 bushels of
Canadian potatoes had been imported
by us, and that according to their very
best estimates, not more than 3,000,000
additional bushels of potatoes would
come into this country, to be divided
along established lines between seed and
table potatoes. That would be the total
of our importation of Canadian potatoes
this year out of the crop harvested last
fall, and it would be 200,000 to 300,000
bushels less than we took from the 1948
crop under the agreement to curtail im-
portations because of our support price.

So, Mr. President, I think we are now
facing a situation in which we are going
to get fewer potatoes from Canada than
we did last year. Only 3,000,000 more
bushels of potatoes, if nothing is done,
will be imported, and yet we are asked
to enact into law a mandatory embargo
upon Canadian potatoes to become ef-
fective immediately, because the Presi-
dent would have to take immediate ac-
tion because of our surplus production;
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but the law would also stand on our
statute books for an indefinite period in
the future.

So I wish to invite the attention of
my distinguished colleagues to two per=-
tinent facts. One is that we are pro-
posing to do something which will have
no practical effect upon the economy of
our Nation at this time. Second, the
action would be construed as a highly
unfavorable action by the Canadian of-
ficials, and I fear would have more seri-
ous repercussions than that. Why? Be-
cause we all know that ECA Adminis-
trator Hoffman has been pleading, urg-
ing, and almost demanding that the na-
tions of western Europe integrate their
economy, break down their tariff bar-
riers, and engage in freer trade among
themselves, and in connection with the
time when her dollar aid will end he has
held out to them the hope that one bil-
lion of American dollars they will need
can be secured by our accepting an equiv-
alent amount of European goods in our
domestic market, which, Mr. Hoffman
said, would amount to approximately 1
percent of our total production, and
therefore could not possibly hurt this
Nation. But if, because of about 3,000,000
bushels of potatoes we put an embargo
against a nation which is buying from us
$500,000,000 worth of goods more than
we buy from it and which spends every
dollar it receives for potatoes for our
citrus fruits, machinery, or whatever we
are selling, why will not European na-
tions believe that when a competitive sit-
uation arises we will not treat them with
the same kind of selfishness which this
amendment proposes that we extend to
our neighbor, our best friend, and our
best customer?

So I say, with those broad implica-
tions, the Senate should not go on record
in favor of an amendment of this kind.

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

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The statement just made
by the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia demonstrates how dangerous it is
for Members of the Senate to consider an
amendment such as that offered by the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]

. without complete and exhaustive hear-

ings before an appropriate committee,

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. We are living in a dan-
gerous world which is now engaged in a
cold war which could some day eventuate
into a shooting war. We are living in a
world in which we need friends. We still
have considerable weight in international
affairs, but the situation which now con-
fronts us indicates that we cannot afford
to throw it around. I think we should
not do something which could easily be
construed not only in Canada, where we
have good friends, but in other parts of
the world where we are trying to get good
friends as meaning that we are not ded-
icated to the fundamental principle of
live and let live, and that as soon as we
feel that the danger of atomic bombs and
other types of bombs dropping on our
heads is eliminated, we are going to re-
turn to a program of every man for him-
self and the devil take the hindmost,
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, I yield myself one additional
minute. A moment ago I had read from
the desk an amendment which I shall
call up after 4 o'clock today. In order
that I shall not then take unnecessary
time, I wish to submit a copy of a let-
ter which I sent to Secretary Brannan
on February 24, 1950, and I ask unani-
mous consent that this letter be printed
immediately aiter the reading of the
amendment, which will come after 4
o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HiLL
in the chair). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I have had made an analysis
of House Joint Resolution 398 and Sen-
ate bill 2919, which will be in confer-
ence. This analysis comes from a man
who is competent to make such an analy-
sis. His name is Horace Hayden, I ask
unanimous consent that the analysis be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the analy-
sis was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orDp, as follows:

OERLAHOMA COTTON GINNERS'
Association, INc.,

Oklahoma City, Okla., February 24, 1950.

Subject: Analysis of House Joint Resolution
398 and 8. 2919, correction of 1949 cot-
ton acreage allotment law,

Senator ELMeERr THOMAS,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewaToR THOMAS: The cotton acre-
ege allotments laws have become so terribly
involved and complicated and there are so
many unknown factors that it is difficult to
make an analysis with assurance that con-
clusions will be entirely correct.

In the 1938 law there was provision by
which the total tilled acres of every cotton
farm was taken into consideration. From
the total tilled acres was deducted the acre-
age devoted to other basic crops, the re-
mainder left the total acreage available for
cotton. This total acreage was divided into
the county allotment which gave a percent-
age factor to be used by the county commit-
tee in alloting acreage. The law provided
that all farms should be given the same per-
centage of its available cotton acreage, The
effect of this provision was to cut down
the man specializing on cotton and increas-
Ing the acreage of the farmer who only
planted a small amount of cotton.

In preparing the 1949 cotton acreage law,
we from Oklahoma and several other States
objected to that method of arriving at cot-
ton allotments. We requested that the law
provide that after the cotton history had
been established for all farms in the county,
that the cotton history be adjusted percent-
agewise to the county's allotment. It is a
simple way of handling the matter and to our
way of thinking it is the only falr way to
handle this allotment. We were told that
the Department insisted on the tillable acres
formula rather than the cotton history for-
mula. It looked so involved to a number
of us and we felt it would create many in-
equities and hardships. During hearings the
Department apparently made no objectlons
to the tillable acres formula and left us
with the impression that they would insist
on that method in arriving at farm allot-
ments. We now understand that the De-
partment claims that this formula is too
complicated and creates many inequities and
that they would much prefer to have the
cotton history formula used. It is too late
to make that change for 1950.

The tillable-acres formula was further
complicated by reason of war crops as pro-
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vided in Public Law 12. That created cotton
farms that have lcng since changed their
cropping system and are not in position to
plant cotton. They still have allotments
granted them, even thougzh a great many are
surprised in receiving a cotton allotment and
would be more than willing to surrender
their allotment for use by other farmers in
that county.

You will recall that in the Senate bill 1982,
provision was made by which any unplanted
acreage could be either surrendered perma-
nently or for 1 year, in order to correct the
inequities of the tillable acreage formula.
That provision was eliminated in the House,
and it is our opinion that this particular
point is causing most of .the dificulties
throughout the cotton South. Oklahoma ex-
perienced this difficulty under the 1238 law,
and we were quite anxlous that we not expe-
rience it again. Texas had a similar experi-
ence, but not quite as severe as in Oklahoma.
We felt at the time that many other States
would experience similar difficulties, princl-
pally by reason of changes in cropping sys-
tems and by reason of cotton credits created
under Public Law 12.

It is our understanding that some of the
States which objected and helped eliminate
the reallotment provision of S. 1962, have
now admitted that this was an error.

Bo far as I can learn, all States are fairly
well satisfied with the total cotton allotment
for the State as provided in Public Law 272,
but the method of making allotments to
farms is causing general dissatisfaction over
the entire belt. In Oklahoma we feel that
Public Law 272, if unchanged, will cause 30
percent of our allotment to be unplanted.
We had hoped that could be corrected to a
larger extent by the surrender and reallot-
ment of unused acreage and were prepared to
get most of the unplanted acreage released
tor reallotmenv.

House Joint Resolution 398, together with
a flood of other bills in both Houses, was
introduced in an effort to correct the mistake
made in eliminating the reallotment provi-
sion of 8. 1862.

We belleve the meat of the whole situation
is some method of getting the States’ allot-
ment planted and not increasing the allot-
ment for any State above the amount pro-
vided in the 21,000,000-acre national allot-
ment. We kelleve that can only be accom-
plished by leaving to the discretion of
county committees and not by application of
a fixed rule lald down by the Secretary.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 398

Bectlon I of that bill provided that every
farm shall have a minimum of—

(a) T0 percent ~f the average of the 1946-
47-48 cotton acreage; or

{(b) 50 percent of the highest acreage of
any one of those years. (Both of the above
provisions include acreage in War Corp Cred-
its); but

(c) No farm shall be allotted more than 40
percent of his total tilled acreage.

Section II of that bill provides that acre-
age which will not ke planted to cotton may
be released by holder of allotment and de-
ducted from his allotment, to be used to sup-
ply the minimum acreage as provided in
section 1.

Any surrendered acreage remaining after
providing the minimum acreage described
above may be reapportioned in amounts de-
termined by the Secretary to be fair and
reasonable to other farms in same county
receiving allotments, which the Secretary de-
termines are inadequate.

The legislative report on that bill reads,
“In the ahsence of some very exceptional cir-
cumstances, however, no farm having a cot-
ton history could be sald to have an inade-
quate allotment if its allotment was equal
to the larger of 70 percent of the amount
planted or regarded as planted during the
years, 1946-47-48; or 50 percent of the high-
est acreage planted or regarded as planted in
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any cne of such years, and not in excess of
40 percent of the acreage tilled annually or in
regular rotation.”

¥You can see from the above that any
acreage surrendered over and above the
amount necessary to provide minimums set
out above, must be used on small farms or
new farms. In fact will not be used at all.

If unplanted acreage is surrendered in
sufficlent volume fo provide the minimums
set out above, the County and State will not
suffer in future years. If the unplanted
acreage is not surrendered in sufficient vol-
ume then the acres necessary to provide the
minimums as set out above are only tempo-
rary and will be ellminated in considering
the actual planted acreage for future years.
Under this provision there is no incentive
for the farmer to release his acreage because
it is released almost permanently. We be-
lieve that provision will mean the reduc-
tion In Oklahoma’s cotton history of at least
200,000 acres for 19561 and future years. This
is indicative of what will happen to many
other States.

It is only a stopgap for 1950 and will cause
terrific repercussions and distortion of all
State allotments after 1950.

B. 2919

The Senate has deleted the entire House
bill and substituted the principal provisions
of 5. 2918, changed slightly in view of later
thinking.

The Senate version provides in the first sec=-
tion that any unplanted acreage may be sur=-
rendered without reservation by the farmer
who has changed his cropping system and
does not intend to plant cotton in the future.
Ilustration: (Turned to grass, legumes or
other crops that cannot be easily changed
from year to year) or if the farmer is plant-
ing cotton in a rotation with other crops he
may surrender his cotton allotment for 1
year without reducing his allotment in fu-
ture years by such surrender.

The Senate bhill reads that acreage S0 sur-
rendered may (should read shall) be reap-
portioned to other farms in the State, pref-
erence being given to other farms in the sanre
county as original allotment. Reapportion-
ment to be made to farms with Inadequate
allotments in view of past production records.

Up to this point the Senate bill does the
thing that we believe should be done, It
eliminates the mathematical formula which
has been written into previous laws or bills,

We do not believe that any mathematical
formula can be used without creating serious
handicaps and hardships in many areas, if
not all of them. We believe that if the bill
should stop at that point, it would probably
serve the purpose of correcting many of the
Inequities caused by Public Law 272.

The next section of the Senate bill providea
that no farm shall have less than 60 percent
of the average of the 1946-47-43 planted
acreage or acreage regarded as having been
planted, but contains a limitation that not
more than 40 percent of the tilled land after
deducting from farms the acreage devoted to
other basic crops.

In Oklahoma this means that the wheat
and peanut acreage shall be deducted before
arriving at the acreage to be devoted to cot-
ton. On most farms deduction of acreage
in other basic crops will have no eflect be-
cause the majority of the farmers are special-
ists just llke manufacturers and they are
either specializing in cotton or some other
crop. However, on an estimated one-sixth of
the farms in this State this limitation will
work a serious hardship.

The 60 percent of the average or 40-per-
cent limitation of S. 2019, is an effort to
force diversification or rotation of crops. We
believe that the 70-percent provision with a
40 percent of total tilled acres as provided
in the House bill, will accomplish that result
with much less hardship than the provision
of the Senate bill. This rigid limitation with
low average » cotton history will force a
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great deal of land to be left entirely out of
cultivation for the reason that those farmers
do not have the equipment, training or the
type of land to be devoted to other crops.
We really believe that provision In the House
bill is almost too rigid in itself to be im-
posed on farmers without notice. Certainly
the provisions of the Senate bill are entirely
too stringent.

It is our conclusion after Intensive study
with all agencies concerned that if the first
section of the Senate bill could be used
alone without the provisions of the average
planted acreage or the limitation of crop-
land to be devoted to cotton, the county
committee could work out most of the hard-
ship cases, but we do believe that the re-
apportionment of surrendered acreage should
be left to the county committee and not un-
der arbitrary rules that may be set up by
the Secretary for use in every county of the
belt. It is impossible for one rule to work
equally in all counties.

If it is necessary to have a limitation on
the average planted acreage and a limita-
tion on the crop land to be devoted to cotton,
then we believe the minimums as provided in
the House bill would cause less hardship, not
only in Oklahoma but every other State, than
the limitation as provided in the Senate bill.

Both bills provide that the farmer may
have a reasonable length of time in which to
make application for adjustment under the
revised law. We believe that should be re-
tained. The House bill provides for 15 days
period and we presume that this means 16
days after the passage by both Houses of the
bill. The Senate bill does not set a time
limit. We feel that 15 days is too short a
time for the committee to acquaint all cot-
ton farmers of their privileges. Even though
planting time is near, we belleve that time
should be increased to 20 days.

We also believe that the Senate bill can be
handled as a permanent revision which is
not in the House bill.

Without question, if the House version is
adopted in the present form, it will call for
another bill to correct the 1951 and future
acreages. Otherwise the allotments in 1851
will be In a much worse shape than they are
now.

Very truly yours,
HORACE HAYDEN,
Secretary.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 25 minutes. I have no exception
to take with reference to the amount of
business done between Canada and the
United States, but I state that a close
analysis of the subject, if the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. RoBErTsON] and the
majority leader had made such an
analysis, would disclose that the differ-
ence in the balance of trade is not based
wholly on exports from the United States
to Canada or imports from Canada to the
United States. I want to stress that my
amendment, which would stop imports
of potatoes only when we had more than
we knew what to do with, is being ob-
jected to on the ground that some foreign
countries might resent it. It simply will
not work out that way.

The purposes and principles of the
amendment were not objected to. The
distinguished Senator from Virginia said
that he agreed with the objectives of the
junior Senator from Nebraska, but that
he disagreed with the methods by which
the result was to be accomplished. That
is the interpretation I placed on what
the Senator said.

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

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.
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Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Nebraska has made a correct interpreta-
tion of my statement.

Mr. WHERRY. The junior Senator
from Nebraska wants, therefore, to ex-
plain his amendment in terms of foreign
relations, to demonstrate that it is
logical and sound from every angle, and
that the method of procedure is entirely
correct.

It involves no ill will and will cause
none.

The nations which signed the multi-
lateral agreement at Geneva in 1947 and
1948, foresaw the possibility of surpluses.
They foresaw that it would be mani-
festly unfair to force one nation to add
to its own surpluses by absorbing those
of other nations, and they specifically
provided for just such a contingency.

Under this agreement, any nation
with a surplus might, with complete
peace of mind, and without in any way
antagonizing another nation, prevent
that surplus from being swelled by addi-
tional imports.

Our neighbor on the north, shut off
shipments of table potatoes to the United
States by agreement made pursuant to
the terms of the earlier trade agreement
the United States had with that country.

It will be seen that Canada did so,
because the Geneva trade agreement
provided for just exactly that means of
protecting America's agricultural price-
support programs.

The principal supplier of potatoes im-
ported into the United States, has rigidly
restricted imports of agricultural and
other products from the United States
and has completely shut off many Amer-
ican products. No element of retalia-
tion on the part of either nation was in-
volved. The diplomats of our State De-
pariment realized that Canada's em-
bargoes, quotas, import licenses, and
other restrictions on imports of goods
from the United States, were born of
necessity, exactly as is the amendment
which is before the Senate.

The countries which signed the Ge-
neva trade agreement have already con-
sented to this amendment.

Article 11 of that agreement, to which
most of the countries which export po-
tatoes to the United States adhere, is
headed “General elimination of quanti-
tative restrictions.” Iread paragraph 1.
This is the over-all statement:

No prohibitions or restrictions other than
dutles, taxes or other charges, whether made
effective through gquotas, import or export
licenses or other measures, shall be insti-
tuted or maintained by any contracting
party on the importation of any product of
the territory of any other contracting party
or on the exportation or sale for export of
any product destined for the territory of any
other contracting party.

Paragraph 2 reads:

The provisions of paragraph 1 of this ar-
ticle—

Which I just read—
shall not extend to the following—

This is the first exception—

Import restrictions on any agricultural or
fisheries product, imported in any form, nec-
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essary to the enforcement of governmental
measures which operate—

Now I read indentation 2, under sub-
paragraph (C)—

to remove a temporary surplus of the like
domestic product.

That is as plain as the English lan-
guage can be, and it takes care of the
very situation we have at hand.

How could we do other than admit
that the signers of this document in-
tended to, and did, provide for limiting
imports of a product that was in surplus
in the importing country?

There was a complete meeting of the
minds on this point that it would be ap-
plied, and it has been applied, on a num-
ber of occasions by other countries for
reasons of State, such as exchange diffi-
culties. We realized that and we con-
tinued to operate under that provision
of the exception to the general provision.

Indentation 1 of subparagraph (C)
discusses marketing and production lim-
itation. That was brought out by the
distinguished Senator from Virginia, who
asked why we should permit surpluses as
long as we have marketing limitations
and quotas in this country and provide
price supports for all the surpluses from
other countries. This provision states
that the general elimination of guanti-
tative restrictions made effective by ar-
ticle 11 shall not apply to agricultural
products which are domestically con-
trolled by marketing or production pro-
grams,

In this instance, however, unlike the
paragraph in which surpluses are men-
tioned, that is, subparagraph 2, a provi-
sion at the end of the article states that
import restrictions because of marketing
or production programs “shall not be
such as will reduce the total of imports
relative to the total of demestic produc-
tion as compared with the proportion
which might reasonably be expected to
rule between the two in the absence of
restrictions.” ,

Therefore the exception to the excep-
tion barred the amendment which I orig-
inally offered, because we have mar-
keting quotas and restrictions imposed
in the United States. That is the whole
thing in a nutshell.

It then goes on to say that in deter-
mining this proposition due regard shall
be paid to a previous representative
period.

It seems clear that we should only
limit imports to the normal proportion
when we have a domestic marketing or
production program. If we restrict do-
mestic output or sales, then we can re-
strict imports in the same proportion.

Surpluses were specifically and inten-
tionally considered different problems,
requiring more drastic measures. That
is why this surplus clause was placed in
the agreement, and we should take ad-
vantage of it just as Canada has.

The agreement does not in any sense
infer nor state that they should not be
eased by shutting off imports. If there
had been any intention, even the
slightest intention, to prevent this
amendment or similar amendments
from being adopted, then surely the
agreement would have so stated. It did
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so state in the case of marketing pro-
grams, as I just mentioned, and by the
very omission of such & statement with
regard to surpluses it provided for just
exactly what is proposed here.

My desire to maintain rigidly the for-
eign commitments made by our State
Department, much as I disagree with
some of them, led me to revise my first
proposed amendment so that it would
conforin to the spirit as well as the let-
ter of the Geneva agreement. That is
exactly why I did it, because the excep-
tion to the exception eliminated the
amendment so far as the letter or the
spirit of the law was concerned, even
thouzh marketing quotas were imposed.
Here is a provision by which the sur-
plus is taken care of. There is no excep-
tion to it. We are supposed to rely on
it, as are Canada and the other 23
countries.

t should be clear that we are follow-
ing exactly the course that was pro-
vided for in that agreement. It is the
course other countries would follow in
similar circumstances.

It is the logical, sensihle course, as was
foreseesn by those who drafted and
signed the controlling trade agreement.
There is no rocom for the slightest feel-
ing of retaliation. There could not pos-
sibly be any inference that we, by the
adootion of this amendment, would be
“taking a crack” at any naticn or group
of nations. It is a business proposition
operated in the friendliest of terms and
one forced upon us by the circumstances
that created a surplus in this country
and in other countries as well.

When the 1948 crop turned out to be
larger than our requirements, Canada,
with no ill feelings on the subject, re-
sponded to an appeal by this country to
limit exports of potatoes. A willingness
to compromise indicated a knowledge on
the part of both countries that drastic
action was necessary. It was recognized
that the United States could have com-

pletely eliminated all imports under the -

terms of all our domestic laws and for-
eign agreements concerning potatoes.

It was also recognized, as it should be
now, that the net result would be the
same no matter how the agreement was
negotiated, namely, that of preventing
imports from swelling the large surplus
in the United States.

Mri. President, I desire now to read
from the actual text of the official letter,
which is a part of the agreement which

“the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. An-
pERSON] mentioned when we were debat-
ing this matter in the Senate. This was
sent to the Canadian representative and
signed by Robert A. Lovett, Acting Secre-
tary of State of the United States. This
quotation states our quid pro quo or
share in the agreement:

In view of the adverse effect which unre-
stricted imports of Canadian potatoes would
have on the potato programs of the United
States and the fact that it is anticipated that
the Canadian proposal will substantially re-
duce the quantity of potatoes which would
otherwise be imported into the United States,
and in the interest of international trade be-
tween the United States and Canada and
other considerations, the United States Gov-
ernment assures the Canadian Government
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that it will not hereafter impose any quan-
titative limitations or fees on Canadian pota-
toes of the 1948 crop imported into the United
States under the system of regulating the
movement of potatoes to the United States
outlined in the Canadian proposal.

Mr. President, those are the very words
which were used. That was the proposi-
tion made a year ago. It is the same we
are asking for now. It was not retalia-
tion then, and it is not retaliation now.

The United States was wielding a big
stick in that agreement.

The Canadian Government knew, and
we knew, that we could shut off imports
of those potatoes, and that public opin-
ion would probably force that action. So
there was an agreement,

There was no thought of retaliation.
There was no intention on the part of
Mr. Lovett or anyone else to create any
ill will between countries. There was no
entagenism between the negotiators, and
there certainly is none now.

The result of all this was just exactly
the same as we have in mind now, except
that the former agreement did allow the
shipment of potatoes marked for seed.
The situation then was not nearly as bad
as it is now, and we are going a little fur-
ther than did the former agreement.

The present situation calls for quick,
decisive action. It comes several months
later in the year than did the November
1948 sgreement. Imports are much
larger, and we are already destroying
millions of pounds of our own 1943 crop.
None of this congressional action would
be necessary otherwise.

I cannot, by any stretch of the im-
agination, believe that Canada will take
it unkindly, or even think of retaliation.
Their business sense will certainly point
out to them the fairness of a proposition
which would designate to each respective
nation the job of taking care of its own
surpiuses. If they have a surplus of
potatoes, then they have our deepest
sympathy, because we are afflicted with
the same malady, only to a much greater
extent.

Let there be no equivocation or mis-
understanding. The amendment would
require us to cease importing potatoes
only when and if we had more than we
could find use for, as is provided in the
amendment.

What could be more fair or business-
like? What infinitesimal ground for re-
taliation is there? With respect to that
angle, I may state some very interesting
facts which bring out this friendly atti-
tude between our countries.

Canada issued an order on November
18, 1947, prohibiting—not just limiting,
but prohibiting—the importation from
the United States and other countries
of a wide variety of agricultural and
cther commodities.

This embargo had a serious effect on
a great many farmers, fruit growers, and
manufacturers in the United States.
These men and these companies, for
many years, had marketed a part of
their output in Canada. Suddenly,
without prior warning, shipments were
shut off.

Among the items affected were fresh
fruits; all fresh vegetables, except pota-
toes and onions; most dried fruits; most
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canned and packaged goods; beans, peas,
rice, peanut butter, honey, molasses,
cigars and cigareties, poultry, eggs, and
meat. In addition, typewriters, radios,
autcmobile tires, furniture, pianos, fur
coats, and many, many other articles
were affected. Apbles, onions, and cit-
rus fruits were permitted to enter, but
only up to 50 percent of the 1946 level.

A month or so later the embargo list
was considerably enlarged to include
paper sacks, facial tissues, wax-coated
paper, plywood, and a number of other
articles,

Was there retaliation on the part of
the United States? Certainly not. Did
we take action to nullify, insofar as pos-
sible, any of these restrictions? Cer-
tainly not. Our farmers and manufac-
turers objected, for their loss of markets
was quite serious to them.

This country, however, realized that
these actions by our northern neighbors
seemed to those rromulgating the laws
advisable and necessary and we did not
take it as any slap at the United States.

Here is an interesting feature of these
strict embargoes and quotas adopted by
Canada. The announcement was offi-
cially made just 4 hours after the pub-
lication of the signing and effective date
of the comprehensive tariff reductions
made under the Geneva trade agree-
ment. In other words, our agreement
for the mutual reduction of tariff bar-
riers to which Canada was a party was
announced just 4 hours before that
country rendered almost all her conces-
sions ineffective.

The United States did not retaliate.
Of course not. The friendly, though
businesslike, relations between the two
countries were not affected.

It is only fair to say that many of the
severe restrictions rlaced upon ship-
ments of goods from the United States
to Canada have been modified. Quotas
have been enlarged and import licenses
are granted more freely than before.

Canada, however, has little ground on
which to object to this one single re-
striction on potatoes, when we have too
many of our own.

Speaking of potatoes, Canada issued
an order on April 21, 1948, prohibiting
the importation of potatoes, including
sweet potatoes, from scheduled countries,
including the United States. This pro-
hibition was for the period April to June
to shut out the early potatoes from the
Carolinas, Virginia, and other southern
areas. No one retaliated.

In May of 1948 Canada prohibited the
importation of a number of new items,
including parts for repairing radios and
many kinds of machinery.

In June of 1948 another list of new
items under prohibition was issued.

On November 1, 1948, the severe re-
strictions on imports into Canada of let-
tuce and tomatoes were eased somewhat.

It was then announced that restric-
tions would later be eased on imports
of cabbage, celery, spinach, and carrots.

The official proclamation specifically
stated that the relaxations would occur
later as they were to be timed so as
not to prejudice the normal marketing
of Canadian produce.
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I quote the Foreign Commerce Weekly
of November 15, 1948:

Imports (into Canada) of each of the com=~
modities will be authorized only when ad-
vancing prices or short supplies indicate de-
pleted domestic stocks.

I submit, Mr, President, that is all the
pending amendment seeks to do. In fact,
we do not intend to go nearly that far.
We would limit imports only when we
have an undisposable surplus.

The amendment conforms with the
trade agreements. It comes within the
letter of the law and it comes within the
spirit of the law. A year ago we took
similar action. Action along the same
lines can now be taken, and it should
be taken, because the potato surplus is
greater than it was a year ago.

On that particular subject I wish to
say for the record that up to date the
importation of potatoes from Canada
has been 6,000,000 bushels. The figures
given to me by the experts of the De-
partment of Agriculture, in conjunction
with those of other agencies, show that
the estimate of imports for this crop
year is about 15,000,000 bushels, not
6,000,000 bushels or 9,000,000 bushels.
Translated into dollars and cents it
means upward of $20,000. If the major-
ity leader is desirous of economizing,
here is the best place I know to begin
economizing, for a saving of $20,000,000
can here be made. It can be made by
an action which is within the law. We
insist that surpluses in this country not
be supported in the case of farmers who
have no acreage or marketing quotas.
Why should Canadian farmers who have
no acreage or marketing quotas be pro-
tected by us, when we do not protect
our own farmers who have acreage or
marketing quotas?

So, in summary, the amendment of-
fered by the junior Senator from Ne-
braska conforms to existing law. It
complies with international trade agree-

ments. Action similar to that I propose -

was taken by the Administration a year
ago, and it can be taken again if Con-
gress desires to do so.

Everyone can see there is a tremen-
dous surplus of potatoes, and everyone
knows that Congress is obligated to act.

Adoption of my amendment is neces-
sary as a temporary expedient for the
protection of the American economy.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
my amendment.

Mr. President, how much more time
has the junior Senator from Nebraska?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Benator has 4'2 minutes.

Mr. WHERRY. I deeply regret that
the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoBERTSON] is not now on the floor. I
want the Senate to know that the facts
I have given relative to surplus potatoes
were authenticated and given to me by
officials of the Department of Agricul-
ture. The chairman of the Committee
on Agriculiure and Forestry is on the
floor. He is deeply interested in this
particular legislation. I appeal to those
who are acquainted with the subject and
with the present emergency. The esti-
mate of surplus potatoes is in the neigh-
borhood of from sixty to seventy million
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bushels. If 15,000,000 bushels of potatoes
are shipped into the United States from
a country whose farmers are not af-
fected by United States quotas or United
States restrictions with respect to plant-
ing, and that country receives the bene-
fit of our price support for their surplus
potatoes, what does that mean? What
are we doing with our own surplus of
potatoes? We are selling them for
1 cent a hundred pounds. Mr. President,
I say it is the duty of every Senator
to save the taxpayer every dime that
can be saved to him, and a consider-
able sum of money can be saved by the
adoption of my amendment, which
comes within the provisions of the Trade
Agreements Act. It is our duty to take
advantage of such an opportunity. We
should do so this year in face of a sur-
plus which, it seems, will be nearly twice
as large as that of last year. If potatoes
are imported into the United States at
the same rate as importations during
the first part of the crop year—and the
importations during the first part of the
year were 6,000,000 bushels—there will
be upward of 15,000,000 bushels import-
ed. I base that statement on the esti-
mate made by the Department of Agri-
culture experts. In view of that fact, I
say the amendment should be adopted.
The amendment would do this year ex-
actly what the administration did last
year.

Mr. President, there will be no retalia-
tion as a result of the adoption of my
amendment. No one has more sym-
pathy with nor greater good will toward
Canada than has the junior Senator
from Nebraska. I appreciate every dol-
lar's worth of business we receive from
Canada. But why should we guarantee
to the growers of potatoes in a foreign
country a price support for their potatoes
on a vague theory that it is good business
for us to do so. I say it is not good busi-
ness for us to do so. I repeat, there will
be no retaliation for the action proposed
by my amendment. Such action should
be taken now. I hope the Senate will

* adopt my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the junior Senator from
Nebraska [Mr, WHERRY],

Mr. WHERRY, Mr, President, I ask
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa if he cares to use any of his time
now.

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I have agreed to give those
who sponsor the wheat amendment 30
minutes of the time controlled by me. I
prefer that the time be taken on the
question now before us, before I yield 30
minutes on the wheat amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
New York [Mr. IVES] desires to speak,
but he wishes to speak after the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLrLiams] has pre-
sented his amendment, which is in the
nature of a substitute.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, it occurs to
the Senator from New York that it might
be well to proceed with the other amend-
ment prior to the one to be offered by
the Senator from Delaware, because the
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
ware is a complete substitute.
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Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, at the present time the pro-
ponents of the so-called wheat amend-
ment are not on the floor. In order that
we may not lose time I yield 10 minutes
to the senior Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER] to present arguments in
favor of an amendment to be later of-
fered for himself and in behalf of Sen-
ator Lucas, of Illinois, Senator ROBERT-
sown, of Virginia, and Senator HoLLaND,
of Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I understand,
each amendment will be argued sepa-
rately and voted upon at 4 o’clock. Am
I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Voting will begin at 4
o’clock.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
that my amendment, which I submitted
last Friday, be read for the information
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The Crier CLERK. At the appropriate
place in the joint resolution it is proposed
to insert the following new section:

Sec. . For the crop year of 1951 and there-
after no price support shall be made avail-
able for any Irish potatoes unless marketing
quotas are In effect with respect to such
potatoes.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, it is
not my purpose here to discuss again in
detail the potato amendments. It will
be recalled that last Friday the Senate
adopted the so-called Aiken substitute
amendment to the Lucas amendment.
One of the main reasons advanced for
the adoption of that substitute amend-
ment was that it permitted the Govern-
ment to carry out its moral obligation to
the growers of potatoes throughout the
Nation, in contrast to the amendment
proposed by the distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Lucas]. It will also
be recalled that the amendment submit-
ted by the Senator from Illinois provided
that no price support would be made
available to any Irish potato grower for
his 1950 crop after the enactment of the
joint resolution, which meant that Con-
gress would have to take affirmative ac-
tion almost immediately in order that
the potato growers of the Nation might
be in a position to receive 1950 support
prices.

The Aiken amendment, on the con-
trary, provided that until the Congress
acted, the farmers growing potatoes
would be entitled to price support.

My amendment simply provides that
Congress must act by 1951 in order that
potato farmers may be in a position to
receive price support for the 1951 crop.
My amendment does not in any manner
affect the potato growers insofar as price
supports are concerned for the 1950 crop.
It affects growers only for the 1951 crop
and thereafter.
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Mr. President, as I pointed out some
time ago, I know that the Agricultural
Committee of the House as well as the
Agricultural Committee of the Senate
have tried on many occasions to provide
an effective law dealing with potato sur-
pluses, that is to say, a law which would
sufficiently encourage the farmers who
produce potatoes to agree to curtail-
ment of their acreage in production.
That is the only way we can prevent
these huge surpluses. I can see no rea-
son why a potato grower should be in a
different position from that of a cotton
farmer, a wheat farmer, or a producer
of any of the other basic crops. In
order that a wheat farmer or a cotton
farmer may obtain support for the price
of his commodity, it is necessary that
the farmers producing that commodity
vote among themselves to impose a
quota restriction—a curtailment of their
acreage. I contend that the same
method should be impossd on the
growers of potatoes. There is no rea-
son why it should not be done.

As I pointed out last Friday, the mar-
keting agreements have beezn ineffective,
insofar as they have bzen used in an
effort to curtail a surplus of potatoes.
As late as September of last year, only
55 percent of the potato growers of the

_ Nation had agreed to marketing agree-
ments; the others did not enter into any
agreements at all. We should note that
last year the Department of Agriculture
made an effort to support not only po-
tatoes produced under marketing agree-
ments which amounted to 55 pereent of
the 1949 crop, but also potatoes pro-
duced not subject to any sort of market-
ing agreements—45 percent of the last
season’s yield. As a consequence of
brice support of this type an enormous
surplus of potatoes has been produced
each year. We cannot curb the sur-
plus production unless and until Con-
gress passes a law permitting the potato
growers to impose upon themselves the
same kind of quota adopted by the wheat
growers or the cotton growers.

I repeat, Mr. President, as I said on
Friday, any farmer who expects his Gov-
ernment to support the price of his com-
modity should be willing to impose quota
restrictions upon himself. A number of
persons have said that means regimenta-
tion. That may be; but I say this is
done by the farmer in a democratic way,
after an affirmative vote by two-thirds
of the growers. Only if the cotton farm-
ers or the wheat farmers or the corn
farmers agree to vote curtailment of
their acreage, will there be a curtailment
and I believe that the same, identical
method should apply to the producers
of potatoes.

The amendment I propose simply gives
notice to the potato growers of the Na-
tion that if they expect price supports
from their Government during the year
1951 and thereafter they must lend their
support to the enactment of a law which
will permit the Department of Agricul-
ture to say to the potato growers, “You
may plant only so many acres of potatoes
each year.” If the potato growers give
their unqualified support, I am satisfied
that Congress will enact such a law.
They are entitled to a price-support pro-
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gram if they are willing to accept mar-
keting quotas.

As the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
Tromas] stated last Friday, his commit-
tee now stands ready to begin hearings
on legislation to carry out that proposal,
As a member of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, Mr. President, I
wish to say that I shall cheerfully and
gladly assist, to the extent of my ability,
in the enactment of a law which will
permit the potato farmers of the United
States to impose upon themselves a quota
system similar to that which now applies
to the producers of all of our basic crops.
At the proper time, I should like to sub-
mit my amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GEORGE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have
proposed an amendment, and I shall offer
it at the proper time.

However, I think perhaps the distin-
guished chairman of the committee and
other members of the committee with
whom I have conferred will accept the
amendment for the purpose of taking it
to conference and there considering it.

I should like to put into the REcorp
at this point section 359 (b) of the law
as it pertained to the use of excess pea-
nuts for oil purposes, prior to its repeal.
I also offer for the REcorp, in that con-
nection, a statement explanatory of that
portion of the law and how it was ad-
ministered under the law as it has here-
tofore existed. y

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objsction, section
359 (b) and the explanatory statement
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Section 889 (b) was as follows:

“‘Beginning with the 1941 crop of peanuts,
payment of the penalty of 3 cents per pound
upon the marketing of peanuts &8s provided
in subsection (a) above will not be required
if such excess peanuts are delivered to or
marketed through an agency or agencies
designated each year by the Secretary or if
the producer pays to the United States, with
respect to excess peanuts which, when mar-
keted, were ldentified in the manner pre-
scribed in the regulations of the Secretary as
quota peanuts, an amount determined under
regulations of the Secretary to represent the
amount received for the peanuts in excess
of the amount which would have been re-
celved had such peanuts been delivered to a
designated agency as excess peanuts. Any
peanuts received under this subsection by
such agency shall be sold by such agency
(i) for crushing for oil under a sales agree-
ment approved by the Becretary; (ii) for
cleaning and shelling at prices not less than
those established for quota peanuts under
any peanut diversion, peanut loan, or peanut
purchase program; or (iii) for seed at prices
established by the Secretary. For all pea-
nuts so delivered to a designated agency
under this subsectlon, producers shall be
paid for the portion of the lot constituting
excess peanuts, the market value thereof for
crushing for oil as of the date of such de-
livery less the estimated cost of storing, han-
dling, and selling such peanuts but not less
than prices established by the Eecretary pur-
suant to authority contalned in exzisting law.
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Any person who, pursuant to the provisions
of this subsection, acguires peanuts for
crushing for oil and who uses or disposes
of such peanuts for any purpose other than
that for which acquired shall pay a penalty
of 3 cents per pound upon the peanuts o
used or disposed of and shall be guilty of
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined not more than §1,000 or im-
prisoned for not more than 1 year, or both,
for each and every offense. Operations under
this subsection shall be carried on under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary, and
the operations of any agency deslgnated to
receive and market peanuts may be separate
from or combined with operations of other
agencies.”

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

The peanut program operated under this
provision. The Secretary of Agriculture
designated the peanut co-ops as his agencies
to receive and market the excess peanuts
which were grown.

Those co-ops were the VA-NC Peanut
Co-Op, for Virginia, North Carolina, and a
part of South Carolina, the GFA for Gezor-
gla, Florida, and Alabama and possibly some
border States which produced limited guan-
title: of peanuts, and the Southwest Peanut
Association for Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana,
ete.

These co-ops, as buyers or agents for the
Secretary, maintain buyers at the principal
peanut markets and they received and stored
the excess peanuts. Then in turn the co-ops
sold the excess peanuts to the mills to be
crushed into oil.

One year at least, there developed a short-
age in quota peanuts for edible purposes, and
it was fortunate that these excess peanuts
were available and a good quantity of them
were sold to the edible trade at the full sup-
port price. Later, the profit made on these
excess peanuts was dlstributed among peanut
growers.

There were, of course, some cases where the
peanut producer undertook to market some
of his excess peanuts as quota peanuts. But
no excessive number of viclations were ever
reported to me and In addition there have
since been some changes in the law which
tends to make such violations less likely.
These changes are contained in Public Law
323 of the Eightleth Congress.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I also
offer for the REcorp, and ask to have
printed at this point, a copy of the act to
amend the peanut-marketing provisions
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended, approved August 1,
1947, together with an explanatory state-
ment.

There being no objection, the act and
explanatory statement were ordered to
be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

[Public Law 323—80th Cong.]
| Ch. 445—1st sess.]
[H. R. 4124]

An act to amend the peanut-marketing
quota provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
Jjustment Act of 1928, as amended
Be it enacted, ete., That section 358 of the

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 19838, es
amended (U. 8. C,, title 7, sec. 1358), is
amended by striking the last sentence of sub=
section (d) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “The amount of the marketing
quota for each farm shall be the actual pro-
duction of the farm acreage allotment, and
no peanuts shall be marketed under the
quota for any farm other than peanuts actu-
ally produced on the farm."

Sec. 2. Section 359 of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended (U. B. C.,
title 7, sec. 1359), Is amended as follows:
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(1) By changing the first sentence of sub-
section (a) to read as follows: “The market-
ing of any peanuts in excess of the mar-
keting quota for the farm on which such
peanuts are produced, or the marketing of
peanuts from any farm for which no acre-
age allotment was determined, shall be sub-
ject to a penalty at a rate equal to 50 percent
of the basic rate of the loan (calculated to
the nearest tenth of a cent) for farm mar-
keting quota peanuts for the marketing year
August 1-July 31.”

(2) By striking out the last sentence of
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “Peanuts produced in a calen-
dar year in which marketing quotas are in
effect for the marketing year beginning
therein shall be subject to such quotas even
though the peanuts are marketed prior to
the date on which such marketing year
begins. If any producer falsely identifies or
fails to account for the disposition of any
peanuts, an amount of peanuts equal to the
normal yleld of the number of acres har-
vested in excess of the farm acreage allot-
ment shall be deemed to have been marketed
in excess of the marketing quota for the
farm, and the penalty in respect thereof shall
be paid and remitted by the producer. If
any amount of peanuts produced on one farm
is falsely identified by a representation that
such peanuts were produced on another farm,
the acreage allotments next established for
both such farms shall be reduced by that
percentage which such amount was of the
respective farm marketing quotas, except
that such reduction for any such farm shall
not be made if the Secretary through the
local committees finds that no person con-
nected with such farm caused, aided, or ac-
quiesced in such marketing; and if proof of
the disposition of any amount of peanuts is
not furnished as required by the Secretary,
the acreage allotment next established for
the farm on which such peanuts are produced
shall be reduced by a percentage similarly
computed.”

(8) By striking subsection (b) and redes-
fgnating subsections (c), (d). (e), (f). and
(g), as subsections (b), (¢), (d), (e), and (f),
respectively.

Approved August 1, 1047.

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT

From this act you will observe:

1. That the marketing quota for each farm
is confined to the actual production of the
allotted acreage, while previously the mar-
keting quota was either the actual produc-
tion or the normal production, whichever
was greater;

2, That the penalty on the marketing of
excess peanuts was increased from 3 cents
per pound to 50 percent of the support price;

8. That if any producer falsely certifies
or fails to account for the disposition of any
peanuts, he will be deemed to have marketed
excess peanuts to the extent of the normal
yleld of the total excess acreage;

4. If a producer misrepresents peanuts
produced on one farm as having been pro-
duced on another farm, then the acreage
allotments in the future for both of such
farms shall be reduced by the same percent-
age that the falsely certified peanuts bears
to the marketing quotas for each such farm.

It must be admitted that these changes
and additional penalties will make violations
far less tempting and far less likely than
they were under the program previous to
the passage of this act.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish
to say a few words about this amend-
ment. It has been in the law; it is not
new. It only permits the crushing of
excess peanuts—that is to say, peanuts
grown over and above the quota—for oil
purposes at the market price. There is
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no subsidy, no support price, in that
regard.

Question has arisen that perhaps in
complete fairness to the producers of
soybeans, I should modify or amend my
amendment. At the proper time I shall
offer to it an amendment or modifica-
tion simply providing that if the Secre-
tary imposes acreage controls and mar-
keting controls on soybeans, then, not-
withstanding the provisions of this act,
he shall have full power to impose re-
strictions upon the marketing of oil pro-
duced from peanuts grown on excess
acreage.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. GEORGE. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The price paid for
peanuts which are to be crushed for oil
is lower, is it not, than the 40 percent
of parity paid for other peanuts?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; very much lower.

Mr. WHERRY. Can the Senator give
us some idea of what that price is?

Mr. GEORGE. Peanut oil is now
selling for about 14 cents a pound. At
present market prices, it is not feasible
to plant peanuts to be used for the pro-
duction of peanut oil. The peanut oil
is produced only from the extra peanuts.
Under the Marketing Act, the Secretary
of Agriculture is required to reduce the
peanut acreage to the point which will
meet only the trade requirements for
edible peanuts. Therefore, such a pro-
vision would eventually eliminate the
production of peanut oil, unless oil from
peanuts produced on excess acreage could
be sold at the prevailing market price,

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask
another question, to bring out what I
have in mind. Let us say that a farmer
produced peanuts which would not be ac-
ceptable at price support, under the
parity formula. Could such a producer
of peanuts go to the Commodity Credit
Corporation and, even though the pea-
nuts would be used to produce peanut oil,
be able in any way to receive the support
price under the 90 percent guaranty pro-
?dt%d in the Agricultural Adjustment

¢

Mr. GEORGE. Not at all. Any excess
peanuts must be used only fer oil pur-
poses by agencies designated by the
Secretary of Agriculture himself.

Mr. President, as I have said, I wish to
add to my amendment, by way of amend-
ment or modification of it, a further
provision reading in substance, that in
the event the Secretary imposes acreage
restrictions or marketing restrictions on
soybeans, notwithstanding the provisions
of this act, he shall have the same power
and authority to control the planting of
excess peanuts, even for oil purposes.

Mr. President, peanuts already are un-
der strict quotas. The one real difficulty
in that connection arises from the fact
that the penalty for any excess planting
is very high. The penalty now is 50 per-
cent of the support price, if the farmer
overplants his acrage and undertakes to
sell in any way at all the peanuts pro-
duced on the excess acreage.

So, Mr. President, I amend or modify
my amendment before I offer it. After
modifying it in the way I have just indi-
cated, I now offer the amendment.
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In this connection, I ask that a brief
statement in connection with the amend-
ment be printed at this point in the
RECORD,

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

The proposed amendment to again author-
ize the planting of excess acreage of peanuts
is very necessary for the following reasons:

1. Peanut acreage has already been re-
duced approximately 40 percent, that 1s, 20
percent in 18949 and another 20 percent in
1950. Such reductions have already sub-
stantially reduced the economic welfare of
peanut growers.

2. Another reduction in peanut acreage,
of between 10 and 20 percent, is quite likely
in 1951 as it is anticipated that a normal
crop on the 2,100,000 acres allotted for 1950
will produce a surplus of peanuts for edible
purposes. Such further reductions next year
will mean that the acreage of the peanut
producer will be reduced at least in half, if
not more.

3. For the most part, peanuts and cotton
are produced in the same areas. Marketing
quotas are now also in effect for cotton and
this year the cotton growers will suffer a
substantial reduction in cotton acreage,
some more than 50 percent if the pending
resolution is not enacted, and many as much
as 40 percent if the pending resolution is
enacted. While the national cotton acreage
for this year is 21,000,000 acres, resulting in
these reductions, the Secretary will be re-
quired under the Cotton Quota Act to further
reduce cotton acreage in 1951 to about 17,-
500,000 acres. Reduction in the acreage even
below that figure is contemplated in 1952,

4. A reduction in peanut acreage of 50 per=
cent or more, together with the reduction
in cotton acreage in an equal amount, will
make idle millions of acres of land in the
cotton-peanut areas and will make it im-
possible for the farmers In those areas to
produce sufficient crops for the support of
their families. .

5. It is not contemplated, nor would it
be worth while, for any farmer to plant only
excess peanut acreage, because the price of
peanuts to be crushed into oil is not sufficient
to cover cost. But, as the farmer must have
the labor and equipment to plant his allotted
acreage, he can in some cases plant additional
acreage as excess peanuts for oil without any
great additional expense and possibly at a
small profit.

6. Mention has been made that the pro-
duction of the peanuts for oil would be un-
fair inasmuch as this additional vegetable
oil would be made available. But there are
no controls of any kind on soybeans and
the small quantity of oil produced from ex-
cess peanuts would be insignificant com-
pared to the oil derived from soybeans,
Cotton growers are not permitted to plant
the acreage taken out of cotton and peanuts
but reports reaching us indicate that mil-
lions of acres to be taken out of corn pro-
duction this year under the corn-acreage=
allotment program will be planted in soy-
beans and will quite substantially increase
the soybean production for this year. Cer-
tainly it would be most unfair to permit the
corn growers to put their idle acres in soy-
beans and to refuse the cotton growers to
put some of their acreage in peanuts for oil.

7. Nor is there any control of any kind on
the production of hogs, from which lard is
made, Reports indica‘e that there is a sub-
stantial increase in the pig crop, which will
result in more hogs and more lard. The
small quantity of oll produced from excess
peanuts will not equal the increased lard
derived from the increased number of hogs.

8. For years efforts have been made to
establish a market for refined peanut oil,
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both for edible and cooking purposes. Pea-
nut oil is a superior oil, more nearly like
olive oil. These efforts have resulted in the
establishment of a market for refined pea-
nut oil and this needs to be greatly ex-
panded. There is a good market today for
a blend of peanut and olive oil. Peanut
oil is needed for the cooking of peanuts for
the salted-peanut processors. Peanut oll is
needed where high-temperature cooking is
required inasmuch as peanut oil will not
smoke as quickly as lard and other oils,
Peanut-oil-refining plants have been estab-
lished and represent considerable invest-
ments. Peanut-oil mills where peanuts are
crushed into oil are located all over the pea-
nut-producing area and represent millions in
investment.

9. But, under the peanut marketing quota
law no provision of any kind is made for the
production of peanuts for oil. The Peanut
Marketing Quota Act requires the Secretary
of Agriculture to continue to reduce the pea-
nut acreage untll only the exact amount
needed for edible purposes can be produced.
This will mean that there will be no peanuts
to crush into oil; there will be no peanuts
to crush for these plants; there will be no
peanut oil to refine in the peanut-refining
plants; there will be no peanut oil in which
to cook salted peanuts; there will be no
peanut oil for cooking purposes, for salads,
or for any other purposes. Certainly we
must not wreck the economy of these people
or deny the public a commodity they want.

There are one or two areas which have
never produced anything but edible peanuts
and the growers in those areas are not in-
terested in the production of excess peanuts
for oil. But they have been broad-minded
enough to understand the problems facing
the peanut growers of other areas and they
are not objecting to this amendment.

However, they are asking that the last par-
agraph of the amendment be enacted. This
paragraph provides that any acreage planted
in excess of allotted acreage shall not be
considered in the future in establishing acre-
age allotments. We believe this provision is
fair and have incorporated it In this amend-
ment.

I may add that under the present law, the
acreage planted in excess peanuts may after
8 years be taken into account to a limited
extent in determining the peanut acreage
allotment for the farm on which such excess
peanuts have been grown. The language of
the present law on the subject is as follows:

'*SECTION 358 (D)

“Any acreage of peanuts harvested in ex-
cess of the allotted acreage for any farm for
any year shall not be considered in the estab-
lishment of the allotment for the farm until
the third year following the year ir which
such excess acreage Is harvested and the
total increases made in farm-acreage allot-
ments in any year based on such excess acre-
age shall not exceed 2 percent of the national
acreage allotment for such year: Provided,
That in the distribution of such increases
based on such excess acreage the total allot-
ments established for new farms shall not be
less than 50 percent of such increases.”

The last paragraph of the pending amend-
ment changes this so as to provide that the
excess acreage shall not be considered in
establishing future farm acreage allotments
for the farm at any time.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Pres-
ident, if the junior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr, MiLrLigin] is ready to proceed
with the wheat amendment, I yield to
him whatever time he may desire, up to
30 minutes.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, my
colleague, the senior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Jounson], is present; and I
prefer to have him proceed now.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Very
well; I yield 15 minutes to the senior
Senator from Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JOHNSON] is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask that the amendment offered
by the junior Senator from Colorado and
myself, to the pending resolution, House
Joint Resolution 398, be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment intended to be proposed by Mr.
JoansonN of Colorado and Mr, MILLIKIN
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Sec. 8. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the farm acreage allotment of
wheat for the 1851 crop for any farm shall
not be less than the larger of—

(a) 50 percent of—

(1) the acreage on the farm seeded for the
production of wheat in 1948, and

(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1948 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested In
the calendar year 1949, or

(b) 50 percent of—

(1) the acreage on the farm seeded for the
production of wheat in 1948, and

(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duection of wheat In 1947 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested in the
calendar year 1948;
adjusted in the same ratio as the natlonal
seeding for the production of wheat during
the calendar year 1950 (adjusted for abnormal
weather conditions and for trend in acreage)
bears to the national acreage allotment for
wheat for the 1951 crop; but no acreage shall
be included under (a) or (b) which the
Secretary, by appropriate regulations, deter-
mines will become an undue erosion hazard
under continued farming. Notwithstanding
the foregoing, no allotment increased by
reason of the provisions of this section shall
exceed that percentage of the 1950 allotment
for the same farm which (1) the acreage al-
lotted in the county to farms which do not
receive an increase under this section is of
(2) the mcreage allotted to such farms in
1960. To the extent that the allotment to
any county is insufficlent to provide for such
minimum allotments, the Secretary shall al-
lot such county such additional acreage
(which shall be in addition to the county,
State, and national acreage allotments other-
wise provided for under the Agricultural Act
of 1938, as amended) as may be necessary in
order to provide for such minimum farm al-
lotments.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, the pending joint resolution that is
a continuation of a relief plan which the
wheat growers of the country worked out
last year for the purpose of affording
relief in the matter of wheat acreages.
Until 1948 the Department of Agriculture
had been calling upon the wheat growers
to increase their acreages of wheat, and
thereby to increase the production of
wheat. In 1949, however, the tune was
changed very suddenly, and wheat grow-
ers were threatened with a restriction
and a reduction of acreage. It so hap-
pens that in producing agricultural crops
it is not a matter of turning on the
faucet and then turning it off, at will;
the process is more complicated than
that. Especially is that true in the light
of modern farming practices, including
crop rotation on the one hand, and, on
the other hand, summer fallowing. It
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requires more than 1 year in which to
raise a crop of wheat. In many in-
stances, under crop rotation procedures
and practices, it requires a great many
years in which to produce a crop of
wheat. So when the world came very
suddenly in 1949 that the crop would of
necessity have to be reduced, it meant
of course a considerable readjustment, a
readjustment which would adversely af-
fect many of the farming practices of
the country.

When the veterans returned from the
war, many of them purchased wheat
farms. Wheat land is relatively cheap,
compared with other farming lands. The
veterans purchased the land. They did
it innocently enough, not anticipating
that changes would be made and restric-
tions imposed and insisted upon in the
reduction of acreage. So the veterans
are left in a very bad way. Last year
the Congress acted to ease the situation,
to work out a gradual reduction in the
wheat acreage, so as not to inflict par-
ticularly heavy punishment upon wheat
growers who had come into the picture
very late.

During the past few years we have
had favorable wheat-growing seasons in
Kansas, Nebraska, and eastern Califor-
nia, especially. In eastern Colorado
large acreages have been plowed up and
planted to wheat. In Colorado we are
new growers of wheat. The older grow-
ers of wheat in other sections are taken
care of more or less in the plans of the
Department of Agriculture to reduce the
crop, but the new grower found himself
completely wiped out, his business com-
pletely destroyed, should he comply with
the suggestion made by the Department
of Agriculture with respect to the re-
duction of his acreage. He was not given
a place in the picture at all.

The amendment which we were suc-
cessful in having adopted by the Con-
gress a year ago gave som: wheat farm-
ers in certain areas advantages over so-
called old growers receiving allotments
on their 10-year adjusted acreage. It
also provided for the addition of too
many acres to the 1950 allotments, to
fulfill the requirements of the amend-
ment.

The amendment we are offering today
meets these two very serious ohjections.
It provides that the basis of adjustment
to the proposed allotment for 1951 shall
be compared to the seedings in the fall
of 1949 and spring of 1950, for the 1950
harvest. The act passed last year, Pub-
lic Law 272, in section 5 provided that
the allotment should be compared to the
10-year average, adjusted for trend.
The provision this year requires that no
farm shall be given more acreage than
the average of the other farms in a coun-
ty receiving allotments on the 10-year
idjlmted acreage formula of the 1948 AA

ct.

Had this plan been adopted last year,
10 percent less acres would have been
required, or 1,712,000 instead of the 4,-
507,000 that were needed. Approximate-
ly 7.6 percent represented reduction on
so-called new farms, and this formula
would have brought the national average
reduction to a little over 17 percent.
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So, Mr. President, ii can be seen that
the amendment we are offering today is
very modest, when compared with the
‘amendment offered a year ago.

While the amendment was adopted
primarily to assist those States which
were responding to the pleas of the De-
partment of Agriculture by sharply in-
creasing their acreage, and was believed
at the time to be limited fo six or seven
Western States, it actually assisted wheat
farmers in 40 of the 48 States whose
plight was such that a formula based on
50 percent of their wheat land being fal-
low or involved in rotation and soil con-
servation practices helped them out.

I shall read a list of certain of the
States which received assistance. The
figures are those of the Department of
Agriculture:

Ohio_ EHEREC
Indiana. 118, 285
Tllinois eew 170,292
North Dakota (estimated) -aceoeeaoo 300, 000
South Dakota -- 243,856
Nebraska. 303, 527
Kansas 308, 278
Montana ; 473, 109
Idaho. .. L 305, 424
Colorado (the largest) .- _________ 789, 225
Py et TSRt T Lo TR | 59, 070

From the beginning of the war years
until 1948, the Department of Agricul-
ture, as I have already said, asked for
inereased production. For the first time,
in 1948, caution was suggested. Acreage
was not reduced in 1948, but farmers
were cautioned that it might become
necessary.

During this period, much new ground
was broken and sold to returning vet-
erans, who were not aware of allotments
or quotas or controls of any kind, and
who bought the land in good faith. It
is this group who require time in order
to make their adjustments. They are
the States showing the greatest addi-
tional number of acres under the provi-
sions of the summer fallow amendment.

The purpose of an allotment program
is to bring voluntarily the supply into
relation with the demand. The pro-
grams, to be effective, must receive com-
pliance. The real test of the summer
fallow amendment is whether seedings
were reduced.

It is one thing to issue orders and
make suggestions; it is another thing to
obtain compliance of the orders and
suggestions, The Department of Agri-
culture figures, based on a limited sur-
vey, show 561,000 less acres were planted
than would have been the case other-
wise. In other words, had the Congress
not adopted the amendment last year
with respect to wheat acreages, the
farmer would have planted 561,000 more
acres than were actually planted as a
result of the amendment.

Mr, President, I have in my hand a
letter received today from a wheat grow-
er in eastern Colorado, which explains
how the formula operates. The letter
is addressed tome. Itisdated Arapahoe,
Colo., February 22, 1950, and reads as
follows:

Your support of the agricultural summer
fallow bill is hereby recommended. This
letter is in confirmation of my recent wire
to you and to expand on same g bit.
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The writer telegraphed me saying he
was supporting the summer fallow
amendment whieh the junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr, MirLigkin] and I
have been sponsoring. The letter con-
tinues:

My planted wheat acreage for harvest this
year iz 1,047. If it had not been for the
summer fallow bill passed by Congress late
last summer I would have planted 2,200
acres for 1950 harvest., The first wheat-
acreage restriction bill passed by Congress
in 1949 only permitted me to plant about
750 acres for 1950 harvest or approximately
one-third my total cultivated acres. Of
course, I would rather have taken a chance
on the production from 2,200 acres at an
open-market price than be assured of a Gov-
ernment-support price on one-third my total
cultivated acres.

I hope Senators will catch the sig-
nificance of that statement. It is simply
this: The only punishment inflicted on
a farmer if he plants more acres than
permitted under the Department regu-
lations is that he is not assured of a
Government support price. So long as
his neighbors are getting a Government
support price for their wheat, the farmer
who has not complied can take chances
and may sell his wheat at a pretty good
price. If he sells it for less than the
support price, it will, of course, make it
more difficult and more expensive for
the Government, and will increase the
support price of all other wheat. That,
I think, ought to be evident. So it is to
the advantage of the country, to the
advantage of the Department of Agri-
culture, and to the advantage of every-
one else concerned with the problem, to
find a solution in an orderly way, and
effect compliance, Had we not adopted
the amendment las’ year, the amount of
wheat grown, the amount of acreage
planted would have been a great deal
more than it was. The same thing is
true now. The amendment we are
offering today carries as it should carry,
greater limitations than the amend-
ment adopted the last year.

The philosophy used in agreeing to
the amendment last year was that if
would gradually ease off the problem,
and we are carrying out that same
philosophy at this time,

To proceed with the letfer:

I am only one of many wheat farmers in
Colorado operating under simlilar circum=-
stances. A serious handicap to the thriving
new wheat industry of Colorado will be a
terrific blow to the continued prosperity of
all other Colorado business.

Most of us farmers are only asking to
plant 50 percent of our total cultivated acres.
We want to conserve our land, if possible,
but we must make a living and be able to
pay off our mortgages too. That would be
difficult to do on only about one-third or
less of our possible productive capacity.

The farmers are fighting for their
life in my State. This man’s letter
makes it specific as to just how this
amendment would apply.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HenprIcKSON in the chair). The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma yielded me more
than 10 minutes. He is not present at
this time, but he told me to proceed.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senator may procesed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The
farmers found it to their advantage to
retain this allotment after Congress
passed the bill, because that is what they
want to do; they do not want to do other
than that. Congress met their problem
squarely and gave them an increase
which they could accept in a reasonable
way and still make a living on their
farms. They e2ccepted it and went
ahead.

The compliance w: 1ld have been bet-
ter if the amendment had been adopted
30 days earlier. Some early plantings
were in and the formers, in many in-
stances, had ignored their allotment. In
other instances, land prepared for seed-
ing had to be planted. The amendment
pleased the farmers because it provided
a means to consider their particular
problem on the basis of the farm and
to get away from inequities resulting in
distorted acreage statistics.

If a farmer goes outside the program,
under allotments his only penalty is that
he does not receive a Government loan
to support the price he receives. His
production adds to the total supply and
must be considered when computing,
under the formula, the next year’s allot-
ments. The end result is that those
farmers who do comply are compelled to
take a deeper cut; that is, to divide up a
smaller number of allotted acres. The
mere fact that a farmer is not eligible to
a loan is of no help to cooperators.
Actually, what happens is that when a
mean knows he is not going to get sup-
port and is going to have to sell his wheat
on the market, and it is expected to be
sold under the support price, he plants
more acreas to make up for the lower
price he expects to receive. So that
failure to provide a “livable” program
actually results in agegravating the sup-
ply program.

I hope Senators will realize the force
and the logic of that argument. The
only penalty is that the farmer does not
have the loan privilege. He can grow
any amount of wheat he wants to grow,
under the law, but he cannot get a Gov-
ernment loan on his wheat. He must
sell the wheat on the open market, When
the price of wheat is held up to a higher
level, the farmer who grows it outside the
program will not have very much diffi-
culty selling his wheat. He will possibly
sell it at a slightly reduced price.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert in the Recorp at this point
a digest of letters received and comments
on this subject.

There being no objection, the digest
and comments were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

DiGeST oF LETTERS IN THE FILES oF THE CoLo-
RADO GRAIN GROWERS ASSOCIATION AND THE
NATIONAL WHEAT GROWERS ORGANIZATION
Please reenact the summer-fallow amend-

ment as it made it possible for me (us) to

plant within the allotment.

There were many thousands of acres of
land not sown because Congress granted us
sufficlent acreage so It was possible for us
to comply.

Its wheat growers and the State of Colorado
itself were being unduly penalized by the
first wheat allotment and I know that only a
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small percent of the farmers could coop-
erate. Under the present program, section
272.5, I don’'t know of but one farmer who is
not cooperating and he will another year if
the program remains as it is at present.

As I am a small-grain grower, the first cut
would have about put me out of business. I
sure welcomed the amendment. To my
knowledge, all of my neighbors have com-
plied with their new allotments.

I was much pleased with the last wheat
allotment which our Congressmen got for us
wheat farmers. I have stayed under the last
allotted acreage granted me and I believe
that most of my neighbors have.

If these allotted acres had not been raised
to a reasonable level, I would have disre-
garded the whole thing and planted twice the
acres I now have in. In my fall plowing, I
let my idle acres lay fallow.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Wheat 1s not perishable and the Govern-
ment has usually made money on the stocks
it has taken over as it takes only a small
disaster, drought, or disease, to wipe out sur-
plus.

There is adequate storage and CCC has
contracted to rent and pay for space whether
it is used or not. The problem of storing a
commodity such as wheat is not great.

Wheat is a food used throughout the
world. The Asla situation is such that wheat
may be a deciding factor in & cold war.

There has been 15 unbroken years of
bumper crops. The high plains area of east-
ern Colorado and western Kansas is droughty
now.

The farmers desire to cooperate and are in
accord with the provisions of House Joint
Resolution 398. They are willing to go along.

Wheat farmers cannot stand a huge slash
in operations in any one year and must have
the opportunity to adjust thelr operations
to a declining income. Large machinery re-
placed with lighter; lands sowed to pasture
with Income from livestock takes time.

Soil conservation requires gradual adjust-
ment of acreages, otherwise an erosion hazard
is created as well as a weed problem.

Important: One more year of a provision
such as House Joint Resolution 398 will bring
. the adjustments for trend up to a point
where relief will not be needed. This re-
guest 1s to bridge the adjustment period.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. How
much time has been consumed by the
senior Senator from Colorado?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thir-
teen minutes, =

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield
the remainder of 20 minutes to the jun-
jor Senator from Colorado.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I
should like to lend my endorsement to
the very fine presentation of the sub-
ject made by my distinguished colleague,
the senior Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JoHNSON]. :

The question of allotments for wheat
is vital in Colorado and in a number of
other Western States.

Pursuant to the request of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to meet the food
needs of the Nation in time of war and
in the readjustment period after the
war, many persons went to the eastern
prairies of Colorado and to the western
portions of Kansas and Nebraska, opened
up new land, and planted it to wheat.
Those persons included many veterans.
They spent their own money or borrowed
money for the purchase of the heavy
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and expensive machinery required. They
perhaps should have known, but they
did not know, about allotments, quotas,
controls, and so forth and so on. Per-
haps they thought they were fighting a
war for freedom. But, in any event,
they went into that country and opened
up new lands. By opening up new lands
they did not have the benefit of the 10-
year formula which applies to the old
wheat farmers, and, under the law as it
was last year, prior to the amendment
which was adopted last year, those farm-
ers would have had their acreage cut as
much as 80 percent of what it had been.
It would have been a ruinous thing. It
would have been disastrous to a great
part of the State of Colorado and of
other States finding themselves in the
same situation. In the heavy wheat-
growing sections of Colorado the econ-
omy of dozens of towns turns on the
money received from the production of
wheat. That, in turn, fertilizes the econ-
omy of that whole portion of the State.
The figures are large enough and the
money is important enough so that it
can favorably or very adversely affect
the economy of the entire State.

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

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Is not that condi-
tion generally true in the two or three
western tiers of counties in the State
of Kansas adjoining the State of Col-
orado?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should say the sit-
uation is precisely the same, and for the
same reason.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I
want to associate myself with the posi-
tion which the senior and junior Sena-
tors from Colorado are taking in this
most important situation which affects
the western third of the State of Kansas.

Mr, MILLIKIN. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s statement very much indeed.

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

Mr. MILLIKIN. I gladly yield.

Mr, WHERRY. Is it not also true of
the western counties in Nebraska? The
Senator knows well that there are several
counties in western Nebraska which can
be placed in the same category with those
counties in Colorado of which the Sen-
ator is speaking.

Mr., MILLIKIN. The situation is ex-
actly the same. In fact, it has happened
that men have been in western Kansas
and in the part of Nebraska to which the
Senator is referring, thinking they were
in Colorado, or vice versa. There are
some classic campaign stories with refer-
ence to Colorado politicians who wound
up in Kansas or in Nebraska trying to
convert voters fo our own causes in Colo-
rado. The line which has been laid be-
tween the States is an invisible one. The
soil is the same, the climate is the same,
and economic conditions are the same,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr, MILLIKIN, I yield.

Mr. WHERRY, The amendment of-
fered by the distinguished senior and
junior Senators from Colorado is an ex-
tension of what was done in the prior
Congress, is it not?
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Mr. MILLIKIN, That is correct. I
may say to the distinguished Senator
that it is an improvement over what was
done last year. The distinguished senior
Senator from Colorado has pointed out
that by interpretation of the amendment
which was adopted last year, or possibly
by a misinterpretation of it, we took in
more than we intended to take in. We
benefited 40 out of 48 States. We did
not intend to reach that far. We were
aiming to encourage the practice of sum-
mer fallowing in the dry-land States.

But the amendment of last year was
interpreted by the Department of Agri-
culture to include also the situation re-
sulting from the normal practices of
crop rotation in States other than dry-
land States. The result was that much
acreage was added which we never an-
ticipated would be taken in. This year
we have tailored our new amendment in
the light of the facts we have learned, so
that it will more nearly meet the special
situations which we are discussing. I do
not see how there can be any possible
objection to it. The over-all effect on
the allotment does not exorbitantly in-
crease it, but it meets an extreme emer-
gency in the parts of the country to which
the distinguished Senators from Kansas
and Nebraska have referred.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY, It is the principle I
am talking about.

Mr. MILLIKIN, The principle is the
same. We have an amendment here
which is intended to promote soil con-
servation by promoting summer fallow-
ing, We are not giving the benefit of
the amendment to those who come in
and in one big single shot break up the
sod, and possibly open a large extent of
country to a future dust bowl. We are
trying to restrict the benefits to those
gho follow sound dryland farming prac-

ces.

In that connection it should be added,
perhaps, that out in the western sec-
tion of the country it is impossible to
turn from wheat to oats, to barley, to
potatoes, or follow the usual rotation
routines of the older parts of the coun-
try. It is wheat country. Perhaps in
the course of time it may be possible to
put some of it in grass and turn it into

- livestock country. However, it takes

money to buy livestock, and it takes time
to get a grass coverage going. These
veterans, these people we are talking
about, are already in debt paying for the
machinery necessary to grow wheat.

I believe that brings me fairly to a
point which was touched upon by the
distinguished senior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Jounson]. We believe that
within another year, if we could have
this amendment for one more year, the
farmers in Colorado will then be in shape
to adjust themselves to the regular for-
mula, and will not need special consid-
eration.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President will
the Senator yield for another question?

Mr. MILLIKIN, I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Of course, the junior
Senator from Nebraska is well aware of
farming practices in his State, and I
think I am quite familiar with the prac-
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tice of summer fallowing, to which both
Senators from Colorado have referred.
However, for the record, I wonder if
the Senator would expand a little on
summer fallowing, Just what does it
mean? I suppose every Senator knows
what it is, but I know there are some
Senators who are wondering about sum-
mer fallowing, and they would like to
know how it helps the land, and why it
is a =oil conserving practice. If the Sen-
ator would care to do so, I think it ought
to be made clear,

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not hold myself
out as an expert agronomist. But the
point is, first, that we want to keep out
those who rush in, trying to take advan-
tage of the high price of wheat, opening
up large areas of land without regard
to conservation of the land, and putting
all of it in wheat, and making a single
shot at a good market and pulling out
and leaving the country to blow away.
Our practice is to put roughly half our
land into fallow for 1 year, and to work
it the next year, to rotate it in that way.
We have better crops, and better cover
on our land. It enables us to avoid, at
Jeast in part, the dangers from “dust
bowling” and from losing our topsoil.

Mr. WHERRY. The purpose is to in-
duce the farmer to do that. Of course,
the good farmer does that voluntarily.
In some cases it is the practice to use
one-half the land, and in other cases it
is the practice to use one-third the land.
In my section of the country, it is usually
a third of the land which is summer
fallowed and taken out of production.
So in reality the farmer is actually pro-
ducing only on half his farm, if he takes
half for summer fallowing, or he is pro-
ducing only on two-thirds, if one-third
is out of production. Fallowing huilds
up the soil. It gets rid of weeds, and it
makes for a sound farming program. Is
pot that true?

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is exactly cor-
rect.

The formula which- we are presenting
this year assumes that half the land
would be so treated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Colorado has ex-
pired.

Mr. WHERRY. I yield 20 minutes to
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. N. The formula which
we are discussing this year gives this top
advantage to the farmer who puts half
his land in summer fallow. I do not be-
lieve any soil conservationist could ask
for a fairer dedication of land to conser-
vation purposes than that,

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

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. .

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Is it not generally
advocated by men who are well versed
in conservation practices that an owner
in the western section of the country
should utilize half of his land and sum-
mer fallow the remainder?

Mr. MILLIKIN, It is my understand-
ing that that is the constant preaching
of the experts on soil in that part of the
country, that half the land should be
allowed to fallow in alternate years.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for another guestion?

Mr., MILLIKIN. I yield.
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Mr. WHERRY. I should like to clear
up the discussion of summer fallowing.
Is it not true that those who summer
fallow the land do not get any benefits
from any crops on that land?

Mr., MILLTKIN. They do not get the
benefit of a single acre. Credit is given
on the land which is planted. Let us as-
sume a total of 1,000 acres. Credit is
given on the 50 percent planted in wheat,
let us say. On the other 50 percent,
which is idle, no credit is given. How-
ever, if 50 percent of the land is not fal-
lowed, the program does not apply, and
the farmer does not receive the benefit of
the 10-year formula or the benefit of
price support.

Mr. WHERRY. There is no return to
the owner of land on the part that is
summer-fallowed.

Mr. MILLIKIN. There is no return to
the owner of the land on the part that is
summer-fallowed. I should like to em-
phasize again that, unless a man follows
sound practice, if he puts all his land in
wheat, he does not get the benefit of the
formula I am discussing, and does not get
the benefit of the 10-year formula, and
his wheat is without support.

Mr. President, that brings me to some-
thing the distinguished senior Senator
from Colorado emphasized several times,
and I do not feel there would be any
harm in mentioning it again, because
there may be one or two Senators now
in the Chamber who were not present
when it was referred to.

We are trying to encourage the wheat
farmers in the western section of the
counfry to adopt conservation practices,
and we found, by the operation of the
amendment last year, that if we give
them a little incentive, a little encour-
agement, they will abide by those prac-
tices and follow the formula, whereas if
they do not have that encouragement
there will be a different result. I think
all those from the older States who are
interested in wheat should pay partic-
ular attention to this. It is possible to
open up a great deal of the land in the
area to which I am referring with heavy
machinery, and the cost per bushel of
producing is relatively cheap.

What do they do? They beat the game
by opesning up two or three times more
land than if they were following the for-
mula. The distinguished senior Senator
from Colorado made that very clear.
What is the consequence? It is that the
base of wheat production is increased,
with the result that when we come to
make next year’s national allotment, we
have to reduce the allotment to everyone.
So that it is distinetly in the interest of
every “old grower” to approve the for-
mula which we have proposed, because it
tends to hold down the gross national
production of wheat, and, in addition,
tends to encourage sound conservation
practices.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. MILLIKIN. Iyield tothe Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator
know how much this amendment would
increase the national wheat-acreage al-
lotment?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I can give the distin-
guished Senator an estimate. Assuming
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that everything remains the same as it
was last year, there would be added ap-
proximately 1,250,000 acres, as distin-
guished from approximately 4,500,000
acres added by last year’s amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. What in the Sena-
tor's amendment would cause him to be-
lieve that would result?

Mr, MILLIKIN. First, because last
year's amendment was tied to the 10-
year average. This year we are tying it
to the relation of 1950 to 1951. The
change in that part of the formula, plus
the change in interpretation by the De-
partment of Agriculture, would, I be-
lieve, cause that reduction. We have
designed the amendment to produce that
very result.

Mr. ELLENDER. My reason for ask-
ing the distinguished Senator the ques-
tion is that I have a letter from the De-
partment which I think challenges the
statement, and I expzct to read it in a
few moments, for the information of the
Senate.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think the Senator
will find that the amendment last year
overreached more than we had intended,
for two reasons, First, it was tied to the
10-year average instead of being tied to
a later and more limited period. Sezc-
ond. As I said a while ago, they inter-
preted conventional rotation in the old
wheat States to be the same as dry land
summer fallowing, which let in acreage
which we did not intend to be included.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am informed that
when the present law, Public Law 272,
was enacted, in which Is contained vir-
tually the same amendment as is now
proposed, the evidence produced showed
that the amendment would not have the
effect of increasing acreage over the na-
tional average to more than about 2,000,-
000. 1Is that not so?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I forget what the
estimate was, but I very frankly say that
the acreage under last year's amend-
ment exceeded what we had anticipated.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. My informa-
tion is that there was some evidence to
the effect that the increase over the
national acreage allotment would be less
than 2,000,000, or about 2,000,000. But
as the record shows, it was increased
4,600,000 or 4,700,000, as I remember.
As I recall, the amendment, when en-
acted last year, was supposed to take
care of certain counties in western Kan-
sas, in Oklahoma, some in Idaho, but
when it came to apply it, it had to be
applied to every State in the Union.
Therefore, the greater increase over the
national average resulted.

Mr. MILLIKIN. In view of the Sena-
tor’s statement, let me say that the bene-
fits under the act were larger than we
anticipated. That came about through
an error in the formula, which I have
explained, and it came about through
interpretations of the formula which
counted in normal rotation, whereas we
intended to limit it to dry-land summer
fallowing.

Mr. ELLENDER, If the Senator has
already explained that, I do not want
him to go into it further.

Mr. MILLIKIN. The next thing I
should like to emphasize is that in this
year's formula we have drafted a provi-
sion to get away from that. We have



2384

also provided specifically—which over-
comes another defect—that no farmer
benefiting from this formula can benefit
more than the old-wheat farmer in the
same county. We found some situations
where under the formula of last year a
new wheat farmer might take 712 per-
cent reduction, and the old-wheat farmer
1715 percent. We intended nothing of
that kind, and we place a specific lim-
itation in the measure this year whereby
the new-wheat farmer will not have a
greater benefit than the average of the
old-wheat farmers in the same county.
I think that is a very equitable solution.

I should like to emphasize again, for
the benefit of the Senator from Louisi-
ana, who was momentarily called off the
floor, that with this limited amendment,
and with 1 year of it, we believe we can
get ourselves adjusted so we can fit in
with the national pattern.

There has been some objection to this
amendment on the ground that some or-
ganizations were studying the whole
wheat problem. We have no objection,
of course, to people doing skull practice
on the wheat problem. I should like
to emphasize that the organization which
proposes to start next week to study this
subject, is studying a long-range pro-
gram for wheat. We are limiting this
amendment to meet a short-term situa-
tion, an emergent situation. We encour=
age their study of the long-term wheat
problem as we encourage the study of
all similar problems, But we think it is
a confusion of an important subject mat-
ter to ask us to give up a position we
must take to meet an emergency situa-
tion in the Western States, which will
solve itself within a year or so, simply be-
cause someone is thinking on long-range
problems, The same is true in the House
of Representatives. They are engaged
in a comprehensive study of the wheat
problem. They have made a start with
it. They will probably be continuing the
study all through the remainder of the
session, and I hope good will come from
it. But our people must know what they
can plant. They must know what ma-
chinery they must obtain. They must
know about seed. They must finance
themselves. The amendment is intended
to meet that temporary purpose, as dis-
tinguished from measures which I hope
will turn out to be better long-range
wheat problem solutions.

I believe the senior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Joanson] amply emphasized
the fact that we really do not solve our
problem by withholding this temporary
aid. May I ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana whether he heard
the discussion having to do with what
will happen if we do not bring these peo-
ple within the formula?

Mr. ELLENDER. No;Ididnot. Iam
sorry I was not on the floor at that time.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thought the senior
Senator from Colorado developed a very
striking point. We want to bring farm-
ers within the formula so they will adjust
and follow proper soil service practices.
If they are left without the formula, the
way for them to beat the game is to open
three or four times more land than would
otherwise be planted; thereiore three or
four times more wheat will be produced
than otherwise, which in turn will in-
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crease the national gross production,
which in turn will make necessary deeper
cuts in the next national allotment,

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will my colleague yield?

Mr, MILLIKIN. Gladly.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The only
penalty for increasing the acreage is that
a Government loan cannot be obtained
on the support price. That is the only
penalty the grower suffers if he goes
outside the program.

Mr., MILLIKIN. That 1is correct.
There is no prohibition against his doing
it at all, but if he does so he does not
obtain the support price for wheat. He
may have to sell it for less, but he can
sell it for considerably less if he doubles
and trebles and quadruples his acreage,
and can still come out with as good a
financial result. But we have found that
the effect of the amendment has been
to encourage the growers to comply, and
they have complied. It has had a very
wholesome result.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will

e . I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Has the Senator
taken into consideration the suggestion
that was made last year, and again re-
cently, by the Department of Agricul-
ture, and I read from a letier, as follows:

That a national reserve of approximately
1 percent of the national allotment would be
adequate to provide additional acreage
needed to relieve distress areas. This na-
tional reserve would be apportioned by the
Secretary to such counties as he finds would
suffer undue hardships under allotments
determined under existing legislation.

In other words, rather than have the
Senate adopt an amendment which
would be applicable to the counfry as a
whole, the Department would set aside,
as I understand, 1 percent of the national
allotment and use that in order to take
care of such cases as the Senator has
discussed.

Mr. MILLIKIN. My objection to the
1 percent does not necessarily go to the
principle of a reserve. The l-percent
reserve is regarded as inadequate by the
wheat farmers with whom I have dis-
cussed this matter.

They do not like to have the thing
completely within the discretion of the
Department of Agriculture. The pres-
ent formula is a formula which can be
followed by all who can read. It applies
uniformly wherever it applies, and hits
everyone equally, and without discrim-
ination, who finds himself in the situa-
tion to which the amendment is
applicable.

Mr. ELLENDER. The only difficulty,
as I understand, stems from the fact that
the adoption of the amendment would
increase considerably the national acre-
age allotment. As I shall point out in a
few moments, the amendment differs
from the pending so-called cotton
amendment.

Mr. MILLIEKIN. I would respectiully
answer the Senator by saying that in real
effect I do not believe it would result in
any increase. By its first initial im-
pact there will be an increase but this
year’s formula reduces by perhaps 60 or
65 percent the increase resulting from
the amendment of last year. The reason

the Senator yield?
MILLIKIN,
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I say that in ultimate effect I do not
believe it in fact would inerease anything
is that if we do not give the farmers in
question the benefit of securing this com-
pliance they will multiply their wheat
lands, grow more wheat, and ultimately
we will have a larger national wheat
production on which we will have to
figure our national allotment, and no one
will come out to the good on that.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Sentaor yield further?

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. I made an attempt
to compare the language contained in
the law respecting the 1950 crop with the
language in the pending amendment, and
I do not see much difference. Can the
Senator specifically point to the new
language in the pending amendment
which will cause the acreage to remain
stationary rather than to increase it over
the national average?

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me invite the
Benator’'s attention to the language of
the amendment beginning on page 2,
line 2. After setting out the summer
fallowing formula——

Mr. ELLENDER. Which is the same
as in the present law?

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. After setting
that out—and there is a slight difference
in comparison, and I will bring that
to the Senator’s attention—I read be-
ginning in line 10 on page 2, as follows:

Adjusted in the same ratio as the national
seeding for the production of wheat during
the calendar year 1950 (adjusted for abnor-
mal weather conditions and for trend In
acreage) bears to the national acreage allot-
ment for wheat for the 1951 crop;

Last year we tied that to the 10-year
acreage. This time we have a limited
comparison between the 2 years which
are mentioned in that language. The
experts who have consulted with me tell
me that that will produce the effect we
desire.

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, the
basis for the reduction, from a national
standpoint, will be decreased by using
the: 1951 acreage planted, rather than
the 10-year average.

Mr, MILLIKIN. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is there anything
else?

Mr. MILLIKIN. It was tying ourselves
into the 10-year average that caused a
great deal of our trouble. I assure the
Senator that it was entirely uninten-
tional, It caused some windfall results
which none of us anticipated, and which
we did not want.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator con-
cedes, however, does he not, that the
language of the bill will be beneficial to
all wheat growers, and will not be con-
fined to those in Idaho, Colorado, and
Kansas who now are suffering because
of the lack of a provision of this sort
in the law?

Mr. MILLIKIN, It will apply to those
who come within the following pro-
visions:

(a) 50 percent of—

(1) the acreage on the farm seeded for
the production of wheat in 1949, and

(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1848 which was fallowed
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and from which no crop was harvested in
the calendar year 1949, or—

As an alternative—

(b) 50 percent of—

(1) the acreage on the farm seeded for
the production of wheat in 1948, and

(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1947 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested in
the calendar year 1948.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScHoEPPEL in the chair). The time of
the junior Senator from Colorado has
expired.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I won-
der whether the Senator from Oklahoma
will grant more time to the Senator from
Colorado.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I yield one additional minute
to the distinguished junior Senator from
Colorado.

Mi. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma very much.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
President——

Mr. MILLIE'N. I yield now to my
distinguished colleague.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, I hope the Senator in charge
of the bill will take the amendment to
conference and will see what can be
worked out there. The Department of
Agriculture has offered an alternate plan.
Ferhaps when the conferees on the part
of both Houses meet in conference, they
will be able to work out a satisfactory
provision, as between this plan and the
alternate plan proposed by the Depart-
ment. I most sincerely urge upon the
Senator from Oklahoma that he give us
at least the consideration of taking the
amendment to conference. Of course, if
the conferees on the part of the Senate
are not able to work out the matter with
the conferees on the part of the House,
that will be one thing. Perhaps the con-
ferees will adopt the language proposed
as an alternate plan, providing for about
700,000 acres, I think; or perhaps the
conferees will adopt the language which
we think proper, permitting the acreage
we think necessary, namely, just twice
that much. The Senator said 1,250,000.
Perhaps there will be some meeting of
the minds of the conferees and the mat-
ter can be worked out and adjusted in
conference. Certainly that is the place
where adjustments should be made,
rather than here on the floor of the
Senate.

So I hope the Senator who is in charge
of the bill will take the amendment to
conference.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I
should like to add my own earnest solici-
tation to the same effect.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I yield 1 minute further to the
Jjunior Senator from Colorado.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Senator.

I shall take a part of that minute to
add my plea to that of my distinguished
colleague. I hope the great chairman
of the committee will take the amend-
ment to conference and will see whether
it will be possible for the conferees to
work out something to relieve the distress
of our people in that area of the country.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.,
President, I understand that the Depart-

Mr.
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ment of Agriculture proposes an amend-
ment, I yield now 15 minutes to the
Senator from Louisiana, for a presenta-
tion of the Department’s viewpoint.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized.

Mr. ELLENDER. I desire to state at
the outset that I am very sympathetic
with the situatien which exists in Colo-
rado and in several other of the wheat-
growing States in the western part of
the country.

After a study of this amendment, I
find that it does not accomplish the same
purpose that it sought to be accom-
plished with respect to the cotton amend-
ment. As to the cotton amendment, both
the House version and the Senate version
of the joint resolution were studied by
the committee in the light of a con-
siderable amount of evidence which was
adduced by the growers, by the Farm
Bureau, and also the Department of Ag-
riculture itself. A reading of the hear-
ings, will disclose that all witnesses, in-
cluding those from the Department of
Agriculture, are in agreement that the
adoption of the cotton amendment will
not increases the 21,000,000-acre ceiling
which has been fixed in Public Law 272,
The evidence shows that although a 21,-
000,000-acre ceiling was fixed, yet there
will be in the neighborhood of 2,000,000
so-called “frozen’” acres; in other words,
acreage which will not ke planted by the
farmers, although they could plant it if
they desired to do so.

It is a portion of the 2,000,000 “frozen”
acres which the cotton amendment secks
to distribute among the cotton growers
of the cotton-producing States, so as to
adjust the inequalities which resulfed
from the present statute.

With respect to the wheat amendment,
I desire to inform the Senate that in the
committee we heard no witnesses on this
amendment. There is no way to judge
from the record how much the amend-
ment will increase the wheat acreage.
As I pointed out a moment ago, when a
similar amendment was added to Public
Law 272 the evidence produced then in-
dicated that the increase in acreage
would be less than 2,000,000 acres, as I
recall the fisure. However, it developed
as I shall point out in a few minutes,
when I refer to a report from the De-
partment of Agriculture with respect to
this amendment, that instead of increas-
ing the acreage by 2,000,000 acres, which
was the top estimated figure, the so-
called wheat amendment in fact in-
creased wheat acreage more than 4,030,-
000 acres. Further, the amendment
which was adopted and passed as a part
of Public Law 272, applied not only to the
areas for which my friends, the Senators
from Colorado, tried to make adjust-
ments, because of inequalities, but also to
the country as & whole. The letter which
I propose to read shows that the amend-
ment had the effect of giving wheat
acreage to a number of localities which
did not deserve it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr,
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Of
course, when we had the amendment
before us a year ago, we had no idea
that it would be applied to crop rota-
tion States, where summer fallowing is
not practiced at all. Alabama, Michigan,
and many of the other States, in var-
ious sections of the country, which never
practice summer fallowing, received
large acreages for wheat, and that in-
creased the amount of wheat produced.

Actually, we were thinking about sum-
mer fallowing. Butf the Department of
Agriculture interpreted summer fallow-
ing to be crop rotation, which is quite a
different matter, and one which we did
not contembplate,

A year ago we did not think the amend-
ment would increase the wheat acreage
by more than 2,000,000 acres. We are
very certain this time that the acreage
will not be increased more than a million
and a quarter acres, at the most, a million
and a half acres.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator is re-
ferring to the national acreage, is he not?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes;
the national acreage.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at this point?

i Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
on,

Mr. LUCAS. According to Mr. Trige,
the Administrator, in the memorandum
he presents on this matter:

It 1s estimated that continuation of the
Public Law 272 provisions with respect to
wheat, as proposed in H. J. Res, 398, would
result in an increase of approximately
4,000,000 acres over and above the national
acreage allotment for the 1951 crop of wheat,
assuming a national allotment equal to that
proclaimed for 1950.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what I in-
tend to submit to the Senate for its
consideration.

Mr. President, as I understood the dis-
tingushed Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Mirrikin], he sought to change the law
s0 as to have it provide that instead of
making the 10-year average the yard-
stick, the Administrator would use for
that purpose the wheat planted in 1949,
Am I correct in that?

Mr, MILLIKIN, That is correct.

19Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Or in
50.
Mr. ELLENDER. Well, whichever

year is used does not make a great deal
of differsnce for the purpose of my ques-
tion.

I should like to know how that would
change the situation. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr. President, that the distin-
guished Senator be permitted to give
me an answer to that question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection permission is granted.

Mr. ELLENDER. The summary fol-
lowing is included in the amendment,
with which we are now concerned, just
as it was included in the amendment
which was previously added to the pres-
ent law., The language itself is not
changed in that respect, hence the Ad-
ministrator is apt to put the same in-
terpretation on summer fallowing as he
did in Public Law 272. Unless the Sen-
ator can point out in his amendment
some language which would change that
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situation, I doubt that the smendment
would have the effect the distinguished
senior Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
son] just pointed out.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. In last year's amend-
ment, after going through what we have
referred to as the fallow-acreage part,
the amendment provided—

Adjusted in the same ratio as the national
average of seeding for the production of
wheat during the 10 calendar years 1939-48
(adjusted as provided by the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended)—

And then it continued, as follows—

bears to the national average allotment for
wheat for the 1950 crop.

In this year's amendment, the com-
parable language is:

Adjusted In the same ratio as the national
seeding for the production of wheat during
the calendar year 1950—

We know what the national seeding
is—
(adjusted for abnormal weather conditions
and for trend in acreage) bears to the
national acreage allotment for wheat for the
1951 crop—

Which is the forthcoming allotment.
Mr. ELLENDER. Let me point out
that the distinguished Senator said the
Department misinterpreted the use of
the provision regarding fallow land; that
is to say, instead of usinz what we know
as fallow land, the Department included
all other land not put into cultivation,
including crop rotation. My question is
this: Is there in this amendment lan-
guage which will cause the Department
not to follow the same interpretation of
fallow-land as it did under Public 2727
MILLTKIN, I should think the
de!mte here itself would cause the De-
partment not to follow the same course.
Mr. ELLENDER. Does not the Sen-
ator think it would be better to make
specific provision for that in the law?
Mr. MILLIKIN. That is No.1. There
were several departmental interpreta-
tions. In the State of Colorado, for ex-
ample, they required a man t,o choose;
they gave him a choice as to whether he
wished to come under the 10-year for-
mula or under this formula. In many of
the States the procedures were rigid, and
that choice was not made available—
perhaps through a misconstruction of
thhe act. I am not challenging anyone’s
good faith; but through the whole series
of constructions and interpretations, we
found ourselves with something on our
hands much bigger than we thought it
would be. I am told that the difference
between tying it in the way I have said—
in other words, to a short period of re-
cent years, rather than to a 10-year aver-
age—will perform the principal func-
tion of saving acreage for us.
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President I
should like to read for the information
of the Senator the letter to which I re-
ferred a few moments ago. The letter
is dated February 27, and is addressed
to the distinguished chairman of our
committee, the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. TroMas]. It reads as follows:

This is with reference to House Joint Reso-
lution 898 which, in effect, proposes exten-
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slon of the essential provisions of Public Law
272 with respect to wheat to be applicable to
the 1951 crop of wheat.

We have carefully reviewed this proposed
legislation and have come to the conclusion
that its enactment would result in inequi-
table wheat acreage allotments and a need-
lessly excessive increase in the total wheat
acreage allotment such as resulted from the
application of Public Law 272 in 1950.

Our position is based on the following con-
glderations:

1. The provisions of Public Law 272 were
originally designed to relieve producers in
summer-fallow areas where, because of ma-
terial expansion in the acreage seeded to
wheat, the regular trend formula as provided
under basic legislation, did not permit ade-
quate adjustments for such acreage expan-
gion. The principal areas for which this
legislation was to bring relief were the sum-
mer-fallow areas of Colorado, Kansas, Mon=-
tana, and Idaho.

2. The provisions of Public Law 272 which
were applicable to all farms in the United
States, resulted in additional farm wheat
acreage allotments totaling about 4,500,000
acres over and above the original national
wheat acreage allotment as proclaimed.
Analysis of the distribution of this addi-
tional acreage as between the different States
reveals that at least half of the total increase
was allotted to farms and areas where there
did not exist a problem of adjustment of
the original allotments as determined under
the provisions of basic legislation. The pro-
visions of Public Law 272, taking the higher
of the acreage seeded to wheat In 1948 or
1949 as a basis for determining minimum
farm acreage allotments, proved to be par-
ticularly objectionable in that it granted
allotment increases where the wheat acre-
age was abnormally high because of unfa-
vorable weather conditions having interfered
with the normal planting of other crops.

3. A study of the areas for which rellef
was needed, and to which Public Law 272 was
principally intended to apply, indicates that
there were only about 50 counties where such
adjustments were justified. These counties
are largely in eastern Colorado, western Kan-
sas, southeastern Idaho, and north-central
Montana.

A map is attached showing the location of
these distress counties.

I may say I have the map on my desk,
and any Senator who may be interested
has the privilege of looking at it.

Mr, MILLIEIN, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, if this is a convenient
place?

Mr. ELLENDER, I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Returning to the dif-
ference between the revised average we
are using this year as compared to the
one we used last year, the 10-year aver-
age is substantially under the high aver-
age which was planted in the past 2 or 3
years. The 10-year average is about
74,000,000 plus acres. The 10-year aver-
age figure made a reduction of 7.6 per-
cent on the basis of the 10-year average,
whereas on the basis of last year, com-
pared with this year, it would have been
a 17-percent reduction. That was the
enormous slippage which occurred ac-
cording to an erroneous comparison.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes. I see.

Mr., MILLIKIN. I should like to in-
vite the Senator’s attention again to the
fact that we specifically say in the pend-
ing amendment that—

Notwithstanding the foregoing, no allot-
ment increased by reason of the provisions
of this section shall exceed that percentage
of the 1950 allotment for the same farm
which (1) the acreage allotted in the county
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to farms which do not recelve an increase
under this section is of (2) the acreage al-
lotted to such farms in 1850.

That in itself will have a very restrain-
ing influence so far as enlarging the
acreage is concerned.

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not think there
can be any doubt about that, I may say
to the Senator; but the thing that puz-
zles me is why the Department had to
allow so much of the acreage to States
other than the ones for whose benefit
the law was enacted. It interpreted
“fallow land” as being any land not in
cultivation, even crop rotation; in fact,
the sky appeared to be the limit under
the Department’s definition of so-called
fallow land. I understand there is
nothing in the pending amendment to
change the definition, or that would re-
quire or even induce the Secretary of
Agriculture to interpret the term “fallow
land” differently from the way he inter-
preted it last year.

Mr. MILLIEIN. Mr, President, will
the distinguished Senator yield to me for
a moment?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. MILLIKIN. The debate last year,
just as it has done this year, stated
exactly what we meant by “summer fal-
low land.” I do not know how it could
be made more definite, even though we
were to use 500 words to define it in the
joint resolution. I doubt whether it can
be made any clearer than it has been
made in the course of the debate. Isthe
Department of Agriculture completely
immune from the debate and the inter-
pretations which are to be put upon laws
as a result of what takes place in the
Senate?

Mr. ELLENDER. Evidently it is, in
this case.

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Department not
only applied normal legislation affecting
farming in sections where fellows are
operating perhaps on a 5-year plan, but
it applied all kinds of soil-conservation
practices as being within the conception
of “summer fallow.” It did not have to
do a number of things it did, things which
caused a lot of trouble to the Department
itself.

Mr. ELLENDER. The greater part of
the trouble resulted from the inability
of the Department to determine the
meaning of “fallow land.” It appears to
me that you Senators, the proponents of
this amendment, should give considera-
tion to a definition of what is meant by
“fallow land,” so that acreage will not be
increased to the extent that it was in-
creased under Public Law 272. You
should not rely on what is said in debate.
The Senator admitted a few moments
ago that when Public 272 was debated
fallow land was discussed in debate, but
the Department took no heed of the in-
terpretation placed thereon as Senators
understood.

Mr, MILLIKIN, Imay say tothe Sen-
ator from Louisiana, it is as clear to us
in our section of the country as the word
“cotton™ is to the distinguished Senator
who has the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. But it may not have
the same meaning in Ohio, and it may
not have the same meaning in Louisiana.
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We have fallow land in the rice fields
in Louisiana. There may be some land
with characteristics similar to the rice
land in Louisiana or the wheat lands in
Colorado, but such land given a differ-
ent name, or a different interpretation is
placed thereon when considered in the
light of fallow land. The Department
found itself obligated to treat all lands
alike, if they had the same characteris-
tics.

Mr. MILLIKIN, If I may make the
statement, the Department felt itself ob-
ligated, not found itself obligated.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr, ELLENDER. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I pre-
sume the Senator from Louisiana will
be a conferee on the part of the Senate
when the joint resolution goes to confer-
ence with the House,

Mr. ELLENDER., I imagine so; I do
not know.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado.
will be,

Mr. ELLENDER. The distinguished
chairman has just informed me that I
probably will be.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
good news to all of us, because we know
how capable the Senator from Louisiana
is and how well qualified to work out the
question.

Mr. TEHOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I yield three additional min-
utes to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, if the Senator from Louisiana will
yield, getting to the point, will he con-
sider taking to conference the amend-
ment offered by the junior Senator from
Colorado and myself, for the purpose of
working out the solution to the problem,
and will he also take with him the staff
from the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry to see what can be worked out
as between the two proposals? Would
the Senator object to doing that?

Mr. ELLENDER, Speaking for myself,
not for the committee, I would consider
doing that. But I should prefer that the
matter be left to Senators, and that is
my reason for stating the views of the
Department, in order that Senators in
turn may make their own decisions. The
Department, as I shall show in a few
moments, does not favor the amendment,
because it will not accomplish the pur-
pose the distinguished Senator has in
mind, but, on the contrary, will further
aggravate the enormous wheat surplus
we now have on hand. That is the
difficulty.

If the proposal could be worked out in
a manner whereby the national wheat
acreage would not be increased, there
might be some justification in our en-
deavoring to reach some kind of an
agreement in conference. With that in
mind, if the Senate should approve this
amendment, I wish to state to the dis-
tinguished Senator that I shall work to
that end. But I also want to state to
my good friend that I was at first op-
posed to the cofton acreage resolution
now pending before the Senate, believing
that it might increase the ceiling fixed
in the present law. However, when evi-
dence was introduced to show that the

I hope he
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measure would add about 800,000 acres
of the 2,000,000 acres which were frozen,
and would leave a balance of 1,200,000
acres, under the ceiling fixed by the De-
partment, I then decided to support the
joint resolution. I understand that un-
der the pending wheat amendment, in
the light of information furnished to me
by the Department, the wheat acreage
would be increased in excess of 4,500,000
acres,

Mr. JOHNSEON of Colorado. Of
course we do not agree with that inter-
pretation, but the 2,000,000 acres of
frozen cotton of which the Senator speaks
is, I think, comparable to the 4,500,000
acres of wheat.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Louisiana has
expired.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.

President, I yield two additional minutes
to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I
shall continue reading from this letter,
for the information of Senators. I think
it is very imporiant. There were no
hearings on the amendment, and I should
like the Senators present to have the
full benefit of the views expressed by the
Department after a study of the amend-
ment. Iread further:

Instead of confining the allotment in-
creases essentially to these areas, the appli-
cation of the provisions of Public Law 272
resulted in allotment increases for all wheat-
producing States, and in most cases the ad-
ditional allotments outside of the distressed
areas were totally unwarranted, and have
glven rise to problems of inequities as be-
tween farm allotments. Furthermore, the
needlessly large increases in the total wheat
acreage allotment assigned to farms, if con-
tinued, would seriously impair the effective-
ness of the adjustment and price-support
programs.

4, It is estimated that continuation of the
Public Law 272 provisions with respeet to
wheat, as proposed in House Joint Resolution
308, would result in an increase of approxi-
mately 4,000,000 acres over and above the
national acreage allotment for the 1951 crop
of wheat—

That is a far cry from the estimate
Jjust made by the distinguished Senator
from Colorado, of approximately a mil-
lion and a quarter acres. It is three
times more—
assuming a natlonal allotment equal to
that proclalmed for 1950. A smaller national
wheat acreage allotment for 1951 than for
1850 would not materially reduce the esti-
mated additional allotment required to meet
the minimum farm acreage allotment pro-
visions of the proposed legislation. In fact,
& lo “er national allotment may even cause a
larger increase in the additional acreage be-
cause of the greater number of individual
farms which would become eligible for ad-
Justment under these provisions,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the letter be incorporated in the
REcorp at this point.

There being no objection, the re-
mainder of the letter was ordered to be
printed in the Rzcorp, as follows:

5. The change in the 10-year base period,
by which the national wheat-acreage allot-
ment is apportioned to States and countles,
from 1939-48 to 1940-49 as applicable to
the 1851 crop of wheat, will, of itself, result

2387

in a natural shift of larger acreage to the
distressed areas. For example, the State of
Colorado would receive approximately 210~
000 acres more than in 1950, assuming the
same national allotment. Obviously, the
problem of providing special adjustments for
these areas will be less acute in 1951 than
it was in 1950,

6. The Department is taking the position,
and has testified to that effect before a sub-
commitiee on wheat of the House Committee
on Agriculture, that a national reserve of
approximately 1 percent of the national al-
lotment would be adequate to provide the
additional acreage needed to relieve distress
arees. This national reserve would be ap-
portioned by the Secretary to such counties
as he finds would sufier undue hardships
under allotments determined under exist-
ing lepislation. .

For the foregoing reasons, the Department
recommends that the provisions of House
Joint Resolution 398 not be enacted.

Sincerely yours,
RarPH S. TrICG,
Administrator,

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I yield 20
minutes to the Senator from Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
20 minutes.

Mr., WILLIAMS, Mr. President, this
afternoon, under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement, the Senate will vote on
House Joint Resolution 398 and all
amendments pending. At that time, on
behalf of the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives]l, the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr., Henpricksowl, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SarToNsTALL],
and myself I shall call up our amend-
ment H in the hope that the Senate will
give it favorable consideration.

This amendment proposes to reduce
the support prices on all so-called basic
commodities by repealing, effective im-
mediately, the rigid 90-percent support
formula and making all agriculture com-
modities subject to the sliding scales of
support levels set up in subsections (a)
and (b) of section 101, of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1949. This is
the so-called flexible formula.

Paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of
section 101 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 provides price support at 90 per-
cent of parity for the 1950 crop of any
basic agricultural commeodity, if mar-
keting quotas or acreage allotments are
in effect and marketing quotas have not
been disapproved. Paragraph (2) of
such subsection (d) provides price sup-
port at not less than 80 percent of parity
for 1951 crops under the same circum-
stances. Repeal of these two paragraphs
would make the sliding scales of support
levels set out in subsections (a) and (b)
of section 101 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 effective immediately, instead of
waiting until January 1, 1252.

At this point I ask unanimous con-
sent to have inserted as a part of my
remarks an analysis of this amendment
as prepared by the legislative counsel:

There being no objection, the analysis
was ordered to be printed in the REccrp,
as follows:

Paragraph (1) of subsection (d) of section
101 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 provides
price support at 80 percent of parity for the
1950 crop of any baslc agricultural com-
modity, If marketing quotas or acreage al-
lotments are in effect and marketing quotas
have not been disapproved. Paragraph (2)
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of such subsection (d) provides price sup-
port at not less than 80 percent of parity for
19561 crops under the same circumstances.
Repeal of these two paragraphs would make
the sliding scales of support levels set out
in subsections (a) and (b) of section 101
of the Agricultural Act of 1949 effective im-
mediately. The support level for tobacco
whenever marketing quotas are in effect
would, of course, continue to be fixed at 90
percent of parity by subsection (c) of such
section 101; and any price-support levels
announced by the SBecretary prior to repeal
of peragraphs (1) and (2) would not be af-
fected by such repeal. I was advised by the
Department today that no support level has
been announced as yet for the 1950 crop of
any basic agricultural commodity.

Mr, WILLIAMS, In October 1949 when
Public Law 439, Eighty-first Congress,
the Anderson farm bill, was passed, I
voted against the bill and pointed out at
that time my reasons:

First. That the cost would be prohibi-
tive from a taxXpayer's standpoint,

Second. Under the rigid controls pro-
posed it would mean the complete regi-
mentation of our farmers, and the ulti-
mate socialization of American agricul-
ture,

Third. I warned then that the pro-
posed high support prices for the basic
azriculture commodities would benefit
none but the large landowners in estab-
lished areas. The cut-back in acreage
necessitated by the high support price
that would have to be imposed upon the
small farmers would force many of them
out of business.

Tke fact that I was correct is borne
out by subsequent developments. The
fact that here today we have the dif-
ferent groups—cotton, wheat, peanuts,
and potatoes—all seeking corrective leg-
islation to increase their acreage allot-
ments for the small farmers proves that
the law has not been satisfactory.

But T repeat my previous warning that
the enzetment of this bill today increas-
ing acreage allotments for all these in-
terests will not permanently correct the
situation. Without adopting a provision
to lower the support prices it might well
prove to be the straw that broke the
camel’s back and destroy the entire farm
program.

The American taxpayers are revolting
against the enormous cost of this farm
program. The consumers are becoming
enrazed at the wholesale destruction of
food by the Government for the sole
purpose of creating artificial shortages
and thereby maintaining high prices.

Every acre added to the wheat, cot-
ton, and peanut allotments under this
bill will be directly at the additional ex-
pense of the taxpayers and prove of no
benefit to the consumer unless we take
soine action to lower the support prices.

Already under this program of high
support prices, as of December 31, 1949,
the Government had accumulated under
loans and inventories agricultural com-
maodities totaling $3,645,129,317.

The joint resolution before the Sen-
ate today proposes to increase the cot-
ton acreage by 800,000 acres over what
the Department of Agriculture lists as
necessary, notwithstanding the fact that
as of December 31, 1949, the Govern-
ment already had in inventories and un-
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der loans over $955,000,000 worth of cot-
ton. Nearly $1,000,000,000 in cotton has
been purchased at a price approximately
5 cents per pound more than the 10-year
average farm price for this product.

We are also being asked, with the
understanding that the Government will
buy all the output, to increase the wheat
acreage. Yet on December 31, 1949,
the Government was holding under loans
and inventories over 465,000,000 bushels
of wheat at a cost of $996,719,026.

We are being asked to increase the
peanut acreage; yet the Government
has spent over $55900,000 since June 30,
1949, alone to hold the market on pea-
nuts at its high price of 195 cents per
pound against an average farm price,
1940-49, of only 7' cents,

The Senator from OCklahoma [Mr.
Tuaomas] charged this morning that this
amendment proposes to go back to 1932,
but I call his attention to the fact that
the adoption of this amendment, assum-
ing the lowest support price would be in
effect, would still leave the support price
higher in most instances than the pre-
vailing prices at the farm in the past
10 years. This period includes the war-
time years. That certainly is not de-
pression legislation.

The same situation is true of prac-
tically all agricultural commodities un-
der the support program and in order
to save time I ask unanimous consent
to have inserted in the Recorp a chart
listing over $3,645,000,000 in commit-
ments as of December 31, 1949, which
includes $1,725,064,794.27 in actual in-
ventories and $1,920,064,523 in outstand-
ing loans under price-support operations.

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

Inventories
Program, commodity Value
branch, and commodity | Quantity (cost)
PRICE-SUFPORT PROGRAM
Cotton:
Cotton, American-
Egyptlan_____bales._. 582 | $186,251.18
Cotton, upland..do....| 8 711,811 | 617, 712, 330, 47
ottonseed. .- tons.. 68,3 3, 342, 280,
Flax fiber..... 5. 178, 145 84, 019. 76
Butter........... do....| 06,260,088 | 59,518, 796, 82
Cheese. ....—zun- 0_---| 23,148,163 7, T80, 437. 48
Milk, dried...... do....[215,
Fats and oils:
Linseed oil_..__._do_... 304, 827, 620
eanuts:
Farmers stock

el
Fruit and vegetable:
Fruit, dehydrated or
dried:

Prunes. --pounds..

Raisins__.... do...- 8
Potato starch.__.do.....| 10, 658
Potatoes, Irish
hundredweight.__ 2,199 3
Gm[}r;l: 1 b 24, 626,019 | 35,088, 005.71
arley ... ... h
Beans, dry edible
bundredweight..| 4,850,795 | 42, 859, 926, 40
o bushels..| 76,009, 828 | 116, 817, 457, 77
Flaxseed.._._..__ do__..| 13,043,222 | 88 344, 527.19
Grain sorghum
hundredweight_.| 6, 151,985 | 17,814, 716.92
Oats_._.._____bushels._| 11, 258, 146 9, 506, 728. 32
Peas, dry edible
hundredweight.. 2,048 10, 304. 32
J0R. e iinici do.... 431, 820 2, 936, 262. 60
P S ey bushels.... 775, 805 1, 379, 800. 18
bay and pas
pa&un ..... gglm ed 725, 422 148, 515. 37
Boybeans._.... shels..| 3,028,865 | 7,407,729.04
Wheats ool do....|162,114, 483 | 398, 770, 466. 37
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Inventories—Continued
Program, commodity Valus
branch, and commodity | QuAntity (cost)
PRICE-SUPPORT PROGRAM—
continued
Livestock:
‘Wool:
Appraised
pounds..| 61,000, 168 | $48, 843, 093,62
Unappraised.do....| 8,313, 732 4, 666, 473, 47
Poultry:
Eggs:
Dried........do....| 69,036,207 | 89,317, 232.90
Liquid or frozen
Ao 6, 264 2,026, 43
Turkeys..ccaeea- do... 725, 480 309,173. 80
Tobacco:
Naval stores:
Rosin........do....|210, 837,798 | 17,110, 995,40
Turpentine
gallons..| 2,032,177 1, 100, 967. T7
Total priee-sup-
POrt Program. . | ceceeeases 1,725,064,794, 27
Loans
uantities
Value loans
Commodity of collateral|
pledged outstanding
‘Wheat. bushels. . (303,112, 461 | $557, 942, 580
A 434, , BT 506, 311, 277
2 TT7 337, 397, 041
151, 891, 629
236, 522, 016
Total. 1, 920, 064, 523

Included under “Other” above were loans on flaxseed,
peanuts, soybeans, potatoes, barley, dry edible beans
:&d peas, grain sorghum, oats, rice, rye, rosin, turpentine,

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, im-
mediately following this list of inven-
tories I ask unanimous consent to have
inserted another chart showing the ac-
tual support price of these commodities
as compared with the 10-year average
price the farmer received for the same
commodities.

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

Support levels and 10-year average prices re-
ceived by farmers on commodities now
being supported by the Commodity Credit
Corporation either under 1949 or 1850
price-support programs

10-year
Bupport | average
Commodity Unit a?teﬁsl] oglr\iemd r%'y
price) farmers
1640-40
Bushel....| §1.40 $1.16
Pound. ... 105 0755
Bushel.... 178 L 80
_____ do22 195 1.49
Hundred- 6. 55 16.30
weight.
..... o 3.07 14,29
Bushel..... .96 1.24
R, 12 [T 1.72 1.86
Pound. ... .72 . 225
49, 50 53. 20
.423 406
425 ¥, 363
1.00 .98
2.00 L&s
.69 . 656
LZ7 119
2.007 2.03
Tung nuts Ton 60. 00 70. 30
Butter.. Pound.... .60 .498
Dozen..... .37 . 366
Hundred- 3.07 ]
weight,
Pound. ... .81 278
Gallon.... .40 1582

Bee footnotes at end of table.
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Support levels and 10-year average prices re-
ceived by farmers on commodities now
being supported by the Commodity Credit
Corporation either uwnder 1949 or 1950
price-support programs—Continued

10-year
Sl:;;pml't AVErago
irice price re-
Commodity Unit zac‘tual ceived by
priece) farmers
194049
Rosin (grade N)....-- Hundred- | §6.72 | 284.87
weight,
Flaxsced .. _.._.._....| Bushel._._ 3.744 3.4
Hay and pasture
seed:
Clover:
Alsike___.....| Pound..._| 25 2,235
Ladino+d ____. L3, £ R 1,25 1,113
ed 35 3,270
12 3, 086
15 % 168
06 % (M5
v .06 2, 054
Northern alfalfa._|...do....... «32 3,284
Common lespe-
ro 1 |1 PR L6 3104
Lal1 v 201
o0gs:
January 1950 14. 90 15, 20
February 1950....|...do....... 3 L R
March 1950 ... i iR T0:20 ] snme s

1 Support levels listed are those most recently an-
nounced. 1949 support price listed if 1050 program not
yet announced,

2 1039-48 avernge,

1 Not available.

1 Certified seeds only,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Unless some action is
taken by Congress in the immediate fu-
ture to correct this situation no one
dares estimate the amount of next year's
inventories.

The wholesale destruction of food and
give-away programs which are inevitably
a part of continuing this unrealistic pro-
gram will prove to be a major national
scandal, and might well result in com-
plete repudiation of all agricuitural
benefits.

Not only are the taxpayers and the
consumers clamoring for some action to
correct this odious situation, but the
eastern dairy and pouliry farmers are
also being foreed out of business through
the unwarranted high support on grain
products.

We cannot continue this policy of sup-
porting the western farmers at a level of
wartime prosperity at the direct expense
of the eastern farmer and city consumer.,
As evidence that this situation is being
viewed with alarm by the eastern farm-
ers T read into the REcorp a copy of a
telegram received from Mr. J. A. McCon-
nell, general manager of the GLF, of
Ithaca, N. Y.:

Itaaca, N. Y., February 20, 1850.
Hon, JoEN J. WILLIAMS,
Senate Office Building:

Following is the text of a telegram sent to-
day to New York and New Jersey Senators
and other Congressmen from New York, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania: “Position of dairy-
men, poultrymen, and other northeastern
farmers is rapidly deterlorating under pres-
ent price squeeze. Grain prices supported at
artificlally high levels in the face of falling
milk and eggs are making an intolerable situ-
ation. While consumers are benefiting from
lower milk and egg prices, production of these
foods cannot be maintained indefinitely un-
less costs can be reduced. Most Members of
Congress are on record against further re-
strictions on food production, yet present
sitvation is heading us right toward such.
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CCC has been pushed by existing support
legislation into asking for $2,000,000,000 more,
to lock up more grain supplies, which will
further aggravate squeeze on animal indus-
tries and half of which will be almost cer-
tain further loss to the taxpayers. Dalry and
poultry farmers, already pinched, face worse
prospects ahead. Egg prices now scarcely
cover cost of feed alone, hens almost unsal-
able. Milk price continues downward, Pres-
ent situation of vast grain surpluses held in
dead storage with further actlon of same
kind looming is intolerable. We urge im-
mediate congressional action to lower grain
support prices to 75 percent of parity or to a
point that will unlock those vast frozen sup-
plies.”
J. A. McCoNNELL,
General Manager, Cooperative GLF
Exchange, Inc,

The adoption of our amendment ad-
vancing the effective date of the flexible
provisions of the parity formula from
January 1, 1952, to read “effective im-
mediately,” will not solve all of this prob-
lem, but it will be a step in the right di-
rection.

I think Congress should start working
toward the elimination of all wartime
subsidies, and this farm subsidy is only
one of the many affecting various seg-
ments of our industries, and which are
being carried forward at an enormous
annual expense to the American tax-
payers. Now that we are enjoying rela-
tively high prosperity, they are unneces-
sary.

Mr. President, now what would be the
effect of making the flexible provisions of
the Anderson Act effective immediately?
It would mean that instead of maintain-
ing a rigid 90-percent support level, the
support price would be allowed to fluctu-
ate between 75 percent and 90 percent
on the basic commodities with the actual
level depending upon supply. With to-
day's heavy investments the support
price on many of the basic commodities
would drop to the 75-percent level.

Corn at 90 percent parity is being
supported at $1.40 per bushel. Under the
flexible formula the support price of corn
would fluctuate between $1.22 and $1.40.
This minimum of $1.22 would still be
6 cents higher than the 10-year average
farm price for corn.

Wheat at 90 percent parity is being sup-
ported at $1.95. Under the flexible
formula the price of wheat could fluctu-
ate between $1.60 and $1.85. I call at-
tention to the fact that this minimum
price of $1.60 is still 11 cents higher than
the 10-year average farm price for wheat.
The 10-year period includes the war
Years.

Cotton, instead of being supported at
rigid 90 percent, or 27.2 cents per pound,
would be allowed to fluctuate between
221 cents and 27 cents, depending upon
supply. This minimum of 22 cents on
cotton is still equal to the average price
the southern farmers have received for
cotton during the past 10 years,

I will not take the time to enumerate
how this amendment will affect all com-
modities, but these are fair examples. It
is understood that the amendment will
directly affect only those commodities
now under the rigid 90 percent support.
However, all other commodities not un-
der the 90 percent formula which are
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supported at a lower level will be lowered
somewhat, in that one of the factors used
in computing their base is their price
relationship to the basic commodities,
and as other commodiiy prices are low-
ered, the result is a general lowering
across the hoard.

In view of the Government’s huge com-
mitments under this program, represent-
ing over $3,500,000,000, and in view of
the fact that the Secretary of Agriculture
has already warned the Congress that he
will need an additional $2,000,000,000 to
continue this farm program at its pres-
ent level, I feel that Congress has no al-
ternative except to take some immediate
steps to lower the cost of the program.
We must do this not only to protect the
consumer and to avoid the loss of billions
of dollars, but we must take immediate
action to safeguard the future security of
every American farmer. That is what
our amendment proposes to do.

Under this wasteful and destructive
program of planned farming—and
planned distribution—the American
farmer is gradually losing his previous
marketing system represented by free en-
terprise, Many of his traditional mar-
kets are being taken over by foreign pro-
ducers. The producers of substitute
products are taking over much of the
domestic market. I know of no better
way to illustrate this than to cite how
the Canadian potato farmers have profit-
ably increased their acreage, and at the
same time increased their sales in Amer-
ican markets, at the expense of our do-
mestic producers.

Again I cite how the manufacturers of
rayon and nylon have expanded the use
of their products, both in this country
and abroad, at the expense of cofton
and wool. This rapid expansion for their
products has been possible largely as a
result of cotton and wool being with-
held from normal channels of trade
through Government monopoly. Prices
of cotton and wool are being maintained
at artificially high levels and as long as
this situation exists substitutes will con-
tinue to make inroads on their markets,

Mr. President, I have before me to-
day's issue of the Wall Street Journal,
on the front page of which an article
calls attention to the fact that rug man-
ufacturers and many garment manufac-
turers are using substitute products be-
cause of the excessively high costs of
cotton and wool.

The farmers have lost many of their
normal export markets since recently
their former cash customers have been
educated to expect American agricul-
tural products as free gifts. They now
refuse to even consider outright pur-
chases.

Peanuts have been converted into oil
for export because that procedure was
more profitable under the existing high-
support program. This has resulted in
a gradual reduction in vhe consumption
of peanuts through normal distribution
channels,

Today farmers in all sections of the
country are directing their attention to
the production of high level supported
crops, with the result that unless these
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artificial high-support prices are low-
ered soon the western and southern
farmers are going to wake up and find
their monopoly on production gone
never to be regained. Peanuts, cotton,
tobacco, wheat, and corn are all being
produced today by farmers in areas never
intended to produce these crops under
normal conditions.

The day of reckoning will be hard not
only for these marginal producers, but
also for the farmers in the South and
Midwest, for unless they soon recognize
the danger, they will never again regain
their present position.

The American people should not be
fooled by the socialistic proposals of the
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Brannan.
He has presented as a perfect solution
for the agricultural problems a proposal
whereby he promises to—

First. Give the farmers more money
than they now receive;

Second. Give the consumer lower food
prices; and

Third. Cost the American taxpayers
less money.

At a later date I shall discuss this fan-
tastic plan in detail. In the meantime
I would suggest that if anyone is inter-
ested in knowing how the Brannan plan
of Government-controlled production

and Government-controlled distribution .

will affect American farmers, he should
read the farm program as it is now func-
tioning, under the socialistic regime in
England.

I urge that the Members of the Senate
Join with us today in removing the farm-
ers from the political auction block by
taking this first necessary step toward
restoring some degree of sanity in our
agricultural program. Let us begin a
sytematic reduction in the unrealistic
support prices. Let us put a stop to the
scandalous policy of wholesale destruc-
tion of good edible foods in & country
where many of our own people do not
have the actual necessities of life.

Mr, MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Benator yield?

Mr. WILLTIAMS. Mr, President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes.

Mr. WILLTAMS, I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I understand the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Delaware and his colleagues would bring
into operation in the present crop year
the reduced sliding scale of parity pro-
tection which would come into operation
in 1952 under the normal operation of
the so-called Anderson bill.

Mr, WILLIAMS. That is correct.

Mr. MUNDT. Would it be considered
to be what has been described as an or-
derly procedure for getting an equitable
adjustment for the farmer by dropping
him sharply as much as 15 percent in 1
year? I

Mr. WILLIAMS. This would apply
only in one or two instances. For in-
stance on wheat it would apply because it
is in excess supply. I point out to the
Senator from South Dakota, however,
that there is nothing wrong with our
changing the rate at this time. It was in
October of last year, after the 1949 crop
had been harvested and after the winter
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wheat crop which will be harvested in
1950 had been planted, that Congress
took action to extend the 90-percent pro-
vision. Congress increased last October
the parity guaranty on this crop last
October after it was planted and we have
now a perfect rate to reduce it to its pre-
viously scheduled rate. Had the Con-
gress not taken that action last October
the flexible provisions of the Hope-Aiken
law would have gone into effect on Janu-
ary 1, 1950, which would have provided a
sliding scale between 60 and 90 percent, &
little lower than that now proposed.

What is proposed today is the putting
into effect of the flexible provision of the
Anderson Act, at a time prior to the
planting of the 1950 corn or cotton or
spring wheat. We are within our rights
to change the law before these crops are
planted, in exactly the same manner as
we increased the rate in October 1949
after the fall wheat crop was planted.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should
like to call the attention of the Senator
to the fact that since the enactment of
the Steagall amendment, in 1938, the
farmer has been operating under one
set of regulations guaranteeing him a
firm parity support price of 90 percent.
The Senator noWw proposes to drop that
by 15 percent, especially in the case of
crops produced and harvested in the
Midwest, therefore precipitating what I
am sure would result in farm-operating
chaos in that section of the country.
When the prosperity of this great farm-
ing area in the Middle West is adversely
affected or destroyed, the entire struc-
ture of our economy and prosperity
throughout the country are jeopardized,
because seven times the production of
this section of the country each year
amounts to the total national income.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I
think I have used only 20 of the 30 min-
utes which had been allotted to me and
I will yield the remainder to the Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. WHERRY. How much time does
the Senator want? Does he desire 10
minutes more?

Mr., WILLIAMS., Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. I yield to the Senator
10 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
10 more minutes.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Ishould like to point
out to the Senator from South Dakota
that there is nothing proposed under
our amendment which would in any way
affect the normal prosperity of the farm=-
ers to whom he refers. If the amend-
ment shall be agreed to, the support price
on corn at the 75-percent minimum
would still be $1.22 a bushel. That cer-
tainly is not a depression price. The
average price the farmers have received
for the past 10 years for corn, including
the war years—was $1.16 a bushel. The
support price at the minimum would still
be 6 cents higher than the average price
they had received in 1940-49.

The average price of the wheat sold
in the West was $1.49 for the period be-
tween 1940 and 1949. The amendment
would drop the support price from $1.95,
so it could fluctuate as low as $1.60. This
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is 11 cents higher than the 10-year aver-
age farm price. We cannot continue to
maintain these prices in the Midwest at
25 to 30 percent higher than the wartime
level, at the expense of the taxpayer and
the eastern dairy and poultry farmers,
and the city consumers.

Mr. MUNDT. In the interval the
Senator has described, however, the
prices which the farmers have been com-
pelled to pay have steadily gone higher
instead of going lower. When the
Steagall amendment was written, the
farmer, who is the greatest consumer in
this country, was paying his fair share
of a 40-cent minimum wage, and now
he is paying a T5-cent minimum wage
throughout the country.

Correspondingly, all his other prices
are going up, at a time when the Senator
from Delaware proposes to drop his sup-
port price 15 percent.

Mr. WILLTAMS. I should like to call
the attention of the Senator to the fact
that while that is true, at the same time
the prices at which the eastern farm-
ers, the eastern poultrymen and dairy-
men, are selling poultry and dairy prod-
ucts in the East have been declining.
At the same time, the Government has
been taking their tax moneys and sup-
porting the western farmers at an ex-
traordinarily high level. Their earning
power has been reduced and their taxes
increased as a result of this extravagant
and wasteful program. We surely do
not want a repetition of 1932. I agree
with the Senator in that respect. But
that does not mean that we can afford
to continue to take money out of the
Treasury and support a level of prosper-
ity for the western farmers higher than
that which they enjoyed during the war.

I should like to have the Senator from
South Dakota answer me this. What
plan does he have fo get rid of the
$3.500,000,000 of surplus agricultural
products which we have today—it may
be $5,500,000,000 worth next year, since
the Secretary says he needs two more
billion dollars? What are we going to
do with these products unless we destroy
them? Surely the Senator from South
Dakota does not advocate that we de-
stroy them? You cannot overlook the
fact that our inventories are continu-
ously to grow larger under the present
program.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator for the very eloquent
and articulate manner in which he de-
fends the poultry farmers of the East.
Looking at the sponsorship of this par-
ticular proposal I recognize it to be from
among Senators who are particularly in-
‘tgerested in the poultry interests of the

ast.

Mr, WILLIAMS. In reply, I will say
that the poultry and farmers to whom
he has referred, whose interests I have
at heart, yes, have so far operated with-
out coming to the Government and ask-
ing for any subsidy; which is more than
the Senator from South Dakota can say
for his farmers. I wish the Senator
from South Dakota would join with me
in taking his farmers off the back of the
taxpayers. The eastern poultrymen
voted again the other day that they did
not think the answer to their problem
was Government subsidy. They went on
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record again against asking the Govern-
ment to underwrite their losses. I feel
that the least the western farmers can
do is to accept a lower support price—to
take some of their own risk. Do not
expect the Government, out of the
Treasury, to guarantee the farmers of
the Midwest a margin of profit greater
than that which existed during the war.
A continuation of this unsound policy
will ultimately result in repeal of all
farm-support legislation.

Mr. MUNDT. I think the Senator’s
farmers in Delaware are to be com-
mended for being able to continue on
their own. I do not blame the Senator
one bit for defending his farmers. The
poultry farmers of America have their
own organization, and they can speak for
their own industry. But it certainly
seems to me there must be some other
solution to the problem than facing the
dire prospect of an immediate depression
affecting the great portion of our popu-
lation represented by the diversified
farmers of the Midwest.

If the Senator from Delaware will yield
to me a little longer, because I have some
measure of interest in the 10 minutes
additional time allotted by the Senator
{from Nebraska [Mr. WaEzrY], I should
like to point out further to the Senator
that I concur with him that the Ander-
son bill does not provide good, adequate,
permanent farm legislation, I think we
must have better legislation than that.
I think the Anderson bill misses entirely
some of the features that farm legisla-
tion should have. But obviously, in a
10-minute postseript to the speech of the
Senator from Delaware, we are not going
to devise a comprehensive farm bill for
America. Until we have such legislation
available, however, I do not think we
should drive the dagger into the back of
the American farmer in the Midwest and
say, “You take this 15 percent cut. You
get into the slough of depression. ¥You
go ahead and make it easier for the
poultry farmers of the East.” The
poultry farmers of the East have their
problems, but after all they are not the
majority of the farmers of the country,
and their problems do not represent the
greater portion of the farm problems of
the country.

Mr, WILLIAMS. We are not proposing
to bankrupt the farmers in the West.
Also, the poultry farmers in the East
are not solely the ones interested in this
problem. One hundred and forty mil-
lion Americans, as taxpayers and con-
sumers, are interested in the bill. They
are becoming greatly concerned over the
fact that the Government is piling up
huge surpluses of agricultural products
respecting which no one apparently has
a program of disposal, except one of de-
struction,

Mr. MUNDT. I am not asking the
Department to destroy them. There is
now enough legislation on the statute
books to provide for disposition of the
surpluses in an orderly and economic
fashion. The fact that the Department
does not do so is no reason why they
are authorized under the law to refrain
from properly disposing of the surpluses.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no way to
dispose of $3,500,000,000 of agricultural
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commodities except to lower the price.
I point out that what we are proposing
to do today is to lower the price from the
artificially high level at which it is now
being maintained, higher than the war-
time level of prices. Even then the prices
would be higher than those received dur-
ing the past 10 years., The minimum,
under our amendment, would in many
instances be higher than the price the
farmers of the Midwest received during
the war, The Senator cannot tell me
that his farmers in the Midwest went
broke during the war. The farmers of
the Midwest have simply been spoiled.

Mr. MUNDT. The costs which the
farmers are paying are rising steadily.
The prices of things the farmers had to
buy were fixed during the war years.
OPA fixed prices and wages. Now con-
trol of such prices have, rightfully, been
taken off, and the prices of the things
the farmers are buying are skyrocketing.
While the prices of goods the farmers
buy are skyrocketing, the Senator from
Delaware proposes to bring down the
prices of products he is selling. I can-
not, right in the middle of a Monday
afternoon, think of a better way to bank-
rupt the farmers than the proposal
which is now made to bring down the
prices of the commodities he has to sell.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If they cannot op-
erate efficiently, some of them should
go out of business, If they cannot pro-
duce corn today as cheaply as during the
war, there is something wrong.

Mr, MUNDT. There is nothing wrong
with the farmer. What is wrong is the
economy of the country.

Mr, WILLIAMS. We are headed for
even more severe postwar inflation un-
less Congress takes recognition of and
acts to stop the many spending programs
proposed to be put into effect. Programs
which are going to cost billions and bil-
lions of additional dollars of the tax-
payers’ money. We will have the infla-
tionary spiral which the Senator has
been describing and lamenting this af-
ternoon unless we begin reducing the
cost of government.

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

Mr, WILLIAMS, I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. Does not the Senator
agree with me that the way to deal with
postwar inflation is to push prices down
horizontally, and not simply permit cer-
tain prices to remain at their artificially
high level while the prices paid to the
farmers for their products are driven
down? .

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will say to the
Senator that wherever we begin there
will be those who say, “Begin with the
other fellow first.” We must begin some-
where, somtime, if we are going to re-
store any degree of sanity in the cost
of government. There is no better time
to begin than now.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
understand the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. WrEeRRY], who is now absent from
the Chamber, allotted me 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. The Senator from Maine is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BREWSTER. I wish to speak in
support of the amendment of the Sen-
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ator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] de-
signed to require the President to exer-
cise the power which he very clearly
has under the existing law, but which
during the past year he has failed to
exercise. Ishare the concern of the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas] as to econ-
omy in Government. While I cannot
agree with him on the repudiation of
what I believe to be the Government’s
obligation in connection with the cur-
rent program on potatoes, it is plainly
within the province of the administra-
tion, and the exercise of authority it pos-
sesses, to exclude the potatoes from our
neighbor to the north, which are simply
adding to the surplus we now have.
Some five or six million bushels have al-
ready come in, and it is estimated that
eight or ten million additional bushels
will come in, which will cost us from ten
to fifteen million dollars. While I realize
that ten to fifteen million dollars is a
small sum, in view of our current deficit,
the saving of that amount, at any rate,
would be a substantial contribution, and
one which could be achieved without do-
ing injustice to anyone.

A good deal of question was raised as
to our relations with Canada. The sug-
gestion was made that this was one of
the ways that Canada could pay her
debts to the United States; that her trade
balance was adverse; that she was buy-
ing here more than we bought from her;
therefore that this was one way to per-
mit her to accumulate her balances. I
can appreciate the force of that argu-
ment, but at the same time I think our
first obligation is to make sure the main-
tenance of a strong economy here at
home, and one which shall not unduly
tax us.

In addition to the annual trade bal-
ances, which are adverse as between us
and Canada, there are the very large
sums which are being invested in Can-
ada by Americans. More than 500,000,-
000 American dollars are invested in
Canada in various enterprises. While
that does not appear in our current trade
statistics, it is a very substantial con-
tribution to the balance of payment, and
explains some of the reasons why we
find that Canada during the past year
has exercised a prudence in this mat-
ter which is conspicuous by its absence
in our own agricultural and trade pol-
icies.

I am very happy to quote from the
Foreign Commerce Weekly, published by
the United States Department of Com-
merce, Charles Sawyer, Secretary, Office
of International Trade, Thomas C. Blais-
dell, Jr., Director. This covers the field
surveys of the Department of Commerce,
and it contains a report on the policies
pursued by our Canadian friends, which
are in glittering contrast to the policies
pursued here. To those who are con-
cerned as to whether we will injure the
Canadian economy by prohibiting the
importation of potatoes which we do
not need, and which simply contribute
to our surplus, I would commend the
careful consideration of this report by
the Department of Commerce, on page
15, of the issue of November 15, 1948,
entitled “Tariffs and Trade Controls—
Import Restrictions Relaxed on Certain
Fruits and Vegetables.”
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The article shows us the policy pur=
sued by Canada.

Lettuce and tomatoes may be Iimported
into Canada from any source under open
general permits, effective November 1, 1948,
according to an announcement of the Cana-
dian Minister of Finance in Ottawa, on
October 19. Later in the winter similar gen-
eral permits will be authorized for cabbage,
carrots, celery, and spinach.

I ask Senators to note carefully what
follows:

These latter relaxations will be timed so
as not to prejudice the normal marketing
of Canadian produce.

We should consider that carefully, Mr,
President.

I read further:

Imports of each of the commodities will
be asuthorized only when advancing prices
or short supplies indicate depleted domestic
stocks.

‘Mr. President, if that is good policy
for Canada, why is it not good policy
for the United States? If the Canadians
have the intelligence to profect their
own agricultural economy, why have not
we here in the United States? The Pres-
ident exhibited that intelligence a year
ago when he took steps to stop this in-
undation. I am wondering whether the
curious inaction of the administration
in the face of these mounting surpluses,
with the inundation from Canada threat-
ening our own economy, is a result of
stupidity, is a result of ignorance, or is
a result of a calculated determination
to accentuate the potato problem for
the benefit of those who are advocating
solutions of our agricultural problem
other than the one we have been seek-
ing to pursue. If this was a deliberate
attempt to sabotage the existing farm
program, it could not be better calcu-
lated to accomplishh that objective.

So, Mr. President, Senators on either
side of the aisle who suggest that we
must not under any circumstances stop
the importation of Canadian potatoes,
because that is the only way by which the
Canadians can get United States dollars,
may well take a lesson from our Cana-
dian cousins, who recognize that their
primary responsibility is to the people
and the industries and the agriculture
of their own area.

Mr. President, I read further:

For specified periods during the summer
months, imports of cabbage and carrots were
permitted under general permit., Lettuce,
celery, tomatoes, and spinach, however, have
been prohibited importation since November
18 of last year.

There we have it operating.

I note the very interesting report on
their own economy and their own farm
income:

For the fourth quarter of 1948, import
quotas for citrus fruits, fruit juices, pota-
toes, onions, and apples—

I call the reference to apples to the
especial attention of my good friends
the Senators from Virginia—
have been Increased from the present 50 per-
cent to 70 percent of imports during the base
year, July 1, 1946, to June 30, 1947,

In other words, all the commodities
about which our friends express so much
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concern are under automatic restrictions
and quotas in respect to what can be
sent into Canada. I commend the Ca-
nadians for their wisdom and foresight
and patriotic self-protection.

I read further:

Also for the last quarter, grapes—

I think they have been mentioned in
connection with California—
which have been wholly prohibited importa-
tion, may be imported under quota on the
basls of 70 percent of the dollar value of
each importer’s base year imports.

All the above products will be subject to
maximum mark-up controls under the Ca-
nadian wartime prices and trade regulations,

Mr. President, so much for the ques-
tion of whether we have a right and a
duty to restrict importations, if we fol-
low the Canadian policy, inasmuch as
the Canadians are under the same trade
agreement that we are.

Now let us look at the record in respect
to how this is operated for the Canadian
farm income. I read further:

A cash return of approximately $974,212,-
000 was realized by Canadian farmers from
the sale of farm products during the first
6 months of 1948, according to preliminary
estimates of the Dominion Bureau of Sta-
tistlcs. This amount compares with cash
returns of $620,193,000 and $732,704,000 dur=-
ing the corresponding periods of 1946 and
1047, respectively.

In other words, their income was rising
to maximum heights.

I read further:

With the inclusion of supplementary cash
payments (i, e.,, cash payments made under
the provisions of the Prairie Farm Assistance
Act in 1846, 1947, and 1948; the Wheat Acre-
age Reduction Act of 1946 and 1947; and the
Prairle Farm Income Act in 1946), cash re-
ceipts during the first 6 months of 1948
amounted to $989,572,000—

Practically a billion dollars—

as compared with $742,626,000 for the corre-
sponding period a year agc and $636,244,000
ix the first half of 1946,

Mr. President, I shall not read further
figures; but the article also states:

The rising return from the sale of farm
products is paralleled by the upward trend
in prices received by Canadian farmers for
agricultural products. The index of farm
prices registered a new high of 250.8 (1935-
890=100) during the month of July as com-
pared with 248.6, the previous high, recorded
in June 1948, and 203.1 in June 1947.

In other words, the Canadians not only
are conducting their own affairs pru-
dently, with regard to their international
trade relations, but also they are dem-
onstrating their success by the results
in terms of their own farm income.

So I earnestly hope the appropriately
drawn amendment of the Senator from
Nebraska will receive the support of the
Senate, and that we will tell the Presi-
dent in no uncertain terms that there is
no reason for buying 10,000,000 bushels
of Canadian potatoes, while at the same
time dumping 10,000,000 bushels of
American potatoes. Certainly, Mr.
President, he who runs may read the
significance of that.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, let me
inquire how much time I have remaining.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska has 5 minutes remaining,
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Mr. WHERRY. I yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished junior Senator from
New York [Mr. Ivesl.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York [Mr. Ives] is recognized.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I rise to
speak briefly in behalf of the amendment
which has been offered by the able Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. Wirriams], in
behalf of himself, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SaLToNsTALL], the Sena-
tor from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON],
and myself. That amendment would
make effective immediately the flexible
price support provision in the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949,

Mr. President, I listened with consid-
erable interest while the able Senator
from South Dakota was questioning our
colleague, the Senator from Delaware,
In that connection, I point out that the
great problem with which we in the
Northeast are faced, when it comes to the
cost of grain, is the problem confronting
the dairy industry, and only in part the
problem confronting the poultry indus-
try. The price of grain has become so
high that the cost of production of milk
is completely out of line with what the
producers of milk are now receiving for
it. That comment also applies to the
present situation in the poultry industry
and to the prices that poultry producers
are now receiving.

I do not think the Senator from South
Dakota was in the Chamber when the
Senator from Delaware read the tele=
gram from Mr. J. A. McConnell, general
manager of the Cooperative GLF Ex-
change, Inc. I wish to read a couple of
statements appearing in that telegram,
as follows:

Position of dairymen, poultrymen, and
other Northeastern farmers is rapidly de-
teriorating under present price squeeze.
Grain prices supported at artificlally high
levels in the face of falling milk and eggs are
making an intolerable situation.

Mr, President, I happen to know that
the farm conditions in the Northeast are
worse today than they have been at any
time for at least 15 years. That is how
badly this price support situation is af-
fecting the Northeast.

It is unfortunate that in formulating
the agricultural bill last fall, we stopped
where we did, or perhaps that we went
as far as we did, depending upon how one
desires to view it. In this connection, I
am constrained to quote in part from my
remarks during the debate on that bill,
as some may remember, was passed by
the Senate on October 19. I read the
following from the speech I made in the
Senate at that time:

There is not a Member of the Senate who
believes that this bill is a fair bill. We all
know that it is not. There is not a Member
of the Senate who does not know that it
has serious defects.

- . L] . L]

I would be strongly in favor of this con-
ference report or any other bill of this type,
for that matter, if it were only to provide
high prices for the producers. But, much
as this bill may conform to that require-
ment, there is much more to it than that.
If that were all there were to it, our prob-
lem would be a very simple one.

This bill may provide high prices for pro-
ducers. That is expected. That is its pur-
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pose. But at the same tlme it means even

higher prices for consumers. It means ever

higher governmental expenditures.
* - - L] L]

It is high time for us to take stock of our
position and to come down to earth and con-
slder existing conditions. We want as high
prices as reasonably can be obtained for the
producer, but at the same time we must
recognize the rights of the consumer and
the taxpayer, as well as the rights of the
American people generally. All these rights
are not being recognized in this particular
piece of legislation.

This legislation is not geared for the wel-
fare of all the American people. It is not
even geared for the ultimate welfare of those
in asgriculture. As surely as we are In ses-
sion here today, if this bill is enacted and
left in force, Senators who support it * * *
will be haunted by the action they are
taking.

Mr. President, again I am constrained
to chserve that, verily, chickens do come
home to roost, because if there is any-
thing that is evident today, in the light
of what has happened, insofar as pota-
toes are concerned or insofar as other
crops are concerned, it is that the state-
ment I made at that time was absolutely
correct. Of such is my chief objection
to the bill now before us.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from New York has ex-
pired.

Mr. IVES. May I have two more
minutes?

Mr. WHERRY. I am glad to yield the
Senator from New York two more min-
utes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from New York is recognized for 2 min-
utes more.

Mr. IVES. This legislation, Mr, Pres-
ident, is going to make the conditions
which I have cited even worse, if such a
thing be possible. There is no cure for
anything in the pending measure. It
seems to me that we should now be tak-
ing action to correct conditions and not
to make them worse. This is why I feel
so strongly that the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Delaware is
so much in order. I do not say the
amendment, in and of itself and alone,
provides a complete solution to the prob-
lem; but very definitely, any solution, if
there is ever to be one, must lie in the
direction toward which {he amendment
points, I'or that reason I am especially
glad to give it my wholehearted support.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President——

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, I yield
7 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, it seems
to me the arguments we have been lis-
tening to from the Senator from Dela-
ware and New York demonstrate very
clearly the fact that we do not presently
have adequate farm legislation in the
Anderson bill. With that I concur com-
pletely. It is a piece of legislation which
removes from the statute books the
Hope-Aiken bill, which I thought was
exceedingly bad legislation, which was
passed in the hurly-burly hours of the
closing days of the Eightieth Congress,
and which I opposed and voted against.

The amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Delaware and other Senators
associated with him would put us right
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back where we were, with the Hope-
Aiken bill, plus 10 percent, because it
would drive down the prices of certain
commodities, especially in the middle-
western area and certain regions of the
South, to 75 percent of parity. The
Hope-Aiken bill theoretically would
have permitted them to fall to 65 percent
of parity. So it puts us back to the
Hope-Aiken level, plus only 10 percent,
and, with or without the 10 perecent, and
with the formula devised under the
Hope-Aiken bill, with its low production
floors, there might be precipitated a na-
tional crisis and a world-wide depres-
sion, If we start tampering with the
economy of America, resting as it does
upon farm prices and farm prosperity,
by casually adopting in the middle of a
debate on potatoes an amendment
which will revolutionize the entire farm
program, under which the country has
been operating for more than a decade,
we are then flirting with a fate which
may be far beyond the boundaries of
anything' envisioned by the two fine
eastern Senators, with their interests,
and their understandable interests, in
the chicken farmers and the dairy farm-
ers of the Northeast.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator will
agree with me, will he not, that in 1952,
January 1, the same bill will go into ef-
fect, and if it is such a dangerous piece
of legislation that it is going to bring all
the dire circumstances the Senator has
just described, how does he account for
the fact that we are going to operate as
proposed in 19522

Mr. MUNDT. I am glad the Senator
raised that question, because I have ad-
dressed a letter to the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry, who is on the floor, suggesting
that as one Senator I feel that the Sen-
ate Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry should bring forth a new bill, new
legislation which will better provide for
a farm program than the Anderson bill.
I have received a nice letter from the
chairman, indicating that the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
is giving the idea some thought and con-
sideration, thus at least affording some
hope that that kind of legislation is go-
ing to be forthcoming from the commit-
tee before the present session of the Con-
gress adjourns.

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

Mr. MUNDT. In a moment.

I hope, however, it will receive more
consideration, as I am assured, than a
revolutionary approach to the farm pro-
gram, tossed into the debate in the mid-
dle of a Monday afternoon on what to
do about potatoes in Maine, Idaho,
South Dakota, and a few other potato-
raising States.

I now yield to the Senator from New
York,

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor recognizes, however, does he not, that
the crisis among northeastern farmers
is, as the Senator from New York has
indicated, and that the crisis has been
brought about largely because of the
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present farm law, particularly that por-
tion relating to farm prices?

Mr. MUNDT. I recognize that there
is a crisis. I do not think the Senator
has put his finger on the cause of it,
because in testimony recently given be-
fore the House committee Secretary
Brannan pointed out that about 50 per-
cent of all the consumers pay for the
products of the dairying business and
egg business of the East is added to it
after it reaches the limits of the cities in
which they are distributed. I think there
is a considerable amount of correction
to be done in the processes by which
milk, egegs, and butter are distributed in
the eastern cities.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Dces the
Senator from South Dakota yield to the
Senator from New York?

Mr. MUNDT, Not at the moment, be-
cause I do not want the two Senators to
believe that it is only the farmers of the
East who are in difficulty, or the consum-
ers. I quote now from a statement re-
cently made by Secretary Brannan in
testifying before the House Committee
on Appropriations, requesting appropria-
tions for agriculture for 1951. Says the
Secretary of Agriculiure:

Farmers have been making less every year
for the past few years. Last year they had
less than four-fifths as much as In 1947.
Next year they may have only two-thirds as
much as in 1947,

Since 1947 gross farm cash income has
fallen more than $2,000,000,000, and cash
expenses have gone up by more than
$1,000,000,000.

The statement of the Sseretary bears
out the fact I was stating a little earlier
in my collequy with the S=znator from
Delaware, that the farmer of the great
agricultural area of the Middle West is
caught between a very vicious pair of
mill stones, one of which is constantly
raising against him the pressure of
prices going higher on the things he has
to buy; the other, the pressure pushing
down against him from people wanting
to sell his products at less than 20 pareent
of parity; ves, at less than 85 percent of
parity, down as low now as 75 percent
of parity; abruptly changing in the
course of a few months a situation which
he is envisioning as coming along by
1952, and which he and many of us hope
to correct before that time, a situation
which would precipitate the farmer into
chaotic conditions as of 1950.

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

Mr. MUNDT. 1I yield.

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New
York would like to point out at this time
to the Senator from South Dakota that
those conditions do exist now to a sub-
stantial extent in the dairy industry area
of the Northeast, and in part for the rea-
sons the Senator has pointed out. The
real difficulty is that the cause is due
largely to the high prices which are
required to be paid by those farmers for
the feed that must be fed to the cattle
and poultry. It is not a matter of dis-
tribution that the condifion is largely
attributable, not at all. The Senator
from New York has had considerable

A
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experience going into that subject. Ef-
forts have been and are being made to
curtail those costs of distribution. They
are being curtailed. But when it comes
to the minimum point of distribution
costs, below which it is impossible to go,
the dairy farmers and the poultry farm-
ers of the Northeast are still out of luck,
due to the high costs of feed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
ttj;eesenator from South Dakota has ex-
P! .

Mr. MUNDT. May I have two addi-
tional minutes?

Mr, WHERRY. 1 yield five more min-
utes to the Senator from South Dakota.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from South Dakota is recognized for five
more minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator.
I should like to say it is unquestion-
ably true that some progress is being
made in reducing the costs and the com-
plications of distribution, but a greater
amount of correction is still to be done
in that area, and certainly it cannot be
expected if the grain-producing farmers
of the Middle West are going to have
to operate consistently at a loss, in order
to correct a situation existing in the
dairying and egg-producing region; all
of which it seems to me tends to build
up an argument for the consideration
by this body of new farm legislation,

which is comprehensive, which is equit--

able, which recognizes the farmers’ right
to a full parity price, certainly for that
portion of his crop which is domestically
consumed.

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

Mr. MUNDT. Before yielding further,
I should like to point out a few more
melancholy facts revealed by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture concerning the
farmers of the country. He said:

Last year—

That was 1949—
farm operators had about $14,000,000,000
after paying production expenses. This was

15 percent less than they had in 1948, and
at least 20 percent less than in 1947.

I should like to call attention in pass-
ing, and particularly the attention of
Republican Senators, to the fact that in
this testimony before the House Appro-
priations Commitiee, Secretary Brannan
appeared in the rather unusual and novel
capacity of a great witness in support
of the kind of prosperity existing under
the Republican Eightieth Congress, be-
cause he says that consistently and with-
out exception the farmer has been get-
ting worse treatment steadily since the
adjournment of the last session of the
Eightieth Congress.

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

Mr. MUNDT. Before yielding, I want
to continue with a few more facts from
the testimony of the Secretary of Agri-
culture:

The farm-family purchasing power, in
terms of 1947 dollars, dropped about $2,000,-
000,000 in 1948, and about §2,000,000,000 more
in 1949, It could drop another $2,000,000,-
000 in 1950 or another 15 percent if farm
prices aren’t improved. Farm living expenses,

of course, are not coming down as fast as
net income.
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So the farmers of the great farming
area confront the inevitable fact that the
prices of everything they buy are stead-
ily rising, in part because, out of con-
sideration for a vast portion of the popu-
lation on the eastern coast, people who
are naturally and understandably con-
cerned about the 75 percent wage min-
imum, the farmer has had to have that
additional burden shouldered upon him,
It is simply impossible for him to con=-
tinue to pay more and more money for
a tractor, more and more money for an
automobile, more and more money for
the combines and other machinery he
needs, and at the same time have his
prices pushed lower and lower.

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

Mr. MUNDT. 1 yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS. A few minutes ago
the Senator described the amendment
which is now pending, the amendment
offered by the Senator from New York,
the Senator from Delaware, and other
Senators as being revolutionary in char-
acter. I point out to the Senator from
South Dakota that there is nothing revo-
lutionary in our proposal. The flexible
provisions which we are proposing to ad-
vance, effective immediately, were acted
upon after lengthy hearings last year
by the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. The Senate voted on the
measure, The pending proposal is ex-
actly the same as that which the Senate
has approved, effective immediately.
However, when the bill came back from
conference last year the provision had
been eliminated.

Mr. MUNDT. May I point out the rea-
son for its having gone to conference?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Both political par-
ties have endorsed the flexible provisions.
So has the Farm Bureau, the greatest
farm organization in the country.

Mr. MUNDT. If I may point out the
reason why it went to conference, in the
first instance, it was because, by the
help of the Vice President, a tie vote was
broken and there was written a firm
parity floor under farm prices. The bill
went to conference, and when it came
back it contained again the old sliding
parity formula, which looked so bad
that even its sponsors said, “While we
ask Senators to vote for it, we cannot
possibly expect them to go home this
summer and explain it. We cannot hope
the farmers are going to accept it. We
think it is so distasteful, so unworkable,
we do not want to put it into effect until
1950 or 1951. It would immediately dis-
rupt the whole farm program, including
the farm price-support program.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I cannot yield at the
moment, because I have already given
my good friend a greater percentage of
my 10 minutes than he gave me. I want
to keep the thing equitable.

The Secretary of Agriculture, testify-
ing through his assistants, pointed out
that the farmers today are not the fine,
privileged characters they have been de-
scribed, but that they have less stay-on-
the-farm income, less money for them-
selves, than they received in 1947, 1948,
or for a long time prior to that. The
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testimony points out that most of the
farm commodities are bringing less than
parity——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I yield
one more minute to the Senator from
South Dakota.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I cannot yield if I have
only 1 minute. Prices are now unfairly
low. Prices have dropped 23 percent
since the high point in January 1948, and
12 percent in the past year.

Let me point out how illogical we shall
appear before the farming population of
America if, in the middle of a debate to
solve an urgent problem regarding pota-
toes, we should casually adopt an amend-
ment which would change the whole pro-
gram under which the farmers have been
operating since 1938.

I urge Senators to reject emphatically
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLriams] for him-
self and other Senators.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma.
much time do I have remaining?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eight min-
utes.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield 1
minute to the junior Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the able senior Senator from
Georgia what his attitude would be re-
garding the peanut amendment which
would permit the growers of the Vir-
ginia type of peanuts, which are raised
in North Carolina, Virginia, Tennessee,
and South Carolina, to have increased
acreage allotments so that the produc-
tion would meet the market demand.

Mr. GEORGE. I would not oppose it,
because I believe in permiting our farm-
ers to meet the actual demand for their
own products. The amendment does not
increase acreage at all. It merely per-
mits the sale of the product from excess
acreage at the market price. No subsidy
is involved.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I yield
the remainder of my time to the ma-
jority leader, the senior Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I have
listened rather attentively to the debate
on the various farm problems which we
have been discussing in the Senate for
the past week. I am somewhat disturbed
at the trend which the debate has taken
and by the convictions which have been
expressed by a number of Senators with
reference to different commodities in
which their sections of the country are
vitally interested.

We find coming over from the House a
joint resolution which seeks to increase
the acreage of peanuts., The resolution
which is before the Senate seeks to in-
crease the acreage of cotfon, and there is
justification for that increase, because
it has been definitely stated before the
commitfee that under no circumstances

How
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would there be more than 21,000,000
acres planted to cotton. On that theory
I supported the cotton amendment. We
now find an amendment offered by the
two distinguished Senators from Colo-
rado increasing the wheat-acreage allot-
ment by approximately 4,000,000 acres,
which, according to the Secretary of
Agriculture, on an average of 16 bushels
to the acre, would cost the Treasury of
the United States approximately $60,-
000,000, assuming that the wheat yicld
will be the same as it was last year.
Last weck the Senate of the United
States decided that it was not advisable
to save $60,000,000 with respect to the
potato farmers, after a rather lengthy
dehate the Senate defeated the amend-
ment offered by the senior Senator from
Illincis which would have eliminated
price supports until marketing quotas
were in effect. This action demonstrated
that those Senators who are particularly
interested in the potato farmers are more
interested in seeing that those farmers
get what they think they are entitled
to, rather than in saving many millions
of dollars for the taxpayers of the coun-
try.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I have only 5 minutes,
but I shall yield to the distinguished
Senator from Colorado.

Mr. MILILIKIN. The Senator from
Illinois just stated that the amendment
offered by the Senators from Colorado
would increase by approximately
4,000,000 acres the wheat-acreage allot-
ment.

Mr. LUCAS. That is one estimate, and
it has also been stated that it would
increase the acreage approximately
1,000,000 acres.

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Secretary of
Agriculture is incorrect in his estimate.

Mr. LUCAS. I may say to my good
friend from Colorado that even if it is
only a million acres there can be no
guestion that it is another increase in the
acreage allotment, so far as wheat is
concerned, The Farm Bureau Federa-
tion and the Secretary of Agriculture
are both against the amendment,

Mr, President, I repeat what I pre-
viously said, that I am disturbed when
I see Senators from various sections of
the Nation asking for more acreage on
which to raise certain commodities, when
we have all the acreage we can take
care of at the present time, when it
comes to disposing of the surpluses
grown on this acreage.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. LUCAS. I cannot help yielding
to my friend, because I have great af-
fection for the distinguished Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. MILLIEIN. The junior Senator
from Colorado is disturbed about these
conditions, kut he is also disturbed about
the plight of farmers in western Kansas,
Nebraska, the Dakotas, Idaho, and Colo-
rado who will be out of business if they
do not receive an equitable share of the
whole allotment.

Mr. LUCAS. The same argument was
made last year by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Colorado. So far as I am
concerned, I am willing to have the
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amendments go to conference and let
the conference wrestle with them. Iam
merely trying to point out to the Con-
gress what we are doing with the present
agricultural program, I am greatly dis-
turbed about the proposed increases in
acreages of the various basic commod-
ities. I was certainly disturbed by our
failure to take vigorous action on pota-
toes a few days ago. Most of the 43 votes
against my amendment were cast by
Senators who are the first to cry “social-
ism.” They are the ones who are the
most vocal in their denunciation of Gov-
ernment subsidies, and in their protests
against Federal spending. They justi-
fied their stand on continuing the potato
subsidy by declaring that there was an
implied contract for the 1950 crop. That
argument was answered, to all intents
and purpeses, by the able Senator from
Missouri [Mr. DonnNELL] during the de-
bate. Despite this fact, the supporters
for more potato subsidies said, “We must
go on giving this subsidy to the potato
growers of the country at the expense of
the taxpayers of the Nation.”

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

Mr. LUCAS. The Senators who cry
“economy” and then vote for another
agricultural subsidy of $60,000,000 or
more will have difficulty justifying their
actions to the taxpayers of America.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, those
who cry “economy” on one hand and
then vote and continue to vote against
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Nebraska are just as inconsistent if
not more so, because the majority leader
is against the amendment which would
prevent surpluses caused by imports of
foreign nations in which there are no
restrictions or marketing quotas, from
being dumped on to the markets of the
United States of America.

Mr. President, the amendment offered
by the Senator from Nebraska is now the
pending question, and it will probably be
voted upon first. I say once again that
it has nothing to do with reciprocal-trade
agreements. It has not a thing to do
with peril points. There is a provision
under article XI, subsection (¢), para-
graph 2, which provides for the very
thing asked in the amendment of the
junior Senator from Nebraska. Last
year the Secretary of Agriculture was in
favor of the amendment. This year he is
not in favor of it. We receive conflicting
stories with reference to the State De-
partment not agreeing with the Agricul-
tural Department. I shall not go to Ne-
braska and talk to the potato farmers
and tell them I was willing to vote mar-
deting restrictions against them and, at
the same time, permit those who pro-
duce potatoes in a foreizn country to
send them to our market without any
quotas or restrictions and receive the
complete benefit of price supports about
which the majority leader has been
speaking, The amendment I have offered
is completely consistent with the Recip-
rocal Trade Agreements Act. It is only
a temporary measure; it is not a per-
manent measure.

Regardless of the estimate given by
the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoBerTSOK], the Department of Agricul-
ture advises me that the imports of Irish
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potatoes this year, if they should con-
tinue at the present rate, will be 15,000,~
000 bushels. That is more than one-
third of the entire surplus about which
we are speaking. If we are geing to
start to do anything about eliminating
surpluses, certainly the place to start is
with importations from nations which
impose no restrictions and no marketing
quotas but are able to take advantage of
our markets under price supports.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Nebraska has expired.
All time for debate has expired.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sccre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Brewster Hill Millikin
Bricker Hoey orse
Bridges Humphrey Mundt
Butler Hunt Myers
Byrd Ives Neely
Cain Jenner O'Conor
Chapman Johneon, Colo. O'Mahoney
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Connally Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Cerdon Eerr Schoeppel
Darby Kilgore Smith, Maine
Donnell Knowland Bmith, N. J.
Douglas Langer Sparkman
Dworshak Leahy Stennis
Eastland Lehman Taylor
Ecton Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Ellender Long Thomas, Utah
Ferguson Lucas Tobey
Frear McCarran Tydings
Fulbright McCarthy Watkins
George McClellan Wherry
Green McEellar Wiley
Gurney McMahon Williams
Hayden Magnuson Withers
Hendrickson  Malone
Hickenlooper Maybank

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum
is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr, WHERRY], which will be
stated.

The Cmier CLERK. It is proposed to
add at the end of the committee amend-
ment the following new section:

That whenever the supply of Irish pota-
toes in the United States is, or is prac-
tically certain to be, In excess of the goal
of production or national produection =al-
lotment set by the Secretary of Agriculture,
pursuant to section 401, Public Law 429,
Elghty-first Congress, the President shall
proclaim that fact, and thereafter, until
such time as the President may determine
and proclaim that such a surplus no longer
exists, no Irish potatoes or products thereof
shall be Imported into the United States,

Mr. WHERRY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roil.

Mr. MYERS. I snnounce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KrrauveEr], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarLanpl, and the Senator from
Florida [Mr, PEPPER] are absent on pub-
liec business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Benton] and the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Murray] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from California [Mr.
DowneYy] is unavoidably detained on
official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Giv-
LeTTE], and the Senator from Florida
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[Mr. Horraxpl are absent by leave of
the Senate on official business.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpErsoN] is paired on this vote with
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Kem].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “nay,” and the
Senator from Missouri would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BenToN] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Magr-
TiN]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Connecticut would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Pennsylvania
would: vote “yea.”

The Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
1AND] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Youncl. If present and voting, the
Senator from Florida would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from South Dakota
would vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] would
vote “nay.”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. A1ken], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr, Kem], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
ToNSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, TrYE], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CApE-
HART] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarTIN] are absent on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpersl, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tartl, and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr, VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. Eem]
is paired with the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANpErsoN]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Missouri would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from New
Mexico would vote “nay.”

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Younc] is paired with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horrannl. If present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Florida would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MAaRrTIN] is paired with the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. BEnTon]., If present
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Connecticut would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart] is
paired with the Senator frcm Minnesota
[Mr. TeYE]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Ohio would vote “yea’” and
the Senator from Minnesota would vote
"Ilajl'.”

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 46, as follows:

YEAS—31
Brewster Gurney Mundt
Bricker - Hendrickson  Schoeppel
Bridges Hickenlooper Smith, Malne
Butler Ives Smith, N.J
Cain Jenner Tobey
Cordon Langer Watkins
Darby MeCarran Wherry
Donnell McCarthy Wiley
Dwo! Malone Williams
Ecton Millikin
Ferguson Morse
: NAYS—48
Byrd Connally Ellender
Chapman Douglas Frear
Chavez Eastland Fulbright

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

George Enowland O'Conor
Graham Leahy O'Mahoney
Green Lehman Robertson
Hayden Lodge Russell
Hil Long A Sparkman
Hoey Lucas Stennis
Humphrey McClellan Taylor
Hunt McEKellar Thomas, Okla.
Johnson, Colo. McMahon Thomas, Utah
Johnson, Tex. Magnuson Tydings
Johnston, 8. C. Maybank Withers
Eerr Myers
Kllgore Neely
NOT VOTING—19

Alken Holland Saltonstall
Anderson Kefauver Taft
Benton Eem Thye
Capehart McFarland Vandenberg
Downey Martin Young
Flanders Murray
Gillette Pepper

So Mr. WHERRY's amendment was
rejected.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
offer my amendment lettered H, which
I send to the desk and ask fo have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LecistaTive CLERK., At the proper
place in the bill it is proposed to insert
the following:

Sec, —. For the crop year of 1951 and
thereafter no price support shall be made
avallable for any Irish potatoes unless mar-
keting quotas are In effect with respect to
such potatoes.

- Mr, ELLENDER. On that amend-
ment I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the roll was called.

Mr. MYERS. 1 announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, ANDER-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver]l, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarLAND], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEpPER] are absent on pub-
lic business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenTon] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr, MurraY] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Gir-
LETTE] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp]l are absent by leave of
the Senate on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
New Mexico [Mr. AnpErRson], the Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr. Benton], the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiLLETTE], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. Horrawpl,
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KerFAuver] would vote “yea.”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aixen], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Exm], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
ToNsTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, TrYE], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr, Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
marT] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, MarTIN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN-
DERs], the Senator from Ohio [Mr, Tart],
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 64,
nays 14, as follows:

YEAS—64
Byrd Connally Douglas
Cain Cordon Downey
Chapman . Darby Eastland
Chavez Donnell Ecton
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Ellender Eerr + O'Conor
Ferguson Kllgore O'Mahoney
Frear Knowland Robertson
Fulbright Leahy Ruszell
George Lehman Schoeppel
Graham Lodge Smith, N. J.
Green Long Sparkman
Hayden Lucas Stennis
Hickenlooper McCarthy Thomas, Okla.
Hill McClellan Thomas, Utah
Hoey McEKellar Tobey
Humphrey McMahon Tydings
Hunt Magnuson Watkins
Ives Maybank Wiley
Jenner Millikin Williams
Johnson, Colo. Morse Withers
Johnson, Tex. Myers
Johnston, 8. C. Neely
. NAYS—14
Brewster Gurney Mundt
Bricker Hendrickson  Smith, Malne
Bridges Langer Taylor
Butler MecCarran Wherry
Dworshak Malone
NOT VOTING—18
Alken Holland Pepper
Anderson Eefauver Saltonstall
Benton Eem Taft
Capehart McFarland Thye
Flanders Martin Vandenberg
Gillette Murray Young
So Mr. ELLENDER’S amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SarTonsTALL], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. HENpRICKSON] and
myself, I offer the amendment lettered
H, which I send to the desk and ask to
have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The Cmer CLERK. At the appropriate
place in the bill it is proposed to insert
the following:

That paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection
(d) of section 101 of the Agricultural Act
of 1949 (Public Law Numbered 439, Eighty-
first Congress) are hereby repealed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. On this amendment
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER (when his name
was called). On this vote, I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr]l. I am informed that if he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I withhold by vote.

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
soN], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
KEerauver], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarraND], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEPPER] are absent on pub-
lic business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenToNn] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MurraY] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN-
NALLY] is unavoidably detained on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiL-
LETTE] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HorLLanp] are absent by leave of
the Senate on official business.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
1AND] is paired on this vote with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaLTON~
sTaLL].  If present and voting the Sena~
tor from Florida would vote “nay,” and
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the Senatcu- from Massachusetts would
vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Sena-
tor from Connecticut [Mr, BenTon], the
Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNaALLY], the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiLLETTE], the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER],
and the Senator from Montana [Mr,
Murray] would vote “nay.”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIREN], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. KEmM], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SAL-
TONSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TeYE], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. YounG] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
HART] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MARTIN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarrl, and the Sznator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT] is
necessarily absent and his pair has been
announced previously by the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPERI.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
SavLToNsTALL] is paired with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Horranpl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts would vote “yea” and the Sena-~
tor from Florida would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. KEm]
is paired with the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Tuvel. If present and voting,
the Senator from Missouri would vote
“yea’” and the Senator from Minnesota
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 17,
nays 59, as follows:

YEAS—17
Bricker Hendrickson Smith, N. J.
Bridges Ives 'obey
Byrd Enowland Tydings
Cain Lodge Watkins
Ferguson O'Conor Williams
Frear Robertson

NAYS—59
Brewster Hoey Malone
Butler Humphrey Maybank
Chapman Hunt Millikin
Chavez Jenner Morse
Cordon Johnson, Colo. Mundt
Darby Johnson, Tex. Myers
Donnell Johnston, 8. C. Neely
Douglas Kerr O'Mahoney
Downey Kiigore Russell
Dworshak Langer Schoeppel
Eastland Leahy Smith, Maine
Ecton Lehman Sparkman
Ellender Long Stennis
Fulhright Lucas Taylor
George MecCarran Thomas, Okla.
Graham McCarthy Thomas, Utah
Green McClellan Wherry
Gurney McEellar Wiley
Hayden McMahon Withers
Hill Magnuson

NOT VOTING—20

Aiken Hickenlooper Pepper
Anderson Holiand Saltonstall
Benton Eefauver Taft
Capehart Eem Thye
Connally McFarland Vandenberg
Flanders Martin Young
Gillette Murray

So the amendment offered by Mr.
WirLiams, on behalf of himself and
other Senators, was rejected.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr. President, I of-
fer and send to the desk an amend-
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ment, on behalf of the Senator from
New York [Mr. Ives], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr., SarTonsTALL], the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICK-
son], and myself, to repeal paragraphs
(1) and (2) of subsection (d) of section
101, effective January 1, 1951. I ask
that the amendment be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. At the appropriate
place in the bill, it is proposed to insert
the following:

That paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection
(d) of section 101 of the Agricultural Act
of 1049 (Public Law No. 439, 81st Cong.),
are hereby repealed eflective January 1,
1951,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
r1ams] on behalf of himself and other
Senators.

Mr. WILLIAMS and other Senators re-
quested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER (when his name
was called). On this vote, I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tartl. If he were present and voting, I
am informed that he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr, ANDER-
son], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEerauver]l, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarrannl, and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PeprPER] are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenTOoN] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MurraY] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN-
waLLy] is unavoidably detained on official
business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Gir-
LETTE] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HorLLaND] are absent by leave of the
Senate on official business.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
ranD] is paired on this vote with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON-
sTaLL]l., If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Florida would vote “nay,” and
the Senator from Massachusetts would
vote “yea.”

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AnDERsON], the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BEN-
ToN], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConnaLLy], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GiLLETTE], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Kerauver], and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Murray]l would vote
“nay'n

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Kem], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
TONSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TrYEl, and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CapenarT] and the Senator from Penn-
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sylvania [Mr, MarTIN] are absent on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr], and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VanNDENBERG] &are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart]
is necessarily absent and his pair has
been announced previously by the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SarTonsTALL] is paired with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. HorLraxpl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Massachu-
setts would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Florida would vote “nay."”

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. Kem]
is paired with the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. Tuyel. If present and voting,
the Senator from Missouri would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from Minnesota
would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
LonE] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 20,
nays 55, as follows:

YEAS—20
Bricker Hendrickson Robertson
Bridges Ives Smith, N. J.
Byrd Knowland Tobey
Cain Lodge Tydings
Cordon McCarran Watkins
Ferguson Moree ‘Williams
Frear O'Conor

NAYS—556
Brewster Hoey Maybank
Butler Humphrey Millikin
Chapman Hunt Mundt
Chavez Jenner Myers
Darby Johnson, Colo. Neely
Donnell Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Douglas Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Downey Eerr Schoeppel
Dworshak Kilgore Smith, Maine
Eastland Langer Sparkman
Ecton Leahy Stennis
Ellender Lehman Taylor
Fulbright Long Thomas, Okla.
George Lucas Thomas, Utah
Graham McCarthy Wherry
Green McClellan Wiley
Gurney McKellar Withers
Hayden MoMahon
Hill Magnuson

NOT VOTING—21

Alken Hickenlooper Murray
Anderson Holland Pepper
Benton Kefauver Baltonstall
Capehart Eem Taft
Connally McFarland Thye
Flanders Malone Vandenberg
Gillette Martin Young

So the amendment offered by Mr.
Wirriams, on behalf of himself and
other Senators, was rejected.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I send
forward an amendment, which I have
modified, and ask to have read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the amendment.

The CrIEF CLERK. At the end of the
joint resolution it is proposed t.o add a
new section, as follows:

SEc. 8. (a) That section 859 of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by adding the following new sub-
sections:

“(g) Beginning with the 1950 crop of pea-
nuts, payment of the marketing penalty as
provided in subsection (a) will not be re=-
qulred on any excess peanut.s which are de-
livered to or marketed through an agency or
agencies designated each year by the Sec-
retary. Any peanuts received under this sub-
section by such agency shall be sold by such
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egency (1) for erushing for oil under a sales
agreement approved by the Secretary; (ii)
for cleaning and shelling at prices not less
than those established for quota peanuts
under any peanut diversion, peanut loan, or
peanut purchase program; or (iii) for seed
at prices established by the Secretary. For
all peanuts so delivered to a designated
agency under this subsection, producers
shall be paid for the portion of the lot con-
stituting excess peanuts, the prevailing mar-
ket value thereof for crushing for oll, less the
estimated cost of storing, handing, and sell-
ing such peanuts. Any person, who, pur=-
suant to the provisions of this subsection,
acquires peanuts for crushing for oil and
who uses or disposes of such peanuts for
any purpose other than that for which ac-
quired shall pay a penalty to the United
Btates, at a rate equal to the marketing pen-
elty prescribed in subsection (a), upon the
peanuts so used or disposed of and shall be
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be fined not more than
$1,000 or imprisoned for not more than 1
year, or both, for each and every offense. Op-
erations under this subsection shall be car-
ried on under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary.

“(h) For the purposes of price support
with respect to the 1950 and subsequent
crops of peanuts, a ‘cooperator' shall be (1)
& producer on whose farm the acreage of pea-
nuts picked or threshed does not exceed the
farm acreage allotment or (2) a producer on
whoese farm the acreage of peanuts picked or
threshed exceeds the farm acreage allotment
provided any peanuts picked or threshed in
excess of the farm marketing quota are de-
livered to or marketed through an agency or
agenciez designated by the Secretary pur-
suant to subsection (g) in accordance with
reguiations prescribed by the Secretary.

“(1) The provision of this section shall not
apply with respect to any crop when mar-
keting quotas are in effect on the corre-
sponding crop for soybeans.”

(b) That the second sentence in para-
graph (d) of section 358 is amended to read
as follows: “Any acreage of peanuts har-
vested in excess of the allotted acreage for
any farm for any year shall not be consid-
ered in the establishment of the allotment
for the farm in succeeding years.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. For what
purpose does the Senator ask to be
recognized?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I ¢ k
unanimous consenft that I may make a
statement of one sentence respecting the
pending amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Cklahoma? The Chair hears none.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. The
House joint resolution carries a provi-
sion respecting peanuts, and the com-
mittee has no objection to the pending
amendment, because the question will be
considered in conference, anyway.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE].

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state the inquiry.

Mr. TOBEY. Could this be charac-
teriz>d as peanut politics? [Laughter.]
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The VICE PRESIDENT. That is not
a parliamentary inquiry. [Laughter.]
The yeas and nays having been ordered,
the elerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
soN], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Eeravver]l, the Senator from Arizena
[Mr. McFarLAND], and the Senator from
Florida [Mr. FEprER] are absent on public
business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenToN], and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murray]l are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
FrEAR] is unavoidably detained.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiIL-
LETTE], and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horrannl are absent by leave of
the Senate on official business.

Mr, WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. A1XeN], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Keml, the
Sensator from Massachusetts [Mr, SaL-
TONSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. THYE], and the Senator from North
Dekota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate. If present and voting,
the Senator from Vermont [Mr, AIKEN]
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
THYE] weuld vote “nay.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr, CaPE-
HAarT] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarTIN], are absent on official
business. If present and voting, the Szn-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MarTiN]
would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr], and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VaANDENBERG] are necessarily absent,
If present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Franoers] would vote
Iinay.l)

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 28, as follows:

YEAS—40
Byrd Hunt Millikin
Chapman Johnson, Colo. Myers
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Neely
Connally Johnston, 5. C. O'Conor
Douglas Kerr O'Mahoney
Downey Kilgore Robertson
XYastland Leahy Russell
Ecton Leshman Schoeppel
Ellender Long Sparkman
Fulbright Lucas Stennis
George MecCarran Taylor
Graham McClelian Thomas, Okla.
Green McEellar Thomas, Utah
Hayden MecMahon Tydings
Hill - Magnuson Withers
Hoey Melone
Humphrey Maybank

NAYS—28
Brewster Gurney Mundt
Bricker Hendrickson  Emith, Malne
Bridges Hickenloocper Smith, N.J,
Butler Ives Tobey
Cain Jenner Watkins
Cordon Knowland Wherry
Darby Langer Wiley
Donnell Lodge Wilitams
Dworshak MecCarthy
Ferguson Morse

NOT VOTING—19

Alken Holland Baltonstall
Anderson Kefauver Taft
Benton Eem Thye
Capehart McFarland Vandenberg
Flanders Martin Young
Frear Murray
Gillette Pepper
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So Mr. Gecree's amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Pres-
ident, I call up my amendment No. 16.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre~
tary will state the amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I under-
stand the Senator in charge has no ob-
jection to the amendment’s going to con-
ference.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is not
in order.

The Lecistative CLERK. At the end of
the joint resolution it is proposed to add
the following new section:

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the farm acreage allotment of
wheat for the 1951 crop for any farm shall
not be less than the larger of—

(a) 50 percent of—

(1) the acreage on the farm seeded for the
production of wheat in 1849, and

(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1948 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested in the
calendar year 1949, or

(b) 50 percent of—

(1) the acreage on the farm seeded for the
production of wheat in 1948, and

(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1947 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested in
the calendar year 1948;
adjusted in the same ratio as the national
seeding for the production of wheat during
the calendar year 1950 (adjusted for abnor-
mal weather conditions and for trend in acre-
age) bears to the national acreage allotment
for wheat for the 1951 crop; but no acreage
shall be Included under (a) or (b) which
the Secretary, by appropriate regulation, de-
termines will become an undue erosion haz-
ard under continued farming. Notwith-
standing the foregoing, no allotment in-
creased by reason of the provisions of this
section shall exceed that percentage of the
1950 allotment for the same farm which
(1) the acreage allotted in the county to
farms which do not receive an increase under
this section is of (2) the acreage allotted to
such farms in 1950. To the extent that the
allotment to any county is insuficlent to
provide for such minimum allotments, the
Secretary shall allot such county such addi-
tional acreage (which shall be in addition to
the county, State, and national acreage
alloiments otherwise provided for under the
Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended) as may
be necessary in order to provide for such
minimum farm allotments.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, would
it be in order to ask unanimous consent
to include in the REcorp at this point a
telegram received from the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc]?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If it is in the

 nature of an argument for or against

the joint resolution, it would not ke in
order.

Mr. GURNEY. I am not asking to
read it; I am asking that it be printed
in the REcorp at this point. I ask unani-
mous consent that that may ke done.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, a point
of order. Would it be in order by unani-
mous consent?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
thinks it would be in order.
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Mr. GURNEY. Then, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the tele-
gram be printed in the REcorb.

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

Lamoung, N. DAK., February 27, 1950.
Benator CHAN GURNEY:

I believe Senate approval of Millikin-
Johnson amendment would be serious blow
to whole wheat support program and may
well lead to another surplus situation which
the same as we now have with respect to
potatoes. If we are to maintain present price
support, production must be reduced and not
by favoritism to any particular area. Pres-
ent legislation adequate to permit Secretary
of Agriculture to make necessary adjust-
ments. Secretary has 4,507,000 acres to make
adjustments between States. Colorado re-
ceived from this pool 789,225 acres, North
Dakota 300,000 acres, South Dakota 243,856
acres. Historically, Colorado ranks lower in
production of wheat than either North or
South Dakota. There is widespread dis~
satisfaction in spring wheat area now on
part of wheat farmers. They feel, and right-
fully so, they are being discriminated
against. Acreage this area has remained ap-
proximately constant for many years, while
other areas have increase. Extension of Mil-
likin-Johnson amendment as contalned in
Public Law 272 would make our producers in
spring wheat area bear an unreasonable share
of necessary reduction while other areas
would be given increased base. Most reli-
able authorities here predict that if Milli-
kin-Johnson amendment is approved, at
least 25 percent of farmers in spring wheat
area will not comply with acreage reduction
requirements. This area already bearing
brunt of reduction program and in greater
need of special legislation than most other
areas, Millikin-Johnson amendment was
not presented to Senate Agricultural Com-
mittee. Did hold hearings, but refused to
take & permanent action. Hope you can
make this telegram a part of records.

ards.
T Moutonw R. YoUna,

United States Senator.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
No. 16, offered by the Senators from
Colorado.

Mr. LODGE and other Senators asked
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER=-
son], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumMpHREY], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr., Keravver], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McFarLanp], and the Senator
from Florida [Mr. PErpER] are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BexTon] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murray] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr,
Frear] and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Lucas] are unavoidably detained.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GiL-
1eTTe] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. HorLranp] are absent by leave of the
Senate on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horrann]l would vote “nay.”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aixen], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Keml, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr., SaL-
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TONSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TuyE], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate. If present and voting,
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. ATKEN],
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Keml,
and the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Younc] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CapE-
HART], and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarTIN] are absent on official
business. If present and voting, the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Mar-
TIN] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Fran-
DERs], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT],
and the Senator from Michigan [(Mr,
VanDENBERG] are necessarily absent. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Frawpersl would vote
unay.rl

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cor-
pon] and the Senator from Indianu [Mr,
JENNER] are detained on official business,

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 24, as follows:

YEAS—49
Brewster Hayden Mundt .
Bricker Hendrickson Myers
Butler Hill Neely
Caln Hoey O'Mahoney
Chapman Hunt Russell
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel
Connally Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
Darby Kerr Stennis
Downey Long Taylor
Dworshak McCarran . Thomas, Okla,
Eastland McCarthy Thomas, Utah
Ecton McClellan Tydings
Ellender McKellar Watkins
Fulbright Magnuson Wherry
George Malone Withers
Graham Maybank
Gurney Millikin

NAYS—24
Bridges Johnston, 8. C. Morse
Byrd Ellgore O'Conor
Donnell Enowland Robertson
Douglas Langer Smith, Maine
Ferguson Leahy Smith, N. J.
Green Lehman Tobey
Hickenlooper Lodge Wiley
Ives McMahon Williams

NOT VOTING—23

Alken Holland Murray
Anderson Humphrey Pepper
Benton Jenner Baltonstall
Capehart EKefauver Taft
Cordon Eem Thye .
Flanders Lucas Vandenberg
Frear McFarland Young
Gillette Martin

So the amendment offered by Mr,
Jounson of Colorado and Mr. MILLIKIN
was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be
no further amendments, the question is
on committee amendment as amended,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I call up my amendment which
has been sent to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment offered by the
Senator from Oklahoma.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page T, at
the end of section 2, it is proposed to add
the following: “Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Agriculture is authorized and
directed to offer for sale at the point of
storage any potatoes produced in sur-
plus areas and now in the possession of
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
wholesalers, jobbers, retailers, or con-
sumers, for distribution and consump-
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tion in deficit areas, at prices per bushel
which will return to the said Commodity
Credit Corporation its total investment
in such potatoes, including handling and
carrying costs: And provided further,
That the Secretary is authorized to de-
fine surplus areas with respect to the
production of potatoes and also deficit
areas where such potatoes may be dis-
tributed: And provided further, That
this proviso shall be complied with prior
to either giving away or the destruction
of any potatoes now in the possession of
:ihe f.aid Commodity Credit Corpora-
on."

(On request of Mr. THoMas of Okla-
homa, and by unanimous consent
granted earlier during the course of
today’'s debate, the following letter, ad-
dressed by Mr. Tromas of Oklahoma to
the Secretary of Agriculture, was ordered
to be printed at this point in the
RECORD:)

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
February 24, 1950.
Hon. CHARLES F. BRANNAN,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Mg. SECRETARY: During the hearings
and consideration of the so-called Ander-
gon farm bill, I made two suggestions which
did not meet with the approval of your
Department.

The first suggestion was that an Assistant
Becretary be provided for the express pur-
pose of developing and supervising a mar-
keting department for the disposal of com=-
modities taken over under the CCC loan
and purchase program.

The second suggestion was that in com-
munities where surplus commodities have
been or are being taken over, that such com-
modities should be made available to citi-
zens in the deficit areas.

At the present time potatoes have been
or are being taken over at approximately
$1 per bushel, while the average price re-
celved by farmers throughout the entire
country is some 81 percent of parity, or
$1.36 per bushel. In some parts of the coun-
try potatoes are selling as high as $2.85 per
bushel, as in Florida, and $2.45 per bushel
in Mississippi; such prices are being received
by farmers.

Insofar as I can learn, potatoes are not
being sold at any point in the United States
at a figure as low as the Government’s sup-
port price. To me this means that with a
little effort the potatoes on hand could be
distributed throughout the United States
and sold in deficit areas at such a price as
would enable your Department to either
make a profit or lose but little money in
the handling of such commodities.

The argument against this policy hereto-
fore has been that if the Government initi-
ated a policy of distributing its surplus com-
modities, that such commodities would come
in direct competition with like products
produced locally and that such a policy
would, in effect, defeat the over-all price-
support program.

If my information is correct, I do not
believe this argument is sound. In the past
we have taken over great quantities of cot-
ton and later the Government has disposed
of such cotton locally and, In many cases,
at a substantial profit.

I understand that the CCC is now selling
corn and other products taken over under
loans at prices below the loan or support

rice,
¢ My motive for making this suggestion with
respect to potatoes is to try to check an obvi-
ous uprising of criticism against our entire
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support price policy. I have been in my State
recently and everywhere I went I was con-
fronted with this potato problem. The
people are unable to understand why they
have to pay 3% to 6 cents per pound for
potatoes at a time when our Government has
millions of bushels on hand and is seeking a
way to destroy the product, rather than try-
ing to distribute the potatces among the
people who are in need and want such
product.

I am advised that the CCC has recently
made a contract with the Pennsylvania Rail-
road Co. wherein such railroad company has
granted a substantial reduction in freight
rates on shipments of potatoes sold and de-
livered to the Publicker alcohol plant lccated
at Philadelphia. I am further advised that
the Publicker plant is receiving the potatoes
at the cost of 1 cent per hundredweight, plus
the reduced freight rate that has been se-
cured by the CCC.

Of course, I think it better to dispose of
the potatoes as indicated rather than to de-
stroy them, however, such program cannot
be explained satisfactorily to the people who
are having to pay rather high prices for this
commedity. Further, it is my opinion that
under the Agriculture Act of 1949 you have
the authority to dispose of these potatoes
either by destruction or by sale at a nominal

price, or at any price you can get for such

commodity.

Under section 407 of such act the CCC may
sell any farm ccmmodity owned or controlled
by it at any price not prohibited by said
section.

Under subdivision (D), it is provided that
“sales of commodities which have substan-
tlally deteriorated in quality or as to which
there Is a danger of loss or waste through
deterioration or spoilage”; which means, as I
understand the law, that there is no resiric-
tion against the sale of such commodities at
any price that may be obtained for same.

If my interpretation of the law is correct,
then the issue resolves itself into a question
of policy, and inasmuch as the Government
has heretofore sold and distributed commod-
ities domestically, it occurs to me that such
a policy should be worked out and carried
into effect with respect to potatoes.

I submit the foregoing suggestions to you
for such consideration as they merit.

Yours most cordially,
ELMER THOMAS,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. THOMAS].

Mzr. THOMAS of Oklahoma and other
Senators requested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MYERS. 1 announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY], the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Kerauver], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. McFarranpl, and the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. PEppER] are ab-
sent on public business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenTon] and the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Murray] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Giv-
LETTE] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranpl are absent by leave of
the Senate on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Florida [Mr. Horranp]l would vote
“yea."”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIREN], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Eem], the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, SaL-
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TONSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TrYE], and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc]l are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CArE-
HART] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr., MarTIN] are absent on of-
ficial business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Franpers], the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tartl, and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VanDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 71,
nays 6, as follows:

YEAS—T1
Brewster Hendrickson  Maybank
Bricker Hickenlooper Millikin
Eridges Hill Morze
Butler Hoey Mundt
Byrd Hunt Myers
Cain Ives Neely
Chapman Jenner O'Conor
Chavez Jechnson, Colo. O'Mahoney
Connally Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Cordon Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Darby Eerr Schoeppel
Douglas Kilgore Smith, Maine
Downey Langer Smith, N. J.
Dworshak Leahy Sparkman
Eastland Lehman Stennis
Ecton Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Ferguson Lucas Thomas, Utah
Frear McCarran Tobey
Fulbright McCarthy Tydings
George McClellan Watkins
Graham McKellar Wiley
Green McMahon Willlams
Gurney Magnuson Withers
Hayden Malone

NAYS—6
Donnell Enowland Taylor
Ellender Long Wherry

NOT VOTING—1¢

Alken Humphrey Saltonstall
Anderson Kefauver Taft
Benton Kem Thye
Capehart McFarland Vandenberg
Flanders Martin Young
Gillette Murray
Holland Pepper

So the amendment of Mr. THomAs of
Oklahoma was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment as amended.

The committee amendment as amend-
ed was agreed fo.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed anc the joint resolution to be
read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion now is, Shall the joint resolution
pass?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma and other
Senators asked for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico IMr. ANDER-
son], the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY ], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Eerauver], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McFarranp], and the Senator
from Florida [Mr. PEPPER] are absent on
public business.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Benton] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr, Murray] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
and the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
ranp] are absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Anbpzrsonl, the
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Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BEnTon],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE],
the Senators from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND
and Mr, Pepper], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HumpHREY], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Krrauver], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr, McFARLAND],
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur-
raY]l would vote “yea.”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aigen], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Keml, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, SavL-
TONSTALL], the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. TaYE], and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate. If present and voting,
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Younc] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr CapE-
HART] and the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, MarTIN] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Tarrl, and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.

‘SaLTonsTALL] is paired with the Senator

from Pennsylvania [Mr, Martinl, If
present and voting, the Senator from
Massachusetts would vote “nay,” and the
:Senator from Pennsylvania would vote
'Fea.”

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIKEN] is paired with the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Keml. If present and
voting, the Senator from Vermont would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Mis-
souri would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
TryEe] is paired with the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpers]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Minnesota
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Vermont would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 24, as follows:

YEAS—b53
Byrd Hunt Mundt
Chapman Johnson, Colo. Myers
Chavez Johnson, Tex. Neely
Connally Johnston, 8. C. O’Conor
Darby Eerr O'Mahoney
Donnell Kilgore Robertson
Douglas Leahy Russell
Downey Lehman Schoeppel
Eastland Long Smith, Maine
Ellender Lucas Smith, N. J.
Fulbright MecCarran Bparkman
George McClellan Stennis
Graham McKellar Tayior
Green MecMiahon Thomas, Okla.
Hayden Magnuson Thomas, Utah
Hendrickson lone Tydings
Hil Maybank Withers
Hoey Millikin

NAYS—24
Brewster Ferguson Lodge
Bricker Frear McCarthy
Bridges Gurney Morse
Butler Hickenlooper Tobey
Cain Ives ‘Watkins
Cordon Jenner Wherry
Dworshak Knowiand Wilcy
Ecton Langer Williams

NOT VOTING—18

Alken Humphrey ESaltonstall
Anderson Kefauver Tait
Benton Eem Thye
Capehart McFarland Vandenberg
Flanders Martin Young
Glllette Murray
Holland Pepper
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So the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
398) was passed.

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Secretary be authorized to make the
title conform to the text of the joint
resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Joint resolution relating to farm acre-
age allotments for cotton and wheat un-
der the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 and to price support for potatoes
and peanuts.”

Mr., THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the joint resolution, as passed, be printed
at this point in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

Resgolved, That the joint resolution from
the House of Representatives (H. J. Res.
308) entitled “Joint resolution relating to
cotton and peanut acreage allotments and
. marketing quotas wunder the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,” do
pass with the following amendments: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert:

“That section 844 (f) of the Agricultural
Ldjustment Act of 1838, as amended, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“*(4) Any part of the acreage allotted to
individual farms in any county under the
provisions of this section which will not be
planted to cotton in the year for which
allotted and which is voluntarily surrendered
to the county committee shall be deducted
from the allotments to such farms and may
be reapportioned within the State in
amounts determined by the Secretary to be
fair and reasonable, preference being given
to other farms In the same county receiving
allotments which the Secretary determines
are inadequate and not representative in
view of their past production of cotton.
Any transfer of allotment under this para-
graph in any year shall not operate to reduce
the allotment for any subsequent year for
the farm from which acreage Is transferred;
except in accordance with paragraph (1)
(B) and the proviso in paragraph (2) of this
subsection: Provided, That any part of any
farm acreage allotment may be permanently
released in writing to the county committee
by the owner and operator of the farm and
may be reapportioned in the manner set forth
above.

“‘(5) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section and without reducing any
farm acreage allotment determined pursuant
to the foregoing provisions of this subsection,
each farm acreage allotment for 1950 shall be
increased by such amount as may be neces-
sary to provide an allotment equal to 60
per centum of the average acreage planted
to cotton (or regarded as having been planted
to cotton under the provisions of Public Law
12, Seventy-ninth Congress) on the farm in
1946, 1947, and 1948; but no such allotment
shall be increased by reason of this provision
to an acreage in excess of 40 per centum of
the acreage on the farm which is tilled an-
nually or in regular rotation, determined in
the same manner and with the same exclu-
sions as provided for by paragraph (2). De-
termination of the average acreage planted
or regarded as planted on any farm in 1946,
1947, and 1948 shall be made by the county
committee after consideration of such evi-
dence as may be submitted by the owner
or operator, and shall be subject to review
by the State committee. An increase in any
1950 farm acreage allotment shall be made
pursuant to this paragraph only upon appli-
cation in writing by the owner or operator of
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the farm within such time as may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary, and the amount of
any such increase shall not exceed the
amount requested in such application. The
acreage allotment computed in aeccordance
with paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) of this
subsection (f) for each year subsequent to
19560 for each farm recelving an increase in
its 1950 acreage allotment pursuant to this
paragraph shall be increased by such amount
as may be necessary to provide an allotment
equal to its allotment for the

year increased or decreased, respectively, in
the same proportion that the county acreage
allotment is greater or less than the county
acreage allotment for the preceding year;
but no allotment shall be increased by reason
of this provision to an acreage in excess of
the largest acreage planted (or regarded as
planted under Public Law 12, Seventy-ninth
Congress) to cotton on such farm during any
of the preceding 3 years. To the maxi-
mum extent possible, the Secretary, and
State, and county committees shall carry out
the provisions of this paragraph in 1851 and
subsequent years by use of the acreage re-
served under sections 344 (e) and 344 (I) (3)
and by reallocated acreage under paragraph
(4) of this subsection. The additional acre-
age required to be allotted to farms under
this paragraph shall be in addition to the
county, State, and national acreage allot-
ments and the production from such acreage
shall be in addition to the national market-
ing quota.

“(g) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section and without reducing any
farm-acreage allotment determined pursu-
ant to the foregoing provisions of this sub-
section, in the case of any State with an
allotment for 1950 amounting to less than
8,000 acres, the allotment for such State shall
be increased by an additional acreage of
2,000 acres to be used for establishing allot-
ments for new farms in 1850. The addi-
tional acreage required to be allotted under
this paragraph shall be in addition to the
county, State, and National acreage allot-
ments and the production from such acreage
shall be in addition to the national market-
ing quota.’

“Sec. 2. No price support shall be made
available for any Irish potatoes harvested
after the enactment of this joint resoclution
unless marketing quotas hereafter authorized
by law, or marketing agreements and mar-
keting orders under the Agricultural Mar=-
keting Agreement Act of 1937, as amended,
are in effect with respect to such potatoes:
Provided, That the Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized and directed to offer for sale
at the point of storage any potatoes produced
in surplus areas and now in the possession of
the Commodity Credit Corporation to whole-
salers, jobbers, retailers, or consumers, for
distribution and consumption in deficit
areas, at prices per bushel which will return
to the said Commeodity Credit Corporation
its total investment in such potatoes, includ-
ing handling and carrying costs: Provided
jurther, That the Secretary is authorized to
define surplus areas with respect to the pro-
duction of potatoes and also deficit areas
where such potatoes may be ‘distributed:
And provide further, That this proviso shall
be complied with prior to either giving away
or the destruction of any potatoes now in the
possession of the said Commodity Credit Cor-
poration.

“Sec. 3. For the crop year of 1951 and there-
after no price support shall be made avail-
able for any Irish potatoes unless marketing
quotas are in effect with respect to such
potatoes.

“Seec, 4. (a) That section 359 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 19388, as amended,
is amended by adding the following new
subsections:

“*(g) Beginning with the 1950 crop of pea-
nuts, payment of the marketing penalty as
provided in subsection (a) will not be re-
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quired on any excess peanuts which are de-
livered to or marketed through an agency or
agencies designated each year by the Secre=-
tary. Any peanuts received under this sub-
section by such agency shall be sold by such
egency (1) for crushing for oil under a sales
agreement approved by the Secretary; (if)
for cleaning and shelling at prices not less
than those established for quota peanuts
under any peanut diversion, peanut loan, or
peanut-purchase program; or (iil) for seed at
prices established by the Secretary. For all
peanuts so delivered to a designated agency
under this subsection, producers shall be
pald for the portion of the lot constituting
excess peanuts, the prevailing market value
thereof for erushing for oil, less the estimated
cost of storing, handling, and selling such
peanuis. Any person who, pursuant to the
provisions of this subsection, acquires pea=
nuts for crushing for ofl and who uses or dis-
poses of such peanuts for any purpose other
than that for which acquired shall pay & pen-
alty to the United States, at a rate equal to
the marketing penalty prescribed in subsec-
tion (a), upon the peanuts so used or dis=
posed of and shall be guilty of a misde-
meanor and upon conviction thereof shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for
not more than 1 year, or both, for each and
every offense. Operations under this sub-
section shall be carried on under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary.

“‘(h) For the purposes of price support
with respect to the 1950 and subsequent
crops of peanuts, a “cooperator” shall be (1)
a producer on whose farm the acreage of pea=
nuts picked or threshed does not exceed the
farm acreage sllotment or (2) a producer on
whose farm the acreage of peanuts picked or
threshed exceeds the farm acreage allotment
provided any peanuts picked or threshed in
excess of the farm-marketing gquota are de=
livered to or marketed through an agency or
agencies designated by the Secretary pursu-
ant to subsection (g) in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.

“*(f) The provision of this section shall
not apply with respect to any crop when
marketing quotas are in effect on the corre-
sponding crop for soybeans.'

“(b) That the second sentence in para-
graph (d) of section 858 is amended to read
as follows: "Any acreage of peanuts harvested
in excess of the allotted acreage for any farm
for any year shall not be considered in the
establishment of the allotment for the farm
in succeeding years."

“SEC. 5. Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of law, the farm-acreage allotment of
wheat for the 1951 crop for any farm shall
not be less than the larger of—

“(a) 50 perceni of—

“{1) the acreage on the farm seeded for
the production of wheat in 1949, and

“(2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1948 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested in the
calendar year 1949, or

*(b) 50 percent of—

“{1) the acreage on the farm seeded for
the production of wheat in 1848, and

“{2) any other acreage seeded for the pro-
duction of wheat in 1947 which was fallowed
and from which no crop was harvested in
the calendar year 1948;

adjusted In the same ratio as the national
eseeding for the production of wheat during
the calendar year 1850 (adjusted for abnor-
mal weather conditions and for trend in
acreage) bears to the national acreage allot-
ment for wheat for the 1951 crop; but no
acreage shall be included under (a) or (b)
which the Secretary, by appropriate regula-
tions, determines will become an undue
erosion hazard under continued farming.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, no allotment
Increased by reason of the provisions of this
section shall exceed that percentage of the
1950 allotment for the same farm which (1)
the acreage alloted in the county to farms
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which do not receive an Increase under this
section is of (2) the acreage allotted to such
farms in 1950. To the extent that the
allotment to any county is insufficient to
provide for such minimum allotments, the
Secretary shall allot such county such addi-
tional acreage (which shall be in addition
to the county, State, and national acreage
allotments otherwise provided for under the
Agricultural Act of 1938, as amended) as
may be necessary in order to provide for such
minimum, farm allotments.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I move
that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments, request a conference with the
House thereon, and that the Chair ap-
point the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Vice President appointed Mr. THoMAS of
Oklahoma, Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. Lucas, Mr,
Hoey, Mr. AIXeEN, Mr. Young, and Mr.
THaYE conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate.

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Because
of the importance of the joint resolution
which has just been passed, and the in-
terest in it which is prevalent through-
out the country, I ask that as many
copies as the Secretary of the Senate
may deem proper be printed for use of
the Folding Room and the Document
Room,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, it is so ordered.

COMMUNISTS IN GOVERNMENT SERVICE—
FIRST REPORT OF THE FOREIGN RE-
LATIONS COMMITTEE

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask
the indulgence of the Senate for two or
three minutes. It will be recalled that a
few days ago the Senate adopted Sen-
ate Resolution 231, dealing with charges
as to loyalty of employees in the State
Department, and so forth. The Foreign
Relations Committee met on last Satur-
day and authorized the chairman to ap-
point a subcommittee. The Senator from
Texas, as chairman of the committee, ap-
pointed the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypinGsl, the Senator from Rhode Is-
land [Mr. Green], the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. McMarox], the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], and
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
Lopce] to be members of the subcom-
mittee.

The subcommittee met today and for-
mulated a statement which it desires the
chairman to make on the floor of the
Senate. Isend the statement to the desk,
and ask that it be read at the desk.

The VICZ PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the statement will be read.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

FIRST REPORT OF THE SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS
COMMITTEE PURSUANT TO SENATE RESOLUTION
231
The Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-

tions, pursuant to Senate Resolution 231,

herewith makes its first report.

1. The committee met Saturday, February
25, and appointed the following subcom-
mittee to pursue the work encompassed in
said resolution. The subcommittee 1s as
follows: Senator TypiNGs, of Maryland, chair-
man; Senator GreeN, of Rhode Island; Sen-
ator McMamow, of Connecticut; Senator
HicuENLoOPER, of Iowa; Senator LoDGE, of
Massachusetts,
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2. In order that the subcommittee and the
full committee may discharge their task in
accordance with sald resolution, the sub-
committee was instructed as follows:

“To make a full and complete study and
investigation of all Government employees
now in the Department of State and former
employees of the Department of State now
in other agencies of the Government against
whom charges are made in order to deter-
mine whether or not sald employees are or
have been disloyal to the United States, and
to use the power of subpena whenever
necessary.”

3. It was further resolved by the subcom-
mittee and later by the full committee that
the scope and procedure outlined above be
brought to the attention of the Senate.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes.

Mir. FERGUSON. Does the second
paragraph of the report purport to fol-
low the terms of the resolution under
wl:i;:h the committee was directed to
act?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maryland, the chairman of the
subcommittee.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to say,
first, that the subcommittee was unani-
mous, and the full Committee on For-
eign Relations was unanimous in mak-
ing this report. The subcommittee made
it for the reason that, as Senators will
understand if they read the first sec-
tion of {he resolution adopted by the
Senate, we did not know how far back
we should go. We could go all the way
back to Thomas Jefferson, and, of
course, no one assumed that the Senate
would want the committee to go back
that far. The resolution provides for an
investigation of all charges made against
persons who are now employed or who

have been employed by the State De- .

partment and have gone to another
agency of the Government. The com-
mittee instrucied the subcommittee to
do that, though it was not necessary,
so as to try to inform the Senate that
we were going to do what the debate
seems -the Senate wanted us to do, al-
though the resolution, in the ambiguous
way in which it was drawn, might leave
us under the impression that we were to
do things the Senate did not have in
mind when it adopted the resolution.

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

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr, FERGUSON. I was on the floor
at the time of the adoption of the reso-
lution and was present during the de-
bate on it and I offered an amendment
to the rescolution. In view of that fact,
the Senator from Michigan cannot see
how the report complies with the resolu-
tion itself, One amendment was offered
to extend the language from “then in
the employ of the State Department” to
‘“‘or have been in the employ of the State
Department,” for the specific reason, as
was said in the debate, that charges have
been made against persons who have
been in the employ of the State Depart-
ment and who have been discharged.
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Under the present interpretation by the
committee, it is apparent that if an em-~
ployee left the Department before the
date of the adoption of the resolution—
even the day before—he or she would
not be investigated, under the interpre-
tation by the committee, unless he or she
went to another department.

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

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS., Is it the purpose of
the Senator to have us investigate per-
sons who are not now in the employ of
the State Department, who are not em-
ployed by any other agency of the Gov-
ernment, and who have been out of the
Department for 10 or 15 years?

Mr. FERGUSON. No.

Mr. TYDINGS. Then, what length of
time shall we consider? The resolution
does not specify any length of time.
That is the point. If the Senate wants
us to investigate all persons charged who
have left the Department, and who are
not now employed by the Government,
or have not been within a 5-year period
or a 3-year period or a 10-year period or
a 25-year period, we can do that. But
as it stands we do not know whether we
ought to go all the way back, as I have
said, to the time of Thomas Jefferson,
or where we ought to start.

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

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. It was clear by the
language of the last amendment adopted
that investigation should be made of all
persons against whom charges were
made or against whom charges had been
heard, Charges were placed in the rec-
ord of the Senate by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr., McCarTEY] against
numbers rather than particular persons,
As I understand, the Senator from Wis-
consin indicated that he will give to the
committee the names of all those per-
sons. It was the intention of the Senate,
as I read the resolution, that all persons
against whom charges were made were
to be investigated, whether they then
were in the State Department, in other
agencies, or were out of Government.

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

Mr., CONNALLY, I am glad to yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Since the Senator
from Michigan offered the amendment,
and since that is what he expected to be
accomplished by the adoption of the
amendment, and since the amendment
was adopted without calling the commit-
tee together, I think I can say to the
Senator on behalf of all the members of
the committee that whatever charges
the Senator from Wisconsin brings
against present or past employees of the
State Department, irrespective of where
they are now, will be investigated even
though not physically included in the
charges presented to the Senate.

Mr. FERGUSON. I think that is a
fair explanation.

Mr. TYDINGS. Ionlywanted tobring
to the attention of the Senate this mat-
ter which I submitted to the chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, that
there ought to be some limitation, and
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the Senator from Michigan has marked
out the area which I will be glad to pur-
sue. I think the Senator will see that
without this discussion, however, the
committee might conceivably have been
charged with bad faith in not going back
beyond the McCarthy charges.

Mr. FERGUSON. No. Ithink the de-
bate clearly indicated that the resolu-
tion meant to include persons against
whom charges have been made.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will

the Senator from Texas yield to me for

8 moment before he yields to the Sen-
ator from California?

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield first to the
Benator from Maryland.

Mr. TYDINGS. I will say to the Sen-
ator from Michigan and to others who
are interested, that all the charges pre-
ferred by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. McCarTHY 1, whether the employees
are now in the Department, whether they
have left the Department and are not
employed by the Government, or whether
they have gone to some other agency, will
be fully investigated. I do not want,
however, to leave the resolution with no
bottom, because the first paragraph is so
general that the committee was afraid
there might be an ambiguity, which it
wanted cleared up before it launched its
investigation.

Mr. WHERRY and other Senators ad-
dressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Benator from Texas yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield first to the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I wish
to ask the distinguished Senator whether
he will yield for the suggestion of the
absence of a quorum. I believe it is most
important that the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. McCarTHY] be present.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator from
Wisconsin knows about this.

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to have
him present. If a quorum call is had, I
ghall be glad to have the order for the
calling of the roll rescinded if the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin comes to the floor.
‘We have sent for him.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Nebraska will withhold
the suggestion of the absence of a
quorum for a moment——

Mr. CONNALLY. Just a moment,
Mr. President; I have the floor.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. CONNALLY. There are other
Senators, in addition to the Senator from
Michigan, who have requested that I
yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
asked the distinguished Senator from
Texas whether he will yield to permit the
suggestion of the absence of a quorum.

Mr., CONNALLY. I do not do so at
the moment. I think we probably can
get one.

Mr., WHERRY. Very well.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am en-
deavoring to find in the REcorp the de-
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bate I had with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Michigan last Monday, as I
recall, when I called to his attention the
very point which has been raised by the
Senator from Maryland. At that time I
asked whether the committee would be
compelled to go back 50 years in making
the investigation. The Senator from
Michigan replied “No.” As I recall he
said the question as to how far back the
investigation would go would be left to
the discretion of the committee.

Mr., FERGUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Michigan also said in the
debate that he was including in the
language of the amendment the words
“against whom charges have been
heard,” and at least those persons were
to be investigated.

Mr. CONNALLY. Those words are in
the resolution.

Mr. FERGUSON. The same applies to
the subpena. The language of the reso-
lution, as adopted by the Senate, is that—

The committee is directed to procure, by
subpena, and examine the complete loyalty
and employment files.

And in the language submitted in the
first draft of the resolution, we find
the words:

To use the power of subpena whenever
necessary.

The debate on the floor of the Senate
irdicated that subpenas were to be is-
sued, and not wherever the committee
thought it necessary to do

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President will
the Senator from Texas yield, to permit
me to interrupt the Senator from Mich-
igan?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Suppose I were to
ask the Secretary of State or any other
official to give our committee the loyalty
files, and suppose he were to do so.
Would the Senator from Michigan then
want us to issue a subpena anyway, not-
withstanding that what we had requested
was presented to us?

Mr, FERGUSON.- No; if the Senator
had the loyalty files, I would not expect
him to issue a subpena.

Mr, TYDINGS. That is what I have
said. In other words, we would expect
to use a subpena wherever necessary.
Of course, if we make the request and the
material is presented, there is no sense
in issuing a subpena.

Mr. FERGUSON. But I do not under-
stand that is the language which has
been used.

Mr. TYDINGS. Oh, yes; that is the
language.

Mr. FERGUSON. If that is what the
Senator has in mind, namely, that the
request will be made first, and that if
the files are not delivered, then a sub-
pena will be issued, in the regular course,
to obtain the files——

Mr. TYDINGS. Of course; but we do
not wish to start out by issuing a sub-
pena when it is not necessary to do so.
At least we should submit a request to
the head of the Department and should
obtain either an adverse or a favorable
answer,

We do not want to take the position
that they will not give us what we ask
for. I take the position that they will
give us what we ask for,
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Mr. FERGUSON. If that is the inter-
pretation of the language, I think it
conforms to the resolution.

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

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. On the point raised
by the Senator from Michigan—and I
think it should be very clearly understood
here on the floor—let me say that the
resolution as adopted by the Senate
provides that—

In the conduct of this study and investi-
gation, the committee is directed to pro-
cure, by subpena, and examine the complete
loyalty and employment files and records
of all the Government employees in the
Department of State and such other agencies
against whom charges have been heard.

That is the language of the Senate
resolution by which the committee was
directed to make the investigation.

Are we now to understand that in con-
formity with the resolution adopted by
the Senate, the committee is first going
to request of the Department the com-
plete loyalty and employment files of all
Government employees in the Depart-
ment of State—in other words, that the
committee is not merely going to request
a portion of them—a portion which the
Department might present—but that the
committee is going to request, in con-
formity with the Senate resolution, all
the files? If they are not forthcoming,
are we to understand that the committee
then is going to proceed, under direction
of the Senate resolution, to subpena
them, so that the net effect will be that,
either by request or by subpena, the com-
mittee will get all the records outlined

in the Senate esolution? Is that
correct?

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

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Insofar as the Sena-

tor from Maryland has any voice in con=
ducting the investigation, he is going to
assume in advance that any reasonable
request made by the committee will be
honored pronto, and that would include
a request for everything the committee
needed, whether it is within the purview
of the resolution or beyond it. But the
Senator from Maryland thinks he can be
a gentleman without being a criminal
persecutor and prosecutor at one and the
same time.

So I would first make a request, in
proper phraseology, for the full and com-
plete files on any individual against
whom charges have been made. If the
request were not acceded to, I would then
employ the power of subpena.

But I certainly would not feel like in-
sulting Government officials unnecessar-
ily by having them summonsed or hav-
ing them subpenaed duces tecum, to bring
the files in question, without first making
a request in proper language.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at this point?

Mr, CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I may say that the
Senator does not need to feel affronted
by the question raised by the Senator
from California. I probably would not
have raised the question if the news-
papers had not carried stories to the
effect that at a White House conference
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the President of the United States said
the Senate was not going to get the
loyalty files. Inasmuch as that state-
ment was made at a press conference by
the President, I think the question is a
perfectly pertinent one to raise on the
fioor of the Senate.

I am very happy if the Senator now
has information that the President has
reversed the position——

Mr. TYDINGS. Just a moment, Mr.
President; I have no information. The
Senator should not attempt to put words
into my mouth,

Mr. KNOWLAND. Then, judging from
the press conference held by the Presi-
dent at the White House, it appears that
8 subpena will be necessary in order to
get the information the Senator’'s com-
mittee has been directed to get.

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

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. All I can say to the
Senator from California and to all other
Members of this body is that the Senator
from Maryland—and he thinks he can
speak for all other members of the com-
mittee—will do a full and complete job
of investigation and will employ every
power necessary, whether provided for
in the resolution or not provided for in
it, to make that kind of an investigation.
It is not going to be a witch hunt or a
Erhltewash or be made a partisan foot-

all.

So far as I can control it—and I be-
lieve the members of the subcommittee
can control it—we are going to be fully
on guard, in carrying out the evident
and expressed intent of the Senate, in
pursuing the objectives set forth by the
resolution.

I have raised this point and have asked
the chairman of the committee to bring
this matter before the Senate simply be-
cause we wish to start with a full com-
?rehension of exactly what we are going

0 do.

Now that the Senator from Michigan
has pointed out what seems to be an
area which should have been encom-
passed, I think I can say to him that
we will take care of the matter he has
suggested.

Mr. FERGUSON. I thank the Sen-
ator for his explanation.

Mr., CONNALLY, Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

REARMAMENT BY THE ARAB NATIONS

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, less
than 12 months ago, the sound of battle
ended on the shores of the eastern Medi-
terranean, and a succession of agree-
ments was signed between the Arab
states and the new Republic of Israel
Those agreements were instruments of
armistice. Since then, the government
of Israel and the individual governments
of the Arab nations have been holding
conversations looking toward the nego-
tiation of peace treaties. Those con-
versations have not been fruitful. The
relations between those countries are still
in the nature of an armistice.

While the struggle through which the
people of Israel maintained and estab-
lished their sovereignty was going on,
the security council of the United Na-
tions voted an embargo upon the ship-
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ment of arms to any of the belligerents.
On August 9, 1949, that embargo was
lifted, despite the fact that the relations
among the nations involved continued to
be that of simple armistice. But in
recognition of this circumstance, the
security council declared that shipments
of arms by the great powers to the mid-
dle eastern countries should not exceed
“those necessary for the purpose of main-
taining law and order by the govern-
ments concerned.” The American rep-
resentative of the security council, the
Honorable Warren Austin, said at the
time that these arms shipments should
be “strictly limited to such arms as are
within the scope of legitimate security
requirements.”

Today, and for the past several
months, there has been going on a large-
scale rearmament of the Arab nations
most heavily involved in the fighting
against Israel, namely, Egypt, Iraq,
Transjordan, and Syria. Egypt, above
all, according to authoritative reports,
has been acquiring destroyers, corvettes,
heavy tanks of the General Sherman
type, and heavy bombers. The 1949-
50 budget of the Egyptian Government
provided roughly $200,000,000,: or one-
third of the entire national budget, for
armament.

Mr. President, it does not seem to me
that such an expenditure for armaments
is necessary to maintain internal order
in Egypt. Internal order might be bet-
ter assured in that country—though I
am not presuming to give advice to Egypt
on the ordering of her internal affairs—
by expenditures for economic programs
to raise the standard of living of the im-
poverished people of that country.

But, Mr. President, the point is that
these arms are being furnished to Egypt
and these other Arab countries largely
by Britain, while Britain is, at the same
time, turning to the United States for
more arms. I am wholly in accord with
the program of helping to arm Britain
and our other allies in Europe and to
make Europe better able to resist aggres-
sion from any quarter. But I am not
willing to help arm Britain or any other
country in order that such a country
may arm Egypt to renew warfare against
Israel, which is the focus and the center
of the new democratic order in the Near
East.

Today’s newspapers, Mr. President,
report that the Israel Government has
asked the United States Government for
permission to purchase additional arms
in this country. Now the Government
of Israel, so deeply absorbed with eco-
nomic problems, must turn its attention
to rearmament. This is the traditional
pattern of the armaments race, produc-
tive of nothing but waste and war.

Mr, President, the simple facts appear
to be about as follows:

First. During the past few months,
Egypt has steadily increased her air
power, originally consisting only of Spit-
fires, to include modern jet fighters and
heavy bombers in considerable number,

Second. Egypt's ground forces are he-
ing reequipped with heavy mobile units,
Egypt’s surface forces have been vastly
enlarged by the =addition of heavily
gunned destroyers, corvettes, and frig-
ates of recent design.
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Third. The armed forces of Iraq, Syria,
and the Hashemite kingdom of Jordan
have undergone less substantial, but still
significant transformations into better-
equipped and efficiently trained groups.

Fourth. The equipment involved in
this rearmament program has come al-
most exclusively from Britain through
the arms-assistance treaties which the
United Kingdom has with Egypt, Iraq,
and Jordan.

These are the facts. They are not
denied either by the Arab Governments,
by Britain, or by our own State Depart-
ment. These facts must be weighed in
connection with the further circum-
stance that some officials of the very gov-
ernments which are being armed have
recently been making statements of an
increasingly warlike nature. The press
of the countries neighboring upon Israel
has again begun to be marked by its in-
flammatory tone, whipping up popular
sentiment for a resumption of hostilities
against Israel. Nor can these facts be
denied.

The attention of our own State Depart-
ment has been called to these circum-
stances. Secretary Acheson has replied
that although the facts are largely as
alleged, the State Department does not
interpret them as indicating any new
danger of an outbreak of hostilities
against Israel.

Although our Government originally
took the position that no arms should be
shipped to these countries in excess of
the needs for internal security, the State
Department is now taking the position
that this rearming of the Arab countries
may be considered as part of the program
for strengthening these ceuntries against
Soviet aggression. Our State Depart-
ment thus recognizes the fact that this
rearmament is in excess of the needs of
these countries for internal law and
order.

Mr. President, no one is more deeply
committed than I am to the strength-
ening of all nations against the threat
of Soviet aggression or of Communist
subversion. But I do not see how, in
view of all the facts, we can blind our-
selves to the much greater threat of re-
newed aggression against Israel. The
geographical and strategic factors are
very clear and simple. There is no more
imminent threat of a Soviet thrust across
the Mediterranean into Egypt than there
is a threat to Libya or to Saudi Arabia.
The much more immediate threat is to
Israel. Until the Arab nations make
peace with Israel, and until the Middle
East is stabilized as to the nations which
comprise that region, the continuation
of large-scale armament of the Arab
states can only brew trouble and war,
In that trouble and in that war lie the
only immediate hopes which the Kremlin
may have for successes in the Middle
East.

I admit that the interpretation of
these events is a matter of judgment and
that the opinion of our State Depart-
ment officials on this subject may be
superior to that of others here and
abroad who fear that these military
preparations are directed at renewing
the war against Israel. But in my view,
the evidence at hand to support the war
theory is weighty indeed.
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In any case, the outbreak of war in
this region would be a tragedy of world
importance. We must not be respon-
sible for such an event merely because of
a mistake in judging the motives of na-
tions that are openly and speedily re=-
arming.

Therefore, I must ask the State De-
partment to review this potentially
dangerous situation as quickly as pos-
sible in order to ward off the slightest
chance of a renewal of the Palestine
conflict.

The best means of averting such a
conflict would be to make representa-
tions to the British Government to stop
any further shipments of arms until a
proper investigation of the entire arms
situation in the Middle East is made by
a United Nations committee.

Mr. President, I am addressing these
words to the Senate, and also to the
Secretary of State. I am asking him
to reassess his judgment of the situation
as I am asking the American public to
beware of complacency.

Mr. President, we are about to consider
amendments to our Displaced Persons
Act. We are about to consider additional
steps to help liquidate the tragic dis-
placed-persons situation in Europe. Buf
in the last year, Mr. President, the most
dramatic contribution to the relief of
that situation has been by the little Re-
public of Israel which has received almost
150,000 of these unfortunate people, and
is now involved in the heroic task of
resettling and assimilating these and
200,000 more of the uprooted and dis-
inherited people of Europe.

Let us not strain at a gnat and swallow
a camel. Let us not close our eyes to the
real danger in this situation. Let us
hold fast to our real allies. Let us warn
those who would break the peace in the
Middle East, as we continue to warn
those who would break the peace in
Europe. Let us advise our friends in
Britain that they must not permit po-
litical expediency and imperial diplomacy
to lead them and us into a situation
whose consequences would be tragic and
intolerable.

ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL FOR JUDICIARY
COMMITTEE

Mr. MYERS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the con=
sideration of Calendar Order No. 1274,
Senate Resolution 228.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator prefer to make the resolution
the unfinished business?

Mr. MYERS. No.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Pennsylvania?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution (8.
Res. 228) authorizing the Committee on
the Judiciary to employ additional per-
sonnel from March 1, 1950, to January 31,
1951, and increasing the limit of expend-
itures, which had been reported from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, with amendments, on page 1,
line 3, after the word “subsection”, to
strike out “(g) (2: (B)” and insert “(k)"}
in line 4, after the word “Senate”, to
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_ strike out “or any other duties imposed

upon it” and insert “or by section 134 (a)
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946"; on page 2, line 1, after the figures
“$80,000", to strike out “in addition to
any unexpended balance under Senate
Resolution 177, Eighty-first Congress,
first session, agreed to October 13, 1949";
and in line 5, after the word “commit~
tee”, to strike out “or subcommittee, as
the case may be”, so as to make the
resolution read:

Resolved, That in holding hearings, report-
ing such hearings, and making investigations
as authorized by subsection (k) of rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, or by
section 134 (a) of the Legislative Reorganiza=-
tion Act of 1946, the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized during the period be-
ginning on March 1, 1950, and ending on
January 81, 1851, to make such expenditures,
and to employ upon a temporary basis such
investigators, and such techniecal, clerical,
and other assistants, as it deems advisable.

Sec. 2. The expenses of the committee
under this resolution, which shall not ex-
ceed $80,000, shall be paid from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the committee,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

DISPLACED PERSONS

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 1247,
House bill 4567, a bill to amend the Dis-
placed Persons Act of 1948.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will read the bill by its title.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
4567) to amend the Displaced Persons

. Act of 1948.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator
from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Benate proceeded to consider the bill
(H. R. 4567) to amend the Displaced
Persons Act of 1948, which had been
reported from the Committee on the
Judiciary, with amendments.

INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS SETTLEMENT
ACT OF 1949—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I submit
a conference report on House bill 4406,
and ask unanimous consent for its im-
mediate consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The confer-
ence report will be read for the informa=
tion of the Senate.

The report was read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
4406) to provide for the settlement of cer-
tain claims of the Government of the United
Btates on its own behalf and on behalf of
American nationals against foreign govern-
ments, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend=-
ment numbered 1.

That the House recede Irom its disagree=-
ment to the amendments of the Senate nume
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bered 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 18, 14,
and 15; and agree to the same.
THEODORE FrANCIS GREEN,
BriEN McMaHON,
J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Bourke B. HICKENLOOPER
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
Joun KEEE,
JAMES P. RICHARDS,
ABRAHAM A. RIBICOFF,
CHARLES A. EaTON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the conference report?

There being no objection, the report
was considered and agreed to.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MYERS. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive
business.

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nomi-
nation of William A. Carroll, of New
York, to be United States marshal for
the southern district of New York, vice
James E. Mulcahy, resigned, which was
rleferred to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Charles F. McLaughlin, of Nebraska, to be
United States district judge for the District
of Columbia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there are
no further reports of committees, the
secretary will state the nomlnations on
the executive calendar.

COLLECTORS OF INTERNAL REVENUE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Ellis Campbell, Jr., of Dallas, Tex., to
be a collector of intems.l revenue for t.he
second district of Texas.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Oscar M. Jonas, of Milwaukee, Wis.,
to be a collector of internal revenue for
the district of Wisconsin.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without oh=
Jection, the nomination is confirmed.

COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Craig Pottinger, of Nogales, Ariz., to
be customs collector for customs collec-
tion district No. 28.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jection, the nomination is confirmed.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Louis T. Rocheleau, of Woonsocket,
R. I, to be collector of customs for cus-
toms collection district No. 5.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Stanford C. Stiles, of Texas, to be
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United States marshal for the eastern
district of Texas.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.
‘Without objection, the President will be
immediately notified of all nominations
confirmed today.

RECESS

Mr. MYERS. I move that the Senate
stand in recess until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’'clock and 49 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
February 28, 1950, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate February 27 (legislative day of
February 22), 1950:

UnNITED STATES MARSHAL

Willilam A. Carroll, of New York, to be
United States marshal for the southern die-
trict of New York, vice James E. Mulcahy,
resigned,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 27 (legislative day
of February 22), 1950:

COLLECTORS OF INTERNAL REVENUE

Ellis Campbell, Jr., to be collector of in-
ternal revenue for the second district of
Texas.

Oscar M. Jonas to be collector of internal
revenue for the district of Wisconsin.

COLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS

Craig Pottinger to be collector of customs
for customs collection district No, 26, with
headquarters at Nogales, Ariz.

Louis T. Rocheleau to be collector of cus-
toms for customs collection district No, b,
with headquarters at Providence, R. L.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Btanford C. Stiles to be United States mar-
ghal for the eastern district of Texas.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monpay, FEBRUARY 27, 1950

The House met at 12 o'clock noon,
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer:

O Thou eternal God, grant us this day
a vital and vivid experience of Thy pres-
ence and power as we address ourselves
to responsibilities which are far beyond
our own wisdom and strength.

May all our desires and decisions be a
clear and commanding witness that we
are striving to manifest the splendor and
preserve the continuity of the Master's
ideals and principles.

Give us the courage to believe that His
kingdom of righteousness and peace,
which we are called upon to seek and es-
tablish, is emerging and that the day is
dawning when our quest will be a con-
quest and our hope a blessed reality.

Hear us in His name., Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, February 23, 1950, was read
and approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
MecDaniel, ifs enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ments of the House to a bill of the Senate
of the following title:

S.2328. An act to Increase the number
of examiners in chief in the Patent Office,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H. R. 4406) entitled “An act to
provide for the settlement of certain
claims of the Government of the United
States on its own behalf and on behalf
of American nationals against foreign
governments,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreesing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. GrEeEnN, Mr. McMazon, Mr. For-
BRIGHT, Mr, Witey, and Mr. HICKEN-
LooPER {0 be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Vice President has appointed Mr. JouN-
stoN of South Carolina and Mr. LANGER
members of the joint select committee
on the part of the Senate, as provided
for in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled
“An act to provide for the disposition of
ceriain records of the United States Gov-
ernment,” for the disposition of execu-
tive papers referred to in the report of
the Archivist of the United States,
numbered 50-16.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Mr, CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the provisions of rule XI (2) (e), I
call up House Resolution 321, which has
remained in the Committee on Rules
for more than 21 days without being
reported.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve ltself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Unlon for the consideration of
the bill (H. R. 4846) to promote the progress
of science; to advance the public health,
prosperity, and welfare; to secure the na-
tional defense; and for other purposes. That
after general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill and continue not to exceed
2 hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committez on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At the
conclusion of the consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted and
the previous guestion shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.
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The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to themwr
names:

[Roll No. 67]

Allen, La, Hall, Murphy
Bailey Leonard W. Murray, Wis.
Barden Ealleck Nixon
Boggs, Del, Hand O'Brien, Mich.
Brooks Hart O'Toole
Buckley, N. Y. Havenner Pace
Bulwinkle Hays, Ohlo Pieifer,
Burton Hedrick Joseph I,
Byrnes, Wis, Heifernan FPleifier,
Canfield Heller William L,
Carlyle Herlong Phillips, Calif,
Carroll Hill Poage

Case, S, Dak, Hoffman,Ill. Powell
Chatham Holifield Redden
Chudefl Jackson, Calif. Regan
Corbett Javits Roozevelt
Coudert Jenison Badlak
Davies, N. Y, Jones, N, O, Eadowskl
Davis, Tenn. Judd 8t. George
Dawson Eelley, Pa. Secrest
Dingell Kennedy Shafer
Dollinger Keogh Shelley
Donochue Klein Sheppard
Douglas Eunkel Smathers
Engle, Calif, Latham Smith, Chio
Feighan Lesinskl Taylor
Gamble Lichtenwalter Walsh
Gilmer McGrath Whitaker
Golden MeGuire ‘White, Idaho
Goodwin Marcantonio  Widnall
Granahan Morgan Woodhouse
Green Morrison Yates
Gwinn Multer

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 336
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum. 0

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Mr. CROSSER. Mr, Speaker, in sup-
port of the pending resolution, I desire
to call attention to the long history of
hearings and favorable actions taken by
both Houses of the Congress with respect
to National Science Foundation legisla-
tion.

In July 1946, during the Seventy-
ninth Congress, a Science Foundation
bill passed the Senate, but the House was
unable, due to the pressure of business,
to reach this legislation. During the
first session of the Eightieth Congress
both Houses of Congress passed a Science
Foundation bill.

This bill, however, died by pocket veto
because of administrative objections that
the President entertained. He expressed
regret, because otherwise he was favor-
able to the bill.

During the second session of the Eight-
ieth Congress the Senate again passed a
Science Foundation bill, The House In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee favorably reported such a bill to
the floor, but due to the pressure of other
business it did not receive consideration
by the House. Finally, during the pres-
ent session, the Senate passed unani=
mously a Science Foundation bill, which
is substantially identical with H. R. 4848
now before the House, which this reso-
lution would bring up for consideration,

Mr. PrIEsT, chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Public Health, Science and
Commerce of the Committee on Inter=
state and Foreign Commerce, introduced
this bill and presided over the hearings
conducted by the subcommiitee. He
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will explain in detail the provisions of
the measure.

I desire to urge very earnestly upon the
House that the House vote favorably to
consider House Resolution 321 in order
that the House may have an opportunity
to consider H. R. 4846, the National Sci-
ence Foundation bill, to which I have
already referred.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. WoL-
VERTON].

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker,
there is no legislation that has been, or
will be, passed by the present Congress
that is more important or far reaching
in its scope and possibility of enhancing
the welfare of our Nation and its people
than the bill now under consideration,
H. R. 4846, entitled “A bill to promote
the progress of science; to advance the
pational health, prosperity, and welfare;
to secure the national defense; and for
other purposes.” It is generally known
as the National Science Foundation Act.

This legislation has been thoroughly
studied by both Houses of Congress over
the past 5 years. I think most of the
Members are familiar with the purpose
of the legislation and the provisions of
the bill. However, there are many new
Members in the House who have not had
the opportunity to hear the discussions
that have taken place on previous occa-
sions. I trust that what is now said will
be helpful to them, as well as refresh the
minds of those who have heard previous
discussions.

The Congress has long been aware of
the need for legislation of this type. It
is my considered opinion that a National
Science Foundation is more essential to
the health, education, industrial prog-
ress, and security of the Nation today
than it was 5 years ago when Dr. Van-
nevar Bush, then Director of the Office
of Scientific Research and Development,
and his aide, Mr. John H. Teeter, dis-
cussed the problem with a small group in
June 1945. It was my privileze to be
one of that group. We gathered to-
gether one evening and heard Dr. Bush
review his report to the Presidént known
as Science, the Fndless Frontier. This
document has been the basis of the Na-
tional Science Foundation legislation in
the ensuing years,

The history of this legislation actually
begins in November 1941 when Presi-
dent Roosevelt wrote a letter to Dr. Van-
nevar Bush, Director of the wartime Of-
fice of Scientific Research and Develop-
ment, asking him to prepare for him a
report on a postwar science program.
President Roosevelt, however, had
passed away when the report was fin-
ished in June 1945.

When, in September of 1945, President
Truman called Congress into special
session to enact a 21-point postwar do-
mestic program, one of the points urged
the establishment of a single Federal
research agency. Following the Presi-
dent’s request, hearings were begun in
both Senate and House on the various
Science Foundation bills which were
introduced.
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In the following year, the Senate com-
mittee reported out S. 1850, which would
have made extensive changes in the pat-
ent laws of the United States with re-
spect to inventions made with the finan-
cial support of the Federal Government.
The bill also would have placed consid-
erable control in the President of the
United States.

The House Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce late in 1946 held
hearings on H. R. 6448, introduced by
Representative Mirrs. This was a re-
vised version of his original Secience
Foundation bill.

In July 1946 the Senate passed S. 1850
by a vote of 48 to 18. The House took
no action and all bills dicd with the
close of the Seventy-ninth Congress.

During the Eightieth Congress S. 526
was sponsored by a bipartisan group of
six Senators and the House had also be-
fore it a number of Science Foundation
bills, The Senate bill was passed by the
Senate in May by a vote of 79 to 8.

In the House, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, of
which I then had the honor and priv-
ilege of serving as chairman, held ex-
tensive hearings, and, as a result of the
hearings, H. R. 4102 was introduced by
me as chairman, reported favorably by
the committee, and passed by the House,
its 5text. being substituted for that of
8. 526.

S. 526 and H. R. 4102 then went to con-
ference and both Houses approved the
conference report. The bill died by
pocket veto. President Truman stated
in a memorandum of August 6, 1948, that
he had vetoed the bill with great re-
luctance for he was convinced of the
urgent need for the establishment of a
National Science Foundation, but he felt
that the bill passed by Congress vested
the determination of vital national poli-
cies and the expenditure of large public
funds in a group of individuals who
would be essentially private citizens.
This, the President stated, was a marked
departure from the sound principles for
the administration of public affairs to
which he could not give his approval.

In 1948, during the second session of
the Eightieth Congress, new bills were
introduced both in the Senate and in the
House—=S. 2385 and H. R. 6007 by me in
the House. These bills were identical
and constituted a compromise worked
out following conferences between some
Members of Congress and Presidential
advisers. In May 1948 the Senate passed
the new measure by a voice vote. In
the House this committee held brief hear-
ings and reported favorably H. R. 6007,
which differed in a few respects from
5. 2385, passed earlier by the Senate.
The bill failed to reach the House floor
because the Rules Committee did not
grant a rule for its consideration, and
therefore, the Science Foundation legis-
lation did not materialize during the
Eightieth Congress.

In the Eighty-first Congress, in the
Benate, there was introduced 8. 247 which
is identical with 8. 2385, the last Science
Foundation bill passed by the Senate
during the second session of the Eightieth
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Congress. This bill passed the Senate
without amendment and in the House
was referred to the Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee. In the
House seven bills were introduced which
fall into three categories. Four of these
bills were identical with H. R. 6007, re-
ported favorably by this committee dur-
ing the Eightieth Congress, which differ
in some respects from S. 247. These bills
are H. R. 12, H. R. 185, H. R. 311, and
H. R. 2751.

The second category consists of H. R.
1845 and H. R. 2308 which are in all re-
spects identical with S. 247.

The third category consists of a single
bill, H. R. 359, which differs substantially
from the bills in the first two categories
with respect to the organization of the
foundation and patent provisions.

Although the 4-year history of pro-
posed legislation on this subject encom-
passes over 1,200 pages of testimony by
150 of the Nation's leading authorities
in science, education, and medicine, the
committee further reviewed the legisla-
tion in public hearing, on March 31 and
April 1, 4, 5, and 26, 1949. In the light
of this additional information the com-
miftee modified slightly the Science
Foundation bill that it reported favor=-
ably during the Eightieth Congress. As
a result, a new bill, H. R. 4846, was in-
troduced by Mr. PriesT, chairman of the
subcommittee on Public Health, Science,
and Commerce. Hearings were held and
the full committee approved H. R. 48486,
as amended, and reported the bill favor-
ably to the House. It is now before us
for consideration. It meets the objec-
tions expressed by the President in his
memorandum of August 6, 1948, with re-
spect to S. 526, and, in form as well as
content, provides a good workable law
that should have the support of this
House.

PURPOSES OF THE BILL

The bill provides for the establishment
in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment of an independent agency to be
known as the National Science Founda-
tion. The Foundation shall consist of a
National Science Board and a Director
and is authorized and directed—

First. To develop and encourage the
pursuit of a national policy for the pro-
motion of research and education in the
sciences;

Second. To initiate and support basic
scientific research in the mathematical,
physical, medical, biological, engineering
and other sciences, by making contracts,
or other arrangements, including grants
loans, and other forms of assistance:

Third. After consultation with the
Secretary of Defense, to initiate and sup-
port scientific research in connection
with matters relating to the national de-
fense;

Fourth. To award scholarships and
graduate fellowships in the mathemati-
€al, physical, medical, biological, engi-
neering, and other sciences;

Fifth. To foster interchange of scien-
tific information;

Sixth. To correlate the Foundation’s
scientific research program with those
undertaken by Federal Government



2408

agencies, by individuals and by public
and private research groups;

Seventh. To establish such special
commissions as the board may from time
to time deem necessary for the purposes
of the act; and

Eighth. To maintain a register of sci-
entific and technical personnel.

To carry out the purposes of the Foun-
dation the bill provides that there shall
be four divisions within the Foundation,
as follows:

First. A Division of Medical Research;

Second. A Division of Mathematical,
Physical, and Engineering Sciences;

Third. A Division of Biological Sci-~
ences; and

Fourth. A Division of Scientific Per-
sonnel and Education.

There shall also be within the Founda-
tion such other divisions as the Board
may from time to time deem necessary.

WHAT THE ACT WILL ACCOMPLISH

The Foundation provided for in this
bill is intended to aid scientists and in-
stitutions of science to contribute more
rapidly and efiectively to the store of
knowledge and scientific principles
needed as the foundation on which tech-
nological developments, industrial
growth, and enhancement of the na-
tional economy rest.

It will aid in the development of medi-
cal science and thus lead to improve-
ment in the national health.

It will aid in the development of basic
sciences on which the national defense
will rest in the future.

It will lead te the development of in-
creased numbers of highly qualified sci-
entists, engineers, physicians, dentists,
and others who are essential to the ac-
complishments of the above-mentioned
aims.

THE IMPORTANCE OF BASIC RESEARCH

The work of the Foundation is in-
tended to relate entirely to basic scien-
tific research in the natural sciences as
distinguished from applied scientific re-
search. The latier is merely ascertain-
ing the ways and means to make prac-
tical use of the fundamental knowledge
of natural laws resulting from basic re-
search., Thus, basic research in elec-
tronics made possible, first, new indus-
tries: radio, television, for greater pros-
perity and pleasure; second, X-ray, elec-
tron mieroscope, and so forth, for better
health; third, radar, proximity fuze, and
so forth, for greater national security.

From these illustrations it can be
readily seen that basic research adds to
the stock pile of knowledge and under-
standing from which applied research
obtains the fundamental information
needed to make the developments which
determine our progress in industry,
agriculture, health, and security.

To the extent that basic research
ceases or lags, applied research,is di-
minished or stopped. It is necessary to
keep up the stock pile of basic knowledge
or otherwise applied research would in
time exhaust the stock pile of basic
knowledge and stagnate. Thus our
progress in health, economic welfare,
and national security depends upon the
extent to which we increase our stock
pile of basic scientific knowledge., Thus
basic research is the pacemaker of all
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technological progress. As it explores
new frontiers of knowledge it opens new
possibilities for future progress and en-
joyment of mankind.

PRESENT SITUATION AS TO BASIC RESEARCH

If time permitted a detailed study
could be presented that would show the
desperate need that exists today for basic
rvesearch. Summarized it would show:

First. That during the war basic re-
search was reduced in favor of applied
research to such an extent that about 3
years' production of basic knowledge was
lost so that our stock pile in 1947 was
only what it would have been in 1944
without the war;

Second. That production of basic
scientific knowledge was also greatly cur-
tailed in Europe by the war;

Third. That, on the other hand, ap-
plied research was greatly stimulated by
the war so that by 1947 annual expendi-
ture for such research had increased to
over three times that in 1940;

Fourth. That as a result of the com-
bination of greatly increased applied re-
search and greatly curtailed basic re-
search, hoth here and abroad, our stock
pile of basic knowledge has been seri-
ously depleted, especially in certain
areas,;

Fifth. That there is, therefore, urgent
need for doubling the amount of basic
research currently being done; and

Sixth. That private enterprises and
private institutions cannot be depended
upon to increase basic research to the de-
sired level.

BASIC RESEARCH IN OTHER COUNTRIES

In the past this country has depended
largely on basic knowledge imported
from other countries and has done less
than its share of basic research. From
Europe we imported most of the funda-
mental laws and discoveries in physics
and chemistry upon which our tech-
nological progress during the nineteenth
ceniury and later has been based. Even
such recent developments. as the revolu-
tionary sulfa drugs, penicillin, atabrine,
and DDT had their beginnings in Ger-
man, English, or Swiss laboratories; and
the discovery of nuclear fission which en-
abled us to develop the atomic bomb was
made in Germany.

The war greatly changed the situation
in most Eurcpean countries. Many of
their laboratories were wrecked, many of
their scientists were killed or dispersed,
and they were impoverished. It will take
years for these countries to restore basic
research to the prewar level; moreover,
resulis obtained in countries behind the
iron curtain will largely not be available
to us. Evidently, we can no longer de-
pend upon Europe as the major source of
new basic scientific knowledge.

SHORTAGE OF BASIC KNOWLEDGE

The increased amount of applied re-
search since 1940 and the curtailed
amount of basic research, strongly sug-
gest that our stock pile of basic knowl-
edge has been seriously depleted as a re-
sult of the war but do not prove that this
is true. As direct evidence that impor-
tant applied research is now hampered by
a shortage of basic knowledge we have
the testimony of scientists who were
closely associated with Government re-
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search during the war and are thorough-
1y familiar with the present research sit-
uation,

Vannevar Bush writes:

The tremendous effort in applied research
exerted during the war has in many fields
pushed the application of fundamental
knowledge to the limit of that knowledge.

Karl T. Compton, as Chairman of the
Research and Development Board of the
National Military Establishment, wrote
that the Board mere and more often
meets problems the solution of which is
reterded or temporarily prevented by
lack of basic knowledge, and that this is
true also in the research activities of
other Government agencies and of indus-
try. “We have literally exhausted the
stock pile of fundamental knowledge in
many fields,” he testified. According to
Harry P. Haommond, a man from a very
important laboratory at Wright Field
stated that they were stalled in their at-
tack on certain problems because of lack
of basic knowledge. “We have seriously
drained our storehouse of basic knowl-
edge.”

Lessons learned during the war period
point clearly to the need for an appro-
priately constituted agency of the Gov-
ernment, to function in time of peace or
war, to promote and foster fundamental
research in the sciences which is not
likely to be carried on privately because
of the size and difficulty of the prob-
lems and because of lack of immediate
promise of commercial value.

The committee is deeply impressed by
the fact that while the United States has
been for many years and still is eminent
in the fields of applied research and en-
gineering development, it does not oe-
cupy a comparable prominent position
in the field of fundamental or pure re-
search. Dr. Vannevar Bush, the war-
time head of the Office of Scientific Re-
search and Development, in his final re-
port entitled “Science: The Endless
Frontier,” states as follows:

Our national preeminence in the flelds of
applied research and technology should not
blind us to the truth that, with respect to
pure research—the discovery of fundamental
new knowledge and basic scientific prin-
ciples—America has occupled a secondary
place. Our spectacular development of the
automobile the airplane, and radio obscures
the fact that they were all based on funda-
mental discoveries made in nineteenth cen-
tury Europe. From Europe also came for=-
mulation of most of the laws governing the
transformation of energy, the physical and
chemical structure of matter, the behavior of
electricity, light, and magnetism. In recent
years the United States has made progress ln
the field of pure science, but an examination
of the relevant statistics suggests that our ef-
forts in the field of applied science have in=-
creased much faster so that the proportion of

pure to applied research continues to de-
crease.

ESeveral reasons make it imperative to in-
crease pure research at this stage in our
history. First, the intellectual banks of
continental Europe, from which we formerly
borrowed, have become bankrupt through
the ravages of war. No longer can we count
upon those gources for fundamental science,
Becond, in this modern age, more than ever
before, pure research is the pacemaker of
technological progress. In the nineteenth
century Yankee mechanlical ingenuity, bulld-
ing upon the basic discoverles of European
scilence, could greatly advance the technical
arts. Today the situstion is different. Fu-
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ture progress will be most striking in those
highly complex fields—electronics, aerody-
namics, chemistry—which are based directly
upon the foundation of modern science.
In the next generation technological ad-
vance and basic scientific discovery will be
inseparable; a nation which borrows its basic
knowledge will be hopelessly handicapped
in the race for innovation. The other
world powers, we know, intend to foster
scientific research in the future.

The field of pure or basic research
has traditionally been left to institutions
of higher learning. Private sources of
support for these institutions have not
kept step with the increased need for
basic research.

I urgently recommend the prompt
enactment of this legislation. Nearly
b years have passed since the activities
of the Office of Scientific Research and
Development, the proposed Foundation’s
wartime predecessor, was terminated.
The need to establish a National Science
Foundation is today more urgent than
ever. No nation can long maintain its
leadership without constantly renourish-
ing its fund of basie scientific knowledge
and its supply of scientifically trained
manpower. The Nation’s preeminence
in applied science remains unquestioned,
but we have seriously drained our store-
house of basic knowledge. Our national
health, prosperity, and welfare, and, in-
deed, our national defense, are dependent
on pushing forward the frontiers of basic
science. :

It is my sincere belief that few pieces
of legislation have received more careful
study and scrutiny than has been the
case with respect to the science founda-
tion bill. 'The need for this legislation
has not been seriously questioned in these
4 years of study and scrutiny.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to act
favorably and promptly on this bill to
create the National Science Foundation.
I do so because of the firm belief that
it will promote the welfare of our citi-
zens and our security as a Nation in an
age where science, both in peace and war,
takes on an importance that cannot and
must not be ignored.

THOSE WHO SUPPORT THE BILL

There is nothing that emphasizes more
forcibly the need for scientific research
of the kind contemplated by the provi-
sion of the bill than the great number
of national associations of scientists, en-
gineers, physicians, educational institu-
tions, labor, manufacturers, and others, a
partial list which is as follows:

SCIENTIFIC ORGANIZATIONS

American Association for the Advancement
of Science, represented by Dr. C. F. Ket-
ering, president; Dr. F. R. Moulton, per-
manent secretary; and Dr. Howard A. Mey-
erhoff, secretary.

American Documentation Institute, Dr.
Watson Davis, president.

Association of Oak Ridge Scientists (Man-
hattan project), Dr. H. J. Curtis,

Association of Los Alamos Scientists (Man-
hattan project), Dr. Robert Wilson.

American Council of Learned Societies, Dr,
Mortimer Graves.

American Chemical Boclety, Col. Bradley
Dewey, president-elect.

Engineers Joint Council (representing the
American Soclety of Civil Engineers, the
American Institute of Mining and Metallur-
gical Engineers, the American Soclety of
Mechanical Englneers, the American Insti-

tute of Electrical Engineers, and the Amerl.
can Institute of Chemical Engineers), Dr,
Boris Bakhmeteff.

National Research Council, Division of
Biology and Agriculture, Dr. Robert Griggs.

American Biological SBociety and Union of
Biological Seiences, Dr. C. V. Taylor.

Ecological Soclety of America, Alfred C.
Redfield, president

Society of American Bacterlologists.

Mpycological Soclety of America, Dr. Frank
D. Eern, president.

American Medical Association, Dr. Mor-
ris Fishbein, secretary.

American Council on Rheumatic Fever,
American Heart Assoclation, Dr. David D.
Rutstein.

Physician Forum, Dr. Henry B. Richard-
son,

American Pharmaceutical Association, Dr.
Robert P. Fischelis.

American Osteopathic Asszociation, Dr. J.
8. Denslow

EDUCATIONAL AND RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS

American Council on Eduecation, Dr.
George F. Zook, president.

Guggenheim Foundation, Dr. Henry Allen
Moe, secretary-general.

Association of Land-Grant Colleges and
Universities.

Engineers Council for Professional Devel-
opment.

American Socciety for Eagineering Educa-
tion.

OTHER NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Congress of Industrial Organizations,
Philip Murray, president.

National Assoclation of Manufacturers, R.
J. Dearborn, chairman of committee on
patents.

American Federation of Labor, Lewis G.
Hines, legislative representative.

National Farmers' Union, Russell Smith,
legislative secretary.

American Veterans' Committee, Capt. Or=-
ville Freeman.

Disabled American Veterans,
Malisoff.

GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS

(The official position held by the individual
at the time his testimony was given is
listed)

Vannevar Bush, president of the Carnegie
Institution of Washington and wartime Di-
rector of the Office of Sclentific Research and
Development.

Gen. H. H, Arnold, Army Air Forces.

Karl T. Compton, chairman, Research and
Development Board (representing the Na-
tional Military Establishment).

Maurice J. Tobin, SBecretary of Labor.

John Studebaker, United States Commis-
sloner of Education.

Vice Adm. Ross T. McIntire, Surgeon Gen-
eral, Navy Department.

Maj. Gen. Norman T. Kirk, Surgeon Gen-
eral, United States Army.

Dr. Harry

Carroll L. Wilson, general manager, Atomie .

Energy Commission.

Charles F. Brannan, secretary, Depart=-
ment of Agriculture.

Robert P. Patterson, Secretary of War.

James V. Forrestal, Secretary of the Navy.

Dr. J. C. Hunsaker, chairman, National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics.

Harold D. Smith, director, Bureau of the
Budget.

James E. Webb, director, Bureau of the
Budget.

Maury Maverick, chairman, Smaller War

Plants Corporation.

Paul A. Porter, chairman, Federal Com-
munications Commission,

Casper W. Ooms, Commissioner of Patents.

A. N. Richards, Chairman of the Committee
on Medical Research, Office of Scientific Re-
search and Development.

Watson B. Miller, Federal Security Admin-
istrator.
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Sumner T. Pike, acting chairman, Atomiec
Energy Commission.

Oscar L. Chapman, Under Secretary of the
Interior.

J. Donald Kingsley, acting administrator,
Federal Security Agency.

Emmest A. Gross, assistant secretary (for
the Secretary of State).

OUTSTANDING CITIZENS AND SCIENTISTS

(Institutions listed as of the date of testl-
mony before congressional committee)

Bernard M. Baruch.

Dr. Harold C. Urey, University of Chicago.

Dr. E. G. Nourse, vice president, Brookings
Institution.

Dr. Irving Langmulr, assoclate director,
General Electric Laboratories.

Ralph McDonald, executive secretary,
National Education Association.

James Bryant Conant, president, Harvard
University.

Robert E. Doherty, president, Carnegie In-
stitute of Technology.

Charles E. MacQuigg, Engineering College
Research Association, dean of engineering,
the Ohio State University, past president
American Soclety for Engineering Education.

A. A. Potter, executive director, Patent
Planning Commission, dean of engineering,
Purdue University, past president, American
Soclety for Engineering Education, American
Soclety of Mechanical Engineers, American
Engineering Council.

Roger Adams, chairman, board of directors,
American Chemical Soclety.

H. P, Hammond, dean, School of Engineer-
ing, the Pennsylvania State College, past
president, American Society for Engineering
Education.

Thorndike Saville, dean, College of Engi-
neering, New York University, president,
American Society for Engineering Education.

Dr. R. J. Oppenheimer, director, New Mexi-
co Laboratories, Manhattan project.

Dr. L. A. DuBridge, direc*or, Radiation
Laboratory, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology.

Bruce K. Brown, vice president in charge
of development, Standard Oil Company
(Indiana).

Edwin H. Land, president and director of
research, Polaroid Corp.

R. E. Gillmor, Aircraft Industries Associ-
ation; president, Sperry Gyroscope Co.

Dr. Henry DeW. Smyth, chairman, depart=
ment of physics, Princeton University.

Dr. L. I. Rabi, Columbia Radiation Labo-
ratory, Columbia University.

Dr. Abel Wolman, professor of sanitary en-
gineering, Johns Hopkins University.

Dr. Walter Rautenstrauch, professor of in-
dustrial engineering, Columbia University.

Dr. Edmund E. Day, president, Cornell Uni-
versity. .

Dr. John M. Potter, president, Hobart and
William Smith College.

Dr. Louls H. Weed, National Academy of
Bciences.

Dr. A. N. Richards, chairman, Committee
on Medical Research, Office of Scientific
Research and Development.

Dr. Francis G. Blake, dean, Yale School of
Medicine.

Rev. J. C. 8. O'Donnell, president, Notre
Dame University.

Dr, L. C. Dunn, chairman, Department of
Zoology, Columbia University.

Dr. D. W. Bronk, director, Johnson Re=-
search Foundation, University of Pennsyl-
vania (later president of Johns Hopkins
University).

Dr. Edmund W. Sinnott, director, Sheffield
Scientific School, Yale University

Dr. W. M. Stanley, Rockefeller Institute
for Medical Research.

Dr. Raymond Zirkle, director, Institute of
Radiobiology and Blophysics, University of
Chicago.

Philip R. White, associate, Rockefeller In-
stitute for Medical Research.



2410

Leonard Carmichael, president, Tufts Col-
lege, former director, Roster of Scientific
and Specialized Personnel.

Ewing Cockrell, United States Federation
of Justice.

John T. Cox, Jr., American Institute of
Chemical Engineers, Engineers Joint Coun-
cil.

George E. Folk, National Association of
Manufacturers.

Dael Wolfle, secretary, Intersociety Com=-
mittee for a National Science Foundation.

M. H. Trytten, director, Office of Scien-
tific Personnel, National Research Council.

Sidney D. Eirkpatrick, editor, Chemical
Engineering, on behalf of the Assoclated
Business Papers and the National Confer-
ence of Business Paper Editors.

Carl D. Anderson, Nobel laureate; professor
of physies, California Institute of Tech-
nology.

A. G. Christie, past president, American
Boclety of Mechanical Engineers; professor
of mechanical engineering, the Johns Hop-
kins University.

Paul R. Elicker, executive secretary, Na-
tional Assoclation of Secondary School
Principals.

F. Malcolm Farmer, fellow and past presi-
dent, American Institute of Electrical Engi-
neers.

Walter 8. Rogers, director, Institute of
Current World Affalrs.

Robert L. Stearns, president, University of
Colorado.

E. H. Volwiler, director of research, Abbott
Laboratorles.

Warren Weaver, director, The National Sci-
ences, Rockefeller Foundation.

Robert E. Wilson, chairman of board,
Standard Oll Co. of Indiana.

John H. Teeter, representing the American
Cancer Soclety.

R. G. Gustavson, chancelor, University of
Nebraska. i

Dr. Hugh Wolfe, professor of physics, New
York City College, Federation of American
Bclentlists.

The above is an imposing list of indi-
viduals and organizations, leaders in
their respective fields of activity, favor-
able to this legislation. I know of no
one of similar character and standing
opposed to this legislation. This legis-
lation represents as near as any legisla-
tion can ever represent a unanimous
opinion upon the part of those qualified
to speak on this important matter. The
bill is entitled to the support of this
House. I earnestly and sincerely ask
that you give it your support as a great
forward step that will promote the wel-
fare of our citizens and the security of
our Nation.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered,

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 68]

Allen, La. Burton Davis, Tenn.,
Andresen, Canfield Dawson

August H Carlyle DeGraffenried
Balley Carroll Dollinger
EBarden Chatham Donohue
Blatnik Chudeff Douglas
Boggs, Del Corbett Engle, Calif,
Brooks Coudert Feighan
Buckley, N. ¥. Crawford ate

ulw, e Davies, N. ¥, Gamble
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Gllmer Klein Ramsay
Golden EKunkel Redden
Goodwin Latham Regan
Green Lichtenwalter Rogers, Fla.
Gwinn McCulloch Roosevelt
Hall, McGrath Sadlak
Leonard W. McGuire Sadowskl
Halleck Marcantonio  St. George
Hand Monroney Saylor
Hart Morgan Becrest
Harvey Morris Shafer
Hébert Morrison Shelley
Hedrick Multer Short
Heflernan Murphy Smathers
Heller Murray, Wis. Smith, Ohio
Herlong O'Brien, Mich. Smith, Wis.
Hiil O'Toole Bteed
Hinshaw Pace Stigler
Hoffman, T1l.  Pfeifer, Taylor
Jackson, Calif.  Joseph L. Walsh
Javits Pieiffer, Whitaker
Jenison William L. Wickersham
Jones, N. C. Phillips, Callif. Widnall
Kelley, Pa. Poage Withrow
Kennedy Potter Yates
Eeogh Powell Young

The SPEAKER. On this roll call 327
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the ecall were dispensed
with.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp in two sep-
arate instances and in each to include
extraneous matter.

Mr., McDONOUGH asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an editorial
from the Hollywood Citizen-News.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. MASON asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD,

INTERNATIONAL CLAIMS SETTLEMENT

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may have until mid-
night to file a conference report on the
bill (H. R. 4406) the International
Claims Settlement Act of 1949,

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection,

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 4846) to promote the
progress of science; to advance the na-
tional health, prosperity, and welfare;
to secure the national defense; and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself

into the Committee of the Whole House

on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H. R. 4846, the Na-
tional Science Foundation Act of 1949,
with Mr, Taompson in the chair.
The Clerk read the title of the bill
By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with,

FEBRUARY 27

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosserl
will be recognized for 1 hour and the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. WoL-
verTON] for 1 hour.

The gentleman from Ohio is recog-
nized.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. PrIEsT].

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I believe
that in the discussion of the rule the
chairman of the commitiee and the
ranking minority member have given
very excellent and complete statements
on the background to this legislation.
In reality we may say that this legisla-
tion started with the founding of the
Republie, for George Washington, very
early after he was inaugurated as the
first President of the United States asked
Dr. Benjamin Brush of Pennsylvania, if
he did not believe, in the interest of
the promotion of science for the Repub-
lic, that there should be established a
University of the United States.

I shall not at this time attempt to trace
down through the years since that pe-
riod the development of this idea. The
background for the present legislation
has been very well developed by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. Crosser], and the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. WoL-
VERTON].

I do want to call attention to the faect
that this legislation, in very much the
same form as the bill now before you,
was passed by the Eightieth Congress.
That bill, as you know, was vetoed or,
rather, it suffered a pocket veto, largely
because of an administrative feature of
the bill which the President found to be
undesirable.

Let me briefly mention this adminis-
trative provision. In the bill passed by
the Eightieth Congress provision was
made that the director of this Founda-
tion should be selected by the Founda-
tion itself. This director, of course,
would have considerable responsibility in
the disbursing of public funds, whatever
public funds might be made available
for carrying out the work of the Founda-
tion. He was not to be confirmed by
the Senate. The President felt that
from the standpoint of good administra-
tion the director of such a Foundation
and with such responsibilities should be
appointed by the President and con-
firmed by the Senate. Very reluctantly
he allowed the= bill to suffer a pocket
veto because of that administrative pro-
vision.

Following the death of that bill by
pocket veto a number of conferences
were held. The distinguished gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON]
attended a great many of these confer-
ences, in which discussions were held
with the top-bracket scientists of the
country and with members of the Sen-
ate committee, the House committee, and
the executive office of the President. As
a result of these conferences there has
been pretty general agreement as to the
la;_:i;;mnistrs;.tive provisions of the present

111,

The need for this legislation has been
stressed by the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
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Crosser], and by the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. WoLvErTON]. In yes-
terday’s New York Times I found a story
with this headline: “Nation faces short-
age of scientists.” I shall not read the
article, but it is fully in line with state-
ments made by others who have spoken
on the bill that insofar as scientists of
the first rank are concerned, those with
doctor’s degrees and those well trained
in pursuing basic research, we do face a
tremendous shortage. Some figures have
been given you that in 1941 we had
2,000 scientists who received their doc-
tor's degree in that year. We have not
yet anything like approached that num-
ber since the war. The number has
fallen off considerably. We have gained
a few. But a recent survey indicates
that it will be many years before we can
reach 2,000 doctorates that were con-
ferred in the fields of science in 1941,

Mr. Chairman, the war taught us sev-
eral important lessons. One thing we
learned as the result of the war was that
we can no longer depend on Europe to do
our basic research for us. I want to
emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that the whole
emphasis of this particular legislation is
on basic research rather than applied
research.

We have led the world, as it has been
pointed out already, for generations in
taking the discoveries of the laboratories,
the basic discoveries, and doing some-
thing with them in applied research.
But, we have lagged far behind in the
question of basic research. What has
been done in this counftry for quite a
number of years prior to the war in
the field of basic research largely has
been done by institutions supported by
private funds. I think all of us are
aware of the fact that the income from
private funds has dwindled to such an
extent that we can no longer depend on
institutions supported by private funds
to do the amount of basic research that
we feel the security of our country re-

quires.

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

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Will the gentleman tell
us why these funds have dwindled?

Mr. PRIEST. It is not necessary to
belabor that point. Of course, we are
all aware that income from private funds
and endowments have dwindled consid-
erably because of our present tax laws,
made necessary to support the Nation,
to support the Government, and to pay
off a war debt that we had to make in
order to remain free. I think that is
the reason, and I would not belabor the
point at all. I hope that answers the
question.

Now, Mr. Chairman, the testimony be-
fore our committee indicates that there
is likely to be a very acute shortage in
the years ahead in the number of sci-
entists who might well pursue basic re-
search. In the remaining time I want
to discuss just one or two other features
in this bill that no doubt there will be
some questions asked about later on.

A great many Members have asked me
in the last few days “What will be the
cost of this bill?” In the 1950 budget—
on the belief that this bill would become
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legislation in time for the 1950 fiscal
year budget to be effective—an estimate
was made of $2,500,000 of direct appro-
priations and $12,500,000 in contract
authorizations.

However, in the 1951 estimate only
half a million dollars is requested by the
Bureau of the Budget.

Now, as to the ultimate cost, the best
estimate that anybody has been able to
give on the subject of the ultimate cost
of the legislation, is that it should level
off in perhaps 5 years at a maximum of
about $25,000,000 per year.

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST. I shall be very happy
to yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. TABER. I wonder what would
be the figure from which it would level
off down to 25.

Mr. PRIEST. It would never go above.
I used the words “leveling off.” I in-
tended to imply—and perhaps it was
not the best phrase—that it would never
go above that figure; that would be the
ceiling, a maximum.

May I say also to the distinguished
ranking Member of the Committee on
Appropriations that in two or three par-
ticular places in the bill we have written
in language that restricts any amount
that can be expended to the amount of
available funds so specified for such pur-
pose in the appropriation. We did that
in scholarships and in fellowships. The
money is to be earmarked by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for these par-
ticular expenditures.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Tennessee has expired.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman five additional minutes.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTINGTON, I ask the gen-
tleman in that connection, while you
are restricting these expenditures in some
respects, why it would not be well to
put an over-all ceiling on this entire
bill, because there is not any ceiling at
all at the present time? Now, many
Members are loath to vote for authori-
zations where the sky is the limit.

Mr. PRIEST. It has this language
“such appropriations as may be neces-
sary are hereby authorized.”

Mr. WHITTINGTON. That is not any
ceiling at all.

Mr, PRIEST. No, that is not a ceiling.
The ceiling I give is an estimate of the
cost of it. There is no ceiling on the
Atomic Energy Commission, so far as I
know., We do not know what the future
will bring. I think it would be unwise
to fix a rigid fizure of any amount as a
ceiling in a bill of this sort. I think the
legislative history will indicate that the
cost is not expected to run beyond the
$25,000,000, and always the Appropria-
tions Committee is in charge in that
respect. However, if the committee de-
sires to limit the amount by language 1
shall not object.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST. Iyield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania,

2411

Mr, FLOOD. I find on page 2 of the
committee report, in subsection 5, under
the subheading “Purpose of the bill,”
this language:

To foster the interchange of scientific in-
formation among scientists in the United
States and foreign countries.

I am aware of patent interchanges

and of the necessity for the interchange
of scientific information generally. May
I ask the gentleman what is the attitude
of the committee with reference to this
point, or whether it was discussed?
. Mr. PRIEST. Yes,Iassure the gentle-
man it was discussed rather consider-
ably. It was felt, I am sure, by a great
majority of the committee, that such an
authorization would be very helpful in-
sofar as interchange of information with
those nations with which we have ami-
cable relations—let us put it that way—
are concerned, where there might be
some mutual assistance going back and
forth by exchanging the information.
We felt the language in the bill was
entirely safe insofar as safeguarding any
information that we did not want to ex-
change with some nation that might not
be on such friendly terms.

Mr. FLOOD. On the same point, did
the committee direct its attention to the
so-called Fuchs incident in connection
with the atomic energy expose?

Mr. PRIEST. May I say that the so-
called Fuchs incident had not developed
when the committee was working on this
legislation. This bill was reported last
August, I believe, and this ineident had
not developed at that time. Of course,
no consideration was given to such an
incident as such, but the whole general
picture of the exchange of scientific in-
formation was considered by the
committee.

Mr. FLOOD. On the same point, in
view of the developments of the Fuchs
incident with reference to the exchange
of scientific information and scientists,
will the gentleman address himself to
any special measures that might have to
do with security dealing with the inter-
change of information or of scientists?
What would be the gentleman’s opinion?
What does the gentleman think should
be done with special provisions having
to do with security on just this one
thing?

Mr. PRIEST. Does the gentleman
mean with reference to this legislation
or in a general way?

Mr. FLOOD. No, this legislation and
this particular section of it.

Mr. PRIEST. If the gentleman will
refer to page 15 of the bill he will find
this language:

The authority to cooperate in international
sclentific research activities as provided in
subsection (a) of this section, shall be exer=-
clsed only after consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, to the end that such author-
ity shall be exerclsed in such manner as is
consistent with the foreign pollcy objectives
of the United States.

Mr. O'HARA of LlIinnesota.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST. I yield.

Mr., O'HARA of Minnesota. I would
call my colleague’s attention specifically
to subsection (j) on page 20 of the bill
which deals with that particular point.

Mr,
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Mr. PRIEST. Yes; I was going to call
attention to that provision in the bill.

Mr, DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST. I yield,

Mr. DURHAM. On page 9, subdivision
(4) we find this language:

A Division of Scientific Personnel and Edu-
cation, which shall be concerned with pro-
grams of the Foundation relating to the
granting of scholarships and graduate fel-
lowships in the mathematical, physical
medical, biological, engineering, and other
sciences.

Some of us are concerned about the.

limitation of this measure. Did the com-
mittee try to confine this to the graduate
level? Under this language you would
go to the undergraduate level in granting
scholarships. What I think we are try-
ing to get at here is to take scientists at
the graduate level. Certainly I am in-
terested in that. I think it is necessary.
But in granting scholarships to under-
graduates, it seems to me that you are
getting into a mighty wide field with no
limitation on the number of scholar-
ships.

Mr. PRIEST. May I say to the gen-
tleman I do agree wit1 his position. I
want to make it part of the Recorp at
this point that the emphasis is on gradu-
ate scholarships. It was felt, however,
that it might well be left to the Founda-
tion without tying it so rigidly.

Mr. DURHAM. But it is not confined
to that. A man entering college could
get a scholarship under this measure in
his first year.

Mr. PRIEST. Under the terms of the
bill as written it is possible.

Mr. KEEFE., Mr., Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST, I yield.

Mr. EEEFE. The gentleman asked
a question as to the possible cost of this
undertaking. He indicated that there is
at present in the budget $500,000 for
1951.

Mr. PRIEST. That is correct.

Mr. KEEFE. There was suggested
$2,500,000 and $12,500,000 of contract
authority, or a total of $15,000,600. He
further stated it was expected it would
level off at $25,000,000.

I would call the gentleman’s attention
to the fact, and ask whether or not it is
true, that the cost he is referring to is in
addition to all present research costs that
are being carried on by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. PRIEST. Certainly that is true.

Mr. KEEFE. And your report so states.

Mr. PRIEST. There is no question
about that. That is true.

Mr. EEEFE. Therefore, when we are
discussing costs on this thing it contem-
plates that the present level of expendi-
tures for research supported by the Fed-
eral Government will be maintained and
that this will be an ultimate $25,000,000
in addition. Is that not true?

Mr. PRIEST. Insofar as the provi-
sions of this bill are concerned, that is
true. It is believed that by certain co-
relation of scientific research provided
in this bill some of the othérs might be
reduced and some duplication eliminated.
But so far as this bill is concerrded the
gentleman has stated the situation cor-
rectly.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of
those who may not as yet be familiar
with the function and organization of
the National Science Foundation, I want
to outline briefly what H. R. 4846 pro-
vides in this regard.

The National Science Foundation
would be established in the executive
branch as an independent executive
agency consisting of a National Science
Board and a Director. The Board would
consist of 24 members appointed by the
President by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. The Director who
is likewise to be appointed by the Presi-
dent and to be confirmed by the Sen-
ate would be a member of the Board
ex officio.

Members of the Board must be persons
eminent in the fields of the basic sciences,
medical science, engineering, agriculture,
education, or public affairs, and are to
be selected solely on the basis of estab-
lished records of distinguished service.
Moreover, appointments are to be made
in such a way that scientific opinion in
all areas of the Nation is fairly repre-
sented. In making nominations for ap-
pointment, the President is requested to
give due consideration to any recom-
mendations which may be submitted to
him by scientific and educational organ-
izations.

The functions of the Foundation are as
follows: The Foundation is directed to
develop and encourage the pursuit of a
national policy for the promotion of
basic research and education in the
sciences. The purpose of such a policy is
to encourage governmental and private
research agencies and educational insti-
tutions to adopt programs which will not
conflict with each other and which will lie
in the most fruitful fields. The Founda-
tion will have no authority to exercise
any dictation or control over research or
education in the Nation.

The Foundation is directed to initiate
and support basic scientific research in
the mathematical, physical, medical,
biological, engineering, and other
sciences. It is to do this by making con-
tracts or other arrangements, including
grants, loans, and other forms of assist-
ance for the conduct of such research.

The Foundation is directed to award

scholarship and graduate fellowships in
the basic sciences. It is directed to fos-
ter the interchange of scientific informa-
tion among scientists in the United
States and abroad. The Foundation
is directed to evaluate scientific pro-
grams undertaken by individuals and by
public and private research groups, in-
cluding programs of Federal agencies,
and to correlate its own research pro-
grams with the programs of these others.
The Foundation is directed to establish
from time to time special commissions
as it may deem necessary for the pur-
poses of the act. Finally, the Founda-
tion is to maintain a register of scientific
and technical personnel and in other
ways to provide a central clearinghouse
for information covering all scientific
and technical personnel in the United
States.

The Foundation will be divided into
several divisions, a Division of Medical
Research, a Division of Mathematical,
Physical, and Engineering Sciences, &
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Division of Biological Sciences, and a
Division of Scientific Personnel and Ed-
ucation.

In order to increase the number of
scientifically trained persons available to
do advanced basic research, the Founda-
tion, within the limits of available funds,
is to inaugurate a scholarship and grad-
uate fellowship program for scientific
study at accredited nonprofit American
or foreign institutions of higher learn-
ing. The selection of the institution is
up to the recipients of the scholarships
and fellowships. Only citizens of the
United States are entitled to receive
scholarships and fellowships and they
are to be selected solely on the basis of
ability.

After extended hearings in three dif-
ferent Congresses, the Committese on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce has
become convinced that legislation of
this character is essential to our security
and general welfare. The committee
has become deeply impressed by the fact
that while the United States has for
many years been eminent in the field of
applied research and engineering devel-
opment, it does not occcupy a comparable
prominent position in the field of funda-
mental or pure research.

Finally, some explanation of the pat-
ent provisions contained in H. R. 4846:

First of all, let me stress that the im-
portance of patents in connection with
Science Foundation legislation has been
greatly overemphasized. Few, if any,
patents are expected to materialize in
connection with research sponsored by
the National Science Foundation, since
this research is to be concentrated on the
basic sciences and patents related to the
applied sciences rather than to the basic
sciences. The patent provisions of H. R.
4846 have the support, among others, of
the Commissioner of Patents, the patent
adviser to the National Association of
Manufacturers, and four major engineer-
ing societies.

The provisions are extremely clear and
simple. They direct the Foundation to
insert in all research contracts provi-
sions with respect to patents which will
protect the interests of the Government
as well as the equities of the individuals
entering into research contracts with the
Feoundation. Employees of the Founda-
tion may not secure patents for inven-
tions made in the course of their em-
ployment. The Foundation has the au-
thority within the limits of available
appropriations to acauire by purchase,
lease, loan, or gift, personal property,
and real property of all kinds necessary
for the exercise of authority granted by
this act. This authority would include
the authority to acquire patents. How-
ever, no authority is granted to the
Foundation to acquire patents through
the power of condemnation.

In order to assure the fullest publicity
with respect to all dealings of the Foun-
dation in patents H. R. 4846 provides for
the inclusion in the Foundation’s annual
report of a full and complete statement
of all of the Foundation’s activities with
respect to patents.

This explanation of the patent provi-
sions of H. R. 4846 should zllay any sus-
picions which might be harbored in any-
one’s mind that the Foundation might
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become a giant patent holding company
or that the Foundation would be author-
ized to condemn valuable patents to the
injury of individual patent owners and
to the detriment of our national patent
system.

In conclusion, I want to say that the
creation of a National Science Founda-
tion is indispensable in the interest of
the national security and the national
welfare. We cannot take the continuing
satisfactory growth of our knowledge of
basic scientific principles for granted.
As Dr. Bush explained and as other
scientists have emphasized, we have de-
pended for such knowledge on the dis-
coveries of European scientists. The
European centers of science have been
destroyed, or work under severe eco-
nomic and political handicaps. There-
fore, we must make a strenuous effort of
our own to increase the stock pile of basic
scientific knowledge in this country and
toward this end the creation of a Na-
tional Science Foundation can make an
important contribution.

Mr, WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. DOLLIVER].

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, this
is one of those pieces of legislation about
which a good case can be made on either
side. I have argued with myself a good
deal about this bill and have come to
the conclusion that I must support it. I
quickly recognize that there are certain
aspects of the bill which can be and
probably will be attacked on the floor of
the House.

Of course each Member of the House
must make up his own mind as to how
he proposes to vote. Already some of
those aspects have been alluded to. For
example, the financial aspect. Under
the provisions of this bill the only real
limitation on the amount of expenditure
is the limitation placed upon it by the
Congress in making appropriations.
Certainly the bill may be subject to criti-
cism on that score.

Likewise, there may be some criticism
of this bill on the political basis. The
Eightieth Congress passed a similar bill
which was given a pocket veto by Presi-
dent Truman, on the ground that he
was not satisfied with the administra-
tive provisions -of the bill. Likewise,
some very serious objections can be
made, upon that basis, to the provisions
of this bill, in that it places in the hands
of the Executive tremendous power.

The rationality that is behind my
thinking on this bill goes beyond this.
The last frontier in American life is the
scientific frontier. Our forefathers came
to this country, some of them 300, some
of them 100, and some of them 5 years
ago, perhaps. During the pericd of time
that the North American Continent has
been occupied by white people it has
been conquered physically by them. The
last remaining frontier for us is the
scientific frontier, and unless we take
all steps possible to enlarge our scientific
frontier, inevitably, it seems to me, our
kind of civilization must deteriorate.

This bill applies specifically to the idea
of basic scientific research as contrasted
with applied science. Recently I had an
opportunity to observe a number of in-
stances of application of basic science
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to industry; such as oil, coal, shale,
natural gas, and aviation. A great many
applications of basic science appear in
all these industries, and in others as well.
Basic science is being profitably used by
industry in the United States today. Of
course that is their business.

For example, the oil industry spends
millions of dollars annually to apply to
their industry the basic scientific knowl-
edge which comes out of our scientific
institutions. But the place where we lag
in the United States today, as has al-
ready been stated by Members who have
spoken, is in the field of basic science;
that is, into these esoteric areas:—those
ideas which apparently have no practical
application but may find practical ap-
plication 20 years, 50 years, or 100 years
hence. That is the field that this bill is
designed to strengthen, and that is the
field that is being neglected today in
the American scientific world.

There was a time, as I think the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr., PRrIest]
pointed out, when in the universities in
the Old World, Germany, Austria, Italy,
England, and France, that basic knowl-
edge was being accumulated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DoOLLIVER]
has expired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the genfleman two additional
minutes.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Alas, that is no
longer the case. Scientific research in
the Old World is virtually at a stand-
still, and the burden, therefore, comes
upon us.

Somebody says, “Why not do this in
a different way? Why not go out and
insist that private charity and private
philanthropy take care of this field? It
has already been discussed in the collo-
quy between the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, Priesr] and the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Gross] on this floor.
The reason that is not possiblc today is
because of the tax situation in this
country. There are no funds available
today from private philanthropy to
carry on this work, because we have
taxed that kind of money out of exist-
ence. The alternative, of course, is to
revise the tax laws so that basic science
may have some support. That is the
question I struggled with. But I see no
immediate prospect that tax revision or
that reduction of the tax load would take
place regardless of what party were in
power. Inow yield to my colleague from
Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. 1 thought that the cor-
porations today, in spite of taxes, were
making greater profits than ever before
in the history of the country.

Mr. DOLLIVER. Experience has been,
and the evidence before our committee
showed, that funds were not available
from private sources for basic scientific
research. There are ample funds from
that source for applied scientific re-
search, but not for basic science.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr, CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. O'HARAL.

Mr., O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I come from the Second District

2413

in Illinois, where is located the great
University of Chicago. From the dis-
tinguished members of the faculty, the
great scientists of the University of Chi-
cago, I have received over 100 letters
expressing approval of this bill. These
men of learning who know the field of
science and the requirements in that
field tell me that there is no legislation
pending that, in their opinion, is more
necessary to continue the predominance
of the United States in industry as well
as In science, and to assure its security,
as this legislation that we are now con-
sidering; so to my colleagues on hoth
sides of the aisle I bring this message
from these men of learning who have
no concern except that which will bring
benefit to America. They stand in sup-
port of this pending legislation.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to my
colleague from Illinois.

Mr. CHURCH. Iam very proud to say
that in my district is located Northwest-
ern University. I am proud to say that
I have received only one or two letters
from its learned professors advocating
this bill. I come from a district and a
university section where its people be-
lieve that private enterprise can do as
well as it has done heretofore and bet-
ter if taxes are reduced, instead of in-
creased as this bill will do. Today the
main complaint over the United States
is: “You are taking away the individual’s
freedom; you are taxing industry in this
bill and denying it its freedom to spend
money for basic science—taxing them
to death.” So you ought not use more
public funds for this kind of a bill. I
am proud to have had not more than
one or two letters from my great uni-
E;elil'sity pressing for the passage of this.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinocis. In reply I
say that I regret that my friend from
Chicago is speaking for a school that
I attended, Northwestern, has chosen
this occasion fo make a political speech.
I shall be glad on another occasion when
we have not such important legislation
pending, to sit down with my friend and
my colleague from Illinois and discuss
these matters of politics.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, the gen-
tleman knows I am making no political
speech, and he will realize that when
I tell him that I have no opposition at
the present time, I am sorry the gen-
tleman takes that position. If he has
a hundred letters from his people, who
is making the political speech?

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Ilinois.
gentleman from Obhio.

Mr, CROSSER. Does the gentleman
know that the president of Harvard,
the president of Cornell, the president
of Columbia, and the presidents of any
number of the other big institutions that
rank with the instifution to which the
gentleman from Illinois referred have
been begging for this legislation?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman from Ohio for his contribu-
tion in making it perfectly clear that
the great educators of the Nation are

I yield to the
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pretty thoroughly in accord in their en-
dorsement of the plan for a National
Science Foundation as set forth in the
measure before us.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Huea D. ScorT, JR.].

Mr. HUGH D. SCOTT, JR. Mr, Chair-
man, I have been asked how I can pos-
sibly be for this bill which contains no
limitation as to the expense involved
with relation to the scholarship program.
My answer is that I do not like the ab-
sence of any limitation, but I have every
confidence in the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I wish it were not necessary
for us to be relegated to that solution of
the particular problem; however, I know
of no other way by which this particular
measure can be handled.

I am moved, as the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. DorLriver]l was, by the evi-
dence before the committee to the effect
that there are no funds available {rom
private industry to accomplish this pur-
pose, that there are no funds which will
permit the development of research in
the basic sciences from private industry.
I know that among organizations favor-
ing this bill are the Disabled American
Veterans, the American Federation of
Labor, the Congress of Industrial Organ-
izations, and the National Association of
Manufacturers, chairman of the commit-
tee on patents, I am sure if it were felt
by the manufacturers, for example, that
funds for this purpose were available
from industry they would have come to
the committee and said so.

I am moved also by consideration of
the provisions in the bill providing for a
Medical Research Council. I am aware
of the fact that the isolation of the virus
of the common cold, for example, has not
yet been acomplished, the prevention of
which colds would save millions of man-
hours of productivity that, even more ur-
gently, the cause and the cure of cancer
has not yet been discovered, that the
treatment of or even the method of on-
set and the pathological course of un-
known ailments of the human race which
may develop in the atomic age are far
beyond the limited means of a tax-ridden
and tax-burdened economy.

For these reasons I may quarrel with
myself on possible inconsistencies as re-
gards the cost, but I am obliged, and re-
luctantly, to come to the conclusion that
the bill ought to be supported, and I am
going to support it. I cannot reconcile
any other course with my conscience.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentéeman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr, Chairman, I
yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr, WADSWORTH]..

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred
twenty-one Members are present, a quo-

rum.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
we are confronted here today with a
fundamentally important issue. I am
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painfully aware of the fact that I am not
competent to discuss all of the details of
this proposal. I am concerned about one
or two aspects of it; deeply concerned.

Mr. Chairman, this is but one of a se-
ries of measures that is coming before the
Congress which, if enacted, will increase
the future financial commitments of the
Government of the United States, this in
spite of the fact that the Treasury is
faced with a $5,000,000,000 deficit for the
fiscal year in which we are living; and in
all probability a deficit of equal size will
show up in the next fiscal year. We may
say that this does not cost much, or that
does not cost much, or that some other
thing does not cost much, but every time
we pass a bill of this sort we add to the
national debt.

1 listened with deep interest, indeed, to
the observations made by some of the
gentlemen supporting this bill who admit
that our tax system has reached the point
now where people cannot save enough
money to endow efforts of this kind, and
that therefore we must spend the money
out of the Federal Treasury, which means
of course, that eventually we must in-
crease the tax burden. I leave that
thought in your minds, having to do not
only with this bill but several others that
are on what might be termed the “con-
veyor belt,” against which I have pro-
tested several times in the past. What-
ever is the cost of this bill, we have not
the money in the Treasury, whether it
be $15,000,000 or $25,000,000; and I never
knew any of these undertakings to stay
within the limits estimated at the time
they were authorized. Almost invariably
they grow and grow just as bureaucracy
always grows if you give it a chance.

This measure itself goes far beyond the
objective emphasized by its supporters.
You only have to read it to understand
where it goes. The emphasis is placed
by its supporters on subsidies, and that is
what it means, subsidies or grants to en-
courage and support basic research.

But, the bill does not stop with basic
research., It goes into any kind of scien-
tific research., I could call your atten-
tion to some of the provisions which
make that statement of mine perfectly
clear. On page 2, line 15, we read:

After consultation with the Secretary of
Defense—

Whatever “consultation” means, I do
not know; it may be over the telephone—

After consultation with the Secretary of
Defense, to initiate and support sclentific re-
search in connection with matters relating to
the national defense—

The word “basic” is left out, although
it is used in the preceding paragraph.

If we turn over to another provision on
page 12, we find language that—
the Foundation is authorized—

And that Is a rather extraordinary
proposal—
to enter into contracts—

That means the payment of money in
return for services—

or other arrangements, or modifications
thereof, for the ecarrying on, by organizations
or individuals In the United Btates and
forelgn countries, including other Govern-
ment agencies of the United States and of
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forelgn countrles, of such basic scientifie
research activities and such scientific re-
search activities in connection with matters
relating to the natlonal defense.

They do not have to stop with basic
research, they can go on with any kind
of research. There it is in black and
white.

I may call your attention to the fact
that these contracts or other arrange-
ments which can be made with foreign
citizens, citizens of other countries, as
well as with foreign governments, with
respect to the national defense, may be
entered into “without legal considera=
tion, without performance or other bond,
and without regard to section 3709 of the
revised statutes.” My recollection is,
and my best information is that section
3709 of the Revised Statutes is that law
which provides a confract shall be let
in accordance with competitive bidding.

In other words, the lid is off. We
might just as well understand it.

My position on this thing perhaps
would not be so intense if literally this
were confined solely to basic research
and would not increase the future com-
mitments of the United States Treasury.
I think I am not violating a confidence
when I say that I asked not only Dr.
Vannevar Bush but others, and in cor=
respondence with the Director of the
Budget I asked, “Would it not be possi=:
ble to promote this legislation or so
amend it that it would not, if passed,
add to the financial burden of the Treas-
ury?” I have to say that I have re-
ceived no encouragement.

Let us see what we are spending now
and how much the passage of this bill
will alter the picture. We are talking
now of national defense. The Army had
available funds for the fiscal year end=
ing June 30, 1949, which is the last fiscal
year, and I assume about the same sums
are authorized for this year, of $51,000,=
000 to spend in departmental laborator=-
les for scientific research. The Navy
was to spend $60,000,000—I am giving
the round figures—in departmental lab-
oratories, and the Air Force $52,000,000,
in departmental laboratories.

Then when you get into other govern=-
mental laboratories where the three
armed services are authorized to make
contracts and expend money, the Army
is to spend $6,000,000, the Navy $6,200,-
000, and the Air Force $2,700,000.

The work of those departmental lab-
oratories is costing $163,000,000 per year,
and in the other governmental labora-
tories $15,000,000 a year.

Then when we go into the industrial
field, the laboratories maintained by in-
dustries with which the Army, Navy, and
Air Force make contracts, we find the
Army is spending $34,800,000, the Navy
$138,700,000, and the Air Force $132,600,=
000—a total of $306,000,000.

Then when we get to the contracts
they are making and the money they
are spending in university laboratories
and nonprofit institutions, we find that
the three forces—I shall not read the
amount for each service—are spending
$59,000,000 a year.

The total being spent by the three
armed forces is $544,000,000 on scientific
research,
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH, I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Of
course, that is not the full picture. We
should also add the expenditures made
by the National Advisory Committee for
Aeronautics and the Atomic Energy
Commission.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; there are
many others. I am coming to them, al-
though I may not have all the figures.
They are astronomical.

In discussing this measure with emi-
nent scientists who are most earnest and
sincere in their support of it, but who,
according to my way of thinking, do not
look very far into the future with re-
spect to what we can do financially in
this country, I have been told that the
expenditures now being made by the
Army, Navy, and Air Force for scientific
research are almost entirely in the field
of applied science. But only a little of
it is in the field of basic research. I
have been told quite the opposite by other
scilentists who say a very considerable
sum is being spent by the armed services
for basic research.

However that may be, what does this
bill accomplish in teaming up these
agencies? I cannot see anything, for
under this bill this foundation may issue
grants and subsidies not only to basic
research, but to applied science. I can
get no assurance from anybody to the
contrary. In other words, I cannot es-
cape the conviction that this thing is
going to add considerably to the burden
of the Treasury and fail to accomplish
the very things which some of these
splendid people think it is going to ac-
complish, I do not mean to be imperti-
nent in my observation concerning them,
but the fact is that most of the scien-
tists with whom I have talked about this
bill have never read it. That is the
trouble. It goes much further than
they think it does.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield.

Mr. STEFAN. Has the gentleman
added in the list of figures that he has
given the $1,300,000,000 which the Air
Navigation Board, the ANB, will spend
in scientific research and for which we
are now being asked to make an addi-
tional appropriation?

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; I have not.
I confess my inability to make a list,
without studying for weeks and weeks,
of all the agencies of the Government
who are spending money for research
purposes.

May I call your attention to this im-
portant fact, when you consider this bill.
This Secience Foundation is to have
nothing whatsoever to do with research
in the field of atomic energy—nothing.
If we are facing a crisis with respect to
the A-bomb or the hydrogen bomb to-
day, we are hard at work, through the
Atomic Energy Commission, in an effort
to keep up with that development. The
passage of this bill will do nothing to
aild or hasten that. It is already being
done and at a cost of more than $500,-
000,000 a year.

Mr, Chairman, I have tried to point
out, and I have not done it completely,
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some of the provisions of this bill which
are extraordinary to my judgment. I
was very much surprised to find, for
example, that under this bill the Foun-
dation is authorized to acquire real
estate., What for? There is a doubt
in my mind as to whether they can em-
ploy the right of eminent domain, The
provision says they may purchase real
estate if they make up their minds that
its possession is necessary to carry out
the provisions of this act. That looks
to me like the establishment or the en-
couragement of the establishment of a
permanent bureau engaged in something
more than mere education. Why do they
need real estate? I have never had an
answer.

Another thing—they are authorized to
maintain a register of scientific and tech-
nical personnel and to provide a central
clearing house for information covering
all scientific and technical personnel in
the United States.

I may remind the members of the com-
mittee that that is already being done
by the National Academy of Science.

Back in 1863, in the administration of
Abraham Lincoln, the Congress incor-
porated, under a charter granted to the
organization, the National Academy of
Science. It was not incorporated as a
part of governmental machinery. It is
outside the Government, as contrasted
with this Foundation which is to be
inside the Government, and a part of
Government operation.

The National Academy of Science,
under its charter, is required to respond
to the request of any department of the
Government of the United States for aid
and assistance in conducting scientific
research. When so requested, and they
must respond, they do so without any
thought of gaining a profit. In order to
keep the Government informed as to
what men in the United States are the
better able to engage in these research
problems, the National Academy of
Science maintains a list of the eligible
scientists that the Government may call
upon at any moment. There is not the
slightest necessity for this Foundation
maintaining another list.

But I am more deeply concerned as to
the trend which this legislation indicates.
Not all of you may agree with me, but I
have long since reached the conclusion
that when a Federal agency, a part of
the Gowernment, is authorized to distri-
bute subsidies to colleges, universities,
and perhaps to industrial laboratories,
it will gain a measure of control over
the activities of those institutions. It
is almost inevitable. As human beings,
you all know it to be so.

This Foundation is authorized, in
effect, to coordinate—and that is a ter-
rible word, we never quite know what it
means—to coordinate scientific research
over the country; to see to it that there
is no duplication of effort as between
the institutions; and, armed with the
weapon of subsidy, it may say to a great
university laboratory: “Here is a subsidy
for you if you will follow a certain line
of investigation”; whereas another insti-
tution may be tempted to take a subsidy
if its line of inquiry does not duplicate
the line of inquiry pursued by the first.
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The objective of this bill, as I under-
stand, is to spread around the country
amongst the institutions, collegiate, and
of university character, these different
efforts of research in the scientific field.
Obviously, institutions accepting the
subsidies must obey the schedule. It
would be folly for the Foundation to give
subsidies for duplication of efforts. In
other words, the Foundation will even-
tually become the master—the master of
scientific research in the United States,
because it will hold in its hand that very
tempting bait, money, money.

We are already holding our own in the
field of atomic energy. I am not famil-
iar with the progress made in other
fields of science, except I cannot escape
the conclusion, for example, that we are
making extraordinary progress in the
field of medicine, more so than in any
country on the face of the earth today.
It is being done almost entirely without
Federal funds. For example, pharma-
ceutical companies and Armour & Co.
have only recently announced medical
discoveries. We can get along better
without this bill in the field of medicine.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Waps-
WORTH] has expired.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack].

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman,
this afternoon we have listened to sev-
eral distinguished Members of the House
speak in support of the passage of this
bill. They have made able and convinec-
ing arguments. The gentleman from
Iowa frankly said that he had weighed
both sides of the hill in his own mind
and resolved to support and vote for the
bill. The gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. WorLvErTON], whom I consider to
be one of the ablest and soundest and
most courageous Members of the House,
made a convincing argument that I be-
lieve is unanswerable. The gentleman
from New York bases his opposition on
the ground of cost, stating that the
passage of this bill will add to the na-
tional debt. When I think of the 13 or
14 billion dollars that we appropriate for
national defense—and repeatedly before
I became majority leader did I follow
the gentleman from New York in an ef-
fort to increase national defense ap-
propriations—I hope the amount of
money we are appropriating for national
defense, for aid, Navy, and Army, will
be sufficient; but, if not, we ought to
recognize our duty in the world today
and provide the necessary money to es-
tablish strength, strength that would be
respected by the challengers of our way
of life, respect because of their fear. My
friend from New York said that we are
holding our own in the field of atomic
energy. I do not want to hold our own
in that field, I want to be ahead; I want
our country to be way out front in that
field.

Reference was made to paragraph 3 of
section 3 on page 2 of the bill. My friend
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH] said that the word “basic”
was omitted, Of course, it is omitted,
because it ought to be omitted.
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Paragraph 3 states that after *“con-
sultation with the Secretary of De-
fense”’—this consultation on defense
matters. Scientific research is not only
basic or pure, but to be of value must
also be applied. The man who works in
the field of pure science is the man who
develops the ideas. These ideas must
then be passed to scientists and techni-
cians for testing and proof. After the
discovery and proof of scientific prin-
ciples they then go to engineers and de-
signers who reduce the new discoveries
to practical use. We must pursue re-
search in the fields of basic science, but
further than that we must put the basic
scientific discoveries to practical appli-
cation and development and operation.

It is most important to our national
welfare that basic research in all scien=-
tific fields receive the Federal aid that is
promised by the establishment of the
National Science Foundation.

For many years our leading scientists
and many of our military leaders have
urged, over and over again, that we es-
tablish this foundation which is designed
to assure that our country will maintain
its preeminent position in advancing na-
tional health and welfare and to stimu-
Jate scientific discovery in national de-
fense.

The National Science Foundation will
provide vital basic information which
military research and development can
take and apply.

The establishment of the National
Science Foundation does not involve the
expenditure of great sums of money. As
@ matter of fact, while its influence will
be great, its cost over what we are now
spending, will be a relatively small an-
nual expense,

We must go forward; we cannot stand
still or fall behind. The National Sci-
ence Foundation is a great step forward,
a very necessary step—and while the re-
sults from its work may be 10 or 20 years
ahead, we must no longer delay estab-
lishing. it.

We constantly read in the public press
of the steps being taken to protect our
country against attack. Let me dwell
briefly on one phase of our protection,
which generally escapes wide attention,
partly because it is the nature of the
activity and the men engaged in it and
because its work is shadowed in secrecy
in the best interests of our country.

Our basic research scientists strive to
discover new phenomena, and improve
everything that goes to wage successful
war. They are away out in advance in
their pioneering and normally it takes
about 5 years for their work to come to
fruition,

Following them come the development
scientists and technicians who must
prove the value of these scientific dis-
coveries and it usually means that these
men are 3 years in advance of the day
when the equipment is distributed to our
fighting men.

Then come the engineers and de-
signers who reduce the new discoveries
to practical size and try the equipment
or materials out in the field. Finally
come the procurement agencles, who
must then place the orders for the new
equipment, figure out the quantities, de-
livery dates, and shipping points, so that
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finally our Army, Navy, and Air Force
receive the new military equipment and
are trained in its use.

Our great power of preparedness to
defend ourselves comes from outstand-
ing scientists, our great industrial plants,
and our military leaders, working closely
together in a closely knit team.

Our great industries stand ready, our
Army, Navy, and Air Force are prepared,
but we must make sure that our scien-
tists continue to receive all of the aid
they need, and if necessary that we ex-
pand these research activities to the
greatest possible extent.

Secretary Acheson has recently said
in substance “The Soviet Union will not
keep any agreement and the only power
they will recognize is strength.”

I submit to you that if our American
scientists can be supreme in all phases
of military scientific work, greatly su-
perior to any country in the world, this
will give us the protection against any
attack that our enemies may plan, In-
deed if they know of our great superi-
ority, and they are bound to learn it as
a fact and fear it in its specific applica-
tion, we will have raised the greatest
possible defense against a war in the
future.

At the present time America still leads
in many fields of military scientific
work, but we must be supreme in all of
them and I believe that if our scientists
need more money, greater freedom of
activity, more cooperation, that we
should make sure that they have it.

Let us increase our military scientifie
work to the greatest possible degree and
do it without delay, and enlist every
scientist that has the capability of pro-
ducing something of military value.

The statement has been frequently
made that one of these quiet learned
men, working and concentrating on
some particular development, may at
any time come forward with some new
device, some new weapon, some new
defense that could save the lives of
hundreds of thousands of American
boys in the event that we are again
called on to protect our country.

America must not fall behind in this
international race for supremacy in
military weapons and equipment. Let
us all hope and pray that we will never
find it necessary to use these weapons
against an enemy but let us be prepared.
Full preparedness is our best protection,
and this includes superiority in the field
of military science.

I would like to know what scientists
the Soviet Union have today? I wish I
knew whether they are ahead of us or we
are ahead of them. It may be that as a
result of the discoveries of scientists war
may or may not be averted.

To an important extent, in the passage
of this bill lies the future security and
welfare of this and future generations.
This bill will accomplish these purposes
in two main ways. It will provide a cen~
tral agency which will assure adequate
and continuing support of basic research
and it will also provide for the continu-
ing supply of highly trained scientists in
greater numbers to meet the needs of
basic research.

The last 50 years has witnessed out-
standing developments which have al-
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most completely changed our way of life,
and it is most certain that in the next 25
years we will see even greater accom-
plishments as mankind releases the
forces of nature and applies them for the
betterment of everyone.

The basis of this great advance lies in
scientific discovery and application.
Working with mathematical formulas,
and studying through microscopes and
test tubes, year in and year out, our basic
scientists and technicians work con-
stantly for these new discoveries. The
applied scientists take these findings and
develop them for our use, but no great
advance could be made, unless the basic
scientist first discovered a new phenom-
enon or a new bacteria.

Basic research is in essence that work
done usually in universities or nonprofit
foundations. Although frequently fi-
nanced by grants from industry, basic
research is seldom carried on in indus-
trial laboratories because, practically
speaking, it does not result in a thing or
process which can immediately be made
and sold or used for profit.

Our scientific world is without national
leadership and there are many gaps in
our knowledge that should be explored.
This organized exploration is one of the
promises of the National Science Foun-
dation. Perhaps of even greater impor-
tance is the undeniable fact that the
number of outstanding scientists in
America is very limited and we must do
everything possible to increase the num-
ber of qualified men and women engaged
in this work.

The National Science Foundation will
have the power to make scholarship and
fellowship grants to promising scientists
and students.

Today we are all vitally concerned with
the importance of military research. We
must be sure that America remains pre-
eminent and supreme in the discovery of
new weapons and military equipment. A
world-wide race is going on for new and
better ways of waging war.

In my opinion, one of the ways of pre-
venting war is to be so far ahead in mili-
tary scientific research and development
that no country or combinations of coun-
tries will dare attack us. If we have this
outstanding leadership in military re-
research the fact will inevitably become
known, even though the particular weap-
ons or discoveries are guarded secrets and
not known to those who might attack us.

The National Science Foundation will
provide vital basic information which
military research and development can
take and apply.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman five additional min-
utes.

Mr, KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. EEEFE. The gentleman is mak-
ing a very splendid statement. Does the
gentleman understand that if this bill is
enacted into law and becomes operative,
the operations end of this research pro-
gram that he is discussing will be taken
out of the hands of the Army and the
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Navy and the Air Force, and be trans-
ferred to an operating agency under the
Naticnal Science Foundation.

Mr. McCORMACK. No; I am not
making that argument.

Mr. KEEFE. Well, does the gentle-
man understand whether that is or is not
the purpose of this bill?

Mr. McCORMACK. I cannot say
that, but I will give the genileman a
frank answer. I hope that some civilian
control of our scientists will take place,
because one thing that a scientist will
not stand for is to be subject to disci-
pline by an Army officer. I will state
thet I stood for it as a buck private, but
I do not want to stand for it in civilian
life. Certainly, in the Army and the
Navy there has got to be discipline. But,
I am frankly stating that this is a ques-
tion that has to be looked into as to
whether or not there is that freedom,
without the attempt of discipline going
on, that would permit the maximum de-
velopment in the field of pure or basic
science.

Mr. KEEFE., I do not want to inter-
rupt the gentleman’s train of thought,
but I think these questions are basic.
Normally I am for this program, but I
want to get certain basic things estab-
lished in my mind so that we will under-
stend what we are voting for when we
vote for this legislation. The gentleman
or no one will dispute the fact that the
gentleman from New York has called at-
tention to the various research programs
of the Army, the Navy, the Air Force, the
Aeronautics Board, and so on, costing
vast sums of money. Now does the gen-
tleman understand, in advecating the
passage of this legislation, that if it
passes, the operating end of those re-
search programs will be transferred from
where they are presently located and
established under the authority of the
National Science Foundation Commis-
sion.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Frankly,Ihaveno
such understanding as that, and I am
making no such argument.

Mr. KEEFE. I would like to have that
matter cleared up.

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK., Iyield tothe gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr, BIEMILLER. The intent of the
bill is perfectly clear. The operating re-
search pregrams, particularly the Gov-
ernment program to which the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. KEErFE], re-~
fers, will remain as operating agencies
where they are now located; the Army,
the Navy, Public Health, or whatever the
situation may be.

Mr. KEEFE. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. McCORMACK. May I say that
the gentleman'’s questions, I think, have
been very pertinent. I hope that there
is a complete understanding on the part
of the Army officers and the scientists;
and that includes the Navy and the Air
Force. 1 hope there is no misunder-
standing, and that resignations have not
been reluctantly made, like President
Compton, and men like that. We need
them. God knows we need these scien-
tists. If that is so, I hope the situation
will be rectified very quickly, because one
thing is certain, that the man who is a
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scientist is a very valuable citizen. We
did not expect so much of him before;
that is, the people generally, but he plays
a very important part in the world of
today, not only in peacetime, but par-
ticularly in time of war, and particularly
in developing the ideas that might avert
war or, in case of the further visitation
of war, result in victory for our side,

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. McCORMACK. 1 yield.

Mr. KEEFE. Does not the gentleman
agree with me that any operating pro-
gram under this present law must give
and afford complete and absolute free-
dom to the scientist who may be engaged
in any part of scientific research? He
must have absolute freedom.

Mr. McCORMACK. I thoroughly
agree with the gentleman, and that
means there must be understanding co-
operation. I would like to know if the
pure scientists in the Army are operat-
ing with the knowledge of what is going
on in the Navy and the Air Force, or
whether they are detached? All those
things are important. We are talking
about a man with a brain that the Amer-
ican people should realize is of great
value, and that is the scientists in all
fields, but particularly the scientists in
the basic or pure field of science.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has again
expired.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman three additional minutes.

Mr. McCORMACEK. In every field of
science, all over America, our scientists
are loyally working to develop new dis-
coveries in military equipment, weapons,
and materials, in their own individual
laboratories, in groups, and in large in-
stitutions of learning,

The work is constant, never ceasing,
and more than ever I am convinced that
from these patriotic men must come the
strongest force of our preparation, so
that if the day comes that our boys must
again defend our country, they will again
not alone have the best equipment that
brains can devise and our industry pro-
duce, but it will be so superior that there
will be no question of the result.

We have to be practical. The most
critical period in a democracy is when
danger is imminent. That is the time
we should prepare. That is the time
when public opinion operates. When
war exists we all have to get behind the
Government to win the war. In times
of peace we can struggle along, but when
danger is imminent public opinion is
usually inflamed and responds to emo-
tional influences, and usuzally public
opinion is wrong. I recognize it to be a
human trait that the average individual
does not want to see danger approaching.
I was majority leader before Pearl Har-
bor. I saw the selective service exten-
sion bill pass this House by one vote. I
lived 200 years in the 25 minutes on that
roll call. It is when danger is immi-
nent that democracy is weakest, because
that is when we fail to do the things we
ought to do.

I do not say I have the answer, for I
am just a human being, a Member of this
body trying to do the best I can for my
country and for a future decent world,
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but I am convinced that the one thing
that will stop war is greater power on
the part of America and those countries
associated with us, but mainly America,
because the Communist world, the Com-
munist countries, have only one respect,
and that respect is the respect through
fear of any country or cocuntries that
have greater strength and power than
they.

In this particular field, in the field of
science in all of its aspects, and par-
ticularly in the field of pure or basic
science, any money we invest now I con-
tend is one of the best investments we
can make at this time.

Mr. Chairman, our basic research sci-
entists strive to discover new phenomena,
and improve everything that goes to
wage successful war. They are away
out in advance in their pioneering and
normally it takes about 5 years for their
work to come to fruition.

Following them come the development
scientists and technicians who must
prove the value of these scientific discov-
eries and it usually means that these
men are 3 years in advance of the day
when the equipment is distributed to
our fighting men,

Then come the engineers and de-
signers who reduce the new discoveries
to practical size and try the equipment or
materials out in the field. Finally come
the procurement agencies, who must
then place the orders for the new equip-
ment, figure out the quantities, delivery
dates, and shipping points, so that finally
our Army, Navy, and Air Force receive
the new military equipment and are
trained in its use.

Our great power of preparedness to
defend ourselves comes from outstanding
scientists, our great industrial plants,
and our military leaders working closely
together in a closely knit team,

Our great industries stand ready, our
Army, Navy, and Air Force are prepared,
but we must make sure that our scien-
tists continue to receive all of the aid
they need, and if necessary that we ex-
pand these research activities to the
greatest possible extent.

Secretary Acheson has recently said
in substance “The Soviet Union will not
keep any agreement and the only power
they will recognize is strength.”

I submit to you that if our American
scientists can be supreme in all phases
of military scientific work, greatly su-
perior to any country in the world, this
will give us the protection against any
attack that our enemies may plan. In-
deed, if they know of our great superi-
ority, and they are bound to learn it
as a fact and fear it in its specific ap-
plication, we will have raised the great-
est possible defense against a war in the
future.

At the present time America still
leads in many fields of military scien-
tific work, but we must be supreme in
all of them and I believe that if our
scientists need more money, greater
freedom of activity, more cooperation,
that we should make sure that they
have it.

Let us increase our military scientific
work to the greatest possible degree and
do it without delay, and enlist every
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scientist that has the capability of pro-
ducing something of military value.

The statement has been frequently
made that one of these quiet learned
men, working and concentrating on some
particular development, may at any time
come forward with some new device,
some new weapon, some new defense
that could save the lives of hundreds of
thousands of American boys in the event
that we are again called on to protect
our country.

America must not fall behind in this
international race for supremacy in mili-
tary weapons and equipment. Let us all
hope and pray that we will never find
it necessary to use these weapons against
an enemy, but let us be prepared. Full
preparedness is our best protection, and
this includes superiority in the field of
military science.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. HESELTON].

Mr. HESELTON. Mr., Chairman, I
certainly approach this subject with a
good deal of hesitation in view of the
remarks that have been made by the able
gentleman from New York. I recognize
his sincerity and his conviction that this
is bad legislation. I hope I will be able
to indicate to you why I have been forced
to the conclusion that this is not only
good legislation but that there is no
other alternative open to us this after-
noon other than to support this legisla-
tion in the interest, first, of our national
security, and in the interest, second. of
the conditions that face us as far as the
economic welfare of this country and the
health of the American people is con-
cerned.

The gentleman is entirely right in call-
ing attention to the gigantic expendi-
tures of the Federal Government now in
the fiald of research, both basic and ap-
plied. But there are some distinctions
which I think it might be well for us to
consider. On page 1118 of the budget,
there is a listing of the expenditures for
1949, 1950, and 1951 for research and
development in the Federal Government.
It is as follows:

Ezpenditures for other developmental
purposes
[In millions of dollars]

_ 1040, | 1950, | 1951,
Research and development actug)| esti- | esti-
mate | mate
Cﬁ%i t Federal
rec: eral programs:
Atomic Energy Commis-
BRI s s s v I 5 ¢ 155 176
Other agencies... — 85 118 119
Total, direct Federal
Pprograms_._. i 169 273 205
Grants-in-aid..c.oeoeeeoo. 1 12 12
Total, civil research
and development..... 210 285 | 307
N“D mﬂ:menﬂa t:ofDdense 688 | - 630 | 606
P ol s
(%} BEENCIES. e eeeeceee 42 49 50
Total, national-defense
research and develop-
ment . ___________.____. 730 | 679 | 656
Total, research

and
development. ... | ©40| 964| 063

So the total of the Federal Govern-
ment's expenditures, according to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

budget, is $940,000,000 actually in 1949;
$964,000,000 recommended in 1950 and
$963,000,000 estimated in 1951,

That gave me a great deal of concern
as to where we were heading and as to
whether we were actually accomplishing
the purposes most of us had in mind. I
am frank to say when we first considered
this question in committee I was in seri-
ous doubt as to the wisdom of the legis-
lation. The more I listened to and stud-
ied the evidence presented to us by over
150 qualified witnesses from all over the
country, practically all of them earnestly
in favor of some kind of legislation such
as this, the more I became convinced we
simply had to face the picture realisti-
%agly and accept our responsibility in this

eld.

In that connection I urge careful con-
sideration of the list of eminent Ameri-
cans who are in support of this bill,
which list is contained at the completion
of the remarks of the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. WoLVERTON].

Let me turn to another development
which is, in my opinion, of extreme in-
terest. You will recall that the Depart-
ment of Defense actually spent $688,000,-
000 for research and development in 1949,
that its estimate for 1950 in this field
dropped $58,000,000 to $630,000,000 and
that its estimate for 1951 dropped an-
other $24,000,000 to $606,000,000 in 1951.
That is a total reduction in a period of
only 2 years of $82,000,000. Certainly
such a development is not being made
at the expense of our national security.
Surely a substantial savings in the field
of national security should point the way
to other agencies which, without excep-
tion, increased their estimate in 1950 over
1949 and increased them again in 1951
over 1950. In short, while the National
Defense has succeeded in reducing its
program by $82,000,000 in this 2-year
pericd, the other agencies have increased
their estimates by $105,000,000

Why is this?

I think the answer is to be found in the
second report of the Secretary of De-
fense. Let me quote briefly from that
report. In the Secretary’s report you
will find these two paragraphs at page
16:

In the field of science, unification is work-
ing well. The Research and Development
Board, with the aid and advice of the Na-
tion’s top civilian and military technical spe-
clalists, is coordinating some 13,000 specific
research and developmant pro]acts of the
armed forces, involving an expenditure of
about a half billion dollars a year. By elim-
inating undesirable duplication, by requir-
ing full use of existing facilities, and by
sponsoring the exchange of information on
pertinent research and development, both in-
elde and outside the Government, the Board
has been able to bring about savings in some
areas and to shift funds made available
thereby to neglected or to more important
flelds. Satisfactory progress is being made in
the formulation of a complete and integrated
program of military research and develop-
ment to provide instruments of warfare es-
sential to our security within a budget that
can be supported by the economy of this
country.

Recognizing the need for technical and
opemtlonal evaluation of wWeapons on an
Interservice basis, the Joint Chiefs of Btaff
and the Research and Development Board,
with the concurrence of the Secretary of
Defense, established the Weapons Systems
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Evaluation Group early this year to provide
rigorous, unprejudiced, and independent
analyses of present and future weapons sys-
tems under probable future combat condi-
tions. These analyses are being made by the
ablest professional minds, military and
civilian, employing the most advanced
gna.lyticql methods that can be brought to

ear, -

The entire chapter IV, entitled “Scien-
tific Research and Development,” is
worthy of careful reading and again I
recommend it highly as valuable evi-
dence for all of us to consider.

For my purposes, I would like to quote
brief excerpts answering the question,
Why military research and development
is necessary:

If there is any one military policy on which
the Congress and the public seem to be
unanimous, over and beyond the determi-
nation to be strong in this period of inter-
national uncertainty, it is determination to
have superior military equipment and to base
war strategy on its use.

The phrases “Maginot Line complex” and
“preparing to fight the next war with weap-
ons of the last war” are familiar expressions
of our concern lest we take the easy but
dangerous course of reliance on the status
quo in a world of accelerating progress in
technology.

It was a determination to take full ad-
vantage of every possible technological su-
periority that led the Congress to establish
the Research and Development Board as part
of the national defense structure; it is the
Job of this Board to insure that the desired
superiority is achieved.

Alrcraft that can travel faster than sound,
guided missiles with increasing ranges and
greater accuracy, and submarines that can
“breathe” under water for indefinite periods
of time are a few of the potential weapons
on which material progress has been made
since the close of World War II.

It 1s essential to the security of the United
States that its defense be planned in terms
of significant new technological advances.
Already many of the remarkable weapons
of World War II are obsolete or obsolescent,
and planning must be done not only in terms
of what exists today but in terms of those
developments, the early realization of which
may profoundly influence the nature of fu-
ture conflicts.

Another element which plays a substantial
part in research and development planning
is the possibility of unconventional war-
fare. This term is applied to such things
as biological warfare, radiological warfare,
and chemical warfare in new and Insidious
forms. It also includes psychological war-
fare which affords a potential enemy many
techniques for the destruction of morale and
for undermining the capacity of self-de-
fense. Except for the psychological aspects,
unconventional warfare did not figure in
World War II. Because it exists as a po-
tential threat, however, full consideration
must be given to adequate defenses and
countermeasures.

The Army and the Navy have vigorous re-
search and development programs which
have grown up over a period of years. When
the Air Force was constituted as a separate
branch of the armed services, its research
and development efforts represented a third
important program. The size, diversity, and
complexity of the fields covered by these pro-
grams make sound planning increasingly
important.

It is the function of the Research and De-
velopment Board to provide a complete and
integrated plan of military research and de-
velopment and to assign responsibility for
carrying out its various parts to the respec-
tive military departments. The Board must
decide such questions as what portion of the
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research and development dollar should go
into studies in the defensive aspects of bio-
logical warfare, into basic research in the
physical sciences, into the development of
guided missiles, and so on through the whole
list of weapons, equipment, techniques, and
devices.

The coordinating activities of the Re-
search and Development Board enable each
department to become aware of what the
other departments are doing in research and
development. Unnecessary duplication is
thereby located and eliminated or prevented.
More difficult, but probably ¢f greater sig-
nificance, is the Board’s continuing respon-
sibility to shift emphasis and funds away
from programs of lesser milltary promise
and into those of greater value. The exist-
ence of such a coordinating agency makes
it possible to stretch the research and devel-
opment dollar and to cut costs.

Since the close of World War II military
expenditures for research and development
have averaged over a hali billion dollars
per year. Although this is but a small per-
centage of the average total military budget,
it is a large flgure in comparison to the
much smaller sums spent on military re-
search and development before the war—in
comparison, say, to the $13,000,000 obligated
for military research and development in
1939, the year World War II began. The
amount of money currently heing spent for
research and development is only slightly
less than the entire military appropriation
for 1924, and is almost 50 percent as much
as the total military appropriation as late
as 1937.

* L - L] L

Every citizen is naturally interested in
three questions: (1) Why has it become
necessary to spend large sums for research
and development, (2) what are these funds
buying, and (3) does the United States have
the best military research and development
program in the world today?

- ® ® L -

Basic research represents the broad base
of theoretical knowledge and new ideas from
which all applications, military and other-
wise, must be drawn. If basic research
already flourished independently in our uni-
versities and industrial organizations, the
need for Government sponsorship in this
area would not exist, or at least it would
not be required on the present scale, In
the past the United States has drawn heavily
upon the basic research of Europe for ideas,
while it excelled in practical applications
and engineering.

Although there is a growing body of funda-
mental science in the United States today,
the reservoir is not yet great enough to com-
pensete for the drains made upon it and
for the destruction of European sclence by
the war., The military departments are there-
fore sponsoring limited programs in funda-
mental science until such time as the United
States has caught up in this area. They are
also supporting the proposed legislation for
a National Science Foundation.

Let me repeat that: “They are also
supporting the proposed legislation for a
National Science Foundation.” This bill
was reported June 14, 1949, The report
of Secretary of Defense was filed Decem-
ber 30, 1549.

New to return to that report:

The country is also interested in the early
rehabilitation of European scilence as part
of the storehouse of general knowledge.

Then there is this significant section
entitled “Savings Through Coordina-
tion,” which continues:

By eliminating undesirable duplication, by
requiring full use of existing faecilities, and
by sponsoring the active cross-exchange of
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information on pertinent research and de-
velopment both in and outside the Govern=
ment, the Research and Development Board
has been able to bring about savings in some
areas and to shift funds made available
thereby to neglected or to more important
areas of research and development.

Not all savings are reflected in the ledgers,
however, because much coordination takes
place in the Research and Development
Board, when members of the military de-
partments get together around committee or
panel tables. For example, in the field of
electron tubes a proposal for military work
on a metal envelope cathode ray tube was not
activated, since such a tube was found to
be already under development by another
agency.

Formally effected coordination is illus-
trated by recent Board action on the recom-
mendation of the Committee on Guided Mis-
slles, requesting that three existing projects
be terminated and two others combined into
one. Through this actlon an estimated
£6,000,000 in planned obligations for the
fiscal year 1950 was made available for allo-
catior to other guided missiles projects of
high priority.

The Research and Development Board also
sponsors standardization wherever possible
to make for greater economy and efi-
ciency. An example in the research and de-
velopment field proper was the introduction
of standards for a uniform system of tele-
metering for the flight testing of guided
missiles at the several test ranges. This has
reduced the vast number of different parts
of equipments formerly in use by the serv-
ices. Old telemetering equipment is being
replaced by the new standard equipment on
& maintenance basis.

To render assistance to the Munitions
Board, the Research and Development
Board has established a policy which urges
the departments to give attention through-
out the development of each project to the
creation of simple, easily produced designs,
Ease of fabrication, assembly, inspection,
and maintenance and promotion of inter-
changeability wherever possible are impor-
tant considerations, The departments must
assure the minimum use of strategic and
critical materials, the minimum number and
diversity of parts, and the maximum use of
standard components and accessories.

In its own operations, the Research and
Development Board saves funds and avoids
duplication of effort by utilizing wherever
poszible the established groups of other
agencies to make necessary studies and in-
vestigations. The Committee on Medical
Eciences, for example, is utilizing several of
the medical committees and panels of the
National Research Council as panels of its
own committee,

- L] L - L]

The problem, therefore, becomes one of
obtaining the maximum benefit from every
research and development dollar,

- L L L] -

Public opinion demands that American
defenses be modern and adequate to render
the country secure against attack. When
the United States citizen faces his responsi-
bilities as a taxpayer he must bear in mind
that the development cost of a modern large
bomber through the prototype stage, to cite
but one example, may well exceed $50,000,-
000, including the necessary special equip-
ment that must go with it. Similarly, the
development cost of a jet fighter through the
prototype stage is likely to be from $5,000,~
000 to §10,000,000.

The construction of prototypes is the stage
In the research and development process
where costs run highest. Research must,
therefore, be well planned and results metic-
ulously checked through all the earlier
stages in order that costly errors may be
avolded in the prototype phase.
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Let me turn to still another phase of
this which I think is important.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. HESELTON. Gladly. Just as
soon as I complete this one point.

On page 173 of this report of the Pres~
ident’s Board entitled “Science and
Public Policy,” there is the-only break-
down I know of which is available for
our consideration of this problem of the
division between basic research and ap-
plied research or development; and if
you go through the budget you find prac-
tically no agency, down to the smallest,
that does not have some kind of research
undertaken. It is easy and apparently
popular to label some appropriation item
“research.” Then the door is wide open.
It may be important and necessary. It
may be relatively unimportant. And it
may be a senseless, extravagant waste
of time and money. And remember all
the evidence is to the effect that no one
knows how much is good, indifferent, or
bad. I personally suspect that a very
great deal of it would not be counte-
nanced by any reputable scientist. I
think it entirely possible that the Na-
tional Science Foundation would find in
the rest of Government much more than
the 82 millions the national defense is
eliminating which would be discarded
without injuring anything but actually
improving the Federal program by un-
chaining talented scientists and placing
them in sound programs.

I have made reference to the report
of the President’s Scientific Research
Board. This Board was created by Ex-
ecutive Order 9791, dated October 17,
1946. As it was first constituted, it con-
sisted of John R. Steelman, Chairman;
Robert P. Patterson, Secretary of War;
James Forrestal, Secretary of the Navy;
Julius A. Krug, Secretary of the Interior;
Clinton P. Anderson, Secretary of Agri-
culture; W. Averell Harriman, Secretary
of Commerce; John D. Goodloe, Admin-~
istrator, Federal Loan Agency; Watson
B. Miller, Administrator, Federal Secu-
rity Agency; Maj. Gen. Philip B. Flem-
ing, Administrator, Federal Works
Agency; Charles R. Denny, Jr., Chair-
man, Federal Communications Commis-
sion; Dr. Jerome C. Hunsaker, Chair-
man, National Advisory Committes of
Aeronautics; Dr. Vannevar Bush, Direc-
tor, Office of Scientific Research and
Development; David Lilienthal, Chair-
man, Atomic Energy Commission; Gor-
don R. Clapp, Chairman, Tennessee
Valley Authority; Gen. Omar N. Bradley,
Administrator, Veterans’ Administra-
tion; J. Donald Kingsley, executive
secretary.

Board of Alternates: Maj. Gen. H. S.
Aurand, Director, Research and Develop-
ment Division, General Staff, War De-
partment; John Nicholas Brown, Assist-
ant Secretary for Air; Rsar Adm. Paul
F. Lee, Chief, Office of Naval Research,
Department of the Navy; Dr. Thomas B.
Nolan, Assistant Director, Geological
Survey, Department of the Interior; Dr.
W. V. Lambert, Director, Agricultural
Research Administration, Department of
Agriculture; Dr. Edward U. Condon,
Director, National Bureau of Standards,
Department of Commerce; Miss Mary E.
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Switzer, Special Assistant to the Admin-
istrator, Federal Security Agency; Her-
bert S. Fairbank, Deputy Director, Fed-
eral Works Agency; Carroll L. Wilson,
General Manager, Atomic Energy Com-~-
mission; E. K. Jett, Commissioner, Fed-
eral Communications Commission; John
P. Ferris, Director of the Commerce De-
partment, Tennessee Valley Authority;
John W. Crowley, Jr., Acting Director of
Aeronautical Research, National Advis-
ory Committee for Aeronautics; Dr.
Paul R. Hawley, Chief, Medical Division,
Veterans’ Administration; Dr. Edward
Cushing, Medical Division, Veterans' Ad-
ministration; John T. Cox, Jr., Admin-
istrative Officer, Office of Rubber Reserve,
Reconstruction Finance Corporation; Dr.
Eugene W. Scott, Deputy Director, Pro-
grams Division, Joint Research and De-
velopment Board.

Its reports to the President were in
five volumes, three dealing with the Fed-
eral Government's special role in the
Nation’s total science effort, a fourth
with the problem of science and techni-
cal manpower and final report discussing
research and allied science both in the
Government and in the Nation at large.
These reports contain a wealth of sta-
tistics and other material from which
Members can obtain concrete and con-
vincing evidence of the preeminent ne-
cessity of action in this field.

Let me read just a few sentences from
the opening part of the first report:

The security and prosperity of the Unilted
States depend today, as never before, upon
the rapid extension of sclentific knowledge.
So Important, in fact, has this extension be-
come to our country that it may reasonably
be saild to be a major factor in national
survival,

+ A generation which has witnessed the aw-
ful destructiveness of the atom bomb—

And I might insert here, has now
learned of the hydrogen bomb—
or which has read newspaper accounts of de-
velopments in biological warfare needs no
special demonstration of the relation of
science to military preparedness. In the war
the laboratory became the first line of de-
fense and the scientist, the indispensable
warrior. There is no likelihood that this
would be changed in the event of another
conflict.

It is unfortunate that any part of the case
for Federal support of sclence should rest
upon its military importance. But no re-
sponsible person can fail to recognize the un-
easy character of the present peace. The
scientific isolationism which inevitably re-
sults increases the urgency of Federal sup-
port for science and influences the balance in
any recommended program.

Bclentific discovery is equally the basis for
our progress against poverty and disease.
This alone would provide adequate justifica-
tion for public interest and support.

If we are to remain a bulwark of democracy
in the world, we must continually strengthen
and expand our domestic economy and our
foreign trade. A principal means to this end
is through the constant advancement of
sclentific knowledge and the consequent
steady improvement of our technology.

Throughout most of our history, the liv-
ing standards of our people were raised by
expanding our land area and bringing more
and more acres under cultivation. That
route has now been substantially closed for
more than a generation, and we have in-
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creased our productivity through an ad-
vancing technology. The processes and ma-
chines we use in our factories, the ways in
which we raise and preserve our food, all
derive from theoretical discoveries in the
various sclences. The technology in which
we excel and which has transformed us in
some B0 years from a backward agricultural
nation to a world power rests upon progress
in the basic sciences. Only through research
and more research can we provide the basis
for an expanding economy, and continued
high levels of employment.

Our technology is sufiiciently advanced and
our resources sufficiently adequate so that
there is no immediate prospect that we shall
fall technologically behind. We shall in the
future, however, have to rely largely upon
our own efforts in the basic sclences to pro-
vide the basis for that improvement. The
danger lies in the future.

As a people, our strength has lain in prac-
tical application of scientific principles,
rather than in original discoveries. In the
past, our country has made less than its
proportionate contribution to the progress
of basic sclence. Instead, we have imported
our theory from abroad and concentrated on
its application to concrete and immediate
problems. This was true even in the case
of the atomic bomb. The basic discovery of
nuclear fission was made by Otto Hahn and
F. Strassman in Germany, founded on pre-
liminary research in Italy, and published
in a German periodical in January, 1939,
Just before the laboratories of Europe went
dark.

That free exchange of ideas which formerly
permitted us to import to meet our needs no
longer prevalls. Europe's laboratories are
still blacked out and are likely to remain
80 as long as the unsettled state of the world
continues. In many parts of Europe, scien=
tists have been dispersed or slaughtered, lab-
oratories wrecked, Intricate and unique
equipment destroyed. In others an firon
curtain has been drawn around the work of
the sclentists. The strong nationalism,
characteristic of these times, and the isola-
tionism of sclence that results is a further
barrier, The unity of western civilization
has been shattered, and for the first time in
our history, we are on our own so far as the
extension of knowledge is concerned.

Let me quote just one more piece of
evidence from these reports. It is
pointed out in that most major nations
of the world recognize the essential im-
portance of science to them and are
expanding their research and develop-
ment budgets and then it is stated:

The Soviet Union’s 1947 budget is reported
to provide $1,200,000,000 as compared with
outlays of $800,000,000 in 19486.

Compare that to our actual 1949 ex-
penditures of $940,000,000.

The report goes on to say:

In addition, the Russians have embarked—

And this was in 1947—
upon a b-year program of stepped-up sci-
entific training, under which they are re-
ported to be producing 140,000 engineers and
sclentists each year.

Compare that with the fact that in
1930 we had 49,000 scientists and tech-
nicians, 92,000 in 1940, and then in June
1947 our universities and colleges grad-
uated only 35,000 bachelors and 1,300
to 1,400 doctors of science.

This bill deals specifically and con-
structively with & means of encouraging
the education of more of our young men
and women in this vital field. While I
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certainly respect the integrity, sincerity,
intelligence, and ability of my colleagues
who are inclined to oppose this legisla-
tion, I earnestly suggest that some of
these facts in the light of the almost
unanimous opinion of our responsible
leaders in national defense, in the edu-
cationai field, and in the business world
should carry great weight with us in
reaching our final decision.

Now, let me turn to the Hoover Com-
mission Repqrt, filed with Congress on
March 25, 1949. As you all know there
were certain differences of opinion
among the Commissioners as to a num-
ber of the reports, but this was the unan-
imous report and recommendation of the
12 Commissioners. The full report on
Federal research is not long and I com-
mend it to you as additional and ex-
tremely important evidence.

For my part, I wish now to quote only
certain excerpts which I believe to be of
vital importance in our consideration of
this legislation:

INTRADEPARTMENTAL RESEARCH

The report cf the Scientific Research Board
makes it plain that a satisfactorily coordi-
nated research program for the National
Government has not yet been realized.

A number of such staff groups is now in
operation. These groups include the Agri-
cultural Research Administration, the Office
of Naval Research, the Office of Research
Planning of the Public Health Service, and
the Research and Development Division of
the Department of the Army’s General Staff.

Effort along these lines within individual
agencies is not enough. There is need for an
organization to facilitate the development of
research policy for the Federal Government
as a whole. This was recognized in the report
of the President’s Sclentific Research Board.
That Board recommended, as a first step, the
establishment of an interdepartmental Com-
mittee on Sclentific Research and Develop-
ment. Such a committee was created by
Executive order in December 1947. It was
directed to further the most effective admin-
istration of scientific research and develop=-
ment activities In the Federal Government,
and was authorized to submit recommenda-
tions on research policy and administration
directly to the President.

The full potentialities of this committee
have not been realized since its members
have not as yet attacked major problems of
research pollcy for the Federal Government
as a whole. This may be due in part to lack
of stafl and funds.

CREATION OF A NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION

This points to the need for a National
Bclence Foundation. The major functions
of such a foundation should be (a) to exam-
ine the total scientific research effort of the
Nation, (b) to assess the proper role of the
Federal Government in this effort, (¢) to
evaluate the division of research effort among
the scieitific disciplines and among fields of
applied research, and (d) to evaluate the
key factors that impede the development of
an effective national research effort. Based
upon its investigations, it should advise the
President as to the measures necessary to
establish a sound scientific research program
for the Nation.

The National Sclence Foundation should
consider most carefully the manner in which
national policles with respect to sclentific
research are related to broader questions of
educational policy. At present grants for
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research purposes are being made on a hit-
and-miss basls, making the award of re-
search grants, in effect, a new form of pat-
ronage. The awarding of research grants
must be put upon a more systematic basis,
with due recognition given to their impact
on the educational programs of our higher
Institutions of learning.

Finally, the Commission made two rec-
ommendations. The second is the im-
portant one for our consideration at this
time. It was:

The Commission recommends that—

b. A National Science Foundation be es-
tablished.

We have this bill before us this after=-
noon. The fact that this bill in quite
similar form had passed in the other
body in May 1948 was known to the mem-
pers of the Commission when it made
that recommendation. We can take
judicial notice of that fact. I think it is
compelling evidence to those of us who
can see in that Commission’s recom-
mendations perhaps the only solution to
the fiscal mess we are in. It is the bill
I sincerely believe will accomplish the
purposes recommended both by the
President’s Board and the Hoover Com=-
mission.

I shall put in the REcorp—and I regret
I do not have it completed yet—some
material I think will convince you that
we are duplicating now; that we are
meaking unnecessary and unwise expendi-
tures, and that the only way we can
control it is the same way that the De-
partment of Defense is controlling it in
that important field, and that our hope
lies in the National Foundation, not with
many of these other Departments with
their constantly increasing demands for
more funds for their pet research pro-
grams, many of which they cannot ex-
plain today. These are three analyses
developed from the budget as to what
has been done and what is recommended,
from reports as to pending legislation
in this field, and as to research activi-
ties in the health field under the Public
Health Service. The latter is not in-
tended as criticism. It is entirely pos-
sible that every activity is useful and
should receive even stronger support. It
is only to place before you the evidence
as to the breadth of the activity in the
Federal Government and to urge that
there is an imperative necessity for a
National Science Foundation to evaluate
the entire activity and to advise us
upon the proper course of action we
sheuld take in the future.

These analyses follow:

SerectEp ITEMs From 1950 Burcer To ILLus-
TRATE BREADTH OF ACTIVITIES UNDER RE-
BEARCH

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Reclamation: Engi-
neering and economic investi-
el DS DR e

Bureau of Mines: Scientific and
technical research, 1950.._... 18, 135, 807

National Park Service—Histori-
cal and archeological research
without break-down—Fish and
Wildlife Service:

Research on fish and fish-

$461, 500

-1 g | By Lt L S R S e 1, 736, 000
Research on birds and mam-

mall- sl e 476, 700

b S o e 20, 810, €07
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Department of Labor

Child Labor and Youth Employ-
ment Research, 1950 e oaaa
Buireau of Labor Statistics, 1950:
The Bureau, a research and
statistical organization ...~ b, 493, 700
Bureau of Ccnsumers Price In-
s [y e 8 (1 e e R R L
Wage and Hour Division, 1950-.

1, 126, 000
142, 000

6, 870, 334
Post Office Department

Research and development pro-
gram, 1950, under act of Aug.
16, 1549, Public Law 231_______
(Estimate of $151,800 previ-

ously carried on under this
title transferred to “General
edministration.”)

€74, 000

Total 74, 000

State Department
Bclentific and technical pro-
gramse, 1950 oo ool
Some part of Philippine Reha-
bilitation, over-all, 1950 ... 14, 061, 350
Some part of Institute of Inter-
American Affairs, 1850 -~

2 i Lo e e 20, 355, 676
Treasury Department
Division of Tax Research, 19050_.
Other departments

Atomic Energy Commission,
Physical Research, 1950______ $31, 377, 238
Federal Communications Com-
mission: Applied technical re-
search and frequency alloca-
Hon IS e
General Accounting Office: De-
velopment installation and
evaluation of accounting sys-
e b SR SR Sl LR
Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion: Collection and analysis
of accounting and statistical

$301, 926

b, 992, 600

2137, 600

383, 023

1,017, 944

878, 840
National Advisory Committee
for Aeronautics, 1950 . ___
Smithsonian Institution Re-
geareh, 1980 .- ool
Tariff Commission: Assembly
and analysis of basic tariff,
production and trade data,
2 (i e e e R C e R RS o
Department of Commerce: Bu=
reau of Foreign and Domestic
Comimerce; same general
fields and objectives as Tarifl
Commission, 1950 - —____
Maritime Commission: Design
and construction cf prototype
vessels, 1950, estimated cost
(design and construction of
naval auxiliary prototype ves-
gels, estimated cost, 1851, 810,
OO O o R e
Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration:

Expense for research and
maintenance of synthetic
rubber stand-by plants__

Synthetic rubber program,
research and develop=-
ment

TVA: Fertilizer and munitions
regearch, B, D e ianam
Food and Drug Administration,
some part of research and de-
velopment, 1950_____________
Howard University: Resident in-
struction and departmental
research; some part of re-

search and development, 1950

Federal Security, Office of Edu-
cation: Collectlon and analy=
sis of statistics and grants-in=-

aid, 1950

43, 000, 000
178, 250

258, 764

5, 017, 058

4, 744, 000

8, 300, 000

3, 000, 000
4, 879, 000

708, 725

2,478, 125

100, 9156

2421

Other departments—Continued
Public Health Service:
Clinical and laboratory re-
search and grants-in-aid,
$5096, 476

of tuberculosis—
cooperative applied re-
seprceh, 1950 - oo
General health studies, etc.,
1950
Control of communicable
diseases studies, etc,
1950 %
Disease and sanitation in-
vestigation and control,
AlRBKR, T960L - ot
Hospital construction,
grants for reszearch, ex-
periments, and demon-
stration, 1950 (1951, &1,-
000,000) «vcuce- =
National Institutes of
Health, Basic Research,
1) S S T e
National Cancer Institute,
1850

, Mental Health, 1950
National Heart Institute,
1950
Dental Health, 1950 -
Arctic Health Institute,
1251, estimate §975.000--

721, 896
16, 720, 202

3, 070, 030

1,317, 000

11, 844, 137

20, 916, 000
9, 620, 794

16, 161, 500
1, 934, COO

s L 189, 319, 107

Federal Security Administration

Children's Bureau, Research in
Child Life:
o {11 L e e S
1950
1951
General Services Administration,
Geophysical Institute, Alaska:
1949 978, 000
1950 o €75, 000
1951 S
(Plus $6,625,000 contract au-
thority.)
Expansion Public Health Service,
Bethesda:
1949 6, 723, 729
1950 30, 320, 000
A i B e s A 10, 700, 000
Research Facilities, National In-
stitute of Dental Research:
Bullding 1950
o T U S
Housing and Home Finance Agen-
cy, Housing Research Program:

B e o 332, 000
e R e 2, 318, 000
1851 3, 318, 000
Department of Agriculture, Solicitor’s Office
Lands, forestry research, and
general legal services:
1949 e 8528, 466
1850~ 535, 300
1951 Sy e 560, 800
Agricultural Research Adminis-
tration: i
1949 _._ 2, 536, 044
e R L L S e 2, 503, 900
1851 et 913, 500
(Working capital fund to be
established in 1951, $1,500,000.)
Special research fund:
1949 1,278, 856
N U A SR DS e 1, 262, 600
1951 -~ 1,272, 800
Research on strategic and critical
agricultural materials:
1949 358, 408
1950, . 354, 800
1951 = 517, 600
Research on agricultural problems
of Alaska:
s e 434, 943
1850 Ea 678, 800
1951 816, 200
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$239, 517
236, 250
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Department of Agriculture, Solicitor's
Office—Continued
Experiment stations:
1949,
1950,
1951

Federal Experiment Station,
Puerto Rico:
1949
1950
1951
Bureau of Animal Industry:
1949
1950
1851
Research of Diseases of Animals:
1949,
1950
1951
For eradicating tuberculosis and
Bangs disease:
1949
1950
1951._
Research - under foot-and-mouth
disease control:
1949
1950
1951
Bureau of Dairy Industry:
1949
1950
1951
Bureau of Plant Industry, Solls,
and Agricultural Engineering:
1949 —
1950
1951
Research of field crops:
1949__
1950
1951
Fruit, vegetable, and specialty
crops:
1949
1950

Bolls, fertilizers, and Iirriga-
tion:
1949
1850
1951
Agricultural engineering:
1949
1950
el B e
Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils
and Agricultural Engineering:
Rubber investigations:
1949
1950.
1951
Bureau of Entomology and Plant
Quarantine:
1949
1950
1951
Insects and plant disease
control:
1949
1950

Forelgn plant quarantines:

1950

1851

Cltrus blackfly:
1949,

1950,

1951

Bureau of Agricultural and In-

dustrial Chemistry:

1949
1950

238, 460

139, 719
147, 800
160, 950

1,481, 109
1, 8386, 400
1, 567, 100

1,128, 208
1, 098, 700
1, 271, 700

6, 144,476
6, 316, 700
0

258, 000
0
0

1, 145, 038
1, 1186, 000
1,871, 000

2, 958, 464
2, 846, 800
2,871, 000

2, 614, 688
2, 418, 580
2, 649, 950

2, 606,211
2, 406, 600
2, 644, 000

421, 359
442,440
473, 700

2,152,671
2, 424, 500
2, 709, 570

793, 280
870, 670
1, 047, 610

Department of Agriculture, BSolicitor's
Office—Continued
Bureau of Agricultural and In-
dustrial Chemistry—Continued

1951 $5, 807, 000
Agricultural chemical and
naval stores investigation:
1949 628, 657
1950 655, 925
1951
Regional research labora-
tories:
1949 b, 197,372
1850 5, 072, 600
1951 i
Synf;:hetlo lquid fuels proj-
€ecL:
1949 73, 742
1950 81, 860
1951 115, 000
Bureau of Human Nutrition and
Home Economics:
1949 900, 170
1950. 919, 200
1951 1, 870, 500
Forest Service:
Forest and range research:
1949 2, 858, 657
1950 2,719,919
1951 2,761, 735
Forest products:
19490 1,212,931
1950 1, 205, 500
o400y s R IS AR O e s 1, 216, 100
Boil Conservation Service: Soll
conservation research:
1949 1, 650, 188
1950 1, 452, 800
1951 1, 467, 850
Production and Marketing Ad-
ministration: Marketing re-
search:
1949 1,138,274
1850 1,168, 477
1951 1,197, 468
Farm Credit Administration:
Research and technical assist-
ance:
1949 493, 962
1950 491, 200
1851 547, 000

Department of Commerce
Bureau of Census:

1949 $5, 581, 717
1950 b, 866, 000
1951 6, 585, 000
Civil Aeronautics Administra-
tion: Research and develop-
ment of airway facilities:
1949 91, 243
1950 7, 000, 000
1951 9, 948, 000
Coast and GCeodetic Survey:
Earthquake investigation:
1949 110,943
1950 111, 300
1851 112, 300
Bureau of Public Roads: Testing
and research laboratories:
1949 552, 083
1950 447, 917
1951

(Funds for continuing of construction at
Langley, Va., contained in appropriation
of Independent Offices Appropriation Act of
1049, provided by an appropriation of
$1,000,000 in above act.)

Natlonal Bureau of Standards:
Research and testing:

1049 $4, 801, 6567
1950 5,019,888
1951 4, 729, 000
Radio propagation and
standards:
1948, . cccnnnnnnaneee—— §, 042, 870
1950 8, 100, 000
1951 8, 1563, 000
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Department of Commerce—Continued

National Bureau of Standards—
Continued

Construction and equip-
ment, Radio Laboratory
and Guided Missiles
Laboratory:
1949
1950
1951 $6, 375, 000
Weather Bureau Research:
1949 681, 7568
1850 626, 366
1951 780, 728

Department of the Army
Research and development:

Quartermaster Corps, 1850,
estimebe o oo oL £8, 194, 209
Transportation Corps, 1950,
estimate _ ... Rt ST 691, 348
Signal Corps, 1950, estimate_ 25, 208, 072
Medical Corps, 1950, estl-
mate e 8, 651, 306
Corps of Engineers, 1950,
estimate (1950 program:
235 projects, 36 scheduled
for completion) ococeca-- B, 877, 351
Ordnance Department, 1850,
eatimpatell L N 49, 017,897
Chemical Corps, 1850, esti=-
mate 102, 032
b Ko ) (R R— - "

Department of the Navy

(Navy personnel—applied research program
to develop more effective methods for util-
izing human resources to military require-
ments)

Research and development:

Aircraft facilities, 1950, esti-
el T I L St
Ships and facilities, 1950,
estimate - ___
Ordnance and facilities,
1950, estimate .-
Medical care, 1950, estimate.
Civil engineering, 1950, esti-
R e A i
Engineering research facili-
ties—operating and main-
taining facilities engaged
in civilian engineering re-
research and development
programs such as advance
base proving ground, Port
Hueneme and Arctic test
station, Point Barrow,
Alaska, 1950 ccarcccecaaa
R rch, 1950
Bervice-wide supply and
finance, 1950, estimate___
Service-wide operations—
refers to research and
development without
break-down at naval ob-
servatory.

877, 853, 434
23, 138, 000

59, 672, 004
2,767,770

902, 000

1,872, 420
46, 497, 500

958, 093

213, 662, 121
Depariment of the Air Force
Research and development,

1950 $213, 641, 584
National Defense

Department of the Army....._. $82, 642, 305

Department of the Navy....... 213, 662, 121

Department of the Air Force.... 213, 641, 584

Total oo cununaass 510,948,010

BoME PENDING LEGISLATION DIRECTLY OR InDI-
RECTLY DEALING WITH RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
MEDICAL RESEARCH INSTITUTES (S. 2591,

H. R, 3943)

Numerous bllls were introduced to estab-
lish separate research institutes for arthritis,
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multiple sclerosis, blindness, etc. The Pub-
lic Health Service opposed such continued
proliferation of separate research instifutes
within the Public Health Service. This bill
was devised as a compromise solution, It
established two new institutes, one on arth-
ritis, rheumatism, and metabolic dlseases
and another on blindness and neurological
dizeases including multiple sclerosls, epi-
lepsy, and cerebral palsy. Also, the Sur-
geon General is given additional authority
to expand or contract research programs.
‘This bill passed the Senate and is pending
in the health subcommittee of the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. The House health subcommitiee
completed its public hearings on June 23,
1949, but did not take action on the bill,

STUDY OF CHRONIC AND DISABLING DISEASES
(S. 2584)

This bill authorizes the appropriation of
$200,000 to enable the Public Health Service
to study and report to Congress on the best
methods of obfalning periodic estimates of
the amount and distribution of chronic dis-
eases, injuries, and handicapping conditions.
This bill passed the Senate and was referred
to the health subcommittee of the House In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,

FAMILY ASPECTS OF CHRONIC ILLNESS
(S. CON. RES. 17)

This bill declares it to be the sense of Con-
gress that research on the familial aspects
of chronic illness and investigation of prac-
tical methods of furnishing family health
services should be expanded and intensified.
Accordingly, the bill directs the United
States Public Health Service to extend its ac-
tivities toward this end. It passed the Sen-
ate and is now pending before the health
subcommittee of the House Interstate and
Forelign Commerce Committee,

UNITED MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION (S. 2008,
H. BR. 5182)

This bill carrles out the Hoover Commis-
slon proposal for a new United Medical Ad-
ministration to provide for medical care,
public health, and medical research, In it
would be consolidated most of the large-scale
activities of the Federal Government in the
fields of medical care, medical research, and
public health, including Federal hospital
facilities. The Public Health Service would
be transferred from the Federal Security
Agency. Also, responsibility for furnishing
medical and hospital care for veterans would
be transferred from the Veterans' Adminis-
tration. No hearings were held on these
bills.

CHILD LIFE RESEARCH (S. 904, H. R. 4465)

This bill would broaden the mandate of
the United States Children's Bureau to In-
vestigate and report upon all matters per-
taining to the welfare of children and child
life, and extend its powers and duties to
implement this responsibility. For this
phase of its work the Children's Bureau re-
celved an appropriation of $571,000 this year.
This bill calls for the appropriation of
$7,500,000 for the first year to be used for
research and demonstartions in child life
and development, research fellowships,
tralning and instruction in pediatrics and
in child life and development, and the de-
velopment of a national clearing house for
information on current and proposed re-
searches and studies. Hearings were held
by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Com-
mittee, but no further action was taken on
the bill. In the House the bill was referred
to the health subcommitfee of the Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee which
took no action on the measure.

SBURVEY OF PHYSICALLY HANDICAFPED PERSONS
(S. 458, H. R. 3937)

This bill authorizes $5,000,000 to enable
the Bureau of the Census to make a survey
of the number and characteristics of physi-
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cally handicapped persons. It was reported
favorably in the Senate but was not called
up for action. In the House the Post Office
Committee took no action on the bill after
receiving unfavorable reports from the Fed-
eral Security Agency and the Bureau of the
Budget.

LOCAL PUBLIC HEALTH UNITS (S. 522, H. R. 5865)

is bill authorizes increased Federal aid
to encourage and assist each State in estab-
lishing and maintaining a network of local
public health units organized to provide
basic full-time public health services in all
areas of the State. Public health services
are defined to include services dealing with
the diagnosls and prevention of disease, the
control of communicable diseases, health
education, demonstrations, sanitation, vital
statistics, the training of personnel for State
and local public health work and other as-
pects of preventive medicine. The bill was
passed by the Senate without a dissenting
vote, In the House, hearings were held on
this subject by the health subcommittee of
the House Committee on Interstate and For-
elgn Commerce which reported the bill for
consideration by the full committee.

ECHOOL HEALTH SERVICES (S. 1411, H. R. 39842)

This bill authorizes $35,000,000 a year for
Federal grants to aid the States in develop-
ing health services for children of elementary
and secondary school age. The bill calls for
periodic medical and dental examinations for
all school children, with treatment of con-
ditions whenever the parents are unable to
provide such treatment. Treatment for all
children, regardless of the economic status
of parents, is left to the option of each State.
Services would be available to children at-
tending public and parochial schools. In a
State whose constitution or laws prohibit
the use of public funds by private schools,
the Federal Security Administrator would
make grants directly to the private schools
instead of through the State agency. This
bill passed the Senate without a dissenting
vote, In the House hearings were held by
the health subcommitiee of the House In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
which reported the bill for reconsideration
by the full committee,

MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES

The United States Children's Bureau ad-
ministers grants to the States ($11,000,000
annually) for maternal and child health
services such as prenatal clinics, public
health services, well-child clinics, immuniza-
tions, and examinations of children of school
age by physiclans and dentists. In addition,
the Bureau makes grants to the States for
services to crippled children which ineludes
locating them, dlagnosing their crippled
condltion, and providing or locating skilled
care for them., Legislation was introduced
to increase the amounts of each of these
appropriations to $25,000,000 for the first
year with no ceiling on appropriations there-
after. This proposal is included in part B,
title VI, of article 1679, as well as in 8. 2352,
H. R. 5835. In the course of the extended
public hearings in both branches of Congress
on the major health bills, consideration was
given to this proposal, but no action was
taken,

MEDICAL AND HEALTH PERSONNEL TRAINING
(5. 1453, H. R. 5940)

These bills would establish an emergency
b-year program to increase the number of
trained personnel in medicine, nursing,
dentistry, dental hygiene, hospital adminis-
tration, and public health. Eligible schools
would receive Federal grants to help meet
costs of instruction, with incentives for in-
creasing enrollments. Grants would also be
made for establishing new schools and ex-
panding exlsting ones, Over the b5-year
perlod, Federal grants would average over
$55,000,000 a year, The Senate passed the
blll (8. 1453) without a dissenting vote. A
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similar bill (H. R. 5940) was reported favor-

ably to the House, except that it includes

assistance to schools of optometry. When

Congress adjourned, the bill was still before

the House Rules Committee.

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES OF THE UNITED STATES
PusLic HEALTH BERVICE

HOSPITAL PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION
SERVICES

The appropriation for this item finances
the direct expenses of the Public Health Serv-
ice under the hospital construction pro-
gram.

Technical services: The Service assists the
States and their communities in making in-
ventories of their hospitals and health cen=-
ters, determining the additional facilitles re-
quired, and developing a coordinated pro-
gram to meet the Indicated need. Proposed
hospital and medical center projects for
which Federal financial help is requested are
reviewed to determine eligibility for assist-
ance, and the project plans and specifications
are reviewed for compliance with construc-
tion standards. To assure adequate facili-
ties and adherence to cost limits, technical
assistance is provided on architectural and
engineering aspects. The Service is also au-
thorized by recent legisiation to conduct re-
search, experiments, and demonstrations to-
ward the effective development and utiliza-
tion of hospital services, facilities, and re-
sources. Funds are included for initiating
this program. The budget includes $1,605,-
862 for these activities—§601,702 more than
the current year's appropriation.

Cooperative applied research: In coopera-
tion with States, medical schools, and pri-
vate iInvestigators, the BService conducts
studies of the effectiveness of BCG vaccine
for the prevention of tuberculosis and of
problems in epidemiology, diagnosis, prog-
nosis, immunology, and therapy of tubercu-
losis. In addition, the Service makes re-
lated studies of chest X-ray interpretation
and the development and application of ra-
diological eguipment. The 1951 estimate
provides for an expansion of BCG vaccine
studies in Puerto Rico to include preschool
children., The estimated cost of this ex-
panded program is $856,000—an increase of
8134,004.

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

The purpose of the activities financed
from this appropriation is to foster and con=-
duct research in fundamental problems in
microblology, communicable diseases, com-
munity health, pathology and pharmacology,
physlology, biochemistry and nutrition,
chemistry and chemotherapy, physical bi-
ology, and other fields.

Grants to medical schools and other In-
stitutions and to individuals for research
and training: The current year's appropria-
tion of 5,995,000 is supporting approxi-
mately 565 research projects, averaging $9,700
a project, and 170 research fellowships,
averaging $2,940 each. The 1951 program
calls for an increased appropriation of
$7,165,000 and contemplates a sizable expan-
slon in research grants, particularly for sup-
port of extensive investigations in a new field
of medical research recently opened up by
discovery of the therapeutic activity of cer-
tain sterold compounds, including cortisone
anid adrenocorticotropic hormone (ACTH),
which promises beneficlal effect in the treat-
ment of rheumatold arthritis and other
diseases. Of the proposed appropriation,
$6,650,000 is for research projects, and $515,-
000 (same as current year) is for research
fellowships.

Headquarter research program: An appro-
priation of $5,107,000 is proposed to support
basic research in fundamental physiological
and biochemical processes, in infectious and
tropical diseases, and in biologics. The 1951
estimate contemplates expansion of studies
of the causes and possible cures for the
crippling diseases of the hones and joints,
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with particular emphasis on rheumatold
arthritie, including research in ecortisone,
ACTH, and related compounds. Proposed
increases are partlally offset by the discon-
tinuation of yellow-fever vaccine production
by 1951.

NATIONAL CANCER INSTITUTE

Approximately 200,000 people died from
cancer in 1948, It is estimated that 600,000
people are presently under treatment for
cancer and that 375,000 new cases are diag-
nosed each year. The activities financed
from this appropriation have three major
purposes:

1. To foster and conduct research In the
causes of the various types of cancer and in
the development of improved methods of
detection, diagnosis, and treatment. -

2, To improve teaching in cancer prob-
lems and increase the supply of personnel
trained for cancer work.

3. To assist in development and main-
taining detection, diagnostic, and home-
care services at the local level.

The proposed appropriation will permit
continuation of this program at about the
present level.

Grants for research and : The
budget includes appropriations as follows
for grants to medical and dental schools
and other institutions and to individuals
for cancer research and training:

260 research Jocts. $2, 600, 000
155 research fellowships_.oo-—_. 500, 000
105 training stipends___________ 375, 000
Teaching of medical subjects_. 2,250,000

All of these amounts are the same as for
the current fiscal year. They provide teach-
ing grants of #25,000 to each of 72 recog-
nized 4-year medical schools and of §5,000
to each of 47 recognized dental schools and
2-year medical schools. No new cash or
contract authority is provided to assist in-
stitutions in the construction of cancer-
research facilities; $5,000,000 is included to
liquidate prior-year commitments,

Grants to States for detection, diagnosis,
and other control services: The sum of 83,-
500,000 is proposed for grants to all States
to strengthen State and local clinical and
educational services,

Grants for special control projects: Sev-
enty-one special control projects receive fi-
nancial assistance through special grants of
Federal funds ($1,000,000) to State and lo-
cal health agencies, universities, hospitals,
and nonprofit professional organizations to
develop, initiate, or establish improved types
of cancer-control techniques and devices.

Federal research and services: The budget
calls for an appropriation of 3,756,000 (com-
pared with $3,663,863 this year) for Federal
cancer-research activities. Other direct op-
erations, Including consultative services to
Btates in the development of their programs
would continue at their present levels.

MENTAL-HEALTH PROGRAM

Approximately half of the beds In the
Nation's hospitals are occupied by the men-
tally ill. A relatively large percentage of
those seeking medical attention have con-
ditions which are influenced by some form
of emotional disorder. The activities
financed from this appropriation have three
major purposes:

1, To foster and conduct research in the
causes of the various mental and neuro-
logical diseases and in the development of
improved methods for their prevention, de-
tection, diagnosis, and treatment,

2. To improve teaching in mental health
and increase the supply of personnel trained
for mental-health work.

3. To assist in the development and main-
tenance of preventive, diagnostic, and out-
patient clinical services at the local level,

Grants to States for control services: The
budget calls for the appropriation of £3,-
550,000 (same as current year) for grants
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to the States for detection, , and
otlier preventive and control activities, Fed-
eral grants have resulted In the initiation
of mental-health programs in 27 States, and
the expansion of such programs in 24 others,
Programs include preventive and educational
activities, professional services, clinical serv-
ices, and training of State and local mental-
health personnel.

Grants for research and training: The
budget calls for increased grants to medical
schools and other institutions, and to indi-
viduals for research and training as follows:

Current year Next year
$794,000 81,100, 000

100, 000 200, 000

Research projects...
Research Tellow-
AR e
Expansion of grad-
uate teaching
grants for teach-
ing of subjects
relating to men-
tal fllness. . . .- 1, 950, 500 2, 299, 000
Training stipends__.. 800, 000 1, 050, 000

While the current year's appropriation in-
cludes grants of $10,000 each to 42 medical
schools for undergraduate teaching in psy-
chiatry, the 1951 estimate provides no funds
for expanding this activity on the assump-
tion that Congress will pass general legis-
lation providing aid to medical schools.

Federal research: The proposed appro-
priation includes funds (£599,300 compared
with $329,200 for the current year) for Fed-
eral research activities including:

1. Research In narcotic and barbiturate
addiction.

2. Epidemiological field research in multi-
ple sclerosis.

3. A field study In Phoeniz, Ariz, to de-
termine the mental health needs of an urban
community with a heterogeneous population.

4. Initiation and expansion of neurological
research, a new program of research In
schizophrenia, and preliminary studies of
the effects of cortisone and acth in nervous
and mental disorders.

NATIONAL HEART INSTITUTE

Heart diseases constitute one of the leading
causes of death. The activities financed
from this appropriation have three major
purposes:

1. To foster and conduct research in the
causes of the various diseases of the heart
and circulation and in the development of
improved methods for their detection, diag-
nosis, and treatment.

2. To improve teaching in cardiac prob-
lems and increase the supply of personnel
trained for research and treatment of heart
diseases.

8. To assist in the development and main-
tenance of detection, diagnostic, and home
care services at the local level,

Grants for research and : The pro-
posed appropriations for grants to medical
schools and other institutions and to indi-
viduals for research and training are the
same as the current year's, with one excep-
tion, While the 1851 estimate provides
£5,350,000 to liquidate last year’s commit-
ments for the construction of research
facilities, no new contract authority for this
purpose 1s given. Grants would be made as
follows:

Research projects.. e eveaneana $3, 820, 000

Research fellowships. .o 800, 000
Expansion of teaching of medical

subjects relating to heart dis-

eases 741, 000
Training stipends .. St 150, 000

Grants for control activities: The sum of

$2,000,000 (same as current year) is proposed
for grants to States for detection, diagnosis,
and other control activities. Under this pro-
gram, the States find and refer cardiac pa-
tlents for diagnosis and treatment, provide
services to heart-disease patients in their
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homes, furnish training opportunities to phy-
sicians and public-health workers in cardiac
problems, and supply public information.
Federal research: An appropriation of $1,-
830,354 is proposed, compared with $1,407,939
for the current year, for Federal research in
the development of diagnostic and case-
finding instruments, the peripheral vascular
system, kidney and electrolyte metabolism,
high blood pressure, gerontology, rheumatic
heart disease, therapeutics, and epidemiology.

DENTAL HEALTH ACTIVITIES

The activities financed from this appropri-
ation have three major purposes:

1. To foster and conduct research in the
causes and prevention of dental diseases and
in the development of improved methods for
their diagnosis and treatment,

2. To increase the supply of personnel
trained for dental health work and improve
the utilization of dental health personnel
now available,

3. To assist in the development and main-
tenance of preventive and clinical programs
at the local level.

Grants for research and training: The fund
for grants to dental schools and other insti~
tutions and to individuals for research and
training would be increased to 325,000, com-
pared with 235,000 for the current year.

Federal research: The proposed appropri=-
ation of $329,225 ($237,820 this year) pro-
vides for expansion of research into the
cause and possible cure of transient bacte-
riemia, studies relating to the reattach-
ment of supporting dental tissues destroyed
in periodontal disease, and expansion of
other studies in dental disease. Last year,
Congress had appropriated $100,000 for de-
veloping plans for the erection of a dental
research building on the grounds of the
National Institutes of Health in Bethesda,
Md. It is proposed to postpone this project
until it is found that this additional space
is needed.

CONSTRUCTION OF RESEARCH FACILITIES

The Public Health Service is currently en-
gaged in & major expansion of its medical
research facilities at the National Institute
of Health in Bethesda, Md. The principal
bullding, now in its second year of construc-
tion, is the clinical center, a research labo-
ratory equipped with 500 research beds for
clinical research in cancer, heart, mental,
metabolic, and infectious diseases. Its pur-
pose will be to provide a medical center where
the best quality of hospital care can be given
all types of patients under scientific obser-
vation and where laboratory facilities for
adjunct studies with animals are immedi-
ately accessible. The project also includes
auxiliary structures to provide power, incin-
eration, storage, laundry, animal breeding,
and shops services for the entire National In-
stitutes of Health. It is expected that the
clinical center will be finished and equipped
for operation by the close of 1952. The
budget calls for the appropriation of $15,-
125,000 which is in addition to the $18,100,~
000 appropriated to date for this activity.

CONTROL OF VENEREAL DISEASES

The number of reported syphilis cases has
declined from a peak of 592,841 in 1943 to
853,303 in 1948 and 300,975 in 1948, The ac-
tivities financed from this appropriation
have two major purposes:

1. To assist Btates and localities In case
finding and treatment.

2. To develop an immunizing agent and
more effective treatment -and diagnostic
agents and methods.

The budget calls for an appropriation of
$14,000,000 for the next fiscal year commenc=
ing July 1, 1950 (fiscal year 1951), compared
with $16,000,000 for the current fiscal year.
Federal grants to the States for case finding
and treatment would be $1,670,00C less.

Grants for case finding, treatment, and
other control activities: The proposed appro-
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priation for such grants for the next fiscal
year is 8,835,000, compared with $7,757,000.

This estimate assumes that despite the re--

duction in Federal grants, the total of all
Federal, State, and local expenditures in 1951
for these purposes will equal or exceed that
of 1950:

1. Increases in State and local contribu-
tions are anticipated.

2, Significant increases in local services
are expected to result from increased Federal
grants for general public-health work.

3. Estimated decreases in State and local
contributions for in-patient treatment is ex-
pected to release more State and local funds
for case finding and out-patient treatment.

Grants for special in-patient treatment
centers: Admissions have declined from a
peak of 181,754 in 1947 to 160,066 in 1949, and
average patient days per admission from 9.8
days in 1947 to 8.8 days in 1049. The fore-
casts of patient-day loads and estimates of
the Federal share of costs in fiscal years 1850
ard 1951 are as follows:

1950 1951
Patient-days --..- 1, 280, 000 1, 100, 00O
Federal share of
costs, £3.90 per
S RSB L SE R $4, 902, 000 $4, 290, 000

Grants for special case-finding projects:
The budget calls for an appropriation of
$300,000, compared with $346,000 for the cur-
rent year, Continuing progress by States
in achieving improved case-finding methods
is expected to decrease the need for making
Federal grants on a spaclal project basis.

Technical assistance to States: The Public
Health Service furnished assistance to the
States in medical, nursing, and laboratory
activities through field studies and demon-
strations in improved case-finding methods
and treatment, and through preparation and
dissemination of scientific information af-
fecting venereal diseases. The proposed ap-
propriation for these purposes is approxi-
mately 10 percent less than for the current
fiscal year.

CONTROL OF TUBERCULOSIS

The reported incldence of tuberculosis in
this country remains high; 138,331 cases
were reported in 1948. The activities financed
from this appropriation have two major
purposes:

1. To assist States and localities in case
finding, diagnosis, and in placing cases un-
der local medical supervision.

2. To determine the cause of the disease
and the mode of its tranmission and to
develop improved methods of detection,
diagnosis, and treatment as well as an ef-
fective immunizing agent.

The budget calls for an appropriation of
$9,600,000 which is slightly less than the
current year's appropriation,

Grants to States for tuberculosis control
activities: Federal grants to the States
would be $8,350,000—#$440,000 less than the
amount available for the current year. This
estimate assumes that despite the reduction
in Federal grants, the total of all Federal,
State, and lccal expenditures in 1851 for
this purpose will equal or exceed that of
1960, Increased State and local contribu-
tions, and increased local health services
which are expected to result from increased
Federal grants for general public health work,
are expected to offset the cut in Federal
grants for this program.

Mass X-ray surveys In large cities: It 1s
estimated that over two-thirds of the Na-
tion's tuberculosis problem is concentrated
in cities. In the last 4 years, 'the Public
Health Service hes taken chest X-ray films
for 2,435,835 adults. Of that number, ap-
proximately 24,671 with a tentative diagnosis
of tuberculosis have been referred to physi-
clans for diagnosis and treatment. During
18590, the service is for the first time operat-
ing with two complete teams on a full-year
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basis. Forecasts of work load and unit costs
are as follows:

13950 1951
Chest X-ray films. 2,479, 362 2, 900, 000
Cost per film______ 46¢ 43¢
Amount.. . ceeaee. $1, 140, 508  §1, 247, 000

Bignificantly lower-unit costs in 1950 and
1951 are expected to result from an increased
volume of films and the intrcduction of
improved methods and procedures.

Follow-up work after mass X-ray surveys:
Mass X-ray surveys cause an increase in cases
requiring follow-up, which is frequently five
or six times the normal load. The facilities
and personnel of local health departments
usually cannot effectively take care of such
a rapid increase. It is proposed, as a new
program, to assign trained professional work-
ers to local health departments in the two
metropolitan-survey areas to be covered in
1951 for a specified period of time after the
mass case-finding surveys to assist in final
diagnosis and other follow-up work, The
estimated cost is $105,000.

CONTROL OF COMMUNICABLE DISEASES

Despite notable progress in recent Years,
many communicable diseases are not yet
under control. This appropriation finances
laboratory and field investigations and con-
trol operations designed to supplement and
support the activities of the States and local-
ities in the control of communicable diseases.

General communicable-disease control:
This includes epidemiology, laboratory tech-
nological services, general veterinary public
health activities, engineering, entomological
and technical development activities, and
training and production of training mate-
rials. The 1951 estimate provides increases
for:

1. Improving the diagnostic methods and
performance of State, local, and other non-
profit laboratories.

2. Expanding epldemiological studies of
the mode of transmission of virus diseases,
streptococeal infections, and enteric diseases.

3. Expanding studies of the health hazards
involved in the use of new insecticides; ro-
denticides, and other commercial poisons in
the control of communicable diseases.

The budget includes §2,600,000 for these
purposes—an increase of 150,000,

Investigation and control of specific com-
municable diseases: These diseases are ma-
laria, typhus, plague, and other rat-borne
diseases, rabies, leprosy, infant diarrheal dis-
eases, poliomyelitis, encephalitis, and other
virus diseases, and "Q" fever and other
rickettsial diseases. The 1951 estimate re-
flects reductions in control operations for
malaria and typhus of 42 and 56 percent, re-
spectively, In accordance with morbidity
rates which have sharply declined from their
wartime and postwar peaks. Only partially
offsetting increases are estimated for investi-
gations of infant diarrheal diseases and en-
cephalitis. The proposed appropriation of
$2,650,000 is $1,055,000 less than the appro-
priation for the current fiscal year.

General epidemic and disaster aid: Emer-
gency aid Is furnished in disease epidemics
and disasters which create problems beyond
the capacity of State health departments,
Saventeen States in which epidemies or dis-
asters occurred in 1949 received aid from the
communicable-disease center of the Ssrvice,
The appropriation for this work is $40,000.

SANITATION AND INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE

The purpose of the activities financed from
this appropriation is to supplement and sup-
port the activities of States and localities in
promoting and preserving the public health
through control of the basic essentials of
individual and community life—air, water,
food, and shelter, The proposed appropria-
tion is $4,000,000—almost 81,000,000 more
than the amount available for the current
fiscal year,
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Water pollution control: The present pro-
gram consists of the initial development
and organization of activities authorized in
the Water Pollution Control Act of 1048,
including: technical and congultative serv-
ices on prevention and abatement of water
pollution; preparation of comprehensive
river basin programs for pollution control;
and field and laboratory investigations in
devising and perfecting methods of testing
for and treating certain industrial wastes,
The 1951 estimate provides increases in funds
for the further development of these activ-
ities to meet the objectives set forth in the
act. The budget includes $1,766,826 for this
program—g645,226 over the current year's ap-
propriation. In addition, $1,000,000 (same as
last year) is proposed for grants to State and
interstate water pollution agencies in order
to assist them in the conduct of surveys,
studies, investigations, and research related
to the prevention and control of water pol-
lution caused by industrial wastes.

Milk, focd, and other sanitation activities:
These include consultative and technical as-
sistance to State and local authorities and
laboratory and field investigations in sani-
tation of water, milk, shellfish, and other
focds. The 1951 estimate provides increases
for a new program of certifying interstate
shipments of milk and for intensification of
activities in shellfish sanitation. The budget
includes 715,000 for these activities—8103,~
880 over the current year's appropriation,

Industrial hygiene: Technical and consul=-
tative services are furnished to States, local
authorities, and industry, including assist-
ance in establishing, conducting, and im-
proving industrial hygiene services and in
making atmospheric pollution studies. Re-
search and investigations are undertaken in
the evaluation of injurious and objectional
chemical, physical, and biological agents
used or produced in industrial processes,
and in the development of control measures.
The budget estimate of $655,000 will permit
operation of this program at approximately
the current year’s level,

Radiological health services: These in-
clude the collection, analysis, and dissemi-
nation of information relative to the hazards
of handling, using, and disposing of radio-
active substances and the training of per-
sonnel competent to render advisory services
to Federal, State, and local authorities in
radiological health problems. An increase
in funds from $60,000 for the current year
to $110,000 for the next fiscal year would
permit the establishment of a radiological
health training unit,

GENERAL PUBLIC HEALTH WORK

Latest avallable information indicated that
Iittle more than one-half of all counties are
serviced by full-time local health units, and
many of these are inadequately staffed. This
means that most counties lack adequate serv-
ices in one or more of such fundamental
phases of public health as public health
nursing, public health dentistry, control of
communicable diseases, and sanitation. The
basic purpose of this appropriation is to
assist States In meeting the need for local
health services as well as to provide financial
support for State health services of a general
character., The budget calls for the appro-
priation of $26,425,000—an increase of more
than £9,000,000 over this year's appropriation.

Grants to States for general health; The
proposed increase is primarily for assisting
States to expand and strengthen lceal health
services. The 1951 estimate of £23,450,000
for grants under this appropriation, together
with the 1951 estimate of §3,550,000 for grants
to States under “Mental health activities,”
equals the limit of §27,000,000 imposed by
exlsting law.

Technical assistance to States: The pres=-
ent program includes: (a) consultative serv-
ices to States for local and general health
scrvices, and review and analysis of State
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plans, programs, and budgets; (b) sanitation
and other general training of State and local
public health personnel, assistance to States
in establishing training programs, and in-
service training for Public Health Service
officers in local health units; and (¢) dem-
onstrations in nutrition and diabetes. The
1951 estimate provides for the addition of
a screening team for finding diabetes cases
and demonstrating the case-finding tech-
nique to local health departments. Other
increases are for strengthening the train-
ing program. The increased funds included
in this budget for these purposes are as
follows:

1950 1951
Consultative services. 510,000 540, 000
305, 163 337, 000
1,301,163 1,432,000

The studies in chronic-disease problems:
This budget includes & new appropriation
of 105,000 for studies in: The development
of techniques for screening individuals in
one visit for various chronic diseases, mass
screening for glaucoma, and home care and
restorative services for the chronically 11l

SPECIAL HEALTH PROGRAM IN ALASKA

The activities financed from this appro-
priation have two basic purposes. The first
is to supplement and strengthen the services
of the Territorial Department of Health to
meet the needs of an expanding military and
civilian population in Alaska. The second is
to enable the Public Health Service to con-
duct field and laboratory investigations of
the disease problems of the Territory, many
of which are different from those in the
continental United States. An appropria-
tion of $1,259,000 is proposed, which includes
& special grant of 8708,000 to Alaska for gen-
eral health purposes.

Grants for research, experiments, and
demonstrations: New legislation enacted last
year authorizes the Public Health Service to
make grants-in-aid to States, local govern-
ments, and nonprofit organizations for proj-
ects for the conduct of research, experiments,
or demonstrations toward development, utili-
zation, and coordination of hospital services,
facllities, and resources. The sum of $1,000,-
020 is recommended for this purpose.

HOSPITAL ADMINISTRATION RESEARCH

The Veterans' Administration conducts a
continuous program of research on various
phases of the administration of its hospi-
tals. Following are some examples of recent
research projects:

Veterads’ Administration has estimated
that during the past 3 years research in
connection with the design of hospital equip-
ment alone covered some 900 major studies
and resulted in an annual saving of $750,000.

In cooperation with manufacturers, a floor
material was developed that meets require-
ments in all parts of the country and under
all kinds of weather conditions.

Four items of waiting room furniture were
standardized, having common replacement
parts.

Test results have indicated the superiority
and economy of zone-controlled heating sys-
tems.

A study is currently under way to disclose
a practical method of flameproofing mattress
ticking and filling.

In 1947 the total research activities
were given as $1,160,000,000, This in-
cludes industries and universities. Of
that in the Federal Government there
was $625,000,000 appropriated and only
$55,000,000 went to basic research, while
$570,000,000 went to applied research
development.

In the War Department there was
$500,000,000, but only $35,000,000 was ex-
pended on basic research, which this bill
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deals with, and yet $465,000,000 was ex-
pended on applied research.

Industry, $450,000,000, only $10,000,000
on basic and $440,000,000 on applied.

Universities, $35,000,000 on basic and
only $10,000,000 on applied.

So I hope you will see what this com=-
mittee is trying to do and why it is trying
to focus attention on basic research, and
why, as the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. WorLveErTON] and others have so
ably stated, we felt it was our duty, irre-
spective of party, by a very heavy major-
ity, not only to recommend this legisla-
tion to the House, but it was our duty and
obligation to support it and try to con-
vince you of its soundness.as well.

Mr. TABER. Now, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. HESELTON. 1 yield.

Mr. TABER. I am wondering if the
gentleman could point out to us any lan-
guage in the bill which would authorize
the so-called Foundation to do the things
that you indicated was being done in the
armed services in connection with the
coordination activity. In the armed
services they have authority to do it.

Mr. HESELTON. Yes. I think you
will find that in paragraph 6, section 3
(a), on page 3. You will find in the
committee bill that there is a new com-
mittee amendment recommended. Iam
happy to say that the members of the
commitiee were willing to consider a sug-
gestion that I made because of the
Hoover Commission report, but unfor-
tunately that language does not do what
we intended it to do. Therefore, I pro-
pose to offer an amendment, and I hope
it will be supported by members of the
committee. It is as follows:

To evaluate scientific research programs
undertaken by agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment and correlate the Foundation scien=-
tific research programs with those under-
taken by individuals and by public and pri-
vate research EToups.

That, in my judgment, will properly
place this new Foundation, if we create
it, in a position to evaluate the whole
Federal picture. It will not place it in a
position where it can say to private re-
search groups, “You must do this or else
we will not give you something” or “You
cannot do that or we will withdraw
funds.” )

It leaves them to do their job by cor-
relating this Federal activity in the over-
all industrial research and university
picture of this country, but it definitely
gives the Foundation no authority to
evaluate the work of non-Federal groups
or to interfere with their prozrams. I
want to add that our colleague from Del-
aware [Mr. Bogas] has discussed it with
me, as well as our colleague from New
York [Mr, Eeating] and others. I am
confident that the substitute amendment
meets their very proper objection to the
form of the committee amendment. I
want to absolve other members of the
committee from any responsibility for
that language. I had too little time to
consider it carefully. It would not do
what I intended—carry out the recom-
mendation of the Hoover Commission.
This substitute will do that. I hope it
will be accepted by the Interstate and
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Foreign Commerce Committee and by
you.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
HeserTton] has expired.

Mr. EEATING. Since I had prepared
an amendment substantially similar, al-
though, I admit, inferior in quality to
that offered by the gentleman ifrom
Massachusetts, I shall support his
amendment and think it is most impor-
tant that it be adopted.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. BIEMILLER].

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIEMILLER. I yield.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
in the Recorp immediately following the
remarks by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. HESELTON].

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

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEEFE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BIEMILLER. I yield.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I know
that the gentleman who is now address-
ing the House has spent a lot of time
on this bill. There are a few questions
I would like to try to get answered. I
asked one a short time ago, and the
gentleman attempted to answer it. He
said that it was not the intent of this
bill to transfer operating functions in
the fields of scientific research, whether
basic or otherwise, to the Foundation.
Did I understand the gentleman cor-
rectly?

Mr, BIEMILLER. That is correct.

Mr. EEEFE. Then if the gentleman
has time, I would like for him to explain
why on page 19, section 8 was stricken
out and a new section was inserted which
proposes to make the funds that have
heretofore been made available to operat-
ing agencies in the field of research
transferable to the Science Foundation.

Mr, BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, the
point raised by the gentleman from Wis-
consin is one that I do intend to dis-
cuss in my remarks. If he will be pa-
tient for just a few moments, I will be
coming back to the question he raises.
I wish to spend most of the time avail-
able to me in dealing with the general
basic problem which the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Keere]l has raised.

But first I think the urgency of the
situation should be made clear.

The very suddenness with which we
were catapulated into the atomic era
is dramatic proof of the urgency of a
Nation Science Foundation in relation
to our national security. The general
theories from which the practical work-
ings of atomic energy were developed
were common knowledge among the ex-
plorers of the scientific frontier long be-
fore the rest of us wakened to their
shattering realities. = These theories
came not from the researchers who work
toward a known goal within the fron-
tier, but from the pure researchers who
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explore beyond the outer limits of man's
knowledge of himself and his universe.

What has that to do with this bill?
Just this. This Nation is sponsoring or
assisting in many research projects, pub-
lic and private. The most prominent are
being carried on by the Atomic Energy
Commission. Almost every one of them
is aimed at the accomplishment of given
ends, of goals believed reachable inside
the present limits of man's knowledge of
the way the world works.

Meanwhile scientists from all over the
United States have appeared before con-
gressional committees to tell us that al-
most no pure research of the kind that
first provided the atomic theories is be-
ing done. Skilled minds are applying
that which the restless probers of the
universe discovered years ago to the con-
struction of a hydrogen bomb. But vir-
tually no one is back out in that limitless
scientific area where the potentialities
of the H-bomb were discovered.

Pure research is enormously expensive
without having any foreseeable benefits.
Years of effort might result in scientific
explanation of the principles of man's
behavior—or in nothing. It might result
in some principle of the universe that
would bury the hydrogen bomb with the
caveman’s club—or in nothing. But
pure research must be done because it
is our chance that in the end science
may balance the awful gift of power
with the precious ccunterweight of con-
trol.

There are endless other potentialities
in pure research, many of them almost
as important. As Franklin D. Roosevelt
said in November 1944:

New frontiers of the mind are before us
and if they are ploneered with the same
vision, boldness, and drive with which we
have waged the war we can create a fuller
and more fruitful employment and a fuller
and more fruitful life.

Mr. Chairman, we must see the urgen-
cy in all this. The urgency in bringing
to bear on our common problems not only
the vast store of man’s present knowl-
edge, but that which has so far escaped
him. There lies our hope.

The National Science Foundation Act
was written with these great needs in
mind. It deals with smaller problems as
well as the large, but all within the con-
text of the urgent importance of expand-
ing this Nation's scientific research pro-
gram.

According to Dr. Vannevar Bush, Di-
rector of the wartime Office of Scientific
Research and Development:

The responsibility for the creation of new
sclentific knowledge—and for most of its ap-
plication—rests on that small body of men
and women who understand the fundamen-
tal laws of nature and are skilled in the
techniques of scientific research. We shall
have rapid or slow advance on any sclentific
frontier depending on the number of highly
qualified and trained scientists exploring it.

The testimony is ample, indeed over-
whelming, that the advance is not yet
rapid, particularly in the pure research
which is basic to applied research. It is
estimated that our stock pile of as yet
unapplied basic knowledge is down about
40 percent below prewar levels.
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Dr. Karl Compton, well known to most
of you as former Chairman of the Re-
search and Development Board of the
National Military Establishment, has
written that the Board more and more
frequently meets problems the solution
of which is at least temporarily halted by
lack of basic knowledge.

Why have existing private and public
agencies failed to take up the slack?
There is the problem of personnel stated
by Bush, the problem of far greater ex-
pense in terms of equipment and man
hours because of the huge scale of ac-
tivities needed and the problem of over-
all direction.

What, first, is the personnel situation?
If the prewar trend in this country had
continued we would have had about
205,000 scientists in this country. We
now have about 165,000, There are
greater demands for them than ever. As
a result there are unfilled research posi-
tions in almest every public or private
research agency as well as on university
teaching staffs.

What about equipment and laboratory
space? A committee of the National Re-
search Council indicates that the capital
outlay needed by universities and col-
leges alone is about $130,000,000. To
show the present lack of cohesive knowl-
edege about cur scientific personnel and
facilities as a whole, there is no com-
parable figure on private needs.

And, third, what about coordination?
The Hoover Commission is worried about
the lack of it among Federal agencies
alone, without mentioning the much
worse situation of private research
groups. There is a right to be suspicious
of a system which produced sulfanila-
mide before the First World War, but got
its first real use from the discovery more
than 20 years later.

I think the need is pretty well estab-
lished. There is, in fact, only scattered
opposition to the measure. If the bill’s
intent were better understood, it seems
likely even this opposition, mostly con-
cerned about its effects on patents, would
vanish.

The bill says only that each contract
for research shall contain provisions
governing the disposition of inventions
produced thereunder in a manner calecu-
lated to protect the public interest and
the equities of the other parties to the
contract—that no such provision will be
inconsistent with any patent law. Only
those who believe the Government of
the United States can do no right would
mistrust such a clause. It is a course
of action that would be followed by any
public agency with or without such a
clause. Any agency which did not pro-
tect the rights of the taxpayer to such a
limited extent would deserve and get a
sound thrashing from Congress.

As one of the authors of National Sci-
ence Foundation legislation, I want to
discuss in some detail other advantages
of H. R. 4346, the bill before you.

It is a solution to one of the ecrucial
problems of this type of legislation, The
administrative structure provides direct
responsibility to the executive branch.
It provides equally for participation in
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policy decisions by impartial, but vitally
interested scientists.

Not only is the proposed foundation
administratively sound, but it has prop-
erly flexible authority. - It can move from
subject to subject, placing its emphasis
on research in the area where the na-
tional need is greatest at the time.

The bill also takes into consideration
a situation created by the 4 years which
it has taken to bring the foundation this
close to reality. Many Federal agencies
are already conducting research pro-
grams which could not and did not wait
for the creation of an over-all agency.
These programs are producing splendidly
and are, in fact, good advertisements of
what the nationally integrated program
of the foundation can do on a much
greater scale,

Among the agencies with the largest
programs are the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, the Military Establishment and
the Public Health Service. They are
performing their particular functions
with distinction.

Under this legislation, it is not pro-
posed that their programs will be taken
over. The foundation would, of course,
immediately assume its role as the co-
ordinating agency, but it is expected that
operating responsibility of present pro-
grams will remain in the hands of indi-
vidual agencies. There are three prin-
cipal reasons for this expectation. First,
provision of research funds to a number
of Federal sources is healthy, particu-
larily since Federal funds are such a
high percentage of the total allotted for
research in this country. Second, there
is an extensive network of non-Federal
advisory groups now cooperating with
the Federal agencies and their knowl-
edge and uninterrupted assistance is
vital. Finally, the foundation must not
divert attention from the major prob-
lems of national scientific strategy to the
details of individual programs already
in operation.

The Public Health Service is a par-
ticular case in point. Grants for basic
research in medicine and related sci-
ences in this field are made to support
investigations selected by scientists in
the Nation’s medical schools, universi-
ties and hospitals. The scientists and
not the Public Health Service select the
areas in which they wish to work. Ap-
plications for grants are reviewed by
nongovernmental specialists who are
leaders in their field. Their recom-
mendations are reviewed by national
advisory councils. These councils must
not only approve all specific grants, but
advise on policies of the total program.

Almost all this activity is directed to-
ward the chronic diseases which are the
major causes of death in this country.
As now handled, this activity has been a
marvelously successful case study in
democratic debate and decision. There
is no need to alter its operation in any
major respect; indeed, there is a need to
preserve its present general form and
content.

The programs of the Public Health
Service would require changing only as
the national scientific strategy requires
changing as determined by the National
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Science Foundation. There, I think, is
the ideal relationship between the
foundation and such agencies as the
Public Health Service.

Mr., EEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BIEMILLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. KEEFE, Does this bill contem-
plate that the National Science Founda-
tion, if established, will make requests
for one over-all appropriation to cover
the research indulged in by all Govern-
ment agencies authorized to conduct
research? .

Mr. BIEMILLER. That is definitely
not my understanding, I understand
that the amounts requested would be
(a) for the obvious operating expenses
of the agency, and (b) for such opera-
tions as are not covered by any other
grant made by the Congress for research
by any existing Federal agency.

Mr. EEEFE., So that those present
operations, such as the Public Health
Service’s categorical programs for public
health, and the National Institute of
Health, would not under this, in the
judgment of the gentleman, be com-
pelled to bid for the favor of one over-
all piece of money in order fo get a slice
for the operation of their particular
agency?

Mr. BIEMILLER. That is precisely my
understanding and may I add in con-
nection with the question which the
gentleman raised earlier on page 19, sub-
section (h) of section 14, My under-
standing for the need of that section,
and I ask my subcommittee chairman
to check me if I am not correct, is that
in the event a project had already been
initiated—and let us use the Public
Health Servic. inasmuch as that is the
illustration in front of us—if there had
been some project initiated by one of
the Public Health Service institutes,
either for their work in public health or
under the grants it makes to various
universities or other agencies which
needed supplementing by some further
grant for which the National Secience
Foundation might have funds, this sub-
section (h) gives the authority for pool-
ing those funds and pooling the results
and pooling the work that is to be done
under such situation.

Mr. PRIEST. That is my understand-
ing of the purpose of that provision.
Let us say that the National Cancer In-
stitute had some research going on at
Johns Hopkins; let us say there was
need for an additional amount for which
the division of medical education in
this bill had some funds, that the two
might be pooled to further the project.
That, I think, would be an example of
what the language is intended to do.

Mr. KEEFE. I doubt if that is an
answer to the question which the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin now speaking
has raised, because subsection (h) on
page 19 of this bill definitely provides
that—

Funds available to any department or
agency of the Government for sclentific or
technical research, or the provision of facil-
ities therefor, shall be available for transfer,
with the approval of the head of the de-
partment or agency involved, In whole or
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in patt, to the Foundation for such use as
is consistent with the purposes for which
such funds were provided.

Mr. PRIEST. That is my understand-
ing. If the funds were provided for
cancer research on that agreement be-
tween the two agencies concerned a
transfer could be made. There is au-
thority therefor.

Mr. KEEFE. They could take the
funds that the Congress has granted for
research for cancer, for example, if the
Foundation requested transfer of those
funds with the consent of the Surgeon
General or the head of the Federal Se-
curity Agency who would be the person
involved, I suppose, they could transfer
funds from that appropriation over to
the National Science Foundation?

Mr. BIEMILLER. The section goes
on to say: “to the Foundation for such
use as is consistent with the purposes
for which such funds were provided.”

In other words, you have to have the
approval of the Surgeon General in the
instant case and the fact that the funds
must still be utilized for the purposes
for which the Congress appropriated
them. This is a matter of bookkeeping.
It is intended for such projects as it
may be more desirable to coordinate than
to have go on independently; but does
not affect the basic work that would be
done by the Public Health Service.

Mr. KEEFE. It makesthe Foundation
an operating agency in that respect.

Mr. BIEMILLER. Only insofar as the
Surgeon General is willing to agree.

In addition to these major advantages
of a national science foundation as pro-
posed in H. R. 4846, there are a number
which are almost as important.

First. The foundation could contribute
to a solution of the problem of exchange
of scientific information in which the
need for secrecy is matched by the need
to have the information available under
the safeguards written into the bill to as
many scientists as possible.

Second. The foundation could give us
8 total picture of how many scientists are
needed, the rate of production and the
fields in which the most acute shortages
exist.

Third. The foundation could give us
our first sound understanding of what
private and public scientific resources
we have, how they are distributed now
and how they are likely to be distributed
and used in the future.

When all this has been said about the
National Science Foundation; when you
add to it the 4 years of discussion, public
and private; when you sum it up—what
more can be said?

Only this. There are those who fear
any activity on the part of government.
They are the government haters. They
think anything the Government does is
bound to be wrong. Well, we are relative-
ly reasonable men. Every single one of us
saw and helped this Government suc-
cessfully prosecute a war in which the life
of the Nation was at stake. Every single
one of us knows of other good and im-
portant things this Government has
done, in peace as in war.

There is no more important thing
Congress can do at this time than pledge
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this democratic government to under-
write its scientific future.

The benefits of science are for all of the
people of this country—and eventually of
the world. It is fitting that the repre-
sentatives of the people of this country
once more man the outer frontiers of
science with the pioneers who are our
hope of a new and better world.

It is as important that those outer
frontiers be manned as it is that we
strengthen the bastions of our national
defense, For, in the end they are the
same—at once protection against our
fears and hope for our future.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. O'HARAL.

Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr,
Chairman, may I say that this is a hill
upon which we have had hearings in the
Seventy-ninth Congress. In the Eight-
ieth Congress we had hearings upon the
same subject, and in the Eighty-first
Congress we had hearings on the same
subject, and that I started out as a mem-
ber of the commitiee in the Seventy-
ninth Congress being opposed to such
type of legislation. But I have been
overcome by the overwhelming weight
of the arguments made by the witnesses
in behalf of this bill, and I listened with
equal carz to those opposed to it.

I think one of the most able and pow-
erful witnesses who appeared before our
committee was Dr. Karl T. Compton, and
I should like to read, if I may, some por-
tions of his testimony which are directly
in answer to some of the questions which
have been raised, particularly by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Waps-
worTH]. Dr. Compton said, in part:

I am here in three capacities—as repre-
sentative of the National Military Establish-
ment by designation of the Becretary of De=
fense, as Chairman of the Research and De=-
velopment Board, which 1is generally
responsible for planning and coordinating
military research, and as a citizen with some
experience in scientific research as president
of the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy until last November. I hasten to say
that in all three capacities I strongly support
the establishment of a National Science
Foundation. I should also add that the De-
partments of the Army, the Navy, and the
Air Force support the basic legislation and
concur in this statement. In addition, the
Bureau of the Budget has advised me that
there is no objection to presentation of this
statement to you.

Despite the extensive discussion during the
past 4 years of legislation for this purpose, 1
feel that it might be useful briefly to review
the essential elements of the agency with
which we are concerned, for I have the feel-
ing that there is danger of diversion of atten=
tion to extraneous issues. In so doing, it
may be less confusing if I refer only to H. R.
2308 and H. R. 12, intending, of course, to
include the bills identical with each. How-
ever, I should like to exclude H. R. 359 for
the time being and discuss it separately.

The need for a scientific foundation rests
upon the major requirement in this country
with respect to science. This is the dual
necesslty of supplementmg the privat,e e~
sources avallable for the support of basic
research and for the tralnlng of scientists
and engineers. All other. issues which have
arisen in the course of consideration of Na-
tional Science Foundation legislation, al-
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though many are important in themselves,
are subordinate to the basic need for a foun-
dation, and within the limit of reasonable-
ness, they should be kept subordinate.

We have In the last 10 years devoted an
enormous effort to applied research, and this,
although considerably reduced since the war,
is still roughly three times the annual efiort
made before 1939. This effort, together with
previous modern advances in the utilization
for practical purposes of natural phenomena,
is bringing us near the point of diminishing
returns. We have literally exhausted the
stock pile of fundamental knowledge in many
flelds.

Further improvements are, of course, pos-
gible, but significant progress is becoming
more and more difficult. I speak now from
the peoint of view of the National Military
Establishment concerned with providing for
our armed forces equipment and weapons
superior to those of any potential enemy, but
the same thing applies to other governmental
agencies and to industry as well. It is basic
research which provides the data and general
knowledge for use by those engaged in ap-
plied research for particular ends, and nei-
ther Government nor industry can maintain
substantial technological progress without a
steady increase in the gquality and scope of
this basic knowledge.

Mr, Chairman, I feel that that state-
ment by Dr. Compton alone is the over-
whelming argument which makes this
legislation important and imperatively
necessary.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Maine [Mr, Hatel.

Mr. McSWEENEY., Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HALE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. McSWEENEY. May I say that I
grew up in the same town with Dr. Karl
Compton, attended the same college, and
have had definite correspondence with
him relative to this legislation. I asked
him one question which maybe the gen-
tleman can answer. Does the gentleman
believe it would stifle private industry in
its efforts and research?

Mr, HALE. I quite definitely do, and
I am going to develop that thought.

Nothing would please me more than to
join in the chorus of praise for this legis-
lation. It is never very pleasant to serve
as a dissenter on a congressional com-
mittee, particularly on a committee as
strong and able as I think the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
is. It is only because I feel rather
strongly that this particular piece of
legislation is not really wise and salutary
that I voted against it in the committee
this year. I voted against it in the
Eightieth Congress, and at that time
made a more elaborate and extensive
speech than I expect to make today.

The truth of the matter as I see it is
that the effect of this bill is to inject
science into politics and politics into sci-
ence; and I think it is a miscegenation

_devoutly to be avoided.

I do not believe that you can possibly
draw a bill which gives Government con-
trol over scientific-research programs
and still leaves scientists the freedom I
think they must have. Nobody has said
any more eloquently than it was said this
morning by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, our majority leader, that the
scientist must have his freedom. I do
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not care how well-meaning political bu-
reaus or commissions or foundations may
be, I do not think they can leave scien-
tists altogether free, and free scientists
must be.

The way to accomplish the result which
this bill seeks to accomplish is, in my
opinion, to amend our tax laws and make
more readily possible private donations
and corporate donations to scientific pur-
suits and research. I believe that
amendments of this kind to our tax laws
could very readily be devised. I think
they would be completely effective, and
would cost the Government very much
less money than it will find itself spend-
ing for the support of this Foundation.

The trouble with this bill, in my
opinion, is that it is one more straw in
the gradual socialization of our whole
national structure. I read the other
night with great interest the President’s
$100-dinner speech in which he poked
fun at the Republican Party for opposing
this, that and the other measure as being
socialistic. Of course, Mr. Chairman,
one straw does not make a haystack.
Two straws do not make a haystack.
Three or 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 100, or 200
straws do not make a haystack. Finally
you get enough straws—I just do not
know how many it does take—but you
get enough straws and you get something
that everybody recognizes to be a hay-
stack. It seems to me if you place more
and more activities, whether of a busi-
ness or a scientific nature, under Gov-
ernment regimentation, then you have—
finally—a structure, the character of
which no one can mistake. I have great
respect for Dr, Compton and Dr. Bush
and all the other distinguished scientific
gentlemen who favor this legislation.

I will call attention to the fact, how-
ever, that there are many distinguished
scientists who are heartily opposed to
this legislation. During the Eightieth
Congress I inserted in the REcorp a very
large number of communications which
I received from distinguished scientists
in opposition to a measure similar to this.
But the sad truth is that too many
scientists find themselves like so many
farmers, manufacturers, and others un-
able to resist the lure of Government
subsidies. I wish that this legislation
might be rejected. Science will not sufier
if it is.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Maine has expired.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman,I yield
7 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CELLER].

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, the Of-
fice of Scientific Research and Develop-
ment, as directed by Dr. Vannevar Bush,
was an organization during the war of
5,000 scientists and 10,000 technicians.
They advanced our scientific and tech-
nical knowledge 20 years in the space of
5 war years. If the Office of Scientific
Development and Research was effica-
cious during the war, we should have a
continuation of similar work during
peacetime, The National Science Foun-
dation would accomplish that—a con-
tinuation of the splendid work performed
by these technicians and scientists under
the able direction of Dr. Vanneyvar Bush,
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I hope a man of the caliber and stamp
of Dr. Vannevar Bush will become Chief
of the National Science Foundation. We
could never find a better man than he to
head up this outfit.

There are no longer any physical fron-
tiers but frontiers of science are still
vague intellectual regions unconquered.
Indeed, they seem to recede ever further
away as physicists, biochemists, biolo-
gists, medical savants make new revela-
tions and discoveries.

To help control these ever-changing
frontiers will be the function of the Na-
tional Science Foundation. That prob-
lem is too gigantic for private industry
or groups to cope with. Our Govern-
ment must step in.

I want to call the attention of the
gentleman from New York to the fact
that Charles Kettering, a very noted sei-
entist and automotive industrialist, tells
us that 6,000,000 men and women are
marked for death from cancer and 200,-
009 will die every year from that dread
scourge, cancer, If a cure could be
found for cancer at a cost of $25,000,000,
which is the estimated ultimate cost for
the National Science Foundation, I say
the cost would be minuscular in com-
parison to the dread disease called can-
cer. Dr. Eettering stated:

Cancer presents a number of curious para=
doxes, such as the fact that biologically it is
at the positive extreme of life and growth
and is at the same time a widespread cause
of death; that the more complete our medi-
cal services and the higher our standards
of living, the more cancer we seem to de-
velop; that sclentists have a relatively great
knawledge of the world around us, but have

failed to penetrate with equal mastery the
unit of man himself, the cell.

Then he goes on to ask: Why is it that
200,000 people amid us must die every
year from cancer?

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I yield.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. The gen-
tieman understands that vast sums of
money are now being spent upon re-
search to discover the cause and cure of
cancer.

Mr. CELLER. I say that the National
Science Foundation, regardless of all
other scientific endeavor, will specifi-
cally direct its attention to the finding
of a cure for cancer,

Take the case of the common cold.
The medical profession has advanced
remarkably in latter years, but it is no
disparagement of the medical profession
to say that the doctors have not even
succeeded in finding a cure for the com-
mon cold. The story is told of a man
who comes to a doctor. The doctor says,
“Why, you are suffering from a cold.”
“Well, can you help me?” asked the
patient. The doctor says, “I'll fell you
what you do. It is raining cats and dogs
outside, take off your coat and your hat
and walk about 3 miles in that teeming
rain, Then come back to me.”

The patient said, “But I will get
pneumonia.”

The doctor said, “That is exactly what
I want you to get. I can cure pneu-
monia but I cannot cure a common cold.”
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If we could cure a common cold, it
would be worth more than the $25,000,-
000 a year, the cost of estimated opera-
tion under the National Science Foun-
dation.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, CELLER. I yield.

Mr. KEEFE. I do not want the gen-
tleman to be under a misapprehension,
of course. The $25,000,000 that is pro-
posed here as the cost of this bill is in no
way related to the direct research in the
field of cancer. If the gentleman had
been here he would understand that the
National Science Foundation itself is not
to be an operating agency. We are going
to spend $100,000,000, if necessary. Do
not talk $25,000,000 in cancer, We want
a hundred million dollars.

Mr. CELLER. Please do not use all
my time. I will say to the gentleman
that we in this House still have control
of the purse strings of the Nation. All
you need to do is to vote down anything
above and keyond $25,000,000. I want to
be economical when it comes to expendi-
tures. Economy, yes; but not parsi-
mony. I do not want to react toward
this proposition in a pinch-penny man-
ner. I fear that some of those who are
opposing this bill are acting in a nig-
gardly menner. The National Science
Foundation will have justified itself if it
finds, say, the cause and cure of heart
disease. Where human life is at stake,
the cost cannot be weighed as some do in
the Chamber who oppose the bill. The
argument of bureaucracy as advanced
against the bill is the usual argument of
die-hard conservatism. If another bu-
reau will help save human lives or ad-
vance our national health and welfare,
I am for another bureau.

There are scores of nonfatal maladies
of which medical science knows very
little. Those maladies are serious and
laden with intense pain. They are not
lethal. You do not die from them, but
their cost in misery and suffering and the
loss of man-hours is incalculable. May-
be the National Science Foundation can
find a cause and give us a remedy for
shingles, for gout, for arthritis, for rheu-
matism. Medical science has not heen
able to effectuate a cure for any of those
diseases that I have mentioned. They
do not know the causes and, therefore,
know no permanent cure. Take the
malady commeoenly called gout. It in-
volves the one having gout in most ex-
cruciating pain. There is the idea that
gout is caused from an improper accu-
mulation of uric acid that has an affinity
for the great big tce. I was afflicted with
gout not so long ago. The doctor told
me I had the gout. I was in terrible
pain. I said, “Are you sure? I do not
lead that kind of a life,” “Oh,” he said,
“you have been reading Dickens or
Benjamin Franklin’'s Ode to Gout.”
“Gout,” he said, “could attack anyone;
man or woman, tall or short, lean or fat;
those who live richly and those who live
on an austere diet.” “But,” he said, “we
really do not know much about it.” He
gave a specific remedy which tended to
relieve the pain, but gout can recur any
time,
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Shingles is a dreadful afiliction. I hope
nobody ever gets shingles, but I can tell
you that shingles is like a thousand
toothaches under your skin., It is due
to some nerve condition, but the doctors
know practically nothing about it except
to recognize the symptoms. Maybe the
National Science Foundation will yield
a remedy for shingles or gout or arthritis.

Medical science and biocchemistry have
lengthened somewhat life’s span, but
there seems to be no valid reason why it
should not be lengthened further. The
National Science Foundation might well
be the fulcrum by which our life’s span
might be heightened and lifted.

Too many of our own members leave
us for their final reward at a time when
they reach the height of their intellec-
tual powers; when they could do their
best work and create greater benefits for
the Nation; when they could draw upon
rich experience to help solve the prob-
lems of this hectic age. But illness be-
sets them and the grim reaper demands
his toll.

Perhaps through the National Science
Foundation we can help to strengthen
these men in body and mind by post-
poning the coming of infirmities and thus
give them a longer lease on life.

I recall the lines in the second act of
Shakespeare’s As You Like It:

Last scene of all

That ends this strange eventful history,

Is second childishness and mere oblivion,

Sans teeth, sans eyes, eans taste, sans every-
thing.

Perhaps the research and medical and
technological advances that would be
made by the National Science Founda-
tion can prevent the second childishness
and mere oblivion that comes with the
seventh age of man, so that men at
seventy could be strong and vigorous and
still have their faculties and not be “sans
teeth, sans eyes, sans taste, sans every-
thing.”

I also recall the lines in All's Well
That Ends Well:

Let me not live
After my flame lacks oil, to be the snuff of
younger spirits.

Perhaps the results of the research of
the National Science Foundation can
supply that oil now lacking and make the
flame of life glow after seventy.

A proposed amendment would add a
loyalty oath requirement for scholarship
and fellowship holders. The amendment
would add a part (b) to section 10 read-
ing as follows:

No part of any funds appropriated or
otherwise made available for expenditure by
the Foundation under authority of this act
shall be used to make payments under any
scholarship or fellowship to any individual
unleas there is on file with the Foundation
an affidavit executed by such individual that
he does not believe in, and is not a member
of and does not support any organization
that belleves in or teaches the overthrow of
the United States Government by force or
violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional
methods. The provisions of section 1001 of
title 18, United States Code, shall be appli-
cable In respect of such affidavits.

As to this amendment, I quote from
an article by Dael Wolfle, of the Ameri-
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can Psychological Association, as same
appears in the magazine Science, pub-
lished by American Association on the
Advancement of Science, January 2T,
1950:

This amendment was proposed to the very
great regret of scientists. It was proposed
last spring when Atomic Energy Commission
fellowship holders were under fire from other
congressional committees. It is a conces-
slon to the current temper of Congress and
many citizens, But it 1s unnecessary; overt
treason or acts of disloyalty are adequately
handled by existing law, which is not
strengthened by the affidavit requirement.
It is also an invasion of freedom, and it is
disturbing to have undergraduate and grad-
uate students majoring in any of the sci-
ences and supported by Foundation funds
required to sign such an affidavit regardless
of whether the work upon which they are
engaged requires securlty classification or
not. The afiidavit is, however, a milder re-
quirement than the FBI investigation which
must now be made of all Atomic Energy
Commission fellows, and accepting it may
be necessary. At its meeting in New York
City on December 27 the Inter-Soclety Com-
mittee for a National Science Foundation
formally voted its disapproval of the inclu-
sion of this proposed amendment. Af the
same time, if the amendment is added de-
spite the opposition which it will arouse, the
bill as a whole will have the support of the
intersociety committee.

Mr. WOLVERTON, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HiNnsHAW].

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I
hope there is no misapprehension among
the membership of this committee and
the House concerning the basic reasons
why this bill is brought here. There is
a very vast difference between what is
called baslc or fundamental research and
the applied research, which is that type
of research which most of us seem some-
what familiar with. Basic research is
something that delves into the absolutely
unknown; it delves into the very deepest
unknown aspects of science. We talk a
lot about virus diseases, for example; but
no one yet knows what a virus'is; it is a
name for something they describe, but
they have yet to find out what a virus
is, what it looks like and how viruses
differ from one another, It is said that
a virus causes shingles; it is said that a
virus causes the common cold, but no one
yet has been able to identify either or
do anything to destroy them except to
know that they are there. This is one
example in the field of medicine.

In the field of pure science such as
that dealing generally with electronies or
radiation, it was research into the very
unknown, the blue, so to speak, that
brought out those principles which de-
veloped in the application of that science
into, among other applications, what
now is known as radar. In the field of
mathematics it is not the kind of mathe-
matics that figures out some particular
problem, but it is the finding of new
kinds of mathematics with which to
learn the answers to heretofore unsolved
questions. This is basie; it is funda-
mental; it has nothing to do with the
applications of the things that are dis-
covered.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Maine, has said that this problem might
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well be solved; that is, the problem of the
financial support of basic or fundamental
research, if we would permit a greater
exemption in the income tax for gifts to
scientific institutions, and I have no
quarrel with that. I believe that if in-
stead of having a 10 percent allowable
deduction from income for contributions
to eleemosynary institutions, churches,
and so forth and so on, it were 20 per-
cent, 30 percent, 40 percent, or 50 per-
cent, we might indeed get those moneys.
But that is not in the offing as far as I
can see into the future; I cannot see any
immediate time in the future when de-
ductions would be permitted to be made
from income for these purposes so long
as we have the very great national debt
we now have to meet. It is important
if we are going to find those basic and
fundamental answers that are needed
from science before we can make appli-
cation of those answers to the solution
of the many, many problems in our coun-
try that the Government help in estab-
lishing this foundation.

Let me point out that during the re-
cent war when we had the Selective
Service Act before us we made no ex-
emption of scientific personnel until we
found our universities stripped of some
of the really great minds that were
needed to train further in basic science.
I offer that statement here because if we
ever should consider another such bill
let us not take these minds that can be
developed into the very highest type and
send them out to dig trenches, to bake
bread, to carry arms, or whatever else
the man might be called upon to do in
the field of military effort. We must
realize that we had a whole generation
of these fellows taken out of our colleges.
Today we are short of men who can
think into the blue, into the unknown,
and we must reestablish that broader
basis of men who are interested in these
technologies and scientific pursuits in
order that we can keep abreast and keep
ahead of our applied science which are
searching for new knowledge on which to
base further applications.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr, JOHNSON].

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I had
g little experience in the Eightieth Con-
gress that impressed me with the need
for an organization such as the one set
up in this bill, When the Armed Serv-
ices Committee was organized the chair-
man of that committee, the late Mr. An-
drews, of New York, appointed a scien-
tific research and development subcom-
mittee and he named me as chairman of
that committee. Ilearned there that the
last war was won in a large measure in
the laboratories of the country.

The thing that the military men and
the scientific men with whom we came
in contact dwelt on most was the need
for basic research; that is, to expand the
frontiers of science and thus learn some-
thing new. Part of the object in pursu-
ing basic research was to block out
theories they had which were not ten-
able, it was found, after extensive basic
research.
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I am not impressed with the argument
that this might mean the regimentation
of scientists. In our great State univer-
sities which our various States own and
operate, and I have gone to two of them,
that has not occurred. At the University
of Wisconsin, where I was a student at
one time, there was a charge that the
scientists were being regimented and
there was such a violent reaction to this
charge that no one ever tried to regi-
ment the scientists any more.

Also I learned as a member of this
committee that the cost of basic research
is so stupendous and also so essential
that we must find money other than pri-
vate money to finance it. 'The only place
I can see to find that money is in the
National Treasury. Even the States
such as California and Wisconsin, whose
activities in science are nationally recog-
nized cannot, without private aid finance
such programs. As everyone has point-
ed out, the private foundations are grad-
ually dying out due to our fiscal system,
which levies very high taxes on large in-
comes.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this bill af-
fords a vehicle which can do the basic
research that is necessary in our na-
tional defense as well as in our national
life and for the reasons stated I am going
to support the bill,

We have not been as preeminent in
pure research as many people believe.
The following statement from Dr, Van-
nevar Bush from his book, ‘Science: The
Endless Frontier, which I aeccept as my
statement, states the situation as follows:

Our national preeminence in the fields of
applied research and technology should not
blind us to the truth that, with respect to
pure research—the discovery of fundamental
new knowledge and basic scientific princi-
ples—America has occupied a secondary place.
Our spectacular development of the automo-
bile, the airplane, and radio obscures the fact
that they were all based on fundamental dis-
coveries made in nineteenth-century Europe.
From Europe also came formulation of most
of the laws governing the transformation of
energy, the physical and chemical structure
of matter, the behavior of electricity, light,
and magnetism. In recent years the United
States has made progress in the field of pure
science, but an examination of the relevant
statistics suggests that our efforts in the field
of applied science have increased much faster
s0 that the proportion of pure to applied
research continues to decrease.

Several reasons make it imperative to in-
crease pure research at this stage in our his-
tory. First, the intellectual banks of conti-
nental Europe, from which we formerly bor-
rowed, have become bankrupt through the
ravages of war. No longer can we count upon
those sources for fundamental science. Sec-
ond, in this modern age, more than ever be-
fore, pure research is the pacemaker of tech-
nological progress. In the nineteenth cen-
tury, Yankee mechanical ingenuity, building
upon the basic discoverles of European sci-
ence, could greatly advance the technical
arts. Today the situation is different. Fu-
ture progress will be most striking in those
highly complex fields—electronies, aerody-
namics, chemistry—which are based directly
upon the foundation of modern science. In
the next generation, technological advance
and basic scientific discovery will be insep-
arable; a nation which borrows its basic
knowledge will be hopelessly handicapped in
the race for innovation. The other world
powers, we know, Intend to foster scientific
research in the future.
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A matter that came to my attention
while I was subcommittee chairman of
the Scientific Research and Development
Subcommittee was that there was a great
shortage of scientists, especially young
scientists. This was due in part to our
failure to grant deferment to scientists
who were inducted into the armed serv-
ices. BPBritain deferred these men, but
we did not. The Westinghouse Corp.
is doing a marvelous work in conduct-
ing an annual contest to uncover sci-
entific talent in our high schools. Each
year they hold a dinner at which they
announce the winners of their contest.
This year is the ninth annual dinner
which climaxes their science talent
search and at this dinner 40 winners
will be announced and given scholarships.
This event is one of the most inspiring
that I goto. I have not missed one since
I was first invited. The winners who are
brought to Washington receive scholar-
ships ranging from $2,800 to $100. In
addition the search reveals many more
promising young scientists and 260 more
are given honorable mention. The di-
rector of this great project is Mr. Watson
Davis and the project is known as Sci-
ence Service. The Westinghouse Corp.
deserves great credit for sponsoring and
financing this very important activity.

There is a great shortage of young sci-
entists and this cannot be filled by private
enterprise. Consequently I feel that a
bill such as the one before us is worth
passing so we may help private enter-
prise get the scientists that this modern
world needs so badly.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, until the
Federal budget is balanced and payment
on the national debt is at least begun,
I must be convinced that H. R. 4846 or
any bill, that would set up another bu-
reau, is absolutely necessary or would
be of immeasurable value to the country
before I could vote for it.

Therefore, I should like to ask pro-
ponents of this so-called National Science
Foundation Act of 1949 some questions.

I find in the bill absolutely no esti-
mate as to how much the Foundation
would cost the taxpayers per year. Un-
der section 3, the Foundation would be
allowed to make “grants, loans, and other
forms of assistance” using, according to
section 15, “such sums as may be neces-
sary.” It has been estimated on the
floor that the cost would be at least
$25,000,000 a year.

To me, this looks too much like an-
other blank check at the disposal, ac-
cording to section 2, of the executive
branch—in other words, the President.
And, although section 3 provides for the
Foundation to render an annual report
to the President for submission to Con-
gress, would not section 11 amount to
censorship powers of information vital
to the public through allowance of funds
without regard to the limitations of
other laws relating to the expenditure of
public funds and accounting therefor?
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Except under parts of section 4, 5, 6,
7, 8, and 9, establishing the Board, di-
rector, executive committee, divisional
committees, and speecial commission, I
can find no limitations as to the num-
ber of people who could be employed.
And section 14 appears to give the direc-
tor power to sidestep the Civil Service
Commission. Is this true? If so, would
not the patronage handed over to the
President be practically unlimited?

What provision is there that any indi-
vidual or group of individuals could make
any crucial decision or recommendation
when each member of the Foundation
is appointed directly or indirectly by the
President? In this connection, I call
your attention to the fact that the
Atomic Energy Commission was not per-
miited to decide whether to attempt the
manufacture of the hydrcgen bomb.
The President asserted that he and he
alone would make that decision.

And nowhere in the bill can I ascer-
tain any guaranty against duplication
of the Foundation’s activities with such
bureaus as the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, the United States Employment
Service, the Department of Education,
end the Dspariment of Defense. The
bill, under section 14, for example, calls
only for consultation or concurrence with
certain bureaus.

Section 11 would give the Foundation
authority to receive funds donated by
others. Ceculd this lead to coercion of
individuals ‘and businesses or favoritism
to those able to afford contributions?
Could further impropriety result through
allowance of the director or deputy di-
rector to hold office in organizations
making contracts with the Foundation
simply by obtaining approval of the Ex-
ecutive Commitiee, as outlined in section
149

And, under section 12, what would hap-
pen to the entire patent set-up with offi-
cers or employees of the Foundation
being allowed to apply for patents under
any rules and regulations that the Direc-
tor might establish, even though such
persons would be called nominees of the
Government?

Would the bill allow the Foundation to
confiscate personal property of all kinds
including research facilities and patents?
If not, where in the bill is such an inter-
pretation precluded?

Under section 13, could not the Foun-
dation grant up to a hundred percent of
its funds to foreign governments and
individuals? Is there any assurance that
the Foundation would work primarily for
the benefit of the pecple of the United
States instead of foreign governments?

And could not scholarships, authorized
by section 10, be used as subsidies for
foreign universities?

If we approve this bill, will we create
another bureaucracy that will grow and
grow, eat up unlimited funds, roam and
rule the entire arena of science and all
people, businesses, associations, and edu-
cational institutions pertaining to
science?

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from California,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr, HINSHAW. To most of the gen-
tleman’s questions he can find answers
in the report. But, the answer to the
question concerning the hydrogen bomb
and the Atomic Energy Commission, I
will say to the gentleman that the
Atomic Energy Act provides that the
President, and the President alone, can
make the decision as to whether or not
to build it. That is the act. ;

Mr. GROSS. That may be true, and
I think that act should be revised. I
am likswise opposed to this legislation
because it gives the President too much
power.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. WiLson],

Mr., WILSON of Oklahoma. Mr,
Chairman, it is my firm conviction that
this House should pass the Naticnal Sci-
ence Foundation bill. My able and dis-
tinguished fellow committea member
from Tennessee has ably and lucidly ex-
plained the working provisions of H. R.
4846, how the National Science FPounda-
tion would function and how it would
fill the research needs of the United
States. I cannot emphasize too greaily
the need for this organization. Our
Yankee ingenuity has always been turned
to the mass production of goods rather
than to the research of a fundamental
sort that makas possible these new de-
velopments. American industry deals
primarily and essentially with applied
science and has preconceived goals which
prevents its engineers, chemists and
other skilled and trained employees from
delving too far into the field of basic or
speculative science. As a matter of fact
some of our most sensational new proc-
esses and drugs have been the result of
basic research on matters previously
thought to have little bearing or relation
to the end discovery. Such discoveries
frequently come from remote and un-
expected sources.

The desire of American industry for
practical short term results as opposed
to speculative research, which is essen-
tially a long term proposition and non-
commercial in nature, has led to a eriti=
cal imbalance between basic and pure
scientific research and applied scientific
research. Probably less than 8 percent
of the total expenditures on research
activities in this country are channeled
to basic research. The recent war chan-
neled virtually all of our scientists away
from basic research and the shortage of
teachers, science graduates, and science
Ph. D.’s has been estimated as high as
15,000, 100,000, and 3,000, respectively,
for the three categories.

Further, if we look at our past spec-
tacular development of the automobile,
radio, airplane, radar, and the atomic
bomb as well as other less publicized in-
ventions it can readily be seen that a
tremendous part of our basic knowledge
in these fields has been borrowed from
Europe. Take a look at the 149 Nobel
Prize winners in physics, chemistry, and
medicine from 1901 through 1948; 123
were born and received all their early
training in Europe; only 22 were born in
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the United States and trained here.
With a war-devastated Europe, devas-
tated intellectually as well and without
the financial resources to conduct ex-
pensive basic research, the time has
come when we can no longer depend on
other nations for our basic discoveries.
As we push on to new frontiers in science
basic research iz going to require more
and more expensive equipment and bet-
ter trained personnel. Our colleges and
universities, long the primery source of
pure seientific work in the United States,
are finding that funds for anything but
the applied sciences are dwindling year
Ly year. Endowment funds are inade-
quate and produce but an inadeguate
income from which to finance the basic
research that provides the stream of
new ideas and discoveries to turn the
whesls of private and public enterprise.

Not only can we no longer borrow
our hasic scientific discoveries from
Europe but we have but to pzer beyond
the iron curtain to see Russia midway
in a 5-year program to produce 700,000
scientists and engineers and spending
well over a billion dollars a year in
scientific training. Further than that
we have but- to look at war-impov-
erished England to see an example of a
country now learning in the hard school
of experience what it means to drop
behind in research and development
and permit her factories and labora-
tories to become obsolete, I cannot
overemphasize the importance of the
National Science IFoundation. It may
well prove the slim margin of victory in
a shooting or cold war. That is what
radar proved to be in our war of attrition
with the German submarine in the last
war and CGerman rockets were stilled
only by eapturing the launching sites.

The importance of a backlog of scien-
tific data and research information is
apparent from the develocoment of pen-
icillin and other wonder drugs. While
war tended to accelerate the applica-
tion of basic medical discoveries it was
the fact of these discoveries that cut
deaths from disease in the military from
14.1 per thousand in World War I to 0.6
per thousand in World War II. There
remains yet a tremendous challenge in
the medical research field. Heart dis-
ease, cancer and yearly scourges of in-
fantile paralysis or polio are constant re-
minders of this fact,

H. R. 4846 is admirably suited to per-
form the functions demanded of it. The
Heover Commission in reporting on the
Government's research program heartily
endorsed the creation of the National
Science Foundation and stated that it
should have the following major fune-
tions:

(a) To examine the total scientific re-
search efiort of the Nation;

(b) To assess the proper role of the Fed-
eral Government in this effort;

(c) To evaluate the division of research
effort among the scientific disciplines and
among fields of applied research; and

(d) To evaluate the key factors that im-
pede the development of an effective na-
tional research effort. Based upon its in-
vestigations, it should advise the President
88 to the measures necessary to establish a
sound scientific research program for the
Nation.
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Compare that, if you will, with the
functions stated in section 3 (a) of H.
R. 4846; the Foundation is authorized
and directed—

(1) To develop and encourage the pur-
suit of a national policy for the promotion
of basic research and education in the sci-
ences;

(2) To initiate and support basic sclen-
tific research in the mathematical, physical,
medical, biographical, engineering, and
other sciences, by making contracts or other
arrangements (including grants, loans, and
other forms of assistance) for the conduct
of such basic scientific research and to ap-
praise the impact of research upon indus-
trial development and upon the general
welfare;

(3) After consultation with the Becretary
of Defense, to initiate and support scientific
research in connection with matters relat-
ing to the national defense by making con-
tracts or other arrangements (including
grants, loans, and other forms of assistance)
for the conduct of such scientific research;

(4) To award, as provided in section 10,
scholarships and graduate fellowships in the
mathematical, physical, medical, biological,
engineering, and other sciences;

(5) To foster the interchange of scientific
information among scientists in the United
States and foreign countries;

(6) To evaluate scientific research pro-
grams undertaken by individuals and by
public and private research groups, includ-
ing sclentific research programs of agen-
cies of the Federal Government, and to cor-
relate the Foundatlon's scientific research
programs with such programs;

(7) To establish such special commissions
as the Board may from time to time deem
necessary for the purposes of this act; and

(8) To maintain a register of scientific

and technical personnel and in other ways *

to provide a central clearinghouse for in-
formation covering all scientific and tech-
nical personnel in the United States, in-
cluding Territories and possessions.

Bection 3 (b) goes on to state:

In exercising the authority and discharg-
ing the functions referred to In subsection
(a) of this section, it shall be one of the
objectives of the Foundation to strengthen
basic research and education in the sciences,
including independent research by individ-
uals, throughout the United States, Includ-
ing its Territories and possessions, and to
avold undue concentration of such research
and education.

This hill further provides that until
otherwise decided by the Foundation
there will be certain divisions created
within it as follows:

(1) A Division of Medical Research;

(2) A Division of Mathematical, Physlcal.'

and Engineering Sciences;

{(3) A Division of Biological Sciences; and

(4) A Division of Scientific Personnel and
Education, which shall be concerned with
programs of the Foundation relating to the
granting of scholarships and graduate fel-
lowships in the mathematical, physical, med-
ical, biological, engineering, and other
sciences.

(b) There shall also be within the Foun-
dation such other divisions as the Board
may, from time to time, deem necessary.

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that
the creation of this IFoundation with the
purposes and organization provided in
this bill will greatly stimulate and will
coordinate and lend direction to the
scientific endeavor of this Nation. May
I state at this juncture that one of the
most important features of this bill is
that for scholarships and researsh fel-
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lowships. The most important single
factor in science and technology is the
quality of the personnel engaged therein,
Where there are always those rare indi-
viduals who will rise to the top without
formal education and training they are
the exception rather than the rule.
Often the most talented of our youth are
without means to pursue the extended
education necessary to qualify them for
pure science or basic research. The Na-
tional Science Foundation will not only
provide us with the means to educate the
most talented of our youth but it will
retain a register of the scientific person-
nel of the Nation for use in times of war
or national emergency and as a clearing-
house for the full utilization of the crea-
tive potential of this group.

I want to stress, too, the fact that
freedom of inquiry will be maintained
and the Foundation will neither build
nor operate scientific laboratories of its
own. By utilizing the colleges and uni-
versities and private research facilities
the Foundation will employ the most
productive units of original and creative
scientific thinking. This system will pro-
mote a strong sense of personal and in-
tellectual freedom which we in America
believe to be the most conducive to
advancement and constructive work.
Further, this agency is designed and is
instructed by the terms of the bill to
work to supplement and encourage pri-
vate research facilities and efforts of
manufacturers and others. With such
a provision this bill has the support of
the National Association of Manufac-
turers.

Another benefit that will be derived
from the Foundation is the general dis-
semination of scientific information to
all the country except that which must
be retained for security reasons. Pres-
ently only large, well-established and
highly integrated corporations are able
to maintain a research staff with suffi-
cient qualifications and proper equip-
ment to carry on the long-range work
necessary in basic research. As a result
these units place small independent
businesses at a competitive disadvantage
and tends to foster monopoly of patents
on new discoveries in corporations of
that category. Published results of re-
search under the National Science
Foundation would be equally accessible
to small businesses as large, and with
equal speed.

I do not hold out the National Science
Foundation to be a panacea for progress
but I do conceive of it as furnishing the
necessary impetus to basic research
which is an essential ingredient in our
search for better health, prosperity, and
national security. It will enable us to
raise our standards of living and to re-
lease the full creative and productive
energies of the American people. It is
vital to our goal of full employment and
a fruitful life.

Dr. Vannevar Bush, former Director
of the Office of Scientific Research and
Development, in September 1945 dra-
matically pointed out that our new fron-
tiers lie in scientific research, and I
quote his words:

It has been basic Unlted States policy that
Government should foster the opening of
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new frontiers. It opened the seas to clipper
ships and furnished land for pioneers. Al-
though these frontiers have more or less
disappeared, the frontier of sclence remains.
It 18 in keeping with the American tradi-
tion—one which has made the United States
great—that new frontlers shall be made ac-
cessible for the development by all American
citizens.

Mr. Chairman, it is my firm conviction
that the National Science Foundation
will open new frontiers for all American
people and help maintain this country in
its present preeminent position. I urge
the Members of the House of Represent-
atives to approve it, I thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.
All time has expired.

The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment, .

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be
cited as the “National Science Foundation
Act of 1949."

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have a couple of ques-
tions which I would appreciate having
cleared up either by the gentleman from
Tennessee or the gentleman from New
Jersey, or both, or by some other mem-
ber of the committee.

On page 13, section 11 subsection (e)
gives to the Foundation the authority to
acquire property by purchase, lease, loan,
or otherwise. I am somewhat worried
about the power of eminent domain, not
so much in the field of real estate,
although offhand I fail to see why it
should be necessary for this Foundation
to have any power to condemn property
since it is not to be an operating agency,
but I am particularly interested in, and
the point fo which I would appreciate
some member of the committee directing
his remarks has to do with the possible
power of eminent domain over patents
and patent rights.

I have received a number of communi-
cations from individuals connected with
several industries in my community em-
ploying large numbers of men and wom-
en who are very much afraid that this
particular language might permit the
Foundation to acquire and force a con-
cern to give up valuable patent rights
through the power of condemnation.

I notice, however, on page 159 of the
hearings, that when there was some col-
loquy on the point both the gentleman
from Tennessee and the gentleman from
Minnesota indicated that they did not
think this power did exist. It seems to
me important to have this point clari-
fied on the record.

I have prepared an amendment to this
section to exclude the power of eminent
domain over patents and patent rights.
If it is not necessary, I do not want to
offer it, but if it is, I should like to offer
it, when we reach the consideration of
section 11,

I want to be sure that the Foundation
cannot claim, by virtue of the provisions
of this bill, that it has the right to walk
into any plant, large or small, and say
to the management that it must turn
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over valuable patent rights to the Gov-
ernment without any choice in the mat-
ter or any voice except to be heard on
the question of the amount of compen-
sation.

Mr. PRIEST. I appreciate very much
the gentleman’s position in the matter.
I can say without reservation that the
Foundation would not have any author-
ity under this bill or under any law on
the statute books today to exercise the
right of eminent domain and to condemn
patents. The only general authority for
eminent domain is contained in an act
passed in 1888. That act restricts the
right of Government agencies which
have the authority under the act to real
property for the purpose of public build-
ings, highways, bridges, and other pub-
lic structures of that kind. So the ques-
tion of having any right to exercise emi-
nent domain over patents is not con-
tained in this law nor any other law. I
believe we have studied that question
pretty thoroughly to determine that
point.

Mr. KEEATING. That has been can-
vassed by the committee, and that is the
considered judgment of those who have
studied it?

Mr. PRIEST. That is the considered
judgment of those who have studied it
over quite a long period of time.

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from California, a mem-
ber of the committee.

Mr. HINSHAW. As a matter of fact
there was language which would have
permitted that in the original bill, as I
remember it, as it was submitted to the
committee. It was specifically stricken
from the bill by the committee and has
not been reinserted in either the Eight-
ieth or Eighty-first Congress. There is
no power whatsoever to exercise eminent
domain in this bill as we understand it.

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle-
man.

I would like to refer to another section.
At page 3, section 3, subsection (6) has
to do with the evaluation and correla-
tion of scientific research programs. As
now worded, it gives authority and direc-
tion to evaluate all such programs, both
those undertaken by agencies of the
Federal Government and by individ-
uals and private research groups. This
seems to me to give rise to the possibility
of an unwarranted intrusion into the
affairs of individuals and such private
research groups as are represented by
the research laboratories of private in-
dustry.

Under no circumstances should this
Foundation be able to claim that it is
given authority under the provisions of
this law to require, at least in time of
peace, that private individuals or com-
panies disclose the results of their own
independent research. To permit other-
wise would certainly open the door to the
possibility of abuse through requiring
an individual or company to make dis-
closure to the public, including that
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individual's or that company’'s com-
petitors of all the results of research
which had entailed immense expendi-
tures of time and money.

I had prepared an amendment to meet
this problem, which would read as
follows:

(6) To evaluate scientific research pro-
grams undertaken by public research groups,
and by individuals and private research
groups when mutually agreeable, including
scientific research programs of agencies of
the Federal Government, and to correlate
the Foundation’s sclentific research pro-
grams with such programs.

Since I am now informed that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HESEL-
ToN] a member of the committee, will
offer an amendment to limit the evalua-
tion of the scientific research programs
solely to agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, eliminate any authority for
evaluation of such programs by individ-
uals or private research groups and pro-
vide that it shall only be in the proper
field of correlation that the Foundation
shall have anything to do with such in-
dividual and private research groups, I
shall, of course, not offer my amendment
and will support the one ofered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts. Indeed,
I think his language is superior to mine
in making the legislative intent entirely
clear that the Foundation shall under
no circumstances, except by mutual
agreement, be able to inject itself into
the private field.

I sincerely hope that the important
amendment of the gentleman from
Massachusetts will be adopted and I
would emphatically urge its acceptance
by the committee.

Mr. PRIEST. May I say to the gen-
tleman, so far as I know on this side we
are perfectly willing to accept it, and I
feel that is true on the other side.

Mr. EEATING. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pro forma
amendment.

Mr., Chairman, enactment of H. R.
4846, the National Science Foundation
bill, is vital to the welfare and security of
the United States.

The National Science Foundation bill
has been long in the making. It has re-
ceived the most careful study by the
Congress and by executive agencies of
the Government over a period of years.
Since July 1945, when Dr. Vannevar Bush
submitted his memorable report, Sci-
ence: the Endless Frontier,” three sep-
arate Congresses have considered legisla-
tion and taken testimony from hundreds
of witnesses prominent in our national
life,

The objectives to be sought by a Na-
tional Science Foundation have received
virtually unanimous support and ap-
proval by these many witnesses and by
other individuals and organizations
throughout the country. The urgent
need to foster and promote basic research
in the sciences rises above any party con-
sideration; it goes to the heart of our na-
tional welfare and safety.

True, there have been sharp differences
of opinion and judgment on particular
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provisions of the National Science Foun-
dation bill, The appropriate admin=-
istrative structure, the disposition of pat-
ents involved in Government-financed
research, the place of the social sciences
in the proposed program—these and
other vexing problems have been de-
bated.

President Truman’s veto of a science
foundation bill passed by the Eightieth
Congress indicated that the problem of
administrative organization had not been
satisfactorily resolved. The bill that
came from the Eightieth Congress would
have vested the responsibility for major
policy decisions in the hands of private
persons. The President has been a firm
and consistent supporter of National
Science Foundation legislation, but he
has rightly used his veto power to insist
that the public interest be safeguarded.

The bill which we consider today has
attempted to work out reasonable solu-
tions to the controversial elements in
earlier bills. Although these provisions
may not meet with all of our individual
views, I feel strongly that the unanimity
0. agreement on general objectives and
the urgency of the need for this legisla-
tion should persuade us to vote the bill
favorably.

It is important to note that the Hoover
Commission in its report of Federal re-
search specifically and unanimously
recommended that a National Science
Foundation be established.

In emphasizing the need for the de-
velopment and integration of a research
policy for the Federal Government as a
whole, the Commission noted that an in-
terdepartmental committee on scientific
research and development had been
created by execulive order on December
1947, However, the Commission point-
ed out that the full potentialities of this
interdepartmental committee had not
been realized, partly due to lack of staff
and funds, and then stated:

An interdepartmental committee working
alone and without staff is seriously limited
in achieving adequate coordination and in
developing over-all plans to completion,
This points to the need for a National Science
Foundation. The major functions of such
a foundation should be (a) to examine the
total sclentific research effort of the Nation,
(b) to assess the proper role of the Federal
Government in this effort, (¢) to evaluate
the division of research effort among the
scientific disciplines and among fields of ap-
plied research, and (d) to evaluate the key
factors that impede the development of an
effective national research effort. Based
upon its investigations, it should advise the
Presldent as to the measures necessary to
establish a sound scientific research program
for the Nation.

In addition, the foundation should be
given appropriations for the support of basic
research and for research {fellowships in
flelds not adequately covered by the research
grants and fellowships of other Federal Gov=-
ernment agencies. The foundation might
administer the grant and fellowship pro-
grams for which it has received funds, or
delegate administration to other Federal
agencies. In addition, it should advise the
President as to the proper balance among
research grant and fellowship programs sup-
ported by appropriations given to other Fed-
eral agencies, and as to major policlies that
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should govern the administration of thess
Programs.

The National Science Foundation should
consider most carefully the manner in which
national policies with respect to sclentific
research are related to broader questions of
educational policy. At present grants for
research purposes are being made on a hit-
and-miss basis, making the award of research
grants, in effect, a new form of patronage.
The awarding of research grants must be put
upon & more systematic basis, with due
recognition given to their impact on the edu-
cational programs of our higher institutions
of learning.

Also the Hoover Commission task force
report on Federal medical services, em-
phasizing the vital relationship of basic
research to the future of scientific medi-
cine, stated as follows:

We recommend the creatlon of a Na-
tional Science Foundation, not as a specific
organizational reform in the Federal medical
service, but as an obvious means of insuring
the strength in basic sclences upon which
our national security rests and upon which
the future progress of sclentific medicine
depends. Some members of our committee
feel that the foundation should cover the
soclal sciences as well; others stress that it
should include lay members. Our concept of
a foundation, it should be pointed out, calls
for very great powers and resources to sustain
and, where necessary, to increase the output
of basic scientists, to develop new fields of
knowledge, and to support educational and
training institutions.

As a people interested in the practical
results of scientific research, it is difficult
for us to realize how dangerously we have
exhausted the scientific resources which
make these benefits possible. As Dr.
Bush pointed out in his famous report,
more than 4 years ago, the bank of scien-
tific brains in Europe, from which we
borrowed so lavishly in years past, was
shattered by the war. In our own com-
pany, we have been living on our scien-
tific capital, so to speak, without making
adequate provision for the future.

In my studies as a member of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, I have
been impressed with the fact that the
development of atomic energy rests on a
complex pattern of theoretical investiga~
tions and discoveries by scientists
throughout the world for the past hun-
dred or more years. Basic research is by
no means an American monopoly, but
we have new and great responsibilities
to our own people and to those of other
nations, facilities for conducting basic
research must be greatly expanded.

Many more of our young people must
be trained for scientific pursuits—for
basic scientific research from which flow
the practical results that increase the
comforts and conveniences of daily life,
that make for greater health and hap-
piness, and that guarantee our national
security in an age of unprecedented
technical developments.

In this connection, I note that social
sciences are not specifically excluded
from the national science foundation
bill as reported by the committee. I
hope that the social sciences will receive
their full share of attention in the work
of the new foundation. We must learn
how to live in this new age of science,
with its enormous possibilities for human
welfare or human destruction. The
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social sciences have a legitimate place
in the work of the proposed National
Science Foundation.

As the members know, a number of
Government agencies, including the
Atomic Energy Commission, already are
conducting scientific research programs
along certain lines. Section 14 (j) of the
bill very clearly provides that the work
of the National Science Foundation will
not duplicate that of the Atomic Energy
Commission. At the same time, section
14, paragraphs (g) and (h) provide a
means of integrating Government activ-
ities in scientific and technical research.

Establishment of the National Science
Foundation will make possible a national
policy in these fields, and become an in-
strument for maintaining the continuity
of that policy. Under the impetus of the
foundation, private universities and in-
stitutions will carry on a large share of
the basic scientific research. Presently
these institutions cannot conduct un-
aided the costly programs that modern
science requires. And many of our most
talented youth cannet, without some
financial aid, put those talents to use
through education in the universities.

In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, this is one
of the most important bills to be con-
sidered by this session of Congress. Iis
enactment will have lasting benefits. It
will meet a need recognized by all per-
sons who have concerned themselves with
the general welfare of our country in this
scientific age.

I believe the hearings show that we
had arrived at the peoint of graduating
about 2,000 basic research scientists in
1941. This number declined during the
war to about a thousand a year, and we
have gradually increased it to about
1,700 a year. So we are still behind in
our annual graduation of secientists
before we went into World War II.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. HoLi-
FIELD] has expired.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
two additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course, the
gentleman will agree that the reason why
the number of young scientists dropped
off during the war was the foolish policy
that the United States had of drafting
young scientists into the armed services,
regardless of their ahility or the need for
them in the field in whieh they were
accupied?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I agree completely
with the gentleman’s observation. I say
that any drafting in anticipation of a
future war should be done on a scientific
basis, and I mean scientific by not taking
those people that are most valuable to
our economy in time of a crisis.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
is a member the great Committee on
Armed Services, is he not?

ml:\llr. HOLIFIELD. No,Iam not, at this
time.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
was at one time?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I was at one time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I hope that
when we have this new so-called selec-
tive-service extension bill before the
House that we will provide for proper
exeraption of those men who are neces-
sary to science in time of war.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I certainly trust
that if a selective service draft is in-
augurated, that it shall be done in the
proper manner,

Mr. JOHNSON. I think the gentle-
man also remembers that England fol-
lowed a different policy. They exempted
those scientists from military service?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is exactly
right, and we had to lean on England
for some of our most important scientists
in the field of basic science as well as
appplied seience in the atomic field.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
wiHl the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The figures
which the gentleman gave with respect to
the number of graduates show that the
number had been reduced to 1,000 dur-
ing the war and immediately thereafter.
Those figuges have inereased fo 1,700.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right.

Mr. WADSWORTH. And that figure
of 1,700 is already 1 year old.

LIFIELD,

Mr. HO . Yes.
Mr. WADSWORTH. They are still
gaining.

thMtr' HOLIFIELD, I am glad to hear
at.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is not nearly
as desperate as that figure would indi-
cate.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I did not mean to
say that it was desperate, but I believe
the gentleman will agree with me that
we are facing an age now where seientifie
advancement is much more important
than it was 10 years ago.

Mr. WADSWORTH. And more and
more people are going into it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Hori-
FIELD] has again expired.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I offer a
technical amendment, which is at the
Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PriEsT: On
psge 1, line 4, strike out “1949" and insert in

lieu thereof “1950."

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, sometimes I feel that
this is the last word, and that the last
word is a question: Shall we be able to
survive the things that we ourselves do?
The burdens you place upon the tax-
payers of America. This question be-
comes especially pertinent when it is
brought out, as was done here this after-
noon by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Wapsworta], that for scientific
research in the Army, the Navy, the Ma-
rine Corps, and other branches of Gov-
ernment we are spending eclose to a bil-
lion dollars annually. A tremendous
sum for research, yet you go at it again,
Spend, spend, spend. Notwithstanding
this huge expenditure, a bill is brought
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in tcday to set up another organization
of 24 Board members to be appointed by
the President, a bill to establish a big-
ger and bigger government by setting
up this National Science Foundation. On
what foundation? A bankrupt Treas-
ury? Apparently no consideration is
given to what we may be able to do to
save our country from disaster and dis-
tress by lightening the load of burden-
some expensive government on the peo-
ple of this country. No thought of the
cost of this bill. No thought on your
part of where will you get the money.

I do not know where in the world we
are going; I do not know where you are
headed, except for bankruptcy. Some-
times I think some of you do not care a
hoot where we go.

In your own household when your
funds are exhausted but somebody in
the household gets the idea that a new
dishwasher v/ould be nice, a new garbage
dispozal unit, or a new set of cupboards,
a new car or radio; you would not go
shead and obligate yourself, put yourself
in debt untii you had figured how you
were going to be ahle to finance the im-
provements; you would try to keep your
household on a good sound basis by
getting along with what yoy had. But
that is not the way this Congress does
things. Just as in the country at large,
so in this very House of Representatives,
there are many who are always trying to
establish something new, who are urging
these departments all the time to go
ahead and set up these great organiza-
tions without regard as to how they can
be financed. Will you ever get sensible?
The first thing you know our house is
going to tumble down on us and we are
going to be in the very position Joe
Stalin predicted for us, wrecked finan-
cially. And whose fault will it be? Why
it will be the fault of those men who have
been advocating all these things and who
have been squandering the taxpayers’
money and the resources of the country,
foisting the load off onto our children,
and our children’'s children. ¥You ought
to be ashamed of yourselves. Honest to
goodness, you ought to be ashamed of
yourselves., Sometimes I wonder if we
have any sense at all. I do not say that
we are fools, but certainly we do the
things that fools would do. This .5 about
as close as I can come to expressing my-
self adequately without being thrown
out of the Chamber, but I mean every
word I have said.

We are in the position right now of
setting up this new organization. Two
months ago the President said the state
of the Nation was good, yet at the time
he made that statement he knew that a
lot of coal miners were not mining coal;
he knew that things were getting tighter
and tighter; but because he promised a
lot of labor leaders that he would do
away with the Taft-Hartley Act he let
things go on and on in the coal fields until
now there are many communities of the
country without sufficient coal to keep
warm in this winter weather,

He should have put the Taft-Hartley
Act in operation in January and we
wouldn't be where we are today, no coal,
people freezing, men out of work, a mess
by a messer Truman. Whose fault is
that? It is due to the dilatory tactics of
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the Chief Executive in letting this thing
go on. He is liable to bring in a bill, and
many of you will support it, to national-
ize the coal industry of this country.
Right there we start in with his social-
istic program. You are getting into it
up to your neck. Who said it was the
President’s duty to take over these mines?
Why, Bill Green. The labor leaders want
it and they are going to try to force you
to do it. Shame on you if you take over
the coal mines. Next it will be railroads,
telephones, and what not. Socialism,
New Dealism—everything but American-
ism. This bill is not necessary, it is not
economical, it is not for the good of the
country, and I am opposed to it today.
Because Great Britain went socialistic
last week is no reason for us doing so.
Because Britain wants Attlee instead of
Churchill for Prime Minister is their
business, but it is our business when they
want us to give them a billion and a half
to keep the Socialist Government alive.
It's your constituent’s business and I hope
they will take care of you for giving us
away, I hope they will take care of our
Government by watching how you vote

to put us into bankruptey. I say “be
nifty and thrifty in Fifty.” Vote this bill
down.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to ask
a few questions of the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee who was in
charge of the writing of this bill, as I
understand it, in order that we may get
definitely in this REcorp a very clear leg-
islative intent whenever the question of
interpretation of this bill might arise.
Some of these questions I have asked
during general debate, but I want to ask
them again and pin-point them at this
time in order that there may be one place
in the Recorp where we can point to and
say to whoever may be called upon to
interpret the provisions of this bill here-
after: Here is what the Congress had in
mind when it passed this particular
legislation.

Most Members of Congress are thor-
oughly familiar with the grant and aid
program of the Public Health Service and
the programs of research conducted at
the National Institutes of Health and the
programs of research in the field of med-
icine and related activities that are being
given gratis to the National Institutes of
Health programs. If this legislation is
passed, is it proposed that those pro-
grams will be taken over by the National
Science Foundation and administered by
it as an operating agency?

Mr. PRIEST. I am glad the gentle-
man asked that question. I, too, think it
is important that at one particular
place in the Recorp, to use the gentle-
man’s words, “we pin-point” this ques-
tion in order to establish definitely legis-
lative intent.

The answer to the gentleman's gues-
tion is “No.” I have a great interest in
these particular grant and aid programs
conducted under the jurisdiction of the
Public Health Service, as does the gen-
tleman. I appreciate his interest. We
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have worked together in the past in con-
nection with the Heart Institute, the
mental-health program, the Cancer In-
stitute, and other programs. I would
not consent to see anything come that
would in any way interfere with that
categoric work being done by these insti-
tutes in the Public Health Sarvice. I
reiterate that the answer to his ques-
tion is “No.”

Mr. EEEFE. The answer to the ques-
tion is “No.” May I say to the gentleman
that he well knows I have devoted the
major part of my legislative work in the
Congress during the past 12 years in the
ficld of public health, and I do not want
to see any interference or any obstruc-
tion of the programs that the Congress
has unanimously put into action in the
fields that the gentleman has just re-
ferred to.

A serious question has arisen in my
mind as to whether or not if the National
Science Foundation is appointed under
the general provisions found in this bill
some individual who might be appointed
or who may head it might be of strong
enough character to say: We are going
to take these programs over and run
them ourselves as an operating agency.
He could do it under this bill?

Mr. PRIEST. I do not think so, and
if the gentleman would point out any
language which he believes would give
the Foundation that authority, I should
be happy to examine it, and I know that
the committee will.

Mr. KEEFE. All I have in mind, may
I say to the gentleman, is the funection
of the Foundation, specifically section 3,
subparagraph (2), page 2, of the bill
where it says that the Foundation is
authorized and directed to initiate and
support basic scientific research in the
mathematical, physical, medical, biolog-
ical, and other sciences.

My question with reference to that is
this: You do not mean by that language
that they are to disturb the existing
programs that the Congress has already
established in those fields?

Mr. PRIEST. Certainly we do not
mean that they should disturb them, and
they could not disturb them without
having authority, in effect, to nullify an
act of Congress, because all of these pro-
grams are established by law and are
operating under law, and I do not be-
lieve that this language relating to
initiating and supporting scientific re-
search could quite be interpreted to
mean that they could nullify an act of
Congress, and we do not intend that that
be the purpose.

Mr. KEEFE. A further question.
Therc are pending now before the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce a number of bills relating to
categorical programs that affect a num-
ber of the great menaces to mankind,
arthritis, rheumatism, and so forth. I
believe there are two.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr., Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin? '

There was no objeetion,
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Mr. KEEFE., I may say to my col-
leagues that the subject of this colloquy
that is taking place between the dis-
tinguished chairman of the subcommit-
tee and myself we have previously dis-
cussed, and we believe that it is in the
interest of proper legislative action to
have answers to these questions which
I have given a good deal of study to in
connection with this bill.

Now I want to ask this question: If
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce decided to pass a bill
providing for a new Institute of Health
to deal with the problem of rheumatism
and arthritis, or multiple sclerosis, or
poliomyelitis, or some of the other dis-
eases not covered in the categorical pro-
gram, you would have no idea but what,
when Congress so legislated, those pro-
grams would be conducted as the cate-
gorical programs are being conducted
today, and that the Science Founda-
tion would not disturb or take those pro-
grams over.

Mr. PRIEST. I certainly would have
no other idea than that any new re-
search institute that might be set up
would operate just as those already es-
tablished are operating insofar as any
taking over by the Science Foundation is
concerned; provided they are set up on
the same basis, they would operate the
same, and generally we have the pattern
there on which all of those research pro-
grams do operate. May I say this to the
gentleman—and I want to make this
clear—I do not want anything that I
might say here to be interpreted as mean-
ing that there could not be a voluntary
cooperation between the Foundation and
the Public Health Service, if they so
desired, but there is nothing in the bill,
and it is not the intention of the author
of the bill or the committee that re-
ported it to give it any authority to take
over any research work.

Mr. KEEFE, I will say to my distin=-
guished friend, if the present bill did not
have provision in it that would permit
such correlation, I would not think it
would be worth while at all. I am heart-
ily in accord with that particular phase
of it.

Mr. WILSON of Oklahoma. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEEFE, I yield to the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. WILSON of Oklahoma. Every
once in a while the gentleman asks the
question whether or not the existing pro-
grams could be taken over and operated.
May I point out to the gentleman the
language on page 17 of the bill in sec-
tion 14, subsection (c¢) as relates to op-
eration:

The Foundation shall not, itself, operate
any laboratories or pilot plants.

That may refer to the physical plants
and the operation of them and the point-
ing out that they cannot take them over
and operate along that line.

Mr. KEEFE, Well, that does not
answer the question that I had in mind.
While I thank the gentleman for inter-
jecting that, that is not a contribution to
the issue that is before us, may I say in
my humble opinion, with respect to the
question that I asked.
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The next question is this, may I say to
the Chairman: It has been indicated by
many who are interested as I am in the
passage of this bill ultimately that they
may contemplate that the National Sci-
ence Foundataion itself will come before
the Congress and ask for one integrated
over-all appropriation dealing with the
question of basic research outside of the
appropriation for the Atomic Energy
Commission, which is exempt from the
provisions of this bill. I would ask the
gentleman whether or not it is his intent
or the intent of the committee that the
present system of having the agencies of
Government that are charged with the
responsibility for conducting the research
come before the Congress and present
their needs shall be changed in favor of
one over-all appropriation request.

Mr. PRIEST. The answer to that
question is that there is no intention to
have any one agency come before the
Congress to ask for an over-all appropri-
ation for scientific research, and there is
not contemplated any change in the pres-
ent policies and practices in that respect.

Mr. KEEEFE. I thank the gentleman
for his statement in that regard.

I notice that section 3 (a) 6 of the bill
has been amended on page 3 at line 6 to
provide that the Foundation shall “evalu-
ate scientific research programs under-
taken by individuals and by public and
private research groups.” The bill con-
tained previous to the amendment the
following language:

To correlate the Foundation's scientific
research programs with those undertaken by
individuals and by public and private re-
search groups.

There is a vast difference between cor-
relation and evaluation. I should like to
get it clear in the REcorp as to just what
the committee had in mind.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has again
expired.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRIEST. I notice the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. HeseLToN] is
on his feet. He has an amendment
which he proposes to offer, and which
I propose to accept as chairman of the
subcommittee—and I find no objection
Jo it on the part of any member of the
committee—which will read as follows,
in lieu of the language in paragraph 6
on page 3:

To evaluate sclentific research programs
undertaken by agencles of the Federal Gov-
ernment and to correlate the Foundation’s
scientific research Programs with those un-
dertaken by individuals and by public and
private research groups.

The gentleman will notice that the
emphasis here is shifted. There is no
effort to correlate the other programs
with the Foundation but, after evaluat-
ing and saying what others are doing,
then it is to map its own program and
correlate it with the others. I think
there is quite a difference there, and
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that that would answer some of the ob-
jections raised by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. WapsworTH] earlier in
the day.

Mr. KEEFE. I thank the gentleman.
May I ask this further question:

Is it the intent under this bill that in
making the evaluation of these programs
the Foundation itself shall be compelled
to scrutinize and go into each individual
budget and approve or disapprove the
budget request made by the operating
agencies?

Mr. PRIEST. That is not the inten-
tion.

’ Mr. KEEFE. Now this final ques-
fon:

On page 19, line *6, these words are
stricken from the bill:

(h) The activities of the Foundation
ghall be construed as supplementing and not
superseding, curtailing, or limiting any of
the functions or activities of other Govern-
ment agencies authorized to engage in scien-
tific research or development.

Why did the committee strike out that
language if it is the purpose of this
bill to maintain the existing research ac-
tivities of the Public Health Service, for
example?

Mr. PRIEST. It is my understanding
that this language was stricken from the
bill for one or two reasons, largely be-
cause it was believed that other sections
of the bill, particularly the so-called
Heselton amendment and one or two
other sections, made this language un-
necessary.

Mr. EEEFE. May I say to the gentle~
man in conjunction with what he has al-
ready said with the apparent consent of
other members of the committee as to
the purpose of the committee in striking
this out as to there not being an operat-
ing agency so far as the public health
is concerned in the National Science
Foundation that perhaps it was thought
this was not necessary because it is the
legislative intent of the committee now
that so far as the operating programs
of the public health are concerned, they
shall not be transferred to the Founda-
tion and it shall not become an operat-
ing agency with -respect to the health
program. Is that correct?

Mr. PRIEST. That is correct, and
that generally was the reason for strik-
ing this language—it was considered en-

. tirely unnecessary at that point.

Mr. EEEFE. I might say to the gen-
tleman having satisfactorily cleared up
these guestions which I have had in my
mind with respect to this bill, I shall vote
for the bill because I think there is no
field in the world in which we need ac-
tivity more than we need it in the field of
basic research.

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

Mr. KEEFE., I yield.

Mr. GROSS. Where in this bill is this
safeguard contained?

Mr, KEEFE., It is contained in the
colloquy which has just taken place be-
tween the gentleman and myself, which
writes the legislative history of this bill
and the construction which should be
placed upon it. I realize full well that
a bureau which may be set up may pay
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no attention, and the Supreme Court
may pay no attention to what has taken
place here today, but if they follow the
usual practice of legislative construction
they will go into these debates and the
legislative history of the bill which, in
my opinion, will be helpful in determin-
ing whet the Congress had in mind when
it passed the bill.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEEFE. 1 yield.

Mr. JUDD, Would the gentleman who
is now addressing the committee and the
gentleman from Tennessee have any
objection to putting that language back
into the bill in addition to the colloquy
that you have had here? Why should
it not be put back in?

Mr. KEEFE. I personally would like
to see that done.

Mr. JUDD, So would I.

Mr. KEEFE. I would like to see that
language on page 19 retained in the bill,

Mr. JUDD. Would the gentleman
from Tennessee object to that?

Mr. EEEFE. I think it is good lan-
guage and shows the intent clearly. It
shows that is the intent of the Congress.

Mr. JUDD. That isright. Would the
gentleman from Tennessee object?

Mr, PRIEST. May I say to the gen-
tleman, so far as I am concerned, it was
not taken out at my request. It was done
at the request of some Member, as I re-
call it, on the minority side of the com-
mittee. So far as I am personally con-
cerned, I would not object toit. I donot
think it is necessary. But I do not want
to take the responsibility on behalf of
the subcommittee by saying that I do
not cobject when, as I recall it, it was
taken out on motion of some minority
Member. Perhaps I am mistaken about
that, but I believe I am correct.

Mr. KEEFE. Mr. Chairman, for the
past 5 years a proposal for the establish-
ment of a national science foundation
has been debated and discussed by people
in and out of Congress. I have followed
those discussions and debates with con-
suming interest. I am convinced that
a national science foundation properly
conceived and properly managed can
serve a.number of useful purposes. I
would like to vote for the pending bill,
H. R. 4846. However, I want to under-
stand exactly what I am voting for. My
primary interest is in the relationship

between the proposed foundation’s ac- °

tivities and the existing medical research
activities of the Federal Government. 1
have as a major reward of my public
career the satisfaction of having helped
to form and enact the laws that have
played a major part in redirecting the
medical research of the entire Nation
toward diseases that afilict mankind, and
of expanding the support for basic med-
ical research in the United States. Per-
mit me to briefly explain first how med-
ical research is being advanced through
action taken by the Congress during the
last few years.

The communicable diseases that once
were the major causes ¢¥'death are grad-
ually becoming relatively less important.
We still have not licked polio, nor do we
have tuberculesis completely under con-
trol. “We have yet to bring other in-
fectious diseases under control. But,
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in taking death rates and illness rates
as a measure, diseases which formerly
took a terrific toll in human life and suf-
fering are now under complete control
or have been eliminated completely as
major causes of death: Venereal disease,
pnsumonia, yellow fever, typhus, ma-
laria, and many other contagious and
infectious diseases have bezen put under
control as a result of the magnificent
efforts of the researchers, scientists, and
practitioners who now are armed with
the implements to keep them under
control.

Today, however, heart disease and dis-
eases of the circulatory system, arthritis
and rheumatism, cancer and mental dis-
orders are the major causes of suffering
incapacity and death. Recognizing the
obligation of the Federal Government to
lead in the field of basic research in an
attempt to put these killers and cripplers
of mankind under control, the National
Cancer Institute was established in 19317,
The National Mental Health Institute
was established in 1946. The National
Heart Institute and the National Dental
Research Institute were established in
1948, There is pending today in the
House a bill which has already passed
the Senate to establish an institute for
neurology and blindness and an institute
for rheumatism, arthritis, and metabolic
diseases. Each of these institutes has
or will have the authority to make grants
for research and to award fellowships.
In addition, they have as a result of the
unanimous action of the Congress pro-
vided urgently needed funds for con-
struction of research facilities, particu-
larly for heart and cancer investigations.
Each of these institutes has a national
advisory council composed of outstand-
ing people in each field, together with
brilliant laymen who are dedicating
themselves to the effort to find the cause
and cure of these terrible scourges of
mankind. All of the research grants
made by the existing institutes are re-
viewed by nongovernmental specialists
of the highest competence. It should be
pointed out that under the laws appli-
cable to each of these institutes, the
Surgeon General of the Public Health
Service can approve no research grant
that has not been approved by the ap-
propriate advisory council. This system
of supporting medical research is a go-
ing concern. I am proud to say that I
have had a hand in devising this system
and have a degree of pride in the fact
that it is one system of Federal aid that
has not resulted in Federal control. The
present system protects the freedom of
investigators in medical schools, re-
search centers, and in universities. It is
helping newer and smaller research cen-
ters throughout the country as well as
the larger, well-established centers of re-
search, If has received continuous sup-
port from people interested in public
health matters, and the Congress has re-
flected that attitude of the general pub-
lic by overwhelmingly supporting the
program now in operation,

I am of the opinion that solely on the
basis of dollars-and-cents return and on
cold consideration of the Nation’s re-
quirements for national defense, we
should be appropriating more for medi-
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“cal research. Time will not permit a

demonstration of the cold economic facts
aside from the humanitarian aspects
that are involved. I can state without
fear of contradiction, however, that the
results already obtained and clearly in-
dicated in the medical research field con-
ducted under the direction of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health have paid
huge dividends to the American people.
While the current funds available in the
field of medical research are wholly in-
sufficient, in my opinion, at the present
time, I think it is only fair to say that the
current levels of public expenditure are
more nearly adequate than they were
before the drive to conquer the chronic
and degenerative diseases began in earn-
est. I am convinced that as a matter of
public policy this expanded scale of re-
search is sound and that any contraction
would be a disservice to the Nation and
the people of the world. Complete can-
dor compels me to state that I shall con-
tinue to resist any effort to cut back and
limit the efforts of the Federal Govern-
ment and other public and private agen-
cies throughout the Nation that are con-
ducting such a magnificent fight in the
public interest in these fields. This po-
sition compels me to try to understand
the relationship between the proposed
National Science Foundation and the ex-
isting medical research program. What
will be the effect upon the National In-
stitutes of Health and the vast research
programs now being conducted in the
health and medical fields?

I have studied the pending bill, and I
confess that it is so general in its provi-
sions that I presently do not have a com-
plete answer to the problem. I doubt if
there is a member of the Congress that
can make a complete and satisfactory
explanation. Is the National Science
Foundation under the pending bill going
to take over the medical research grant
and fellowship activities that are now
operating smoothly and in a manner that
draws the highest praise from the uni-
versities of the Nation and the medical
schools throughout the country? If that
is the intent of this hill, then I shall be
compelled to vote against it. I am rais-
ing this question during debate so that
Members of Congress who feel as I do
may have a definite understanding as to
what interpretation of the language in
the pending bill will be adopted. I sug-
gest, therefore, that those in charge of
this legislation make it abundantly clear
that it is not the purpose of this legisla-
tion to take over and destroy, perchance,
the efficient, smoothly operating program
now bheing conducted by the Institutes of
Health under existing law. If I were to
vote for this legislation, it would be on
the assumption and understanding that
this will not happen.

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee, I am interested in another
question; namely, will all research activi-
ties of the Federal Government be sub-
mitted to the Congress as a single appro-
priation requests? I vigorously oppose
such a proposal. For more than 10 years
I have been a member of the subcommit-
tee of the Committee on Appropriations
that has dealt with the appropriations
for medical research. I have tried to
malke it my business to know the needs of
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medical research and the strength and
weaknesses of the Federal Government’s
activities in this field. I would not like
to see medical research relegated to a
subitem under a single research appro-
priation which under general ceilings im-
posed by the Executive in making his
budget would compel those interested in
the field of medical research to fight for
a reasonable share of the over-all appro-
priation granted to the Foundation. To
do so might well mean that the field of
medical research so vital to the welfare
of the people of this country might be
subordinated to powerful pressure groups
demanding funds for research in other
fields.

Another question arises; namely, what
is the role of the Foundation's Division

of Medical Research in relation to the ex-:

isting medical research grants and fel-
lowship activities of the Federal Govern-
ment? If the task of the Nationa! Foun-
dation proposed in the pending legisla-
tion is to be assumption of responsibility
for securing appropriations for and
administering existing medical-research
grant and fellowship programs of the
various National Institutes of Health, I
would oppose the bill. I would like the
committee in the course of the argu-
ments on this bill to make it abundantly
clear as to just what the role of the
Foundation is to be in the medical-re-
search grant and fellowship programs
presently administered by the National
Institutes of Health. IfIultimately vote
for this legislation, it will be upon the
common-sense assumption that the Di-
vision of Medical Research created under
the provisions of the pending bill would
not destroy the present programs of the
National Institutes of Health.

I can well see why medical research
must be weighed as part of a total na-
tional program, and I can see why the
full effect of these programs—particu-
larly their effect upon educational insti-
tutions—should be carefully considered.
These seem to me to be the kind of acti-
ities that should be the primary con-
cern of the Division of Medical Research.
If the Foundation is to become an op-
erating unit rather than a coordinating
and advisory unit operating in the field
of medical research, then I seriously
question the advisability of adopting that
portion of the Foundation bill

In coneluding, may I say that I would
like to have clarified the meaning of
the two amendments proposed to H. R.
4846 by the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. Section 3 (a) (6)
of the bill—page 3, line 6—has been
amended fto provide that the Founda-
tion shall “evaluate scientific research
programs undertaken by individuals and
by public and private research groups,
including scientific research programs of
the Federal Government.” Does this
mean that the Foundation will look at
general trends in medical research for
the purpose of making recommenda-
tions, or does it mean that the Founda-
tion will review the budgets of the medi-
cal research agencies in detail? 'The
answer to this question is necessarily
involved in the answer to the question
as to whether or not this program con-
templates the submission to the Con-
gress of one over-all research budget.
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If it is the intent of this amendment to
authorize the Foundation to present to
the Congress the detailed budgets of
funds necessary in connection with the
Federal program of research and grants,
then I should be compelled to oppose the
amendment. The bill as originally
drafted defined the Foundation's inter-
est in this matter in the following lan-
guage:

To correlate the Foundation’s sclentific
research programs with those undertaken by
individuals and by public and private re-
search groups.

There is a vast difference between the
provision as originally written in the bill
and the amendment proposed. The sub-
stitution of the word “evaluate” for the
word “correlate” completely changes the
meaning and intent of this section. I
would ask that the committee in proper
time explain in detail just what this
amendment means in order that the
Foundation if and when created will
understand what the legislative intent
was.

I also note that the committee which
considered the bill proposes that section
14 (h)—page 19, line 6—be stricken.
If vou will furn to the printed bill you
will observe that the original language
provided “the activities of the Founda-
tion shall be construed as supplement-
ing and not superseding, curtailing, or
limiting any other functions or activities
of other Government agencies authorized
to engage in scientific research or de-
velopment.” Why has this provision
been stricken from the bill? I can see
that it might be advisable to reshufile
many of the research activities of the
Federal Government and that this clause
might possibly forestall some highly de-
sirable changes. At the same time I do
not believe that the elimination of this
provision should be construed as blanket
authority for the Foundation to disturb
research activities that are logically
located and that are operating satisfac-
torily. I have heretofore made my posi-
tion on this matter clear so far as the
medical-research grant and fellowship
activities of the National Institutes of
Health operated by the Public Health
Service are concerned. I now ask the
sponsors of the bill to explain what they
had in mind when they proposed delet-
ing this clause, and whether my interpre-
tation of their action is a correct one.

1 also note on page 19 of the bill that
provision is made for the transfer to
the Foundation of funds to be expend-
able by the Foundation for the purposes
for which the transfer was made, and
the paragraph ends with this language:
“and until such time as an appropria-
tion is made available directly to the
Foundation for general administrative
expenses of the Foundation without re-
gard to limitations otherwise applicable
to such funds.” This is a very broad,
sweeping grant of authority and power
to expend transferred funds. I would
ask the committee to make it clear just
why limitations on the expenditures of
funds for administration written into
appropriation bills by the Congress
should be eliminated when funds are
transferred to the Foundation. It will
be noted that the appropriation author-
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ized under this bill is without limitation,
and in my humble judgment it should
clearly be shown to the Congress what
savings, if any, can be anticipated in
the event this legislation becomes law.

I shall carefully listen to the argu-
ments, and I trust that someone from
the committee will be able to answer the
questions which I have raised. My vote
for or against the pending bill will be
determined by the character of the an-
swers which are received during dsbate
to the questions which I have raised.

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment, merely to state to the gentleman
that if the amendment of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. HeseLron] is to
be placed in the bill, for the purpose of
evaluating scientific research programs
undertaken by the Federal Government,
then if this language in subsection (h)
remains in the bill it might possibly pre-
vent the Foundation from making a
proper evaluation of whether or not
there was overlapping and duplication in
the Federal Government as among its
various agencies in conducting basic
scientific research programs. There is
every reason, I believe, why the gentle-
man being a member of the Committee
on Appropriations would want the Board
to report on any such overlapping or du-
plication in order that due economy
might be had in the expenditure of the
public funds.

As a matter of fact, it is my opinion
that the enactment of this bill and the
establishment of the Foundation and its
activities in evaluating scientific re-
search and correlating scientific research
will provide a considerable saving over
the amounts now being expended. That
does not mean that the Foundation
would have the power to strike any
budgetary item from any budget, but
they certainly should take a good long
look at the multitude of different re-
search projects that are being conducted
now under the aegis of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. KEEEFE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield.

Mr. KEEFE. The gentleman is ad-
dressing himself now, as I understand it,
to the proposed Heselton amendment,
which has been referred to.

Mr. HINSHAW, No. I am talking
about the remarks of the gentleman op-
posing striking out the language con-
tained in subsection (h) on page 19,
which I think it would be well to strike.

Mr. KEEFE. Why should we not-
leave it in?

Mr. HINSHAW. Ihope the committee
will accept the amendment as it stands,
which strikes out the language, because
if you leave this language in the bill and
say, “shall be construed as supplement-
ing and not superseding, curtailing, or
limiting any of the functions or activities
of other Government agencies author-
ized to engage in scientific research or
development,” then you may rob this
agency of any right to criticize or to
point out that there is duplication going
on in the various Government agencies.
It seems to me that it is a matter of pro-
tection for the Federal budget to take
that language out.



2440

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield.

Mr. HARRIS. The gentleman'’s state-
ment is very appropriate in response to
the suggestion that was made by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. K=ere] and
the gentlemzn from Minnesota [Mr.
Jupnl. The real answer is in the next
section, is it not, whereby authority is
given and there may be cooperation be-
tween agencies of the Government in
carrying out the functions and purposes
of scientific research.

Mr. HINSHAW. That I think is very
important.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. HiN-
sHAW] has expired.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as read and printed in the Rec-
oRrD at this point and be cpen for amend-
ment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there chjection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

The bill is as follows:

ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUN-
DATION

Bec. 2. There is hereby established In the
executive branch of the Government an in-
dependent agency to be known as the Na-
tional Science Foundsation (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Foundation")}. The Foun-
dation shall consist of a National Sclence
Board (hereinafter referred to as the
“Board") and a Director,

FUNCTIONS OF THE FOUNDATION

Sec. 3. (a) The Foundation is authorized
end directed—  °

(1) to develop and encourage the pursuit
of a national policy for the promotion of
basiec research and education in the sciences;

(2) to initiate and support basic scientific
research In the mathematlcal, physical, med-
ical, biological, engineering, and other sci-
ences, by making contracts or other arrange-
ments (including grants, loans, and other
forms of assistance) for the conduct of such
basic scientific research and to appraise the
impact of research upon industrial develop-
ment and upon the general welfare;

(3) after consultation with the Secretary
of Defense, to initiate and support sclentific
research in connection with matters relating
to the national defense by making contracts
or other arrangements (including grants,
loans, and other forms of assistance) for the
conduct of such scientific research;

(4) to award, as provided in section 10,
scholarships and graduate fellowships in the
mathematical, physical, medical, biclogical,
engineering, and other sclences;

(5) to foster the interchange of sclentific

_ information among scientists in the United
States and foreign countries;

(6) to correlate the Foundation's scien-
tific research programs with those under-
taken by individuals and by public and pri-
vate research groups;

(7) to establish such special commissions
as the Board may from time to time deem
necessary for the purposes of this act; and

(B) to maintain a register of scientific and
technical personnel and in other ways pro-
vide a central clearinghouse for information
covering all scientific and technical person-
nel in the United States, including its Ter-
ritories and possessions. -

(b) In exercising the authority and dis-
charging the functions referred to in sub-
section (a) of this section, it shall be one
of the objectives of the Foundation to
strengthen baslc research and education in
the sciences, including independent research
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by individuals, throughout the TUnited
States, including its Territories and posses-
sions, and to aveid undue concentration of
such research and education.

(c) The Foundation shall render an an-
nual report to the Preeident for submission
on or before the 15th day of January of
each year to the Congress, summarizing the
activities of the Foundation and making
such recominendations as it may deem ap-
propriate. Such report shall include in full
the report of the Executive Committee to
the Board, provided for in section 6 (e), and
information as to the scquisition and dis-
position by the Foundation of any patents
and patent rights.

NATIONAL SCIENCE BOARD

Sec. 4. (a) The Board shall consist of
twenty-four members to be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, and of the Director
ex cfficio, and shall, except as otherwise pro-
vided in this act, exarcise the authority
granted to the Foundation by this act. The
persons nominated for appointment as mem-
bers (1) shall be eminent in the flelds of
the basic sciences, medical science, engi-
neering, agriculture, education, or public
affairs; (2) shall be selected solely on the
basis of established records of distinguished
service; and (3) shall be so selected as to
provide representation of the views of scien-
tific leaders in all areas of the Nation. The
President is requested, In the making of
nominations of persons for appointment as
members, to give due consideration to any
recommendations for nomination which may
be submitted to him by the National Acad-
emy of Sclences, the Association of Land-
Grant Colleges and Unlversities, the Na-
tional Association of State Unlversities, the
Association of American Colleges, or by other
sclentific or educational organizations.

(b) The term of office of each voting mem-
ber of the Board shall be 6 years, except that
(1) any member appointed to filll a vacancy
occurring prior to the expiration of the
term for which his predecessor was appointed
shall be appointed for the remainder of
such term; and (2) the terms of office of
the members first taking office after the date
of enaciment of this act shall expire, as des-
ignated by the Presldent at the time of ap-
pointment, elght at the end of 2 years,
eight at the end of 4 years, and eight at
the end of 6 years, after the date of enact-
ment of this act. Any person who has been
& member of the Board for twelve consecu-
tive years shall thereafter be ineligible for
appointment during the 2-year pericd fol-
lowing the expiration of such twelfth year.

(c) The President shall call the first meet-
ing of the Board, at which the first order
of business shall be the election of a Chair-
man and a Vice Chairman.

(d) The Board shall meet annually on the
first Monday in December and at such other
times as the Chalrman may determine, but
he shall also call a meeting whenever one-
third of the members so request In writing.
A majority of the voting members of the
Board shall constitute a quorum. Each
member shall be given notice, by registered
mail mailed to his last-known address of rec-
ord not less than 15 days prior to any meet-
ing, of the call of such meeting.

(e) The first Chalrman and Vice Chalir-
man of the Board shall be elected by the
Board to serve until the first Monday in
December next succeeding the date of elec-
tion at which time a Chairman and Vice
Chairman shall be elected for a term of 2
years. Thereafter such electlon shall take
place at the annual meeting occurring at the
end of each such term. The Vice Chairman
shall perform the duties of the Chairman in
his absence. In case a vacancy occurs in
the chairmanship or vice chairmanship, the
Board shall elect a member to fill such
vacancy.
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DIRECTOR OF THE FOUNDATION

Sec. 6. (a) There shall be a Director of
the Foundation who shall be appolnted by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, after recelving recom-
mendations from the Board. He shall serve
as a nonvoting ex officio member of the
Board and also as the nonvoting Chairman
of the Evecutive Committee. In addition
thereto he shall be the chief executive officer
of the Foundation. The Director shall re-
celve compensation at the rate of $15,000
per annum and shall serve for a term of 6
years unless sooner removed by the Presi-
dent.

(b) In addition to the powers and duties
spacifically vested in him by this act, the
Director shall, in accordance with the poli-
cies established by the Board, erercise the
powers granted by sectlons 10 and 11 of this
act, together with such other powers and
duties as may be delegated to him by the
Board; but the powers granted by sections
10 and 11 (c) shall be exercised only with
the approval of the Board.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

SEC. 6. (a) There is hereby established an
Executive Committee of the Board which
shall consist of the Director ex officio and
nine other members elected by the mem-
bers of the Board from among their number.,
The term of cffice of each member of the
Executive Committee shall be 2 years ex-
cept that (1) any member elected to fill a
vacancy occwrring prior to the expiration
of the term for which his predecessor was
elected shall be elected for the remainder
of such term; and (2) the term of office of
four of the members first elected after the
date of enactment of this ect shall be 1
year, Any person who has been a member
of the Executive Committee for six con-
secutive years shall thereafter be ineligible
for election during the 2-year period fol-
lowing the expiration of such sixth year.
The membership of the Executive Commit-
tee shall, so far as practicable, be repre-
sentative of diverse interests and shall be so
chosen as to provide representation, so far
as practicable, for all areas of the Nation,

(b) In addition to the powers and duties
specifically vested in it by this act, the Ex-
ecutive Committee shall exerclse such pow-
ers and duties as may be delegated to it by
the Board.

(c) The Executive Committee shall meet
at the call of its Chairman or at such times
as may be fixed by itself, but not less than
six times each year.

(d) A majority of the voting members of
the Executive Committee shall constitute
& quorum.

(e) The Executive Committee shall render
an annual report to the Board, and such
other reports as it may deem necessary, sum-
marizing the activities of the Executive
Committee, making such recommendations
as it may deem appropriate, and setting
forth the recommendations of the divisional
committees and special commissions. Mi-
nority views and recommendations, if any,
of members of the Executive Committee, the
divisional committees, and special commis-
slons shall be included in such reports,

DIVISIONS WITHIN THE FOUNDATION

Sec. 7. (a) Until otherwise provided by
the Board there shall be within the Foun-
dation the following divisions:

(1) A Division of Medical Research;

(2) A Division of Mathematical, Physical,
and Engineering Sciences;

(8) A Division of Blologlcal Sciences; and

(4) A Division of Scientific Personnel-and
Education, which shall be concerned with
programs of the Foundation relating to the
granting of scholarships and graduate fel-
lowships in the mathematical, physical, med-
ical, blological, englneering, and other sci-
ences,
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{b) There shall also be within the Founda-
tion such other divisions as the Board may,
from time to time, deem necessary.

DIVISIONAL COMMITTEES

Bec. 8. (a) There shall be a committee for
each division of the Foundation,

(b) Each divisional committee shall be
appointed by the Executive Committee and
shall consist of not less than five persons
who may be members or nonmembers of the
Board.

(c) The terms of members of each divi-
sional committee shall be 2 years. Each
divisional committee shall annually elect its
own chalrman from among its own members
and shall prescribe its own rules of proced-
ure subject to such restrictions as may be
prescribed by the Executive Committee.

(d) Each divisional committee shall make
recommendations to, and advise and consult
with, the Executive Committee and the Di-
rector with respect to matters relating to
the program of its division.

SPECIAL COMMISSIONS

SEc. 9. (a) Each special commission estab-
lished pursuant to section 3 (a) (7) shall
consist of 11 members appointed by the
executive committee, six of whom shall be
eminent scientists and five of whom shall
be persons other than scientists. Each spe-
cial commission shall choose its own chair-
man and vice chairman.

(b) It shall be the duty of each such spe-
cial commission to make a comprehensive
survey of research, both public and private,
being carried on in 1ts field, and to formulate
and recommend to the Foundation at the
earliest practicable date an over-all research
program in its field.

SCHOLARSHIPS AND GRADUATE FELLOWSHIPS

Sec. 10, The Foundation is authorized to
award, within the limits of funds made avail-
able specifically for such purpose pursuant to
section 15, scholarships and graduate fellow-
ships for scientific study or scientific work
in the mathematical, physical, medical, bio-
logical, engineering, and other sciences at
accredited nonprofit American or nonprofit
foreign institutions of higher education, se-
lected by the recipient of such aid, for stated
periods of time. Persons shall be selected
for such scholarships and fellowships from
among citizens of the United States, and such
selections shall be made solely on the basis
of ability; but in any case in which two or
more applicants for scholarships or fellow-
ships, as the case may be, are deemed by the
Foundation to be possessed of substantially
equal ability, and there are not sufficlent
scholarships or fellowships, as the case may
be, available to grant one to each of such
applicants, the available scholarship or schol-
arships or fellowship or fellowships shall be
awarded to the applicants in such manner
as will tend to result in a wide distribution
of scholarships and fellowships among the
States, Territories, possessions, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. ",

GENERAL AUTHORITY OF FOUNDATION

Bec. 11. The Foundation shall have the au-
thority, within the 1imits of avallable appro-
priations, to do all things necessary to carry
out the provisions of this act, including, but
without being limited thereto, the au-
thority—

(a) to prescribe such rules and regulations
as it deems necessary governing the manner
of its operations and its organization and
personnel;

(b) to make such expenditures as may be
necessary for administering the provisions of
this act;

(c) to enter into contracts or other ar-
rangements, or modifications thereof, for the
carrying on, by organizations or individuals
in the United States and foreign countries,
including other government agencies of the
United States and of foreign countries, of
such basic scientific research activities and
such scientific research activities in connec-
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tion with matters relating to the mational
defense as the Foundation deems necessary
to carry out the purposes of this act, and,
when deemed appropriate by the Foundation,
such contracts or other arrangements, or
modifications thereof, may be entered into
without legal consideration, without per-
formance or other bonds, and without regard
to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes;

(d) to make advance, progress, and other
payments which relate to scientific research
wthout regard to the provisions of section
8648 of the Revised Statutes (31 U. 8. C,
sec. 529);

(e) to acquire by purchase, lease, loan, or
gift, and to hold and dispose of by sale, lease,
or loan, real and personal property of all
kinds necessary for, or resulting from, the
exercise of authority granted by this act;

(f) to receive and use funds donated by
others, if such funds are donated, without
restriction, other than that they be used in
furtherance of one or more of the general
purposes of the Foundation;

(g) to publish or arrange for the publica-
tion of scientific and technical Information
so as to further the full dissemination of in-
formation of scientific value consistent with
the national interest, without regard to the
provisions of section 87 of the act of Janu-
ary 12, 1895 (28 Stat. 622), and section 11 of
the act of March 1, 1919 (40 Stat. 1270; 44
U. 8. C., sec. 111);

(h) to accept and utilize the services of
voluntary and uncompensated personnel and
to provide transportation and subsistence as
authorized by section 5 of the act of August
2, 1946 (b U. 8. C. T3b-2) for persons serving
without compensation; and

(1) to prescribe, with the approval of the
Comptroller General of the United States,
the extent to which vouchers for funds ex-
pended under contracts for scientific re-
search shall be subject to itemization or sub-
stantiation prior to payment, without regard
to the limitations of other laws relating to
the expenditure of public funds and account-
ing therefor.

PATENT RIGHTS

SEcC. 12. (a) Each contract or other arrange-
ment executed pursuant to this act which
relates to scientific research shall contain
provisions governing the disposition of in-
ventions produced thereunder in a manner
calculated to protect the public interest and
the equities of the individual or organization
with which the contract or other arrange-
ment i1s executed: Provided, however, That
nothing in this act shall be construed to
authorize the Foundation to enter into any
contractual or other arrangement incon-
sistent with any provision of law affecting
the issuance or use of patents.

(b) No officer or employee of the Founda-
tion shall acquire, retain, or transfer any
rights, under the patent laws of the United
States or otherwise, in any invention which
he may make or produce in connection with
performing his assigned activities and which
is directly related to the subject matter
thereof: Provided, however, That this sub=-
section shall not be construed to prevent
any officer or employee of the Foundation
from executing any application for patent
on any such invention for the purpose of
assigning the same to the Government or its
nominee in accordance with such rules and
regulations as the Director may establish.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND COORDINATION
WITH FOREIGN POLICY

Bec. 13. (a) The Foundation s hereby au-
thorized to cooperate in any international
sclentific research activities consistent with
the purposes of this act and to expend for
such international scientific research activi-
ties such sums within the limit of appro-
priated funds as the Foundation may deem
desirable. The Director, with the approval
of the Executive Committee, may defray the
expenses of representatives of Government
agencies and other organizations and of in-
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dividual selentists to accredited international
sclentific congresses and meetings whenever
he deems it necessary in the promotion of
the objectives of this act.

(b) (1) The authority to enter into con-
tracts or other arrangements with organiza-
tions or individuals in foreign countries and
with agencies of foreign countries, as pro=
vided in section 11 (c), and the authority to
cooperate in international scientific research
activities as provided in subsection (a) of
this section, shall be exercised only after con-
sultation with the Secretary of State, to the
end that such authority shall be exerclsed
in such manner as is consistent with the
foreign policy objectives of the United States.

(2) If, in the exercise of the authority re=
ferred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection,
negotiation with foreign countries or agen=
cles thereof becomes necessary, such nego=
tiation shall be carried on by the Secretary
of State in consultation with the Director.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 14. (a) The Director shall, in accord=-
ance with such policies as the Executive
Committee ghall from time to time prescribe,
appoint and fix the compensation of such
personnel as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this act. Such appoint-
ments shall be made and such compensation
shall be fixed in accordance with the pro-
visions of the civil-service laws and regula-
tions and the Classification Act of 1923, as
amended: Provided, That the Director may,
in acordance with such policies as the Execu=-
tive Committee shall from time to time pre-
scribe, employ such technical and profes-
sional personnel and fix their compensation,
without regard to such laws, as he may deem
necessary for the discharge of the responsi=
bilities of the Foundation under this act.
The Deputy Director herelnafter provided
for, and the members of the divisional com=
mittees and special commissions, shall be ap-
pointed without regard to the civil-service
laws or regulations., Neither the Director nor
the Deputy Director shall engage in any
other business, vocation, or employment than
that of serving as such Director or Deputy
Director, as the case may be; nor shall the
Director or Deputy Director, except with the
approval of the Executive Committee, hold
any office in, or act in any capacity for, any
organization, agency, or institution with
which the Foundation makes any contract or
other arrangement under this act.

(b) The Director may appoint, with the
approval of the Executive Committee, a
Deputy Director who shall perform such
functions as the Director, with the approval
of the Executive Committee, may prescribe
and shall be Acting Director during the ab=-
sence or disability of the Director or in the
event of a vacancy in the Office of the
Director.

(c) The Foundation shall not, itself, op~
erate any laboratories or pilot plants.

(d) The members of the Board, and the
members of each divisional committee, or
special commission, shall receive compensa-
tion at the rate of §25 for each day engaged
in the business of the Foundation pursuant
to authorization of the Foundation, and shall
be allowed travel expenses as authorized by
section b of the act of August 2, 1846 (56
U. 8. C. 73b-2).

(e) Persons holding other offices in the
executive branch of the Federal Government
may serve as members of the divisional com-
mittees and special commissions, but they
shall not-receive remuneration for their serv-
ices as such membcrs during any period for
which they receive compensation for their
services in such other offices.

(f) Service of an individual as a member
of the Board, of a divisional committee, or of
a special commission shall not be considered
as service bringing him within the pro-
visions of section 281, 283, or 284 of title 18
of the United States Code or section 180 of
the Revised Statutes (5 U. 8. C., sec. 89),
unless the act of such individual, which by
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such section 1s made unlawful when per-
formed by an individual referred to in such
section, is with respect to any particular
matter which directly invelves the Founda-
tion or in which the Foundation is directly
Interested.

(z) In making contracts or other arrange-
ments for scientific research, the Foundation
shall utilize appropriations available there-
for in such manner as will in its discretion
best realize the objectives of (1) having the
work performed by organizations, agencies,
and institutions, or individuals in the United
BStates or foreign countries, including Gov-
ernment agencles of the United States and
of foreign countries, qualified by training
and experience to achieve the results de-
glred, (2) strengthening the research staff
of organizations, particularly nonprofit or-
ganizations, in the States, Territories, pos-
sessions, and the District of Columbia, (3)
alding institutions, agencles, or organiza-
tions which, if aided, will advance basic re-
search, and (4) encouraging independent
basic research by individuals.

(h) The activities of the Foundation shall
be construed as supplementing and not
superseding, curtailing, or limiting any of
the functions or activities of other Govern-
ment agencies authorized to engage in
scientific research or development.

(1) Funds available to any department or
agency of the Government for scientific or
technical research, or the provision of facill-
ties therefor, shall be avallable for transfer,
with the approval of the head of the depart-
ment or agency involved, in whole or in part,
to the Foundation for such use as is con-
sistent with the purposes for which such
funds were provided, and funds so trans-
ferred shall be expendable by the Foundation
for the purposes for which the transfer was
made, and, until such time as an appropria-
tion is made avallable directly to the
Foundation, for general administrative ex-
penses of the Foundation without regard to
limitations otherwise applicable to such
funds.

(j) The National Roster of Sclentlific and
Specialized Personnel shall be transferred
from the United States Employment Service
to the Foundation, together with such
records and property as have been utllized
or are avallable for use in the administration
of such roster as may be determined by the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. The
transfer provided for in this subsection shall
take effect at such tilme or times as the
Director of the Bureau of the Bucdget shall
direct.

(k) The Foundation shall not support any
rezearch or development activity in the fleld
of atomic energy, mnor shall it exercise any
authority pursuant to section 11 (e) In
respect to that fleld, without first having
obtalned the concurrence of the Atomic
Energy Commission that such activity will
not adversely affect the common defense and
security. Nothing in this act shall super-
sede or modify any provision of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1946,

(1) The executive committee, after consul-
tation with the Secretary of Defense, shall
establish regulations and procedures for the
security classification of Iinformation or
property (having military significance) in
connection with scientific research under
this act, and for the proper safeguarding of
any information or property so classified.

APFROFPRIATIONS

Sec. 15. (a) To enable the Foundation to
carry out its powers and duties, there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated an-
nually to the Foundation, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
such sums as may be necessary to carry out
the provisions of this act.

(b) Appropriations made pursuant to the
authority provided in subsection (a) of this
section shall remain available for obligation,
for expenditure, or for obligation and ex-
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penditure, for such perlod or perlods as may
be specified In the acts making such
appropriations,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 3, line 3,
strike out lines 3 to 5, inclusive, and insert
the following language:

“(6) to evaluate sclentific research pro-
grams undertaken by individuals and by pub-
lic and private research groups, including
scientific research programs of agencies of
the Federal Government, and to correlate the
Foundation's sclentific research programs
with such programs.”

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the committee
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HESELTON to the
committee amendment: Strike out paragraph
6 of sectlon 3 (a) on page 3, line 6 through
line 11, and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:
“({6) to evaluate sclentific research pro-
grams undertaken by agencies of the Federal
Government and to correlate Foundation sci-
entific research programs with those under-
taken by individuals and by public and pri-
vate research groups.”

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I
shall speak briefly on this, with apolo-
gies to those who were here when I stated
that I would offer this amendment at
the proper time. In the interest of sav-
ing time, I would like to read briefly from
the last page of the Hoover report:

This points to the need for a National Scl-
ence Foundation. The major functions of
such a Foundation should be (a) to examine
the total sclentific research effort of the Na-
tion, (b) to assess the proper role of the
Federal Government in this effort, (c) to
evaluate the division of research effort
among the sclentific disciplines and among
flelds of applied research, and (d) to evalu-
ate the key factors that impede the devel-
opment of an effective national research
effort.,

The second recommendation of the
Hoover Commission is:

(b) The Commission recommends that a
National Science Foundation be established.

I called attention previously to the re-
port of the President’s Special Board ap-
pointed in 1946, which is contained at
the beginning of page 49 of the second
annual report of the Secretary of De-
fense. There are two paragraphs I
would like to emphasize.

The Army and Navy have vigorous re-
search development programs which had
grown up over a period of years. When
the Air Force was constituted as a sep-
arate branch of the armed services its
research development efforts represented
a third important program. The size,
diversity, and complexity of the flelds
covered by these programs make sound
planning increasingly important.

The coordinating activities of the Re-
search and Development Board enable
each department to become aware of
what the other departments are doing
in research and development. Unneces-
sary duplication is thereby located and
eliminated or prevented. More difficult,
but probably of greater significance, is
the Board’s continuing responsibility to
shift emphasis and funds away from pro-
grams of lesser military promise and into
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those of greater value. The existence of
such a coordinating agency makes it pos-
sible to stretch the research and devel-
opment dollar and to cut costs.

The President’s board in one of its re-
ports has pointed out that what is needed
is that each of these hundreds of agen-
cies in our Government that are engaged
in extensive research programs should
review those programs, should evaluate
thein, should set up a long-range plan
which should then be submitted to this
Foundation so that we could integrate
them into a national program.

Since the Second World War the mili-
tary expenditures on research have aver=
aged over half a billion dollars a year.
Although this is but a small portion of
the average total military budget, it is a
large figure in comparison to the much
smaller sums spent on military research
and development before the war—in
comparison, say, to the $13,000,600 obli-
gated for military research and develop-
ment in 1939, the year World War II
began. The amount of money currently
being spent for research and develop-
ment is only slightly less than the entire
military appropriation for 1924, and is
almost 50 percent as much as the total
military appropriation as late as 1937.

In the National Defense Establishment
this committee has been able to report
that it has actually brought about sub-
stantial savings through this coordina-
tion. It makes the statement on page
61:

Formally effected coordination is 1illus=
trated by recent Board action on the recom-
mendation of the Committee on Guided Mis-
siles request that three existing projects be
terminated and two others combined into
one. Through this action an estimated
$6,000,000 in plant obligations for the fiscal
year 1950 was made available for allocation

to other guided missiles projects of high
priority.

Carrying that over into the other fields
of major research we can confidently
anticipate, I believe, a much better and
well-rounded program.

I call your attention finally to this:
The proposed amendment places the em-
phasis upon evaluation of scientific re-
search programs undertaken by the Fed-
eral Government, not by the universities,
not by the industries, not by private re-
search. We have no business going into
that and telling them: “You shall do
this; you shall not do that.” That is
their business and they should be per-
mitted to plan and conduct their own
business. But this Foundation, if we
adopt this amendment, would be under
the obligation of correlating the Founda-
tion’s program with those of individuals
and of public and private research
groups. Iam hopeful that my colleagues
in the House will see it as do my col-
leagues on the committee.

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. My, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HESELTON. I yield.

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. Does the
gentleman agree that the Hoover recom=-
mendation refers to Government enter-
prise?

Mr. HESELTON. Absoclutely and ex-
clusively.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. What as-
surance does private industry have that
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the Government will not take it over?
What is meant by the word “correlate”?

Mr. HESELTON. The language has
been submitted to draftsmen and to in-
dustry, and it has been approved by
industry specifically. It is to correlate
the Foundation’s scientific research pro=
gram, nothing else; correlate our Fed-
eral program with what is being done
in the country by universities, industries,
and in other public-research programs.
I can assure the gentleman that it has
met with the approval of substantial
business interests which are engaged in
this field with very heavy investments.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin, I have my
doubts about that.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word merely to say
that the committee accepts the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Heserton] to the
committee amendment.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I favor
this amendment and the bill.

This amendment providing for corre-
lation in the whole field of scientific re-
search is extremely valuable for there is
nothing exclusionist about such research,
nor are any particular areas of research
to be included or excluded because other
agencies, public or private, are working
on them. It is therefore most desirable
that correlation be teamed with evalua-
tion as is done by the pending amend-
ment. This in the best interests of the
most effective and complete scientific
research.

With respect to the general purposes
of the bill itself it is indeed gratifying
that it is now being considered and that
the objections which caused the Presi-
dent to veto a similar bill passed by the
Eightieth Congress have apparently been
overcome. In a day of A-bombs and
H-bomb, an effort to restore the bal-
ance between applied and pure science
is entitled to our convinced support.

It is gratifying to know too that, on
the whole, although there is opposition to
some features of this bill on the part of
scientists and others who have studied
the subject because of certain inade-
quacies, notably those relating to the
broadest distribution of research grants,
and questions of patent rights and co-
operation with international agencies,
there appears to be strong support for the
bill from scientists and educators every-
where.

My own wartime experience and that
of many other Members of the House
taught us the critical place in our social
and economic development and in the
development of our national security of
fundamental research in the sciences.
We have made spectacular achievements
in applied science, pure research, how-
ever, is the base for all such achieve-
ments, whether done here or elsewhere.
The march of the world forward demands
no less of the nation on earth with the
best technical equipment, and which has
done the most with it for the human
well-being as well as for international
peace and security, than that we under-
take this additional measure to make
more effective our great resources for
scientific research.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr.Chairman, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Wabps-
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wortrH] has very well stated that most
obvious objections to this bill as I see
them. There are, however, certain ill-
omened implications in the philosophy
of science, or rather of many—too
many—scientists, which deserve atten-
tion from those who are to administer
this act s0 as to remedy the tragic
naiveté involved in such cases as those
of Drs. May and Fuchs, and of Hiss and
others in this country.

It hardly seems that the infiltration
of communism in world politics can be
checked while we cling to a Socialist
concept of political action and, accord-
ingly, play me-too politics with the
demagogues of the Kremlin. We can
hardly hope to promote world peace
while democratic statesmanship consists
of trying to assure the material welfare
of humanity, not by compelling respon-
sible behavior—not by confining govern-
ment to the functions which maintain
law and order and so assure decent in-
centives by the reward of economic
security through private property—but
by falsely guaranteeing that which can
be available only through the industry,
thrift, and intelligence of a responsible
and abstentious citizenry.

Science, or rather scientists, seem to
be telling us that we can forget what the
desire for welfare, when not impelling
anarchy and pillage, has always dictated,
namely, abstention. Not merely the in-
telligent use of nature’s bounties, but

also prevention of the plundering of the

planet under excessive population pres-
sure, is the only possible path to perma-
nent peace and the control of the indus-
trial Frankenstein which scientists, as
technicians, are constructing.

A government which is paternalistic,
not by restraining, but by promoting, the
expansion of population, cannot fail to
become either a totalitarian aggressor
bent on taking the earth’s resources from
other races and nations, or else a deca-
dent bureaucracy seeking in vain to
guarantee full employment at high wages
to everyone and to assure no hardship
for anyone. It is not possible to tempo-
rize with such policies—to steer a safe
political course among the world's races
by promoting universal abundance with
the hope of thus containing communism
by allaying unrest. In this situation
scientists are having a disturbing influ-
ence because they are divorcing their
calling from moral standards, just as are
most other people, through the philos-
ophy of materialism.

Even biologists, who should know bet-
ter, are preachinz that life itself is mech-
anistic. By drawing the red herring of
their doctrinal dispute with the Krem-
lin’s Lysenko—as to whether the prom-
ised land of milk and honey is to be
reached by Mendelian or by Lamarckian
theory—over the trail of their own mate-
rialism, they are obscuring the very basis
of moral restraints provided by the idea
of a selective struggle for survival which
was instilled inte Darwin’s concept of
evolution by Thomas Malthus. We may
cite among those who are so engaged,
Prof. Theodosius Dobzhansky of Colum-
bia University who asserts, in a recent
issue of Science, that competition and
the struggle for life are misleading meta-
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phors which should be removed from the
vocabulary of science.

By no means all scientists are thus
deluding themselves and their publie.
Dr. Warren Thompson, of Ohio, and
other careful students of demography,
that is, of human population problems,
are no utopians nor do they consider
that human populations tend to decline
as their security advances. That the
truth is exactly to the contrary should
give pause in developing a foreign policy
based on the idea that industrialization
of backward areas will restrain popula-
tion and make for peace on earth and
good will among men. Permit a few
observations quoted from Professor
Thompson's essay in the February Scien-
tific American. After citing figures on
Swedish experience indicating that lower
birth rates and higher death rates were
the result of poor harvests, he says: “In
the long view, Malthus was funda-
mentally correct when he said that man’s
growth in numbers was largely depend-
ent on the supply of subsistence.” Im-
provements in agriculture have “had ex-
actly the effects that Malthus had pre-
dicted the provision of more ample sub-
sistence would have on population
growth. For a time it appeared that in
the Western World we no longer needed
to give serious attention to the ideas of
Malthus, that we had learned how to
produce at a rate in excess of any possi-
ble rate of population growth, and that
we could look forward to an easier life
no matter how high our birth rate or how
low our death rate.”

Now, however, “experience in Japan
gives tangible support to the belief of
demographers that the industrially
backward areas of the world are likely
to grow rapidly in population during the
next century as they industrialize.” In
the “Malthusian countries” of the Orient,
like India, “the population seems to
grow whenever subsistence increases and
to stop or even decline at times of scar-
city and great epidemics.”

Professor Thompson believes that
these problems have a very direct rela-
tion to the maintenance of peace. In a
world which is filling up as ours is, and
which is one world whether we like it or
not, the urgent question regarding the
livelihood of a growing people soon be-
comes a matter of concern to all nations.
Hence there is a need to begin to plan
for such changes in population growth as
will contribute best to human welfare.

It seems far less clear to natural
scientists that it should be that there
never has been any time in which the
extent of life on earth has been found
to be cumulative. It has always de-
pended upon the amount of solar energy
which plant life could, currently, capture
in its synthesis of organic compounds for
the sake of the plant’s own offspring.
Other species have intruded into a strug-
gle over this limited supply. The strug-
gle has begotten a myriad of forms, many
now extinct in addition to those whose
strategies still suffice for survival.

Man’s dominance is thus not a matter
of being able to control the environment
in any sense of mastering the physical
limitations of the planet and going on
to unprecedented miracles of expansion
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unrelated to other living things. The
genus homo has developed a cultural,
technological method of bypassing the
limitations of anatomical form; this use
of machinery and other techniques has
produced a sudden dominance over other
species. These others have become easy
prey—so easy, indeed, that many species
have succumbed and are extinct, which
once afforded large supplies of food.
Many a localized civilization has arisen
and disappeared by such developments.
But it will ke a new and terrible experi-
ence, indeed, that seems imminent today
in the currently world-wide explosion of
population to be followed by inevitable
disaster, unless population can be con-
trolled by a system of enterprises that
is free for all—but not free from com-
petitive restraints which compel those
who are unable to make the grade to be
eliminated, not by the fury of hydrogen
bombs that science seems about to re-
lease in a dysgenic holocaust, but by
being good losers in a game that not
every genetic element on earth can win.

If this sort of peaceful genocide is not
impressed upon the human race, so that
the unfit in ideological or other groups
are forced to quit by failure to repro-
duce as fast as they die naturally, the
kind of genocide which wars produce
and which the United Nations Organ-
ization is naively proposing to stop by
a so-called convention, will surely take
up the surplus sooner or later in a state
of affairs where the horrors of peace are
not exceeded by those of war.

It seems to be, not venality, but rather
a naive faith in materialism that is un-
dermining the morale of our scientists
and bringing about such cases as those
of Dr. May and Dr. Fuchs, and, in our
own midst, the academic apologies for
such inane betrayals of America as we
have seen among American scholars, such
as Alger Hiss, who have had, personally,
everything to lose and little to gain by
their Communist sympathies.

The Foundation for Promoting Basic
Science which these same academic in-
terests are urging before this body seems
not to be in hands which have a clear
understanding of the best interests of
science apart from the welfare of sci-
entists. Indeed, the most potent factor
in the advance of science seems to me
to have been crowded out in the four
technical divisions provided for. I see
little hope, in this specialization, for es-
caping the Babylonian confusion which
the Rockefeller Foundation has said
exists in the ranks of science. The di-
rector of that foundation not long ago
allotted a fund to the effort at eliminat-
ing these difficulties in the state of sci-
entific thought. Basic science can cer-
tainly be advanced less by technological
developments by specialists than by basic
philosophical considerations. This could
be accomplished, moreover, without the
tremendous expenditures which are in-
dicated as too much for private funds to
attain while already unbalanced Federal
budgets are producing rising costs which
dissipate endowments at an increasing
pace.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, in support of
this suggestion for economy and accom-
plishment, I present some pointed
phrases taken from an essay on the
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Scientist—Technician or Moralist? which
makes rather plain the relation of the
academic scientist to the social ills that
we are enduring. The author is Prof.
George Simpson of the City College of
New York, writing in the current issue
of the magazine, Philosophy of Science,
published under the editorship of Dr.
Churchman of Wayne University in De-
troit. I quote:

When faced with moral problems, natural
scientists have developed the habit of run-
ning away from science itself, * * * As
scientists they glory in being technicians;
this eases their consciences by leaving ethies
to moral philosophers or mystics, * * *
Although he has handed over moral problems
to the philosophers, the average natural
scientist frowns upon philesophy as almless
speculation on the unsolvable problems
which nobedy but an !mpractical visionary
would spend his time on. * *

It would seem that the retreat from moral-
ity by science is now full, for the dominant
view in soclal science today is that soclal
sclentists might well learn from natural
scientists how to achieve a new soclal status
derivative from what can be subsidized
rather than trom what requires investiga-
tion, '* %

Moral retrogresslon and material progress
are part and parcel of the bifurcation of
science and morality., The insolubility of
moral problems by sclence gains ever more
credence as material problems become more
and more soluble by “applied sclence”; that
is, technology. As industry becomes more
and more rationalized,” morality becomes
less and less rational. * * *

Truth which is arrived at socially is pro-
ceduralized so that it loses its valuative as-
pect and becomes sanctimonious. It be-
comes a form of soclal worship, not a form
of social understanding. * * * Nobody
in this situation is supposed to question the
worth of sclence, for sclence does not ques-
tion the worth of so-called moral behavior.
By avoidance of moral issues sclence reigns
supreme, ®* * *

To engage in an attempt to help structure
soclety so as to make possible the subservi-
ence of emotion, interest, and desire, to ra-
tionality, is to become a pariah, an outcast,
a troublemaker, and, most unkindest cut of
all, to be damned as uncooperative by & non-
cooperative society. It is small wonder, then,
that the scientist is led to accept the social
position he finds and to join in the mass
chorus which sings his praises as a techni-
clan who will help anybody discover anything
as long as he does not have to tell them
what to do about it.

The full cycle is completed when the social
scientlst joins in the chorus and asks that he,
too, be permitted to join this gallant ship’s
company sailing the seven =eas on a soclal
pleasure-pain cruise * * *, Truly, “Come
All Ye Faithful” can be sung in praise of
Mammon. Out in the cold, like the poor
looking in on the banquet board, is a motley
crew of philosophers who are paying the price
for not devoting their lives to asking only
the proper questions. Perhaps it is not too
much to expect that soon philosophers too
will find their wa.]r into the ranks of the
technicians. *

Sclentists have heen taken in by the soft
words of praise for their devotion to the
cause of humanity spoken even by those who
may use scientific work to defeat the ends of
reason, The severing of sclence from moral-
ity is part of a more general process in mod-
ern society whereby means have triumphed
over ends. ‘

In the battle of pressure groups in modern
soclety the scientlst is considered as one
among many, asking no quarter and seeking
no gquarter. The state becomes an umpire
between truths, so-called; the victor need
glve no hostage to reason. Indeed, reason
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itself becomes an attribute of political vic-
tory. The final, crowning triumph occurs
when truth is what political power proclaims.
Aryan races, the new mythos, an elite with-
out natural talents other than administra-
tive, a world made in the image of man's
irrationality—these are the ripe fruits of
sclence in the service of politics which has
no allegiance to sccial truth.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

The substitute amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the commitiee amendment as amended
by the substitute.

The committee amendment, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: Page 10, line 20,
insert “(a)" after the figure 10.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 11, line 16, insert the following:

“(b) No part of any funds appropriated
or otherwise made available for expenditure
by the foundation under authority of this
act shall be used to make payments under
any scholarship or fellowship to any indi-
vidual unless there is on file with the founda-
tion an affidavit executed by such individual
that he does not believe in, and is not a
member of and does not support any or-
ganization that believes in or teaches, the
overthrow of the United States Government
by force or violénce or by any illegal or un-
constitutional methods. The provisions of
section 1001 of title 18, United States Code,

shall be applicable in respect of such af-
fidavits.”

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment to the ecom-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RoceErs of
Florida to the committee amendment: Page
11, line 19, after the word *“‘unless” insert
“(1)”, and on page 12, in line 1, strike out
the period and insert in lleu thereof the
following: *, (2) the afiidavit is accompanied
by such supporting evidence as the founda-
tion may by regulations require, and (3) the
director and at least five of the voting mem-
bers of the executive committee are satis-
fied that the statements made in the affidavit
are true.”

Mr. ROGERS of Florida, Mr. Chair-
man, the amendment offered by the com-
mitee does not go quite far enough. That
is the only objection I have. The amend-
ment states that payments can be made
if there is an affidavit executed by the
individual to the effect he does not be-
lieve in and is not a member of and does
not support any organization that be-
lieves in or teaches the overthrow o: the
United States Government by force or
violence or by any illegal or unconstitu-
tional methods.

The Foundation under this verbiage,
therefore, would be authorized to make
payments to a Communist who files such
an affidavit.

I add two propositions to this, first,
that the affidavit must be accompanied
by such supporting evidence as the
Foundation may by regulation reauire.
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In other words, the Foundation can pass
8 regulation as to what it requires in the
affidavit to be filed. Everyone will know
what that is by looking at the records.
They can tell what those regulations are.

My second addition is that the director
and at least five of the voting members
of the executive committee must be satis-
fled that the statements made in the
affidavit are true. That is a protection
to the Foundation,

Mr., COX. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida.
the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. COX. The gentleman is simply
undertaking to provide an additional
precaution against taking into the
organization people who are not loyal to
the United States Government?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. That is all
it is. I am glad the gentleman from
Georgia asked that question. That is
my only purpose. It throws some duty
on the Foundation and the director to
determine whether the afiidavit is true
or not. In the past few days Alger Hiss
has been convicted of perjury. Another
fellow down here, Christoffel, was con-
victed the other day for perjury. Now,
what difference does it make to a Com-
munist who wants to secure an advan-
tage, who wants to take our courses over
here? He would sign an affidavit and
the Foundation would be absolutely
justified in admitting him if the affidavit
was merely on file. They do not have to
go into any details. They do not have to
go into the truth or falsity of it. The
simple fact it is filed would justify pay-
ments of this scholarship or other fund.

Mr, DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr, DINGELL. The gentleman refers
to Communists. Let us take a look at
other applicants. Whether they are un-
der the cloud of suspicion of being a
Communist or not, will they be allowed?
Suppose it is a decent citizen and not a
Communist, does he have to go through

I yield to

the swearing that he is not a communist .

or does he have to submit other evidence?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Under the
amendment offered by the committee you
have to do that. But, this just puts a
little more safeguard for them to justify
his being made a payment.

Mr. DINGELL. It does not cast any
reflection on the character of a man who
was not a Communist.

Mr., ROGERS of Florida. Not at all.
It casts no reflection on anybody.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Iyield tothe
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. I think the amendment
offered by the gentleman is a good one.
I think the committee ought to have no
doubts at all about the sincerity of the
gentleman in asking for this amendment,
Anybody who is communistically inclined
should not be on the commission or be
employed by the commission.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I thank the
gentleman. - You all know of an in-
stance—I will not call his name—in
North Carolina, having to do with the
Atomic Energy Commission. Why, he
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was there taking advantage of the courts,
taking our American money, and he was
a Communist. They afterwards found
it out and dismissed him. This only
throws a safeguard around anybody be-
fore they can take our money. As for
me, I do not want a cent of American
money to go to a Communist for any-
thing; I do not care what it is.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, ROGERS of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. Of course, I under-
stand the gentleman’s purpose, and we
all have the same purpose in mind. But,
when you require an affidavit from a
person that he is not a Communist, and
he subjects himself to the laws of perjury,
how can you double protect such a thing
as that?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Iwant tosay
that the committee amendment provides
that.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. How can Yyou
strengthen that?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. He must
have the supporting evidence, I hope
we have enough good Americans here to
adopt this amendment.

Mr, HOLIFIELD. What kind of sup-
porting evidence, beyond his affidavit?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to proceed
for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

Mr. WIER. I object, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, Irise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. 1yield tothe gentleman
from Tennessee,

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

Mr, WIER. Iobject, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on this
amendment close in 10 minutes.

Mr. WIER. I desire 5 minutes, Mr,
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Is that on the com-
mittee amendment and all amendments
thereto?

Mr. PRIEST. On the committee
amendment and all amendments thereto.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I renew
my request to make it 15 minutes. I see
a number of the subcommittee seeking
recognition. I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this amendment and
all amendments thereto close in 15 min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

Mr, SHAFER. I object, Mr. Chair-
man.
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a parlia-
mentary inquiry?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. As I understand,
the 10-minute limitation has already
been agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct. That was agreed to.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, reluc-
tantly I rise to oppose the amendment
offered by my good friend and our es-
teemed colleague and member of the
committee, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Rogers]. I know that deep in his
heart he is sincere; he is honest and has
every good intention as is utterly pos-
sible by proposing the amendment. I
respectfully submit to the committee,
however, that it is certainly unnecessary
to have an amendment such as my good
friend proposes; in fact, it can do noth-
ing except confuse the administration of
the act as it applies to scholarships and
fellowships.

I am as vigorously opposed to any
funds proposed by this act for scholar-
ship or fellowship being made to anyone
that does not hold sacred allegiance to
the United States, as the gentleman
from Florida, or any other Member of
this Congress. I am just as anxious as
he or anyone else that no Communist
or fellow traveler be permitted to partici-
pate in the program. I do not believe
there should be any windfall or any op-
portunity for such another experience
as occurred in a university in connection
with the atomic-energy program.

The gentleman is a good lawyer. It
is well known under our judicial proce-
dure that there is a severe penalty for
perjury. Therefore, we provided that
none of these funds to be appropriated
can be used by anyone unless there is
an affidavit by such party that he does
not believe in and is not a member of
and does not support any organization
that believes in or teaches the overthrow
of the United States Government by
force or violence or by any illegal or un-
constitutional methods.

And further, the committee amend-
ment provides specifically that the pro-
visions of section 1001 of title 18, United
States Code, shall be applicable in re-
spect of such affidavits. In other words,
the penalty provisions of the law shall
apply without any possible doubt when
perjury is committed.

Security, yes; we should have stringent
security provisions but they should be
workable. It would be whplly imprac-
tical for the executive committee of the
Foundation to have to go out and make
an investigation to determine whether
or not a man commits perjury. The
gentleman knows that it is not only ad-
ministrative action but that the execu-
tive committee would be required to do
the work of the law-enforcement officers
and the courts.

There is no doubt in anyone’s mind
but what this Congress adequately and
appropriately dealt with this same ques-
tion in connection with the Atomic
Energy Commission. The commitfee
amendment is identical with the provi-
slon the Congress adopted as applies to
the Atomic Energy Commission. There-
fore, Mr. Chairman, the committee
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amendment included in the bill providing
that before scholarship awards can be
made there must be such affidavit on file
to the effect that the party involved is
not a Communist and has no affiliation
at all with any Communist organiza-
tion or any other organization that would
overthrow our form of government is
the correct approach.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. COX. What is the affidavit worth
when it comes to one who is disloyal
to his country?

Mr. HARRIS. It is worth just what
perjury was worth in the Alger Hiss case.
It is worth what any other affidavit re-
quired under the laws of our country is
worth, that if a man perjures himself
he is subject to the penalty of the law.
It is not a question for the Board or the
Foundation to determine, it is a question
for the institution to determine when
these scholarships are awarded.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH] a moment ago said that
one of the grave fears he has in his mind
about this legislation is the inevitable
control of the institution. Are you go-
ing to set up this Foundation composed
of six or more men who will tell any in-
stitution in the United States who may
have a scholarship award? That is ex-
actly what you are doing here. Talk
about the control of your educational in-
stitutions. You would certainly author-
ize the Foundation, without any question,
to determine by your amendment who
will receive scholarship awards.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I call the
gentleman’s attention to the fact that
irrespective of what the Foundation does
the payments for these scholarships can-
not be made until the director and a ma-
jority of the executive committee are
satisfied that the affidavit is true.

Mr. HARRIS. The scholarship award
is made through an institution who has
the students. It is not altogether the de-
termination of the Foundation on a par-
ticular student. What you would pro-
vide is for the Foundation to make any
determination it wants to in any insti-
tution in the United States on any man
or any student that might want a schol-
arship or fellowship. I believe the gen-
tleman has not sufficiently considered the
amendment he has proposed.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the Com-
mittee defeat the amendment.

Mr, SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. [After counting.] One hundred
and four Members are present, a quorum,

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. WiEr],

(By unanimous consent, at the request
of Mr. MarsHALL, the time allotted to
him was granted to Mr., WIER.)

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, I believe
that the time has arrived for educational
institutions to assert their positions, and
I personally believe that it is obvious
that acceptance of the principle of
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thought control, in any form or manner,
will be fatal to American education,
scholarship, and to democracy itself. If
such regulations as those in force in
Executive Order 9835 were made appli-
cable to the student body and faculty of
the University of Minnesota, there
would be an instant change in the intel-
lectual climate of the institution. Very
few persons would dare discuss the mer-
its or demerits of progressive legis-
lation except in private with most trusted
friends. The free play of ideas would
be a thing of the past because no one
could trust others not to be in the secret
service of an organization whose duty it
was to report on dangerous ideas. The
university administration itself would
lose authority to determine fitness for
enrollment as a student or employment
as a _staff member. That authority
would pass to a Federal board.

I have ascertained that Federal em-
ployees here in Washington have adopted
the attitudes I outlined above, and I
know for a fact that many competent
persons have left Federal employment
rather than be subject to the intellectual
and emotional harassment of the loyalty
order and associated investigations.

Perhaps I should make my position
clear. Ifavor every protection of Amer-
ican democracy against any overt act
perpetrated to overthrow it by any un-
constitutional means. I would prose-
cute to the full extent of the law any
perpetrator of such an act. If member-
ship in any organization can be estab-
lished by due process of law to constitute
such an overt act leading to clear and
present danger to our democratic system
by unconstitutional means, I would favor
construing the act of joining such an or-
ganization as a ecrime, and punishable,
not, however, by any ex post facto law
or rule. However, I believe with Ber-
nard de Voto, who said in another con-
nection—Harpers, July 1949, page 63—
“that the right of free speech cannot be
restricted unless a ‘clear and present
danger’ to society exists—and exists
with such immediate urgency that there
is no time to answer idea with idea.”

The road to totalitarianism is paved
with bricks, each one of which exposes
a face acceptable or even desirable to a
majority. Totalitarianism itself is
simply a system in which minorities have
no rights or protection. The minority is
itself a different group on every individ-
ual issue. The genius of Anglo-Saxon
common law and the virtue of the Amer-
ican Constitution consisted first of all
in the protection they afforded to minor-
ities. If those qualities are lost, civiliza-
tion is set back a thousand years.

It is my opinion that although we
should have governmental assistance for
the support of scientific research in this
country the public interest would be
badly served if such support were
granted with the inclusion of a loyalty
clause governing students and employ-
ees in every institution in the country
expecting to use such funds.

I believe it will be obvious to you that
the inclusion of such a clause would
change the intellectual environment of
every institution covered by it just as it
has already changed the intellectual plan
for workers in the Government services.
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It is not unsafe to predict that frank
and open discussion of political prob-
lems will be very largely eliminated in
American colleges and universities if
Federal aid to education and science is
coupled with Federal loyalty clearance.
I have no doubt that the great pre-
ponderance of persons to whom such
rules might apply would be cleared with-
out question. However, the very fact
that secret derogatory information
might mean the loss of one’s job, will
encourage most persons to keep all of
their ideas to themselves. I feel sure
that this is not what you and other Mem-
bers of our Congress desire to have hap-
pen to our academic institutions. It is,
of course, incompatible with the prin-
ciples of freedom for which we all stand.
I intend to use my good office to prevent
such a calamity from occurring in econ-
nection with Federal aid to science and

" education. We can better afford to go

without the aid than to jeopardize our
most cherished traditions which distin-
guish us from the totalitarian states.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KEeErFe] is recog-
nized.

Mr. EEEFE. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time merely to call the attention of
the distinguished gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Harris] to the fact that
I think he was in error when he made
the contention that the awards of
scholarship provided for under this bill
are made to educational institutions. I
have some knowledge of the scholarship
awards that are made under authority
of the United States Public Health Serv-
ice, and I find the situation here is ex-
actly the same, and that the scholar-
ships are directed to individuals. The
National Science Foundation selects the
individuals itself, as provided for in sec-
tion 10, on pages 10 and 11 of this bill.
Therefore, it is of extreme importance
to see to it that the individuals who are
selected are people that we can trust.
The Commission itself is charged with
that responsibility. So the arguments
that are being made that there is inter-

- ference with academic freedom, and all

that sort of thing, on the campuses of
the universities, pales into insignificance
in face of the fact that the Commission
itself is charged with the responsibility
of granting these scholarships and fel-
lowships to individuals,

In my humble opinion, we cannot be
too safe. I think the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Rocers] has a very decent
perfecting amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, EEsFE]
has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
f. om South Carolina [Mr. BrRyson]1.

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, I am
strongly in favor of this bill and par-
ticularly anxious to vote for the adop-
tion of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Florida. A

Mr. Chairman, in the first session of
the Eightieth Congress we passed S. 526,
the National Science Foundation Act of
1947. This bill was vetoed by the Presi-
dent, but he stated that he was in favor
of the Science Foundation and only ob-
jected to its administrative organization
as unsound. It deprived the President
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of the control of an agency which clearly
fell in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment. Such an administrative struc-
ture could have developed into an au-
tonomous agency controlled by private
research institutes and universities.

There is no doubt a strong popular
interest among the publie, and with seci-
entists in particular, for Federal sup-
port of scientific research. The discov-
ery of spectacular weapons of war such
as the atomic bomb, hydrogen bomb,
and radar has forced us to recognize
that the national security, the general
welfare, health, and prosperity of our
people are dependent upon our main-
taining strong scientific resources. The
miracle of production of airplanes, tanks,
and other weapons of war was brought
about by the cooperation of Govern-
ment, industry, workers, scientists, and
engineers. This could not have been
accomplished without the men of science
who had the know-how and who de-
siened the machines and taught the
workers how to use them. After the
battle of Britain Churchill remarked,
with regard to heroic work by the RAF's
fichter pilots, that scarcely in the his-
tory of the nation “had so many been so
dependent upon so few.” Likewise, our
technicians, engineers, and scientists
played a similar role in this country's
war effort.

Fundamental scientific research in the
past has known no national boundaries.
Scientists could draw upon the wealth of
scientific discovery throughout the world.
But with the prostration of Europe, the
source of many basic discoveries in the
past, it is now imperative that the United
States increase greatly fundamental re-
search in science. Some may ask, why
spend the taxpayers’ money for basic
research which may not have any im-
mediate application? When Faraday,
the famous English physicist, made his
egreat discoveries in electricity, which
were the forerunner of the whole mod-
ern electrical industry, he was asked by
Gladstone about the use of his discov-
eries. He replied that it was like a new-
born baby and how it developed only the
future could say, but if the Government
would keep an eye on it, no doubt they
would find something in the future which
they could tax. How true this statement
was.

Since we considered { s bill in the
Jast session of Congress, there has ap-
peared the valuable report by the Presi-
dent’s Scientific Research Board, under
the chairmanship of Dr. John R. Steel-
man. This Board consisted of repre-
sentatives of the various agencies and
included many of the ablest men in the
executive branch of the Government.
The report in five volumes made a thor-
ough survey of scientific resources in
the United States. No doubt the Mem-
bers of this House are familiar with the
Board’'s findings and recommendations,

This Board considered the future needs
for scientific men in government, indus-
try and in colleges and universities. For
example, it is estimated that in 1957
the Nation would need 270,000 scientists,
while today we have about 137,000 scien-
tific workers. Industry must recruit
more research scientists if they are to
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continue to produce new and better
products in the next few years. In fact,
the full employment of our workers and
the high level of our national income
are greatly dependent upon the appli-
cations of the basic laws of sclence de-
veloped in the research and university
laboratories.

At present in some of the newly or-
ganized Government laboratories there
are many scientists who have had only
partial training and are not fully
equipped to carry out high caliber re-
search work. As more well-trained sci-
entists are available this condition will
be remedied. As more and better
trained men are produced by the uni-
versities the level of scientific institu-
tions will be improved. Thus our uni-
versities now face a double problem,
namely, of producing enough scientists
to meet the present shortage and also to
train men for future scientific expansion,

In order that our universities may ex-
pand their scientific programs it is essen-
tial that the Federal Government provide
assistance. When the Government em-
barks upon a new program, it should be
comprehensive and reach into every
State of the Union. Financial assistance
for expansion should be granted to both
colleges and universities. Sometimes
the importance of the liberal arts col-
leges in educating future scientists and
inspiring them to enter the field of sci-
ence is overlooked. According to the
Steelman report, of the 44 institutions
which rank in the highest group, in the
number of graduates who have taken the
doctorate in science for each 1,000 stu-
dents, 39 of these institutions are liberal
arts colleges, rather than universities.
The following statement is taken from
the Steelman report:

During the years 1936 to 1945, Furman
University—

My own alma mater—
Oberlin College, Reed College, and Miami
University (Ohio) together graduated more
students who later completed doctoral work
in physics than did Ohio State Unlverslity,
Yale Unlversity, Stanford University, and
Princeton University combined.

I am proud that my alma mater, Fur-
man, is in such distinguished company
and has rendered such excellent service
to science,

This record is, indeed, remarkable
when the total number of students in the
two groups of instifutions is taken into
consideration. However, it should be
added that not all small colleges make
such an unusual record. It is well known
to graduate-school faculties that our
small colleges are the source of many
graduate students in our universities.
To raise the scientific standards of these
colleges, improve their equipment and
faculties will materially raise the level of
graduate work in the universities. More-
over, this policy will greatly increase the
sum total of the Nation’'s scientific re-
sources.

At present the most important scien-
tific centers of graduate work are almost
entirely confined to three regions; name-
ly, the northeastern part of the United
States, the Great Lakes region, and Cali-
fornia. The institutions in these three
areas granted about 85 percent of the
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Ph. D.’s in science during the 10-year
period 1936-45. In regions where scien-
tific research has been developed to a
high level the attracting of competent
young people may already be approach-
ing the saturation point. Moreover, the
situation of a single science department
with several hundred graduate students
is not very conducive for the highest type
of graduate training. As a national pol-
icy, it would be highly desirable to have
a series of strong graduate schools
throughout the Nation.

In the social security grants and the
proposed program of Federal aid for the
public schools included in S. 472 it is
recognized that the States with lower
economic levels are in need of greater
Federal assistance. In the States of low-
er economic ability the colleges and uni-
versities have not yet been able to im-
prove their educational standards
because of lack of funds. The Federal-
aid program for scientific research should
help to bring the institutions of these
regions up to the national level. In some
of the smaller institutions the scientific
equipment is quite meager, and the only
way that their students learn about the
common instruments for scientific meas-
urements is by reading about them and
from illustrations in textbooks. To give
students the proper background for sci-
entific careers they should learn the use
of these instruments as undergraduates.

The direct attention to the nature of
scientific research in the South, with
especial interest to scientific men them-
selves, two important studies have been
made. Dr. Wilson Gee of the Uni-
versity of Virginia, published in 1932 his
book entitled “Research Barriers in the
South,” in which he analyzed and pre-
sented significant data concerning what
he called the drag out of the South,
In his analysis of the 1927 edition of
American Men of Science, a biographical
dictionary of approximately 14,000 emi-
nent American scientists, he found that
1,094 of them had been born in the South.
Of this group of southern-born scien-
tists, only 154 or one-sixth had received
their graduate training in southern uni-
versities, while the balance had bheen
trained in universities outside of the
South.

What is the situation today? Fortu-
nately we now have a comparable study
through the courtesy of Dr. M. H. Tryt-
ten, of the National Research Council,
whose generous cooperation recently
made available the results of his work.
This study is concerned with the train-
ing and careers of 389 younger scientists
from the four Southern States of Ala-
bama, Florida, Georgia, and my native
State of South Carolina, who took their
Ph. D.s in the 10-year period, 1936-45
Of this group of budding scientists, 95
individuals or 24 percent of the group,
received their doctorates from 11 of our
southern universities, although 78 of
them took their degrees from the four
following southern institutions, Duke,
Florida, North Carolina, and Virginia.
However, there were no doctorates in
science conferred by institutions in the
three States of Alabama, Georgia, and
South Carolina.

The balance of this group, 215 or
three-quarters of these southern-born
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scientists, earned their Ph. D.’s from 39
universities outside the South. The
four universities, Chicago, Cornell, Iowa,
and Wisconsin conferred doctorates
upon 87 men in this group, which is only
slightly less than the total number of 95
individuals who took their degrees from
our southern universities. It is thus ap-
parent that in terms of advanced scien-
tific training the South is only slightly
less dependent upon outside universities
for the training of its scientific leaders
than it was 20 years ago. For the 112
Ph. D.'s recipients from my own State of
South Carolina, the story is substantially
the same. Of this group of young scien-
tists, only 35, or less than one-third were
trained in southern universities; while
the balance, almost 70 percent of the
group, left the South for their graduate
training.

Not only are our southern-born scien-
tists trained in large numbers in institu-
tions outside the South, but unfortu-
nately, a substantial number of them find
it necessary or choose to carry on their
scientific careers in other sections of the
country. The Gee study of 20 years ago,
indicated that only 40 percent of the
southern-born scientists listed in Ameri-
can Men of Science served in educational
institutions, research agencies, govern-
ment, and industry in the section of the
country in which they were born and
raised. In contrast, the Trytten study
indicated that of the group of younger
scientists, 207, or 53 percent, are now
working in the Southern States. In the
case of the 112 scientists from South
Carolina, 57, or about one-half, are work-
ing in the South. We are glad that our
southern scientists are in demand for
scientific positions over the entire Na-
tion. However, we are anXious to de-
velop strong research centers to hold
more of our promising young men and to
attract superior scientists from other sec-
tions of the Nation in exchange for our
southern-born scientists.

Despite this increase in the number
of southern-born scientists who con-
tinue to work in the South, Dr. Gee's
optimistic forecast in 1932, that “a simi-
lar analysis made 10 or 20 years from
now will likely show a substantially dif-
ferent result due to the marked develop-
ment of graduate opportunities in several
leading universities” has not yet been
realized. We continue to suffer from
what he termed the “drag out of the
South,” and still export a considerable
portion of that rare and much-needed
commodity, trained scientific manpower,
to other regions. However, this situa-
tion is not confined to the South. There
is reason to believe that the training and
location of scientists is not markedly dif-
ferent for the Rocky Mountain and
Southwestern States.

It is largely by reason of data of this
character and similar data that our
southern educational and scientific lead-
ers are very much interested in this legis-
lation. They are anxious, however, that
it will be so administered, particularly
the scholarship and fellowship provi-
sions, s to permit the development of a
stronger group of institutions through-
out the South for the better training of
more scientists. We are anxious to en-
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courage the training of a larger group of
scientific leaders who will assist the
South to staff properly its colleges, uni-
versities, and research agencies so as to
provide a more effective basis for the
development of our resources and for the
training of better scientists. We do not
object to the migration of our men in
science or our leaders in other fields, but
we want it to be more than a one-way
traffic out of the South.

From the statistics made available by
Dr. Trytten it is seen that the South
is now producing about one-third of the
scientists compared to the national aver-
age. Better and more scientific equip-
ment and better trained professors are
urgently needed. Moreover, first-rate
laboratories will enable us to hold our
first-rate men.

If there are scientific centers in a
State, the people are more conscious of
science and are more willing to support
it. Also in terms of the general cultural
value and the general diffusion of knowl-
edge, a scientific center in a region is
important. Therefore it would be for
the advantage of the entire Nation to
secure a better distribution of scientific
research. More equitable distribution
should apply not only to the South, but
to the Southwest and the Rocky Moun-
tain region which are lower than the
national average in science training.
According to the Steelman Report, in-
stitutions in 14 States granted no
Ph. D.'s in science in the period 1936-
45. Three of the States were in New
England, 5 were in the South and 6 were
in the Rocky Mountain region, and dur-
ing the same period the universities in
26 States granted fewer than 4 percent
of the total Ph. D.'s in science. On the
other hand, the universities in 11 States
granted 80 percent of the doctorates in
science. By increasing the number of
scientific centers there is no desire to
curb or handicap our great universities,
of which we are all proud. They should
be equally included in this program but
should not make up most of the expan-
sion of training facilities under Federal
aid. It should be remembered that
northern and particularly eastern pri-
vate universities have consistently been
the recipients of large grants for re-
search from foundations.

It might be argued that more research
would be obtained by granting the funds
to a few superior institutions. This
would probably be true for the first few
years. However, over a decade the gen-
eral distribution of research centers
would accomplish much more, and from
the point of view of national security
and welfare on which we are now spend-
ing large funds, the distribution of re-
search centers over a wide area would be
distinetly advantageous. During World
War II a small number of the well-
developed laboratories were used on re-
search projects, since they were ready
to expand and could produce results in
a short time. However, the aims of a
science foundation in peacetime are dif-
ferent and require a much more gen-
eral expansion. In case of another na-
tional emergency we would have many
high-grade laboratories on which to call
for assistance,
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The importance of this point of view
was clearly recognized by the Bush re-
port, Science, the Endless Frontier, pub-
lished in July 1945, which made the fol-
lowing unequivocal recommendation:

It is, In fact, essential to the healthy
growth of sclence that the Foundation should
help to spread the research spirit as widely
as possible throughout the United States.
If the recruitment of future scientific per-
sonnel is to proceed from a sufficiently broad
base, it_1s important that as large a num-
ber of students as possible be made aware
of the research point of view. Many of our
colleges and engineering schools are not now
able to support a significant amount of
research.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion I want to endorse the
objectives and organization of the Na-
tional Science Foundation. I also
should like to emphasize several items in
order that the Science Foundation will
be of the greatest value to science and
the Nation. First, it should be adminis-
tered by a board with a chairman and
should be a part of the executive branch
of the Government with the same gen-
eral controls which regulate other agen-
cies. Second, because of the lower eco-
nomie level of the Southern States and
because their training facilities, univer-
sities, and laboratories, are not yet as
well developed as the institutions of the
North, Middle West, and the West the
Federal funds should be granted more
generously, at least for a few years, to
the institutions of the South and the
Rocky Mountain States. This would en-
able the institutions of these areas to
overcome their present handicaps and
achieve the level of scientific training of
other sections of the Nation.

To follow the  practice I advocate
would merely use Federal funds to bring
about a badly needed balance. Third,
the Foundation’s board should be em-
powered to grant research funds only to
institutions which meet certain mini-
mum standards which it would establish
to carry out the aims of the Science
Foundation.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
m New York [Mr. Javits] is recog-

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I take
this time to ask the chairman of the sub-
committee handling this bill whether he
believes, in view of the extensive hearings
held by the subcommittee, that this
amendment is necessary, or whether he
agrees with our colleague from Arkansas
[Mr. Harris] that the amendment is not
necessary. Scientists and scholars from
Columbia University and other great in-
stitutions of higher learning which are
located in the district of New York which
I have the honor to represent have told
me that many excellent men in the field
of scientific research, with excellent
backgrounds and records, are quite res-
tive over being picked out as special ob-
jects of investigation when they are try-
ing to cooperate in connection with the
scientific effort of the Government. That
is particularly true of the younger men,
who feel keenly on the subject.

Mr. PRIEST. While I want to safe-
guard any measure of this sort, I share
the opinion of the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. Harris], after having looked
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into this subject rather extensively dur-
ing the public hearings, that the amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. RocErs] is not necessary for
the legislation.

Lir. JAVITS. I believe that the Com-
mittee of the Whole certainly ought to
be guided by the view of the subcommit-
tee, which has examined the matter so
extensively, and which I am sure shares
the solicitude for the Nation's security,
which prompted the gentleman's amend-
ment. We certainly want those who do
the research to proceed with full confi-
dence and enthusiasm and a conviction
of the fairness of the rules in effect.

Mr. HARRIS. It is my understanding
that language contained in this bill
which was reported by the committee,
this amendment requiring the affidavit,
is the identical language that is con-
tained in the bill providing for the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Mr. JAVITS. That ought to be suffi-
cient to satisfy the Members.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. HINSHAW].

Mr. HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, I
think the position taken by the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr, Priest] and
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HAR-
ris] should be concurred in by the House.
As a member of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, I can say to you that the
amendment offered by my beloved frle_nd
from Florida [Mr. Rocers] would require
an FBI investigation of everyone who is
to come under this act, as none of this
work can be conclusive. Let me point
out to you that the really dangerous
people in the United States are not these
young students. They are people like
this man Fuchs, who can fool everyone,
because no one can find out what their
connections are. They are the really
dangerous people in the United States.

I hope that the House will not accept
this amendment, as it would place un-
due restrictions, not upon the candidates
for fellowships, if you please, but upon
the members of the Scientific Board set
up under this bill. At least five mem-
bers would have to be satisfied that the
affidavits were reasonably true. That is
beyond the capabilities of the members
of the Board.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW, I yield.

Mr. HARRIS, Is it not a fact that
this bill proposes that the Board shall
consist of 24 members? The amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from
Florida confines the decision to five
members.

Mr. HINSHAW. Any five.

Mr. HARRIS. Any 5 out of the 24.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Let me call
attention to the fact that an executive
board is set up of nine members. Five
must be satisfied as to the truth of the
affidavits. They have not got to get all
of the members to agree; only five, a
quorum, have to be satisfied.

Mr. HINSHAW. They cannot possi-
bly be satisfied except upon an FBI in-
vestigation. They are not investigators.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.
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Mr. PRIEST., Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve this amendment has. been ade-
quately discussed.

I appreciate the sincerity of my col-
league from Florida with whom I have
worked on the committee. I merely feel
that the amendment in this respect is
not necessary and is unworkable.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRIEST. 1 yield.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
states that in his opinion the Rogers
amendment is unnecessary. The adop-
tion of the Rogers amendment, however,
would not hurt anything, would it? It
would simply be another safeguard; and,
as the gentleman has explained, only a
majority of the executive board of nine
would have to be satisfied as to the truth
of the affidavit.

Mr. FRIEST. I think it might hurt
something in this connection, that if you
take the time of a majority of this board
to establish questions of the truth or
falsity of affidavits it might become an
endless sort of trial and investigation.
That, I think, does not belong in legisla-
tion of this sort. I am just as anxious as
is the gentleman from Florida or any
other Member of this House to see that
we do not give any aid to Communists,
but I do believe that it might impose on
five members of the executive committee
rather serious responsibilities that would
require a procedure that would be pretty
well endless insofar as satisfying them-
selves that an affidavit was true. They
might have a chain of affidavits. That
could be an almost endless investigation
in connection with one affidavit.

The language here used is identical
with the provision of the AEC Act, and
in the opinion of the committee, it is the
best solution of this problem.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Rocers] to the committee amend-
ment.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Rocers of Flor-
ida) there were—ayes 49, noes 70.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr, Chair-
man, I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. PriesT and
Mr. Rocers of Florida.

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes 63,
noes 73.

So the amendment to the committee
amendment was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the following committee amend-
ments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendments:

Page 19, strike out lines 6 to 10, inclusive.

Page 19, line 11, strike out “(i)" and in-
sert "{h) »

Page 19, line 23, strike out “(})” and insert
lt{l) .‘!

Page 20, line 7, strike out *(k)" and Insert
"(j)l"

Page 20, line 15, strike out “(1)"” and in«
sert “(k).”
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Mr. JUDD. Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the committee amend-
ment.

Mr, Chairman, this matter has bzen
discussed at considerable length earlier
in the debate this afterncon. The com-
mittee amendment would strike out the
language on page 19 from line 6 to line
10, inclusive. It seems to me that this
amendment ought to be kept in the bill.
It merely makes sure that this Founda-
tion cannot supersede, curtail, or limit
any of the functions or activities of other
government agencies, Public Health Serv-
ice or Agricultural Dzpartment or Daz-
fense Department or other agencies
which are carrying on scientific research
and development.

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
Harrisl, a while ago said he thought it
was covered in the next subsection, be-
ginning with line 11. I do not see how
the two either overlap or are in conflict.
The subsection, lines 11 to line 22, says
that the funds available to any depart=
ment or agency of the Government for
scientific or technical research can be
transierred, if the head of the Depart-
ment or agency so wishes, to this Foun-
dation. I think that is good. But, to
keep the preceding language in that the
committee is moving to strike out would
not interfere with any Government agen-
cies making their funds available to the
Foundation if they thought that was the
best way to carry on the particular func-
tions.

I do not want to belabor the point. It
Jjust seems to me we ought to make sure
that this new Foundation is not going to
have authority to interfere with or im-
pede or curtail or limit or take over any
functions that are now being carried on
by various research agencies or other de-
partments of Government, unless the lat-
ter so desire.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts,

Mr. HESELTON. I thoroughly under-
stand the gentleman’s concern with the
elimination of that language. May I
suggest to him that if you put that lan-
guage back in again you will nullify the
effect of the amendment I offered.

I call your attention to the fifth re-
port of the President’s Scientific Re-
search Board, and its recommendations
on policies. I think this is exactly the
sort of procedure that should be con-
ducted. It is entitled “Balancing Re-
search.” It calls attention to the fact
that one-fourth of all medical research
projects in all agencies are in determin-
ing etiology. It then gces on further to
discuss every specific research program.
Then it makes this recommendation:

To the extent permitted by law, the agen-
cles of the Government should move prompt-
ly to correct this imbalance. Because the
research work of the Public Health Service
iz not directed to the medical problems of
speclal population groups and because that
agency has been charged by the Congress with
responsibility for the health of the whole
population, it should direct increased re-
search effort to those diseases and lmpair-
ments which are now receiving insufficient
attention but which are major causes of
death and disability.
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I submit to the gentleman that with
that type of a policy, knowing that we
are ranging all over this field and per-
haps placing too much emphasis on one
thing and too little on another, we should
give this Foundation power to examine
the programs that they are undertaking,
these people who are working in that
field, and then tell us where the better
emphasis could be made, and where we
will get a sounder program. But, I think
if you put that language back in you
would, in effect, say, “Don’t you even look
at another agency's program.”

Mr. JUDD. I do not see where the
gentleman can find that meaning in the
language. Rather, it says that the
Foundation shall supplement, in full ac-
cordance with the gentleman's own quo-
tation from the Hoover Commission re-
port, where there is need or imbalance.
It should determine and correct the im-
balance by putting in additional research
activities where they ought to be, if pres-
ent agencies are not carrying them on
adequately. But I do not want it to take
over and operate programs that other
agencies are now carrying on. It ought
to supplement them, and there is nothing
in the language to prevent its making
recommendations for changes. That is
goocd. But I have more confidence in
the agencies that are already working
in many fields and which have carried
on the activities for a long time. They
have invaluable experience. I want them
to be left where they are, with this
Foundation studying them and evaluat-
ing them, and then supplementing their
work where there is any imbalance.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JUDD. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The gentleman
has referred to the paragraph com-
mencing in line 11 on page 19 in his
discussion of the inadvisability of ac-
cepting the committee amendment
which strikes out lines 6 to 10.

I call the attention of the gentleman
from Minnesota to the fact that in line
12 the phrase “scientific or technical re-
search” is used, which has nothing to
do with basic research. This is another
instance of this Foundation going far
bevond basic research. It can go into
technical research.

Mr. JUDD. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. I am as concerned
as he about language in the bill in sey-
eral places which could be construed to
include functions far beyond those its
sponsors have described to us.

But returning to the commitiee
amendment, I cannot see how keeping
those five lines in the bill can do any
damage, It seems to me they constitute
a necessary safeguard particularly dur-
ing the first year or two when this new
Foundation is getting under way. If ex-
perience demonstrates that its proper
work is impeded under this language,
and it cannot move to correct any im-
balances that may exist, then we can
take a second bite and strike it out later.
But when this new Foundation is being
set up, we ought to make clear just what
we want it to do and not to do.
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Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will be defeated.

Mr, HINSHAW. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the committee I desire to sup-
port the committee amendment.

Let me call attention to the fact that
the committee amendment strikes out the
language contained in subsection (h) on
page 19. There is a very good reason for
striking out that langage. That language
says that the activities of the Founda-
tion shall be construed as supplementing
and not superseding, curtailing, or lim-
iting any of the functions or activities of
other Government agencies. It is not in-
tended by the Foundation that it will
supersede. Of course, it is supplement-
ing, but in order for the foundation to
take any action to correct overlapping
and duplication of scientific research in
the many agencies of Government that
are now engaged in scientific research
it certainly should have the opportunity
of making any devices to the Bureau of
the Budget or the President or even to an
agency itself if that agency can be per-
suaded that it is overlapping or dupli-
cating the work of some other agency.
If this language is left in, it is quite pos-
sible that they will have no authority to
make any such recommendation. I have
discussed the matter with the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES-
worTH] and I think he will agree that the
language should go out of the hill,

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. I agree with
the statement the gentleman has made,
and I think the language should go out.

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HINSHAW. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Do I correctly understand
that with this language out of the bill
the gentleman believes the Foundation
could curtail the activities of other agen-
cies, and could supersede or limit or
otherwise interfere with their activities?

Mr. HINSHAW With the language
out I think it is perfectly clear that
the Heselton amendment, which pro-
vides that the Board shall evaluate
scientific and research programs under-
taken by agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment, can be effective; that is, in
the matter of evaluation. I do not see
in any way that taking the language out
would permit them to supersede. The
language simply would not be in the
act, and no questions could be raised as
to whether or not they were superseding
any functions of any other agency.

Mr. JUDD. If this language is re-
moved from the bill, then the National
Foundation, as the gentleman says, will
not have the authority to supersede, but
there would be nothing to prevent them
from doing it.

Mr. HINSHAW. I know that the gen-
tleman seeks every efficiency and econ-
omy in government. If he leaves this
language contained in subsection (h) in
the bill there will be no possibility of the
Board’s making any savings to the Fed-
eral Government by evaluating the over-
lapping and duplicating work that is now
being done by the various agencies.

Mr. JUDD. But even with this lan-
guage in the bill, the Foundation could
still evaluate the activities being carried
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on by other agencies and could make
recommendations regarding overlapping.

Mr. HINSHAW. I think it would im-
pair the value of the work of the Board
in doing that evaluating.

Now I should like to address my re-
marks to the gentleman from New York,
who criticized the language in line 12,
to the effect that funds available to any
department or agency of the Govern-
ment for scientific or technical research
shall be available for transfer with the
approval of the agency.

Sometimes there are funds for tech-
nical research or development which
cannot go forward until certain basic
or scientific research has been done. If
an agency of the Government wants to
do certain technical work, they must
have the basic scientific knowledge. If,
in order to obtain that scientific knowl-
edge, they desire to transfer any tech-
nical research funds to the Board for the
purpose of doing basic research, then
they should be permitted to do so. I
think the gentleman from New York is
incorrect in his assumption. I hope the
amendment of the committee leaving
subsection (h) out of the bill will be
approved by the House. )

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the pro forma
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this
time in order to propound an inquiry to
the distinguished gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, the majority fioor leader. It
is my understand that within a few mo--
ments a motion will be made for the
Committee to rise. I wonder if the gen-
tleman could inform us as to what the
program will be, so far as the remainder
of this bill is concerned, and on to-
morrow?

Mr. McCORMACK. I am glad that
my friend made that inquiry so that I
can advise the membership. It is true
that after the disposition of this com-
mittee amendment the gentleman from
Tennessee will move that the committee
rise. The consideration of the remain-
der of the bill will go over to tomorrow.
The first order of business tomorrow will
be a motion to take from the Speaker’s
desk and send to conference the basing-
point bill. Probably an hour will be
taken on that particular question,

Following that, the continuation of the
consideration of this bill will be the
order of business and after that the rural
rehabilitation trust funds bill will come
up. How far we will go on that tomor-
row I am unable fo state, except that
that will be the order of business.

To return to the program, it will be as
printed—statehood for Alaska and then
statehood for Hawaii.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman very much.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on the
committee amendment close in 5§ min-
utes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, I have lisiened very
attentively to the discussion of this
measure this evening. I intend to vote
for it. I am heartily in accord with the
objects of this legislation. I did not in-
tend to seek the floor or take any time
until I saw that apparently something
has happened that I never have known
to happen before, and never expect to
see happen again. You know usually
when the lamb and the lion lay down
together, the lamb is inside the lion
before they lay down. That does not
seem to be the case here. The Congress
of Industrial Organizations, the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor and, believe it
or not, the National Association of Man-
ufacturers are recommending the pas-
sage of this legislation. Who could ob-
jeet if none of them object?

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. THOMPSON, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H. R. 4846) to promote the prog-
ress of science; to advance the national
health, prosperity, and welfare; to secure
the national defense; and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. CRAWFORD (at the request of
Mr. HinsaAw) was granted permission
to extend the remarks he made in the
Committee of the Whole and include cer-
tain extraneous quotations.

Mr. FORAND (at the request of Mr.
HARRIS) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the Appendix of the
RECORD.

Mr. TACKETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REeccrp in five instances and in each to
include an editorial.

Mr. MANSFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article from the
Missoulan, of Missoula, Mont.

Mr. HOLTFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the RECORD.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the REcorp and include an address
prepared for delivery by the late Hon-
orable S. O. Bland.

Mr. CLEMENTE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include an
article on conditions in Spain.

Mr. PRICE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in three instances and include
extraneous maiter,

Mr. SABATH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include an article and an
editorial.

Mr. RODINO asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a resolution.
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Mr. TAURIELLO asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include an article from the
Buffalo Courier.

Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include the lobbying report
for 1949, notwithstanding the fact that
the estimated cost will be $881.50.

Mr, GREEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and insert an article from the
American Magazine,

Mr. THOMPSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REcoRrDp and include an editorial.

Mr. STEED asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Rec-
oRD and include an editorial.

Mr. FUGATE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include extraneous material,

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have five legislative days in which
to extend their remarks on the bill H. R.
4846,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee? ¥

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. KEATING asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and to include extraneous ma-
terial,

Mr. HESELTON (at the request of Mr,
KEeatine) was granted permission to ex-
tend the remarks that he made in Com-
mittee of the Whole and include certain
statistical data.

Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp and include a speech made by the
former Governor of Minnesota, Mr. Har-
old Stassen, at a Lincoln Day dinner.

THE COAL SITUATION

Mr. FORD. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute.

The Speaker. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr., FORD. Mr. Speaker, the 8-
moenth-old coal dispute has precipitated
this Nation to the brink of disaster. The
situation is beyond the critical stage.
Domestic coal users in western Michigan
are without fuel; municipal power plants
and schools have insufficient supplies
and manufacturing concerns where
thousands are employed now have nearly
empty coal bins.

The President should have foreseen
this impending disaster months ago, In-
stead he has played politics in refusing
to make use of the national emergency
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act until
it is almost too late.

The American public is fed up with
Mr. Truman's shabby lack of concern
over the public welfare., Today I re-
ceived a letter from a union man who is
fed up with the Democratic administra-
tion. The letter concludes by saying,
“I have one-half ton of cocal and no
work.”
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The President’s last minute and half-
hearted use of the Taft-Hartley Act re-
minds me of a football game where the
obviously better team is losing 7 to 6 in
the last quarter, The better team, cocky
and self-confident, has one sure-fire
touchdown play which it wants to save
for the final and winning play of the
game. In the last second of the game
the quarterback calls the winning play
but it does not work for someone missed
a crucial block. The game is lost for
there is no time or chanee for a second
try.

Mr. Truman in the coal strike, by his
eleventh-hour use of the Taft-Hartley
Act, pulled the same type of a boner.
The loss of a football game is relatively
unimportant, but the loss of a nation,
our Nation, vitally concerns us all. I
wonder how long the American people
will continue to put up with purely politi-
cal strategists who worry about votes
rather than the public welfare,

PAN-AMERICAN DAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of House Resolution 496,
which I sent to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives hereby designates Thursday, April 6,
1950, for the celebration of Pan-American
Day, on which day remarks appropriate to
such occasion may cceur.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

LAWS RELATING TO UNITED STATES
MILITARY ACADEMY AND UNITED
STATES NAVAL ACADEMY

Mr., LYLE, from the Committee on
Rules, presented the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 497), which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and ordered
to be printed:

Resolved, that immediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7058) to amend laws re=-
lating to the United States Military Acad-
emy and the United States Naval Academy,
and for other purposes. That after general
debate which shall be confined to the bill
and continue not to exceed 1 hour, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Armed Services, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the 5-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted and the previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to re-
commit.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address the
House for 20 minutes on tomorrow, fol-
lowing the legislative business of the
day and any special orders heretofore
entered.
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WHITE HOUSE PHOTOGRAPHERS' ASSO-
CIATION EXHIBIT .

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 1
minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I take this
time to call to the attention of the Mem-
bers an opportunity to witness a rather
unusual collection of photographs now
on exhibit at the Statler Hotel. It is
the seventh annual exhibit of the White
House Photographers’ Association. It
will remain on display through Friday of
this week.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. WEICHEL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
editorial.

Mr. HARVEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
speech by the junior Senator from In-
diana.

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the re-
marks he made in the Committee of the
Whole and include extraneous matter;
also to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the Recorp in four separate in-
stances and in each to include extrane-
ous material.

Mr. VAN ZANDT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
resclution passed by the Clearfield, Pa.,
Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. MILLER of Maryland asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the REcORD
and include an editorial,

Mr. WOLVERTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
the remarks he made in the Committee
of the Whole this afternoon and include
extraneous matter.

Mr. TOWE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the Rrcorp.

Mrs. HARDEN asked and was given
permission to extend her remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include an
editorial written by Wheeler McMillen,

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
newspaper article.

Mr. DAVENPORT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include
an editorial from the Pittsburgh Post-
Gazette.

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the ReEcorp in two instances
end in each to include extraneous ma-
terial,

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude a radio address recently made by
Hen. Maurice J. Tobin, Secretary of La-
bor, on the subject of justice for Poland.
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EXCISE TAX ON MOVIE TICKETS

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I have received from over 25,000 of my
constituents, the good men and women of
the Second Congressional District of Illi-
nois, expression of their growing impa-
tience with the unfair tax which the
Eightieth Congress voted as a permanent
and wholly unjustified burden upon their
backs.

The tax upon tickets to the movie
houses, where people of modest incomes
find relaxation from the daily grind of
work, was never intended to continue
after the period of war necessity. It
was adopted by a Democratic Congress
strictly as a war measure, with the dis-
tinet understanding that when the war
ended the tax would come off. While
the war was on, our people were only too
happy to pay this tax. Certainly when
our soldiers were in the fox holes, no
one in all America, fortunate enough to
have movies to go to, complained about
the hardship of paying a tax.

But the Republican Eightieth Congress
voted to make this war-emergency tax a
permanent peacetime tax. The Eighti-
eth Congress did this in order to do a
favor to the men and corporations in
the high-income brackets. The Repub-
lican Eightieth Congress voted to make
permanent the tax on the little people
who attend movies so that it could get the
money to pay off its debt to the big people
to whom it was beholden.

The tax on tickets to the movie houses
was imposed by a Democratic Congress
strictly as a wartime measure. It defi-
nitely provided that the tax should end 6
months after the close of hostilities. I
quote the exact words—"“and ending on
the first day of the first month which
begins 6 months or more after the date
of the termination of hostilities in the
present war.”

Then came the Eightieth Congress
which the elections of 1946 had thrown
into Republican hands. The Republican
leadership of the House was under heavy
obligations to certain large corporations
and individuals in the highest income
bracket., These corporations and rich
individuals insisted upon heavy cuts in
their income tax rate. So in order to
give these large corporations and rich
individuals what they wanted and were
demanding, and at the same time to have
the money with which to run the Gov=-
ernment, H. R. 1030 was introduced by
Mr. Grant, Republican from the Third
district of Indiana, now represented in
the Eighty-first Congress by Mr. CrooOK,
Democrat. This bill was referred to the
Republican-dominated Ways and Means
Committee and on January 29, 1947,
was brought to the floor of the House
under what Mr, MCGREGOR, an inde-
pendent Republican from Ohio, called
a gag-rule procedure—see page 666 of
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the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD of January
29, 1947, Nevertheless, the rule was
adopted, H. R. 1030 was passed and
eventually became Public Law 17 of the
Republican Eightieth Congress.

Of the eight members from Cook
County, Ill., in the Eightieth Congress
now living not one Democratic Member
voted for H. R. 1030, the effect of which
legislation was to saddle upon men and
women, and even children, who find their
relaxation from toil and worry in movie
attendance, the payment of taxes which
by right and reason were the obligation
of the big corporations and rich indi-
viduals most able to afford it.

In short, the Republican Eightieth
Congress gave a break to the big corpo-
rations and rich individuals.at the ex-
pense even of school children who in
peacetimes had to go on paying out
their pennies when they went to the
movies.

You will find the roll call on the pas=
sage of this bill on pages 692-693 of the
CONGRESSIONAL REcorp of January 29,
1947 This is the way eight Members
from Coock County, Ill., now living—two
Members having since died—voted:

For the bill making permanent in
peacetime the war-emergency tax on
movie attendance: Vail, Busbsy, Twy=
man, Church—all Republicans.

Against the bill permanently putting a
tax on school children and their parents
to help out the rich, high-bracket indi-
viduals and corporations: DawsoN, GOR=
poN, O'Brien—all Democrats.

Not voting: SasatH, Democrat—Sa-
BATH was absent but was recorded as
paired with CorLE of Kansas. His position
therefore was established in opposition
to the bill.

Mr. MappEN was one of two Deinocrats
from Indiana in the Eightieth Congress.
There are seven Democratic Members in
the Eighty-first Congress; and perhaps
that roll-call vote on January 29, 1947,
which gave everything to the rich at the
expense of the poor and those in moder-
ate circumstances was a factor in the
change of the political complexion of the
Indiana delegation. Mr. MappEN voted
against the bill. Due to sickness, the
other Democrat was absent. He has
since retired after long years of faith-
ful service. Eight Republican Members
from Indiana voted for the biil.

Now, let us examine H. R. 1030, au-
thored by a Republican and forced
through a Republican Congress under
what even an indignant independent Re-
publican cried out was gag-rule proce-
dure. I quote the exact language of
H, R. 1030:

Section 1650 of the Internal Revenue Code
(war tax rates of certain miscellaneous
taxes) is hereby amended by striking out
“and ending on the first day of the firsg
month which begins 6 months or more after
the date of the termination of hostilities in
the present war.”

What the bill did was to make wartime
taxes permanent taxes by striking out the
date for their expiration.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr, McCormacKk], Democratic minority
leader said—page 671 of the ConGrEs-



1950

sionAL Recorp of January 29, 1947—
that—

The fact remains that the bill, now before
the House, calls for the flxing of these war-
time excise taxes permanently. * * * De-
spite all the efforts—

Republican—
to camouflage, “indefinite’” and “permanent”
in the sense of legislation are synony-
mous. * * * Anytime we pass a law with-
out a termination date it is permanent legis-
lation,

So by passing H. R. 1030 the Republi-
can Eightieth Congress made permanent
8 tax which Democratic Congresses had
restricted to the period of hostilities.

Now, let us get the entire picture per-
fectly clear. In 1947 it was pretty gen-
erally agreed that it was prudent and
necessary to continue certain excise taxes
that covered Iluxuries and fell upon
people well able to pay. The country
thought this was wise; the President
said so. But the average person using
his own common sense and wanting to
do the right thing, did not think that
among the excise taxes to be fixed upon

our people permanently, when the war

necessity was over, were those that forced
a tribute from a mother buying baby
oil for her infant or a family in modest
circumstances going for a bit of relaxa-
tion to a neighborhood movie.

Such taxes never could have been
made a permanent part of our lives if
the Republican-dominated Rules Com-
mittee of the Eightieth Congress had per-
mitted the membership of the House to
vote on such items specifically, and, if
the Republican Party did not pass the
bill. What it did was to give to the
House a bill, which included both the
luxury and the necessity items, under a
rule which prohibited amendments. It
was a case of forcing the House to take
the whole dose. This was what Mr,
McGrecor called “gag-rule procedure.”

Mr. KeLiey, Democrat from Pennsyl-
vania, who voted against the bill, said,
as reported on page 692 of the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of January 29, 1947:

While I recognize the necessity for con-
tinulng taxes in order to reduce the national
debt and to balance the budget, I do not
think there is a necessity for making a tax
bill inequitable.

* The committee brought this bill before the
House with a rule which prevented any Mem-
ber of Congress from offering amendments.
* * * Many of the necessities of life are
still burdened with wartime taxes. If they
were luzuries, one could have no objections;
but here is a bill that does not discriminate,
Moreover, this bill continues these taxes in-
definitely. To my mind that means perma=-
nent. * * * I could not in consclenca
support such a measure without an oppor-
tunity to amend it in order to correct the
inequities which exist in it. All this talk by
the majority party—

Republican—
about reducing taxes—it would be well for
them to practice a little justice in the tax
bills they do draw up.

This is the story of the way the Repub-
lican Eightieth Congress, which cut to
the bone the income taxes of those in the
highest brackets, made indefinite and
permanent the tax on a mother buying
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baby oil for her infant and a family go-
ing out to the neighborhood movie,

The people of Chicago showed how
they felt about it in November of 1948
when the Democrats—O'BRIEN, GORDON,
Daweon, and SasatH—who fought the
battle for the little people, all were re-
elected by landslide majorities and three
of the four Republicans who voted for
H. R. 1030—Vail, Busbey, and Twyman—
were defeated.

I can assure my constituents in the
Second District of Illinois that their
voice in 1948 being the mandate to my
vote in 1950, I shall do all in my power
and to the extent of my vote and in-
fluence to put an end for all time to this
tax on mothers and movie-attending
families that the Eightieth Congress in
its passion to give aid and succor to its
high-income-bracket friends made in-
definite and permanent.

I think that I am safe in saying that
the pattern set by the Democratic dele-
gation from Cook County in the Eighti-
eth Congress in opposing this law will
be the pattern followed by the entire
Democratic delegation from Cook County
in the Eighty-first Congress in support-
ing the repeal of such taxes.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By uanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted, as follows:

To Mr. Horrman of Illinois (at the
request of Mr, Jonas), for 15 days, on ac-
count of illness in hospital.

To Mr. SHELLEY (at the request of
Mr. HAVENNER), for an indefinite period,
on account of illness in family.

To Mr. Yates, for Monday and Tues-
day, February 27 and 28, 1950, on ac-
count of official business.

To Mr. Roosevert, for Monday and
Tuesday, February 27 and 28, 1950, on
account of illness.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker.

H. R.7220. An act to expedite the rehabill-
tation of Federal reclamation projects in
certain cases.

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled hill of the Senate of
the following title:

8.2328. An act to amend section 482 of the
Revised Statutes relating to the Board of
Appeals in the United States Patent Oifice.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 23 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, February 28, 1950, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC,

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1262. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the audit of Federal Crop Insur=-
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ance Corporation for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 1949 (H. Doec. No. 483); to the Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive De-
partments and ordered to be printed.

1263. A letter from the Acting Archivist
of the United States, transmitting a report
on records proposed for disposal and lists
or schedules covering records proposed for
disposal by certain Government agencies;
to the Committee on House Administration.

1264. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1851 in the amount of $1€0,000,000
in the form of an amendment to the budget
for sald fiscal year for assistance to the
Eepublic of Eorea (H. Doc. No. 481); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

1265. A communieation from the President
of the United States, transmitting an esti-
mate of appropriation for the fiscal year
1951 in the amount of £2,950,000,000 in the
form of an amendment to the budget for
sald fiscal year for expenses of the European
recovery program (H. Doc. No. 479); to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

1266. A communication from the Preslident
of the United States, transmitting a supple=~
mental estimate of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1950 in the amount of $60,000,000
for assistance to the Republic of Eorea
(H. Doc. No. 480); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

1267. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting revised
estimates of appropriation, involving an in-
crease of $6,140, for the fiscal year 1951 for
the legislative branch, House of Representa-
tives, in the form of amendments to the
budget for sald fiscal year (H. Doc. No. 484);
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

1268. A letter from the assistant to the
Attorney General, transmitting a draft of a
bill entitled “A bill to provide for payment of
an annuity to widows of judges”; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1269. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled “A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Honora Redman”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
Report pursuant to House Resolution 238.
Resolution to authorize the Committee on
the Judiclary to undertake a study of im-
migration and nationality problems (Rept.
No. 1687). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr, WHITE of Idaho: Committee on Pub-
lic Lands. H.R.7202. A bill to amend the
act of July 14, 1943, relating to the establish-
ment of the George. Washington Carver Na-
tional Monument, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1688). Re-
Terred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. MURDOCK: Committee on Public
Lands. H.R.7351, A bill to amend the Rec-
lamation Project Act of 1939, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
1689). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. LYLE: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 497. Resolution for considera-
tion of H. R. 7058, a bill to amend laws relat-
ing to the United States Military Academy
and the United States Naval Academy, and

PUBLIC
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for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1692). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. KEE: Committee of conference. H.R.
4406. A bill to provide for the settlement
of certain claims of the Government of the
United States on its own behalf and on be-
half of American nationals against foreign
governments (Rept. No. 1693), Ordered to
be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr., GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R.6462. A Dbill for the relief of
Bachiko Iwai; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1690). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House,

Mr, FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
ciary, H.R.6490. A bill for the relief of
Margarita Funakura; with an amendment
(Rept. No, 1691). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, publie
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. HOLIFIELD:

H.R.7429. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, to clarify certain authority of the Ad-
ministrator of General Services with respect
to transportation and traffic management, to
provide for an adequate trafic-management
service in the Federal Government, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments.

H.R.T430. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1049, by creating a new title to provide for an
adequate trafic-management service in the
Federal Government, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments.

By Mr. MARSHALL:

H.R.7431. A bill for expenditure of funds
for cooperating with the public school board
at Walker, Minn., for the extension of pub-
lic-school facilities to be available to all In-
dian children in the district, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands,

By Mr. BOLLING:

H. R. T432. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Navy to grant to Jackson County pub-
lic water supply district No. 1, Jackson
County, Mo., an easement for pumping sta-
tion and water pipe lines on lands of the
United States at the naval industrial reserve
plant, Kansas City, Mo.; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota:

H.R.7433. A bill to direct the prompt dis-
tribution of the appropriation for the settle-
ment of Sioux pony claims made by the act
of December 31, 1945, Public Law 97, Seventy-
ninth Congress; to the Committee on Public
Lands.
By Mr. FORAND:

H. R.7434. A bill to provide for designation
of the United States Veterans’ Administra-
tion hospital at Providence, R. I, as “The
Capt. Elwood J. Euart Veterans’ Memorial
Hospital”; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. GRANAHAN:

H. R. 7435. A bill relating to the income re=-
strictions placed upon the payment of cer-
tain pensions to the widows and children of
veterans of World Wars I and II; to the Com=
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.
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By Mr. HOLMES:

H.R.7436. A bill to supplement the Fed-
eral-Aid Road Act of July 11, 1916, as amend=
ed and supplemented, to authorize- the
expenditure of funds for the construction,
reconstruction, or improvement of roads cer-
tifled as necessary in connection with the
national defense, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R. 7437. A bill to amend and clarify the
District of Columbia Teachers' Leave Act of
1949, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. MURRAY of Tennessee:

H. R. 7438. A bill relating to the forwarding
and return of second-, third-, and fourth-
class mail, the collection of postage due at
the time of delivery, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

H.R.7439. A bill to protect the national
security of the United States by permitting
the summary suspension of employment of
civilian officers and employees of various de-
partments and agencles of the Government,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. STAGGERS:

H.R.7440. A Dbill to amend veterans regu-
lations to establish for persons who served in
the armed forces during World War II a fur-
ther presumption of service connection for
active pulmonary tuberculosis; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. THOMPSON:

H.R.7441. A bill to promote development
and improvement of standards for frozen
fishery products and to provide for voluntary
grading, inspection, and certification of such
products, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
erles.

By Mr. VINSON:

H.R. 7442, A bill to provide for the com-
mon defense through the registration and
classification of certain male persons, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. BENTSEN:

H.R.7443. A bill authorizing the United
Btates Commissioner, International Boun-
dary and Water Commission, United States
and Mexico, to acquire and improve a town
site in Zapata County, Tex., for the relocation
of communities in sald county to be inun-
dated by the waters of the Falcon Dam and
Reservoir, being constructed in cooperation
with Mexico under the water treaty of Febru-
ary 3, 1944; providing for the construction of
& water and sewer system for such town site,
for the relocation and construction of certain
public buildings, and for the relocation of
cemeteries; and providing for the exchange
and conveyance of such properties In full or
part payment for property to be acquired in
connection with such reserveir; authorizing
appropriations therefor; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Puble Works,

By Mrs. DOUGLAS:

H. R.7444. A bill to deal with areas of seri-
ous unemployment, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HAGEN:

H. R. 7445. A bill authorizing the village of
Baudette, State of Minnesota, its public suc-
cessors or public assigns, to construct, main-
tain, and operate a toll bridge across the
Rainy River at or near Baudette, Minn.,; to
the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H. R. 7446. A bill to authorize payments by
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs on the
purchase of automobiles or other convey-
ances by certain disabled veterans, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr. EING:

H.R.7447. A bill to amend the Tariff Act

of 1930, as amended, with respect to sound-
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recording materials for use In connection
with moving-picture exhibits and news reelsg
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.7448. A bill to provide an additional
income-tax exemption to certain handi-
capped individuals; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SANBORN:

H.R.7449. A bill to authorize appropria=
tions for the eradication and control of halo=
geton on public lands; to the Committee on
Public Lands,

By Mr. FRICE:

H.J.Res.424. Joint resolution granting
consent of Congress to an agreement or come
pact entered into between the State of Mis=
sourl and the State of Illinols for the creation
of the Bi-State Metropolitan Development
District and the establishment of the Bi-
State Development Agency for the compre=
hensive development of the metropolitan St.
Louis area; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mrs. DOUGLAS:

H. J. Res. 425. Joint resclution to establish
a National Children's Day; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FERNOS-ISERN:

H.J. Res. 426. Joint resclution to amend
the Sugar Act of 1948 to increase the sugar
quota for Puerto Rico from 910,000 short tons,
raw value, to 1,150,000 short tons, raw value;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. EARSTEN:

H. J.Res.427. Joint resolution consenting
to the agreement or compact entered into
between the State of Missourl and the State
of Illionis for the comprehensive develop=
ment of the St. Louis metropolitan area; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. Res. 489. Resolution authorizing an in-
quiry into the progress of the denagzification
program in the American zone in Germany;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H. Res. 400. Resolution to take off all taxes
on bread and milk; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. NOLAND:

H. Res. 491, Resolution relating to the in=
stallation of mechanism for visual recording
and automatic counting of yeas and nays
and of answers to quorum calls in the House
of Representatives; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mrs, NORTON:

_H.Res. 492, Resolution providing for the
employment of 10 additional telephone oper-
ators, office of the Clerk; to the Committee
on House Administration.

H. Res. 403. Resolution providing for the
employment of a foreman of laborers, Door-
keeper's department; to the Committee on
House Administration.

H. Res, 494. Resolution providing for the
employment of a secretary to the Sergeant
at Arms; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgla:

H. Res. 495. Resolution providing for ex-
penses of conducting an investigation by the
Committee on the District of Columbia pur-
suant to House Resolution 340, Eighty-first
Congress; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, me-
morials were presented and referred as
follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis«
lature of the State of Massachusetts, rela-
tive to lowering the high cost of food; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Massachusetts, relative to the pass-
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ing of anti-poll-tax legislation; to the Com-
miittee on House Administration.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Massachusetts, relative to the pass-
ing of antilynching legislation; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
Btate of Texas, urging that the attempt to
ellminate or reduce the depletion allowance
on natural resources be defeated; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CAVALCANTE:

H. R, 7450. A bill to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Malvina Davoll, nee Passini; to
the Committee on the Judliciary.

By Mr. FARRINGTON:

H.R. 7451, A bill for the relief of Sumiko
Fujita; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.7452. A bill for the relief of Alice
Moriyoshi; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. GORE:

H.R.7453. A bill for the rellef of the
Farmers Mutual Fire Insurance Co. of Sum-
ner County, Tenn.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HOBBS:

H.R.T7454. A bill for the relief of the es-
tate of Robert Preston Watters, the estate
of Mrs. Jessie Nivens Watters, and the es-
tate of J. W. Gillum; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. KILDAY:

H. R.7455. A bill for the relief of Edward
C. Brunett; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. KING:

H.R.7456. A bill for the relief of Danlel

H. Dulity; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McDONOUGH:

H.R,7457. A bill for the relief of Frank

Lindsen; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R.7458. A bill for the relief of Jonna
Marie Rasmussen; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H. R.T7459. A bill for the relief of Dr. John
M. Maniatis; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.R.7460. A bill to exempt certain real
property in the Distriet of Columbia from
taxation in the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. WHITE of Idaho:

H.R.T7461. A bill for the relief of Edward

Pittweod; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’'s desk
and referred as follows:

1909, By Mr. CUNNINGHAM: Petition of
approximately 1,200 railway employees, re-
questing that the rallway pension law be
amended to read that it will be optional for
railway. employees to receive their annuity
on reaching the age of 60 and having 20
years of railroad service or 30 years of service
regardless of age; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

1910. By Mr. GRAHAM: Petition of 95 resi-
dents of Ellwood City, Lawrence County, Pa.,
in opposition to the Fogarty bill, H, R. 15670;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

1911. By Mr. HAGEN: Resolutions adopted
by the board of directors of the Federal Re-
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serve Bank of Minneapolls on February 9,
1950, petitioning the Congress to review the
question of salaries for members of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System and to establish their annual salaries
at levels commensurate with the responsi-
bilities of their positions, with a view to
achieving the highest type of publie service
in the field of monetary and banking policy;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

1912. By Mr. HESELTON: Resolutions of
the General Court of Massachusetts, mem-
orializing the Congress of the United States
to lower the high cost of food; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture,

1913. Also, resolutions of the General
Court of Massachusetts, memorlalizing the
Congress of the United States to pass anti-
poll-tax legislation; to the Committee on
House Administration.

1914, Also, resolutions of the General
Court of Massachusetts, memorializing the
Congress of the United States to pass anti-
lynching legislation; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

1915. By Mr. HOEVEN: Petitlon request-
ing passage of legislation that would prohibit
alcoholic-beverage advertising In Interstate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

1916. By Mr. MILLER of California: Peti-
tion of the commissioners of the Housing
Authority of the City of Alameda, Calif., re=
questing passage of S. 2246, a bill to amend
the National Housing Act, as amended, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1917. By Mr. SHORT: Petitions of Mrs.
James Mason, Dr., Kenneth Glover, Abb
Hulen, Virgil Walker, and many others, of
Mount Vernon and Lawrence County, urging
the passage of the Langer bill, 8. 1847, and
the Bryson bill, H. R, 2428; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

1918. Also, petition of the Joplin unit of
Missourl Cosmetologists Association, urging
the Congress to repeal the wartime exclse
tax on all cosmetics; to the Commitiee on
Ways and Means.

1919. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Reso=-
lution of Walworth County Petroleum In-
dustries Committee, Walworth County, Wis.,
urging immediate and outright repeal of the
Federal gasoline and lubricating-oil taxes
and the Federal automotive excise taxes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

1920. Also, resolutions adopted at a mass
meeting of Lithuanian-Americans held un-
des the auspices of the local branch of
Lithuanian-American Council, Inc. favor=-
ing ‘mmediate ratification of the convention
outlawing genocide by the United States
Senate; denouncing the Soviet policy of de-
struction of native population and take
effective steps to make Russia respect the
prineiples of the declaration of human
rights; urging the Government to use its
power and influence to help Lithuania and
other Baltic States to regain their freedom
and sovereign rights in accordance with the
principles of the Atlantic Charter and Char-
ter of the United Nations, and not to make
peace settlement with Soviet Russla until
this has heen achieved; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

1821, By Mr. WALTER: Petition of Penne
eylvania Cooperative Potato Growers, Inec.,
Allentown, Pa., opposing the continued price-
support program of the Federal Government
on potatoes in any form; to the Committee
on Agriculture,

1922. By the SPEAEKER: Petition of O. A.
Richardson, president St. Joseph County In-
dustrial Union Council, South Bend, Ind.,
supporting the enactment of S. 110 and H. R.
1380, Labor Extension Service bills; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

1923. Also, petition of J. E. Batten, Jr.,
president, McDowell County Education Aszo-
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clation, Welch, W. Va., reaffirming its stand
in favor of Federal aid to education; to the
Committee on Education and Labor,

1924. Also, petition of Mrs, Clair J. Butter-
field, president, Edinboro State Teachers
College, Edinboro, Pa., requesting that full
support be given Senate bill 246 with cer=
tain provisions; to the Committee on Edu=-
cation and Labor.

SENATE

TuEspAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, February
22, 1950)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

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

Our gracious Father, as our thoughts
are hushed to silence may we find Thee
moving upon our minds, higher than our
highest thought yet nearer to us than our
very selves. Bezfore the toil of a new day
opens before us we lay before Thee the
meditations of our hearts: May they be
acceptable in Thy sight.

Prepare us for the solemn role com-
mitted to our fallible hands in this ap-
palling day, with its vast issues that con-
cern not only our own dear land, but all
the continents and the islands of the sea.
Make us ministers of that love which will
not halt its growing sway until it joins
all nations and kindreds and tongues and
peoples into one great fraternity. We
ask it in the dear Redeemer’'s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, reading of the Journal of
the proceedings of Monday, February 27,
1950, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE
SESSIONS

On request of Mr. Muorray, and by
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee
on Labor-Management Relations of the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare was authorized to sit during the
session of the Senate today.

On request of Mr. Murray, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Foreign Relations was authorized to
meet during the sessions of the Senate
today and the remainder of the week.

On request of Mr. Neery, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
the District of Columbia was authorized
to meet briefly at 3 o'clock this after=
noon during the session of the Senate,

CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT., The Seccre=;
tary will call the roll.
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