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of the act of Congress approved June 25,
1948 (Public Law 774); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUEBLIC
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. BARDEN: Committee on Education
and Labor. H. R. 7940. A bill to provide
financial assistance for local educational
agencies in areas affected by Federal activi-
ties, and for other purposes; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2287). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. WILLIS: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R. 8792. A bill to amend the statute re-
lating to certificates of trade-mark registra-
tions; with amendment (Rept. No. 2288).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. EILDAY: Committee of conference.
H. R. 8198. A bill to provide for the organ-
ization of the Army and the Department of
the Army, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
2280). 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. BYRNE of New York: Committee of
conference. H. R. 1169. A bill for the relief
of Mrs. Marion T, Schwartz (Rept. No. 2286),
Ordered to be printed.

PUELIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII public bills
and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. COOLEY:

H.R.B8881. A bill to permit educational,
religious, or charitable institutions to im-
port textile machines and parts thereof for
instructional purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr, SIMPSON of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 8882. A bill to amend section 23 (p)
(1) (D) of the Internal Revenue Code; to the
Commifttee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, WALTER:

H.R. 8883. A bill to amend section 17 of
the Contract Settlement Act of 1944 so as to
authorize the payment of fair compensation
to persons contracting to deliver certain
strategic or critical minerals or metals in
cases of failure to recover reasonable costs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H.R.8884. A bill to provide for extension
of terms of patents where the use, exploita=
tion, or promotion thereof was prevented,
impaired, or delayed by causes due to war or
other national emergency; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr, WHITE of California:
" H.R.8885. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to undertake the North Fork
Kings River development, California, as an
integral part of the Central Valley project,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Public Lands.

By Mr. BIEMILLER:

H.R.8886. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act and the Vocational Edu-
cation Act of 1946 to provide an emergency
b-year program of grants for education in
the flelds of medicine, osteopathy, optoma-
etry, dentistry, dental hygiene, nursing, san-
itary engineering, and public health, and
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for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
By Mr. PETERSON:

H. R.8887. A bill to declare that the United
States holds certain lands for the Seminole
Tribe of Florida; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

By Mr. GRANAHAN:

H. R. 8888. A bill to provide for retroactive
adjustments in compensation in certain re-
classification cases; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. VINSON:

H. R. 8889. A bill to provide for the organi-
zation of the Air Force and the Department
of the Air Force, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois:

H.R.8890. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 so0 as to make applicable to the Gov-
ernment Printing Office the provisions of
section 306 thereof, relating to the power
to remit, where just and equitable, the
whole or any part of liguidated damages un-
der contracts; to the Committee on Expendi-

-tures in the Executive Departments.

By Mr. BOGGS of Loulsiana:

H. J. Res. 489. Joint resolution to permit
articles imported from foreign countries for
the purpose of exhibition at the Mid-Century
International Exposition, Inc., New Orleans,
La., to be admitted without payment of tariff,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
o Ways and Means.

By Mrs. BOSONE:

H. Con. Res. 224, Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of the proceedings in
Congress upon the occasion of the acceptance
of the statue of Brigham Young; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. SECREST:

H. Con. Res. 225. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
President should rescind foreign-trade agree=
ments with Communist-controlled countries;
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. FARRINGTON:

H, R. 8891. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Shizuo Chiba Street and Janice Street; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 8892, A bill for the relief of Hirako
Hirohashi and Linda Marie Kumiko Kimit-
suka; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R, 8893. A bill for the relief of Toshiko
Kishiki; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

H. R. 8894. A bill for the relief of Michiko
Yamanouchi and Yulchi Yamanouchi; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRANAHAN:

H. R. 8895. A bill for the relief of SBigmund
M, Sterling and others; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HEDRICK:

H. R. 8896, A bill for the relief of Sarah
Kabacznik; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr, HERLONG:

H. R. 8897. A bill for the relief of Dewey

Pickett; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. HESELTON:

H, R, 8898. A bill for the relief of John

Yansak; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. HOBBS:

H. R. 8898. A bill for the relief of Peter

B. Olney; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. KEOGH:

H. R. B900. A bill for the rellef of Catherine

B. Molostvoff; to the Committee on the Judi-

" By Mr, LANE:
H. R. 8901, A bill for the relief of Mra.
Asako Ikeda Heaney; to the Committee on

‘the Judiciary,
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By Mr. MARSHALL:

H. R. £§902. A bill for the relief of Batoko
Matsushima Hoglund; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

y Mr. WHITE of Idaho:

H. R. 8903. A bill for the relief of certaln
Basque aliens; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

SENATE
WEebNESDAY, JUNE 21, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 7,
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:

Most merciful God, who knowest our
necessities before we ask and our igno-
rance in asking, have compassion, we
beseech Thee, upon our infirmities;
strengthen us in all noble purposes and
daily increase in us the spirit of wisdom
and understanding, the spirit of counsel
and knowledge and true godliness. Dow=
ered with privileges as no other nation,
may the richness of our heritage be to us
Thy call to protect the weak and ex-
ploited, to unshackle the enslaved, to
clear the way for freedom, that through
the potent ministry of our dear land all
peoples of the earth may be blessed; In
the dear Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. McFARLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
June 20, 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.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 1672) for the relief
of Efrosini Abad, with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.3406. An act for the relief of Ellen
Fullard-Leo;

H.R. 4065. An act to provide for the re-
linquishment of mineral reservations in the
land patent of Thomas Stephens;

H.R.4836. An act for the relief of Xylda
L. Driver;

H.R.5110. An act for the relief of Janos
(John) Treber and Mrs. Eatalin (Katherine)
Treber;

H.R.5782, An act for the rellef of Mrs,
YVera Raupe;

H. R. 6221, An act to authorize the sale of
certain public lands in Alaska to the This-
Bide-of-Heaven Children's Home for use as a
children's home;

H.R.6287. An act for the relief of Dr.
George Alexandros Chronakis;

H.R.6263. An act conferring jurisdiction
on the United States District Court for the
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Middle District of North Carolina to hear,
determine, and render judgment upon certain
g:lalms of the Patuxent Development Co,,

c.;

H.R.6709. An act for the rellef of Ed
Howard Russell;

H. R. 6850. An act for the relief of Lt. Col.
F. A. Ferguson; .

H.R.6964. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to lssue a patent in fee
to Josephine Stevens Goering;

H.R.T071. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Masa Iyoki;

H. R.T079. An act for the relief of Mrs. Gin
Shibasaki Okafuji;

H.R.T7204. An act for the relief of Maria
Cristina D'Angelo;

H.R.7228. An act for the relief of Eazuko
Eamada;

H.R. 7414, An act for the relief of Teresa
Gentile and Galliano Gentile;

H.R.T763. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to sell certain land on
the Chena River to the Tanana Valley Sports-
men's Association, of Fairbanks, Alaska;

H.R.7783. An act for the rellef of Mrs,
Donald Rafter;

H.R.7815. An act for the relief of John
Yee Horn;

H.R.7820. An act for the relief of Eeiko
Uchida Doane and her minor child;

H.R."7873. An act to authorize construec-
tion of buildings for the Bureau of Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance, and for other

purposes;

H.R.T7916, An act to authorize and direct
the Becretary of the Interior to execute an
oil and gas lease on & certain tract of land
in Park County, Wyo.;

H.R.T970. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Regina Anderson and her minor child;

H.R.B183. An act for the rellef of Asako
Tsuchida;

H.R.8289. An act for the relief of Yee
Balche Yee;

H.R.8361. An act for the relief of Toshiko
Murai;

H.R.8381. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Joseph C. Grant;

H.R. 8440. An act for the relief of Noae
Eawashima;

H.R. 8451. An act for the relief of Yoshle
Nozawa;

H. R.8500. An act for the relief of Hatsuko
Torikai; %

H.R. 8681, An act for the relief of Yasuko
Higuchi Thomson;

H.R.8583. An act for the relief of Hisako
Shimizu;

H. R. 86565. An act for the relief of Toshiko
Eikyo and Francis Kikyo;

H. R. 8600. An act for the relief of Yuriko
Aoyama; and

H!R.8722. An act for the relief of Jun
Hin Lum.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. WHERrrRY, and by
unanimous consenf, Mr. FLANDERS Was
excused from attendance on the sessions
of the Senate today and through Monday
next.

On request of Mr, McFarLAND, and by
unanimous consent, Mr, LoNG wWas ex-
cused from attendance on the sessions
of the Senate for an indefinite period.

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, Mr. PEPPER was excused
from attendance on the sessions of the
Senate today and the remainder of this
week.

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. AN was excused from
attendance on the sessions of the Senate
beginning today and continuing until
Wednesday of next week.
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COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE
SESSION

On request of Mr. HunT, and by unani-
mous consent, the Committee on the
Judiciary was authorized to meet this
afternoon during the session of the
Senate.

AMENDMENT OF THE HATCH ACT—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 1243) to amend
the Hatch Act.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement hereto-
fore entered into, a quorum call is
automatie.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, be-
fore the roll is called I ask unanimous
consent that the time, which is already
divided under the unanimous-consent
agreement, be in charge, respectively, of
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr,
SteENnIs] for the proponents and of the
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl
for the opponents.

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

The Secretary will call the roll.

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

Alken Gurney McMahon
Anderson Hayden Malone
Benton Hendrickson Martin
Brewster Hickenlooper Millikin
Bricker Hil Mundt
Bridges Hoey Murray
Butler Holland Myers
Byrd Humphrey Neely

Cain Hunt O'Mahoney
Chapman Ives Robertson
Chavez Jenner Russell
Connally Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Cordon Johnson, Tex, Schoeppel
Darby Eefauver Smith, Maine
Donnell Kem Smith, N. J.
Douglas Eerr Sparkman
Dworshak Kilgore Stennis
Eastland Enowland Taft

Ecton Lehman Thomas, Utah
Ellender Lodge Thye
Ferguson Lucas Tydings
Frear McCarran Watkins
Fulbright McCarthy Wherry
George McClellan Wiley
Gillette McFarland Williams
Green McKellar ‘Withers

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from California [Mr. DowNEY]
is absent because of illness.
~ The Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
GraraMm] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. LEany] are absent on public
business.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JornsTon], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lowe], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Pepper], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Tayrorl, and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Taomas] are absent by
leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macenuson] and the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MayBaNk] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
O’Conor] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business, attending the
sessions of the International Labor Or-
ganization at Geneva, Switzerland, as a
delegate representing the United States.

My, SALTONSTALL., I announce that
the Senator from Vermont [Mr, Fran=
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pERs], the senior Senafor from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse]l, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr, ToBeY], the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr, VANDENBERGI,
and the junior Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE-
HART] is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

Under the unanimous-consent agree-
ment entered into 1 hour of debate on
the conference report is provided, to be
equally divided between the opponents
and the proponents, to be controlled, re-
spectively, by the junior Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. STEnnIs] and the senior

- Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT].

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 15 minutes.

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

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to repeat
what I said yesterday about the program
following disposition of the conference
report. Immediately following action
on the conference report we shall con-
sider H. R. 6826, the extension of the
Selective Service Act of 1948. I had
expressed the hope that we would be
able to finish consideration of that bill
today, and I had suggested that a night
session would be held, if necessary, in
order to hurry it along, because it is ab-
solutely necessary either that the bill
be passed or that there be passed a joint
resolution extending the period of the
effectiveness of the present act for at
least 30 days, in order to give us an op-
portunity to pass the bill itself. I hope
we will be able to finish it today, at least
not later than tomorrow,

If I could get a unanimous-consent
agreement acceptable to those who are
against the selective-service measure, or
who are for certain amendments which
are debatable, I would not ask the Senate
to hold a night session; but I shall take
that matter up immediately following
the vote on the pending conference
report.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senafor
from Ohio has the floor.

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. I should like fo state
to the Senate that the deficiency appro-
priation bill, which will be favorably re-
ported to the Senate today from the
Committee on Appropriations, will be
ready for consideration tomorrow
morning. .

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield?

Mr. TAPT. If more time is to be given
under unanimous consent, I think it
should be evenly divided.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement nothing
is now in order except debate on the
conference report.

Mr. TAFT. Then I suggest that Sena-
tors wait until after the vote, whenever it
is had.

Mr. President, my opposition to the
conference report is based on my convic-
tion that it simply kills the Hatch Act
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provisions, or some very important sec-
tions of them. The Hatch Act was
passed in order to keep elections clean,
to prevent the use of Government posi-
tions to coerce employees, to prevent the
activity of millions of Government em-
ployees, who have increased to such tre-
mendous numbkers today that they can
affect moterially the results of elections.

The Hatch Act, in various sections, to
which I shall not refer, provides for a
criminal penalty of a $1,000 fine, or im-
prisonment for not more than 1 year, or
both. But in the one provision of the
Hatch  Act which was considered the
most important it is provided that—

It shall Le unlawiul for any person ems=-
ployed In the exscutive branch of the Fed-
eral Government, or any sgency or depart-
ment thereof, to use his official authority or
influence for the purpose of interfering with
an election or afiecting the recult thereof.
No. officer or employee in the ezecutive
bra::ch of the Federal Government, or any

agency or department thereof; shell take any:

active part in political management or in po-
litical ‘campaigns. All such persons .shall

retain the right to vote as-they may choose-

and to express their opinions on all political
subjects,

* In particular, it was aimed at' those
who used their positions, their official au-
thority or infiuvence, for the purpose of
interfering with an election or affecting
the resuit thereof. That was considered
such a heinous violation of election laws
that the act provided that—

Any person violating the provisions of this
section shall be immediately removed from
the position or cfice held by him, and there-
after no part of the funds appropriated by
any act of Congress for such position or office

shall ke used to pay the compensation of
such person.

What the conference report does is to
eliminate that penalty provision. If,
Mr. President, it was considered that
that was too severe a penalty, and if
there had been substituted for it a fine
of a thousand dollars, or imprisonment
for not more than 1 year, or both, as in
the case of many other provisions in the
Hatch Act, I would not oppose the re-
port. But instead of that, what is done
seems to me to be a complete elimina-
tion, for practical purposes, of any pen-
alty whatsoever. Instead of an auto-
matic removal, the conference report
provides that—

If in the case of any person violating the
provisions of this section it is found by the
United States Civil Service Commission that

such vlolation warrants removal he shall be
immediately removed.

That is a delegation of legislative
power. The members of the Civil Serv-
ice Commission, or a majority of them,
may well believe that no such violation
ever warrants such a severe penalty as
removal, in which case they simply will
not find that it warrants removal, and
therefore the individual will not be im-
mediately removed.

Under the curious provisions of the
conference report it is doubtful whether,
in some cases, there will be any penalty,
because the report proceeds to say:

If the Commission finds by unanimous
vote that the violation does not warrant re-
moval, a lesser penalty shall e imposed by
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direction of the Commission: Provided, That
in no case shall the penaity ke less than 30
days' suspension without pay.

Mr. President, if one member of the
Commission thinks that the violation
warrants removal and two members
think that it does not warrant removal,
then that difference of opinion in the
Commission will result in no penaliy at
all, because there will be no afiirmative
finding that the violation warranis re-
moval, and, therefore, the individual
cannot be immediately removed, and
there will be no unanimous opinion that
the violation does not warrant removal
but for which a lesser penalty may be
impossd. There will be no penalty at
all. I do not know that that was in-
tended, but that certainly is the result
of the curious language of the conference
report.

Under those circumstances also, sup-
pose there is a unanimous finding that

the action of an individual warrants a:
lesser penalty than removal, and that:

the penalty is 30 days’ suspension with-
out ' pay. What kind of penalty is that?
The political party that has employed

the individual to work for it, for whom.

he is working, will have no difficulty in

paying his 20 days’ pay or 60 days' pay..

In other words, the whole eifect of the
proposed ‘amendment of the Hatch Act
is to kill the Hateh Act. That is why I
am opposing the conference report.

Mr. Fresident, I feel that under the
circumstances the report should be re-
jected and it should go hack to the con-
ference - committee. The committee
ought certainly to rewrite the language
of this penalty provision, and, in my
opinion, they should impose a criminal
penalty for violation of the Hatch Act.
If that were done I would no longer op-
pose the report. But I think the Nation
ought to know that what is being done
here by the action of the Senate and the
action of the House is an emasculation of
the mest important provisions of the
Hztch Act, so that if the report is adopt-
ed there no longer is a Hatch Act.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, for the
benefit of Senators who may not have
been present during the debate which
took place some days ago, I shall briefly
refer to the history of the pending legis-
lation, which originated in the House of
Representatives as an amendment to the
Hatch Act designed to give some discre-
tion to the Civil Service Commission in
imposing a penalty less than removal in
cases considered by the Commission to
be minor infractions of the law. The
present law provides that for any act by
an employee of the Federal Government
which amounts to a violation of the
Hatch Act, the only possible penalty that
can be prescribed is dismissal; that is,
the law automatically imposes the pen-
alty of absolute dismissal.

In the course of the years there have
arisen a number of cases in which that
penalty had to be imposed, although
there was absolutely no conscious guilt.
The person involved was standing before
the law guilty of certain acts, but really
did not know the implications of them.
A case which, to my mind, is outstanding
is that of a very young lady, a post office
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employee, who was asked by a friend to
hand out some political cards. The
young lady did so, not knowing the im-
plication and not realizing what was in-
volved, and she lost her job. I shall not
go into the details, but there are a num-
ber of cases of that kind.

The report is designed simply to vest
the members of the Civil Service Com-
mission with scme discretion respecting
the penalty i1 minor easzs. Under the
preszat law they first have to determine
whether or not an employes is guilty. In
the first place, this is administrative law
more than siraight criminal law, and I
have found that there is soms difference
between the wording of a criminal law
and this kind of a law. But under the
present law the Commission first must
determine the guilt, which they will con-
tinue to do under the bill as proposed by
the conference report. That can be done
by a2 to 1 vote of the Commission: in

~ovher words, there is majority control.

Under my interpretation of the present-
law, which I think is clear, and which is
confirmed by a letter from the United
States Civil Service Commission, when.
an act is committed, and after a hearing,
it is determined that the employee in.
question is guilty, even if only two of the
three Commissioners vote “guilty,” the
person- involved is -automatically  dis-
charged.

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

Mr. STENNIS. 1 yield.

Mr, TAFT. To me it is clear that
they must not only find the person guilty,
but they must find that such violation
warrants removal. In other words, they
have not only to find him guilty, but
they must impose the sentence. Is that
not correct?

Mr. STENNIS. 1 do not think that is
a correct interpretation. If the Sena-
tor will permit me briefly to outline the
conferees’ interpretation of the lan-
guage, and then to make comment there-
on, I shall yield to the Senator for a
question.

The conferees believed that the first
thing that must be determined under
this amendment, as under the present
law, is the guilt or innocence of the per-
son involved. If he is innocent that is
the end of the matter., But if two Com-
missioners vote that the employee is
guilty of the act charged and determine
that his act is a violation of the statute,
then he is discharged, even on a 2 to 1
vote.

Mr. TAFT. On what basis is that
finding made? It is now proposed to re-
peal the only section that says anything
about removal. The proposed language
re;;laces the old subsection (b), does it
not?

Mr, STENNIS. In part, the language
of the conference report assumes a case
where guilt has been determined.

Mr. TAFT,  Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. The language of the
conference report in that respect could
be improved, I think, so far as the use
of the English language is concerned.
However, it is unmistakably clear that
there must be a determiuation of guilt,
and then the gquestion of punishment
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arises. I think the proper interpreta-
tion is that, when that question arises,
unless there is a unanimous vote to im-
pose a punishment of less than dismissal,
the person automatically stands dis-
missed, even on a vote of 2 fo 1 regard-
ing his guilt,

Mr. President, I have before me a com-
munication from the Civil Service Com-
mission, dated June 19, and addressed to
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYpEN].
The Commission was asked to commit
itself in writing to the Senate, with the
understanding that its letter would be
a part of the legislative history of this
measure, and was asked to set forth in
the letter its views and its interpretation
of the conference report, and to state
how it would administer the measure.

I submit the letter to the Senate as a
part of the legislative history of this
measure. I shall read some paragraphs
of the letter, and then I shall ask unani-
mous consent to have the entire letter
printed in the Recorp, if I am able to
obtain unanimous consent for that pur-
pose.

I read now from the letter from the
Civil Service Commission:

The f{irst polnt for consideration is the
portion of the bill amending the present
penalty provisions of section 9 (b) of the
Hatch Act.

That is the portion to which the Sen-
ator from Ohio addressed himself.,
I read further from the letter:

Under current law a Federal employee who
has been found to have engaged In pro-
hibited political activity must be removed
from the service regardless of how minor the
violation may have been. Under the pro-
posed amendment the Civil Service Commis-
sloners may by unanimous vote apply a sus-
pension penalty in lieu of removal, with the
express proviso that in no case shall this
suspension be less than 30 days.

It has been suggested that the language of
the amended section 9 (b) as reported by
the conferees is ambiguous and may lead to a

. situation in which a majority of the Com-
missioners would be in favor of a suspen-
sion, but inasmuch as the vote would not be
unanimous the suspension could not be ap-
plied and as a result the violator would not
be punished.

That is the case found by the Senator
from Ohio. I read further:

The Commission’s view is that the proposed
section 9 (b) must be read in its entirety,
and as so read 1t means that if a Federal em-
ployee is found to have violated the political
activity restrictions of section 9 of the Hatch
Act, he must be removed from the service
unless all three Civil Service Commissioners
find that a lesser penalty should be applied.

That is the Commission’s interpreta-
tion, and is right down the middle of the
road. That states that if the employee
is found to be guilty, he must be removed,
unless -a majority of the Civil Service
Commission vote for a lesser penalfy.

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

Mr. STENNIS. 1 am glad to yield
briefly.

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator mean
to say, then, that a majority of the Civil
Service Commission can determine on a
lesser penalty? I think he meant to say
that the vote on that question must be
& unanimous vo.e.
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Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
for that correction. What he has said is
correct, namely, it must be a unanimous
vote,

Mr. President, I read further from the
letter of the Civil Service Commission:

In practice the Commissioners would in
each case first vote on the gquestion whether
or not the employee violated the law. If
they made an affirmative finding, which could
be by majority vote, then they would vote
on the question whether the facts in the
particular case are such as to warrant a
penalty of less than removal. If the three
Commissioners failed to agree on this second
guestion then the vote of the first question
would control and the employee would have
to be removed from the service.

That is a direct committal as to the
interpretation of this language, as pre-
sented by the conferees.

I read further from the letter:

It should be pointed out that the Commis-
sion has been operating under section 12 of
the Hatch Act for approximately 10 years.
This is the section prohibiting political ac-
tivity on the part of certain State officers
and employees. In this type of case the
Commission is called upon to make two deci-
sions,

This is with reference to section 12,
which covers employees of a State gov-
ernment who are paid in part by the
Federal Government. Section 12 is the
present law, not touched by the measure
now before the Senate.

The two decisions which the Civil
Service. Commission makes under the
present section 12 are:

(1) Did the employee violate the law, and
(2) if he did, does the violation warrant re-
moval? this entire 10-year period
there has been only one split decision, and
in that case the majority favored removal,

Mr. President, the language of the
conference report is virtually the same as
the language of section 12 of the present
act. There was a difference between the
language of section 12 and the language
of section 9. Section 9 applied to Fed-
eral employees fully employed by the
Federal Government. In other casesthe
employees were employed by a State, but
the Federal Government contributed to
their salaries—as, for instance, employ-
ees of the Agricultural Extension Serv-
ices in the various States. Thus, after
all, this language is adopted from sec-
tion 12 of the present law; it is what I
call administrative language. It is not
like the language that I would include
in a criminal statute.

Nevertheless, under the practice we
have had the benefit of 10 or 12 years of
administration of this law and of admin-
istrative practice by the. Civil Service
Commission; and section 12 has worked
entirely satisfactorily, insofar as we have
been able to determine.

The position of the conferees is that
whatever doubt there might have been
about the use of the language criticized,
this letter, being a committal—not mere-
Iy binding on the individual members of
the Commission, but a committal on the
Civil Service Cornmission itself—removes
any doubt. The letter is clear and un-
equivocal; it is right down the line, stat-
ing that first the Commission has to de-
termine the person’s guilt, and that then
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he will be removed unless he receives the
unanimous vote of the Commission in
favor of imposing a lesser penalty.

I submit to the Senate that that makes
it altogether conclusive, and does not
leave any commission or any court or
any other governmental body in a posi-
tion to make any other interpretation of
this language—in short, no interpreta-
tion except that set forth in the letter
from the Civil Service Commission,
which is presented to the Senate now as a
part of the legislative history of this
measure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter in its entirety, includ-
ing the excerpts I have read into the
REecorp, be printed at this point in the
body of the Recorbp.

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

UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE,
COMMISSION,
Washington, D. C., June 19, 1950,
Hon. CARL HAYDEN,
United States Senate.

Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: This is in reply to
your letter of June 16, 1950, requesting a
statement of the Commission’s views on the
application of H. R. 1243 as reported by the
conferees of the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

The first point for consideration is the
portion of the bill amending the present
penalty provisions of Section 9 (b) of the
Hatch Act. Under current law a Federal em-
ployee who has been found to have engaged
in prohibited political activity must be re-
moved from the service regardless of how
minor the violaiton may have been. Under
the proposed amendment the Civil Service
Commissioners may by unanimous vote
apply a suspension penalty in lieu of re-
moval, with the express proviso that in no
gaae shall this suspension be less than 30

ays.

It has been suggested that the language
of the amended section 9 (b) as reported by
the conferees is ambiguous and may lead to a
situation in which a majority of the Commis-
sioners would be in favor of a suspension, but
inasmuch as the vote would not be unani-
mous the suspension could not be applied
and as a result the violator would not be
punished. The Commission's view is that
the proposed section 9 (b) must be read in
its entirety, and as so read it means that if
a Federal employee is found to have violated
the political activity restrictions of section
9 of the Hatch Act, he must be removed
from the gervice unless all three Civil Service
Commissioners find that a lesser penalty
should be applied.

In practice the Commissioners would in
each case first vote on the question whether
or not the employee violated the law. If they
made an affirmative finding, which could be
by majority vote, then they would vote on
the question whether the facts in the partic-
ular case are such as to warrant a penalty of
less than removal. If the three Commis-
sioners failed to agree on this second ques-
tion then the vote on the first question would
control and the employee would have to be
removed from the service.

It should be pointed out that the Commis-
slon has been operating under section 12
of the Hatch Act for approximately 10 years.
This is the section prohibiting political ac-
tivity on the part of certain State officers and
employees. In this type of case the Commis-
sion is called upon to make two decislons:
(1) Did the employee violate the law, and (2)
if he did, does the violation warrant removal?
During this entire 10-year period there has
been only one split decision, and in that case
the majority favored removal,
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It has also been suggested that the pro-
posed section 9 (d) would throw open the
confidential records of the Commission in
those cases, In the past information regard-
ing the alleged political activity of Federal
employees was obtained by the Commission
in investigations in which the witness was
assured that the source of the information
would be held confidential. During the past
2 years the Commission has been experi-
menting with obtaining information through
affidavits in which the persons making the
affidavits furnished such affidavits with the
express understanding that there is no pledge
that they would be treated as confidential.
The Commission has as yet not decided
whether to continue this nonconfiden-
tial system or whether to revert to the for-
mer method of obtaining information under
a pledge of confidence.

It is the Commission’s view of the proposed
section 9 (d), as reported by the conferees,
that if the Commission continues to obtain
affidavits without any pledge of confidence
such affidavits would be furnished the Con-
gress or any committee thereof upon request.
If, on the other hand, the Commission should
find it necescary to revert to the former
method of obtaining affidavits or other in-
formation under a pledge of confidence, then
the Congress and any committee thereof
would be furnished the texts of the affidavits
but would not be furnished the names of the
persons making the affidavits or any infor-
mation which would have the effect of di-
vulging the names of those witnesses.

In any event it is the Commission's under-
standing that 1t would not be required under
the proposed section 9 (d) to make available
to Congress or to any of its committees any
intraoffice memoranda, confidential com-
ments of investigators, and any other mat-
ters which the Commission should consider
confidential.

The Commission for several years has rec-
ognized that the penalty provisions of sec-
tion 9 (b) of the Hatch Act as they now
ex'st result in injastices in many cases in
that the same penalty or punishment must
be given to very minor violators as is given
in the case of those committing major vio-
lations of the act. Under the circumstances
we feel that the penalty provisions provided
in the proposed section 9 (b) of H. R. 1243
deserve favorable consideration in the ine
terest of equlty and justice.

You have also asked whether the amend-
ment of section 16 of the Hatch Act would
be made applicable to those localities in
Tennessee, New Mexico, and Washington un-
der the control of the Atomic Energy Com=-
mission.

H.R. 1243, as reported by the conferees,
would continue section 16 in the form in
which it has existed for the past 10 years
with-the additional proviso that the Com-
mission’s regulations could not contain a
provision which woula require the affected
Federal employees to participate only as non-
partisan candidates for public office.

The present section 16 of the Hatch Act
applies not only to municipalities in the
immediate vicinity of the National Capital
in the States of Maryland and Virginia, but
applies also to any municipality in any State
where the majority of the voters of the
municipality are employed by the Govern-
ment of the United States. The amended
section 16 would alsc apply to any munici-
pality in Tennessee, New Mexlco, and Washe
ington, or any other State, if the municl-
pality held elections and a majority of the
voters in the municipality were employed
by the Government of the United States.
The Commission understands, however, that
the localities in Tennessee, New Mexico, and
‘Washington under the control of the Atomic
Energy Commission are not municipalities
i3 the sense contemplated by section 16, sud
- elections in these localities are not held in
the sence contemplated by the section. We
are advised that the Atomic Energy Com-
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. mission has been permitting its employees

in these localities to become candidates for
and hold positions on an advisory council
which consults with the community mana-
ger on municipal affairs. We are accord-
ingly dealing here with localities which do
not have a regular municipal form of gov-
ernment and do not have elections of the
kind contemplated by section 16. It is, ac-
cordingly, the Commission’s view that this
amendment woiulld not be applicable to the
localities to which you refer.
By direction of the Commission:
Sincerely yours,
Harry B. MITCHELL,
Chairman.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for o question?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Washington.

Mr. CAIN. Iseem torecall thatin the
original Senate text it was provided that
a willful violator would automatically be
removed from office.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr, CAIN. Iwonder whether the Sen-
ator from Mississippi will reflect on the
reasons which resulted in the omission
from the conference report, as it is now
presented, of any reference to willful
violators.

Mr. STENNIS. That is a very perti-
nent question, and it was explained when
the conference report was beifore the
Senate a few days ago.

It was found that the use of the word
“willful” with reference to this type of
law made the language so very strong
that it would leave very little room for
the operation of the amendment. In
other words, the use of the word “willful”
would mean that the act referred to
malum prohibitum—in other words, pro-
hibited by law—rather than something
wrong by and of itself, or malum in se,
as the Latin is. When the word “willful”
is used in conjunction with a matter
prohibited by the act, which is malum
prohibitum, it has been consistently held
by the courts that any knowledge what-
soever or any conscienceness whatsoever,
on the part of the person involved, that
the act was prohibited by law would
render the act a willful one. When that
test was applied, it was found that per-
haps only one case in the history of the
Hatch Act would fail to be willful
Therefore, we thought the language was
too strict, and we omitted it. In my
statement the other day, I said that the
Commission certainly would be derelict
in its duty, however, if it did not con-
sider any willfulness as a part of the
circumstances of the case, and that the
Commission would have no right to
ignore that point.

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator.

- Mr. CORDON. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield to me at this point?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield now to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. CORDON. Do,I correctly under-
stand the Senator to say that the con-
ferees found legal support for the propo-
sition that the doing of an act prohibited
by law is the doing of it willfully, even
though the one performing the act does
not in fact know that he is violating the

Ia%’r '

. STENNIS, Expressed in another
way, under statutes of this type, it is
held that a knowledge of wrongdoing is

_in the chair).
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not necessary in order for the act to be
willful. .

Mr. CORDON, A knowledge that it is
a violation of a mandate is necessary, is
it not, in order that it bz willful? Is
tlere any question in the Senator’s mind
about that?

Mr. STENNIS. That is, a knowledge
that the act done was expressly pro-
hibited by law?

Mr. CCRDON. That is correct. :

Mr. STENNIS., Those terms are very
close. I satisfied my mind thoroughly
about it at the timz, and in my recent
statement to the Senate I presente cases
on that point. There are cases where
the person actually had read the law;
but that is seldom so, although nctices
are posted as to how the law will be ap-
plied. But, anyway, the practical test
is that, of all the cases which came up,
I think only one would have been judged
to be not willful. We therefore thought
the language of the Senate bill was too
strong.

Mr. CORCON. Is it a fact that, of all
the cases which have been brought un-
der this particular law and this particu-
lar section of the law, only one was a case
in which the individual charged did not
know that he was violating the law?

Mr. STENNIS. In technical law, they
are charged with notice of what the law
is. In technical law and in the technical
consideration of it, as I recall, there was
only one case that would have qualified
to have been clearly not willful, because
in malum prohibitum law the test is not
so rigid, and no consciousness of wrong-
doing is necessary in order for it to be
adjudged willful in criminal law.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from Ore-
gon does not quite understand this situ-
ation. I am referring to the facts in
connection with the prosecutions or in-
vestigations of violations of this section.
Is it correct to say that, of all the viola-
tions of the section which have come to
the attention of the Civil Service Com-
mission, only in one instance was there
a violation by an individual who was
ignorant of the fact that his act was a
violation of this law?

Mr. STENNIS. No; I would not state
it that way at all, But as I recall the
facts, there was only one case which,
under the interpretation of laws of this
kind, could have been classified as not
willful in law, and not willful in fact,
But there is a very fine discrimination as
to the words, and I inserted in the REcorp
during the previous debate a statement
of exactly which decisions it was that we
relied on. I do not have them before
me now. I have here for the Senator
from Oregon a memorandum as to the
cases which were before the conferees,
which has already been inserted in the
RECORD.

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

The PRESIDING OFFiCER (Mr. Hoey
Dees the Senator from
Mississippi yield to the Senator from
Ohio?

Mr., STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. TAFI. The Senator justifies as
mild a penalty for coercion of employees,
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and so forth, as 30 days’ suspension, when
in the same act we have an alternative
penalfy of $1,000 or imprisonment for
1 year for anyone who merely leaves out
the name of an officer in publishing a
political advertisement. . That is in sec-
tion 3. In this case it seems to me we
have gone from the sublime to the ridicu-
lous. We have gone from a penalty of
complete removal—which is a penalty
that really deters, though perhaps it is
too severe—to a position where the Civil
Service Commission may practically
wip2 out any penalty whatever. I can-
not see that removal is the proper pen-
alty in all cases, or that suspension is a
proper penalty, at all. Complete re-
moval, if a very severe automatic penalty
is desired, is all right. But when dis-
cretion is given to the Civil Service Com.-
mission, and all it can do is to suspend
for 30 or 60 days, involving a little loss
of pay which will -be made up by the
political party that the employee, the
man or woman, is supporting, it seems to
me we have no penalty left at all in con-
nection with the most important pro-
vision of the Hatch Act, while at the
same time there is retained in section 3,
among other sections, the very substan-
tial penalty of criminal prosecution be-
fore a court.

Mr. STENNIS. I may point out that
the Senator said the only thing that
could be done was to impose a miild pen-
alty of 30 days. The Senator under-
stands that that is the minimum penalty
which can be imposed. It may extend
anywhere from 30 days on up to com-
plete dismissal., Thirty days is merely
the minimum possible penalty, and that
can be imposed only by unanimous vote
of the Commission. I think that has a
meaning, I think it has something of
practical value.

Mr, TAFT. I cannct understand why,
for the most serious violations of the
Hatch Act, we give the Civil Service
Commission comiplete discretion to im-
pose suspensions which may amount to
nothing at all, when we actually drag a
man into a eriminal court for other vio-
lations of the act which may be of a less
serious eharacter,

Mr, STENNIS. The only reference in
the conference report to the $1,000 fine
and 1 year in the penitentiary is made
for the purpose of broadening the pres-
ent law, to make it a little more inclusive,
and to cover the act of putting unsigned
matter in the mail.

Mr. TAFT, My point is that all the
provisions of the present law, except the
one reierred to, attach a eriminal penalty
for the most serious violations, but
here we are reducing the penalty of
automatic removal, which perhaps was
an equivalent and severe deterrent, to
the discretionary imposing of temporary
suspension, as a result of which no man
is brought up in public, no man is
brought before a court. What is finally
imposed is a little loss of the pay, which
the political party can very easily make
up.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Mississippi is not interested in trying fo
emasculate the Hatch Act, If he
thought the provisions of the conference
report did so, he would not favor it. I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

think it does exactly what it is designed
to do. It merely imposes, in the case of
very minor violations, discretionary au-
thority within the Commission to impose
less than complete removal.

I now yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator yields the floor, will he
yield to me for a question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Mississippi yield to the
Senator from Virginia?

Mr. STENNIS. I think the time has
about expired.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, may I ask
one more question? ]

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I will yield
further time to the Senator. I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Virginia is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. I take it that is for the
purpose of propounding a question.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished friend from
Ohio for permifting me to have 2 min-
utes in which to make comment on the
point he has raised. For the purpose of
emphasis, Mr. President, I should like to
read a paragraph of a letter which the
Senator from Mississippi has read, which
gives the interpretation of the Civil Serv-
ice Commission on the modified section
12, which it has been enforcing for 10
years, and which the Senator from Mis-
sissippi says is substantially the same as
it has been during all that time. The

‘Civil Service Commission says, in the

fifth paragraph of the letter of June 19,
1950, to the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HayDpEN]:

It should be pointed out that the Com-
mission has been operating under section 12
of the Hatch Act for approximately 10 years.
This 1s the section prohibiting political ac-

-tivity on the part of certain State officers and

employees. In this type of case the Com=-
migsion Is called upon to make two deci-
slons: (1) Did the employee violate the law,

‘and (2) if he did, does the violation warrant

removal? During this entire 10-year period
there has been only one split decision, and
in that case the majority favored removal,

The Senator from Mississippi has tried
to make it crystal clear that no one can
escape proper punishment, because the
first question, which is determined by a
majority vote is, Did he violate the law?
When that has been determined, then
the remainder of the issue to be deter-
mined is, What should the punishment
be? Unless the Commission is unani-
mous that the punishment shall not be
dismissal, then dismissal is compulsory.
But if the Commission is unanimous that
the offense is so minor that it does not
justify a harsh penalty, it can fix a lesser
penalty.

It seems to me that in justice and fair-
ness in administering laws which carry
a criminal penalty, we certainly would
not want to apply to a misdémeanor the
penalty for a felony. We do not do it as
to any other criminal law, I certainly
hope that will be the attitude of the Sen-
ate when we vote today on the confer-
ence report.

The senior Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Byro]l will speak briefly, primarily on the
issue which has risen in Virginia and
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Maryland, where both Democrats and
Republicans are hamstrung by a ruling
of the Civil Service Commission which
we think is most unfair and most unjust,
the effect of which is that if we organize
and have mass meetings, conventions,
and all the political activities of a politi-
cal party, we are not engaged in politics
if we call ourselves nonpartisan, but if
we call ourselves Republicans or Demo-
crats we get the axe on the neck. I cer-
tainly feel justification for that type of
discrimination in purely local elections.
Those are the elections to which the rul-
ing applies.

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

Mr. ROBERTSON. 1 yield.

Mr. CAIN. Can the Senator state the
number of persons who have been re-

moved since the Hatch Act was passed

approximately 10 years ago?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I should prefer to
leave that to a member of the committee
who is more familiar with the past his-
tory of it than I am.

Mr. CAIN. I wonder if the Senator
from Mississippi could provide us with

‘that information, the question being as

to the total number of persons removed
within the past 10 years?

Mr. STENNIS. I do not have accurate
information about it. My best informa-
tion is that it averaged approximately 10
each year since 1940,

Mr, CAIN. I thank the Senator,

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

‘4 minutes to the senior Senator from

Virginia [Mr, Byrpl.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I desire to
address the Senate on section 2 of the
conference report.

When the Hatch Act was first enacted
an amendment was adopted authorizing
the Civil Service Commission to permit
civil-service employees of the Federal
Government to participate in local elec-
tions in areas where there was a predom-
inating number of civil-service employees

such as in Arlington and Fairfax Coun-

ties in Virginia and Montgomery and
Prince Georges Counties in Maryland.

Under this permissive legislation, sub-
ject to the approval of the Civil Service
Commission, authority was requested to
allow Government employees in nearby
counties to be candidates for office on the
local level and to be members of the
two regular political parties. This was
denied. The result is that other Gov-
ernment employees are permitted to en-
gage in all forms of political activity
under the nonpartisan label or as in-
dependents. They are candidates for
local offices, engage in all forms of
political activity, hold mass meetings,
publish and eirculate literature against
the candidates of the regular parties, and
yet are not considered to be in violation
of the Hatch Act by the Civil Service
Commission. All of this, while other
Government employees who desire to re-
main as members of either the regular
parties—the Republican or Democratic
Parties—are permitted only to vote, and
to take part in any other activity would
be considered by the Civil Service Com-
mission to be a violation of the Hatch
Act, and conseguently th-y would lose
their Government positions.
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This is a condition which is manifestly
unjust and unfair. I repeat, under the

existing law and Federal officeholder in-

those counties may participate in local
elections under regulations as approved
by the Civil Service Commission, but this
is limited to enabling such Federal em-
ployees to participate, provided they do
s0 in a nonpartisan manner., The resuit
is that a Democratic employee desiring
to participate or to be 4 candidate must
act as an independent, and the same ap-
plies to a Republican. The amendment
propesed does not prohibit a Federal em-
ployee from acting as a nonpartisan or
as an independent, but merely gives the
same privilege to those officeholders who
desire to participate on the local level in
elections as Democrats or as Republicans.

The amendment originally proposed
was approved by former Senator Hatch.

A situation which permits officeholders
only to be candidates on an independent
ticket is destructive of the method by
which we conduct our Government,
which is carried on through regular po-
litical parties.

I might say to the Members on the
other side of the Chamber that in Ar-
lington County, Va., there was a pre-
dominating Republican vote in the last
Presidential election; in fact, the county
went Republican. Both the Democratic
organization and the Republican organi-
zation were in favor of permitting civil-
service employees to take part in local
polities. They cannot do so above the
county level as Democrats or as Repub-
licans. The ruling would force a Demo-
crat or a Republican to become an in-
dependent in order to be a candidate for
office. I can see no sense in that regu-
Jation. If it is the desire not to permit
civil-service employees to take any part
in politics, then that may be logical; but
here is a situation in which civil-service
employees can take part and be candi-
dates only as independents, but cannot
be candidates as Democrats or Repub-
licans.

I think, in justice to the many thou-
sands of Federal employees in adjacent
.counties, they should be permitted to ke
candidates at the local level, or to take
part in elections as they would ordinarily
do as Democrats or Republicans.

I hope, Mr. President, that the con-
ference report will be adopted, since it
remedies the situation to which I have
referred.

Mr. STENNIS., Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Kansas,

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, as
every Member of the Senate knows,
when this matter first came up I spoke
in the Chamber in relation to it. I was
appointed a member of the conferees on
the part of the Senate to meet with the
conferees of the House on the question.
The Senator from Mississippi, who spoke
a moment ago, has outlined and set forth
the attitude and the consideration
which the conferees gave to the matier
and the intention which the conferees
sought to express by the report which
they have submitted to the Senate, It
may not be the clearest in the world in
the way in which it is phrased, but I feel
that the interpretation placed upon it
by the Civil Service Commission, which
has been explained by the Senator from
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Mississippi, that it does give the Com-
mission leeway on a unanimous vote to
make a determination of a lesser penalty
than complete dismissal. E

I want to say that I concur in the re-
port, and I hope it will be acceptable to
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Ohio has 21 minutes.

Mr. TAFT, Mr, President, I think the
Benator from Minnesota does not desire
to speak, and I have no desire to speak
further on the subject. If the Senator
from Mississippi needs a little more time,
I shall be glad to yield him time, I
yield back 10 minutes to the Senator
from Mississippi,

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Ohio for his attitude,
I yield myself 5 minutes.

I have in my hand a communication
based upon facts obtained from the Civil
Service Commission illustrating some of
the cases which have come before the
Commission to which this amendment
is designed to apply in the dispensing of
justice.

I refer first to the case of a post-office
clerk, 58 years of age, in Philadelphia,
with more than 14 years of service. He
had circulated a nomination petition in
behalf of a retired post-office clerk and
a life-long friend. Yet, despite this
man'’s excellent service, he was removed,
although he was within less than 2 years
of retirement age. That was a case of
a man 58 years of age and within 2 years
of retirement age, All he had done was
to circulate a nomination petition in be-
half of a retired post-office clerk and a
life-long friend. This man was a Demo-
crat.

There is in the files of the Civil Serv-
ice Commission another case, that of a
widowed mother, with three minor chil-
dren, a clerical employee in an Army hos-
pital in New Jersey, who, because she
thought she had an opportunity to im-
prove local roads and civic activities, be-
came a member of a Republican county
committee. Finally, when she heard
thias tnere was fome guestion of the pro-
priety of her action, she resigned with-
out attending any committee meetings,
In the meantime, however, she had en-
gaged in sufficient activity to insure her
mandatory removal,

Two other cases concern a Virginia
veteran and father of four children, and
also a civilian patrolman in Montana,
both of whom filed in primaries as can-
didates for sheriff. Since it was a coun-
1y office, neither had any knowledge that
this was forbidden under the Hatch Act,
yet the law of removal applied to them,
Lastly, there was a war-contract nego-
tiator in Massachusetts, who was a Re-
publican candidate for town water com-
missioner. This happened to be one of
the few towns in that district which
elected its city officers on a partisan
ticket, yet this man had to be removed.

There are many other cases along sim-
ilar lines which this bill is designed to
cover. That is all it is designed to do.
It would permit the Civil Service Com-
missioners in their discretion in such
cases of minor infractions to impose a
penalty less than removal,

The
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I call to the attention of the Senate
again that any argument with respect to
the language employed in the confer-
ence report has been entirely covered
and clearly decided in favor of what
might be called a very strict interpreta-
tion of this proposed amendment to the
law by the letter from the Commission,
which is filed as part of the legislative
record of the bill,

Mr, President, may I inquire if there
are any other Senators who wish a little
time? Does any Senator wish to speak
in favor of the report?

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

Mr, STENNIS. I yield.

Mr, McMAHON. I had to leave the
chamber a short time ago. I do not re-
member the expression which the senior
Senator from Ohio [Mr, Tarr] used be-
fore I left, but I understood him to say
that the adoption of this conference re-
port would either ruin, repeal, or wipe
out the Hatch Act. I assume that the
Senator in the meantime has answered
that allegation in full in his remarks,

Mr, STENNIS. I have tried to an-
swer that allegation. I do not think
that there is any question left about it
after reading the letter from the Civil
Service Commission.

Mr, McMAHON, The Civil Service
Commission is given the right under
this amendment to impose a punishment
less than severance completely from the
Government service. That is the main
objective of the amendment, is it not?

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct.

Mr. McMAHON. In other words, it is
an effort to make the offense and the
punishment of the offense somewhat in
accord with common sense, I take it
that the Senator would agree with that
statement.

Mr, STENNIS. I do agree with it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. TAFT. I shall take not more
than 2 minutes, and shall again refer to
the fact that the question is not whether
the present penalty provided in this sec-
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vere. Perhaps it is to severe. Certainly,
however, there is no reason so to emas-
culate the section that practically no
penalty is left in it at all, or no deterrent
to anybody, because when the penalty
is whittled down to 30 days’ suspension,
there is, in effect, no penalty left at all,
There can be a loss of pay, but of course
that can be made up to the employee by
his political party. The original Senate
bill was much stronger than the confer-
ence report, in my opinion. The original
bill said: .

Provided, That if the Civil Service Com-
mission, after hearing shall find, by unani-
mouns vote, that such violatlon was not
willful, a lesser penalty may be imposed by
the Commission: Provided further, That in
no case shall the penalty be less than 60
days' suspension without pay.

Under the conference report the re-
quirement that a willful violation still
means automatic removal is eliminated.
It is left entirely to the discretion of the
Civil Service Commission. The lan-
guage is exceedingly ambiguous. The
very fact that the junior Senator from
Mississippi (Mir. £7Enwis] has felt it
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necessary to get a letter from the Civil
Service Commission to put into the Rec-
orp to tell us what the Commission
thinks the bill means, and to explain
how they would operate under it—al-
though, of course, another civil service
might operate entirely differently—
seems to me a sufficient condemnation
of the ambiguous language contained in
the conference report. In my opinion,
the language is sufficiently ambiguous in
some cases to remove the possibility of
any penalty being imposed. Therefore,
Mr. President, the purpose of this bill,
which has been under consideration by
three Congresses and which finally is
apparently reaching its final stage, is
clearly to bring to an end any further
effectiveness of the most important pro-
vision of the Hatch Act, which provides
that Federal officers shall not use their
office to get other employees to line up
and engage in political campaigns. It is
for that reason, it seems to me, that this
report should be rejected.

Mr. President, unless some other Sen-
ators wish to speak on the subject, I shall
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Ohio withhold his
suggestion of the absence of a quorum?

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

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

Mr. TAFT. Yes.

Mr, ROBERTSON. Does not the
present law give the Civil Service Com-
mission power fo exercise discretion
short of discharge in the case of a State
employee to whose salary the Federal
Government contributes? If that is the
case—and I understand it is—under
what logic can we say that we should
apply one rule to one group of employees
and a different rule to another group?

Mr. TAFT. If the Senator will per-
mit me to say so, it has never seemed
to me that the provision with respect to
State employees who are paid in part
out of Federal funds was a very wise
_ provision. It was a later enactment of
law, It was not a part of the original
Hatch Act. However, I do not think it
is particularly important because the
danger, as I see it, in which we are inter-
ested is that the Federal Government
may use the vast power of its 2,000,000
employees in political elections. The
act was originally enacted to meet that
danger. I do not particularly object to
the provision referred to by the Senator
from Virginia. I do not think it is par-
ticularly important, either. I do not be-

lieve that it has accomplished anything. -

As a practical matter, it has not pre-
vented State employees from operating
because it has imposed no very effective
penalty.

Mr. ROBERTSON. So far as I am
concerned, everyone could go out. That
is the way I feel about it. However,
when we covered State employees in the
act, we recognized how harsh it would
be to let the Civil Service Commission
discharge a man from office, perhaps
when he was in a period of life when he
could not get any other type of employ-
mentysimply because he was guilty of a
very minor infraction of the act. More-
over, as I recall, a State employee is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

allowed to go into court for a determina-
tion of the final judgment on the penalty.
That was done after we took a second
look at the original Hatch Act. The sec-
ond look was better than the first one,

Mr. TAFT. Perhaps the penalty is
too severe, but why not impose a criminal
penalty, as is imposed for any other vio-
lation of the election laws? Why im-
pose a wishy-washy slap on the wrist by
way of a 30-day suspension which, as I
said, is almost certain to be paid by the
political party involved?

REVISIONS OF TITLES I AND III OF OF-
FICER PERSONNEL ACT OF 1947

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (8. 2335) to
make certain revisions in titles I and IIT
of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947, as
amended, which were on page 3, line 1,
strike out all after “consideration” down
to and including “therefor” in line 6,
page 3; on page 6, line 14, strike out
“(1)” and insert “(1)”; on page 7, line 4,
strike out “naval officers” and insert
“Regular officers on the active or retired
lists of the naval service”; on page 8,
line 10, strike out “(1)" and insert “(1)";
on page 8, line 17, strike ouf “(1)” and
insert “()*”; on page 12, after line 2,
insert:

Bec. 4. As soon as practicable after June
30, 1950, the Secretary of the Navy shall con-
vene a board of not less than five officers of
the Regular Navy of the grade of rear ad-
miral or above to consider and recommend
for continuation on the active list officers
of the line of the Regula Navy not restricted
by law in the performance of duty serving
in the grade of captain who were serving
in that grade on June 30, 1948, and who on
that date had completed twenty-nine or more
years of total commissioned service as de-
fined in section 102 of the Officer Personnel
Act of 1947, as amended, and whose names
are not on a promotion list. Such officers
recommended for continuation on the active
list in the report of such board, as approved
by the Secretary of the Navy, shall be so
continued under the provisions of the Of-
ficer Personnel Act of 1947, as amended. Each
such officer not so recommended shall be
placed on the retired lfst on the first day
of the sixth month following the month of
enactment of this act with retired pay at
the rate of 214, percent of his basic pay
on the active list at the time of retirement,
multiplied by the number of years of serv-
ice for which entitled to credit in the com-
putation of his pay on the active list, not to
exceed a total of 75 per centum of said basic
pay: Provided, That a fractional year of 6
months or more shall be considered a full
year in computing the number of years of
service by which the rate of 214 percent is
multiplied: Provided further, That nothing
in this section shall be held to reduce the
retired rank or pay to which such officer
would be entitled under other provisions
of law.

On page 12, line 3, strike out “SEc. 4.”
and insert “SEc. 5.”

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the subcommittee which handled
the bill in the Senate, I move that the
Senate concur in the amendments of the
House.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I do not
know what the bill is, and of course, no
one expected any extraneous matter to
be brought up during the consideration
of the conference report. Will the Sen-
ator explain what the bill is?
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Mr. HUNT. The bill deals with the
promotion of Navy personnel. It was re-
ported favorably by the subcommitiee
unanimously, and passed by the Senate
unanimously, as I recall.

Mr. TAFT. Do all the Senate confer-
ees approve of the House amendments?

Mr. HUNT. They do, and they are
quite acceptable to the Navy.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Wyoming.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF THE HATCH ACT—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the report of the commitfee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 1243) to amend
the Haich Act.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, 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:

Alken Gurney Maealone
Anderson Hayden Martin
Benton Hendrickson Millikin
Brewster | Hickenlooper Mundt
Bricker Hill Murray
Bridges Hoey Myers

Butler Holland Neely

Byrd Humphrey O’Mahoney
Csain Hunt Robertson
Chapman Ives Russell §
Connally Jenner Saltonstall
Cordon Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel
Darby Eefauver Smith, Maine
Donnell Eem Smith, N. J.
Douglas Eerr Sparkman
Dworshak Eilgore Stennis
Eastland Knowland Taft

Ecton Lehman ‘Thomas, Utah
Ellender Lodge Thye
Ferguson Lucas Tydings
Frear McCarran Watkins
Fulbright McClellan Wherry
George McFarland Wiley
Gillette McKellar Williams
Green McMahon Withers

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. All time for debate has ex-
pired. The question is on agreeing to
the conference report.

Mr. WHERRY. I ask 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 California [Mr. DowNEY)
is absent because of illness.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
GraaM] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. LEagY] are absent on pub-
lic business.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JounsToN], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Long], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. Pepper], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Tavrorl, and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAs] are absent by
leave of the Senate.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavezl, the Senator from Colorado
[Mr, Jornson], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr, Macnuson] and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK] are
absent on official business.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr,
O’Conor] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business, attending the
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sessions of the International Labor Or-
ganization at Geneva, Switzerland, as a
delegate representing the United States.

I announce further that if present
and voting, the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Joanson], the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. MayYBANKI,
and the Senator from Maryland [(Mr.
O’'Conor] would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Verment [Mr. FrLaN-
DERs], the senior Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Tosey], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. VaANDENBERG]
and the junior Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana
CAPEHART] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
Cartay] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 32, as follows:

[Mr,

YEAS—42
Anderson Hill McFarland
Benton Hoey McMahon
Byrd © Holland Murray
Chapman Humphrey Myers
Cannally Hunt Neely
Douglas Johnson, Tex., ©O'Mzhoney
Eastland Kefauver Roberteson
Ellender Kerr Russell
Frear Kilgore Schoeppel
Fulbright EKnowland Sparkman
George Lehman Stennis
Gillette Lucas Thomas, Uteh
Green MceCarran Tydings
Hayden McClellan Withers

NAYS5—32
Alken Ferguson Mundt
Brewster Gurney - Baltonstall
Bricker Hendrickson Smith, Maine
Bridges Hickenlooper Smith. N. J.
Butler Ives Talt
Cain Jenner Thye
Cordon Eem Watkins
Darby Lodge . Wherry
Donnell Malone Wiley
Dworshak Martin Wwilliams
Ecton Millikin

NOT VOTING—22

Capehart Leahy Pepper
Chavez Long Taylor
Downey MeCarthy Thomas, Okla.
Flanders McKellar Tobey
Graham Magnuson Vandenberg
Johnson, Colo. Maybank Young

Johnston, 8. C. Morse
Langer O'Conor

So the report was agreed to.

FOREST LUMBER CO.—VETO MESSAGE
(S. DOC. NO. 189)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message frcm the
President of the United States, which was

read, and, with the accompanying bill, -

referred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate of the United States:

I return herewith, without my ap-
proval, the enrolled bill (S. 764) to con-
fer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims
to hear, determine, and render judgment
upon the claim of the Forest Lumber Co.

This claim arises out of a contract be-
tween the Superintendent of the Klam-
ath Indian Agency, for and on behalf of
the Klamath Indians, and the Forest
Lumber Co. of Kansas City, Mo., ap-
proved by the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior on July 25, 1922, The contract
covered the sale of an estimated stand
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of 450,000,000 board feet of timber, prin-
cipally western yellow pine, at an initial
basic price of $5.06 per thousand feet
board measure. The agreement provided
for an increase of the stumpage price by
3-year periods based on the rise of the
lumber market. The price of the timber
was raised to $5.48 on April 1, 1928, which
was an increase of 40 cents per thousand
feet, board measure.

The Forest Lumber Co. protested this
increase, claiming that it was unauthor-
izzd under the terms of the contract, but
the Department of the Interior concluded
that the increase was fully justified in
the light of conditions then existing, and
that the contract provided sufficient au-
thority for the action which had been
taken. The Forest Lumber Co. paid the
increase which amounted to a total of
$44,772.62, and subsequently filed claim
No. 1-391 against the United States in
the United States Court of Claims. The
Court of Claims held that the Forest
Lumber Co. was entitled to recover and
awarded judgment in the above amount
(86 Ct. Cl. 188 et seq.).

This decision - was reversed by the
United States Supreme Court on the
ground that the case was not within the
jurisdiction conferred upon the Court of
Claims by section 145 (1) of the Judicial
Code—now incorporated in section 1491
of title 28 of the United: States' Code.
That secticn provided that the Court of
Claims should have jurisdiction over
claims “founded upon any contract, ex-
press or implied, with the Government
of the United States”” The Supreme
Court held that the contract in question
was not a contract of the United States
within the meaning of this language—
Three Hundred and Fifth United States
Reports, page 415.

Subsequently the Department of the
Interior carefully reviewed the merits
and equities of the case, including factors
which apparently had not been brought
to the aitention of the Court of Claims,
Upon the basis of this review, the De-
partment came to the conclusion that
while technical irregularities may have
been committed in the administration of
the contract involved, these irregulari-
ties were encouraged by and were bene-
ficial to the claimant, It also concluded
that the total effect of the manner in
which the contract had been adminis-
tered was not shown by the record to
have caused any pecuniary damage to
the claimant.

The enrolled bill would permit the
Forest Lumber Co. to bring a new suit
in the Court of Claims upon the same
contract against either the United States
in a fiduciary capacity or the Klamath
and Modoe Tribes and Yahooskin Band
of Snake Indians—commonly known as
the Klamath Tribe. It provides, how-
ever, that any judement which may be
awarded shall not exceed the amount
awarded by the Court of Claims in the
original suit. The bill states that “such
judgment may be awarded against the
United States in a fiduciary capacity or
as guardian, or against the Klamath and
Modoc Tribes and Yahooskin Band of
Snake Indians, or in part against the
United States in a fiduciary capacity, or
as guardian and in part against such

tribe, as the facts and law require, ex-
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cept that as to timber cut from allotted
lands any judgment may be against the
United States as guardian of the allot-
tees.” The bill provides further that
‘“‘upon the rendition of final judgments
the court shall certify the same to the
Secretary of the Interior, who shall
thereupon direct the payment of said
judgments out of any funds in the Treas-
ury of the United States to the credit
of said Klamath and Modoc Tribes and
Yahooskin Band of Snake Indians.”

While I am not opposed to a further
judicial review of the merits of the claim
involved, I am constrained to withhold
approval from S. T64 for the following
reasons:

First. The Klamath Tribe would be
required to make full reimbursement of
any judgment that might be awarded by

- the Court of Claims, despite the fact that

only a portion of the money the claim-
ant is seeking to recover was deposited
to the credit of the tribe. This in-
equitable feature of S. 764 is magnified
by the fact that an identical require-
ment is contained in other enrolled bills,
S. 765 and S. 766, dealing with similar
situations arising under contracts for the
sale of timber on the Elamath Reserva-
tion entered into with the Algoma Lum-
ber Co. and the Lamm Lumber Co. The
total amount collected with respect to
all three contracts under the alleged
illegal increases in stumpage prices was
$81,993.57. This amount was distributed
as follows: v
To the United States as reim-
bursement for administrative

o d e T S e R B S $6, 509. 49
To various individual Indians for
timber cut from trust allot-

ments.... 4,101.72
To the Klamath Tribe for timber

cut from tribal lands oo oonan 71,332, 36

Total collected omomoecmaan 81, 993. 57

While the bill provides for separate
judgments on account of timber cut from
tribal lands and timber cut from allotted
lands belonging to individual Indians, it
also contains the quite inconsistent stip-
ulation that all judgments shall be paid
from the funds of the Klamath Tribe.
Nor does the bill take account of the
fact that the United States charged the
Indians a fee of 8 percent on all amounts
collected under each contract as reim-
bursement for the expenses of their ad-
ministration. Since only a part of the
asserted overcharges was actually re-
ceived by the Klamath Tribe, it would
b= improper to require the Tribe to bear
the full burden of reimbursing the claim-
ant for any award made on account of
these transactions.

Second. The enrolled bill fails to pro-
vide adequately for consideration by
the Court of Claims of equities in favor
of the United States or the Klamath
Tribe which might estop the claimant
from contesting the validity of actions
taken in reliance on its own ccurse of
conduct, or which might give rise to
counterclaims on the part of the United
States or the tribe that could be set
off against the amount of the claim.
This omission is of considerable per-
tinency in view of the fact that the
terms of the contract and the course of

_dealir_:g between the parties may have
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imposed a duty upon the claimant to pay
sums in addition to those actually col-
lected by the officers of the Government
and in connection with items not covered
by the asserted overcharges. Under sec-
tion 2508 of title 28 of the United States
Code, the Government may, in general,
assert counterclaims when a suit is
brought against it in the Court of Claims.
However, the contention might be made
that section 2508 would not be applicable
in a case such as the present where the
counterclaim would be based upon a fail-
ure to make collection due to a mistake
of law, and where the real defendant
would be an Indian tribe. If the claim-
ant is to be given a day in courf, the
court should be able to consider all the
circumstances of the case. Its ability
to do this would, under the terms of the
enrolled bill, be open to question.

‘I would give my approval to a bill that
corrects these errors.

HARRY S. TRUMAN,
TaE WHiTE Housg, June 21, 1950.

ALGOMA LUMBER CO—VETO MESSAGE
(8. DOC. NO. 190)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying kill,
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate of the United States:

I return herewith without my ap-
proval, the enrolled bill (S. T65) to con-
fer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims
to hear, determine, and render judgment
upon the claim of the Algoma Lumber
Co. and its successors in interest, George
R. Birkelund and Charles E. Siddall, of
Chicago, Ill., and Kenyon T. Fay, of Los
Angeles, Calif.,, trustees of the Algoma
lumber liquidation trust.

The provisions of this enrclled bill are
the same, except with respect to the
identity of the claimant, as those of
S. 764, a measure which I am also re-
turning without my approval. The cir-
cumstances upon which the claim is pred-
icated are also the same, in all essential
particulars, as those presented in con-
nection with S. 764, although there is
some variation, of course, in the amounts
and other details of the transactions in-
volved.

The instant bill, like S. 764, is subject
to two basic objections: it would require
the Klamath Tribe of Indians to make
full reimbursment of any judgment
awarded by the Court of Claims, despite
the fact that only a portion of the money
the claimant is seeking to recover was
deposited to the credit of the Tribe; and
it fails to provide adequately for con-
sideration by the Court of Claims of
equities in favor of the United States or
the Klamath Tribe which might estop
the claimant from contesting the validity
of actions taken in reliance on its own
course of conduct, or which might give
rise to counter claims on the part of the
United States or the tribe that could be
set off against the amount of the claim.
Both of these objections, together with
the pertinent facts, are explained fully
in my message with respect to S. 764.

For these reasons, I am constrained to
withhold approval from S. 7656. However,
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as I stated with respect to S. 764, I would
approve & bill which removed these
objections.
HarrY S. TRUMAN.
TrE WHITE HOUSE, June 21, 1950.

LAMM LUMBER CO.—VETO MESSAGE
(8. DOC. NO. 191)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which
was read, and, with the accompanying
bill, referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate of the United States:

I return herewith, without my ap-
proval, the enrolled bill (S. 766) to con-
fer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims
to hear, determine, and render judgment
upon the claim of the Lamm Lumber Co.

The provisions of this enrolled bill are
the same, except with respect to the
identity of the claimant, as those of S.
764, a measure which I am also return-
ing without my approval. The circum-
stances upon which the claim is predi-
cated are also the same, in all essential
particulars, as those presented in con-
nection with 8. 764, although there is
some variation, of course, in the amounts
and other details of the transactions
involved.

The instant bill, like S. 764, is subject
to two basic objections: It would require
the Klamath Tribe of Indians to make
full reimbursement of any judgment
awarded by the Court of Claims, despite
the fact that only a portion of the money
the claimant is seeking to recover was
deposited to the credit of the tribe; and
it fails to provide adequately for con-
sideration by the Court of Claims of
equities in favor of the United States or
the Klamath Tribe which might estop
the claimant from contesting the validity
of actions taken in reliance on its own
course of conduct, or which might give
rise to counter claims on the part of the
United States or the tribe that could be
set off against the amount of the claim.
Both of these objections, together with
the pertinent facts, are explained fully in
my message with respect to S. T764.

For these reasons, I am constrained to
withhold approval from S. 766.

However, as I stated with respect to
8. 7€4, I would approve a bill which re-
moved these objections.

Harry S. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 21, 1950.

DAVIS GROCERY CO.—VETO MESSAGE
(8. DOC. NO. 192)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which
was read, and, with the accompanying
bill, referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate:

I am returning herewith, without my
approval, S. 2339 for the relief of the
Davis Grocery Co., of Oneida, Tenn.

The bill would authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Treasury to pay to the
Davis Grocery Co., of Oneida, Tenn., the
sum of $5,184.26, allegedly representing
the amount of a meat subsidy due it as a
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class 2 meat slaughterer for the period
1943 through 1946.

In connection with its responsibilities
for administration of the meat-subsidy
program as part of the over-all price-
control struecture established during the
recent war, the Reconsfruction Finance
Corporation promulgated certain admin-
istrative regulations, one of which di-
rected that subsidy claims be filed with-
in 1 month of the close of the monthly
accounting period covered by the claim.
Although apparently entitled to subsidy
benefits, the claimant not only failed to
file claims in accordance with this reg-
ulation but did not file any claim until
after the date on which the entire meat-
subsidy program was terminated, despite
the fact that before such date it was
specifically supplied by Federal authori-
ties with certain information relating to
the payment of subsidies, including the
time limitations within which claims
had to be filed.

The present bill is objectionable on
two grounds: First, the award which this
measure proposes to pay the claimant
appears to be execessive. The sum was
apparently computed by the claimant at
the rate of 4 cents per pound subsidy on
a stated total number of pounds of
dressed meat purchased, Significantly,
however, the maximum rate of subsidy,
which prevailed only during the final
year of the program, payable to slaugh-
terers ranged from less than 1 cent per
pound on sheep to 3 cents per pound on
top-grade cattle calculated on the weight
of live animals actually slaughtered.
The record discloses not only that the
claimant slaughtered other animals be-
side cattle but also that the nature of
its operations was such as to make it
highly improbable that it would ever be
eligible for payment at the maximum
rate. Thus, it seems clear that the pro-
posed award has been computed at an
excessive rate on an improper basis and,
entirely apart from any other consiarra-
tions, is in excess of the amount to
which the claimant would have been en-
titled if it had filed timely claims as re-
quired by the aforementioned regulation.

Second, there appears to be no sound
reason for singling this claimant out for
special treatment. The time-of-filing re-
quirement of the RFC regulation was
essential to effective and equitable ad-
ministration of the meat subsidy pro-
gram. It would have been impossible to
have administered this exceedingly com-
plex and extensive program involving
scores of thousands of claims without
time limitations on the filing of such
claims. In addition, it was necessary
that there be contemporary serutiny of
subsidy claims by both the OPA and the
RFC in order to assure proper adminis-
tration of the subsidy program as an
integrated part of the price stabilization
structure. The approval of claims such
as the instant one, except under excep-
tional circumstances not evident here,
filed after the termination of the pro-
gram under which they were authorized
and long after the occurrence of facts
upon which they are based, would give
an unfair advantage to this claimant over
other claimants, large and small, who
filed their claims during the active period
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of price control and of subsidy investiga-
tions and enforcement.

For the foregoing reasons, I am com-
pelled to withhold my approval from this
measure.

Harry S. TRUMAN.

TueE WHITE Housk, June 21, 1950.

REPORT OF PANAMA RAILROAD COM-
PANY—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which was
read, and, with the accompanying report,
referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the One Hun-~
dredth Annual Report of the Board of
Directors of the Panama Railroad Com-
pany for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1949.

HARRY S. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HoUsE, June 21, 1950.

SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE, DISPLACED
PERSONS COMMISSION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting
a supplemental estimate of appropria-
tion, amounting to $8,800,000, for the
Displaced Persons Commission, fiscal
year 1951, in the form of an amendment
to the budget, which, with the accom-
panying paper, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to
be printed.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 27—RESOLU-
TION OF WISCONSIN STATE DENTAL
SOCIETY

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was glad
to receive this morning from Dr. M. E.
Johnson, chairman of the legislative
committee of the Wisconsin State Dental
Society, an important communication
presenting the views of his distinguished
organization in opposition to Reorgani-
zation Plan No. 27, I personally opposed
the previous scheme which would have
prepared the way for socialized medicine,
a scheme which has now been dresssd up
with a few minor variations as plan
No. 27.

It is obvious that none of us like to
oppose a reorganization plan as such
but we are determined to expose the real
reasons behind this phony plan. We
want genuine Government reorganiza-
tion which will achieve economy and
which will not result in any damaging
of the American system of private enter-
prise or the American system of private
medicine which has contributed to our
magnificent health standards.

I ask unanimous consent that Dr.
Johnson’s letter be printed in the body
of the Recorp at this point, and appro-
priately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
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ments and ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:
WisconNsmw STaTE DENTAL SOCIETY,
Milwaulkee, Wis., June 16, 1950.
The Honorable ALEXANDER WILEY,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SEwATOR WILEY: The dental profes-
sion in the State of Wisconsin is sincerely
concerned about the proposed Reorganiza-
tion Flen No. 27,

The plan, as you know, sets up a Cabinet
department to deal with health affairs, which
would be headed by a layman. It has always
been our firm belief that a Cabinet depart-
ment dealing with matters of health and only
matters of health should be established and
that this department should rightfully be
administered by members of the health pro-
fessions. Further, Reorganization Plan No. 27
would elevate to Cabinet status an agency
of the Federal Government around which is
built the compulsory health-insurance plan,
thus enhancing the prestige of an agency
sponsoring a program which is to the detri-
ment of the public interest.

We are most grateful for the consideration
that you have given to our views in the past,
and do trust that you will do everything in
your power to see that Reorganization Plan
27 is defeated.

Sincerely yours,
M, E. JoENSON,
Chairman, Legislative Commitiee,

RESURVEY OF WOLF RIVER, WIS.—
RESOLUTIONS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the sports-
men of Wisconsin are tremendously dis-
turbed by the continued attempts of cer-
tain Government agencies to construct
unnecessary dams all over creation to
destroy magnificent natural fish and
game habitats. A particular sore spot
with the sportsmen of my State relates
to the proposed resurvey by the Corps
of Engineers of the Wolf River.

Wisconsin is, in my judgment, one of
the most conservation- and sports-
minded States in the Union, if not the
most intensely interested. Last year over
434,000 game-hunting permits were sold
to Wisconsin sportsmen, the highest total
on record. Moreover, there are about
twice as many licensed local fishermen
in Wisconsin as there are even hunters,
The magnificent sports facilities of my
State have contributed to these impres-
sive statistics.

Now, Mr, President, I have in my hand
a letter received today from the acting
director of the Wisconsin Conservation
Department, H. T. J. Cramer. The letter
conveyed two splendid resolutions from
the Wisconsin Conservation Commission
and the Wisconsin Conservation Con-
gress opposing the ruining of sporting
facilities on the Wolf River by any un-
necessary engineering construction., The
director of the Wisconsin Conservation
Department is Ernest Swift. G. E.
Sprecher is another assistant director.
These men, as well as Edward Schne-
berger, W. F. Grimmer, C. L. Harrington,
F. G. Wilson, Neal Lemay, and George
S. Hadland, have devoted lifetimes to
State conservation problems. I know
that their viewpoint as well as the views
of the conservation commission itself and
the conservation congress will be of in-
terest to my colleagues, so I ask unani-
mous consent that therc be printed at
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this point in the Recorp the text of the
two resolutions which I received, and that
they be appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were referred to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

RESOLUTION PASSED BY WISCONSIN CONSERVA-
TIoN CoMMIssioN JUNE 0, 1950

Whereas under date of November b, 1931,
the United States Engineer Office at Mil-
waukee, Wis., submitted to the Chief of En-
gineers a report on a survey of the Wolf
River, this survey having been conducted
for the purpose of establishing the need for
improvements on this stream in the interest
of navigation, flood control and power pro-
duction, and of determining the advisability
and feasibility of creating several reservoirs
on the upper reaches of the river; and

Whereas the Chief of Engineers and the
Board of Engineers for Rivers nad Harbors
then decided that the suggested improve-
ments were clearly not practicable and not
Justified; and

Whereas the Wisconsin Consgervation Com-
mission 1s of the opinion that the facts pre-
Jjudicial to the contemplated river improve-
ments as established by the previous survey
have not been eliminated or undergone any
significant changes; and

Whereas technical experts of the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Wis-
consin Conservation Department have ex-
pressed the opinion that the construction
of reservoirs on the Upper Wolf River woull
destroy a considerable area of Wisconsin's
trout waters, both in the main stream and
the major tributaries, that extensive game
habitat in one of the most important hunt-
ing and trapping sections of Wisconsin and
rare scenic and esthetic values would be
eliminated: Be it therefore

Resolved, That the Wisconsin Conserva-
tion Commission go on record as being op=-
posed (a) to the proposed survey of the
Wolf River as an unnecessary duplication of
effort; and (b) to the contemplated improve-
ments, especially the construction of reser-
voirs on the Upper Wolf River as being of
only minor value in flood control and as
excessively damaging or destructive to fish
and wildlife, and scenic and esthetic values.

RESOLUTION PASSED BY WISCONSIN CONSERVA=-
TION CONGRESS JUNE 6, 1950

Whereas the past half century has seen a
rapid growth in the utilization of our water-
power resources to a point where there is
very little remaining wilderness of white
water Jeft in the State that is avallable as a
recreational or scenic beauty attraction;
and

Whereas by reason of the fact that so little
of this type of water remains unspoiled in
the State, makes the remaining water of far
greater value than it was in former days;
and

Whereas current plans by power develop-
ments and by the Federal Government to
place dams on the Wolf and Namekagon
Rivers again have centered attention on the
problems of production of power versus
scenic beauty and recreational facllities:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the conservation congress
in convention assembled, does hereby recom-
mend that in the future greater emphasis be
placed by the legislature, Federal agencies,
and public service commission and the con-
servation commission on the value of natural
scenic beauty and recreational values in
determining policy concerning the granting
of water-power development where such de-
velopment would tend to impair the few re=-
malning fast-moving waters in the State.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. FREAR, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia:

H.R,4788. A bill to provide for a mutual-
ald plan for fire protection by and for the
District of Columbia and certain adjacent
communities in Maryland and Virginia, and
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept.
No. 1850).

By Mr. NEELY, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia:

£.8776. A bill to amend and extend the
provisions of the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Rent Act, as amended; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1854).

By Mr. McEKELLAR, from the Committee
on Appropriations:

H. R. 8567. A bill making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept.
No. 1851),

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs:

8.3584. A bill to amend the act of June
9, 1906 (34 Stat. 227), entitled “An act grant-
ing land to the city of Albuquerque for public
purposes"; without amendment (Rept. No.
18562).

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

H. R.6984. A bill for the relief of Earen R.
McAndrews; without amendment (Rept. No.
1855).

AMENDMENT OF MUTUAL DEFENSE AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1949—REFPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, from
the Committees on Foreign Relations and
Armed Services, jointly, I report favor-
ably, without amendment, an original
bill (S. 3809) to amend the Mutual
Defense Assistance Act of 1949, and I
submit a report (No. 1853) thereon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and the bill will be placed
on the calendar.

The bill (S. 3809) was read twice by
its title and placed on the calendar.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. EERR (for Mr. TeoMAs of Okla-
homa) :

5.3804. A bill for the relief of Chimako
Watanabe; to the Committee on the Ju=-
diciary.

Br Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado:

8. 3805. A bill to exempt veterans of World
War II from section 404 (b) and (c) of the
Nationality Act of 1940, relating to loss of
nationality by residence abroad; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TYDINGS (by request) :

B.8806. A bill to authorize the detail of
officers of the Armed Forces to any duty or
position with the Department of Commerce
in connection with the work of promoting
civil aviation; and

£.3807. A bill to authorize the President to
appoint Col, Henry A. Byroade as Director of
the Bureau of German Affairs, Department of
State, without aflecting his military status
and perquisites; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. CORDON:

B. 3808, A bill authorizing the Secretary of
the Interior to convey to the city of Klamath
Falls, Oreg., all right, title, and interest of
the United States of America in certain lands
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in Elamath County, Oreg., and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interlor and In-
sular Affairs.

(Mr. CONNALLY, frqm the Committee on
Foreign Relations and Armed Services joint-
ly, reported an original bill (S. 3808) to
amend the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of
1949, which was ordered to be placed on the
calendar, and appears under a separate
heading.)

By Mr. WILEY:

5.3810. A bill for the relief of Mark G.
Rushmann; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary,

EXTENSION OF RENT CONTROL FOR THE
DISTRICT—AMENDMENT

Mr. CAIN submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill
(8. 3776) to amend and extend the pro-
visions of the District of Columbia Emer-
gency Rent Act, as amended, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

AMENDMENT OF MUTUAL DEFENSE AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1940—AMENDMENT

Mr. LODGE submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the bill
(S. 3809) to amend the Mutual Defense
Assistance Act of 1949, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

HOUSE EBILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their ftitles, and referred, as
indicated:

H.R.3406. An act for the relief of Ellen
Fullard-Leo;
H.R. 4836. An act for the relief of Xylda

‘L. Driver;

H.R.5110. An act for the relief of Janos
(John) Treber and Mrs, Eatalin (Eatherine)
Treber;

H.R.5782, An act for the relief of Mrs,
Vera Raupe;

H.R.6287. An act for the relief of Dr.
George Alexandros Chronakis;

H.R.6363. An act conferring jurisdiction
on the United States District Court for the
Middle District of North Carolina to hear, de-
termine, and render judgment upon certain
claims of the Patuxent Development Co.,
Inc.;

H.R. 6709. An
Howard Russell;

H. R. 6850, An act for the relief of Lt. Col.

act for the relief of Ed

'F. A. Ferguson;

H.R.7071. An act for the relief of Mrs.,
Masa Iyoki;

H.R.7079. An act for the relief of Mrs. Gin
Shibasaki Okafuji;

H.R. 7204. An act for the rellef of Maria
Cristina D'Angelo;

H. R.7228. An act for the relief of Kazuko
Eamada,;

H.R.7414. An act for the relief of Teresa
Gentile and Galliano Gentile;

H. R.7783. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Donald Rafter;

H.R.T7815. An act for the relief of John
Yee Horn;

H.R. 7820, An act for the relief of Eeiko
Uchida Doane and her minor child;

H.R.T7970. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Regina Anderson and her minor child;

H.R.8183. An act for the rellef of Asako
Tsuchida;

H.R.8289, An act for the relief of Yee
Balche Yee;

H. R, 8361. An act for the relief of Toshiko
Murai;

H.R.8381, An act for the relief of Mrs,
Joseph C. Grant;

H.R. 8440, An act for the relief of Noae
Eawashima;
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H.R.8451, An act for the relief of Yoshie
Nozawa;

H. R. 8500. An act for the relief of Hatsuko
Torikai;

H.R. 8581. An act for the relief of Yasuko
Higuchi Thomson;

H. R.8583. An act for the relief of Hisako
Shimizu;

H. R.B655. An act for the relief of Toshiko
Eikyo and Francis Kikyo;

H. R. 8600. An act for the rellef of Yuriko
Aoyama; and

H. R. 8722. An act for the relief of Jun Hin
Lum; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 4065. An act to provide for the re-
linquishment of mineral reservations in the
land patent of Thomas Stephens;

H. R. 6221. An act to authorize the sale of
certain public lands in Alaska to the This-
Side-of-Heaven Children's Home for use as a
children's home;

H.R. 6964, An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to issue a patent in fee to
Josephine Stevens Goering;

H. R, 7T753. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to sell certain land on the
Chena River to the Tanana Valley Sports-
men's Association, of Fairbanks, Alaska; and

H.R.7916. An act to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Interior to execute an
oil and gas lease on a certain tract of land
in Park County, Wyo.; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

H.R.7873. An act to authorize construc-
tion of buildings for the BEureau of Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance, and for other pur=
poses; to the Committee on Public Works,

MEMORTAL ADDRESS BY THE REVEREND
ARTHUR J. RILEY, HISTORIAN OF THE
KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS

[Mr. McMAHON asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an address en-
titled “Worthy Tribute to Blessed Memories,”
dellvered by the Reverend Arthur J. Riley,
historian of the Knights of Columbus, at
Memorial Day observances held in New
Haven, Conn., which appears in the Ap=-
pendix. ]

ATLANTIC CHAIN REACTION—ARTICLE BY
SERVAN SCHREIBER

[Mr. EEFAUVER asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en=-
titled "Allantic Chain Reaction,” written by
SBervan Schreiber, and published in the New
York Herald Tribune of June 11, 1950, which
appears in the Appendix.]

APPLE GROWERS SHUN GOVERNMENT
SUPPORT

[Mr. BYRD asked and obtained leave to
have printed In the Recorp an article re-
garding the attitude of apple growers toward
Government support, which appears in the
Appendix. ]

COMMUNISM AND SOCIALISM—ADDRESS
BY E. C. COLEMAN

[Mr. BYRD asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the Recorp an address on
socialism and communism delivered by E. C.
Coleman, Grand Master of the Grand Lodge
of Masons of Tennessee, in Memphis, Tenn.,
on May 10, 1950, as reported in the Nashville
Banner, which appears in the Appendix.]

AMERICAN POLICY IN GERMANY—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR HENDRICKSON

[Mr. GILLETTE asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Rrcorp an address on
SBenate Resolution 260, delivered by Senator
HenprIcESON at the annual convention ban-
quet of the Department of New Jersey, Jew-
i1sh War Veterans of the United States, at
Asbury Park, June 17, 1950, which appears
in the Appendix.]
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CENSORSHIP OF NEWS—ARTICLE FROM
THE NEW YORK TIMES

[Mr. BENTON asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article on Cen-
sorship of News, published in the New York
Times of June 18, 1950, which appears in the
Appendix.]

THE PRESIDENT’S CIVIL RIGHTS PLAN—
ARTICLE FROM GREENSBORO DAILY
NEWS

[Mr. HOEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an article en=
titled, “Successful Fayetteville Negro Leader
Opposes President’s Civil Rights Plan,"” writ-
ten by Jack Crosswell, and published in the
Greensboro (N. C.) Daily News, June 18, 1950,
which appears in the Appendix.]

SHOWDOWN IN THE PACIFIC—ARTICLE
FROM BARRON’S NATIONAL BUSINESS
AND FINANCIAL WEEELY

[Mr, ENOWLAND asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the Recokp an ar-
ticle entitled, “Showdown in the Paecific,”
published in Barron’s National Business and
Financial Weekly of June 19, 1850, which ap=
pears in the Appendix.]

FULTON LEWIS, JR—ARTICLE BY
CHARLES VAN DEVANDER

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an article rela-
tive to Fulton Lewis, Jr., written by Charles
Van Devander, published in the New York
Post of Wednesday, June 21, 1850, which ap=-
pears in the Appendix.]

POEMS BY FLOYD CHATHAM GENTER

[Mr. IVES asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorRp two poems, one
entitled “Prayer For America,” the other en-
titled “Lest We Regret,” written by Floyd
Chatham Genter, of Schenectady, N. Y.,
which appear in the Appendix.]

UNESCO CONFERENCE AT FLORENCE,
ITALY

Mr. BENTON. Mr. President, yester-
day I saw the President to report briefly
to him on my recent trip to Italy. I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the body
of the REcorp the statement I gave the
press at the White House following my
interview with the President. I hope
this quick summary will serve as an ade-
quate report to the Senate as well. My
observations on the UNESCO Confer-
ence, which concluded last Saturday at
Florence, should be considered, of course,
in conjunction with my speech to the
general conference in Florence, which is
to ke found on page A4431 of the Ap-
pendix of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BENTON

I reported to the President on the UNESCO
Conference at Florence to which he ap-
pointed me, along with Mrs. SmiTe of Maine,
as a congressional adviser to the United
States delegation. I told him that I felt I
spoke for both Mrs. SmiTH and me in report-
ing that the United States delegation had
performed admirably. Under the chairman-
ship of Mr. Howland Sargeant, of the State
Department, it had pressed aggressively for
a rigorous elimination of many projects to
achieve concentration on the mcst impor-
tant, Unbappily, there are far toco many
that are trivial. I fear that this is inevitable
when such responsibility for the prozram is
left to a general conference of 59 nations,

I told the President that it is my feela
Ing boeed on 5 years' experience with
UNESCO that greater power should be put
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in the hands of the Director General, who
must be held strictly responsible, and that
roles of the executive board and the general
conference should be reexamined and re=
vamped. Our delegation at Florence pro-
posed that UNESCO should hold a general
conference only once every 2 years hereafter,
and this is an important reform which in
itself necessitates a reorganization, includ-
ing placing more responsibility in the hands
of the Director General.

I gave the President the background of
my own speech in Florence in which I called
upon the delegates for a rededication to first
prineiples. Unhappily, too many of the in-
tellectuals and scholars at the UNESCO Con-
ferences feel that education, science, and
culture are ends in themselves rather than
means for the attainment of UNESCO's ob-
jectives. In this speech I asked for the de-
velopment of a UNESCO program which
would eliminate the minor and diffuse prcj-
ects and I suggested that every project be
judged strictly by the relative potential im-
portance of its contribution to peace.

I told the President that I urged upon
UNESCO an active role in world polities,
including facing up to the great and titanic
struggle in which the world is now engaged—
a struggle for the minds and hearts of man-
kind which goes straight to the center of
UNESCO's reason for existence.” This strug-
gle is a moral and an educational struggle
far more than it is a contest of military and
economic potentials. (I left with the Pres-
ident the full text of my speech—to be found
on p. A4431 of the Appendix of the CoNGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.)

I further told the President that at the
Invitation of Mr. Paul Hoffman I had visited
several of the ECA projects in Italy and
Sicily. I deseribed to him Italy's amazing
recovery, which is largely, if not wholly,
attributable to American assistance.. The
£3,000,000,000 which we have poured into
Italy since the war is a record unparalleled
in all history in the relationship hetween
a victorious power and a conquered one,
The present ECA program, in my opinien,
accounts for the fact that the growth of
communism has been arrested in Italy. In
Florence 65 percent of the vote in the last
election was Communist, and in Milan,
which I also visited, it was over 50 percent.
The largest confederation of labor unions,
with more than 8,600,000 members, is wholly
controlled by the Communists, with Com-
munist-trained in every key post.

Against this formidable infiltration, Prime
Minister de Gasperl, with whom I dined
while in Rome, has formed a successful gov-
ernment which has brought stability and
economic progress. The Italian people are
hard working and skillful. I spoke to the
American Chamber of Commerce in Rome and
told them we know the Italians well in Con-
necticut, where there are over 75,000 who
were born in Italy, and we know them to be
enterprising and self-reliant. I called the
communism of Italy the communism of the
empty belly and I attributed it in part to
the fact that capitalism has never worked
successfully. I plead with these business-
men to give the long-suffering people of Italy
the chance which the United States wants
to give them. In view of the tragic back-
ground—the more than 20 years of fascism,
the entrenched business monopolies which
charge too much and give too little, the age-
long necd for land reform, with something
like one-third of all the land in the hands
of a small number of rich families—and
finally in view of the great need for tax re-
form so that the rich will carry a much big-
ger percentage of the taxes than at present—
and the poor get the relief they deserve—
in view of these needs, with which Premier
de Gasperl and his cabinet are wrestling,
the progress of Italy is remarkable and seems
to me a great tribute to the success of our
foreign policy In western Europe.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill
(S. 3181) to extend the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 4895) to
permit the prospecting, development,
mining, removal, and utilization of the
mineral resources within the Superior
National Forest, Minnesota, and for
other purposes. 3

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H. R, 6567) to increase the borrowing
power of Commodity Credit Corporation.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bhill
(H. R. 8198) to provide for the organi-
zation of the Army and the Department |
of the Army, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

H.R.1082. An act conferring jurisdiction
upon the United States District Court for
the Southern District of New York to hear,
determine, and render judgment upon s
claim of the Bunker Hill Development Corp.;

H. R. 2230. An act for the relief of Arthur
S. Horner, Leah B. Horner, and Maude Brewer,
doing business as the A, S. Horner Construc=
tion Co.;

H.R.2803. An act for the rellef of Albert
J. Peterson;

H.R.3264. An act for the relief of Iva
Gavin;

H.R.4371. An act for the relief of Shiro
Takemura;

H.R. 4692. An act to provide for the ex-
tension of the term of certain patents of
persons who served in the military or naval
forces of the United States during World
War II;

H.R.5019. An act for the relief of Fella H.
Holbrook;

H.R.5682. An act for the relief of William
T. Orton;

H.R. 5846. An act for the relief of Mrs. Lil-
lian Coolidge;

H. R. 6691. An act for the relief of Paul D.
Banning, Chief Disbursing Officer, Treasury
Department, and for other purposes; and

H.R.€934. An act for the relief of E. H.
Corrigan.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT
OF 1948

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of the House bill 6826, Calendar
No. 1789.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will state the bill by title.

The LEcIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
6826) to provide for the common defense
through the registration and classifica-
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tion of certain male persons, and for
other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sena-
tor from Illinois. 4

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (H,
R. 6826) to provide for the common de-
fense through the registration and classi-
fication of certain male persons, and for
other purposes, which had been reported
from the Committee on Armed Services
with an amendment to strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert:

That subsection (b) of section 17 of the
Selective Service Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 604)
is hereby amended by striking out the words
“second anniversary” and substituting there-
for the words “fifth anniversary.”

Sec. 2. The Selective Bervice Act of 1948
is hereby amended by inserting after section
20 the following new section:

“Eec. 21. (a) Any person who registers as
required by the terms of this title, and any
pereon who hereafter voluntarily enlists in
the armed forces of the United States, shall
be afforded an opportunity to state in writ-
ing over his signature whether he has a pref-
erence to serve only in a unit all of the
enlisted personnel of which are of his own
race. Buch opportunity shall be afforded at
the time of registration in the case of those
registering under the requirements of this
title, or upon enlistment in the case of those
who hereafter enlist in the armed forces of
the United States. Any such person who
expresses such preference shall ‘thereafter
be assigned only to units of a type consistent
with his preference. The right to express
and the effect of expressing any such prefer-
ence shall be clearly explained to each per=-
son who hereafter registers under this title,
or enlists in the armed forces of the United
States. As used in this section the term
‘unit' means a group of persons serving in
the armed forces who (1) share the same
housing, messing, or sanitary facllities, or
(2) participate jointly in recreational or so-
cial activities. For the purposes of this sub-
section an individual’s race shall be deter-
mined in accordance with the more detailed
classification as to race used by the Bureau
of the Census in connection with the taking
and preparation of statistics of the Sixteenth
Census of the United States. Nothing in this
subsection shall be deemed to preclude the
assignment of any individual who belongs to
& race comprising less than 1 percent of the
population of the United States to units con-
taining enlisted personnel of the most nu-
merous race in the United States, if the Sec-
retary of the armed force concerned has
determined that it is impracticable to organ-
ize units all of the enlisted personnel of
which are of such individual’'s race.

“(b) Any commissioned officer of the
armed forces who knowingly and willfully
denies to any person his right to express a
preference upon enlistment as provided by
subsection (a) or assigns any person after
enlistment or induction to any unit in vio-
lation of the provisions of such subsection
shall be guilty of conduct unbecoming an
officer and a gentleman and shall be subject
to trial and punishment under the appro-
priate article of war, article for the govern-
ment of the Navy, or article of the Uniform
Code of Military Justice.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
has before it House bill 6826, with one
amendment, which is a complete substi-
tute for the text of the bill as passed by
the House of Representatives,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I call up
an amendment offered by myself, the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mryers], the Senator from New York
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[Mr. Leamax], and other Senators; and
I ask that the amendment be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amend-
ment will be stated.

The LecisLATivE CLERK. On page 3,
beginning with line 18, it is proposed to
strike out down to and including line 16
on page 5.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois, offered for
himself and other Senators.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do
not know in what order it is intended to
have amendments considered. I had
assumed that perhaps the chairman of
a committee would decide to make a
statement with respect to the over-all
provisions of the bill.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct; that
is what I intend to do, now that the bill
has been made the unfinished business.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Presidenf, that was
my only reason for offering the amend-
ment at this time, namely, to give the
Senator from Maryland an opportunity
to make an over-all statement regarding
the bill., The amendment will be dis-
posed of later.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the .

bill now before the Senate contains a
provision which is somewhat controver-
sial. To it, the Senator from Illinois has
just submitted an amendment. My re-
marks will be addressed rather to the
general purpose of the bill than fo any
specific provision of it.

The Draft Act, or the Sclective Serv-
ice Act, will expire, I think, on the 24th
of June. If we do not take some action
on or before that date in reference to
the Selective Service Act, there will be
no Selective Service Act on the statute
hooks; it will be nullified, it will no longer
be a part of the preparedness machinery
of the country. The draft boards are
now in being. They have files showing
the men who have registered, and who
are required under the law to register for
call in the event of an emergency. If
the law shall expire, these records in
each precinct and community through-
out America will no longer be valuable,
and they are likely to be destroyed. The
draft boards, who are familiar with the
personnel equation in each precinet and
community of America, will go out of
business, and we shall be absolutely
without any machinery in being, in case
of an emergency, to supply men to the
Army, Navy, and Air Force.

It is not proposed by the extension of
the Selective Service Act to put the Act
into effect. It is not in effect now. We
are not drafting men or women to serve
in the Armed Forces, and the extension
of the act is not for the purpose of using
it to draft persons into the armed serv-
ices. It is simply to have it on the books,
to have the boards in being, to have the
registration files in being, and to have
everything in readiness, so that in case
it becomes necessary to increase rapidly
our Army and our Navy or our Air Force,
then the machinery will be there, and it
can be put into operation immediately.

If this is not done, I am advised by
General Hershey, who is in charge of
Selective Service, General Bradley, Gen-
eral Collins and others who testified be-
fore the committee, that four precious
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months will be lost in case of an emer-
gency, because a new act will have to be
passed, new boards will have to be
created, new registrations will have to
take place, new sifting will have to be
made, and, in the case of an emergency
4 precious months will have been lost.

The sole purpose of extending the act
is to prevent that contingency from
happening. It is not the purpose in ex-
tending the act to use it to fill up the
ranks of the Armed Services, because it
is not expected that that will be neces-
sary. The sole purposc is to have it
ready in case of some emergency, should
the Congress not be in session, or should
it be in session, so that the machinery is
available. I prefer to liken it to an au-
tomobile of which the engine is running,
and the car is not moving, but every-
thing is ready to go ahead. One does not
put the automobile into gear and send it
down the roadway unless he feels that it
is necessary. The engine is turning over,
the gas and oil are there, the ignition is
operating, and, if it is necessary, all one
has to do is to throw the car into gear
and it moves off. So it is with the
Selective Service Act. It is not intended
that it shall be put into operation. It
is not in operatiomr now. It has not been
in operation for months and years; but
it is there, just as everything else is, in
our preparedness program, to take care
of an emergency which might arise.

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

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Is it not also
true, in the words of General Bradley,
that the existence of this act makes it
possible for us to have a smaller number
of persons in our Regular armed services
today?

Mr. TYDINGS. Thatistrue. Ithank
the Senator for giving me that thought,
and I am going to take the liberty of en-
larging upon it a little. The psychologi-
cal effect of the selective-service law is
this: The very fact that it is on the stat-
ute book induces a great many men to
volunteer for military service who per-
haps would not do so if the act were not
on the books. Therefore, it has not been
necessary to use the draft act, because
the voluntary enlistments, impelled by
the thought that it can be used in an
emergency, have been sufficient to pro-
duce a sufficient volume of recruits on
an enlistment basis so that we have not
had to use draftees to fill up the ranks
of the armed services.

Here is the great danger of not extend-
ing the Selective Service Act: If it is not
extended, not only will there go out of
being in all the communities throughout
America the draft boards who are trained
and who know the work and who know
the personnel equation in every precinct
and community; not only will the regis-
tration of new recruits stop, so that we
shall not have any records for the future;
not only will the lists now in being; the
appropriately numbered and allocated,
cease to exist; not only will all of those
things happen, but if we do not extend
selective service, and the propulsion
which it now puts on those who might
be called to enlist voluntarily without
being drafted ceases to exist, the danger
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is that in that contingency we are likely
to have the numerical strength of our
Army, Navy, and Air Force gradually de-
creased to a point where we shall have
to have compulsory selective service.

I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts and the Senator from Washington,
who are present on the floor and who
serve on the Armed Services Committee
with me, will recall that when the ques-
tion was asked the proper authorities,
if we did not extend this act, what would
be likely to happen, the fear was ex-
pressed that if that act were not on,the
books the Congress would have to come
back within a very few months to pass
a compulsory Selective Service Act, un-
der which we would really start drafting
again, in order to keep the ranks of the
military forces sufficiently filled during
this period of international tension and
emergency. So if anyone feels that by
defeating the extension of the Selective
Service Acit there will be less need for the
use of the selective service as an instru-
mentality for filling the Military Estab-
lishment ranks, he is wrong. If the Se-
lective Service Act is not extended, the
pradiction by all the military authorities
iz, and the experience tables show, that
there will not be sufficient voluatary en-
listments, without selective service in the
background, to give us the minimum
number of men we require. We shall
then, in this period of world tension, have
to have compulsory draft in order to get
the men we must have 235 a precaution
for our own safety and defense.

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

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator has re-
ferred indirectly to the fact I am about
to mention. It iz my understanding
that 10,000,000 registrations under the
present act will become void in the event
the present Selective Service Act is not
continued.

Mr. TYDINGS. That 1is correct.
Consider the magnitude of the task.

Mr, LUCAS. 1 should like to have the
Senator elaborate upon that phase of
it, because it seems to me it is one of the
riost important features of the entire
selective-service program, so far as con-
tinuation is conecerned, for, as the Sen-
ator has said, if we were compelled to
pass another law in a great emergency
which might arise at any moment, all
the work which has been done in the
past few years under the present act
would be lost. We would have to do it
all over again. It seems to me that is
one of the most vital things in connec-
tion with the matter. It would cause
confusion and would create chaos. It
seems to me the crisis is almost here if
we do not act promptly.

Mr. TYDINGS. I shall not go into all
the details, but I should like to skele-
tonize slightly the effect. First of all,
we would have to have a new act even-
tually. In the meantime, we would have
no Director of Selective Service; in the
meantime, 3,600 selective-service boards
in the various communities of the coun-
try would cease to exist; in the mean=-
time, 10,000,000 registrants, who -have
already registered and whose records are
all complete, signed up, and temporarily
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allocated and given a number so as to be
available in case of emergency, would
have gone for naught. If we do not ex-
tend the act, and we have to extend it
later on, it will take four precious
months to recapture the lost ground.
When we repass it we shall have to have
another Director of Selective Service.
His staff will have to be established all
over again. We shall have to reconsti-
tute 3,600 selective-service boards——

Mr. LUCAS. Does not the Senator
mean 36,0007

Mr., TYDINGS. There are 3,600
boards and there are 37,000 noncom-
pensated persons who are now giving
their time and their service to make the
organization an efiicient and function-
ing stand-by piece of machinery for our
safety and national defense. All of that
would go out of existence if the act
should not be extended.

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

Mr, TYDINGS. I yield. .

Mr. LUCAS. I have one more obser-
vation on the very important peint which
the Senator is diseussing. As I under-
stand, there are 54 State and territorial
directors whose positions would also ter-
minate.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is correct. We
do not now realize what took place when
the act was first passed. It has been
modified and changed slightly, but bas-
ically it has gone all the way through
since before the beginning of the war
down to today. When we first passed it
there was a period of 4 or 5 or 6 months
after it was passed in which it was nec-
essary to create the boards, to assemble
the machinery, make it function, and
have the young men registered. We have
accepted it. Now that we have gotten
away from the actual fighting part of the
war we accept it as if it is something
which can be done easily. Itisa gigantic
undertaking. It involves many thou-
sands of employees, both paid and un-
paid; it involves every community in the
Nation. But over and above everything
else that gives me concern is the fact
that the tables of enlistment now show
there is a gradual decline in the number
of persons voluntarily enlisting. The
Army is 27,000 under its authorized min-
imum strength at this time. One of the
reasons we have been able to keep the
Army up to a reasonable strength is that
a great many young men decided that
maybe it would be necessary to draft
them later on, and they would just as
soon go into the service and have it
behind them. That propulsion, that in-
ducement, has caused thousands of
young men to enlist and render service
to their country so it would be behind
them, the future would be clear, and they
would not be involved in any Selective
Service if it were later to come.

If the draft act—TI prefer to call it the
Selective Service Act—is not extended,
the enlistments, which are already be-
ginning to decline, will decline more pre-
cipitately, they will fall off more vio-
lently, and the net result will be, ac-
cording to the military experts and the
tables of experience, that we shall have
to find some means to get men into the
services in order to bring the services up
again to their minimum requirements,
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I shall be glad to answer any questions
on the subject. I have tried to cover
the philosophy of the bill in a general
way.

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

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr., WATKINS. Let me first make
the observation that I think I voted for
the Selective Service Act in the first
place, or at least for the extension of
it when it was before the Eightieth Con-
gress. I have not heard the Senator
explain just how the machine will be
set up with gasoline in it and all ready
to go. Who will start it? Who will have
authority to put it into operation again?

Mr. TYDINGS. It will be the same
machine covered by the amendment for
which the Senator voted in the Eight-
ieth Congress. We are to extend an
existing law without changing the ex-~
isting law.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
realize that many changes have been
made in our position before the world
since the time the Eightieth Congress
voted for an extension of the aet?

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes, but I cannot say
that the danger has lessened. The sit-
uation in the Orient, in the eyes of many
persons, has bescome more dangerous.
There is a big threat of communism in
China and a threat of it in southern
Asia.. I should like also to point out to
the able Senator that since we extended
the act, the Marshall plan has been in
operation, together with the arms im-
plementation program and the North
Atlantic Security Pact, so that we have
commitments which we did not have
when we extended the act 3 years ago.

I appreciate the Senator’'s point of
view, but I cannot see that we are well
on the roadway to peace. I wish to
heaven we were. We are in the position
of a man who feels that his house is
not so likely to burn down as it was
3 years ago, but does not feel he
can reduce the insurance on the house
merely because of the little less prob-
ability that it will catch on fire, We
have got to have a few more fire-pre-
vention policies in effect before we can
further reduce the volume of insurance
we are carrying on the house which we
call the United States of America.

Mr. WATKINS. I may say, if the
Senator will further yield, that I am
not asking these guestions as indicating
in any way that I am opposed to ex-
tension. I am very much interested in
the situation as it will be in the hands
of one man who is to put the machine
in operation again and operate it.

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me say to the
Senator from Utah that I am not in-
sinuating or even taking the assumption
which he himself has suggested as my
own thought; I am simply talking gen-
erally. It is anticipated that Congress
will adjourn some time around the first
of August. It isanticipated that we shall
not be back again until next January.
There is a period of approximately 5
months in which Congress will not be
in session. Not long ago there was a
plane shot down over the Baltie, tak-
ing the lives of 11 or 12 of our gallant
military personnel. There was a little
tension involved, mildly, for a few days,
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It would have been idle, in my judgment,
to have gone to war recklessly, but, nev-
ertheless, that illustrates the point that
events may occur which are not now
within our ken, not now on the horizon,
but which could very quickly change the
whole picture. Therefore, I think we
have to have the lever of the idling
automobile in the hands of someone who
is here. He cannot declare war, but at
least he can start to build up the forces
rather than to await the return of Con-

gress,

Mr., WATKINS. What would be the
objection in the mind of the Senator to
the provision in the House bill—I think
it is section 22—which places the matter
in the hands of Congress to authorize
the President by resolution to go ahead
and put the machinery in operation?

Mr,. TYDINGS. There are several an-
swers to that. One of them is that we
do not want ourselves to declare an
emergency in order to meet an emer-
gency.

Mr, WATKINS, Someone must make
that declaration. Should it be left to
the President, or to the Congress?

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me read what our
staff has drawn up with respect to that
matter. I have not read it carefully.
I think it is a comprehensive statement.
The Senator will take note that the
House adopted two new sections. They
are sections 21 and 22.

The first of these proposed new sections
freezes the induction authority of the Pres-
ident, and requires a declaration of an
emergency by the Congress before inductions
can be resumed.

Mr. WATKINS, The Senator is
speaking of the House version.

Mr., TYDINGS. Yes. It requires a
declaration of an emergency by the Con-
gress before inductions can be resumed.
If we were to be away from Washington
for 5 months, it would take a little while
to reassemble the Congress if it were
called back. In the second place, many
Members would not wish to return if
it were just before a primary election,
or before the general elections. As a
matter of fact, many of our colleagues
are not in the Senate today and have
not been here because they are back
home trying to fix their fences and to
make contact with their people and an-
swer their opponents. After the first of
August that situation will increase in
intensity, rather than diminish, because
all Members of the House of Represen-
tatives are up for reelection, and more
than one-third of the Senate, counting
the vacancies, will be out talking to the
people. To call them back while they
are engaged in election contests is a mat-
ter which is fraught with some little dif-
ficulty.

Mr. WATKINS, What would happen
if an emergency should arise which indi-
cated that Congress would be required
to meet in order to consider a declaration
g.; war? They would have to come back

en,

Mr. TYDINGS. I believe there is a
great deal of difference between coming
back to put selective service machinery
into effect and coming back to declare
war. There is no alternative if the situ-
ation is so serious that we are called upon
to declare war. I hope and pray that
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will not happen. There is no comparison
between that and simply putting the
selective-service machinery into opera-
tion.

Mr. WATEKINS. It seems to me, al-
though I have not heard a very thorough
discussion of the subject and I have not
had an opportunity to acquaint myself
fully with it, that under this proposal
we would be placing a great responsibil-
ity in one man by giving him the au-
thority to put this machinery into op-
eration. There would have to be some
kind of emergency. He would have to
declare some kind of emergency before
he could place it into operation. At the
same time a situation might develop
under which one Atlantic Paet nation
was attacked and that nation would in-
voke article V of the Atlantic Pact, which
would require us to go to war. If that
were to happen Congress would have to
be called back, unless we are to proceed
on the theory that we are at war auto-
matieally if such a thing were to happen.
Under an interpretation of the pact the
President might put us in the war, and
put the draft machinery into operation,
without having Congress called back.

Mr, TYDINGS. The Senator's ques-
tion is a very proper one. The situation
which he deseribed is one which we have
virtually had in operation for the last
1, 2, or 3 years. The President could
have done what the Senator says may be
done in the future. The President could
have done that during the past year.

Mr. WATKINS. But not prior to the
adoption of the Atlantic Pact, which gave
him additional authority.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Atlantic Pact has
been on the books for quite some time.

Mr. WATKINS. Since last fall.

Mr., TYDINGS. I forget the exact
date. At any rate, the President has not
used the machinery. Let me read on,
please.

The Senate position is that they op-
pose a proposal which would require a
declaration of an emergency by the Con-
gress before inductions can be resumed.

We oppose that because we feel that it
strikes at the fundamental purpose of the
law. The law seeks to guarantee to the Na-
tion an armed strength which is large enough
to deter the aggressor's threat. A strength
large enough to cope with situations that are
developing. We seek to cut off the Whit-
sunday riot in Berlin, rather than assemble
here in this Senate chamber after the situa-
tlon has exploded in our faces, and ruefully
go through the business of declaring a na-
tional emergency. In the last analysis, this
portion of the House version actually makes
it necessary to declare an emergency in order
to attempt to prevent one.

The Armed Services Committee has con-
sistently avoided any war-scare tactics in
dealing with this bill.

We look upon this bill, just as we look
upon providing our Army, Navy, and Air
Force with weapons, men, or any other
ordinary routine elements, as important
and necessary to the national defense at
one of the most critical and unpredictable
periods in the history of the human
race. There is not a Senator on this
floor who can look ahead for a month
and reasonably diagnose and ascertain
the portents of the unfolding hour. For
the moment it looks as though national
safety has gotten fairly back on solid
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ground. I see a slight ray of optimism,
although I cannot prove it. It is mere
or less emotional. Because we hava been
inured to so many small scares, and
some large ones, we have lost our sense
of shock and fright. Therefore, in the
absence of some great or large outhreak
of hostilities, most of us are likely to
assume that when some danger threatens
it is going to be merely another minor
crisis.

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

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to finish
this statement. We are about to author-
ize the establishment of a 70-group Air
Force. That does not mean that we
shall buy the additional 16 groups, to in-
crease the number from 54 to 70. It
means that it has been considered by the
Congress. It is what we ought to have.
It is what we would call provisional in-
surance against an emergency. We have
considered it. The bill is in confer-
ence. It will soon be out on the floor.
We are not going to appropriate the
money and build right up to 70 groups,
any more than we are going to throw this
lever into gear and start the draft act
functioning. However, there are certain
precautionary things we must have in the
offing—just in case. I do not know what
may happen in Asia in the next 6 months

cfore Congress reconvenes. I do not
know what will happen in southeast
Asia, or in China. I do not know what
will happen in Iran, which is a small
country that abuts the southern border
of Rusgia and runs down to the great oil
fields of the Middle East.

I do not know what may happen in the
elections which may be held in one place
or another, and whether or not commu-
nism will increase or decrease. I do
know that the most precious thing in ail
Christendom is the strength and vitality
of the United States of America. That
is the keystone in the whole arch of
world civilization and democracy. It is
the hope of millions of people behind the
iron curtain, and the prayer, the fervent
prayer, of millions of men, women, and
children in all the democratic countries
of the earth.

I pray to God we will never have to
use the Selective Service Act again, but
we have not moved down the corridor of
time sufficiently away from World War II
to enable us to say we will never need it
again, or that it can be taken from the
books, or should not be applied quickly
in some possible hour of danger.

My, SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Jonnson of Texas in the chair). Does
the Senator from Maryland yield to the
Senator from Kansas?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr, SCHOEPPEL. I should like to ask
a few questions of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland, in whose ability I
have great confidence, and who has given
much thought and consideration to these
matters.

The Senator has pointed out that we
are in a period of time when we do not
know what is ahead of us. Within a
few short days, certainly not too many
hours hence, we will vote on the exten-
sion of the Draft Act for another period
of years, in order to get the young men
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.of the United States of America, this
great Republic, ready for mobilization
so as to be able to protect this country.
In all seriousness, I wonder if the Senator
has given some consideration to the
question of whether it is not perfectly
proper for us to start mobilizing industry
and labor, and the technical knowledge
we have, and not put the burden on the
young people of America alone, but put
it en the shoulders of other segments of
our great country, and indicate that the
young men and women are not the only
ones who are going to be held in readi-
ness. Are we going to permit million-
aires by the score to be made out of
another world war if it comes? And God
forbid that it come. What is to be our
answer to the young people of the United
Ctates?

' Mr, TYDINGS. Will the Senator per-
mit me to answer?

Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Certainly.

Mr. TYDINGS. No more pertinent
question could be asked on this floor
concerning a major policy in peacetime
than the one posed by the distinguished
Senator from Kansas.

Let me say, in answer, that we have
had before the Senate Committee on
Armed Serviees, not once, but several
times this year, those charged with
formulating a program which will deal
with industry in the same way in which
we deal with human beings, to marshal
it and mobilize it for the defense of the
country in time of war., We have had a
subcommittee working on that for a long
time. We have had the representatives
of the interested Government agencies
before our committee. The ramifica-
tions of the plan we must make for
America in the future to deal with the
situation the Senator from Kansas has
described almost baffle the imagination.
It touches the field of law, it touches the
field of commerce—foreign, interstate,
and domestic—it touches the fields of
finance, it touches the field of taxes, it
touches the field of rationing, it touches
the field of price fixing, it touches the
field of critical materials. Therq are
literally scores of facets to the mobiliza-
tion of the industry of the country on a
basis comparable with the mobilization
of the personnel, if this Nation shall be
confronted with another great world
war.

The reason for that is that our
country was not a battlefield in the last
two great world wars. The first one was
fought in Europe and on the seas. The
second one was fought in Europe and on
the adjacent seas, in Africa, in Asia, and
on the seas around Asia. But my State
and the other States, Kansas, Utah, and
all the other States of the Union,
escaped being battlefields, while most
of the remainder of the earth, in varying
degree, was a battlefield. Our country
was not fought over. Millions of men did
not march back and forth over our land
as they did over France, Belgium, Hol-
land, Germany, Poland, Czechoslovakia,
and Russia. No great fleets of airplanes
came over, in the dead of night or in the
daytime, and let loose thousands of
powerful bombs to destroy the factories,
the homes, the railroads, and the bridges
of our pcople, as happened in many
places in the world.

When we went to bed at night, with
reasonable security in our hearts and
souls, our anxiety was for those who had
gone abroad to take part in the struggle;
but we slept soundly, almost completely
oblivious of the fact that our slumbers
might be broken by the roar of planes
which might snuff out the population of
Baltimore, Topeka, Salt Lake City, New
York, or any other city.

Mr. President, that time has gone. In
the event of another great war, the time
when we could go to sleep without fear
of our own country becoming a battle-
field is in the limbo of forgotten things.
Never again will we have the luxury of
time in which to prepare. We have to be
prepared, or it might be disastrous.

Mr. President, I should like to say to
my able friend from Kansas that we have
had before us the people to whom I have
referred, and with a realization of the
picture I have briefly touched upon, we
urged them to give us their plan, and get
it to us quickly, We have had pre-
liminary discussions of the subject with
those in authority. We have had a sort
of a preview of the plans, so far as they
have gone, and the amount of work done
on them has been tremendous. I myself
had no idea, until they testified before
our committee in executive session, of
the ramifications of what we must do as
respects industry in the event of another
great war. We must all assume, whether
we like it or not, a degree of regimenta-
tion for all our normal business activi-
ties, if another great war comes, similar
to the regimentation to which persons
wearing the uniform of the country are
subjected.

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

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I know the Senate
is fully aware of our responsibility in
that regard, but is it not a fact that in
the last war we had a lag of many
months, almost a year and a half, before
industry came to be at leasi partially
mobilized in the effort to meet its
responsibility? ~

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senafor is cor-
rect about that.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Does not the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maryland feel
that it is wrong to procrastinate and say
to the young people of America, ‘“You are
the only ones who are going to be on the
line, subject to the orders that may
come overnight, or within a matter of
hours, and industry and labor and all
the other sesments of our great country
can wait until we get jolly well ready to
arrange to have them come in"? Does
not the Senator feel it is of transcend-
ent importance that we give considera-
tion to that matfer, perhaps not at this
session, but certainly at the earliest pos-
sible time in the next session? Other-
wise, I am afraid that the young folks of
America and their parents—and there
are millions of them—have a right to
feel they have been sold short on the
proposition of the defense of America.

Mr, TYDINGS. The Senator is abso-
lutely right, and I am in thorough ac-
cord with him. We cannot expect the
human beings who are the defenders of
the Government to carry the whole bur-
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den of the sacrifices of war, without
other citizens bearing a share of them.

If we should have war tomorrow, or if
we should have the threat of war tomor-
row, let me name a few of the things
that would have to be done. Probably
prices would have to be frozen by Execu-
tive order. Probably wages would have
to be frozen. Immediately we wouid
have to ration all critical items, such as
rubber, oil, and manganese, and all other
items we do not have in abundance.

Then there would have to be alloca-
tions. We could mno longer build in
America or buy automobiles, or this,
that, or the other, if what went into those
things was needed for the common de-
fense. Lumber and everything of that
sort would be withheld from normal
channels of trade. It would be neces-
sary to enact all sorts of legislation deal-
ing with the Department of Justice. We
would have to provide the Government
with the right to seize property without
paying for it until later, which is abhor-
rent to our peacetime idea of private
property. If the Government were to
need something, it would take it and tell
the one from whom it was taken, “Send
in your bill and we will adjudicate what
we will pay you later on.” There are lit-
erally hundreds and thousands of things
that would have to be done if we were
confronted tomorrow with another great
war.

The Senator from Kansas and I see
eye to eye on this subject. I believe the
members of our committee will bear me
out when I say that I have been putting
pressure, and strong pressure, on those
who are concerned by law with the
phases we have been discussing in get-
ting the plan whipped into shape so we
could have a bill ready and put it on the
statute books. Ihave even gone so far as
to say, “If you cannot give us the per-
fected plan, give us as much as you can,
and we will go along.” I am thoroughly
in accord with that procedure. But,
meantime, in the interim period between
this time and the next session of Congress
we have got to keep our manpower up,
because that is our first line of defense.
Our industry behind it in time of war
is our second line of defense.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HUNT
in the chair). Does the S=nator from
Maryland yield to the Senator from
Kansas?

Mr, TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. ECHOEPPEL. Does not the Sen-
ator feel that there always will be pres-
sure brought to bear to except this seg-
ment and that segment of our great
economy, or delay action with resp=sct
to them, unless those who constitute in-
dustry understand that war is not a
luxury or a money-making proposition,
but that it is an all-out effort, and that
everyone is in the same boat as are the
young men and women of the country?

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to say
that I share the Sznator's opinion, only
a little more in volume than he has been
good enough to claim for himszif.

Let me give the Senate a thought or
two. It has becen the traditional his-
tory of our country that we would rely
on the two great oceans, There was the
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Atlantic on the east and the Pacific on
the west. - We have always maintained
a wonderful navy.. For a long, long
while it has had its ups and downs, but
basically it has been about the finest
navy in the world, and today rides the
crest of the waves without a close com-
petitor. So with the great oceans on
either side of us and our great Navy,
we have felt secure here. We have
.always had time to deal with an emer-
gency.

Those great oceans are narrow now.
They are only brooks; they are nothing
more nor less than brooks. Great fleets
of airplanes can leave the Continent of
Europe and come over here in a matter
of 10 or 12 hours. Great fleets of air-
planes can leave Asia and fly over here
in a matter of a few hours. There is no
such thing as relying on the oceans any
more for our protection, except for sur-
face craft that come over the water to

-attack us in that fashion.

I do not have the figures available—
-I'looked them up sometime ago—but my
recollection is that it is only 9 hours by
modern bomber from Siberia to Seattle.
It is only about 9% hours by modern
bomber from Siberia to San Francisco.
It is only about 10 hours or so from Si-
beria to Chicago. Itisnot very far from

‘Maine to Moscow or from Moscow to
-Maine over the great circle, There are
military planes in being that could take
off from Maine and fly to Moscow, turn
around and fly back to Maine, and turn
around and fly back to Moscow without
refueling,
.- Before Pear]l Harbor, on the 7th of De-
.gember 1941, honest men on this very
floor doubted that the Japanese would
undertake to tackle a strong power such
.a8 the United States of America. It was
pretty hard to believe, when we knew
what our strength was then and what
our ultimate strength would be, that the
Japanese would be so foolhardy as to
come to our shores and hit the United
.States a blow that would pull us into the
war, On that Sunday morning we could
not believe our ears as we heard the radio
reports out of a clear sky that the great
fleet which we on the Naval Affairs Com-~
mittee had spent years in building, was
at the bottom of Pearl Harbor. Those
wonderful old ships, one of them bearing
.the name of my own State, destroyers,
battleships, cruisers, were a bent and
twisted mass. And there and then, on
the very day that we were involved in
the war on the 7th of December 1941,
those of us who served then on the Naval
Affairs Committee of the Senate, as we
used to call it before the unification bill
was enacted, had to start out with a war
on our hands to build a Navy all the way
from scratch up to the top all over again,
and at the same time ficht a war.

I am going to tell Senators a little
story which has a certain analogy to the
draft act. About 1929 in this very body
the chairman of the Senate Committee
on Naval Affairs was the Honorable
Frederick Hale, of Maine, a man who de-
voted a tremendous amount of time to
the building up of the Navy. I was a
humble member of that committee then,
We had had the Naval Disarmament
Conference in Washington in 1822, and
while we sank some battleships and
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cruisers, most of the other powers that
joined in with us simply tore up blue-
prints of ships they said they had
planned to build, We did all the disarm-
ing, and they did all the observing. So
when we got to 1939 we found that some
of these countries were building up in
parmissible categories, such as cruisers,
and the United States was beginning to
fall behind. :

In 1929, before the rise of Hitler or
Mussolini, before the war clouds began
to gather in the sky, there were not many
people interestec in preparedness. But
Senator Hale, an eminent member of the
Republicain Party and a very distin-
guished American, who had devoted an
enormous amount of time to the Navy,
making it almost a hobby in his legisla-
tive work, said, “Boys, I think we have
got to start building up our Navy again.”
We took testimony, and after a while we
brought a bill on the Sznate floor to pro-
vide for the building of 15 cruisers, 3
of them to be built each year, or the
‘keels laid each year, as I reeall, over a
period of 5 years, until all 15 of them
were completed.

On the Senate floor we had one of the
most hectic debates for 5 or 6 weeks
that I remember about a piece of pre-
paredness legislation. Senator Brook-
hart, of Iowa, I recall, led the fight
against the cruiser bill. Senator James
Reed, who occupied a seat close to where
I am now standing, was one of the strong
advocates of the cruiser bill. As a young
and humble Member of this body, I did
what I could to have the bill enacted
into law. After a long struggle, the hill
passed and went to the President, and he
signed it.

But do Senators know that after the
ships were sunk at Pearl Harbor, the 15
eruisers which we built during the peace-
ful years of 1929, 1930, 1931, and 1932
were the.thin line of ships that stood
between us and a Japanese attack on the
mainland of the United States of Amer-
ica? If we had not fought the good fight
then, and if we had not had those 15
cruisers ready, after Pearl Harbor the
great fleet of Japan could have come to
our coast with relative impunity and
could have attacked the great cities of
San Francisco, San Diego, Portland, and
80 on.

Senator Brockhart said we did not
need any navy; he said, “There will
never be another war, We learned in
World War I the utter futility of war.
Today, in view of the advance of science
and invention, it would be so foolhardy
for anyone to go to war again, that we
are just throwing money down a rat-hole
to build these cruisers.”

Fortunately, Mr. President, his view-
point, although a sincere one, I am sure,
did not withstand the combined judg-
ment of the Senate; and the cruisers
were built.

Since that time, and coming down to
the present day, in a fairly long serv-
ice 'in this body identified with pre-
paredness, a service in which I have
tried to be rational, and not be swept
off my feet by brass or uniforms or the
clash of arms or the pageantry of armed
forces, I have realized how much cheap-
er it is to spend a little money on pre-
ventiion, and how terribly expensive in
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life and treasure it is to adopt some
temporary expedient, requiring no sac-
rifice at the moment, but later to have
to pay cruelly with the blood and the
treasure of our country, far beyond the
necessity if a little wiser and sterner
course had been adopted in the mean-
time.

Mr. President, I have spoken at some
length on this measure. I wish to con-
clude with this thought:

All of us are living in an age which
i{s almost on a push-button basis,
Whereas formerly it took weeks to as-
semble a fleet to come to our country to
attack us, or for our fleet to go to an-
other country, now an atfack can be
made in a matter of hours. There are
in existence bombs of terrific strength
and power, and as time passes bombs
which are more and more devastating
will be developed, and they can be car-
ried by great air fleets. Great air fleets
with such bombs can come to the United
States, unless we are prepared—just as
the Japs came to Pearl Harbor in 1941.

Mr. President. I do not wish to be an
alarmist; I'do not think we shall be at-
‘tacked tomorrow morning. I do not see
a war in the offing. But the lesson we
must learn is that in the future we can-
not have time, as we have had it in the
past; and today we must put our de-
fenses in more or less of a presently
available basis, rather than on an even-
tually available basis.

So, Mr, President, in the interest of
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica, in the interest of our way of life, in
the interest of our democratic institu-
tions, in the interest of our traditions
and our heritages, I ask the SBenate to
extend this act for just a little while
longer, in the fervent hope that the war
clouds which every now and then darken
‘the horizon may be dissipated, as rea-
son supplants force, as human under-
standing of the differences between na-
tions solves the imponderables of inter-
national conduet.

I ask the Senate to extend this act so
that we may not have to call our young
men to the colors in some period of strife
in the future, so that we shall not have
to pour out our treasure of blood and
natural resources.

I ask the Senate to extend this act be-
cause if the Senate does not do so, the
country will be weaker than it should be,
and weakness invites attack, weakness
endangers our stability and endangers
our existence as a Nation.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope every
Senator will vote for the extension of
this act, and in doing so, I hope every
Senator will feel that he is writing the
best insurance policy we can pussibly
write on the floor of the Senate for the
continuance of the country we love and
its prestige in the world. After all, our
country is the hope not only of our own
people but of the democratic peoples all
over the world, who must look to us for
leadership and protection, because there
is no other place on the globe to which
they can lock.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as a memaber of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, I rise to support the chairman in
urging the Senate to extend the Selective

ervice Act. 1 also rise to support the
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amendment which is now the pending
question. That amendment has been
offered by the majority leader, for him-
self and other Senators. I should like to
say that in behalf of myself, the Senator
from California [Mr. Knowrannl, and
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Smrrrl, I have offered an amendment
which is similar to the amendment of-
fered by the majority leader for himself
and other Senators. The amendment
proposes to strike out, on page 3, begin-
ing v-ith line 18, all down to and includ-
ing line 16 on page 5. In other words,
the amendment would strike out the so-
called Russell amendment, which was in-
cluded as a part of the committee sub-
stitute.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield to the
Senator from Maryland, the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to ask a
question of my distinguished colleague.
Incidentally, Mr. President, he is one of
the most valiant members of the Armed
Service Committee, and is one of the
most diligent of its members in his ef-
forts, and is one who is most thorough in
his comprehension of defense projects.
He is a real stalwart on the committee,
and is of great help to his country in
keeping up its defense strength. I say
that in all sincerity.

I should like to ask him whether his
amendment is identical with that offered
by the Senator from Illinois, for himself
and other Senators?

Mr. SALTONST It is, exeept the

dment of the Senator from Ilinois
for some reason also proposes a change
in the title of the bill.

Mr. TYDINGS. I only wish to under-
stand the philosophy of the amendment,.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. But the lan-
guage of the two amendments is exactly
the same as far as striking out the Rus-
sell amendment is concerned.

Mr. President, I do not wish to see
any boy in this country drafted; but
I believe it is necessary to extend the
Selective Service Act in the interest of
our own security; in the interest of the
security of American boys themselves
who may be subject to induction; in the
interest of the security of their mothers,
their fathers, their sisters, and their
families.

In other words, Mr. President, we do
not propose to extend this measure for
war purposes; we do not propose to ex-
tend it for the purpose of extending our
fichting power to other parts of the
world; but we propose that this measure
be extended for our own security here
at home. This measure is a peace hill;
it is a bill to extend peace in the world,
not to extend war. I feel very strongly
that if the enactment of this measure
were not necessary in order to maintain
peace, I, for one, would not have any
part of it.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Does not the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
also feel that not only should this meas-
ure be related to the young people of
the Unitzd States who are covered by
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this draft, but in order to insure the
peace of the world and to deter those
who might think the Nation is consid-
ering only its young people, we should
provide for a mobilization and registra-
tion of industry, labor, and capital, if
necessary, in order to prevent an all-
out war and to make it impossible for
profits to be made out of a future war?

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I agree with
the Senator. I think his purpose is now
being attempted to be translated into
specific terms by Mr, Symington. In
the Unification Act, Congress created the
National Security Resources Board,
which now is a part of the defense sys-
tem, We have provided for a mobiliza-
tion system. All the questions which the
Senator raises require planning to the
highest degree. I thought the Sen-
ator from Maryland answered the Sen-
ator from Kansas very well in that re-
gard. What he suggests is something
we are going to do, indeed, is some-
thing we are doing, and the program
would come into effect, as it should,
if there were another war, or if it became
necessary to send our boys to fight any-
where and to build up our industrial pro-
duction for war purposes.

Mr. President, as I was saying, we are
today improving and increasing the
equipment which is being supplied to the
armed services, We are spending mil-
lions of dollars on research for better
guns, better ships, better electronic gadg-
ets, better radar, and all the other types
of defensive armament which, as we
know, are required in modern warfare
We &re 4pPTopriating vast sums of
money. Yesterday the Subcommittee on
Armed Services voted to report to the
full committee for its approval a measure
which would this year appropriate more
than $12,000,000,000. All the equipment,
the research, and the money will be use-
less unless we have the necessary man-
power, trained to use modern equipment
and able to be as secure and as safe as
possible in the use of the equipment un-
der modern conditions.

For those several reasons, I believe that
we must extend the Selective Service Act
at this time. I think that if we extend
it, it should be in the form of the Senate
bill rather than of the House bill. Two
years ago we established this system,
after months of hearings and careful
consideration by the committee in execu-
tive session. I remember it very well,
bzcause I was a member of the Armed
Eervices Committee at that time. Con-
gress at that time enacted it because the
Nation needed it. The manpower in our
Armed Forces was falling off very rapidly.
Enlistments were not being made. At
the present time, although enlistments
are coming in, they are not coming in
quite so rapidly as they were. As a result
the Army is under its appropriated
strength., We all know that with the
background of this act we get a larger
number of voluntary enlistments, we
build up our Reserves, and we have a
stronger National Guard. I hope that
the provisions of the act when extended
will not have to be used, but I believe that
it is very wise, for the reasons given by
the chairman, that the act be kept on
the statute books,
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There is another reason which I should
like to touch upon very briefly. Since the
enactment of the law 2 years ago, we
have entered into the military assistance
pact. We have with other countries
signed the North Atlantic Pact. We have
passed several ECA bills, and we have
watched the magnificent performance of
the Berlin airlift. If we do not extend
the Selective Service Act, it seems to me
that many of the countries with whom
we have made agreements will lose con-
fidence in us. They will believe that as
the result of our failure to extend the act
at the present time they may not receive
assistance from us when they may need
it most.

As I tried to develop through a ques-
tion addressed to the chairman a little
while ago, General Bradley testified, as
the present occupant of the chair, the
Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON]
knows, for he was present, that the
fact of having this measure on the books
would allow us to maintain a smaller
strength in our Armed Forces at the pres-
ent time. In other words, we do not
have to have them filled to full strength,
because we have this reserve manpower
that can be utilized if needed. AsIhave
already stated, the steps we are taking
will permit better training: make fight-
ing safer in the event fighting becomes
necessary; promote greater efficiency
and, therefore, make the men more se-
cure.

In extending the Selective Service Act
we should give the President the power
at the proper time, in his discrefion as
Commander in Chief—and certainly he
will not use it unless it becomes abso-
lutely necessary—to call American boys
into the service. If we leave it to a joint
session of the Congress to declare an
emergency, we cpen the possibility of
the pecple of our country becoming ex-
cited and the whole world thinking that
perhaps we are going to war. In that
way we would stimulate action of a fight-
ing nature rather than to extend our
peacetime efforts, as we are really trying
to do. In other words, the proposal of
the Senate committee is one more step
in our ability to remain strong and,
through being strong, to keep peace in
the world and to obtain greater security
for ourselves.

Mr. President, for the reasons I have
discussed I support the extension of the
Selective Service Act.

I should now like to speak for a few
moments on the amendment offered in
the committee, as a part of the com-
mittee substitute, by my friend, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Russerrl. I believe the amendment of-
fered by the majority leader to strike
out the Russell amendment should be
adopted. I say this because I believe the
Russell amendment is unworkable, I
believe it would apply to volunteers as
well as to inductees, and therefore would
upset the whole system under which
the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force
are now being operated. In other
words, it would be a step backward, not
a step forward, in the effort to solve a
difficult problem in our armed services.

At the outset, in discussing the amend=
ment, allow me to make one point clear,
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I defer to no one when it comes to pro-
posals to guarantee a reasonable and a
sympathetic recognition of the differing
customs, traditions, and habits which
have developed through generations of
community life in the various sections
of our country. Indeed, my own State
has a wealth of such tradition and cus-
tom. It is an inseparable part of our
heritage. So I should be the last person
to suggest the point of view which would
tend suddenly to violate the habits and
customs of any other section. But I sub-
mit that is not the issue. We are seeking
the same thing—a considered and rea-
sonable approach to a most sensitive
problem. I think therefore we differ, not
in our objective, but simply in our meth-
od of obtaining it. I oppose the Russell
amendment, the section dealing with
racial segregation, for the same reasons
that I opposed it in 1948. I believe that it
is unnecessary, that it is provocative, and
that it is unworkable. It is unnecessary,
because the services, themselves, who
have for many years- been living with
this question, need no such controversial
legislation as this to enable them to con-
tinue to meet the problem in an intelli-
gent and sensible manner, It is provoca-
tive, because——

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
“Jomnson of Texas in the chair). Does
the Senator from Massachusetts yield to
the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I yield.

Mr, RUSSELL. I was interested in
the distinguished Senator’s observation
that the amendment would be unwork-
able. We managed to get along in this
country with a similar provision for
something like 150 years, and to win a
number of great wars under a similar
.system.

I was also interested in the Senator’s
- observation that the military forces are
handling this matter in a satisfactory
way. Does not the Senator know that
the idea of complete integration of the
races, down to the squad level, in the
Army, did not originate with the mili-
tary, but originated with the civilian who
is President of the United States and
who issued an order on that subject; and
that not only did it not meet with the
approval of the military, but that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
himself elicited the statement from Gen-
eral Eisenhower, who is supposed to have
had some experience in military matters,
that he did not approve of the complete
integration of the races, but thought it
ought to stop on a company level; that
the proposal to change the customs and
conditions and to deny to an individual
the right of saying whether he should
serve with his own race originated with
a civilian committee appointed by the
President, none of whose members had
any military experience of any nature?
I should like to have the Senator quote
some outstanding military leader who
has said that this Presidential policy
will add to the fighting power of Amer-
ican arms.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would answer
the Senator by saying that I intended
to quote not from a military authority,
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but from the report of a committee ap-
pointed by the President, which exam-
ined the subject and made a report.

Mr. RUSSELL. That committee was
headed by Mr. Charles Fahy, I believe,
who has done a number of errands for
the President, and has served on various
committees. Two of the members are
distinguished colored citizens of the city
of Chicago. One is the publisher of the
Chicago Defender and the other was an
adviser to the Secretary of War on racial
matters, during the war, but they are
not military men; they are civilians tell-
ing the military how the Army should
be composed and how it should be run.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would respect-
fully say to my colleague on the commit-
tee that I believe I am correct in saying
that the leaders in the various military
services, whether they approve or not,
have said the plan was working well at
the present time in the various services.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not recall any
such testimony. However, I did not at-
tend all the hearings which were had
on the bill.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I say it with
reservations, but I think I heard two, if
not three, leaders say that.

Mr. RUSSELL. I know that General
Bradley, who has had some military ex-
perience, and some political experience,
having served on a committee appointed
by the President to perform a specific
job, made the statement that the Army
did not like to be used as an instrument
of social reform and that he had no in-
tention of carrying out integration. The
next day the President issued an order
to General Bradley to institute the policy
of complete integration. So it is purely
a civilian and political movement and
it in nowise touches anything which has
anything to do with strengthening the
national defense or increasing the might
of American arms.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would agree
with the Senator that it is a civilian
movement, but I hope it is not a political
movement.

Mr. RUSSELL. Ishould like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts if he does not feel that men who
have spent a lifetime in the Army should
have as much of an idea as to how it
should be composed and operated as do
Mr, Charles Fahy and the other civilian
members of the committee who are en-
forcing the Presidential order.

Mr, SALTONSTALL., I believe their
opinion should be given weight. I believe
that every military man must take his
orders from his Commander in Chief,
whether he approves of them or not, and
try to make the orders workable and
practicable. I believe, from listening and
observing in the past 2 years, that the
steps taken show progress in the way
both the Senator from Georgia and I
want them to make progress—progress
by education, by peaceful means, and
without fanfare and emotional words.

Mr. RUSSELL. I certainly advocate
progress along those lines, and I trust

that I have been able to contribute in.

some small degree to progress along
those lines, but I insist that that is quite
a different assertion than to say that the
provision is unworkable because the
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Fahy committee says that all is well with
the armed services.

Mr. SALTCNSTALL. If I am correct,
the Senator's amendment includes
volunteers as well as inductees?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, it does. The
Senator well knows that we carefully
drew the act. I doubt whether any piece
of legislation in the history of the Con-
gress has been gone over more carefully
than has the Selective Service Act of
1948. The Senator knows we drew the
act deliberately to induce enlistments in
order to avoid selections, and for that
reason the amendment applies to both
selectees and volunteers.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
will agree with me, since he had a great
part in the enactment of the law, and
I hope I had a small part in it, that the
act has worked to encourage volunteers
so that we have not for 18 months had to
use the processes of the draft.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is quite correct,
but the Senator from Massachusetts
knows there was evidence before the
committee that enlistments were declin-
ing in recent weeks to a marked degree,
and I think it is due in part at least to
the way the committee referred to is
pushing its program and compelling men
to serve under conditions which are dis-
tasteful to them, thus drying up enlist-
ments, so that, without the adoption of
an amendment such as the one I have
submitted, we shall have to begin draft-
ing men within the next few months.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I most respect-
fully disagree with my friend that that
is the cause of enlistments drying up.

Mr, RUSSELL. I know that has been
the result in certain sections of the
country where men like the Army as a
career.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. If I may con-
tinue, very briefly, Mr. President, I think
I have stated that the amendment is
provocative because it places constant
emphasis on a problem which can best
bﬁihancued by deft and tactful leader-
ship.

It is unworkable begause it presents
practical assignment difficulties which
cannot be solved, and includes punitive
provisions which constitute an ever-pres-
ent obstacle to the exercise of good judg-
ment and common sense by the military
officers most closely in touch with the
situation.

Mr. President, I have in my hand a

copy of the report of the President’s

Committee on Equality of Treatment
and Opportunity in the Armed Services.
This report comes from a committee of
disti ished Americans headed by
e Charles Fahy. It is called Free-
dom to Serve. It is the report which the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Russenn]
just discussed. I should like to read into
the Recorp the conclusions of the com-
mittee transmitted to the President on
May 22, 1950, just a month ago, on the
Navy, the Air Force, and the Army, This
is the committee’s conclusion as to the
Navy:
All jobs and rating in the naval general
service now are open to all enlisted men
without regard to race or color. Negroes are

currently serving in every job classification
in general service.
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All courses In Navy technical schools are
open to qualified personnel without regard
to race or color and without racial quotas,
Negroes are attending the most advanced
technical schools and are serving in their
ratings both in the fleet and at shore instal-
lations.

Negroes in general service are completely
integrated with whites in basic training,
technical schools, on the job, in messes and
sleeping quarters, ashore and afloat.

Chief, first-, second-, and third-class
stewards now have the rate of chlef, first-,
second-, and third-class petty ofiicers.
(Pclicy change adopted June 7, 1849.)

Stewards who qualify for general ratings
now can transfer to general service,

The Marine Corps, which as a part of the
Navy is subject to Navy policy, has abolished
its segregated Negro training units. (Pol-
icy change adopted June 7, 1949.) Marine
Corps training is now integrated, although
some Negro marines are still assigned to sep-
aratz units after basic tralning. In this re-
gpect the effectuation of Navy policy in the
Marine Corps is yet to be completed.

THE AIR FORCE

The Air Force announced its new racial
policy on May 11, 1949. As a result of this
policy, the all-Negro Three Hundred and
Thirty-second Fighter Wing at Lockbourne
Fleld, Chio, has been broken up, and its
.personnel either sent to schools for further
training, transferred to white units in cother
commands, or separated under current regu-
lations.

A majority of other Negro units has also
been abolished. As of January 31, 1950, only
59 Negro units remained, and 1,301 units
were racially integrated, as compared with
106 Negro units and only 167 mixed units on
June 1, 1949, when the Air Force policy went
into effect.

Approximately 74 percent of the 25,000
Negroes in the Air Force on January 31, 1950,
were serving in integrated units; and 26 per-
cant still were serving in Negro units. This
integration process is continuing,

All Air Force jJobs and schools are open
to qualified personnel without racial restric=-
tion or quotas, Six percent of the total per-
sonnel attending technical training schools
in January 1950 were Negro.

Negroes serving in mixed units and attend-
ing service schools are Integrated with whites
in living conditions,

THE ARMY

All Army jobs now are open to Negroes,
(Policy change adopted September 30, 1949.)

All Army school ccurses are open to Ne-
groes without restriction or quota. (Policy
change adopted September 30, 1949.)

For the first time Negroes no longer are
limited in assignment to Negro and over-
head (housekeeping) units, but are to be
assigned according to their qualifications to
any unit, including formerly white units,
(Policy change adopted January 16, 1950.)

Negroes serving in mixed units will be in-
tegrated on the job, in barracks and messes,
(Policy change adopted January 16, 1950.)

The 10 percent limitation on Negro
strength in the Army has been abolished, and
there no longer are Negro quotas for enlist-
ment.. (Policy change adopted March 27,
1950.)

The succeeding chapters contain a more
detailed account of the Committee's recom-
mendations to the services and the extent to
which the President's policy is being im-
plemented.

Mr, President, I believe that the prog-
ress which is reported in the Fahy re-

port is due to leadership and to the .

American spirit of cooperation, I most
emphatically deny that the advances
made in the services in this respect are
the result of coercion and force. I con-
tend that these extracts from the Fahy
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report, which is a report filed by a group
of impartial and patriotic Americans,
are convincing proof that this problem
can be met and is being met without any
controversial legislative directive such
as is contained in section 2 of the pend-

ing bill. It can be met, as it is being

met, by good judgment and sympathetic
military leadership. I again emphasize
the basic thesis of my argument. Every
Senator in this Chamber is striving to-
ward the same goal in this matter. We
are all seeking just one thing, which is
a fair and reasonable and acceptable
sulution of this difficult question. We
differ only as to method. I therefore
Tope that this section of the bill will be
omitted, because I feel we are making
progress and shall continue to progress
better without it.

My second point is that this provision
is unwise because it is proveceative. It
provokes and emphasizes prejudices
which should be better left to some more
tactful and sympathetic approach.

Finally, I believe section 2 of this bill
is unworkable, and is dangerously puni-
tive. It is not only punitive on fhe offi-
cers, but, as the Senator from Georgia
has said, it covers volunteers as well as
draftees. For instance, when replace-

-ments are being sent to their new units

in large groups,” many different units
would ke involved in a single shipment,
Men come by ship, train, and airplane,
and they arrive at all hours of the day
and night. ~They are frequently delayed
en route in replacement depots and stag-
ing areas. Under such difficult and un-

predictable circumstances it is literally

impossible to maintain a rigid segrega-
tion of groups.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Sanator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. 1 yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. The situation to which
the Senator refers would not be affected
by the amendment. The amendment
says, “shall be assigned to a unit.” The
replacements which the Senator refers
to as traveling around the country would
not be affected by the amendment. The
amendment would not apply to those re-
placements. The amendment provides
that they shall be assigned to a unit com-
posed of their own race. The amend-
ment would not affect the replacements
to which the Senator refers.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe the
Senator is largely correct with respect
to my last remarks. I may say to the
Senator from Georgia, however, and I
emphasize, that the report of the Fahey
commitiee and the reports of the mili-
tary authorities to our committee, indi-
cate progress along what I hope are

peaceful lines to the solution of this very.
- difficult question,

I believe the adoption
of the proposed Russell amendment
would be a step backward, rather than a
step forward. I believe that the system
is working well at the present time in
the case of those who are voluntarily
coming into the armed services, and so
far as I know, we have had no knowledge
or reports of any criticism or any vio-
lence in connection with the system.
In everything I have ever said on the
subject, either publicly or privately, I
have always emphasized that I believe
the solution is education. I believe the
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solution is a greater understanding of
the subject by everyone. I have always
been very hopeful that in what is being
done in the armed services, under con-
ditions where a man comes into the ser-
vices and finds that he is not his own
boss, the problem would be worked out
satisfactorily. I hope that at the present
time, in peacetime, this gradual solu-
tion and understanding in our armed
services will be continued. I have op-
posed the Ssnator's amendment, as I now
oppose it, because I believe that it is not
a step forward in. the solution of the
problem, but a step backward, I can
see the Senator’s reasons for offering the
amendment, but I most respectfully dis~
agree with him,

Mr. RUSSELL, I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s statement, and he knows the high
regard in which I hold him. I may say,
however, that he mekes a splendid argu-
ment for the provision which he seeks to
strike out when he says that he is in

.favor of educational methods, rather

than compulsion. The very effect of this
emendment is to avoid the compulsion
of military law, and the law passed by
the Congress of the United States, which
reaches down into the home, takes out a
19-year-old boy, brings him into the serv=
ice under conditions which are distaste-
ful to him, and attempts by compulsion
to- make him change his mores, or his
traditional ‘habits of living. The argu-
ment which the Senator from Massa~
chusetts has made is one to which I can
fully subscribe, because it expresses my
position, rather than his.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I would not have made the argument if
I thought it supported the Senator’s posi-
tion, 'I thought I was supporting my
own position when I made the argument,
because I thought conditions in the Army
were being worked out satisfactorily, as
shown by the committee report from
which I have read, which is in accord
with my own knowledge of the situation.

Mr. President, I shall’ not continue this
discussion any further, because I believe
it is clearly understood by those who are
in favor of the bill and those who are op-
posed to it. In conclusion I merely wish
to emphasiza two points. I fully endorse
the section of the bill which would extend
the present Selective Service Act for a
period of 3 years. I think such action
is necessary to our national security, and
I urge that it be taken. I believe 3 years
is better than 2 years, because it gives
our own people a better understanding
of the needs of the moment. The time
can always be cut by the President or
the Congress, in their discretion. I be-
lieve it would give more confidence to
our friends and allies in-other parts of
the world if this act were extended for
3 years. It would also help the boys
themselves, because it would give them a
greater knowledge of their responsibili-
ties and what they must face, I think it
is necessary for our national security and
for our friends to obtain peace in this
world—mnot war, Mr. President, but peace.
It is our strength that is needed in order
to assure peace. I again say that I hope
section 2, the so-called Russell amend-
ment, will be omitted. I feel that we can
leave out section 2 and still give to all the
people of the country the just and rea-
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sonable treatment to which they are en-
titled. I am profoundly hopeful that the
Senate will remove that section from the
bill and pass it in the form in which the
Committee on Armed Services drew it up
with the Russell amendment stricken
out, rather than in the form it came over
to the Senate from the House.

SALE OF MINERAL RIGHTS ON LANDS
PURCHASED FROM THE GOVERNMENT

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, dur-
ing recant years our Government, either
through foreclosures or outright pur-
chases, has obtained title to several mil-
lion acres of farm land. Later this land
was offered for sale by the Government.
In most instances as the land was sold
by the numerous Government agencies,
a portion of the mineral rights on the
land was retained in the name of the
United States Government.

_ The retention of these mineral rights
by the Government has not been entirely
satisfactory to the new purchasers of
the land. Recently there has developad
widespread demand from the farmers
who bought the lands to be permitted to
own them outright without any reserva-
tions. For this reason Congress, by H.
R. 4800, is asked to establish a uniform
policy for the sale of these rights to the
present owners of the land.

. H, R. 4800, the hill which proposes to
establish such a uniform policy for the
disposition of these mineral rights, has
already passed the House and has been
reported favorably by the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, The
bill is now in the Senate Calendar await-
ing action.

I agree with the sponsors of this pro-
posed legislation that Congress should
make a decision as to whether the Gov-
ernment should retain ‘these mineral
rights or sell them. If Congress decides
that the Government should sell these
mineral rights, it is highly desirable that
we establish a uniform policy for their
sale.

However, since the time H. R. 4800 was
reported to the Senate certain additional
information has been developed which, in
my opinion, would now make it advisable
that any consideration of this bill by the
Senate be postponed pending a further
study of the entire question by the ap-
propriate committee. In the meantime,
pending such study, we should take some
action to protect the interests of all par-
ties concerned.

With this thought in mind, on behalf
of myself and the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Wuerry], I submit a resolution
which states that it is the sense of the
Senate that the United States shall not
sell, lease or otherwise dispose of mineral
interests owned by it in lands to which
it does not own the surface rights until
an appropriate policy for such disposition
chall hereafter be established by an act
of Congress.

I am today writing the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry requesting an opportunity to ap-
pear before that committee in executive
session to explain why I think it is essen-
tial that this resolution be adopted, and
why I feel that a further study of this
entire problem is in order prior to conas
sideration of H. R. 4800,
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I now send to the desk the resolution,
and ask that it be referred to the appro-
priate committee. Bzfore it is referred,
I ask that it be read for the information
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will read the resolu-
tion.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion (8. Res. 301) as follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Sznate
that the United States shall not sell, lease,
or otherwise dispoce of mineral interests
owned by it in lands to which it does not
own the surface rights until an appropriate
policy for such disposition shall here-
after be established by act of Congress. As
used herein the term “United States" in-
cludes agencies and instrumentalities there-
orsy -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

THE STATE DEPARTMENT AND COMMU-
NIST WORLD INFLUENCE

Mr, CAIN obtained the floor.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield that I may make a state-
ment of 5 or 6 minutes' duration?

Mr. CAIN. I shall be pleased to yield

to the Senator from Nevada if it can be
done without my losing my right to the
floor, and I would ask unanimous con-
sent for that privilege.
* Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Washington may yield without
jeopardizing his right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Senator from Nevada may procesd.

Mr. MALONE. Mr, President, the
junior Senator from Nevada charges
that officials of our State Department

have every intention of recognizing the

Communist regime in China, and will do
so as soon as they think they have soft-
ened up the American people sufficiently
to make them take it.

Official recognition of the Communists
in China would be extended even now
were it not for fear of American public
opinion on the part of these very State
Department officials. While adminis-
tration officials are mouthing brave little
phrases and meaningless double talk
against Communist Russia—apparently
in an attempt to appease a now wary
American public—they are secretly plan-
ning to strengthen Communist domina-

tion through recognition of Communist

China, after a period of softening up
here through the propaganda machine.

Despite their pious, though somewhat
delayed, pro-American talk, the admin-
istration plans to sell us more commu-
nism. The Secretary’s step toward rec-
ognition of the Communist regime in
China, through not officially objecting
to their acceptance by the United Na-
tions, is part of the softening-up process.

Though it must have shocked an un-
suspecting public, those of us who have
watched the pattern of State Depart-
ment moves for the past few years were
not surprised when Mr, Acheson assert-
ed that the United States would not use
its veto power to block United Nations’
recognition of the Communist regime in
China, which was not only a further
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surrender in the so-called eold war, but
a form of betrayal to the enemy.

Indications are that Communist Rus-
sia has planned for a piecemeal surren-
der to them of the rest of the world. The
faect that it has gained a diplomatic
piecemeal surrender by us in Asia must be
weighed with the complementary fact of
the Communist drive for Europe. Trygve
Lie, Secretary General of the United Na-
tions, has let it be known how Stalin pro-
poses to erd the cold war: First, kick the
nation of China out of the United Nations
and seat in its place Communist puppets
of Russia; and, second, withdraw from
Eerlin and set up there a “democratic”—
that is, a Communist-controlled—gov-
ernment. The first of the two piecemeal
surrenders would lead to the Russian
capture of all of Asia, and the second fo
the Russian capture of all of Europe. We
now know where our State Department
stands on the first; a little more time
will tell everyone where it intends to ul-
timately stand on the second.

In the fall of 1949, when the Senate
was discussing, in the conference be-
tween Canada, England, and the United
States, held in Washington, on the sub-
ject of storing atomic bombs in Eng-
land, and other matters—a conference
timed to make the 1934 Trade Agree-
ments Act extension easier by diverting
public attention from the most impor-
tant debate on the Senate floor in a cen-
tury. The Senator now speaking warned
that England, whom we had been keep-
ing on our payroll in some form since
the declaration of World War II, would
soon affiront us by extending official rec-
ognition to the Chinese Communists,
who were working closely with the Amer-
ican Communists we were then jailing as
enemies of our country. England, de-
spite all previous denials, did recognize
the Chinese Communisis. The next
thing, the junior Senator from Nevada
fears, will be official recognition of these
Communists by our own State Depart-
ment as part of the plan,

Py strange coincidence, Mr. Acheson’s
recent statement was followed immedi-
ately by implications from Trygve Lie
that the United Nations would proceed
to unseat the delegates of the nation of
China, one of the founders of the United
Nations, and would seat Communist del-
egates in their place.

If the United Nations is ever to be use-
ful to the human race, it must free it-
self of Communist domination—not add
to it.. Apparently, we cannot even -hope
to attain this until the weak personnel
of our State Department is itself sub-
jected to a thorough housecleaning,

There is little likelihood that the State
Department’s attitude will change as
long as we have Communist sympathiz-
ers in high office.

DEVELOFMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY—
ARTICLE BY DAVID LILIENTHAL

Mr. MURRAY. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Washington yield?
. Mr, CAIN, Iyield tothe Senator from
Montana.
, Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, there
are few problems in America today as
difficult and as challenging as those in-
volved in the future development of
atomic energy in the United States.
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How far can we. go in developing
atomic energy for industrial and civilian
purposes?

How can we break down the iron cur-
tain of secrecy, which has become a
serious obstacle to creative research, in-
vention, and development in the atomic
energy field?

Where should we draw the line be-
tween the necessary role of the Govern-
ment and the desirable role of private
enterprise?

Within the realm of private activities
in connection with atomic energy, how
can we assure truly competitive develop-
ment on the part of a large number of
companies?

How can we protect against the con-
centration of control of atomic energy
resources in the hands of a few giant
companies?

Questions of this type are discussed
at length in an important series of ar-
ticles which has been written for Col-
lier's magazine by David Lilienthal,
former chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission.

The first article in this series has al-
ready stirred widespread discussion on
the role of the Government in the field of
atomic energy. The series will probably
initiate the first full-dress national de-
bate on the subject since the Atomic
Energy Act became law in 1946.

In my judgment, every Member of
Congress and every serious student of
public affairs should read Mr, Lilienthal’s
articles. I therefore ask wunanimous
consent to have the first article in the
series, entitled “Free the Atom,” along
with the editor’s footnote, inserted in the
body of the Recorp at this point in my
remarks, for the information of the
Senate.

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

FREE THZ ATOM
(By David E. Lilienthal, former Chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission)

[Eprror’'s Norte. This is the first of sev-
eral important articles which Mr. Lilienthal
will write for Collier's. It is the first he has
written since his retirement from a long
career of Government service which included
an Intimate and unsurpassed acquaintance
with the whole development of atomie

energy.

In this issue Mr., Lilienthal writes with
grave concern of the Government monopoly
that has stified developing the peaceful uses
of the atom. But he also writes with high
hope of an atomic future which he sees as
one of progress and undreamed-of develop-
ment.

In his subsequent articles Mr. Lilienthal
will offer specific recommendations for end-
ing the atomic monopoly and transferring
Government-held knowledge, facilities and
production to competitive private enter-
prise—the historic source and the guardian
of America’s material progress. He will spec-
ulate, with the fund of knowledge at his
command, on the possible uses to which the
industrial atom may be put.

David Lilienthal has something to say that
is of great significance not only to the
American people but to the entire world,
Collier's considers it a privilege to provide
the platform from which he speaks.]

No Boviet industrial monopoly is more
completely owned by the state than is the
industrial atom in free-enterprise America.
The Government has today an ironclad, air-
tight and all-embracing legalized monopoly
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of this vast enterprise, and of the new in-
dustrial era the development of the atom
could bring to this country.

All the industrial materials of this new
Industry are owned by Government monop=
oly.

All the plants and facllitl.es—running into
several billions of dollars—are owned by Gov-
ernment monopoly. All the industrial infor-
mation and techniques and all the indus-
trial “know-how" are owned and strictly con-
trolled by Government monopoly. Only on
its say-s0 can new developments be under-
taken.

There is no private investment, no risk of
loss nor chance of profit by any private
individual or corporation,

There can be no private ideas about the
industrial atom. No private individual or
institution that Government monopoly has
not expressly admitted to the necessarily
narrow circle of its “contractors” can work
on or experiment with atomic industrial
materials,

No one can compete, using his own ideas
and dollars, with those within the circle for
the great prizes of satisfaction, prestige, and
profit that have always spurred men
on in every other new chapter of American
industrial history.

The Atomic Energy Commission has tried
and continues to try consclentiously to adapt
Government monopoly to American indus-
trial habits and traditions and capabilities.
But it is an impossible assignment. To
be directed to harmonize monopoly of ideas
with competition in ideas is like being told
to make oil and water mix.

Instead of moving into this new frontier
of the industrial atom along the road we
know so well, we have gone down another
road, one that is against all our experience
and contrary to our temperament. The hard
fact is that we are trying to hang up a great
American industrial achievement by what
are essentially the monopoly methods of
Soviet Russia.

The industrial frontier of the second 50
years of the twentleth century is the devel-
opment of the atom for useful purposes.
Here is that new “ground floor” that Ameri-
cans are always watching out for—something
brand-new with no limits to its future.

The development of the industrial atom
can provide the setting for still another
American miracle of industrial growth, an-
other opportunity to boost the rate and vari-
ety of our productiveness, another wide up-
swing in everybody's income and standard of
living comparable to that which resulted
from the stimulus of electricity, the auto-
mobile, or the vast industries based on mod-
ern chemistry. I can think of almost no
industry or business or profession or labor
skill in the country that is not a potential
beneficiary.

To make the industrial atom really sprout
and flourish within the next decade or so
would create kinds of jobs and businesses
and ways of living now undreamed of. Here
would be something concrete and under-
standable for the whole world to take note
of in that hot competition known as the
cold war. What powerful propaganda am-
munition this would be we can better under=-
stand by imegining what would happen in
men's minds everywhere if the Russians
ghould beat us at developing this peaceful
side of the atom,

There is no reason why they should beat
us at it, though. This particular kind of
ploneering is just our dish.

We ought to start at once to get the in-
dustrial atom back on the American track,
A great deal 1s at stake., It will take a lot
of doing. I am convinced that it can be
done, We should lose no time getting going.

We know how to make technical progress
in this country. We know how to take new
discoveries and apply them to useful pur=
poses. We know how to dig out new knowl=
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edge to fill in the gaps that show up, how
to shape development so that it supplies hu-
man needs, how to cut costs, get rid of the
“bugs” in new processes, how to see that la-
bor gets a share in increased productivity.

This kind of development “know-how"” is
an art, a distinctive American art., It is
widely respected in the world. We know
that it is one of our greatest assets.

This art of development is the very heart
of the American industrial system. It is
based largely on wide-open competition of
ideas, providing an open and free field for
any man’s idea of a better way to do some-
thing., It i1s fiuid, flexible, and vigorous.
Bometimes it has been ripsnorting and erude.
But it has given the American consumer and
worker, and the young people setting out in
life, a wide range and freedom of choice. It
has given us a military power that was de-
cisive in two world wars. It enables us to-
day to help many countries and peoples who
would otherwise starve or fold up or be push-
overs for communism.

But when it comes to the new era of the
atom we have thrown overboard almost every-
thing we know about how to make indus-
trial progress.

Now, of all times, we need to demonstrate
the vigor and adaptability of American busi-
ness and industrial management. Yet we
pick this time to dump our unique advan-
tages overboard for 100 percent Government
ownership, 100 percent Government financ-
ing, and increasingly centralized and gov-
ernmental direction of one of the most tech-
ical undertakings in our whole history.

The crowning irony of all this remains to
be stated. As to the new era of the atom,
we have not only turned our back on the
essentials of the industrial system that has
given us our military security, we have done
it in the name of military security. In the
midst of a desperate competition with the
Russian system, we have adopted a method
that more nearly resembles the Russian sys-
tem than it does our own.

How did this strange state of affairs come
about? What are the stakes in the indus-
trial development of the atom? How can we
get the atom back on the road on which we
have prospered and become strong? Can we
do this without divulging “atomic secrets”
of military importance? What Inducements
can be set up so private capital and com-
petitive brains will come into this new
region?

These are among the many questions that
arise. I shall offer here what seems to me
a basis for developing the answers. I believe
that there are practical and sensible steps
that can get us back on course.

Let me say, first of all, that there are no
“devils” in this story. This is not a sinister
tale of conspirators and master sples.
My disagreement s not concerned with in-
dividuals. I am certainly not critical of my
former associates, the able and exceptionally
devoted men of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and its organization. And President
Truman, from the very outset, has steadily
espoused, supported, and promoted civilian
control of the atom and its beneficial develop-
ment; he has seen clearly the bright prospect
that the peaceful applications of atomic
energy hold out for mankind.

The strange and dangerous course we are
now pursuing was set by the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946, Sponsored by Senator Briew
McManon and known as the McMahon Act,
it was the end product of monumental hear-
ings,-in which many able citizens appeared
and expressed their vlews. The conduct of
these hearings by Senator McMason, and his
uphill but successful ficht for the principle
of civillan direction of this great new knowl-
edge, constitute one of the brightest chap-
ters in the legislative history of our genera=
tion,

‘When this law was enacted 4 years ago no
one could see, that there was any alterna-
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tive to an air-tight Government monopoly;
certainly this was my own view at that time.
But though not a single vote was cast against
its passage in the Benate, there were deep
misgivings among the sponsors of the legis-
lation, doubts which found their way into
almost the fl-st words of the law itself, that
this legislation will necessarily be subject to
revisicn from time to time since so many
unknown factors are involved.

Three years of actually administering
atomic energy has convinced me completely
that the time for revision has come; that
there is a better way than monopoly; that
changes both of law and, equally important,
of public and Congressional approach to the
industrial atom are urgently needed.

I therefore propose that the baslc provi-
sions and fundamental assumptions of the
Atomic Energy Act and its administration be
thoroughly reexamined by the country. This
reexamination should take into account how
the law has actually worked in practice,
and whether the structure of organization
provided by the law tends to defeat the pur-
pose of the act itself; it should take into
account such new facts as the Russian atomic
achievements. I believe this reexamination
will demonstrate that a thoroughgoing re-
vision of the law is required. I urge that the
revised law state flatly and without equivo~
cation, as fundamental policy of this coun=
try, that development of the industrial atom
shall be in accord with the American system,
A series of steps should be provided to
achleve that purpose, over the very shortest
practical space of time.

If this article serves to focus public atten-
tion upon this strange critter, an idea
monopoly in a land of free opportunity for
new ideas, and if it stimulates public dis-
cussion, it will serve my purpose, If enough
people become convinced, as I now am, that
we are off the track, then I'm sure we are
practical enough to find specific ways and
means of setting things to rights.

The future course of American life will be
_profoundly affected by this issue. The foun-
datlons of our military strength are directly
involved, and so is our basic pattern of life,

What is at stake here? Is atomic energy
only a military weapon, only a cataclysmic

.explosion? A good many people still think
80

But thls 1s as great an error as to think
that the Chicago fire is a typlical example of
the use of fire, or that because electricity is
used for electrocutions, electricity and elec-
trocutions are synonymous. To put the de-
velopment of electricity in the hands of a
United States Electrocution Commission is
about as sensible as to force our Atomic
Energy Commission to become merely an
Atomic Munitions Trust; and this is what
we are now rapidly heading for.

If atomic energy actually were just an-
other piece of military ordnance then Gov=
ernment monopoly is appropriate enough;
or in any event, no deep harm is done and
industrial advance all along the line is not
lost to us.

But far more than a kind of supermunition
15 involved. I can make this clear by some
analozies.

Suppose 50 years ago (or even 25 years
ago) virtually all the knowledge of the new
chemistry and of chemical reactions had
been declared by law to be a Government
monopoly, on the ground that it is upon our
knowledze of the sclence of chemistry and
chemical know-how that we depend for high
explosives, bombs and incendiaries, and
poison gas. Or suppose that all facts about
aercdynamics, airplane design, and all devel-
opment of the airplane had been taken over
as a Government monopoly after the Wright
brothers first demonstrated that a heavier-
than-zir machine could be made to 1fly.
Chemical reaction and the airplane are far
more closely linked to the national security
than is the atom bomb. Or make the same
supposition about Government monopoly of

great achievements to their credit.
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radio and electronics—without which, also,
this country would be helpless in a military
sense,
If there had been a Government monopoly
for chemistry or aviation, or radio, as there
now ls for the atom, what kind of chemical
and aviation and radio industries would we
have today? Would we have commercial
aviation, for example? Would we have radio
and television in our homes? Or would avia-
tion and radio still be a Government secret
to be developed only at Government cost and
in Government-owned plants and for Gov-
ernment purposes? Would we, for example,
have developed the vast industrial benefits

‘based on chemical research, creatlng an in-

dustry that has multiplied the wealth of the
land employing hundreds of thousands,
causing the investment of billions of dollars
of private funds?

Of course not, I need not argue the
point; the fabulous record of nonmonopoly
development based on chemistry, aerody-
namics and electronics has changed the
whole of American life, has strengethened
and improved it. A system of Government
monopoly of ideas in those fields would
never In the world have produced such
magnificent results.

In saying these things I'm not “cussing
out” government. The talk about the “dead
hand of government” is nonsense. The men
and women doing scientific and technical
work throughout our Government have very
Those
working in the atomic field, for the Atomic
Energy Commission or for one of the Com-
mission's many private contractors, I be-
lieve to be exceptionally talented and
energetic. What is wrong is not the people,
but the system of monopoly under which
the work is done. Government monopoly as
a means of developing industrial ideas is
what 1s wrong.

No one can tell in advance where great
new ideas will come from, ideas that result
in an electric motor or generator, or an au-
tomobile engine, ideas like those that cre=
ated penicillin or the sulfa drugs, ideas that
gave us the automoblile self-starter or nylon
or air conditioning and the refrigerator, or
synthetic rubber. We've always tried to en-
courage people to have such ideas; never
before have we turned over to anyone (much
less to our Government) the power to limit
the circle from which ideas could come,

It takes the ideas of thousands and thou-
eands of different people, armed with what
knowledge and know-how has been previ-
ously accumulated, to make the kind of in-
dustrial progress that this country stands
for. And no Government commission, how=
ever wise and well-intentioned, no inner
circle of private contfactors for Govern-
ment, however well selected and diversified,
can be counted on to develop these ideas,
for they only grow well in the soil of com-
petition—competition in spirit and in fact,

This is the lesson of our whole history.
This is our message of productivity to the
whole wide world,

The whole atmosphere has to be right,
too, if ideas are to flourish, Otherwise peo-
ple will not be atiracted to a new subject,
and will not be stimulated to new ideas.
Certainly they will not put their own money
and time and energy into developing new
things unless the climate of work is
favorable.

For this purpose, the atmosphere in the
field of the industrial atom could hardly be
worse. Men don't get excited about work-
ing on new ideas by having available a
technical document, especially a carefully
“distilled” one, or by being given a quick
walk through an atomic factory or labora-
tory. They need to get their hands into the
dirt, into the guts of the working facts.
That's not possible today, and won't be
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without the changes I belleve should he
made.

A basic change, and one that Is badly
needed, is a change in this climate; an end
to the absurd cloak-and-dagger air of mys-
tery that still hangs over thls monopoly;
relief from hideous complexity and Increas-
ing centralization and red tape.

Can just any talented person, can & young
Ford or Edison or Chrysler or Eettering work
at the atom today? I mean work at it, not
under a formal contract with a government
project number, but just to see what he can
find out? He certalnly can’'t. Can he even
walk into the Smithsonian Museum and get
inspiration by seeing the first models in the
atomic fleld—ones now almest as cbsolete
as Otto Lillenthal’s nineteenth-century
glider or BSamuel Langley's airplane or
George Stephenson's locomotlve steam en-
gine?

No—not even that. Even our obsolete in-
formation is locked up, moncpolized.

These things are wrong. They need cor-
rection, if we are not to miss out on what
may be one of the greatest opportunities of
modern times,

You may well ask: “Now look, mister, just
what is this opportunity you say we are miss-
ing? Just what can industry do with the
atom?” My answer would be that I don’t
know; that, today, no one knows. That's
my point; we must permit industry itself to
find out.

I don't know just what can come of the
industrial atom, but I do know that we are
dealing here with a series of very great dis-
coveries: about the fundamental nature of
everything physical—whether it is made of
metal or is a gas like the oxygen in the at-
mosphere, and whether it is living or in-
animate.

We are dealing here with knowledge about
the bullding blocks of which everything on
this earth is made.

We don't know much yet, and we know
very little about how to use what we do
know, except, of course, as a revolutionary
weapon of war. But what else atomic knowl-
edge and its application can do of a creative
and useful sort in raising living standards
the world over no one really knows much.

To ask precisely what this fundamental
knowledge can do for us, industrially, would
be like asking Michael Faraday, & hundred
years ago, when he demonstrated his crude
little gadget for inducing a feeble electric
current: "Tell us how a 60,000-horsepower
electric generator will transform life in a
great city.”

But imegine what could happen to the in-
dustrial atom if tomorrow we turned over
all we know thus far—the basic informa-
tlon—to the hundreds of thousands of minds
in industry and in the universities who are
capable of new ideas. Think of the creative
men in the automotive industry or the phar-
maceutical or glass industries, or the great
army of men engaged in building a new
world based upon the chemistry of petroleum
or cellulose or gas. Just to contemplate the
prospect of what they could do for us all
stirs the blood.

Anyone familiar with American industrial
capabilities could set down a list of a dozen
or more concerns in almost every medium-
sized city in this country that might well
push the industrial atom along. I believe %
could list offhand 50 such companles, large
and small, in each of our dozen largest in-
dustrial citles from coast to coast.

Once this sort of development gets really
rolling, the ramifications might be wide-
spread. That was the way with the auto-
mobile. It had its effect on industries and
businesses that in the days of the auto plo-
neers seemed a long, long way from any con=
nection with the ‘‘horseless carriage,” and
created businesses that never did exist be-
fore the auto,
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That is the kind of stimulus that we can
bring all up and down the line, if we will
get back on the beam by providi: g a basis
for competition in ideas as to the most
fundamental of all knowledge, the heart—
or nucleus—of the atom itself.

As to how important to industry (and
therefore to us all) atomic discoveries might
ke, a genuine analogy is provided by the in-
dustrial development of chemistry and
chemical reactions, recently described as
*the premier industry of the United States.”

Chemistry and chemical engineering re-
arrange atoms, and clusters of atoms called
molecules, into patterns that are different
from their patterns in their original state.
A synthetic rubber tire, for example, i pe-
troleum atoms rearranged by industry into
“rubber.” Cellophane, high-octane gasoline,
nylon, plastics—these are products in which
atoms and molecules have been shuffled and
tossed around and rearranged. Burning coal
or igniting gasoline are other examples of a
chemical change in which there resulis a re-
arrangement of atoms.

_But in no chemical change is the heart of
the atom itself changed.

In this new field of atomic energy and
atomic radiation, however, the atom Itself
is changed.

When you “split" an atom, the heart of the
atom—the nucleus, the core—changes, In
that process of changing, atom radiation re-
sults. Great heat is created. Not just hun-
dreds and thousands of degrees (as when the
atoms are rearranged in burning coal, for
example) but heat in the hundreds of
thousands and millions of degrees.

These things happen today. Not just in
laboratories on a very small and experimen-
tal scale. This process of changing the heart
of the atom 1is going on every day, around
the clock, on a factory scale in several of
this country’s atomic plants.

In these Government-owned factories one
substance or element is changed, by atomic
particles or by radiation, into quite a differ-
ent one. Uranium into plutonium is the
best-known example. But in splitting atoms
of uranium, entirely different elements, by
the dozens, are created out of uranium—
such as barlum, lithium, aluminum and so
on,

This is transmutation of the elements. It
is what the anclent alchemists tried to do
when they sought the way to “transmute”
meroury into gold. We can do that too, to-
day, in atomic machines, though of course
there seems little point in doing it except as
& stunt. Occasionally, though, we do change
gold into mercury.

Whén the heart of the atom is changed
in this way, radiation, or energy rays, are
set off, Rays from radium and from X-tay
machines are instancés of radiation with
which men in Industry are familiar, For
industrial uge, radium is scarce; X-ray ma-
chines are ver costly, But just the waste,
or byproducts, of a single month's opera-
tlon of one of this country's atomic plants
is the equivalent of tons of radium, and
gives off far more radiation than all the
X-ray machines in the country could pro-
duce in many years,

The technical ard industrial uses to which
intense beams and huge volumes of radia-
tion can be put have not yet been carefully
investigated; in fact it has barely been
thought about seriously. Radiation does
things to any material that is put in its path.
It changes the structure and characteristics
of common metals—iron, cobalt, steel, cop-
per, zine and so en. It changes the struc-
ture and nature of curious materials as yet
Httle known to industry or to everyday life,
such as those known as germanium and zir-
conium.

What has been learned thus far about
what happens to industrial materials that
are exposed to atomic radiation 1s chiefly
what damage it does. Researchers are look-
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ing for metals that will contain radiation,
or conduct or transfer the heat thereby cre-
ated. Few materials can take it for these
specialized uses. But this is an old story.
Mbore often than not, this is the negative
process whereby new and useful things have
been discovered. Efects that, to one man
bent on a particular experiment, seem use-
less or harmful may, to another with a dif-
ferent goal in mind or no goal whatever or
a8 llveller Imagination, lay the foundation
for a whole new edifice of technical knowl-
edge and human welfare,

Just a few weeks ago at the University
of California there occurred an illuminat-
ing and heartening example in the medical
field of what I mean This appears to be a
glant stride in the ability to detect harden-
ing of the arteries—high among killers of
men—years before any recognizable symp-
toms appear, This boon, if fully confirmed,
is the wholly unexpected, wholly un-
planned result o experiments that has as
their purpose finding some way to combat
the harmful and usually deadly effects of
overdoses of radiation on human beings.

I confess I take little stock in the offhand
way some people say atomic energy and
radiation will probably never amount to
much, In the sense of practical industrial
use and daily living. “A fine bomb, yes, but
not anything else of consequence; certainly
not for 60 years.," I recall that in 1901, af-
ter he and his brother had failed in their
stubborn effort to fly, Wilbur Wright con-
cluded that it would be a thousand years be-
fore man would fly; 7 years later he
made a single flight of more than 77 miles.
But Orville Wright's' view of this early
“fallure” of the sclence of flylng is worth
repeating to the more dismal of today’s
atomic energy prophets. He sald it was not
that flight was impossible; it was just that
he and his brother didn't yet know enough.

The possibilities of the industrial atom
appear almost limitless, We do not kuow,
for example, what chemical reactions in
ordinary substances of industry may be
caused by the kind of intense radiation we
now have avallable to us for the first time
in history. We cannot be sure, today, how
we can make use of the fantastically high
temperatures released by changing the heart
of the atom. Will it ever be possible, as a
result of atomic knowledge, to produce
electricity directly—that 1is, without a
boiler and turbine and generator? It doesn't
now seem in the cards. But does anyone
know enough to be sure?

By the application of temperature, pres-
sure dand catalysts modern chemists have
rearranged the atoms of such common sub-
stances as Bilfur, coal tar and chlorine,
prodiudiig a string of more than 500,000
new compounds. Many of these materials
have alréady found their application in in-
dustry. Who is there who can say that
the proceéss of changing the heart of the
atom itself cannot produce comparable
results? 1

The fabulous benefits that Have flowed
from chemistry would certainly never have
been ours if there had been Government
monopoly of the dissemination of the in-
formation, the materials with which to carry
on the work and of the financing. Indus-
trialists and research directors and inves-
tigators, viewing the harassing difficulties
and frustrations in the atomic fleld now
subject to Government monopoly, will
choose other avenues of opportunity that
are open to them, avenues across which
there has not been thrown a monolithic
roadblock. And America and Americans
will be the losers. The time for the first
industrial applications of atomie¢ knowledge
s overdue.

I have said that 1t Is thé absence of com-
petition in ideas that is holding back a vig-
orous and spirited and full development of
the Industrial atom; that the individuals
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and private corporations engaged in this
u-dertaking—the inner circle—are able, tal-
ented, intent upon making progress.. I have
sald that the Atomie Energy Commission
tried conscientiously to make the Soviet-
type system we had unwittingly adopted
work in an American atmosphere.

It 15 important to emphasize and to ex-
pand on theee points. :

No one can shrug off his deep concern
about this dangerous development in our
industria lfe by saying that the trouble
does not go very deep, that minor adjust-
ments would make unnecessary the com-
plete course reversal that I am now pro-
pocing. A hard look at this plcture shows
that this fllness is not a surface chill; it is
dzep in our vital organs.

The atomie bomb was developed under
Covernmment monopoly; it was a great
achievement. Many private corporations
were hired by Gen. Leslie R. Groves and his
Manhattan District organization to do par-
ticular assigned tasks. The Manhattan Dis-
trict wartime goal was a singie and clearly
defined one: to make an atomic bomb and
make it in time to help win the war. That
kind of governmental objective, under war-
time Incentives (anc¢ without political in-
terference in techniecal decisions which total
wartime secrecy provided) is appropriate for
Government monopoly.

But when the civillan Atomic Energy
Commission was created in August 1946, it
was not given the single objective of de-
veloping .and making atomic munitions. A
year's congressional hearings had made it
plain to the country and to Congress that
fas more than weapon-making is involved in
atomic knowledge. The very first words of
the McMahon Act providing for a civilian
commission state this conclusion in these
words, words of great sweep and promise:

“Research and experimentation in the
field of nuclear chain reaction have attained
the stage at which the release of atomic
energy on a large scale is practical. The
significance of the atomic bomb for mili-
tary purposes is evident. The effect of the
use of atomic energy for civillan purposes
upon the social, economic, and political
structures of today cannot now be deter-
mined. It is a fleld in which unknown fac-
tors are involved. Therefore, any legislation
will necessarily be subject to revision from
time to time. It is reasonable to anticipate,
however, that tapping this new source of
energy will cause profound changes in our

sent way of life. Accordingly, it is here-
y declared to be the policy of the people of
the United States that, subject at all times
to the paramount objective of assuring the
common defense and security, the develop-
metit and utilization of atomic energy shall,
so f: as practicable, be directed toward ini-
proving the public welfare, increasing the
standard of lving, strengthenihg free com-
E-tition in private enterprise, and promoting
world peace."”

But 1t takes more than mere words, how-
ever eloquent, in a statute that creates a Gov-
ernment monopoly to cancel out the contra-
diction between monopoly and our competi-
tive enterprise system.

Under our fre~ system the purpose of gov-
ernment and the purpose of industry are
quite dissimilar. They ought to be kept that
way, if we want to continue that free society.
This is especially important in the field of
industrial developments,

When government takes over a whole fleld
of knowledge, and monopolizes it, as it has
done under the McMahon Act, its purposes—
as government-—are not only “paramount,”
they tend to become exclusive. They tend
to drive to lower and lower priority those
purposes that are actually not the business
of government, but of industry—that is, gen-
eral industrial development.

It is of the deepest importance to us all
that we face up to this inescapable fact:
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atomic knowledge In the hands of govern-
ment will be intensively and successfully
developed only for military purposes. Here
is a simple way to demonstrate that this is
true. Suppose that, overnight, atcomic
energy lost its importance as a weapon, let
us say because of some remarkable new dis-
covery. Would it not be recognized, almost
without debate, that the whole fleld of peace-
time industrial development of this knowl-
edge would then be the exclusive province of
competitive private industry?

The danger that Government monopoly
would choke industrial development was
clear to me when I first became the Com-
mission's Chairman. But as a practical mat-
ter, the only course for the Commission was
to try by actual administration somehow to
make monopoly work,

Accordingly, private corporations rather
than Government employees were selected
to do almost every bit of the actual work of
production, process engineering, and so on.
New companies were brought in and added to
the list of contractors. The roster of firms
engaged by the Commission to do portions
of the work is a very impressive one, includ-
ing, among others, such honored names of
American industry as these: Carbide & Car-
bon Chemicals Corp., the General Electric
Co., Monsanto Chemical Co.,, the Kellex
Corp., the Air Reduction Co., Inc., Western
Electric Co., Bell Telephone Laboratories,
Ine, Bendix Aviation Corp., Standard Oil
Development Co., Westinghouse Electric
Corp., Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co.,
Carrier Corp., and Mallinckrodt Chemical
Works.

Wide' latitude and discretion were given
these concerns in the management of their
part of development and production work.
(Later, in the Hickenlooper hearings and the
resulting legislative “riders,” Congress
knocked this principle in the head.)

The Commission, at the very outset,
launched an effort to broaden knowledge of
what was at stake in the industrial atom,
We tried, within the law, to increase the in-
formation and “know-how" at the disposal
of industrial men, those outside the inner
circle. This effort continues today. At the
Commission’s urgent invitation, able indus-
trialists gave months of their time studying
this problem of making monopoly work in a
land of industrial competition.

What have been the results?

The effort to bring a large segment of the
industrial minds of the country actively to
bear on this whole new possibility failed.
Most American business activities do not
have and cannot have any access whatever
to genuinely workable and hands-in-the-
earth contact with the production of atomic
materials or with the industrial atom's po-
tentialities.

The act's process of declassifying (1. e,
making nonsecret) information having in-
dustrial value has proved hopelessly aca-
demic and unworkable. It resembles noth-
ing so much as trylng to cut down the red-
wood tree of secrecy with a penknife: the tree
grows faster than the whittler can cut.

As to production: Only one corporation
in the country is making or is permitted to
know how to make by the method now in
use the basic atomic material known as
uranium 235,

Only one industrial concern in the country
is making, and only two know how to make,
the basic atomic end product, plutonium.

As to intermediate “feed” materials, there
18 only one company making each of these
materials; there is no intraindustry competi-
tion as to quality, price or (most important)
basic improvement in process.

Quite aside from the monetary spur, there
is in the atomic enterprise almost no chance
for men in industry to have the satisfaction
(often quite as important as the profit in-
centive) of trying to beat the other fellow's
methods, his costs, his consumer acceptance,
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The estimate of costs of the great new
experimental machines for production of
atomic power are very high; they are con-
stantly rising, by increments of millions of
dollars. Nothing is ever attempted on a
small, modest, or limited scale.

There is not a dime of private investment
in any of the experimental machines, no fi-
nancial risk to the corporations doing the
work, no cost to them if estimates continue
to go zooming up while completion sched-
ules stretch out longer and longer. There is
no loss of prestige for mediocre work In-
asmuch as secrecy makes it difficult or im-
possible for other industry to judge the per-
formance.

But the men and the corporations at work
are excellent. The management personnel
of the AEC rank very high. I would say that
Carroll Wilson, general manager, is one of
the very ablest industrial and technical ex-
ecutives of this generation, an opinion with
which many industrial men would agree.

The people and corporations are good, but
the results are mot. They are not up to
American par because the job is not being
done the American way.

UNITED NATIONS RECOGNITION OF COM-
MUNIST CHINA—STATEMENT BY SENA-
TOR BRIDGES AND SENATOR ENOW-
LAND

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Washington yield to the
Senator from California?

Mr. CAIN. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the body of
the Recorp, as part of my remarks, a
statement that was issued jointly by the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripges] and myself relative to the ques-
tion of the United Nations recognition of
Communist China.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

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

It is our firm belief that America wants
peace with honor. Appeasement is surren-
der on the installment plan. We belleve
that our security and the cause of a free
world of free men depend on vigorously re-
sisting Soviet pressure in the United Nations
on the question of seating the  Communist
regime in place of the Republic of China.

We handed Manchuria to Russia in the
Yalta agreement and that launched the Red
conquest in Asia. We abandoned the free
peoples of Poland and Czechoslovakia when
we acquiesced to rigged elections and that
lower the iron curtain over eastern Europe.

‘What have these concessions gained us?
Nothing. We have bought only more cold
war tension and more terror. One by one,
the countries of the world are falling under
the Kremlin's dictatorship. Russla is pre-
paring for war. The Soviet Union is spend-
ing more on armaments than all of the free
world combined, including the United States.

If we concede on China, we will be asked
to yield next on Indochina, Korea, India,
Burma, Siam, the United States of Indonesia,
and the Philippines, Do we wait until, one
by one, all the non-Communist countries
of Asia have gone under the hammer and
sickle? Do we walt until we are completely
isolated or, perhaps, we are asked to concede
Hawaii or Alaska?

The new isolationists are those who be=-
tray this country’'s friends by sacrificing
them to Soviet-sponsored international com-
munism rather than give them our support.
Eventually, if the process continues, we will
be isolated, alone against a communized
world,
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The issue over seating Red China—which
means expelling our wartime ally and long-
time friend, Nationalist China, one of the
United Nations' founding members—is a cru-
cial test in total diplomacy. Sscretary of
State Dean Acheson has used that expres-
sion. Only the Soviet Union, however, has
used total diplomacy. While we have wav-
ered, the Kremlin has moved ruthlessly to
grab what it wants.

Now Russia wants another vote in the
Becurity Council. UN Secretary General
Trygve Lie conveniently cooperates in a
scheme to deliver it.

Lie says the Communists represent China's
people. That is not true notwithstanding
Soviet propaganda. The Communists do not
represent China’s people. China is the vic-
tim of a treacherous invasion, incited and
directed from Moscow. Has Trygve Lie for-
gotten the quislings in his own Norway?
Communist agents don’t represent China any
more than the Nazis represented Norway
when they overran Mr. Lie's country.

The United States must not acquiesce in
this move to seat Soviet China in the United
Nations. To do so would be contrary to the
prineiple of nonrecognition of conguests
which Henry L. Stimson laid down when the
Japanese conquered Manchuria in 1932. We
stood by that principle when the quislings
drove the government of which Trygve Lie
was Forelgn Minister out of Norway. We
supported Mr. Lie's government when it had
fled into exile and we helped put it back in
pewer.

Do we quit now, drop total diplomacy
and go back to Chamberlin appeasement
diplomacy at a moment when the future
peace of the United States is at stake? There
is grave danger that the Soviet Union may
destroy the United Nations by holding a
gun at the heads of each free nation with
a dictate “do it our way—or else.”

Lie says the China issue is obstructing

- progress toward peace through the United

Nations. This is camouflage. Russia is ob=-
structing progress - toward peace. There
would be no issue if Russia accepted its obli-
gations under the United Nations. But Rus-
sia refuses to abide by the UN Charter, Lie
says, in effect, if Russia will not accept the
rules of the UN, the rules must be changed.
He adopts the same insiduous tactics as
the Communists themselves and becomes at
least their tool, if not their actual ally.

What Lie proposes is more than mere cra-
ven appeasement. It is surrender, abject
capitulation. The only support Lie has a
right to expect is from the Comintern—not
from the United States or the other free
nations. Russia wants to apply the police
state to the UN. If we yielded to that we
would be selling ourselves out and with no
assurance, even at that price, that peace
can be preserved.

On this issue, Russia has the United States
backed to the wall. Any slgn of weakness
now would cost us more loss of prestige
and further impair our leadership of the anti-
Communist forces of the world.

This has been slyly calculated in Mos-
cow. China is not an isolated issue. Her
position in the United Nations is part of
the whole world situation in which peace
is so precariously balanced. It cannot be
separated from the subjugation of eastern
Europe to Soviet dictatorship. China’s peril
cannot be separated from the peril of other
countries in Asia, Latin America, Europe,
and the Near East from Russia's armlies and
Russia’s international agents.

In his rebuke to Lie, Secretary Acheson has
taken the realistic view that the impasse
in the United Nations is the result of Soviet
Union's unwarranted attempt to coerce the
UN. This is good, as far as it goes.

But does it go far enough? Secretary
Acheson repeatedly has sald the United
States will vote against seating Communist
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China. Will he now carry his convictions to
& logical conclusion? Will he agree to help
organize the free nations to resist Soviet
blackmail? To use the veto, if necessary?

Russia has exercised the veto at least 40
times—including vetoes of applications for
membership by Ireland, Austria, Finland,
Italy, and other countries. Soviet China is
another new applicant. Boviet China was
created by Russia’s imperlalist aggression.
It was created by conquest of the forces
backed by the Kremlin., There is precedent
for a veto of Soviet China’s application.
There also is urgent necessity for it.

We endorse the foreign-aid program for
countries which stand with the United States
for peace and freedom. It is only simple
logic, however, that our wealth and our arms
cannot be handed to powers which ultimately
might use them against us. It is too danger-
ous. We are sure the American people agree
that those countries which wither under the
pressure of Soviet total diplomacy now are
ultimate threats to the peace we are paying
a very high price to preserve.

We, the undersigned, therefore declare this
to be our policy:

1, We affirm Mr. Acheson's repudiation of
the Lie pressure proposals for seating Soviet
China in the United Nations.

2, In order to lend support to our Gov-
ernment and help strengthen its total diplo-
macy, we believe that we should consider
carefully before giving further United States
aid, economic or military, to any nation
which betrays its democratic interests under
pressure from the Soviet Union, its satellites
or agents.

3. Unless Trygve Lie at once withdraws his
proposals for seating Soviet China, we ask
that the Government of the United States
instruct its representatives to the United
Natlons to seek the selection of an impartial
Secretary in place of the Soviet partisan in-
cumbent. His efforts, if successful would
open, through the UN, a slde door for more
Communist agents to enter this country.
He has exceeded his authority. He has en-
dangered both peace and the structure of
the United Nations, causes he professes to
advance.

4, Unless the Soviet Union ends its boycott
of the United Nations and ceases its arbitrary
and obstructionist tactics, we recommend
that the United States use its veto power,
if necessary, in the issue over China's rep-
resentation. We deplore the necessity even
to consider using the veto. However, the
Soviet Union is attempting to subvert the
UN into an instrument for its own imperial-
ist ambitions. In the face of the Soviet's
clear plan for conquest, there is no other
alternative on this issue.

STYLES BRIDGES,
United States Senator (Republican
of New Hampshire).
WiLLiam F. KNOWLAND,
United Stales Senator (Republican
of California).

VOTING PROCEDURE IN THE SECURITY
COUNCIL

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
also ask to have printed in the Recorbp,
for the informiation of the Senate, a
statement by the delegations of the four
sponsoring governments on voting pro-
cedure in the Security Council, issued on
June 7, 1945,

Mr. President, I desire particularly to
call to the attention of the Members of
the Senate the part of the statement in-
dicated by the Roman numeral II, sec-
tions one and two, dealing with the ques-
tion of whether action is subject to a veto.
Subsection’l reads:

In the opinion of the delegations of the
sponsoring governments, the draft charter it-
self contains an indication of the appncstlon
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of the voting procedures to the various func=
tions of the Council.

2. In this case, it will be unlikely that
there will arise In the future any matters of
great importance on which a decision will
have to be made as to whether a procedural
vote would apply. Should, however, such a
matter arise, the decision regarding the pre-
liminary question as to whether or not such
a matter is procedural must be taken by a
vote of geven members of the Security Coun=-
cil, including the concurring votes of the
permanent members.

I submit, Mr. President, that this indi-
cates that on the question of the seating
of the Communist regime in China or
the unseating of the Republic of China
the veto of not only the Republic of China
itself could apply against such action,
but also the United States would be well
within its rights to exercise a veto in
that matter.

Mr. President, I merely wish to say in
conclusion at this time, though I shall
have more to say on the floor at a later
date, that it seems to me the time is
rapidly approaching, particularly in view
of the indications that Mr. Trygve Lie is
again making a trip to Europe in the in-
terest of seating the Communist regime
in the United Nations, and in view of
the indication by the British Government
today in the articles carried in the morn-
ing newspapers that they are now at work
in trying to seat the Communist regime,
that perhaps the thing the Senate and
the House of Representatives should do
with respect to the arms-implementation
appropriation and the ECA appropria-
tion, which are now before the Appro-
priations Committee, is to provide a 7T
months’ allocation of funds. The Con-
gress of the United States will be back
here in January of next year, and at that
time we will have additional facts to go
on as to whether the British Government
and these other governments are going
to seat the Communists in the United
Nations. Ishall be prepared to offer such
an amendment in the Appropriations
Committee so that we may have a review
of the entire situation when we return
as the Eighty-second Congress in Janu-
ary 1951.

I wish to thank the Senator from
Washington for having yielded to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, MUR-
RAY in the chair). Without objection, the
statement will be printed in the REcorp.

The statement is as follows:
BSTATEMENT BY THE DELEGATIONS oF THE Foum

SPONSORING GOVERNMENTS oN Voring Pro-

CEDURE IN THE Security Councin, June T,

1945 2

Specific questions covering the voting pro-
cedure in the Security Council have been
submitted by a subcommittee of the confer-
ence committee on structure and procedures
of the Security Council to the delegations
of the four governments sponsoring the con-
ference—the United States of America, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and North=
ern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Re=
publics, and the Republic of China. In deal-
ing with these questions, the four delega-
tions desire to make the following statement
of their general attitude toward the whole
question of unanimity of permanent mem-
bers in decisions of the Security Council.

1. The Yalta voting formula recogniZes
that the Security Council in discharging its
responsibilities for the maintenance of in-
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ternational peace and securty, will have two
broad groups of functions, Under chapter
VIII, the Council will have to make decl-
slons which involve its taking direct meas-
ures in connection with settlement of dis-
putes, adjustment of situations likely to lead
to disputes, determination of threats to the
peace, removal of threats to the peace, and
suppression of breaches of the peace. It will
also have to make decisions which do not
involve the taking of such measures. The
Yalta formula provides that the second of
these two groups of decisions will be governed
by a procedural vote—that is, the vote of
any seven members. The first group of de-
cisions will be governed by a qualified vote—
that is, the vote of seven members, including
the concurring votes of the five permanent
members, subject to the proviso that in de-
cisions under section A and a part of sec~
tion C of chapter VIII parties to a dispute
shall abstain from voting,

2. For example, under the Yalta formula
a procedural vote will govern the decisions
made under the entire section D of chapter
VI. This means that the Counecil will, by a
vote of any seven of its members, adopt or
alter its rules of procedure; determine the
method of selecting its president; organize
itself in such a way as to be able to function
continuously; select the times and places of
its regular and special meetings; establish
such bodies or agencies as it may deem nec-
essary for the performance of its functions;
invite a member of the organization not
represented on the Council to participate in
its discussions when that member’s inter=
ests are specially affected; and invite any
state when 1t is a party to a dispute being
considered by the Council to participate in
the discussion relating to that dispute.

3. Further, no individual member of the
Council can alone prevent consideration and
discussion by the Council of a dispute or sit-

- uation brought to its attention under para-

graph 2, section A, chapter VIII. Nor can
parties to such dispute be prevented by these
means from being heard by the Couneil.
Likewise, the requirement for unanimity of
the permanent members cannot prevent any
member of the Council from reminding the
members of the organization of their general
obligations assumed under the charter as re=-
gards peaceful settlement of international
disputes.

4. Beyond this point, decisions and actions
by the Security Council may well have major
political consequences and may even ini-
tiate a chain of events which might, in the
end, require the Council under its responsi-
bilities to invoke measures of enforcement
under section B, chapter VIII., This chain
of events begins when the Council decides
to make an investigation, or determines that
the time has come to call upon states to
settle their differences, or makes recom=-
mendations to the parties. It is to such de-
cisions and actions that unanimity of the
permanent members applies, with the im-
portant proviso, referred to above, for ab-
stention from voting by parties to a dispute.

5. To illustrate: In ordering an investi-
gation, the Council has to consider whether
the investigation—which may involve calling
for reports, hearing witnesses, dispatching a
commission of inguiry, or other means—
might not further aggravate the situation.
After investigation, the Council must deter-
mine whether the continuance of the situa-
tion or dispute would be likely to endanger
international peace and security. If it so
determines, the Council would be under obli-
gation to take further steps. Similarly, the
decision to make recommendations, even
when all parties request it to do so, or to
call upon parties to a dispute to fulfill their
obligations under the Charter, might be the
first step on a course of action from which
the Security Council could withdraw only at
the risk of failing to discharge its responsi-
bilities.
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6. In appraising the significance of the
vote required to take such decisions or ac-
tions, it is useful to make comparison with
the requirements of the League Covenant
with reference to decisions of the League
Council. Substantive decisions of the
League of Nations Council could be taken
only by the unanimous vote of all its mem-
bers, whether permanent or not, with the
exception of parties to a dispute under article
XV of the League Covenant. Under article
X1, under which most of the disputes brought
before the League were dealt with and de-
cisions to make investigations taken, the
unanimity rule was invariably interpreted
to include even the votes of the parties to
a dispute.

7. The Yalta voting formula substitutes for
the rule of complete unanimity of the
League Council a system of qualified ma-
jority voting in the Security Council. Under
this system non-permanent members of the
Security Council individually would have no
“yeto.” As regards the permanent members,
there is no question under the Yalta formula
of investing them with a new right, namely,
the right to veto, a right which the perma-
nent members of the League Couneil always
had. The formula proposed for the taking
of action in the Security Council by a ma-
jority of seven would make the operation of
the Council less subjeet to obstruction than
was the case under the League of Nations
rule of complete unanimity.

8. It should also be remembered that under -

the Yalta formula the five major powers

could not act by themselves; since even under

the unanimity requirement any decisions of
the Council would have to include the con-
curring votes of ‘at least two of the non-
permanent members. In other words, it
would be possible for flve non-permanent
members as a group to exercise a veto. It
is not to be assumed, however, that the
permanent members, any more than the non-
permanent member, would use their veto
power willfully to obstruct the operation
of the Council.

9. In view of the primary responsibilities of
the permanent members, they could not be
expected, in the present condition of the
world, to assume the obligation to act in so
gerlous a matter as the malntenance of in-
ternational peace and security in conse-
quence of a declsion in which they had not
concurred. Therefore, if a majority voting
in the Security Council is to be made pos-
gible, the only practicable method is to pro-
vide, in respect of nonprocedural decisions,
for unanimity of the permanent members
plus the concurring votes of at least two
of the non-permanent members.

10. For all these reasons, the four sponsor=
ing Governments agreed on the Yalta formu-
la and have presented it to this conference
as essential if an international organization
is to be created through which all peace-
loving nations can effectively discharge their
common responsibilities for the maintenance
of international peace and security.

In the light of the considerations set
forth in Part 1 of this statement, it is clear
what the answers to the questions submit-
ted by the subcommittee should be, with
the exception of gquestion 19. The answer
to that question is as follows:

1. In the opinion of the delegations of
the sponsoring governments, the draft char-
ter itself contains an indication of the ap-
plication of the voting procedures to the
various functions of the Council.

2, In this case, it will be unlikely that
there will arise in the future any matters of
great importance on which a decision will
have to be made as to whether a procedural
vote would apply. BShould, however, such
a matter arise, the decision regarding the
preliminary question as to whether or not
such a matter is procedural must be taken
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by a vote of seven members of the Sacurity
Council, including the concurring votes of
the permanent members.

QUESTIONNAIRE OoN EXERCISE oF VETO IN
SecuriTYy CouNciL, MAay 22, 1945

(Note—It is provided under ch. VI (C),
par. 3, that in all questions under VIII (A)
a party to a dispute shall abstain from
voting. Therefore unless otherwise indicated
the veto referred to in each guestion below
is the veto of a permanent member viho
is not a party to a dispute.)

Under new paragraph 1 of chapter VIII
(A), prepared by the sponsoring Govern-
ments:

“Without prejudice to the provisions of
paragraphs 1-5 below, the Security Council

should. be empowered, if all the parties so.

request, to make recommendations to the
parties to any dispute with a view to its set-
tlement in accordance with the principles
lald down in chapter II, paragraph 3."

(1) If the parties to a dispute request the
Security Council to make recommendations
with a view to its settlement, would the
veto be applicable to a decision of the Secu-
rity Council to exercice its power to investi=
gate the dispute for that purpose?

(2) If the Security Council has investi-

gated a dispute under this paragraph, would:
the veto bz applicable to a decision of the.

Security Council to recommend.to the par-

ties certain terms, with a view to the set-

tlement of the dispute?

Under present paragraph 1 of chapter
VIII (A):

“1, The Security Council should be em-~
powered to investigate any dispute, or any
situation which may lead to international
friction or give rise to a dispute, in order to
determine whether its continuance is likely
to endanger the maintenance of interna-
tional peace and security.”

(3) If the attention of the Sscurity Council
is called to the existence of a dispute, or a
situation which may give rise to a dispute,
would the veto be applicable to a decision
of the Bscurity Council to exercise its power
to investigate the dispute or situation?

(4) If the Security Council has investigated
the dispute, would the veto be applicable to
a decision by the Security Counecil that the
continuance of tfie dispute is likely to en-
danger the maintenance of international
peace and security?

le'nder present paragraph 3, chapter VIII

A): ¢

3. The parties to any dispute the continu-
ance of which is likely to endanger the main-
tenance of international peace and security
should obligate themselves, first of all, to
seek a solution by negotiation, mediation,
conciliation, arbitration, or Judicial settle-
ment, or other peaceful means of their own
choice. The Security Council shculd call
upon the parties to settle their dispute by
such means,"

(5) If the Security Council has decided
that the continuance of a dispute is likely
to endanger the maintenance of international
peace and security, would the veto be applica-
ble to a decision of the Security Council to
call upon the parties to settle their dispute
by the means indicated in paragraph 37

Under paragraph 4 of chapter VIII (A) as
proposed to be amended by the sponsoring
governments:

“4, If, nevertheless, parties to a dispute of
the nature referred to in paragraph 3 above
fail to settle it by the means indicated in
the paragraph, they should obligate thems-
selves to refer it to the Becurity Council,
The Security Council should in each case
decide whether or not it deems that the con«
tinuance of the particular dispute is in fact
likely to endanger the maintenance of in-
ternational peace and security, and, accord=-
ingly, whether the Security Council should
deal with the dispute, and, if so, whether
it should take action under paragraph 5 it
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shall decide whether to take action under
paragraph 5 or whether itself to recommend
such terms of settlement as it may consider
appropriate.”

(6) If a dispute is referred to the Security
Council by the parties under this paragraph,
would the veto be applicable to a decislon
by the Security Council under the second
sentence of this paragraph that it deems the
continuance of the particular dispute is in
fact likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security?

(7) If the Security Council deems that the -
continuance of the particular dispute is in
fact likely to endanger the maintenance of
international peace and security, would the
veto be applicable to a declsion of the Secu-
rity Council under the second sentence of
this paragraph to take action under para=-
graph 5?

(8) If the Szcurity Council deems that.
the continuance of the particular dispute
is in fact likely to endanger the mainte-
nance of international peace and security,
would the veto be applicable to a decision
of the Security Counecil under the second
sentence of this paragraph to recommend to-
the parties such terms of settlement as it
considers appropriate?

Under paragraph & of chapter VIII (A):

**5, The Security Council should be em=
powered, at any stage of a dispute of the
nature’ referred to in paragraph 3 above,
to recommend appropriate procedures or.
metheds of adjustment.”

. (9) Would the veto be applicable to a
decision of the Security Council, at any stage -
of a dispute, to recommend to the parties
appropriate procedures or methods of adjust-.
ment?

Under paragraph 6 of chapter VII (A):

*“g. Justiciable disputes should normally
be referred to the International Court of
Justice;. The Security Council should be
empsoswered to refer to the Court, for ad-
vice, legal questions connected with other-
disputes.”

(10) Would the veto be applicable to a
decision of the Security Council under the
first sentence of this paragraph that a dis-
pute is of a justiciable character?

(11) Would the veto be applicable to a
decision of the Security Council under the
first sentence of this paragraph to refer a
justiciable dispute to the International Court
of Justice?

(12) Would the veto be applicable to a
decision of the Security Council to deal with
a justiciable dispute by some other means
of adjustment?

(13) Would the veto be applicable to a
decision of the Security Council to refer to
the International Court of Justice a legal
question connected with a nonjusticiable
dispute?

Under paragraph 1 of chapter VIII (B) as
proposed by the four sponsoring govern=
ments:

“Section B: Determination of threats to
the peace or acts of aggression and action
with respect thereto. 1. Should the Secu-
rity Council deem that a failure to settle a
dispute in accordance with procedures indi-
cated in paragraph 3 of section A, or in ac=
cordance with its recommendations made
under paragraphs 4 or 5 of section A, con-
stitutes a threat to the maintenance of in=-
ternational peace and security, it should take
any measures necessary for the maintenance
of international peace and security in accord-
ance with the purposes and principles of the
Organization.”

(14) Would the veto be applicable to a
decision of the Becurity Council that it
deemed that a failure would constitute a
threat to the maintenance of peace and
security? )

(15) Would the veto be applicable of the
Becurity Couneil that it should take any
measures necessary for the maintenance of
international peace and security?
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Under new paragraph 2 of chapter VIII (B)
as proposed by the four sponsoring govern-
ments:

“2. In general, the Security Council should
determine the existence of any threat to the
peace, breach of the peace or act of aggres-
sion, and should make recommendations or
decide upon the measures set forth in para-
graphs 3 and 4 of this section to be taken
to maintain or restore peace and security.”

{16) Would the veto be applicable to a de-
cision of the Security Council that it deter-
mined the existence of any threat to the
peace, etc.?

Under new paragraph proposed by the
four sponsoring governments to be inserted
between paragraphs 2 and 38 of chapter
VIII (B):

“Before making the recommendations or
deciding upon the measures for the main-
tenance or restoration of peace and security
in accordance with the provisions of para-
graph 2, the Securlty Council may call upon
the parties concerned to comply with such
provisional measures as It may deem neces-
sary or desirable in order to prevent an
aggravation of the situation. Such provi-
sional measures should be without prejudice
to the rights, claims, or positions of the
parties concerned. Failure to comply with
such provisional measures should be duly
taken account of by the Security Council.”

(17) Would the veto be applicable to a de-
cision of the Security Council that it may
call upon the parties, etc.?

(18) Would the veto be applicable to a de-
cision of the Security Council that failure to
comply should be duly taken account of,
etc.?

Under the second paragraph of chapter
VI (C):

“Section C. Voting. 1. Each member of the
Security Council should have one vote.

“2. Decisions of the Security Council on
procedural matters should be made by an
affirmative vote of seven members.”.

(19) In case a decision has to be taken as
to whether a certain point is a procedural
matter is that preliminary question to be
considered in itself as a procedural matter or
is the veto applicable to such preliminary
question?

Under the third paragraph of chapter
VI (C):

“3. Decisions of the Security Counecil on
all other matters should be made by an af-
firmative vote of seven members including
the concurring votes of the permanent mem-
bers; provided that, in decisions under
chapter VIII, section A, and under the sec-
ond sentence of paragraph 1 of chapter VIII,
section C, a party to a dispute should abstain
from voling.”

(20) If a motion is moved in the Security
Council on a matter, other than a matter
of procedure, under the general words In
paragraph 3, would the abstention from vot-
ing of any one of the permanent members of
the Becurity Council have the same effect as
& negative vote by that member in preventing
the Security Council from reaching a decision
on the matter?

(21) If one of the permanent members of
the Security Council is a party to a dispute,
and in conformity with the proviso to para-
graph 3 has abstained from voting on a
motion on a matter, other than a matter
of procedure, would its mere abstention pre-
vent the Becurity Council from reaching a
derision on the matter?

{22) In case a decision has to be made un-
der chapter VIII, section A, or under the sec-
ond sentence of chapter VIII, section C, para-
graph 1, will a permanent member of the
Council be entitled to participate in a vote
on the question whether that permanent
member is itself a party to the dispute or
not?

(23) In view of questions raised by several
delegations, the Greek delegation would like
to be Informed whether, under chapter 10,
paragraph 1, of the Dumbarton Oaks pro=-
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posals as amended by the four governments,
the recommendation of the Security Council
to the Assembly in respect of the election of
the Becretary-General and his deputies is
subject to veto.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT
OF 1948

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6826) fo provide for
the common defense through the regis-
tration and classification of certain male
persons, and for other purposes.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the junior
Senator from Washington wishes to as-
sociate himself with the senior Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Tybpmwesl, the
chairman of the Senate Armed Services
Committee, with the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SavTonsTaLLl, and with
other Senators in recommending that
the Selective Service Act of 1948 be ex-
tended for a period of 3 years. This law
was approved on June 24, 1948. It was
to be effective for a period of 2 years, un-
less sooner terminated by the Congress.
If the Congress does not direct otherwise,
therefore, the statute will expire on Sat-
urday, the 24th of this month. That
date is almost here.

The committee report contains a
rather complete outline of the main fea-
tures of the 1948 act, so I shall not take
the time to review them all in detail.
There are two or three points, however,
which I will discuss briefly, as I think we
should have them clearly in mind, and
the Nation ought to be conscious of them.

The law calls for the registration of
all male persons 18 through 25 years of
age. Those less than 18 are required to
register as they reach that age. All told,
over 10,000,000 men have so far been
registered.

There actually have been no induc-
tions from among this group for nearly
18 months. However, thg law authorizes
the induction of certain nonveteran, un-
married persons between the ages 19
through 25, provided the manpower
strengths specifically authorized by the
Congress cannot be met by enlistments.
It is important to note, at this point, that
this induction authority is in reality a
very limited one, in that the law clearly
specifies definite manpower ceilings. As
a practical matter, there is a further con-
gressional control, because manpower
totals are in reality determined by the
numbers actually appropriated for each
year by the Congress. 3

Any inductions which might be made
are for a period of 21 months. There
are very liberal deferments and exemp-
tions for persons who have dependents,
who have had previous military service,
who are attending high school or college,
or who belong to the Reserves. These
deferments and exemptions are, of
course, far more liberal than could be
supported in even a fairly limited mobili-
zation, That is as it should be, because
the present act was never intended as a
mobilization proposition. It is—and we
should always bear that in mind—a
peacetime measure, designed and
planned to give us a force big enough to
deter aggression, and thus act as a pre-
ventive to a full-scale emergency; or, if
one should come, to enable us to meet the
initial shock with a force respectable
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enough to give us the time necessary to
marshal our resources.

The present law also gives reem-
ployment rights but no GI benefits, pro-
vides for the compulsory filling of orders
for military supplies, and contains a
number of features of lesser importance,
all of which were considered in detail
by the Senate 2 years ago, at which time
the act was passed by an impressive ma-
jority.

As Senators will recall, early in 1948
the Senate Committee on Armed Services
hzld an exhaustive series of hearings on
the question of military manpower.
During the long weeks of those hearings,
our most respected and competent offi-
cials, both civilian and military, pointed
out, with an impressive degree of una-
nimity. that in their best judgment the
number of men on active duty in the Mil-
itary Establishment was at a dangerously
low level. Our forces were simply not
big enough to meet the immediate de-
mands of our national security, and to
maintain our national position. Even
today, none of us can forget how badly
the international situation had deterio-
rated during 1946 and 1947; how dismally
the hopes of mankind for a free and
peaceful world were then being frus-
trated by the caprice, and the willfulness,
and the increasingly ruthless arrogance
and stubbornness and prevailing lack
of a desire to cooperate, of the Soviet
leaders.

But even so, the witnesses who ap-
peared at those hearings back in 1948 did
not contend that a war was immediately
or about to break out, nor that enemy
bombers were virtually overhead, nor
that the Nation should be converted
then, or tomorrow, or now, into an armed
camp. What they said was simply that
the number of men actually in our Armed
Forces at that time was too small to
meet our national commitments, too
small to prevent the numerous critical
situations which we were then facing
from developing into major and serious
and dangerous emergencies.

Furthermore, the existing military
forces not only were too small at the
moment, but they were decreasing at
an alarming rate. In spite of what was,
at that time, the largest and most suc-
cessful recruiting program ever conduct-
ed by any nation in peacetime. We were
simply unable to fill our ranks.

The answer to this increasingly dan-
gerous situation was, first, to authorize
an increase in our Armed Forces, and,
second, to provide a limited form of se-
lective service which would insure that
the necessary strengths would not only
be reached, but could, and would be,
maintained.

It was against this background that
the Selective Service Act of 1948 was
recommended to the Senate by the Com-
mittee on Armec Services, and was over-
whelmingly approved. We appear to-
day to ask that the act be extended. I
shall attempt to give the Senate our
reasons for recommending this admit-
tedly difficult course of national action.

The effects of the 1948 act are pretty
well recognized by all who are familiar
with the Military Establishment. Two
years ago our combat units were not
only inadequate in numbers and types,
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but even those which we did have were
so depleted in strength as to be incapa-
ble of performing their missions. There
was also a_grave shortage in the non-
combat, or service, troops which are so
necessary to carry out the vital func-
tions of logistic support. The Army,
where the situation was by far the worst,
was at the alarmingly low strength of
542,000, and was still losing men at the
rate of several thousand each month.

In approving the 1948 act, the Con-
gress directed that no inductions should
bc made for a period of 90 days, and
that in the meantime the President
should further intensify the enlistment
program, in an effort to obviate the need
for making any inductions at all, As a
matter of fact, there was a full agree-
ment—which agreement, I might add,
has been fully and honestly kept—that
the President would not use his induc-
tion authority unless it was absolutely
necessary to do so, and would cease using
it the moment the Armed Forces could
maintain the strength which had been
authorized, and appropriated for, by the
Congress.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
CuAPMAN in the chair), Does the Sen-
ator from Washington yield to the Sen-
ator from Uath?

Mr. CAIN. Certainly; I am pleased to
yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Will the Senator in-

form us how many men were actually
inducted under that measure?
- Mr. CAIN. There have been inducted
under the Selective Service Act of 1948,
30,170 men, almost all of whom have,
since their induction, been retired, at
their own request, to private life. I think
it is a fact that of the 30,170 men who
have been inducted since 1948, as a re-
sult of the passage of the Selective Serv-
ice Act of 1948, only 200 are yet serving
in the Army of the United States; and
all of those 200 are serving at their own
request.

Mr. WATKINS. Then I understand
that it was possible to obtain the neces-
sary numbers of men without having to
draft more than approximately 30,000
men, Is that correct?

Mr. CAIN. For approximately 18
months we have had the Sczlective Serv-
ice Act on our statute books, while in-
ducting no men into the Armed Forces.

Mr. WATEKINS. What is the present
situation with respect to the Armed
Forces? Do we now have in the Armed
Forces enough men to take care of cur-
rent needs?

Mr. CAIN. The Army is presently
about 25,000 men under strength, in the
sense that the Army has appropriations
sufficient, as I understand, to pay the
wages and salaries of 25,000 more men
than are presently in the Army.

Mr. WATKINS. Would it be asking
for classified material if I were to ask
the Senator to state the total number of
men now in the Armed Forces?

Mr., CAIN. By no means. Those
figures are to be found on page 7 of the
committee report. The Army has a
present strength of 593,000 men; the
Navy, a present strength of 427,000 men;
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and the Air Force, a present strength of
350,000 men.

Mr. WATKINS. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator from Washington
to say that we now are short about
30,0007 7

Mr, CAIN. My best understanding is
that we are now short approximately
25,000 men. We have financial au-
thority to pay for approximately 25,000
more men than thus far have been
taken into the Army.

Mr. President, immediately upon the
passage of the Selective Service Act of
1948, the volume of volunteer enlist-
ments in all services increased far be-
yond even the most optimistic estimates.
It is to this portion of my statement that
I would call the attention of the Senator
from Utah, because I think this portion
of it reflects on the very serious concern
the Senator has over the need or the lack
of need for continuing our Selective
Service Act.

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

Mr. CAIN. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS., Let me say to the
Sznator from Washington that I do not
wish to be understood in any way as op-
posing the extension of the Selective
Service Act itself. However, I have some
very serious questions with respect to
placing in the hands of the Chief Execu-
tive the power to declare the act opera-
tive and the power to call men to the
colors again without any act of Congress.
That is the question I have in mind. I
think it was raised by the House of Rep-
resentatives, which disagreed with the
version of the bill which has been re-
ported to us by the Senate committee.

I hope the Senator will discuss that

phase of the question before he resumes
his seat.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, the Senator
from Utah is quite correct in stating that
the positions assumed by the House of
Representatives, on the one hand, and
by the Senate committee, on the other
hand, are completely dissimilar in re-
spect to the power to be granted fo the
President to invoke the draft.

I shall attempt as best I can to give
the Senate Armed Services Committee's
view of the matter, and I shall welcome
any questions the Senator from Utah
may care to ask.

Mr. President, in the first months im-
mediately following the passage of the
1948 Selective Service Act, more than a
quarter of a million men over and above
the total of those who had enlisted in a
comparable period prior to the act, vol-
untarily enrolled in the armed services.
Not only the active-duty forces, but the
National Guard and the Organized Re-
serve, as well, benefited by the unprece-
dented program.

Inductions through selective service
began in November of 1948, and contin-
ued for 3 months, at which time further
calls were canceled. Slightly over 30,000
men were inducted into the Army; none
into the Navy, and none into the Air
Force. The Army inductions were nec-
essary, because, even in spite of the heavy
flow of enlistments, it was not possible
to accomplish the initial build-up in
strength at the rate demanded by the
national interest and the Nation’s secu-
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rity and as authorized by appropriations
made available by the House of ReZre-
sentatives and by the Senate. All told,
by January of 1949, the active-duty
strength of the Army had been increased
from 542,000 men to 711,000 men, al-
though only about 30,000 of that total
increase had been inducted. It was
therefore possible to release every in-
ductee who wished to leave the service
and return to civilian life.

Mr. President, I should merely like
to restate that it is my present under-
standing that only about 200 of the
30,000 men who were inducted are still
in the Army, and they are there because
it was their wish so to remain,

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

Mr. CAIN, Certainly.

Mr. WATKINS. At what stage were
they released? Were they released im-
mediately after induction, or were they
released at the end of the term of service
for which they were inducted?

Mr. CAIN. The inductions are nor-
mally for a 21-month period. How-
ever, in answer to the Senator’s question,
let me say that my understanding is that
all of the approximately 30,000, less the
200, were released from the service at
the end of a year’'s service, or 12 months
of active duty.

Mr. WATKINS. They were not re-
leased immediately after induction?

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Utah is
quite correct in that instance.

Mr, President, registrations and classi-
fications have continued in compliance
with the law. There have been some 10,-
000,000 registrations, in all. These regis-
trations will become invalid, however, if
the law expires on Saturday night of
this week or if the law is even permitted
to lapse for a short period of time.

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

Mr. CAIN, Gladly; I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Is it not true that
we now have 10,000,000 men registered?

Mr. CAIN. That is my understand-
ing.

Mr., WATKINS. And is it not true
that 9,000,000 of them are classified?
Have not the draft boards and other au-
thorities in the Selective Service System
been able to classify about 9,000,000 of
the 10,000,000 who have been registered?

Mr. CAIN. I have been told that sub-
stantially all of the men who have reg-
istered have already been classified, If
the number registered is 10,000,000, then
approximately 10,000,000 have thus far
bzen classified.

Mr. WATKINS. The question I have
in mind is this: In the event the act is
not extended, would we have the full ben-
efit of those registrations and classifica-
tions, to pick up immediately, if we
should enact another draft act?

Mr. CAIN. Upon expiration of the act
on Saturday night of this week, every
one of the 10,000,000 registrations would
automatically become invalid.

Mr. WATKINS. They might become
invalid, but, as a matter of fact, the in-
formation we have, including the names
of the registrants, their addresses and
the classifications into which they have
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been placed by action of the boards
would all be available, would it not?

Mr., CAIN. I think that is entirely
correct. Unless we should assume that
such records as contain the classifica-
tions and registrations are to be de-
stroyed, we should quite properly as-
sume the information would be avail-
able in the future.

Mr. WATKINS. Would there be any
idea that those cards and records would
then be destroyed?

Mr. CAIN. I think there would be no
such feeling.

Mr. WATKINS. So that whatever we
have done in that respect to date would
still be available under any new draft
act or registration in the future, would
it not?

Mr. CAIN. Whatever we have done

would be available in the future, in the
form of information. Men could not be
called to the services unless the Congress
passed the necessary legislation.

Mr. WATKINS. I understand that,
but another selective-service system
could refer to all these registrations and
classifications, adopt them, and start
from that point on, could it not?

Mr. CAIN. I think the Senator is en-
tirely correct, but the classifications
would be useless in a great number of in-
stances.

Mr. President, in effect, the induc-
tion feature of the 1948 act is today
on a sort of stand-by basis, but it can
be again placed in operation, if the Pres-
ident should find that it is impossible
to continue to maintain present
strengths through voluntary enlist-
ments. I am exceedingly pleased to
have an opportunity to say that the
armed services have used the Selective
Service Act in complete good faith. They
stopped making calls for induction the
moment they were able to maintain
themselves without those inductions.
Events have borne out the wisdom of
our having enacted this legislation 2
years ago, and I believe that they war-
rant its continuation, The spectacular
success of the Berlin airlift—which, in-
cidentally, began just 2 days after the
law took effect in 1948—helped avert a
show-dovn when this Nation was not
ready for a show-down in Germany or
anywhere else, and gave America time
to build up the depleted ground force
which we had been attempting to main-
tain in that area of Germany. Last
Whitsunday, in Berlin, that force had
grown to where it had become a power
to be reckoned with, and, backed by our
Nation’s determination to stand its
ground, helped to prevent the develop-
ment of an emergency, the gravity of
which is literally overwhelming even fo
contemplate. And had we been too
weak in that area, had we not built up a
force reasonably big enough to prevent
that Communist emergency from ever
developing, what a very futile and tragic
gesture it would then have been for the

Congress of the United States to meet
and then sol declare that an emer-
gency existed. at more convincing

proof do we need that our present mili-
tary posture is an effective one, which
should not be weakened?

For the next few moments, Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to call the attention
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of the Senate to several important and
basic changes which the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services recommends
be made in the House version of the
pending bill.

In the first place, we recommend that
the present law be extended for three
additional years, instead of only two.
We feel that any policy which is as im-
portant to our national security as se-
lective service should be relatively stable,
without at the same time becoming a
permanent peacetime fixture. The best-
informed and most responsible leaders
of the country today all urge the full
3-year extension. I think it ought more
properly to be said that a great many
well-informed and completely respon-
sible leaders of America recommend this
course of action. We feel that there is
nothing in the world situation as it now
exists which warrants disregarding their
recommendation, and extending the law
for only 2 years. Also, in our preoccu-
pation with the international picture, we
should not become unmindful of the
thousands of volunteer workers who
make up the local boards and the other
vital parts of the selective-service ma-
chine, whose know-how, experience,
prestige and morale are invaluable.
The Selective Service System today has
approximately 37,000 of these volunteer
workers who give their services to the
country without compensation. The
System does its job with only 2,100 paid
full-time positions. It gives us, in re-
turn for the ten and a half million dol-
lars it costs, more real security per dollar
than anyother expenditure authorized by
the Congress. It is not fair to this large
army of volunteer workers to keep them
on a sort of hand-to-mouth basis, as they
are at the present time, unable to decide
whether the Nation considers their
efforts worth while or not.

In the second place, interested Mem-
bers will note that the House bill adds to
the existing law two new sections, Nos. 21
and 22, in the line-typed portion of the
language.

The first of these proposed new sec-
tions freezes the induction authority of
the President, and requires a declara-
tion of an emergency by the Congress
before inductions can be resumed.

We opposed that, Mr. President, as a
committee, and, I think, unanimously,
because we feel that it strikes at the
fundamental purpose of the law. The
law seeks to guarantee to the Nation an
armed strength which is large enough
to deter the aggressor’s threat. A
strength large enough to cope with sit-
uations as they are developed. We seek
to cut off the Whitsunday riot in Berlin,
rather than to assemble in this Senate
Chamber after the situation has ex-
ploded in our faces, and ruefully go
through the business of “declaring a
national emergency.” In the last analy-
sis, this portion of the House version
actually makes it necessary to declare
an emergency in order to attempt to
prevent or to avoid one.

The Armed Services Committee of the
Senate has consistently avoided any war-
scare tactics in dealing with this bill.
We have never attempted, nor do we now
attempt, to justify this measure on the
thesis that we must mobilize, or that
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this very Capitol Building may be bombed
at any moment, or that some other vague
and frightening national catastrophe is
actually upon us. We are simply try-
ing to meet a very simple, clear-cut, re-
alistic though regrettable situation. Itis
merely this: :

Suppose for a moment that, in spite of
all the recruiting effort possible, the
present 25,000 shortage in the Army falls
off another 25,000 by November 1; or
that the Navy is not able to fill the 22,000
vacancies which presently exist in its
ranks; or that the Air Force cannot get
the 7,000 men it needs right today.

Let me make it perfectly plain, we are
not erying “wolf.” We feel confident, as
confident, that is, as is consistent with
not gambling with our security, that
these figures can be met by voluntary
enlistments. But we base our estimates
on the clear premise that the present law
is extended in its present form, and not
watered down to what is virtually a sort
of automatic census machine. The
emergency provision in the House bill
renders the act all but useless in meet-
ing the problem it was designed to meet.
For, if on November 1 the President finds
that the armed forces are dangerously
below the strengths actually appropri-
ated for by the Congress, how could he
suddenly ask the Congress to declare an
emergency? What we are seeking to
meet is not an emergency. It issimplya |,
situation. A situation in which the Pres-
ident declares that it is necessary to
supplement voluntary enlistments in the
armed forces of the United States in
order to maintain the strengths author-
ized, and appropriated for, by the Con-
gress.

Furthermore, we disagree with the
provisions of the House bill which cancel,
except and until Congress declares an
emergency, all short-term enlistments
and prevents voluntary tours of duty by
enlisted reservists. Those are impor-
tant inducements, aimed to attract vol-
unteers, and thereby cut down the need
for inductions. We feel that it is com-
pletely illogical to suspend them; fur-
ther, we feel that suspending them tends
strongly to further complicate the entire
situation. For how could the Congress
declare an emergency existed which re-
quired inductions if, all during the period
covered, these important volunteering
procedures had been outlawed?

The House version contains another
provision—a proposed section 22 to be
added to the present law—which permits
the President to order the National
Guard and the other Reserve units into
the Federal service in the event this sec-
tion 21 emergency is declared.

This goes far beyond any authority
which the committee ever contemplated
should be included in a peacetime selec-
tive service bill. The calling of the ei-
vilian components into the Federal serv-
ice is a prelude to war. It is one of the
initial steps taken in a full mobilization,
To call them from time to time in peace-
time simply to augment the active-duty
strength of the Regular forces is a radi-
cal departure from our traditional use of
these non-Regular components. And it
completely changes the concept of the
1948 act, which provides extensive defer-
ments for veterans and married men,
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The Reserve components contain thou-
sands upon thousands of World War II
veterans and large numbers of married
men. To again call this group to the
colors in peacetime simply because they
are in the Reserve components would be
a major breach of faith.

We, therefore, feel that this proposed
section 22, which appears in the line-
typed portion of the bill, is a wholly fal-
lacious proposal. It is in reality a mo-
bilization measure. The 1948 act was in
no sense a mobilization measure, and it
should not be converted into one. It was
intended, as I have said again and again,
as a measure which would give us a mili-
tary force, actually in being, large
enough, and well enough supported, give
us a military posture which merits the
respect of other nations and which would
prevent the development of tensions into
emergencies which might bring on war.

Finally, we recommend that the title
of the bill be amended so as to show
exactly what the bill does, and what the
Senate intends that it should do—extend
the Selective Service Act of 1948 for a
period of 3 years, and in a form which
will permit the President of the United
States to use the act if it becomes neces-
sary to supplement voluntary enlist-
ments in order to maintain the strength
authorized by the Congress.

In conclusion, we recommend that the
present law be extended, and for a period
of 3 years. We recommend against the
involved and cumbersome trigger pro-
vision which is contained in the House
bill, and against the broad authority to
order out the Reserves, which the House
contemplates. For the last time, let me
urge that we be consistent in our action,

- Our hasic objective in passing the 1948
act was to build and maintain a larger,
but still, according to present-day
standards, relatively meager, peacetime
military force. By so doing we hoped to
further our other efforts toward world
peace by preventing any one of the many
critical situations and tensions from de-
teriorating into a war, But if such a war
should come, we would have a force large
enough to meet the initial impact, and
we would have in actual operation a
trained selective service system which
would save us 4 months of vital mobiliza-
tion time. In 1948 we begged that the
Nation not gamble with its national se-
curity. We renew that plea today. And,
above all, let us not lose our sense of di-
rection, and set up some wholly unwork-
able machinery whereby we force our-
selves to declare an emergency before we
can move to prevent one. What we must
do is to prevent Communist riots in Ber-
lin, as we did. We must not ignore them.
We must not allow them to grow until
they explode into an emergency, con-
cerning which the Congress would meet
in solemn session, and declare—hours,
weeks, or months after the damage had
been done—that an emergency was upon
us.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?

Mr. CAIN, Certainly.

Mr, WATKINS. Inthe Senator's view,
would it be necessary for the President
of the United States to declare an emer-
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gency to put into operation the draft act
if it should be extended?

Mr. CAIN. No; it would be only neces-
sary for him to declare that he could
not get the necessary number of men.,

Mr, WATKINS. My memory does not
serve me very well with respect to the
provisions of the present act. Does the
act require the President to give good
reasons for declaring an emergency he-
fore he calls it into operation again?

Mr. CAIN. If the Senator from Utah
will permit me, in an effort to answer his
question, to read section 20 of the pres-
ent law——

Mr, WATEKINS. I shall be glad to
have the Senator do so.

Mr. CAIN. It reads as follows:

This title shall become effective immedi-
ately; except that unless the President, or the
Congress by concurrent resolution, declares
& national emergency after the date of en-
actment of this act——

Mr, WATKINS. Is that the 1948 act?
Mr. CAIN. Yes. Iread further:
no person shall be inducted or ordered into
active service without his consent under this
title within 90 days after the date of its
enactment,

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will permit an interruption, it
seems to me the first part of the section
answers the question. The President
himself has to declare an emergency to
exist; otherwise he cannot invoke the
provisions of the act.

Mr, CAIN. The act under which we
presently carry out the Selective Service
System says that within the first 90 days
of the enactment of the law in 1948 no
person could be inducted into the serv-
ices unless the President declared a na-
tional emergency. After the expiration
of 90 days it was no longer necessary for
the President to so declare.

Mr. WATKINS. Does not the Senator
think that the provision with respect to
the President’s declaring an emergency
before he could take further action was
a good provision at the time it was
adopted?

Mr. CAIN. In my opinion, there was
a very good reason for the adoption of
that provision.

Mr. WATKINS. Why should it be for
only 90 days? Why should it not be nec-
essary for the President to so declare
after 90 days? Was there anything in
the situation at that time which made
it necessary for the Congress or the Presi-
dent_to declare an emergency?

Mr, CAIN. For a good many months
prior to the passage of the Selective Serv-
ice Act of 1948 the armed services them-
selves had done an extremely good job,
in the opinion of many of us, at least,
through a recruiting program, which even
so, was only reasonably successful. It
was the desire of Congress to permit and
to encourage the armed services to do an
even better job. The adoption of sec-
tion 20, therefore, handed to the armed
services an additional 90 days during
which they could attempt to get volun-
teers to enter the armed services. De-
spite the fine efforts of everyone con-
cerned in the Nation’s recruiting pro-
gram, it turned out that the armed serv-
ices were unable to secure the number of
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men which they were authorized to have
by virtue of the appropriations made
available to the services by the Congress.

Mr. WATKINS. During those 90 days
they were able to get actually only 30,-
000 men, or a few more than that.

Mr. CAIN. Some 30,000 were induct-
ed in some 16 months after the passage
of the act. All the other several hun-
dred thousand men were secured through
voluntary sources.

Mr. WATKINS. It seems to me that
the Senator is missing the point of the
question. If it was a good provision that
during the 90-day period it was necessary
for the President or Congress to declare
an emergency before the act could be
invoked, why would it not be a good pro-
vision today? What was there in the
situation then which required the Presi-
dent or Congress to declare an emergency
which is not present in the situation to-
day?

Mr, CAIN. I think there was involved
in that situation the remaining hope that
on a purely voluntary basis the Armed
Services would be able to secure their
manpower needs, as those needs had a
ceiling placed upon them by the provi-
sions set up in the Selective Service Act
of 1948, It has turned out to the satis-
faction of a good number of us who are
charged with studying the question that
without the presence of a selective service
act, and because of our experience in the
past—and this is one Senator’s considered
guess—it would be impossible or at least
unlikely that the authorized strength of
the armed services could be secured from
those who volunteered.

Mr, WATKINS. I am not raising any
question as to the necessity of having a
selective service act. I am raising the
question, as I have already pointed out,
with respect to the power being placed
in the hands of the President to declare
the act operative and to begin inducting
men into the services without further
action by Congress. I call the Senator's
attention to the fact that with the adop-
tion of the Atlantic Pact we changed ma-
terially the situation of the United States
with respect to ibe territory which we
must or may be called upon to defend.
As the Senator will recall, in the pact it
is provided that an attack upon any one
of the signatory parties to the pact is the
same as an attack on the United States.
It has been argued—and I think with a
great deal of merit and force—that an
attack on any one of those countries
would bring us automatically into the
war, even without the action of Congress,
If that should happen, and the President
had the additional power to bring into
effect the draft act and to undertake to
induct the boys of this land into the
armed services, it would place in the
hands of one man both the power to
declare a state of war and to bring the
men into the armed services without
further action by the Congress. Our
situation has radically changed between
the time Congress passed this act and
the present. I realize the act has been
in effect since the ratification of the
Atlantic Pact. However, this is the first
time I have had occasion to raise ques=
tions with respect to the power to be
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placed in the hands of the Chief Execu-
tive of the United States.

If the situation today is as dangerous
as the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Ty-
pincs] has said it is, namely, that any-
thing could happen at any time, and it is
necessary to have this power, then I
think it is necessary for the Congress,
which represents the people, to stay in
session to meet that kind of contingency,
rather than leave it to the Chief Execu-
tive to determine when we are to be at
war, who is going to fight the war, and
bring the young men of America into the
armed services without further action
by the representatives of the people.

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash-
ington believes he can safely speak for
the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices in welcoming such questions as have
presently been raised by the Senator
from Utah. If I understand the chief
concern of the Senator from Utah, I
think I should say three things. PFirst,

the Selective Service Act as it is pres- .

ently on the books, and as it is intended
to be extended, provides limits, or ceil-
ings, beyond which the President of the
United States is not authorized to induct
men into the armed services. The Sen-
ate committee states, at page 6 of the
committee report:

The following active duty strength ceilings ~

{excluding 1-year enlistees) are imposed on
the armed forces:

Army. i 837, 000
Navy (including Marine Corps).. 666, 882
Air Force. 502, 000

Total 2, 005, 882

Whatever happens, without additional
authorization from the Congress, the
President of the United States would not
be permitted to go beyond these limits
to induct American young men into the
services, That is the first thing I wished
to point out.

Mr, WATKINS. How many hundred
thousand is that figure above the present
armed strength of this country, or above
the ceiling which is already placed on
that strength by the act?

~ Mr. CAIN. The figures which I have

given to the Senator would be the ceil-
ings beyond which the strength of the
armed services could not go, and beyond
which the President of the United States
could not invoke his authority to induct
American men into the services. As I
indicated a few minutes ago, the figures
differ substantially from the actual pres-
ent strength of the armed services. I
should like to restate the comparative
figures for the purpose of the REcORD.

Mr. WATKINS. May I ask whether
the figures are higher than the present
figures? Are they much higher?

Mr. CAIN. They are considerably
higher, sir. The present strength of the
Army is 593,000, as opposed to a ceiling
strength included in the Selective Serv-
ice Act of 837,000.

The present strength of the Navy is
427,000, as opposed to an authorized ceil-
ing strength of more than 200,000 in ad-
dition to that, or 666,882. The present
strength of the Air Force is 350,000, as
contrasted to a ceiling limit of 502,000.
Now let us keep the record straight in
this particular instance.
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The second thing the Senator from
Washington would like to offer for con-
sideration by the Senator from Utah is
that it is not possible, in a practical way,
for the President of the United Siates
to induet American men into the Armed
Forces if the Congress of the United
States has not appropriated money for
their maintenance and care. It has been
my own personal contention-for a long
time that anyone who is seriously con-
cerned with the question of the size of
our security force should first concern
himself with what is done and what will
or will not be done by the commitiees
on appropriations of the Congress, rather
than concern himself with a selective
service system, presently effective or to
be in effect in the future.

I think it should be stated that the
Congress determines the strength of the
armed services, first, through appropri-
ating dollars; and, second, a selective
service system serves only the purpose
of providing the manpower sufficient to
accommodate the dollars which have
been appropriated by the appropriate
committees and the Congress for the
securing of x number of men in the
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, let me
say to the Senator that I have been
summoned to a committee meeting, and
must leave. I thank the Senator for his
courtesy in yielding to me to answer
my questions. I have to leave, and I am
SOITY.

Mr. CAIN. Will the Senator from Utah
permit me to say that the Senate Armed
Services Committee is most desirous of
having the Senator from Utah under-
stand the reasons for our recommend-
ing the pending measure, because we are
hopeful of having his support? As he
leaves for his committee meeting I wish
he would take with him this thought,
that the Selective Service Act we are dis-
cussing limits the authority of the Pres-
ident of the United States by establish-
ing ceilings for the several services; and,
secondly, the Congress of the United
States ecan limit the authority of the
President of the United States any day
in the week it sees fit so to do by reducing

. what otherwise might be a larger ape

propriation. In part it is for those two
basic reasons that we think it a per-
fectly reasonable and desirable thing to
provide the President of the United
States with authority to induct men into
the armed services within the limits of
the ceilings prescribed by the Congress,
and within the limits of the dollars made
available for such purposes to the Pres-
ident of the United States and his Armed
Forces by the Congress of the United
States. I think that is the substance of
our logic on this question.

Mr. WATKINS, I thank the Senator,

Mr. CAIN, Mr. President, a few min-
utes ago the Senator from Utah asked
whether or not it was not true that if the
law is terminated on Saturday of this
week, June 24, the records, consisting of
registrations and classifications, would
not continue to be available for the fu-
ture. The response of the Senator from
Washington was that in one sense those
records would be continuingly available,
but I want the Recorp to show that the
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records of classifications automatically
and constantly change. There is no per-
manent status for any man who registers
under the Selective Service Act to main-
tain. He marries, he may become dis-
abled, his classification within a period
of 2 or 3 years is almost certain to change.

I would point out, for the inferest of
others, that about a million 19-year-olds
move into the selective service registra-
tion and classification pool each year,
and about the same number move out
within the same period of time. Unless
the classification records are kept, in
my opinion, on a current and constantly
revised basis, within a relatively short
time they would, in a practical way, no
longer be worth the paper they were writ-
ten on.

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

Mr, CAIN. I yield readily to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. WHERRY. I notice that the Sen-
ate substitute extends the act for 3 years.

“Mr., CAIN. Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. The House provision,
I believe, is for a 2-year extension from
the anniversary of the date when the bill
became a law.

Mr. CAIN. I think 2 years from the
date of its intended expiration, which is
June 24,

Mr. WHERRY. That would be the
anniversary date of the bill. Am I correct
in that? -

Mr, CAIN. I think the Senator from
Nebraska is substantially correct.

Mr, WHERRY. Why was the extension
made 3 years by the Senate committee,
and only 2 years by the House?

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash- _
ington cannot answer the question con-
cerning why the House provided for only
a 2-year extension. It was the consensus
of opinion within the Senate Armed
Services Committee, on the testimony of-
fered to that committee by the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General
Bradley; by the Army Chief of Staff, Gen-
eral Collins; by the Director of Selective
Service, General Hershey; and by the
Secretary of our National Defense Es-
tablishment, Mr. Johnson, that it would
be wise to extend the Draft Act for a
period of 3 years because of the uncer-
tainty of the day in which we live, and
because there was no cogent reason for
expecting that within a 3-year period all
our national concerns and problems
would be resolved.

Personally, as an individual member
of the committee, I thought it wise to
vote for an extension of 3 years. I
thought it would be a favor, in a way,
to the young men of America, to let
them know that for a period of 3 years at
least there would be a continuing selec-
tive-service law. I was in favor of the
3-year period in the hope that it might
stimulate more volunteering on the part
of American young men, making it less
and less likely for the Nation to be re-
quired to invoke the law.

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

Mr. CAIN. Certainly.

Mr. WHERRY. Would not the sug-
gestion made by the distinguished Sen-
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ator from Washington be met by extend-
ing the law for 2 years?

Mr. CAIN. It could be.

Mr. WHERRY. From the hearings I
cannot see any justification for a 3-year
extension. I appreciate the fact that we
are living in uncertain times, and we
have been, and were when the act was
passed in the first place. Whether the
times are more uncertain now than they
have been is a inatter of opinion. The
President has said, apparently, that there
is no emergency in sight, and that the
people should not be afraid.

The Secretary of State, Mr. Acheson,
has a different opinion. There seems to
be a total state of confusion as to the
need. Aside frcm all that, I cannot
see any justification, on the basis of the
record, for extension of the act for 3 years
instead of for 2 years at the outside.

Mr. CAIN. On page 8 of the com-
mittee report I find this reference to
the question just raised by the Senator
from Nebraska, and I would call it to
his attcntion for his consideration:

Subsection 17 (b) of this original Senate
version provided for a 5-year expiration date.
The basis of this committee provision was a
feeling that policies which affect the national
security so profoundly as selective service
should be relatively stable, without at the
same time becoming permanent fixtures. A
5-year authority seemed to provide a reason-
able degree of continuity, especially in the
light of events as they existed early in 1948,
at which time the committee felt that the
available evidence did not -warrant a pre-
sumption that the then-existing tensions
would be dissipated with any degree of
rapidity. This 5-year provision of the Sen-
ate committee bill was changed by a Senate
floor amendment to 2 years.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, and the argu-
ments the Senator made respecting a
5-year expiration date could be made
for a 3-year or 2-year expiration date.

Mr, CAIN. That is so.

Mr. WHERRY. The point I make is
that we will have a new Congress every
2 years. Therefore, it seems to me the
logical period of time to extend the act
is for 2 years, rather than 3 or 5 years.
Then each succeeding Congress could do
as it pleased about extending the act. I
wondered whether I had missed some-
thing in the Recorp, or whether I had
failed to note some other justification for
the 5-year period. I appreciate that the
argument made for the 5-year period is
based on the uncertainty of world con-
ditions.

Mr. CAIN. In all frankness I should
say to the Senator from Nebraska that
the time limit of the bill has not been a
major concern of the Senator from
Washington. I do not in fact recall that
I was present at the meeting when a thor-
ough discussion of this question was had.
My chief concern was with a reasonable
extension of the Selective Service Act,
and when I was advised that other mem-
bers of the committee were recommend-
ing a 3-year extension, it seemed, all
factors considered, to be a perfectly rea-
sonable recommendation to me, and I
gave my own vote to it.

Mr, WHERRY. Will the Senator yield
for another question?

Mr, CAIN, I yield.
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Mr. WHERRY., In view of the fact
that the countries signatory to the North
Atlantic Pact have now had 1 year of
military assistance and have been de-
veloped along the line suggested by the
administration, is there as much need
now for an extension of the draft as
there was a year ago when the North
Atlantic Treaty countries were just get-
ting started, and when we were told that
the North Atlantic Pact was being en-
tered into so that the manpower could
be produced on the other side and would
not have to be produced here in the event
of hostilities? Has the picture changed?
Is it better or worse? What is the situ-
ation? What was the testimony in that
regard?

Mr. CAIN. I do not think the Senator
from Washington is the best qualified
witness to respond fto the question of the
Senator from Nebraska as it relates to
affairs on the other side of the ocean.
I say that my own view is that there is a
present and a well-established need in
this country for the continuation of the
Selective Service Act for the years which
lie immediately ahead. Before we had
our Selective Service Act—and this was
only several short years ago—a good
many of us were seriously concerned
over how rapidly the services were losing
personnel. We have increased the force
of our military service in large part, it
seems to me, because of the mere exist-
ence of a selective-service system which
encouraged young men to volunteer for
service who otherwise might not have
been disposed to do so.

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

Mr, CAIN, I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator has prob-
ably answered this inquiry, but how long
has it been since men were inducted
under the act?

Mr. CAIN. About 18 months ago, and
of the 30,000 who were inducted prior to
18 months ago, all, with the exception of
200 who wished to remain in the service,
have been released and returned to ci-
vilian life.

Mr. LUCAS. In other words, the pur-
pose of the act is that in case any emer-
gency should arise we would have the
machinery ready to operate. If I under-
stand the situation correctly, voiunteer-
ing will continue probably on the same
basis or even at a greater rate than in
the past, and the chances are that others
will never have to be called.

Mr., CAIN. A good many of us feel
thatif the act is extended, as is proposed,
it will continue to be an inducement and
incentive to young men to volunteer, so
as to get their period of service to their
country done and over with, who other-
wise, in the absence of such a law, might
not feel constrained to volunteer.

Mr. LUCAS. I concur wholeheartedly
in what the Senator has said respecting
the situation throughout the Nation.
Yet I definitely feel that if we should—
and I am sure the Senator will agree
with me—let the act die, we might have
to reenact it in 3 or 4 months, or perhaps
6 months’ time, and then we would have
to go through all the necessary steps, in-
sofar as placing the machinery in op-
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eration is concerned, to have the boys
registered again. It seems to me to be
foolhardy and more or less absurd not
to continue the act, because of the many
contingencies which might be involved
in the event we let the act die.

For instance, in the early part of the
debate the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typings] and I were talking alout the
10,000,000 registrations which have now
been made, and that if we were to let
the act die and if we were faced with an
emergency which made it necessary to
place the act on the books again in a
couple of months, or even a shorter time,
those who have already registered would
have to reregister, which would occasion
confusion and chaos. It seems to me the
Senate should pass the bill without any
question at all, in the interest of orderly
procedure, in the interest of national de-
fense, and in the interest of what is the
best thing for the country.

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

Mr. CAIN. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. While it may be ab-
surd not to continue the Draft Act, as
the majority leader said, yet I call at-
tention to the fact that the House had an
entirely different opinion apparently re-
specting how to proceed.

Mr. CAIN. The House did:. Will the
Senator permit me to say with reference
to the contribution made a minute ago
by the able senior Senator from Illinois
that, if I understood him correctly, he
said, “This is the way I, as an individual,
look at this question.” It happens that
the Senator from Washington strongly
shares the views expressed by the ma-
jority leader. That is not to say that
others ought not to dissent from those
views and have positive views of their
own on the same question. It is true
that there is a fundamental difference
between the version of a continuing Se-
lective Service Act as between the House

-and the Senate,

Mr. WHERRY. The House takes the
position that Congress should be the con-
trolling agency rather than the President
of the United States.

Mr. CAIN. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY, That is notso absurd,
is it?

Mr, CAIN. In my opinion it is cer-
tainly a defensible position to take for
those who believe in it. The Senator
from Washington, who happens to be a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee, thinks that circumstances which
prevail require that we continue the nec-
essary authority in the hands of the
President.

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

Mr. CAIN. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The House bill con-
tained a provision, did it not, to extend
the Draft Act for a period of 2 years in-
stead of 3 years?

Mr. CAIN. That is quite correct.

‘Mr. WHERRY. That is the point I
was making earlier.

Mr. CAIN. Certainly, and I merely
gave it as my individual opinion that 3
vears was more adequate than 2; but
I do not press the opinion strongly.
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Mr. WHERRY. One more question in
relation to the observations made by the
Senator from Washington to the effect
that continuing the Draft Act would in-
duce boys to volunteer in the service.
Have enlistments on a voluntary basis
increased or decreased during the past 6
months as compared with the first year
of the operation of the act?

Mr, CAIN. With the Senator’s per-
mission, I should like to ferret out the
record regarding that matter and give
the Senator a completely accurate an-
swer to his question. All I can say now
is that within a very few months follow-
ing the passage of the Selective Service
Act of 1948, enlistments began to increase
in an amazing fashion.

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct.

Mr. CAIN. Whether the full degree of
that increase is continuing today, I am
not qualified to say accurately. SoIhope
the Senator will permit me to obtain
the correct answer to his very legitimate
question.

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to have
the answer, if the Senator can furnish
it for the ReEcorp. Of course, I am not a
member of the Armed Services Commit-
tee, and that is why I am asking these
questions.

Mr. CAIN. Certainly.

Mr. WHERRY. The answers are not
to be found in the printed hearings.

I am told that enlistments have fallen
off. Ishould like to know whether there
is a reason for that. Could it be for the
reason that the draft is about to end,
unless it is further extended by the Con-
gress? In other words, are the induce-
ments sufficient to keep the number of
enlistments up to a satisfactory point?
Is the pay sufficient?

Mr. CAIN, We shall provide the Sen-
ator with whatever the answer to that
question actually is.

Mr. WHERRY. As I understood the
debates when the act was passed, it was
that if there were sufficient inducements
in the way of pay and opportunities for
training and advancement, there would
be ample enlistments and there would be
no need for the draft. I do not wish to
repeat those arguments, but I wish to
find out whether the Senator feels that
enlistments would increase if the draft
were ended or if the draft were con-
tinued. I should like to find out whether
the Senator helieves that under those in-
ducements or under any inducements at
all—if the pay were increased or if fur-
ther opportunities were provided—suffi-
cient numbers of men would be induced
to make service in the Armed Forces their
career.

Mr. CAIN. I can reply by saying that
if the draft act is permitted to expire,
none of the armed services will be able
to maintain their present strength as a
result of having volunteers enter the
services. On the basis of my own experi-
ence, and from what history tells us, I
am absolutely certain that is the case.

I think it is a distressing fact—but it
should be stated, for I believe it to be
true—that no nation in the history of
the world has ever been able to maintain
an adequate military force in the absence
of a selective service system or of a con-
scription act of some kind, History tells
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us that, through the ages, people have
not volunteered in sufficient numbers for
military duty, unless there was imposed
upon them some obligation, by direction
or by indirection, so to do.

‘Perhaps I should say parenthetically
that, if we could, we should induce
enough men and women everywhere to
voice their opposition to war openly, and
then the end of war would be in pros-
pect, for then we could not get enough
men and women to fight. Many of us
who today recommend an extension of
the Selective Service Act, because we are
faced with a reality and not a theory,
are foremost among those who hope that
some day there will be no need, in Amer-
ica or any other country, either for a
Selective Service Act or for war itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HenDRICKSON in ‘the chair). Does the
Senator from Washington yield the
floor?

Mr. CAIN. Yes, President; I
yield the fioor.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in the
early part of the afternoon, I addressed
the Senate on the question of the possi-
bility of reaching a unanimous-consent
agreement in regard to this bill some
time later,

It is now 20 minutes of 5. I think the
issue has been debated all afternoon. If
we could obtain a unanimous-consent
agreement to have the Senate vote on the
bill sometime tomorrow, I should cer-
tainly like to have that done.

I am wondering whether the minority
leader or the Senator from Georgia
could give me any indication as to
whether we might be able to obtain a
unanimous-consent agreement to vote
sometime tomorrow afternoon.

I yield now to the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have
no desire whatever to prolong this de-
bate. However, some amendments are
being peddled around to which some
Senators on this side of the aisle are
very much opposed. I do not see how
we could agree, in the absence of an
understanding that these amendments
would be tabled or that they would not
be adopted. Apparently the amend-
ments are germane to the subject mat-
ter, although they are not directly re-
lated to the continuation of the Selec-
tive Service Act.

I have discussed that situation with
several of my colleagues. In the ab-
sence of some understanding about those
amendments, I would be very loath to
agree to a time to vote.

I would be glad to agree to a time to
vote on the amendment proposed by the
Senator from Illinois for himself and
some of his colleagues.

However, as to a final vote, unless we
have some protection against the amend-
ments, to which I have alluded, which,
although germane, are irrelevant to the
subject-matter of the bill, I do not see
how we could agree now upon a time
when the Senate would vote on the bill.

If we can have assurance from the
majority leader and any substantial
number of Senators that the amend-
ments will be tabled or will not be
adopted to the bill, I shall be willing to
arrive at some understanding.

Mr.
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However, in the absence of such assur-
ance, I do not see how we can reach a
unanimous-consent agreement.

Mr. LUCAS. Iwonder whether we can
move on and can obtain a vote on the
pending amendment. Then we can de-
termine whether there are to be further
amendments.

Mr. RUSSELL. That course will be
perfectly agreeable to me, Mr. President.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I am quite satisfied
that so far as the membership on this
side of the aisle is concerned, there will
be no objection to entering into a unani-
mous-consent agreement to vote some-
time tomorrow, provided the distin-
guished Senator from Utah [Mr. War-
KINs] can be assured that he will have
ample time to make some remarks about
the bill. He is the only Senator I know
of at this time who would like to speak.
He would like to be assured of having
that much time—not in the time to be
allotted under the unanimous-consent
request, of course.

In other words, if we could enter into
a unanimous-consent agreement for a
vote to be had at, let us say, 5 o'clock
tomorrow afternoon, with the time be-
tween 3 and 5 o'clock tomorrow to be
divided between the proponents and the
opponents, and if the Senator from Utah
could be assured of having sufficient time
to deliver his remarks—and his speech
will not be too long—I would have no
difficulty, so far as I am concerned, in
regard to reaching a unanimous-consent
agreement.

I realize that it is difficult to guarantee
that any Senator will be recognized to
speak at any particular time. However,
the Senator from Utah would like very
much not to have to deliver his speech
tiggig';ht. for he has not finished prepar-

it.

I submit to the majority leader that
we took up this measure only a few hours
ago. Although I wish to cooperate in
every way, and will do so, to bring this
bill to an early vote, yet the Senator
from Utah is asking for additional time"
in order to be able to get his remarks
ready for delivery tomorrow.

I should be perfectly agreeable to en-
tering into a unanimous-consent agree-
ment to vote tomorrow at some time
that would please the majority leader.
I have suggested 5 o'clock, with a divi-
sion of the time. If the time can be
divided so that the Senator from Utah
can be included, we can even agree on
that. I want the majority leader to
know that.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I an-
nounced earlier in the afternoon—in
faet, I announced yesterday—that we
would probably have a night session, if
we could not get some sort of a unani-
mous-consent agreement, There is no
reason, it seems to me, why we cannot
finish the bill. The Senator from Utah,
as I recall, was ready to speak earlier
this afternoon. At least, someone told
me he was. I have announced at least
three times within the past week that
this bill would be taken up following the
disposition of the conference report,
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which was disposed of today. The Sen-
etor from Utah may be very busy in con-
nection with other matters, and he no
doubt should have more time, But, after
all, Mr. President, this is an important
piece of legislation. The only reason
the Sznator from Illinois even suggested
that we might have a night session was
because of the deadline which exists.

I say, Mr. President, in all seriousness,
that there is a crisis so far as the Selec-
tive Service Act is concerned, and under
no circumstances can the Senate get
away from here until we either pass the
.pending bill or pass a joint resolution
continuing the present law for the next
30 days. We have only until Saturday
night to do that. As majority leader of
the Senate, I cannot take the responsi-
bility, and the Senate cannot take the
responsibility, in my opinion, for letting
the country down on an important ques-
tion of this kind at this particular junc-
ture in the affairs of the world. Senators,
it seems to me, should realize the situa-
tion and look at the picture as it exists.

I know there is some difference be-
tween the IIouse version of what ought
to be done and the Senate version, with
respect to delegation of power to the
President, and with respect to retaining
the power in the Congress. I did not
mean to say a moment ago that that is
an absurd position for any Senator to
take., What I meant was that it is ab-
surd to think that the Senate will not
act, between now and midnight Satur-
day, on an important piece of legisla-

tion of this kind. That is the point I
made a moment ago. I believe we shall
act.

Mr. McFARLAND and Mr. WHERRY
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Iliinois yield; and if so,
{0 whom?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield first to the Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McFARLAND. I should like to
suggest that we might be able to enter

Jnte a unanimous-gonsent agreciicin Lo
Vote on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Illinois at 7 o’'clock this
evening, and then try to get an agree-
ment to convene at 11 o’clock tomorrow
and to vote at 2 o'clock. That would
give time, after the vote, to enable the
Senator from Georgia to get the assur-
ance he wants, and would give time for
the Senator from Utah to make his
speech tomorrow.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LUCAS. How many amendments
to this hill are involved? I do not have
that information on my desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are only two amendments involved.
They are identical amendments.

Mr. LUCAS. There are but two
amendments, and they are identical?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it may
be that a Senator may yet offer an
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amendment. Such a thing frequently
occurs., I want to state to the majority
leader that Senators on this side of the
aisle are perfectly willing to enter into
a unanimous-consent agreement to vote
on the pending measure at 5 o'clock to-
morrow. The only request the junior
Senator from Nebraska made was that
the distinguished Senator from Utah be
permitted to make his speech. That is
not an unusual request., The Senator
is not prepared to make his speech to-
night. I should be glad to enter into a
unanimous-consent agreement along the

‘line suggested by the Senator from Ari-

zona. I think that so far as this side
is concerned, we are perfectly willing to
vote on the so-called Russell amendment
whenever the Senate desires to vote on it.

Mr. RUSSELL. It is a committee
amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. Or, we are perfectly
willing to vote at 5 o'clock tomorrow
night on the bill and all the amend-
ments, including any amendment which
may be offered. I should like to stipu-
late a division of the time, in order that
the distinguished Senator from Utah
may be included and may have time in
which to make his speech.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in view of
what the distinguished Senator from
Georgia said a moment ago, it is im-

-possible.to obtain a unanimous-consent

agreement to vote at 5 o’clock tomorrow
on the bill and all the amendments there-
o .

Mr. McFARLAND. Why not enter
into a unanimous-consent agreement to
vote on this amendment at 7 o’clock this
evening. We will have made that much
progress. By that time, perhaps we can
obtain unanimous consent to vote to-
MOrrow.

Mr. LUCAS. I should ke glad to vote
at 7 o'clock, or even at 6 o'clock, upon
this amendment, and then move a recess
until tomorrow, to come back and finish
the bill,

Mr. WHERRY. That is agreeable.

i e o r —aA
lary Lmeias—fnod-le-the iy asvas.

ment it is possible to get at the present
time. In view of the statement made by
the distinguished Senator from Georgia,
no unanimeus-consent agreement could
be made. I made inquiry about the
amendments, because I thought we
might——

Mr, RUSSELL. Mr. President, I want
it to ke perfectly clear, for I do not want
the majority leader to be deceived, that
there will be perhaps one or two other
amendments offered to the bill, but I do
not think they will require more than
10 or 15 minutes for debate. i

Mr. LUCAS. I was under the impres-
sion that this was the only amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. It is the only amend-
ment pending. I wanted the Senator, in

-arriving at his conclusion as to the course

he would pursue, to be informed of ail
the facts I have in my possession. I

think very likely there will be another

amendment offered, but I am quite sure
it will not require more than 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair desires to state for the Recorp that
this is the only amendment which has
been printed,

8989

Mr. RUSSELL. The Chair made that
periectly clear, when he stated the two
similar amendments were the only ones
on the desk which had heen printed. But
I happen to know there is another
amendment which undoubtedly will be
offered. It will not delay the final vote
on the bill more than 10 or 15 minutes.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President; my rea-
son for making the inquiry was that I
thought perhaps, if there were one, two,
or three amendments, we might obtain
unanimous consent to vote on them, and
no other amendments, and we could then
probably get the agreement the Senator
from Georgia was interested in. We
cannot do that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
was quite clear to the Chair.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the Senate vote
on the pending amendment at 6 o'clock
tonight.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I think
that at least there should be some agree-
ment as to the division of time. I do
not mind saying that my remarks on
this amendment, if we operate under a
time limitation whereby I shall not be
able to yield, should not require more
than 25 or 30 minutes. But there may
be other Senators who will want to
speak on this matter. Under the rules,
we are supposed to have a quorum call
hefore we enter into the unanimous-
consent agreement, are we not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair is advised that that only applies
to the final passage of a bill, not to a
vote on an amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL, So far as I am con-
cerned, I might be willing to vote by
6 o'clock. But the Senator from South
Carolina indicated he had a short speech
he wanted to make on the amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate vote
upon the pendinﬁ e not latsr
than 8:30 this evening, the time to be
equally divided between the Senator
frem Georgia [Mr. RusserL] and the
Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection?

Mr. WHERRY. Reserving the right
to object, is it the intention, then, that
after that amendment has been voted
on the Senate shall recess until to-
morrow?

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. I have no objection.

Mr. LUCAS. If we can get this
amendment out of the way, I shall move
to recess until 11 o’clock in the morning.

My, WHERRY. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-eonsent re-
quest of the Senator from Illinois? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFiCER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. WHERRY. In order that we may
get the matter straightened out, are we
to vote on the Lucas amendment to strike
out the Russell ameandment? Isthat the
amendment we are to vote on? There

-~
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are two such amendments. Have they
been made one?

Mr. LUCAS. I do not know whether
they have been made one, but the amend-
ments are identical.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President——

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

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I suggest to the Sen-
ator that since there may be some Sen-
ators who would like to discuss the
agreement, he suggest the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. LUCAS.
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SpARKMAN in the chair). The clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant journal clerk called the
roll, and the following Senators answered
to their names:

I suggest the absence of

Alken Hayden Malone
Anderson Hendrickson = Martin
Benton Hickenlooper Maybank
Brewster Hill Millikin
Bricker Hoey Mundt
Bridges Holland Murray
Butler Humphrey Myers
Byrd Hunt Neely
Cain Ives O'Mahoney
Chapman Jenner Robertson
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Russell
Connally Johnson, Tex. - Saltonstall
Cordon Eefauver Schoeppel
Darby Eem Bmith, Maine
Donnell Kerr Bmith. N. J.
Douglas Kilgore Sparkman
Dworshak Knowland SBtennis
EBastland Lehman Taft
Ecton Lodge Thomasg, Utah
Ellender huccas '%'hg;e
Ferguson cCarran ydings
Frear McCarthy Watkins
Fulbright McClellan ‘Wherry
George McFarland Wiley
Gillette McKellar Williams
Green McMahon ‘Withers
Gurney Magnuson

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SparkMaN in the chair). A quorum s

present.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I desire to
address the Senate for a few moments
only on the pending amendment, upon
which we have agreed to vote at not later
than 6:30 o’clock tonight. This is an
amendment which has been offered by
myself, the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr, Myersl, the Senator from New
York [Mr. Leaman], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Dovucrasl, the Senators
from Connecticut [Mr. McManoN and
Mr. Benton], and I understand the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaLToN-
sTaLL], and the Senator from California
[Mr. EnowrAanp] have offered an identi-
cal amendment,

I should like to speak briefly about the
pending measure before I discuss the
amendment. It seems to me that this
is an extraordinary piece of sound legis-
lation, with it the committee amendment
offered by the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLr] is eliminated.

I have attempted to advise the Senate
and the country of the importance of
acting upon the proposed legislation be-
fore midnight on June 23, which will be
next Friday and I shall give some of
the reasons which I am sure every Sena-
tor should take into serious considera-
tion, in order to expedite a vote upon the
measure and the amendments as soon
as possible.
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In the event that the Congress of the
United States should permit the Selec-
tive Service Act to lapse, these are some
of the things which would happen.
First, 10,000,000 registrants would be
void. In other words, even if the Selec-
tive Service Act lapses 1 minute after
midnight on the 24th, all the registra-
tions under the present Selective Serv-
ice Act would be void, and the boys who
have gone to their draft boards through-
out the United States would be compelled
once again to appear and register. Iam
certain that no Senator desires that in
the event that he feels that a draft law
of some kind should be continued on the
statute books. Surely we do not want
such confusion, chaos, and trouble.

In addition to that, the Presidential
appointments of 37,000 unpaid local-
board members and their employees,
chosen upon the recommendations of
the governors, would immediately termi-
nate. In other words, the personnel ma-
chinery would be terminated, scattered
to the four wlqu. and later if we were
compelled to pass a Selective Service Act
at any time hereafter, in an emergency,
we would not have the advantage of this
fine type of personnel machinery all set
up and ready to go.

Third, the Presidential appointments
of 54 area and State directors appointed
upon the recommendations of the gov-
ernors would also terminate immedi-
ately, and when those appointments
were terminated by the lapsing of the
act, it would mean that these area and
State directors, who are familiar with
what is going on in their particular
regions or areas, would be out of office,
and obviously we would not get ex-
perienced individuals to go along under
a new Selective Service Act.

Mr. President, if the Selective Service
law were to lapse a large portion of the
aforementioned personnel would not be
available for reappointment for personal
and other reasons. This would mean
that the Selective Service System, for the
most part, would have to be recon-
structed from the ground up,

Again in most communities office space
is contributed without charge. This of-
fice space is in great demand, and with
the termination of the Selective Service
Act it would be devoted to other purposes.

These are facts and figures that my
office has obtained from the office of the
Selective Service in Washington, D. C.,
and I have no reason to doubt the ac-
curacy of any of the statements I have
made.

Mr. President, I lay this premise before
the Senate of the United States to show
the extreme importance of this measure
to the country from the standpoint of
the continuation of a sound and ade-
quate national defense, It seems to me
that the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia has absolutely no place
whatsoever in the legislation.

We have two versions of the legisla=
tion, one coming over from the House,
which seeks to keep the control of Selec-
tive Service in the Congress of the United
States, through a concurrent resolution
if and when that becomes necessary. On
the other hand, under the Senate ver-
sion we seek to delegate that power to
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the President of the United States.
From what I can hear there will be
difficulty in conference probably in ar-
riving at some solution one way or the
other, We should not inject an amend-
ment of this kind into an already diffi-
cult situation, as it seems to me, which
will be pending when the matter comes
before the conferees.

Mr. President, I undertake to say that
the racial issue has no business in this
bill. It seems to me the amendment
dealing with that issue ought to be de-
feated without any question, The meas-
ure before us relates to national defense,
and the question of racial discrimination
through segregation should not, it seems
to me, be presented here at this time.

The national safety and the security
of the country stand above any and all
amendments that may be offered along
this line, or any other kind of amend-
ment which might be germane but which
is in reality irrelevant to what is before
us at the present time.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? ;

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoL-
1aND in the chair). Does the Senator
from Illinois yield to the Senator from
‘Wisconsin?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. WILEY. Do I correetly under-
stand that the law as it is now leaves
the matter in a discretionary form with
the military authorities as to whether
there should be or should not be segrega-
tion in military units?

Mr. LUCAS. That istrue. AsIunder-
stand, the armed services themselves are
doing a very creditable job with this very
difficult question of segregation, and we
should not in any wise, in my opinion,
attempt to tie their hands with an
amendment of this kind. I understand
how difficult, how delicate the situation
is. But progress is being made. In my
opinion adoption of the amendment
offered by the Senator from Georgia
would be a definite step backward, We
cannot turn the clock back, We must
make progress upon the question of civil
rights through proper legislation and
education. i

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

Mr., LUCAS. T yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Illinois, of course, is correct in stating
that the existing law does not contain
any provisions on this subject. But the
Commander in Chief, the President of
the United States, has issued an order
which changes the existing order and the
composition of the armed services from
what they have been since the birth of
the Republic.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, that may
be true.

I am not going to take any more time of
the Senate upon this measure. I repeat
what I said before, that this is a sound
piece of legislation, that it ought to be
passed; that the safety and the security
and the defense of the country are in-
volved in it. It is something that has
been tried the last few years. It has
been successful. No men have been in-
ducted into the service during the last
18 months under this law, primarily be-
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cause the law is causing the volun-
teer system really to work. It is the
opinion of those who are members of
the Armed Services Committee, and it
has been repeated over and over again
in the hearings and upon the floor, that
once the law is permitted to lapse, it
might be necessary that we induct men
within a few months, due to the falling
off of volunteering of men for the mili-
tary services of the country.

Mr. President, I respectfully urge that
Members of the Senate defeat the so-
called Russell amendment——

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois in his statement
has said that he did not think the racial
issue should be brought into selective-
service legislation. I agree that it should
not have been injected in the first in-
stance. I am not bringing the racial
issue into the selective-service extension.
It is already here by virtue of the fact
that, without the advice of military lead-
ers who have had experience in com-
manding the Armed Forces and who
have lived with the men in the camps
and in the field and in actual combat,
civilian authorities of the United States,
by an Executive order, have injected the
i'acial question into the Selective Service
System and into the armed services.

Until 2 years ago, Mr. President, there
was a policy of strict segregation in the
military forces of the United States.
The Armed Services Committee, in the
consideration of the Draft Act of 1948,
had before it some of those who were
responsible at the Cabinet level for di-
recting the policies affecting the com-
position of the Armed Forces as related
to segregation. We were told that no
drastic change was contemplated at that
time. Within a few weeks after the pas-
sage of the bill, Executive orders were
put into effect, and commissions com-
posed of civilians were created, who over-
rode the views expressed by General
Eisenhower before the committee as to
the proper composition of the Armed
Forces of the United States. These
civilians claimed that the armed serv-
ices were dragging their feet, and they
insisted that the races should be inte-
grated and brought together, from the
squad level on without regard to the
views of the men who are afTected, at the
time and in the manner indicated by a
politically selected group of civilians,
rather than as thought wise by the mili-
tary profession.

The President’s order said that it was
his purpose to afford equality of treat-
ment and of opportunity in the armed
services. That is the purpose which is
sought by the amendment which I pro-
posed in the committee, and which the
committee approved. The provisions of
the amendment are so fair and so crystal
clear that no Senator has made any
direct attack upon it. The Senator from
Illinois says that it has no place in this
bill. The Senator from Massachusetts
said that in his opinion it was unwork-
able. But no Senator has claimed that
there is anything in the amendment that

‘{5 tinfair to one man ifi the drmed serv-
ices without regard to his race or to his
creed or his color.

Mr. President, it is difficult to under-
stand how so much confusion could arise
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about such a simple proposition. All
the amendment undertakes to do is this:
When a young man registers and sub-
jects himself to the compulsion of the
draft, or enlists, he has a right to say
whether or not he chooses to serve in
a unit that is composed only of members
of his own race. It affords absolute
equality to every man in the armed
services without regard to his race or
his creed. Some Senafors who may
think they are gaining credit with mem-
bers of the Nezro race by opposing this
proposition might check with the rank
and file. If many of them were given
an opportunity to express their choice,
I am sure they would express the choice
to serve with members of their own race.

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

Mr. RUSSELL., I yield.

Mr. FREAR. The Senator from
Georgia just mentioned testimony, I be-
lieve, given by General Eisenhower re-
garding this matter,

Mr, RUSSELL, Yes.

Mr. FREAR. What did General
Eisenhower say regarding this proposal?
Did he say it was workable or not work-
able? ;

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, it has been
proven workable for 80 years in the
armed services. It is only when it runs
contrary to the findings of the board or
commission which was appointed and
which has had no actual military expe-
rience that it is claimed it is unworkable,
The policy of segregation has been in
effect in the armed services for many
years.

This amendment does not propose to
destroy the new policy. It takes noth-
ing away from the poliey of integration.
Every young man who goes into the serv-
ice has a right to express a choice. If
he expresses no choice, he is subject to
integration under the new policy.

The old policy, which General Eisen-
hower said he thought was desirable, was
to keep the men of the same race in units
of a company or larger. General Eisen-
hower went into that matter in detail.
I quote brief extracts from his state-
ment:

I personally have always stood since that
time for organizing the Negro down to in-
clude units no larger than platoons. It does
create certain social problems on a‘post be-
cause you always have men that do not like
to mingle freely between the races, and
therefore if you have a dance for your sol-
diers you have a problem. But I believe
those things can be handled. They are not
too difficult; particularly since we are going
to have large posts, the social problem can
be met without difficulty. I personally see
no reason why he should not be amalga-
mated to that extent.

He went on to state that if we go
further, here is the problem:

In general, the Negro is less well educated
than his brother citizen that is white, and
if you make a complete amalgamation, what
you are going to have is in every company
th2 Negro is golng to be relegated to the
minor jobs, and he is never going to get his
promotion to such grades as technical ser-
geant, mastar garsagfit, And s§ &n, Hecause
the competition is too tough.

Mr, FREAR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a further question?
Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.
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Mr. FREAR. Does not the Senafor
think that if segregation were in exist-
ence in the Armed Forces, it would create
more of an opportunity for the members
of different creeds or races to rise to
higher positions in the services? Would
it not give an advantage in that respect?
In this debate the members of the Negro
race have been mentioned. Would not
segregation in the Armed Forces give
more of them an opportunity to be-
come officers, an opportunity to strive
tr obtain the things they have been
seeking?

Mr. RUSSELL. That was the effect of
General Eisenhower’s testimony, name-
ly, that it was to their advantage to have
separate units for the two races, that it
enabled them to obtain posiions as non-
commissioned officers and as commis-
sioned officers—opporunities which they
would not have under other circum-
stances,

Mr. FREAR. Does the able Senator
from Georgia know of other high-rank-
ing officers who concur in the opinion
of General Eisenhower?

Mr. RUSSELL. I have a press state-
ment quoting General Bradley, in which
he stated that he did not favor the ab-
solute abolition of segregation in the
armed services, that the Army should
not be used as an instrument of social
reformation, but should be looked at
from the standpoint of its efficiency as
a military machine.

However, within a day or two after
General Bradley made that statement,
the President—who I do not think has
had quite the military experience that
General Bradley has had—issued the Ex-
ecutive order, which was in the teeth of
General Bradley’s advice as to what the
Nation should do in order to have the
most efficient military machine.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question.

Mr. FREAR. The Senator from Geor-
gia did not state the date of the speech
by General Bradley, I believe.

Mr, RUSSELL. It was in July 1948.

Mr. FREAR. The Executive order of
the President was dated shortly after
that, was it?

Mr. RUSSELL. As a matter of fact,
I think it was issued a day of two before,
because I have here another statement
which says that General Bradley said he
did not know about the President’s Ex-
ecutive order when he made the state-
ment. I should like to read this news-
paper article:

General Bradley, when he was interviewed
at Fort Knox last week, didn't know the
President had issued an Executive order
on civil rights, so he spoke out for continued
segregation. He hadn't seen newspapers, and
reporters put questions to him without tell-
ing him what happened. His answer was
according to standard Army policy—up to
then.

Now Bradley tells friends that nothing in
Europe frightened him as badly—when he
found out about it,

That statement is carried in the news-
« paper I have before me, and it indie
cates that the two were issued almost
simultaneously, but that General Brad-
ley did not know about the Executive
order at the time when he made the
statement.
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Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, does the
Senator have reason to believe that
either General Eisenhower or General
Bradley has changed his opinion about
that matter since then?

Mr. RUSSELL. I have no reason fo
believe so. I may say, however, to a
man in the military service, who has
been accustomed to military discipline
over a long period of years, any state-
ment from a man higher up is most
persuasive: and that might be particu-
larly so when there was an order from
the Commander in Chief to change the
policies of the Army. That does not ab-
solve the Congress of its responsibilities.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield for a question.

Mr. FREAR. I am sure the able Sena-
tor from Georgia is familiar with what
is known as a conseientious objector, in
relation to service in the Armed Forces.
I wonder whether the Senator would
mind at least enlightening me as to
what difference there would be or what
privilege a conscientious objector would
have, as regards the amendment offered
by the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator from Delaware has
brought out a point which, to my mind,
is absolutely persuasive, or should be, to
any open-minded person.

When it comes to the matter of the
creed or the belief of a man, we wrote
into the law a provision that he is not
even to be compelled to serve in the
Armed Forces under any circumstances.
We respect his creed. Yet, in the name
of equality, this amendment of the Sen-
ator from Illinois and the present policy
proposes to strike down the inherent
feeling in the hearts and minds of men
that they prefer to live, serve, and, if
need be, to face the enemy and to die in
the company of their own kind.

The Senator from Delaware has put
his finger upon the weak point in any
argument in favor of striking this provi-
sion out of the bill. For the sake of a
man’s creed we give him exemption, but
when he has a racial instinct, a prefar-
ence to sleep and eat and die, if need be,
with the members of his own race, with
his own kind, there is an attempt to say
that he cannot do so, because the Presi-
dent has issued an Executive order which
would change the custom which has
prevailed in the Army for 8C years.

I thank the Senator for bringing up
that point. To my mind, he has made a
great contribution to all the arguments
as to why this amendment should be
sustained.

Mr. FREAR. I thank the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator
from Delaware for his splendid contribu-
tion.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. Will the Senator read
into the Recorp the President’s Executive
order, so that all who read the RECORD

may see how extensive the order is and:

how mandatory it is, if it is mandatory?

Mr. RUSSELL., I have all the orders
before me. The President issued a series
of them. All of them are in the pam-
phlet which is before me and which I
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believe Senators have on their desks.
They are included in the report by the
President’s committee, a civilian com-
mittee, composed of “General” Fahy,
“General” Palmer, “General” Seng-

stacke, “General” Granger, and “Gen-"

eral” Stevenson, who overrode the sug-
gestions of the military. They consider
the Executive order to mean that men
shall be brought together in the most
intimate relations of life on the squad
level.

I may say, Mr. President, that there
are no more intimate relations between
men on this earth than the relations be-
tween boys who are taken from their
homes and required to serve in the mili-
tary forces, and to serve there on the
squad level. They have to eat and sleep
together. Such little recreation as they
are able to enjoy, they have to take to-
gether. Under the harsh compuisions of
military law, they are forced into the
closest of associations from day to day.
They have very few privileges. They do
not have any wide circle of associations
in which they can discuss the little things
that are important to them—such as the
letters they receive from home. In their
hopes and plans and aspirations for the
future, they have only the members of
their own squad or their own platoon
with whom they can discuss those mat-
ters.

That might sound trivial to the Mem=
bers of this body, but it means every-
thing to the 19-year-old and 20-year-old
boys whom we are proposing fo draft
under the provisions of this bill. Cer-
tainly it is a very small right to extend
to them, to allow them to express a pref-
erence in regard to whether they shall
carry on that service at the unit level
with the members of their own race.

As I have said, Mr. President, this
amendment carries out the theory of the
President of equality of treatment and
opportunity in the armed services, be-
cause the amendment extends the same
right to every man who serves in the
armed forces. Let anyone point out
where this amendment discriminates
against a single American citizens on ac-
count of his race or his creed.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. GILLETTE. I believe I can point
out definitely where it does.

Mr. RUSSELL. Very well; let the Sen-
ator do so, if he can.

Mr. GILLETTE. I believe it does so,
because of the exemption that is written
into the amendment in the case of a race
which comprises less than 1 percent of
the 150,000,

Mr. RUSSELL. That is no new dis-
crimination, because there has never
been anything about that in the armed
services.

Mr. GILLETTE. But the esteemed
Benator asked to have pointed out to him
a single instance where there was a dis-
crimination against one member of a
race.

Mr. RUSSELL, If the percentage
should go down to fourteen one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent, there may be——

Mr. GILLETTE, No; it is 1 percent,
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Mr. RUSSELL. But it so happens that
of those with less than 1 percent, the
largest was fourteen one-hundredths of
1 percent.

Mr. GILLETTE. Isthe Senator speak-
ing of the Indian race?

Mr. RUSSELL. Iam speaking of those
of Japanese descent.

Mr. GILLETTE., Was that applicable
to the Japanese?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Indian race has
always been considered and carried along
with the regular units of the Army.

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; but they are
listed by the Census Bureau as a sep-
arate race, which the Senator has writ-
ten into this bill,

Mr. RUSSELL. Perhaps the Senator
is right about that. If he is, I should ke
glad to have adopted an amendment that
would correct it, if there is any defect.
I do not think there is. It does not alter
the present system. Wherein does it
discriminate, then, against them?

Mr, GILLETTE. Is the Senator ad-
dressing a question to me?

Mr, RUSSELL, Yes.

Mr. GILLETTE. The Senator just
called attention to the close association
of men in the military unit.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. ;

Mr. GILLETTE. I understand he said
they should be authorized to have rela-
tionship with men of their own type or
race.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

Mr. GILLETTE. And then the Sena-
tor followed that with a question,

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, no.

Mr, GILLETTE. The Senator chal-
lenged anyone to call attention to any
men who were deprived of that under this
amendment.

I called attention to the fact.

fl;(tr. RUSSELL. They are not deprived
of it.

Mr. GILLETTE. Yes; the members of
the Indian race are.

Mr. RUSSELL. No; the Army can still
-do it, and the Army did it—one of the
greatest fighting outfits that was in the
Army in the last war were the Nisei com-
bat teams. They were composed of those
of Japanese ancestry who were born in
this country. They were brought to-
gether by the Army and kept together
through the whole war. There is noth-
ing in the world in this amendment that
prevents that. They wrote a glorious
page in American history, with their
courage. They never failed to take an
objective that they were ordered to take.
They constituted one of the great fight-
ing outfits of the American Army, and
they did not complain, either, because it
was said they were segregated. They
looked around and saw they had guns
just like any other American soldier, they
had a uniform just like any other soldier,
they received the same mess as any other
American soldier, They looked at the
man at the side, and there was another
Nisei, and that was good enough for them.
They went ahead and they carried every
objective that they were ordered to take.

Now, Mr, President, this amendment
does not work to the injury or detriment
of anyone. It is a true civil rights pro-
vision. It extends to every young man
of whatever race the identical rights, If
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he is to be subjected to the compulsions
of the law, this provision allows him the
right to express a preference of associa-
tion during that service. This amend-
ment does not deny any citizen the right
to serve in a mixed unit, if he so desires.
If the regisirant does not express an af-
firmative preference, he may be, and un-
doubtedly will be, assigned to mixed
groups in accordance with the Presi-
dent's order. That is all that is involved
in this amendment. It is fundamentally
fair and American.

The enactment of this bill will mean
that thousands of young American citi-
zens will be compelled to forego the op-
portunities of eivilian life for almost 2
years. During that time they will serve
under military discipline and military
law in the armed forces of their country.
They are entitled to every right of the
American citizen which is consistent and
compatible with the maintenance of an
efficient military establishment. They
should not be treated as criminals who

- have been convicted of a felonious of-
fense. They should Re allowed every
measure of autonomy or independence
which is consistent with military effi-
ciency. There is no conflict between this
provision and the system which has ob-
tained in our military services for 150
years and which has enabled us to
emerge victoriously in every war in which
this country has been engaged.

In some sections of our country there
are people who for generations have tra-
ditionally conducted their daily lives ae-
cording to a certain pattern. For years
they have gone about the daily business
of eating and sleeping and enjoying such
leisure and recreation as they know in
the company of persons of their own
race. This is a custom in many parts of
our country in the daily lives of not only
white people but members of the Negro
race. I realize that conditions are not
the same in all parts of the country.
Differences in customs and habits exist
and are a part of the heritage of each
community, These conditions are, of
course, not completely static. Through
the process of evolution changes are oc-
curring. Some of these changes are
wholesome and are to the benefit of all.
But these changes take time. They must
be based upon mutual understanding
and good will. Their success depends
upon voluntary cooperation. They can-
not be foreced, and efiorts to coerce people
by law will fail.

The armed services themselves have
been making gradual advances over the
years, but until the last 2 years this pro-
gram was on a voluntary basis. In re-
cent months the program of so-called
integration has been greatly intensified,
This has been distasteful to many young
men in this country who ordinarily
would look with favor upon service in the
Army. It has brought about a reduction
in enlistments on a voluntary basis and
will result in a great diminution of vol-
untary enlistments in the months to
come. Those who have preferred not to
subject themselves to the so-called in-
tegration program are not reactionaries
nor bigots. They are not hostile to any
man because of his race or color. But
they have become accustomed through
years of tradition and heritage to living
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certain phases of their daily lives only
among members of their own race. The
present racial program now being so
vigorously pursued in the armed serv-
ices at the dictates of those with civiliAn
background, and without extended
military experience, is too extreme for
many people, black as well as white.
They are therefore avoiding experiences
which are distasteful to them simply by
declinine to enlist.

This is sure to necessitate the invoca-
tion of forcible induction into the serv-
ices of many thousands of young men, if
this amendment is stricken from the bill.
These men will be compelled by all of
the overwhelming diseiplinary power in-
herent in a military organization to take
part in a social experiment which is fun-
damentally and irrevocably distasteful
to tham. I submit in all earnestness
that this is grossly unfair. It could eas-
ily result in young men being court-
martialed, dishonorably discharged, and

losing ‘their citizenship simply because

they were forced to engage in practices
which are not essential to the mainten-

.ance of a military organization, but to

which they are fundamentally opposed.

-Such a development would be shocking

and violative of every concept of fair
play and justice.

This provision will grant a very mod-
est privileze to men who are required to
give a great deal to their country. It does
this without depriving any other Amer-
ican citizen of any right, real or
imaginary.

May I inquire how much time:I have
remaining, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 12 minutes remaining,

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this
provision will have no effect on the prog-
ress already made in the aried service in
the field euphoniously labeled integra-
tion. It will not prevent this program
from continuing and expanding on a
voluntary basis. Many young men from
various parts of the country have no
feelings on the subject and would express
no preference as to assignment. These
men could be assigned without any re-
striction.

The provision is intended simply as a
reasonable safeguard to those who do
have strong feelings in the matter. I
submit that it is not fair to use com-
pulsions of military court martial to
uproot sentiments which are part of the
lives of men when there is no neces-
sity for doing so, particularly when these
men are taken from their homes or taken
from the schools by the arbitrary power
of the law.

Mr. President, this amendment pro-
vides a reasonable and an American way
of meeting this situation. It will gen-
erate a better feeling and understanding
among all the elements of our people.
The individual soldier is a small and a
peculiarly lonely part of a great ma-
chine. He must obey orders or suffer
the consequences. Only the very young
are now sought for service. The Army
seeks to get those who are from 18 to
22 years of age for actual combat duty.
In all good conscience I submit there is
no reason to force numbers of fine, young,
but inexperienced men into situations for
which they are completely unprepared,

8993

where the basic customs of their lives,
customs which have nothing to do with
the essentials of military service, are sud-
denly changed by military ediet. These
men are entitled to and should be given
the wholly reasonable privilege which
this section allows.

Its fundamental fairness has never
bzen challenged. Even its bitterest op-
ponents have been unable to point cut
where it does any violence to the rights
of any race for a member of another race
to exoress this choice in his condition
cf military service.

Mr. President, I do not see why those

.who would prefer to have their sons

serve in mixed units can in fairness
object to extending this fundamentaliy

fair provision' to other American citi-

zens.,

As I have stated herctofore, I have
never heard or read the testimony of
anyone who had had practical experi-~

‘enee in handling large bodies of troops

under combat conditions or in living in

camps under military conditions who has
‘ever submitted any argument that this
so-called integration program would in-

crease the-efficiency and fighting power

of American armies.

Mr. President, the Army is now far
below its authorized strength. As this
program of compulsory integration pro-
ceeds apace, enlistments will continue
to decline. I unhesitatingly predict that
it will be necessary to resume the com-
pulsory draft of men into the military
service within a period of months if
this provision is stricken from the bill.
Why is it not better to allow freedom
of choice to young men who are willing
to enlist, rather than to set into motion
all the machinery of the draft and reach
down inio the homes and schools of the
Nation and draft boys into the serviee,

particularly when many of them would

be serving under conditions which would
cause them to feel that they were being
mistreated and imposed upon?

That kind of feeling is bound to af-
feet adversely the morale and the will
to fight of men who are in the armed
services.

I repeat, Mr. President, that this
amendment does not restore or compel
the policy of segregation, although that
inference has been created in the press
throughout the country. It will allow
the integration of units to proceed and
will also allow young men the freedom
of selection without imposing upon any
citizen or denying a single right to any-
one.

Why is this bill being pressed for pas-
sage? Why are we called upon to ex-
tend this arbitrary draft power which
is so abhorent to the fundamental way
of American life in time of peace? It
is because we are told that our country
is in danger of aggression from abroad.
We are told it is necessary to build up
our armed forces in order to defend
this country against attack. If that be
the reason, Mr. President, let us build
up the armed forces of the United States
without a policy of compulsion on the
young men of this land by forcing them
to serve as guinea pigs in any social
experimentation such as is embraced in
this integration program, if it be against
their consent.
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Mr. President, for the Congress to
use this draft program as a basis to
compel distasteful social association
when it is unnecessary to do so, in order
to carry out the views and political
promises of certain individuals who may
occupy high positions in American life,
is a perversion of the police power of
the state, and it is an unnecessary per-
version of that power.

Mr. President, the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MavBank] desires to ad-
dress himself to the question, and I yield
my remaining 5 minutes to him.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, the
proposal before us at this time is not
new. Two years ago the Senator from
Georgia [Mr, Russerr] and I offered an
amendment on the floor for which we
had unsuccessfully sought committee
approval. At that time I was a member
of the Armed Services Committee.

It is gratifying to have it before the
Senate at this time supported by the
Committee on Armed Services. The pur-
pose and effect of the proposal is clear.
It merely seeks to guarantee to any in-
dividual citizen brought into the serv-
ices the right to serve in a military unit
composed of members of his own race
where he makes an affirmative declara-
tion of his desire to do so. It does not
deprive any other individual citizen of
a single right, real or imaginary.

As was clearly pointed out in 1948—
and it is equally true of the present pro-
posal—the legislation would assure every
citizen entering the armed services the
privilege of serving with his own kind if
at the time of registration or induction
he expresses his desire to do so. It does
not discriminate against any citizen or
group of citizens. It does not deprive
anyone of any right. It permits the
serviceman to serve in units composed
of mixed races if he so desires and is or-
dered to do so.

As I have said, the committee 2 years
ago declined to approve the so-called
Russell-Maybank amendment. Essen-
tially the same provisions now come be-
fore the Senate with committee approv-
al, and I hope the bill will be enacted.

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

Mr. MAYBANK. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL., The Senator, of
course, recognizes that the reason the
committee did not approve it was be-
cause of the assurances we received from
those in positions of high authority that
they did not intend to prosecute this
program.

Mr. MAYBANK. The Senator is emi-
nently correct. No one was more
shocked than were the Senator from
Georgia and myself when the orders
came out, after the testimony of General
Eisenhower, to which I shall now refer.

In 1948 General Eisenhower appeared
before the committee and declared that
nonsegregation would slow the progress
and development of colored boys who
had been put into mixed units—that
their advancement to the grades of
sergeant, technical sergeant, and master
sergeant is almost impossible in the face
of competition from the better-educated,
better-trained, and more adaptable
white boys in the same organizations,
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At that time General Eisenhower was
in supreme command of the Army, and
his views were military, not political.

Mr. President, this is a Nation of many
races, but we must not forget that white
people carved it out of the wilderness,
white people conceived this Republic,
white people fought the War of the
Revolution, and in vietory they gave to
the world the greatest system of free
government ever known to mankind.

The decent, self-respecting people of
this country, regardless of the section in
which they live, are getting more than
sick of all this kowtowing to a minority
group which holds the balance of power
in a few large doubtful States.

The wars of this country have been
won by white soldiers, and I deiy any
Member of this body to challenge this
statement. The Army and Navy have
wisely attempted to utilize the Negro
soldiers in the positions which they are
capable of filling. Certainly there are
some Negro soldiers and some Negro
units which have demonstrated effec-
tiveness on the battlefield; but by and
large, Negro soldiers have rendered their
greatest service as cooks, drivers, main-
tenance men, mechanics, and such posi-
tions, for which they are well qualified.

I believe that Negro soldiers should
bz educated and entitled to a higher
level of service in our Armed Forces.
However, racial pride alone should make
them want to train and fight with a
unit of their own people, and in distin-
guishing themselves refiect due credit to
their race. They should not be content
to hitchhike on the accomplishments of
white soldiers.

A vast majority of the white soldiers
and the white sailors of this country,
especially in the South, will refuse to
associate with Negroes in their barracks
and mess halls; and, more important, no
decent, self-respecting Negro would want
to be forced into the company of people
who do not want him, This amendment

" gives these boys, both white and colored,

an opportunity to serve in a segregated
unit if they so desire.

The pending proposal does not under-
take to tell the Army or the Navy what
they shall do about segregation, but per-
mits the serviceman himself to decide
the guestion.

If the Army adopts a policy of foreing
our white boys to serve in mongrelized
units, it will stir up such racial strife
as can never be overcome in a decade.
The progress which has been made up
until now will all go for naught. I pre-
diet that the Army will be faced with a
deluge of courts martial such as has
never been seen. I visualize a conseript
army of bitter malcontents.

Those who are agitating the breaking
down of our segregation laws may think
they are playing smart polities, but they
are destroying years of effort on our part
to improve the economic and educational
status of the Negro.

Time will not now permit me to tell
the Senate what the South has done, and
what it is doing, to make the Negro a
more useful citizen. Our economic
struggle in the South knows of no color
line. Since the War Between the States
we have been up against economic dis-
advantages imposed upon us, which have
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weighed heavily upon both the white and
colored people of the South. To some
degree we are winning our fight for eco-
nomic parity with other States, and as
we do, the economic level of all of our
people will rise. When this is accom-
plished, we shall have new and better
educational facilities for all of our
people.

Increased economic and educational
advantages are what the Negroes in the
South need, and that is what the for-
ward-thinking people of the South are
seeking to provide. Yet our efforts are
set back constantly by misguided cam-
paigns to abrogate our segregation laws
and customs. It is easy to see that the
Negro of the South is being made the
victim of political by-play aimed at win=
ning the Negro vote in doubtful States.

Mr. President, if there was ever a pro=
posal to safeguard and guarantee indi-
vidual rights, thisisit. This amendment
is basic. It strikes right at the heart of
a fundamental freedom—the freedom of
a man to live and work with people of
his own choosing. The amendment must
be adopted in theé interest of harmony in
the ranks of our armed services. It must
be adopted as a guaranty against social
controls by Executive order in an effort to
break down our customs and established
codes. I sincerely hope that enough
Senators will see the wisdom of pro-
posal and that it will be adopted.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the junior Senator from New
York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucasl.
As Members of the Senate undoubtedly
know, throughout my life I have been
heart and soul against diserimination of
any kind. I am against discrimination
in employment, education, and enjoy-
ment of political civil rights. I know of
no discrimination which is more inex-
cusable than discrimination in the armed
services of our country, a service in which
men are expected to assume equal re-
sponsibilities, and in which all men are
expected and are compelled to assume
equal risks of life and limb, I hope with
all my heart, and strongly urge, that this
amendment, which has been presented
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas]
to eliminate the so-called Russell amend-
ment, which is included in the bill, will
be adopted by the Senate.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from California.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President,
first of all, as a member of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, I wish to speak
in support of an extension of the Selec~
tive Service Act for 3 years. In the trou-
bled condition in which the world finds
itself at the present time I believe this
Nation must be prepared under any cir-
cumstances to meet whatever challenge
may confront it in the future. Such a
challenge may confront us at a time
when the Congress of the United States
is not in session. In the atomic age in
which we live, and in an age of the atom
and airplane, it is conceivable that the
Congress of the United States could not
assemble immediately upon a serious sit-
uation developing in the world. For
that reason, although I had some reluc-
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tance at first, I am ineclined to support
the provision in the Senate bill which
would permit the President of the United
States to bring the law into operation,
if the need should arise, without con-
gressional resolution so to do.

I am opposed to the provision which
was put into the bill by the committee
at the suggestion of the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusserL]l. I do not believe
that it would be a practical, operating
feature which could be administered
with any success. I do not believe that
it would be any more feasible than it
would be to ask every individual soldier
in which State he would like to serve or
train, I think it would be confusing
from the point of view of discipline in
the Army. Under our constitutional
system we have a Commander in Chief,
who is the President of the United
States. Regardless of who the President
may be, or what his party affiliation may
be, under the Constitution he is still the
Commander in Chief of the Army and
Navy. He has prescribed certain regu-
lations for the armed services. I think
it would be most confusing if the Con-
gress of the United States were to at-
tempt to establish some other standards
in legislation of this kind and freeze
them.

Although I am expressing only my
personal opinion, it is quite possible that
the President of the United States has
attempted too rapidly to achieve the re-
sult he is attempting to achieve. I am
of the opinion that many of the desired
results can be attained much better by
a process of gradual education than by
trying to force the issues too rapidly,
The fact of the matter is that such regu-
lations have been put into efiect, and
they are operating very well in the Air
Force and in the Navy, according to the
testimony, and I believe they are oper-
ating also in the Army. I do not be-
lieve that it is feasible or practical for
this type of amendment to be written
~ into law, and I think to do so would
cause confusion in the armed services at
a time when we dare not have confusion,

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, some
question has been raised about the date
of Saturday, the twenty-fourth of June.
In discussing the matter just recently
with the legislative counsel, Mr. Rice. I
asked him if he would write out his ver-
sion of the termination date of this act.
He believes that under the general rules
of statutory construction an act takes
effect at 12:01 a. m. of the day it is
signed unless the time it is signed is
placed thereon. If, therefore, an act
ceases to be effective by its terms after
1 year, and such act was signed on June
24, without the time of signing being
placed thereon—and it was not placed on
the Selective Service Act—such act
ceases to be effective at midnight on
June 23 next.

Mr, President, if that construetion is
correct—and I have great respect for Mr,
Rice’s opinion on these matters—instead
of completing action on this bill by the
twenty-fourth, we would have to com-
plete it by Friday night, June 23. In
other words, we would have to go to con-
ference with the bill, the conferees would
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have to agree, and they would have to
come back to the Senate and to the
House with a measure of some kind, As
I said a moment ago, if that cannot be
done, it is absolutely necessary, and in
fact indispensable, that a joint resolu-
tion, be passed so as not to let the Selec-
tive Service Act lapse, After we have
concluded with the vote which we are
about to take I shall move that the Sen-
ate stand in recess until 11 o'clock tomor-
row morning, with the hope that we can
finish consideration of the pending bill at
an early hour tomorrow and procure a
vote on it, in order to get it to confer-
ence.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator from Illinois will permit me
to call up one matter which is not con-
troversial.

Mr, LUCAS. I shall be glad to yield
now to the Senator from Georgia if he
desires to bring it up at this time, be-
cause no one else wishes to speak on
the pending measure.

RELEASE OF CERTAIN FOWERS OF
APPOINTMENT IN THE CASE OF ESTATE
AND GIFT TAXES

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask
that Calendar No. 1851, House Joint
Resolution 480, be laid before the Senate.
I should like to make an explanation of
it. This resolution also refers to an act
which the Finance Committee believes
necessary to be renewed for 1 year. The
act expires on the twenty-third or
twenty-fourth of this month. The joint
resolution would simply extend the act
for 1 year. It relates to the release of
certain powers of appointment in the
case of estate and gift taxes. I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. WHERRY., Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I understand that
unless the act is extended it would termi-
nate on the twenty-fourth of this month.
Therefore an emergency exists and it is
necessary to extend the legislation. May
I ask the distinguished Senator from
Georgia whether the only new provision
in the bill is the year?

Mr. GEORGE. Absolutely; “1950” is
stricken out, and “1951"” is inserted.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the joint resolution by
title.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. A joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 480), extending the
time for the release, free of estate and
gift tax, of certain powers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Georgia for the present considera-
tion of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, Ithank
the Senator from Illinois and the Sena-
tor from Nebraska.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT
OF 1948

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6826) to provide for the

8995

common defense through the registra-
tion and classification of certain male
persons, and for other purposes.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that no other Senators
desire to speak upon the pending meas-
ure, and I suggest the absence of a quo-
rum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Alken Hendrickson Malone
Anderson Hickenlooper Martin
Benton Hill Maybank
Brewster Hoey Millikin
Bricker Holland Mundt
Butler Humphrey Murray
Byrd Hunt Myers
Cain Ives Neely
Chapman Jenner O'Mahoney
Connally Johnson, Colo. Robertson
Cordon Johnegon, Tex. Russell
Darby Refauver Saltonstall
Donnell EKem Schoeppel
Douglas Kerr Smith, Maine
Eastland Kllgore Sparkman
Ecton Knowland Stennis
Ellender Lehman Taft
Ferguson Lodge Thomas, Utah
Frear Lucas Thye
Fulbright McCarran Tydings
George McClellan Watkins
Gillette MeFarland Wherry
Green McEellar Williams
Gurney McMahon Withers
Hayden Magnuson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A

quorum is present.

The Chair is advised that the unani-
mous-consent agreement does not re-
quire the Senate to wait until 6:30. The
Senate can proceed to vote now., What
is the pleasure of the Senate?

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LEHMAN. On what are we about
to vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucasl
for himself and other Senators to strike
out section 2 of the commitiee bill, which
is known as the Russell amendment.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment to strike
out the so-called Russell amendment
which appears in the bill. :

Mr. RUSSELL and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. GILLETTE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. JounsTon]. I am informed that if
he were present he would vote “nay.”
If I were permitted to vote I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. McFARLAND (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr,
Lonc]. If he were present and voting
he would vote “nay.” If I were per-
mitted to vote I would vote “yea.” I
withhold my vote.

Mr. MURRAY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
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Graraml. If he were present and vot-
ing he would vote “nay.” If I were per-
mitted to vote I would vote “yea.” I
withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Cravezl
is necessarily absent and if present would
vote “yea.”

The Senator from California [Mr.
DownEey] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
GraEaM] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. LEary] are absent on public
business.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JounsTON], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Long], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PeppEr], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Tavror], and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. THomaAs] are absent by
leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr.
O'Conor] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, attending the sessions
of the International Labor Organization
at Geneva, Switzerland, as a delegate
representing the United States.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
TavLorl would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Iannouncethat
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CapE-
HART], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCarTHY] and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmiTH] are necessarily ab-
sent. If present and voting, the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CaperarT] and the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SmitH]
would each vote “yea.”

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. DwoRr-
sHAK] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLeY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the senior Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. LangeEr], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse], the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Toeey]l, the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG], and the junior Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by
leave of the Senate. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr, Toeey] would each vote
“yeﬁ.”

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripgesl is detained on official
business.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 29, as follows:

YEAS—42
Alken Hickenlooper Malone
Anderson Humphrey Martin
Benton Ives Millikin
Brewster Jenner Mundt
Bricker Johnson, Colo. Myers
Butler Eem Neely
Cain Kilgore Saltonstall
Darby KEnowland Schoeppel
Donnell Lehman Smith, Maine
Douglas Lodge Talt
Ferguson Lucas Thomas, Utah
Frear MeCarran Thye
Green McMahon Wherry
Hendrickson Magnuson Willlams
NAYS—29
BYrd Ellender Hoey
Chapman Fulbright Holland
Connally George Hunt
Cordon Gurney Johnson, Tex,
Eastland Hayden Eefauver
Ecton Hill Eerr
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McClellan Robertson Tydings
McKellar Russell Watkins
Mayhank Sparkman Withers
O’'Mahoney Stennis

NOT VOTING—25
Bridges Langer Smith, N. J.
Capehart Leahy Taylor
Chavez Long Thomas, Okla.
Downey McCarthy Tobey
Dworshak McFarland Vandenberg
Planders Morse Wiley
Gillette Murray Young
Graham O'Conor

Johnston, 8. C. Pepper

So the amendment offered by Mr,
Lucas, for himself and other Senators,
was agreed to.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT
OF 1948—AMENDMENTS

Mr. RUSSELL and Mr. CHAPMAN
each submitted an amendment intended
to be proposed by them, respectively, to
the bill (H. R. 6826) to provide for the
common defense through the registration
and classification of certain male per-
sons, and for other purposes, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. WATEINS (for himself, Mr.
‘WHERRY, Mr. TAFT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr,
JoHnson of Colorado, and Mr. KEm)
submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill
6826, supra, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

EXTENSION OF RENT CONTROL—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
understand that the House has adopted
the conference report on the rent confrol
bill, providing for an extension of 6
months, and then 6 months more, at
option; and I desire to have the confer-
ence report brought before the Senate.

Therefore, Mr. President, I submit the
conference report on Senate bill 3181,
to extend the Housing and Rent Act of
1947, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; and I ask unanimous consent for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
conference report will be read for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report,
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S.
2181) to extend the Housing and Rent Act
of 1947, as amended, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lleu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the House amendment insert
the following: “That this Act may be cited as
the 'Housing and Rent Act of 1850°.

“Sec. 2. Section 4 (e) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by striking out *June 30, 1950', and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1951,

*Sec. 3. Section 204 (a) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by striking out ‘June 30, 1950’, and
inserting in leu thereof ‘June 30, 1951'.

“Sec. 4. Section 204 (f) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“*(f) (1) The provisions of this title, ex-
cept section 204 (a), shall cease to be in ef-
fect at the close of December 31, 1950, except
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that they shall cease to be in effect at the
close of June 30, 1951—

“‘(A) In any incorporated city, town, or
village which, at a time when maximum
rents under this title are in effect therein,
and prior to December 31, 1950, declares by
resolution of its governing body adopted for
that purpose, or by popular referendum, in
accordance with local law) that a shortage
of rental housing accommodations exists
which requires the continuance of rent con-
trol in such ecity, town, or village; and

“*{B) in any unincorported locallty in a
defense-rental area in which one or more
incorporated cities, towns, or villages consti-
tuting the major portion of the defense-
rental area have made the declaration speci-
fled in subparagraph (A) at a time when
maximum rents under this title were in ef-
fect in such unincorporated locality.

**(2) Any incorporated city, town, or vil-
lage which makes the declaration specified in
paragraph (1) (A) of this subsection shall
notify the Housing Expediter in writing of
such action promptly after it has been taken.

“*(3) Notwithstanding any provision of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, the provi-
slons of this title shall cease to be in effect
upon the date of a proclamation by the
President or upon the date specified in a con-
current resolution by the two Houses of the
Congress, declaring that the further con-
tinuance of the authority granted by this
title is not necessary because of the existence
of an emergency, whichever date 1s the
earlier.

“*(4) Notwithstanding any provision of
paragraph (1) or (3) of this subsection, the
provisions of this title and regulations,
orders, and requirements thereunder shall be
treated as still remaining in force for the
purpose of sustaining any proper suit or
action with respect to any right or liability
incurred prior to the termination date speci-
fied in such paragraph.’

“Sec. 5. Section 204 (j) (3) of the Housing
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“(3) The Housing Expediter shall termi-
nate the provisions of this title in' any in-
corporated city, town, village, or in the un-
incorporated area of any county upon receipt
of a resolution of its governing body adopted
for that purpose in accordance with ap-
plicable local law and based upon a finding
by such governing body reached as the result
of a public hearing held after ten days’ no-
tice, that there no longer exists such a short-
age in rental housing accommodations as to
require rent control in such city, town, vil-
lage, or unincorporated area in such county:
Provided, That where the major portion of
a defense-rental area has been decontrolled
pursuant to this paragraph (3), the Housing
Expediter shall decontrol any unincorporated
locality in the remainder of such area.’

‘“Sec. 6. Nothing in this Act or in the Hous-
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, shall
be construed to require any person to offer
any housing accommodations for rent.

“Sec, 7. If any provision of this Act or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstances shall be held invalid, the
validity of the remainder of the Act, and the
applicabillty of such provision to other per-
sons or circumstances, shall not be affected
thereby.

“Sec. 8. This Act shall become effective on
the first day of the first calendar month fol-
lowing the month in which it is enacted.”

And the House agree to the same.

BURNET R. MAYBANE,
J. Wirtam FULBRIGHT,
JOHN SPAREMAN,
Rarpre E. FLANDERS,
JoHN W. BRICKER, L
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
BRENT SPENCE,
Paun BROWN,
WRIGHT PATMAN,
Brooks HAYS,
Managers on the Part of the House,



1950

conference report is a privileged matter.
Is there objection to the request for its
present consideration?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the report.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am
very glad that we are to continue rent
control for 6 months, with an option for
the localities to continue such controls
for an additional 6 months.

I regret that the Senate conferees
were not able to persuade the conferees
on the part of the House to agree to the
provision contained in the Senate version
of the bill which exempted permanent
tenants in hotels from rent control. Al-
though I favorel the inclusion of the
provision regarding permanent quarters
in apartments, last year, when this
measure was before the Congress, I be-
came convinced this year that there was
no longer any need for such control.
This was because of the fact that appar-
ently there is a vacancy rate of 12'%
percent in the permanent accommoda-
tions in Chicago hotels, and inasmuch
as I do not believe in continuing rent
control unless it is needed. I felt that
rent controls should be abolished in this
case, for permanent accommodations in
Chicago hotels.

As I say, Mr. President, I regret very
much that the conferees on the part of
the House would not recede from their
position.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr., MAYBANK. I wish to be per-
fectly frank about the matter of reced-
ing. In view of the fact that the con-
ferees on the part of the House had
been very generous and kind in receding
in regard to the 7-months’ and 5-
months’ provisions, I thought the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate should
recede regarding the provision relating
to hotels in Chicago.

I regret the situation, but I wish the
Senator from Illinois to understand dis-
tinctly that I myself voted to recede.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I make
this statement in part because I under-
stand that on the floor of the House this
afternoon a Member of the House im-
plied that I had proposed this amend-
ment exempting permanent accommo-
dations in Chicago hotels, with the in-
tent of scuttling it later, in the confer-
ence.

I thank the Senator from South Caro-
lina for making this situation clear.

I was called out of the city to deliver
a commencement address in Chicago on
Wednesday, and then later to make a
speech on the Pacific coast, on Saturday.
So it was not possible for me to be pres-
ent. But through my administrative as-
sistant, Mr. McCulloch, I made it clear
to the Senate conferees that I hoped they
would be able to obtain House consent
for the decontrol of permanent accom-
modations in hotels.

I do not think I have ever proposed a
measure in wh'ch I did not believe; and
I hope the gentleman on the House side,
wino apparently made the implication,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The,

this afternoon, to which I have referred,
will withdraw the statement he made,
when he understands the situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I wonder
whether the distinguished Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Mayeankl, the
chairman of the Banking and Currency
Committee, would object to having a
yea-and-nay vote on the question of
the adoption of the conference report.
I suggest such a move because of my
feeling that it is tremendously important
to state again, for the benefit of the
Senate and the Nation, that there are a
number of Senators who have no inten-
tion at any future period in peacetime of
permitting an extension of rent control
beyond the expiration date which is out-
lined in the conference report.

Mr. MAYBANEK. Does the Senator
desire to have a yea-and-nay vote on
the question of agreeing to the confer-
ence report, with a view, if it should be
rejected, of sending the report back to
a further conference?

Mr. CAIN. The Senator from Wash-
ington would appreciate having a yea-
and-nay vote on the guestion of agree-
ing to the conference report.

Mr. MAYBANK. Does the Senator
wish to have the vote taken now?

Mr. CAIN. When the Senator from
South Carolina has concluded his ob-
servations, I shall be glad to have that
done.

Mr. MAYBANEK. If the Senator from
Washington wishes to have a yea-and-
nay vote taken immediately on that
question, that will be all right with me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

Mr. CAIN and other Senators asked
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MAYBANK. Do I correctly un-
derstand that on this vote, a vote of
“yea” will be a vote in favor of adoption
of the conference report for the 6
months’ period, and that a vote of “nay”
will be a vote to send the conference re-
port back to a further conference?

The FRESIDING OFFICER. A vote
“yea” will be a vote in favor of adoption
of the conference report as submitted.
A vote “nay” will be a vote to refuse to
approve the conference report.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,

Mr., MYERS. I announce that the
Senators from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son and Mr. Cuavezl, the Senators from
Virginia [Mr. Byrp and Mr. RoBerTson],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE],
the Scnator from Arizona [Mr, Hay-
pEN], the Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
O'ManoNEY], the Sznator from Missis-
sippi [Mr. Stenwis]l, and the Senator
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irom Kentucky [Mr. WITHERS] are nec-
essarily absent.

The Senator from California [Mr,
DowneY] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
GraHaMm] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Leary] are absent on public
business.

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
JounsToN], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr, Long], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PEppER], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Tavrorl, and the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. THomAs] are absent by
leave of the Senate,

The Sena’or from Maryland [Mr.
O’Conor] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, attending the ses-
sions of the International Labor Organ-
ization at Geneva, Switzerland, as a dele-
gate representing the United States.

On this vote the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GiLLETTE] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. Witriams]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Jowa would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Delaware would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Ssnator from New
Mexico [Mr. AwpErsoN] is paired with
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Bygp].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Mexico would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Virginia would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Leany] is paired with the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Rhode Island would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Virginia would vote “nay.”

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Arizona [Mr,
Havpex], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'MaHCONEY ], the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. STENNIS], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Tayror], the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Caavezl, and the Sen-
ator from Eentucky [Mr. WiITHERS]
would each vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Cape-
HaRrT]1, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
McCartHY], and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmIite] are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Dwor-
sHAK] and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLEY] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Frawpers], the senior Senator from
North Dakota [Mr, Langer], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr, Tosgv], the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VaANDEN-
BERG], and the junior Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Wraerry] are detained on
official business. If present, the Senator
from Nebraska wculd vote “nay.”

The Senator from Delaware [Mr, WiL-
11ams], who is detained on official busi-
ness, is paired with the Senator irom
Iowa [Mr. Giirerrel. If present and
voting, the Senator from Delaware would
vote “nay” rnd the Scnator from Iowa
would vot2 “yca.”
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The result was announcéd—yeas 40,
nays 24, as follows: E

YEAS—40
Alken Hunt Msagnuson
Benton Ives Malone
Chapman Johnson, Colo. Maybank
Connally Johnson, Tex. Murray
Darby Kefauver Myers
Donnell Kerr Neely
Douglas Kilgore Saltonstall
Eastland Lehman Smith, Maine
Frear Lodge Sparkman
Fulbright Lucas Thomas, Utah
Green MeCarran Thye
Hendrickson McFarland Tydings
Hill McKellar
Humphrey McMahon

NAYS—24
Brewster George MecClellan
Bricker Gurney Martin
Butler Hickenlooper Millikin
Cain Hoey Mundt
Cordon Holland Russell
Ecton Jenner Echoeppel
Ellender Eem Taft
Ferguson Knowland Watkins

NOT VOTING—32

Anderson Johnston, 8. C. Stennis
Bridges Langer Taylor
Byrd Leahy Thomas, Okla.
Capehart Long Tobey
Chavez McCarthy Vandenberg
Downey Morse Wherry
Dworshak O'Conor Wiley
Flanders O'Mahoney Williams
Gillette Pepper Withers
Graham Robertson Young
Hayden Smith. N. J.

So the report was agreed to.

EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE ACT
OF 1948

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 6826) to provide for
the common defense through the regis-
tration and classification of certain male
persons, and for other purposes.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I intend
to move a recess until 11 o’clock tomor-
row. I understand the Senator from
Utah desires to speak at least about 30
minutes. I know of no other Members
of the Senate who desire to speak. It
may be that they do, but I plead with
Senators to expedite the pending measure
and get the bill into conference, so that
the conferees can come back with some
kind of selective service bill. It must
be done before midnight Friday, and it
has to be in the President’s hands before
that time, otherwise the Selective Serv-
ice law will expire, We shall be in a peck
of trouble, in the event it does. I plead
with Senators on both sides of the aisle
to come here tomorrow at 11 o'clock,
and after a quorum is obtained, to gef
this bill on its way to the House of Rep-
resentatives, and have the conferees ap-
pointed so that the conference report
may be submitted and acted upon, and
action completed on this important
measure within the time specified.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
should like to say to the majority
leader that it was the intention of the
junior Senator from Minnesota to offer
a series of amendments, but in view of
the vote which has just taken place with
reference to the elimination from the
bill of the so-called Russell amendment,
and in view of what I consider to be a
creditable record on the part of the
President, the Secretary of Defense, and
the Secretaries of the Army, Air, and the
Navy, on promoting a better pattern of
human relationships and civil rights

within the armed services, it is not the"
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intention of the Senator from Minnesota
to offer his amendments.

I agree with the majority leader that
we ought to expedite this legislation, and
I make my position clear at this time
so we can arrive at some sort of under-
standing by which we can have the bill
passad promptly., It would be a singular
tragedy if we were to go over the dead-
line. I want the majority leader to
know I extend my fullest cooperation.

Mr. LUCAS. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota. There was some ques=
tion as to whether the Senator from
Minnesota would offer certain amend-
ments, which was one of the reasons
why we could not obtain a unanimous-
consent agreement. With that under-
standing, I am wondering whether we
cannot now get a unanimous-consent
agreement to vote at 2 o’clock tomorrow,
say, upon the bill and upon any amend-
ments offered thereto in the meantime.
Would that be satisfactory to the Senator
from Utah?

Mr. WATKINS. 1 do not know about
other Senators. I would suggest 3:30.

Mr. LUCAS. I wish we could agree to
vote at 2 o’clock. I may say to the Sen-
ator, it is planned to convene tomor-
row at 11.

Mr. WATKINS. I understood the
previous unanimous-consent agreement
was zreed to on the ground that there
would be no further unanimous-consent
agreement for tomorrow.

Mr. LUCAS. That was because of the
situation in which we found ourselves
with respect to amendments which might
be offered by the Senator from Minne-
sota or by other Senators who contem-
plated offering amendments of the kind
he proposed to offer. But I understand
now, from his statement, that he does
not propose to do that, and that he
wants to expedite the passage of the bill.
I should like very much to enter into
that kind of agreement, if possible.

Mr. WATKINS. I had in mind some
of the other Senators who might want
to speak on some of the amendments,
particularly the one I have proposed.

Mr. LUCAS. Ido not see any Senator
rising who wishes to speak very long.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, in the ab-
sence of the Senator from Maryland [Mr,
Typings] I would venture the guess that
the Senate Committee on Armed Services
would appreciate having 30 minutes
within which to conclude its presenta-
tion or to answer any new arguments.

Mr, LUCAS. Plenty of time would be
afforded if we start at 11 a. m. and vote
at 2:30 p. m,

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

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
statement of the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HompPHREY] is most gratifying,
although it did grow out of the fact that
a very fair amendment was defeated.
While I want to expedite the passage of
the bill in every way possible, I do not
feel that I can agree now, without some
understanding with a sufficient number
of Senators, as to matters which might
or might not be germane and relevant
to the bill.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, appar-
ently, under the circumstances, we can-
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not reach a unanimous-consent agree-
ment; and in accordance with the state-
ment I made earlier, I move that the
Senate proceed to consider executive
business.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his motion for a
moment?

Mr. LUCAS. Yes.

Mr. DONNELL. I was informed that
the Senator from Illinois had stated that
the Senate would recess today after the
vote on the Lucas amendment to House
bill 6826. Am I correct in that under-
standing ?

Mr. LUCAS. That was not quite the
understanding. I advised the Senate
that we might hold a night session if we
did not dispose of the Russell amend-
ment and, possibly, the bill itself: but I
did say later on that if we could dispose
of the amendment, we would take a
recess, which we are about to do.

Mr. DONNELL. I will say to the Sen-
ator, if he will permit me, that when the
m'nority leader [Mr. V'HERRY] left, after
voting on the so-called Lucas amend-
ment, he was under the impression that
there would be nothing further taken up
after action on that amendment. I did
not interpose any objection to the action
taken on the conference report on the
rent-control bill, although, in looking
back over it, I am not so sure but that
I should have objected.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
want to make it perfectly clear that
several Senators suggested to me that
some Senators had gone and would not
be here to vote; but the Senator from
Washington [Mr., Cawv] had a perfect
right to have the conference report come
up for a vote. It was not by unanimous
consent; it was after a quorum was
called. I did not suggest it to the Sen-
ator from Washington. It was a confer-
ence report, which is a privileged matter.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a brief statement?

Mr, LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. Ishould like the Rec-
oRD to show very clearly, primarily in the
interest of some of the Senators who
have gone, that I understand the Senate
would recess immediately after action on
the Lucas amendment. The minority
leader, on leaving, requested me to see
to it, so far as it was possible for me to
do so, that the Senate should not transact
any business after action on the Lucas
amendment. If any Senator has been
precluded from expressing himself on
the conference report, I should like the
Recorp to show that it was due to the
fact that I did not interpose objection,
and it was not due to the fact that the
Senator who did not have such oppor-
tunity was delinquent in his duty in
regard to the matter.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr, LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr, NEELY. I should like to inquire
of the majority leader on what early
date he will help me to obtain the right-
of-way for consideration of the District
rent-control extenszion bill?



1950

Mr. LUCAS. I should say to the Sen-
ator that we might possibly be able to
take it up tomorrow or next day, al-
though I have told the Senator from
Texas [Mr. ConnarrLy]l that we would
take up the military assistance bill. I
know how vital is the District of Colum-

bia rent-control bill, and I am under the

impression that we can take it up to-
morrow or the next day.

Mr. President, in reply to the Senator
from Missouri, I should like to make this
statement: Some Senators came to me
after the vote was taken on the amend-
ment and I advised them that I did not
think any more votes would be taken
today on any measure. The Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. AxpeErson] and
other Senators left. It is impossible to
tell what may happen on the floor of the
Senate, as every Senator knows who has
been here very long. The Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Maveank] came to
me and said, “I can put the rent-control
conference report through in a very few
minutes.” He was in good faith when
he made that statement. An argument
ensued and a roll call was asked with ref-
erence to the report. I presume we
should have recessed and taken it up
tomorrow; but I do not think anyone has
been hurt very much by what has hap-
pened.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, I did
not have the slightest idea of intimating
that the Senator had been in any sense
guilty of any bad faith in the matter. I
am sure that neither he nor the Senator
from South Carolina had any intention
of putting any Senator in an embarrass-
ing position by reason of the action
which was taken, Notwithstanding that
I had assured the minority leader that
I would take action toward securing a
recess immediately following the action
on the Lucas amendment, I thought, in
view of the nature and the history of the
rent-control conference report, it was
‘proper that I should not insist upon an
immediate recess. But in view of the
fact that so many Senators have gone
and have possibly relied on the state-
ment that the Senate would not act on
any other matters, I am constrained to
object to the transaction of any further
business.

Mr. LUCAS. I join with the Senator
in that statement. I shall object to any
further business being transacted.

Mr. DONNELL. I think that is very
wholesome.

EXTCUTIVE SESSION

Mr. LUCAS. I renew my motion that
the Senate proceed to the consideration
of executive business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Sena-
tor from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOI.--

LAND in the chair) laid before the Senate
XCVI—567
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messages from the President of the
United States submitting sundry nom-
inations, and withdrawing the nomina-
tion of Carl Rodman, of Massachusets,
for appointment as a Foreign Service of-
ficer of class 6, a vice counsul of career,
and a secretary in the Diplomatic Serv-
ice of the United States, which nominat-
ing messages referred to the appropriate
committees.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

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

Willis W. Ritter, of Utah, to be United
Btates district judge for the district of Utah.

Mr. DONNELL. I cbject to the trans-
action of any further business, on the
ground that the general understanding
in the Senate was that there was to be no
further business transacted after the
passage of the Lucas amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. We did not have that
understanding with respect to the execu-
tive calendar. If there is any nomination
on the executive calendar to which the
Senator wants to object, that is a dif-
ferent proposition. It is always in order
to consider the executive calendar, but if
the Senator wants to object, we can pass
it over until tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that there is one nom-
ination on the calendar which pertains
to the District of Columbia.

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

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL, I have not seen a
copy of the executive calendar. There
is no desire on my part to object to the
further transaction of business because
of any particular personality.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised the first two nomina-
tions on the calendar have been passed
over heretofore, and there is a request
that they be again passed over. The
only open nomination is the nomination
of Kenneth W. Spencer, of the District
of Columbia, to be a member of the Pub-
lic Utilities Commission,

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, was
there an outright agreement that there
should be no further business transacted
after the Lucas amendment was voted
upon?

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
that the nomination of Kenneth W.
Spencer to be a member of the Public
Utilities Commission of the District of
Columbia, be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be passed over.

RECESS

Mr. LUCAS. As in legislative session,
I move that the Senate take a recess
until 11 o'clock tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
6 o’clock and 58 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, June 22, 1950, at 11 o'clock a. m.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 21 (legislative day of June
7), 1950:

UnNITED NATIONS

Isidor Lubin, of New York, now United
States representative on the Economic and
Employment Commission of the Economic
and Scecial Council of the United Nations, to
be also the representative of the United
States of America on the Economic and Social
Council of the United Nations.

DirLoMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

James W. Riddleberger, of Virginia, for
promotion from Foreign Service officer of
class 1 to Foreign Service officer of the class
of career minister of the United States of
America. -

John D. Jernegan, of California, now a

.Foreign Service officer of class 2 and a secre=

tary in the diplomatic service, to be also &
consul general of the United States of
America.

Elbert R. Williams, of Pennsylvania, &
Forelgn Service staff officer, to be a consul of
the United States of America.

Sidney V. Suhler, of Texas, for appoint-
ment as a Foreign Service officer of class 8,
a vice consul of career, and a secretary in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America. £

RAILROAD RETIREMENT BoarD
Horace W. Harper, of Texas, to be a mem=

ber of the Railrcad Retirement Board for
the term expiring August 29, 1854.
In THE CoasT GUARD

The following two officers of the United
Btates Coast Guard for promotion to the
permanent grade of rear admiral:

Harold G. Bradbury

Roy L. Raney

IN THE Navy

Capt. Arleigh A. Burke, United States Navy,
for temporary appointment to the grade of
rear admiral.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate, June 21 (legislative day of
June 7), 1950:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Carl Rodman, of Massachusetts, for ap-
polntment as Foreign Service officer of class
6, a vice consul of career, and a secretary in
the diplomatic service of the United States
of America.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 21, 1950

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered thé following
prayer:

Almighty God, whose divine sovereign-
ty and authority we cannot doubt or dis-
obey, we pray that daily we may faith-
fully and fearlessly seek to do what Thou
dost command.

Show us how we may enrich and
strengthen our national life and find the
secret of its cohesive and conguering
power.

Inspire and guide our Speaker and all
the Members of this Congress in their
deep concern for the honor and security
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cf our democracy. May they perceive
what is needful and devise what is right.
Grant that we may fix our hopes and
expectations and desires not on mere
material prosperity but upon the
achievement of spiritual greatness.

Hear us in the name of the Christ.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

On June 2, 1950:

H.R.7341. An act to authorize and direct
the Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia to construct a bridge over the Anacostia
River in the vicinity of East Capitol Street,
and for other purposes;

H.R.7635. An act to amend the Armed
Forces Leave Act of 1946, as amended, to
provide graduation leave upon appointment
&s commissioned officers in the Regular com-

- ponents of the Armed Forces of graduates of
the United States Military, Naval, or Coast
Guard Academies; and

H.R. 8578. An act authorizing loans from
the United States Treasury for the expan-
slon of the Distvict of Columbia water
system.

On June 5, 1950:

H.R.7797. An act to provide foreign eco=
nomic assistance.

On June 7, 1950:

H.R.6655. An act for the rellef of Taeko
Suzuki.

On June 8, 1950:

H.R.1285. An act for the relief of the
legal guardian of Lena Mae West, a minor,

On June 14, 1950:

H.R.4892. An act to provide for the ad-
mission of pay patients to the Home for the
Aged and Infirm;

H.R.5126. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Nathalie E. Cobb;

H.R.5295. An act for the relief of C. R.
Springman;

H.R.5913. An act to authorize the ex-
change of certain lands of the United States
situated in Ross County, Ohio, for lands
within Symmes Creek purchase unit in Lawa
rence County, Ohio, and for other purposes;

H. R. 6406. An act providing procedure for
claimants of mining claims in the United
States obtaining credit for assessment work
performed during the year ending July 1,
1948, under the provisions of Public Law 107,
Eighty-first Congress;

H,R. 6552, An act to correct a clerical
error in section 2 of the act of January 16,
1883, an act to regulate and improve the
civil service of the United States, as amended
by Public Law 425, Eighty-first Congress;

H.R.€632. An act to extend the authority
of the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to
establish and continue offices in the Republic
of the Philippines;

H.R.7866. An act to amend the Civil
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as
amended, so as to provide an order of preced-
ence for lump-sum death payments, and
for other purposes; and

H.R.7966. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act to incorporate the trustees of
the Presbyterian congregation of George-
town,” and approved March 28, 1806.

.On June 15, 1950:

H.R. 4641, An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture fo accept title to certain
land owned or to be acquired by the county
of Plumas, State of California, and in ex-
change therefor to convey to Plumas County
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certain land owned by the United States in
sald county;

H.R.b5103. An act to provide for clerical
assistance at post offices, branches, or sta=
tions serving military and naval personnel,
and for other purposes;

H.R.5166. An act to extend the laws of
the United States relating to civil acts or
offenses consummated or committed on the
high seas on board a vessel belonging to the
United States, to the Midway Islands, Wake
Island, Johnston Island, Sand Island, King-
man Reef, Eure Island, Baker Island, How-
land Island, Jarvis Island, Canton Island,
and Enderbury Island, and for other pur-
poses; and

H. R. 5511, An act to amend the provisions
of the Perishable Agricultural Commodities
Act, 1930, relating to practices in the mar-
:teti.ng of perishable agricultural commod-
tles,

On June 16, 1950:

H.R.589. An act for the rellef of C. M.
Smart;

H.R.1124. An act for the relief of Lee
Freddie Lambert;

H.R.1482, An act for the relief of Frances
L. Marshall;

H.R. 1482, An act for the relief of Harold
L. Lindquist;

H.R. 1866. An act for the relief of Honorio
Canciller and Nancy Ting Evangelista;

H.R.3480. An act to authorize the Com-
monwealth of Eentucky to use for certain
educational purposes lands granted by the
United States to such Commonwealth for
State park purposes exclusively;

H.R. 3527, An act for the relief of Gifford
E. Moak;

H.R.3672. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Vera C. A. Freund;

H.R.3986. An act for the rellef of Dr. J.
Carlyle Nagle;

H.R. 4015. An act for the relief of Kate
Laursen;

H. R.4509. An act to amend the act of Feb-
ruary 25, 1820 (41 Stat, 4562), and for other
purposes;

H. R.4567. An act to amend the Displaced
Persons Act of 1948;

H.R. 4969, An act to direct the Secretary
of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Army
to transfer and convey certain lands and
thereby facilitate administration and give
proper cognizance to the highest use of
United States lands;

H. R. 5872. An act to extend the boundaries
of the Teiyabe National Forest in the State
of Nevada;

H.R.6371. An act for the relief of J. O,
Evans; 1

H.R. 6385. An act for the relief of Louise
M. Koch;

H.R. 6521. An act to authorize the sale of
certain land on the Pine Ridge Indian Reser-
vation, 8. Dak,, allotted to Lucy Arapahoe
Iron Bear;

H.R.6577. An act for the rellef of Haruko
Teramoto;

H. R. 6689, An act for the relief of Mitsuko
Uemura; -

H.R.6991. An act for the relief of E. G,
Morris;

H.R. 7013. An act for the relief of Mrs. Yae
Bennett;

H.R.7094, An act for the relief of Eazuyo
Dohi;

H.R. 7147, An act to change the effective
date of the act of June 19, 1948, relating to
the Fire Department of the District of Co-
lumbia;

H.R.7255. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property in Hopkins
County, Ky., to the estate of James D.
Meadors;

H.R.7609. An act to grant a renewal of
Patent No. 59,660 relating to the emblem
of the Disabled American Veterans of the
World War;

H.R.7700. An act to amend the rice mar-
keting quota provislons of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended;
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H.R.7708. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Navy to grant to the Monmouth
Consolidated Water Co. certaln easements
and rights-of-way within the United States
Naval Ammunition Depot, Earle, N, J.

H.R.7888. An act to amend the Classifi-
cation Act of 1949 to make it inapplicable
to postal employees of the Panama Canal;
and

H.R.7984. An act to authorize the con-
veyance to the city of Miles City, State of
Montana, certain lands in Custer County,
Mont., and for other purposes.

On June 17, 1850:

H. R. 829. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to accept buildings and
improvements constructed and affected by
the Buffalo Rapids Farms Association on
project lands in the Buffalo Raplds water
conservation and utilization project and can-
celing certain indebtedness of the associa=-
tion, and for other purposes;

H.R.1110. An act for the relief of Ann
Irene Feikema;

H.R.1170. An act for the rellef of Mrs, John
Eaudy (formerly Stella Cappler);

H.R.1275, An act for the relief of Anna
Helman;

H.R.1602. An act for the rellef of Ben
Grunstein; .

H. R.4011. An act for the relief of Stavros
Matheos (also known as Steve Matheos or
Matheou);

H.R. 5017, An act for the relief of Ng Sco
Lip and Ng Yut Chee;

H.R.5332. An act to amend section 3 of
the act of June 18, 1934, relating to the es-
tablishment of foreign-trade zones;

H. R. 5581. An act for the relief of Deborah
Elizabeth Ebel;

H. R. 5709. An act for the relief of Patrick
Cronin;

H.R.6271. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Harry Echnelder;

H.R.6344. An act for the relief of Mrs.
William Y. Imanaka;

H.R. 6414, An act for the relief of Mrs,
Chikako Mary Ohori Hori;

H.R. 6462, An act for the relief of Mrs.
Bachiko Iwal Higaki;

H.R.6485. An act for the relief of Jodeene
Lehrman;

H.R.6723. An act for the relief of Fujiko
Fukuda;

H. R.6942. An act for the relief of Hisako
Nakane;

H. R.7084. An act for the relief of Yoshiko
Ishii Teves;

o H.R. 7173, An act for the relief of Toshiko
no;

H.R. 7338, An act for the rellef of Asano
Teramoto;

H.R.7410. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Kiyoko Tanaka Perez;

H.R.T7427. An act for the relief of Mrs.
June Noda Loman; and

H.R.7485. An act for
Maria Margarite Noe.

On June 19, 1950:

H.R. 1103. An act for the relief of Mirlam
Berkle; and

H.R.4096. An act for the relief of Lonnie
M, Abernathy.

On June 20, 1950:

H.R. 1047. An act for the rellef of the Aero-
Bocker Enitting Mills, Inc.;

H.R.1272. An act for the relief of Edward
A Beeley;

H.R. 1627, An act for the relief of Filip
Nicola Lazarevich;

H.R.5150. An act for the relief of Ira D.
Doyal and Clyde Doyal;

H.R.5199. An act for the relief of Mr, and
Mrs. Thurman L. Bomar;

H. R. 5566, An act {0 make available for In-
dian use certain surplus property at the Win-
gate Ordnance Depot, N. Mex.;

H.R.5639. An act for the relief of Ivan E,
Townsend; .

H. R.6364. An act for the relief of Yosniko
Matsumura;

the rellef of Mrs.
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H.R.6490. An act for the relief of Mar-
garita Funakura;

H.R.7082. An act for the rellef of Mrs.
Isamu Tarasawa;

H.R.7092, An act for the rellef of Mrs,
Earry Wakefield;

H.R.T194. An act for the rellef of Mrs. Rel
Yamada Munns and Edward Lee Munns;

H.R.7256. An act for the relief of Mieko
Nishitsuru;

H.R.7279. An act for the relief of Umeko
Stevenson;

H. R.7283. An act for the relief of Mrs. Jack
B. Meyer;

H.R.7313. An act for the relief of Lucy
Teresa Morris;

H.R.75660. An act for the relief of Mary
Frances Yoshinaga; and

H.R, 7778. An act for the relief of Miyoko
Oishi.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees fo the amendments
of thz House to a bill of the Senate of
the following title:

8. 3639. An act providing for an extension
of the time during which annual assessment
work on mining claims held by location in
the United States may be made.

The message also announced that the
Senafe had passed, with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.6000. An act to extend and improve
the Federal old-age and survivors insurance
system, to amend the public-assistance and
child-welfare provisions of the Social Se-
curity Act, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
wivh the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Georee, Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. BYRD,
Mr. MLLIgIN, and Mr. TArT to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
8198) entitled “An act to provide for the
organization of the Army and the De-
partment of the Army, and for other
purposes.”

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from a com-

mittee:
JUNE 21, 1950.
The honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DEAr Mg. SPEAEER: I hereby tender my res-
ignation as a member of the Committee on
Agriculture.

Respectfully,
NORRis COTTON.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetfs. Mr,
Speaker, I offer a resolution and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution (H. Res.
661), as follows:

Resolved, That BEn Guiur, of Texas, be,
and he is hereby, elected a member of the
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standing Committee of the House of Repre=
sentatives on Agriculture.

The resolution was agreed to.
tabAl motion to reconsider was laid on the
e.

BORROWING POWER OF COMMODITY
CREDIT CORPORATION

The SPEAKER. The ubfinished busi-
ness is the question on the adoption of
the conference report on the bill (H, R.
6567) to increase the borrowing power
of the Commodity Credit Corporation,

The questior is on the conference
report.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Javits) there
were—ayes 22, noes 18.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present. :

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will eall the roll,

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 235, nays 81, answered
“present” 1, not voting 113, as follows:
[Roll No. 178]
YEAS—2356

Abbitt Dawscn Kilburn
Abernethy Deane Kilday
Addonizio DeGraffenried Kirwan
Albert Delaney Kruse
Allen, 111, Denton Lane
Allen, La. D'Ewart Lanham
Andersen, Dollinger Larcade

H. Carl Donohue LeCompte
Andrews Doughton Lind
Arends Douglas Linehan
Aspinall Doyle Lucas
Barden Durham Lynch
Barrett, Pa. Eberharter McCarthy
Barrett, Wyo. Elliott MecCormack
Battle Evins McCulloch
Beckworth Felghan MeGuire
Bennett, Fla. Fernandez McMillen, IN.
Bennett, Mich, Fisher Madden
Bentsen Flood Magee
Blemiller Forand Mahon
Blatnik Fugate Mansfield
Boggs, La. Furcolo Marcantonio
Bolling Garmatz Marsalis
Bolton, Md.  Gathings Marshall
Bonner Golden Martin, Towa
Bosone Gordon Martin, Mass.
Boykin Gorski Meyer
Breen Gossett Michener
Brooks Granahan Miles
Brown, Ga, Grant Miller, Nebr.
Brown, Ohio  Green Mills
Buchanan Gross Multer
Buckley, 111, Guill Murdock
Burleson Hagen Murphy
Burnside Halleck Murray, Tenn,
Burton Harden Murray, Wis.
Byrne, N. Y. Hardy Nelson
Byrnes, Wis,  Harris Noland
Camp Harrison Norrell
Cannon Hart Norton
Carlyle Harvey O'Brien, T
Carnahan Havenner O'Hara, Il
Carroll Hays, Ark. O’'Hara, Minn,
Case, 8. Dak, Hays, Ohio O’'Konski
Cavalcante Hedrick O'Neill
Celler Hill O'Toole
Chatham Hoeven Pace
Chesney Holifleld Passman
Chiperfield Holmes Patman
Chudoff Horan Patten
Clemente Howell Peterson
Cole, Kans, Huber Philbin
Combs JHullm Pickett
Cooper aco Poage
Crawford Jenison Potter
Crook Jennings Preston
Cunningham ones, Al% e
Curtis Jones, N. O, Rains
Davenport Karst Ramsay
Davis, Ga. Earsten Rankin
Davis, Tenn, Eee Rees
Davis, Wis. Eelly, N. Y. Rhodes

Robeson Bpence Weichel
Rodino Btaggers Whitaker
Rogers, Fla. Stefan Whitten
Rooney Sullivan Whittington
Badlak Tackett Wier
Basscer Talle Williams
Scrivner Teague ‘Willis
Becrest Thomas ‘Wilson, Tex.
Shafer Thompson Winstead
Shelley Thornberry Withrow
Sheppard Trimble ‘Wolcott
Short Underwood ‘Woodhouse
Simpson, Il Velde Weodruff
Smathers Vinson Yates
Smith, Va Vursell Zablocki
BSmith, Wis. ‘Walter
NAYS—81
Allen, Calif. Gillette Mason
Anderson, Calif. Goodwin Nicholson
Angell Graham Patterson
Auchincloss Hale Plumley
Baring Hall, Poulson
Bates, Mass. Leonard W. Reed,N.Y.
Beall Herter Ribicoft
Bishop Heselton Rich
Boggs, Del. Hinshaw Riehlman
Bolton, Ohlo  Hoffman, Mich. Rogers, Mass,
Bramblett James BSt. George
Canfield Javits Baylor
Case, N. J. Jenkins Bcott, Hardle
Clevenger Johnson Beott,
Cole, N. Y. Jonas Hugh D., Jr,
Colmer Judd Scudder
Corbett Eean Simpson, Pa.
Dague Eearney Smith, Kans,
Dondero Eearns Taber
aton Eeating ‘Taurlello
Ellsworth Eunkel Tollefson
ton Latham Van Zandt
Engle, Calif. LeFevre orys
Fallon Lichtenwalter Wadsworth
Fellows McDonough ‘Wagner
Fenton McKinnon ‘Wigglesworth
Fulton Mack, Wash, Wolverton
Gavin Macy
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Jackson, Calif.
NOT VOTING—113
Andresen, Hobbs Pfeiffer,
August H, Hoffman, I, William L,
Bailey Hope Phillips, Calif.
Bates, Ky, Irving Phillips, Tenn.
Elackney Jackson, Wash., Polk
Brehm Jones, Mo. Powell
Bryson Keefe Quinn
Buckley, N. ¥. Kelley, Pa. Rabaut
Bulwinkle Eennedy Redden
Burdigk EKeogh Reed, Ill,
Burke Kerr Regan
Chelf King Richards
Christopher Klein Rivers
Cooley Lodge Roosevelt
Cotton Lovre Babath
Coudert Lyle Sadowskl
Cox McConnell Sanborn
Davies, N.¥. McGrath Sikes
Dingell McGregor Bims
Dolliver McMillan, 8. C. Smith, Ohio
Engel, Mich, McSweeney Stanley
Fogarty Mack, Ill. Steed
Ford Merrow Btigler
Frazier Miller, Calif., Stockman
Gamble Miller, Md. Sutton
Gary Mitchell Taylor
Gllmer Monroney Towe
Gore Morgan Walsh
Granger Morris Welch
Gregory Morrison Werdel
Gwinn Morton Wheeler
Hail, Moulder White, Calif.
Edwin Arthur Nixon White, Idaho
Hand Norblad Wickersham
Hare O’'Brien, Mich, Widnall
Hébert O'Sullivan WilsonyInd.
* Heflernan Perkins Wilson, Okla.
Heller Pleifer, ‘Wood
Herlong Joseph L. Young

8o the conference report was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote: -

Mr. Eerr for, with Mr. Blackney agalnst.

Mr. Sabath for, with Mr. Hand against.

Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Hoffman of Illinois

against.

Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. William L. Pleiffer
against.

Mr. Lovre for, with Mr. Towe against.
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Mr. Dolliver for, with Mr. Smith of Ohlo
against.

Mr. Klein for, with Mr. Coudert against.

Mr. Forgarty for, with Mr. Phillips of Cali-
fornia against.

Mr. Gilmer for, with Mr. Taylor against.

Mr, Miller of California for, with Mr, Jack=-
gon of California against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Sims with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall.
Mr. Hébert with Mr, August H. Andresen.
Mr. Bailey with Mr. Eeefe.

Mr, Gary with Mr. McGregor.

Mr. O'Brien of Michigan with Mr. Brehm,
Mr. Stanley with Mr. Engel of Michigan,
Mr. Welch with Mr. Stockman,

Mr. Morrison with Mr. Sanborn.

Mr. King with Mr. Miller of Maryland.
Mr, McGrath with Mr. Merrow,

Mr. Roosevelt with Mr. Cotton.

Mr, Heller with Mr. Ford.

Mr. Wickersham with Mr. Gamble,

Mr. Redden with Mr. Gwinn.

Mr. Rabaut with Mr. Hope.

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Morton.

Mr. Sutton with Mr. Reed of Illinois.

Mr. Wheeler with Mr, Widnall.

Mr. Cooley with Mr, Wilson of Indiana.

Mrs. HarpEN, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr, BAR-
rerT of Wyoming, Mr. WooDRUFF, and
Mr. SmitH of Wisconsin changed their
votes from “nay” to ‘“yea.”

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Spraker, I am in-
formed that on this roll call the gentle-
man from Illinois, Mr, SaeartH, is re-
corded as voting “yea.” The roll call is
in error in that respect since the gentle-
man from Illinois is not in town. I ask
unanimous consent that the roll call be
corrected accordingly.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection. .

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table, °

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, I anf con-
strained to vote ugainst approving the
conference report. I voted for the origi-
nal bill to increase the purchasing power
of CCC and I approve that part of the
bill now. However, the new legislation
written by the conferees and amending
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act is too drastic to be approved without
full consideration by the appropriate
committees of Congress. Actually the
changes involve mafters affecting the
province of fcur committees: Agriculture,
Ways and Means, Foreign Affairs, and
Banking and Currency. It is not enough
to allow such legislation to pass with only
a small number of the last-named com-
mittee having any previous knowledge of
it, and when some of them frankly say
they are not sure what the new section
22 (f) means. I confess I cannot under-
stand it. I believe this report should
be sent back to the conferees and the sec-
tion 22 amendments removed or brought
up in separate legislation or at least
spelled out so we can know what we are
doing.

ARMY ORGANIZATION ACT OF 1950

Mr, KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H. R.
8198) to provide for the organization of
the Army and the Department of the
Army, and for other purposes, and ask
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unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers on the part of the House
be read in lieu of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

[The conference report and statement
are as follows]:

CoNFERENCE ReporT (H. REPT. No. 2289)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
8108) to provide for the organization of
the Army and the Department of the Army,
and for other purposes, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment in-
sert the following:

“'SHORT TITLE

“Secrion 1. This Act may be cited as the
‘Army Organization Act of 1950,

“TABLE OF CONTENTS

“Sec, 1. Short title of act.
“Sec. 2. Definitions.

“Title I—Seeretary of the Army; Under Sec-
retary of the Army; Assistant Secretaries
of the Army 1

“Sec. 101. Powers and duties of the Secretary.

“Sec, 102, Under Secretary and Assistant
Secretaries.

“Title II—Chief of Staff and the Army Staf

*“SEc, 201. Army Staff and its composition.

*“SEc. 202, Chief of Staff,

*“Sec. 203. Vice Chief of Staff, Deputy Chlefs
of Staff, and Assistant Chiefs of Staff.

“Sec, 204. Duties of Chief of Staff.

“Sec, 205. Duties of Army Staff.

“SEc. 208. Chiefs of Services,

“Spc, 207. Inspector General and Provost
Marshal General.

“Sepc. 208. Deputy and Assistant Chiefs of
Services.

“Title III—Organization of the Army

“Sgc. 301. Composition of the Army.

*“Sgc. 302. Composition of the Regular Army,

“Sec, 303. Army commands,

“Sec. 304. Territorial organization,

“Sec. 305. Organized peace establishment,

*“Sec, 3068. Branches of the Army.

*Sec, 307. Army Medical Service,

“Spc, 308, Judge Advocate General's Corps.

“Sec, 309. Chaglains.

“Sec, 310, Women's Army Corps.

“Title IV—Repeals, Amendments, and Saving
Provisions

“Sec. 401, Repeals,

“Sec. 402. Amendments—Transfers of dutles
and powers.

“Sgc. 403. Intrusting of public money.

“Sec. 404. Saving provisions—Miscellaneous
matters.

“SEc. 405. Saving provision—Existing orders
and regulations.

“Sec, 406. Army Mine Planter Service.

“Sec. 407. Saving provision—Powers of the

Secretary of Defense.

*“Sec. 408, Separability provision.
“DEFINITIONS

“SEec. 2. As used in this Act—

“(a) The terms ‘Army of the United
BStates’ and ‘Army’ are synonymous and mean
the Army or Armies referred to in the Con-
stitution of the United States, less that part
established by law as the Air Force, The

JUNE 21

Army includes the components and persons
prescribed in section 301 of this Act.

“{b) The term ‘members of the Army"
means all persons appointed, enlisted, or in-

. ducted in any of the components of the

Army; all persons appointed, enlisted, or in-
ducted in the Army without specification of
component; and all persons gerving in the
Army under call or conscription under any
provision of law. The term ‘cflicers of the
Army' means all members of the Army ap-
pointed -to and holding a commissioned or
warrant officer grade. The term ‘enlisted
members, of the Army' means all members
of the Army in any enlisted grade. >

“{c) The term ‘Army Establishment'
means all organizations, forces, agencies, in-
stallations, and activities, including the De-
partment of the Army, all members of the
Army, all property of every kind and char-
acter—real, personal, and mixed—and all ci-
villan personnel, under the control or super-
vision of the Secretary of the Army.

“(d) The term ‘Department of the Army’
means the executive part of the Army Estab-
lishment at the seat of government.

“TrTLE I—SECRETARY OF THE ARMY; UNDER
SECRETARY OF THE ARMY; ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARIES OF THE ARMY

“POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY

“Sec. 101. (a) Except as otherwise pre-
scribed by law, the Secretary of the Army
shall be responsible for and shall have the
authority necessary to conduct all affairs of
the Army Establishment, including but not
limited to those necessary or appropriate for
the training, operations, administration,
logistical support and maintenance, welfare,
preparedness, and effectiveness of the Army,
including research and development, and
such other activities as may be prescribed by
the President or the Secretary of Defense as
authorized by law. There are authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to conduct the affairs of the Army Es-
tablishment.

“(b) The Secretary of the Army may assign
to the Under Secretary of the Army and to
the Assistant Secretaries of the Army such of
his duties under this Act as he may consider
proper. Officers of the Army shall report
regarding any matters to the Secretary, Un-
der Sescretary, or either Assistant Secretary
of the Army, as the Szcretary of the Army
may prescribe.

“(c) Except as otherwise prescribed by law,
the Secretary of the Army or, as he may pre-
scribe, the Under Secretary of the Army or
either Assistant Secretary of the Army, shall,
in addition to other duties, be charged with
supervision of the procurement activities
of the Army Establishment, of plans for the
mobilization of materials and industrial or-
ganizations essential to wartime needs of
the Army, and of other business pertaining
thereto.

“(d) Except as otherwise prescribed by law,
the Sacretary of the Army may make such
asslgnments and details of members of the
Army and civillan personnel as he thinks
proper, and may prescribe the duties of the
members and civilian personnel so assigned;
and such members and civillan personnel
shall be responsible for, and shall have the
authority necessary to perform, such duties
as may be so prescribed for them.

“(e) Except as otherwize prescribed by law,
the Secretary of the Army shall cause to be
manufactured or produced at the Govern-
ment arsenals or Government-owned fac-
tories of the United States all those supplies
needed by the Army which can be manu-
factured or produced upon an economical
basis at such arsenals or factories,

“UNDER SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT SECRETARIES

“Sec. 102, (a) There shall be in the De-
partment of the Army an Under Secretary
of the Army and two Assistant Secretaries
of the Army, who shall be appointed by
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the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, and who shall receive
the compensation prescribed by law.

*{b) In case of the death, resignation, re-
moval from office, absence, or disability of
the Becretary of the Army, the officer of the
United States who is highest on the follow-
ing list, and who is not absent or disabled,
shall, until the President directs some other
person to perform such duties in accordance
with section 179, Revised Statutes (56 U. 8. C.
6), perform his duties until a successor is
appointed, or until such absence or dis-
ability shall cease—

*{1) The Under Secretary of the Army;

*{2) the Assistant Secretaries of the Army
in the order fixed by their length of service
asg such;

“(3) the Chief of Staff,

“{c) If the Chief of Staff by reason of
succession assumes, or if he or any other
officer of the Army is designated in accord-
ance with section 179, Revised Statutes (5
U. 8. C. 6), to perform the duties of the
Secretary of the Army, section 1222, Revised
Statutes (10 U. 8. O. §76) shall not apply to
him by reason of his temporarily performing
such duties,

“TrTLE II—CHIEF OF STAFF AND THE ARMY
STAFF

“ARMY STAFF AND ITS COMPOSITION

“Sec, 201. (a) There shall be in the De-
partment of the Army a staff, which shall
be known as the Army Staff, and which shall
consist of—

*“(1) the Chief of Staff;

“(2) a Vice Chief of Staff;

“(3) not to exceed three Deputy Chiefs of
Staff and not to exceed five Assistant Chlefs
of Staff as the Secretary of the Army may
prescribe;

(4) the officers prescribed in sections 2086,
207, and 208 of this act; and

“(5) such other members of the Army and
such civillan officers and employees in or
under the jurisdiction of the Department of
the Army as may be assigned or detailed
under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary of the Army.

“(b) Except as otherwise specifically pro=-
vided by law, the Army Staff shall be organ-
ized in such manner, and its members shall
perform such duties and bear such titles, as
the Secretary of the Army may prescribe.
Part of the Army Staff may be designated
the Army General Staff.

“(c) Except in time of war or national
emergency hereafter declared by the Con-
gress, not more than three thousand officers
of the Army shall be detailed or assigned to
permanent duty in the Department of the
Army, and of this number, not more than
one thousand officers of the Army may be de-
tailed or assigned to duty on or with the
Army General BStaff: Provided, That the
numerical limits prescribed in this subsec-
tion shall not apply upon a finding by the
President that an increase In the number of
officers in the Department of the Army or on
or with the Army General Staff is in the
national interest: Provided further, That the
Becretary of the Army shall report quarterly
to the Congress the number of officers in the
Department of the Army and the number of
officers on or with the Army General Staff and
the justifications therefor.

“(d) A commissioned officer of the Army
now or hereafter detailed or assigned to duty
in the Department of the Army sghall serve
for a tour of duty not to exceed four years,
except that such tour of duty may be ex-
tended bheyond four years upon a special
finding by the Secretary of the Army that the
extension is necessary in the public interest.
Upon relief from such duty no such officer
shall again be detailed or assigned within
two years to duty in the Department of the
Army except upon a llke finding by the
Becretary of the Army. This subsection shall
not take effect until one year after the
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enactment of this Act, and shall be inap-
plicable in time of war or national emergen
hereafter declared by the Congress. X
“CHIEF OF STAFF

*Sec. 202. The Chief of Staff shall be ap-
pointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, from the
general officers of the Army, to serve during
the pleasure of the President; but no person
shall serve as Chief of Staff for a term of more
than four years unless reappointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate. The Chief of Staff, while
holding office as such, shall have the grade of
general, without vacation of his permanent
grade in the Army, and shall take rank as
prescribed by law. He shall receive the com=-
pensation prescribed by law and shall be
counted as one of the officers authorized to
be serving in grade above lieutenant general
under the provisions of the Officer Personnel
Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 886), as amended.

“YICE CHIEF OF STAFF, DEPUTY CHIEFS OF STAFF,
AND ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF

“Sec. 203. The Vice Chief of Btaff, the
Deputy Chiefs of Staff, and the Assistant
Chiefs of Staff shall be general officers of the
Army detalled to those positions. In case
of a vacancy in the office or the absence or
disability of the Chief of Btaff, the Vice
Chief of Staffi or the senior Deputy Chief of
Staff, who is not absent or disabled, shall,
unless otherwise directed by the President,
perform the duties of Chief of Staff until his
successor is appointed or such absence or dis-
ability shall cease.

“DUTIES OF CHIEF OF STAFF

“Sec. 204. (a) The Chief of Staff shall have
supervision of all members and organizations
of the Army, shall perform the duties pre-
scribed for him by the National Becurity Act
of 1947, as amended, by this Act, and by
other laws, and shall perform such other
military duties not otherwise assigned by law
as may be assigned to him by the President.

“(b) The Chief af Staff shall preside over
the Army Staff. Subject to the provisions of
section 101 of this Act, and of subsection (c)
of this section, he shall be directly responsible
to the Secretary of the Army for the efficiency
of the Army, its state of preparation for mili-
tary operations, and plans therefor. He shall
transmit to the Secretary of the Army the
plans and recommendations of the Army
Staff, shall advise him in regard thereto, and,
upon the approval of such plans or recom-
mendations by the Secretary of the Army,
he shall act as the agent of the Secretary
of the Army in carrying the same into effect.

“(c) Except as otherwise prescribed by
law, the Chief of Staff shall perform his du-
ties under the direction of the Secretary of
the Army.

“DUTIES OF ARMY STAFF

“Sec. 205. (a) The Army Staff shall ren-
der professional aid and assistance to the
Becretary of the Army, the Under Secretary
of the Army, and the Assistant Secretaries of
the Army.

“{b) Under the direction and control of
the Secretary of the Army, it shall be the
duty of the Army Staff—

“{1) to prepare such plans for the na-
tional security, and the use of the Army
for that purpose, both separately and in con-
junction with the naval and air forces, and
for recruiting, organizing, supplying, equip-
ping, training, serving, mobilizing, and de-
mobilizing the Army, as will assist the execu-
tion of any power vested in, duty imposed
upon, or function assigned to the Secretary
of the Army or the Chief of Staff;

“(2) to Investigate and report upon all
questions affy the efficiency of the
Army and its state of preparation for mili-
tary operations;

“(3) to prepare detalled Instructions for
the execution of approved plans to super-
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vise the execution of such plans and in-
structions;

“(4) to act as the agents of the Secretary
of the Army and the Chief of Staff in co-
ordinating the action of all organizations of
the Army Establishment; and

“(6) to perform such other duties not
otherwise assigned by law as may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Army,

“CHIEFS OF SERVICES

“Sec. 206. (a) There shall be in the Army
the following officers: Chief of Engineers,
Chief Signal Officer, AdJutant General, Quar-"
termaster General, Chief of Finance, Chief
of Ordnance, Chief Chemical Officer, Chief
of Transportation, Surgeon General, Judge
Advocate General, and Chief of Chaplains,

“(b) Each of the officers named in this
section shall have the grade of major gen-
eral, and shall be selected and appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, as prescribed in sec-
tion 513 of the Officer Personnel Act of 1947
(61 Stat. 901; 10 U. 8. C. 559g); except that
the Judge Advocate General shall be selected
and appointed as prescribed in section 249,
g;ﬂ;ltc Law 759, Eightieth Congress (62 Stat.

3

“(c) Each of the officers named in this
section shall perform such duties as may
be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army
or required by law.

“INSPECTOR GENERAL AND PROVOST MARSHAL
GENERAL

“BEc, 207. (a) There shall be in the Army
an Inspector General and a Provost Marshal
General, who shall be general officers of the
Army detailed to those positions for tours of
duty not to exceed four years, except that
such tours of duty may be extended beyond
four years upon a special finding by the Sec-
retary of the Army that the extension is
necessary in the public interest.

“(b) The Inspector General shall, when
so0 directed by the Secretary of the Army or
the Chief of Staff, inquire into and report
upon matters which pertain to the disci-
pline, efficiency, and economy of the Army;
and shall perform such other duties as may
be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army
or the Chief of Staff or required by law.

“(c) The Provost Marshal General shall
perform such duties as may be prescribed
by the Secretary of the Army or the Chief
of Staff or required by law.

“DEPUTY AND ASSISTANT CHIEFS OF SERVICES

“Sec. 208. (a) Each of the officers named in
sections 206 and 207 of this Act shall have
such deputies and assistants as may be
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army.
Except as prescribed in subsections (b)
and (c¢) of this section, such deputies and
assistants shall be officers of the Army
selected and detailed to those positions for
tours of duty not to exceed four years by
the Secretary of the Army under a procedure
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army,
which procedure shall be similar to that
prescribed in section 518 of the officer Per-
sonnel Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 901; 10 U. 8. C.
558g), but no cfficer shall be entitled to any
increase in rank, pay, or alowances solely by
virtue of such selection and detail.

“(b) There shall be an Assistant Surgeon
General with the rank of major general, who
shall be an officer in the Dental Corps, and
who shall be selected and appointed as
prescribed in section 513 of the Officer Per-
sonnel Act of 1947.

“{c) There shall be an Assistant Judge
Advocate General with the rank of major
general, who shall be selected and appointed
as prescribed in section 249 of Public Law
759, Eightieth Congress.

“TITLE III—ORGANIZATION OF THE ARMY
“COMPOSITION OF THE ARMY

“SEc. 301. The Army Includes the Reguiar
Army, the National Guard of the United
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States, and the Organized Reserve Corps; all
persons appointed, enlisted, or inducted in
the above-named components; all persons
appointe(l, enlisted, or inducted in the Army
without upecification of component; and all
persons serving in the Army under call or
conscription under any provision of law, in-
cluding members of the National Guard of
the several States, Territories, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia when in the service of the
United States pursuant to call as provided
by law.

“‘COMPOSITION OF THE REGULAR ARMY

“srpe. 302. (a) The Regular Army is that
component of the Army which consists of
persons whose continuous service on esctive
duty in both peace and war is contemplated
by law, and of persons who are retired mem-
bers of the Regular Army.

“(b) The Regular Army shall include the
commissioned officers, warrant officers, and
enlisted members, holding appointments or
enlisted in the Regular Army as now or here-
after provided by law; the professors and
cadets of the United States Military Acad-
emy; the retired commissioned officers, war-
rant officers, and enlisted members of the
Regular Army; and such other persons as
are now or may hereafter be specified by
law. No person who is now a member of the
Regular Army, active or retired, shall, by
reason of the enactment of this Act, be de-
prived of his or her membership in the
Regular Army.

“ARMY COMMANDS

“Eec. 303. Except as otherwise prescribed
by law, the Army shall be divided into such
commands, forces, and organizations as may
be directed by the Secretary of the Army.

““TERRITORIAL ORGANIZATION

“Sgc. 304, For Army purposes, the United
Btates of America, its Territories and posses-
sions, and other territory in which the Army
may be stationed or operate, may be di-
vided into such areas as may be directed by
the Secretary of the Army; and officers of
the Army may be assigned to command of
Army activities, installations, and personnel
in such areas. In the discharge of the
Army's functions or such other functions as
may be authorized by other provisions of
law, officers of the Army so assigned shall
perform such duties and exercise such powers
as the Secretary of the Army may prescribe.

“ORGANIZED PEACE ESTABLISHMENT

*“BSec. 305. The organized peace establish-
ment of the Army, including the Regular
Army, the National Guard of the United
States, and the Organized Reserve Corps,
shall include all military organizations, with
their supporting end auxiliary elements, in-
cluding combat, training, administrative, and
logistic organizations and elements; and all
“personnel, including those not assigned to
units; necessary to form the basis for a com-
plete and Immediate mobilization for the
national security.

“BRANCHES OF THE ARMY

“Sec. 306. (a) There shall be in the Army
certain branches, which shall be known as
basic branches of the Army, to which mem-
bers of the Army shall be assigned by the
Secretary of the Army; but the Secretary
shell not assign to any basic branch any
officer who has been appointed and commis-
sioned in one of the special branches spec-
ified in subsection (b) of this section. The
basic branches of the Army shall be: In-
fantry, Armor, Artillery, Corps of Engineers,
Signal Corps, Adjutant General’'s Corps,
Quartermaster Corps, Finance Corps, Ord-
nance Corps, Chemical Corps, Transportation
Corps, Military Police Corps, and such other
basic branches as the Secretary of the Army
deems to be necessary. For the duration of
any war or national emergency hereafter
declared by the Congress, the Secretary of
the Army may discontinue or consolidate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the basic branches enumerated in this sub-
section.

#(b) There shall be in the Army certain
branches, which shall be known as special
branches, and which shall consist of Regular
Army officers appointed and commissioned
therein, and such other members of the
Army as may be asslgned thereto by the
Sezeretary of the Army; but the Secretary
shall not assign to any speeial branch any
officer who has been appointed and commis-
cloned in some other special branch, or in
the Regular Army without specificatlon of
branch. The several corps of the Army
Medical Service, the Judge Advocate Gen-
eral's Corps, and the chaplains, authorized
by sections 307, 308, and 209 of this Act, shall
constitute the special brarches of the Army.

“(c) Under such regulations as the Szcree
tary of the Army may prescribe, commis-
sioned officcrs of the Army may be detailed
as general staff officers and as inspectors
general; and members of the Army may be
detailed to duty in particular fields to be
designated from time to time by the Secre-
tary of the Army, including, but not limited
to, the flelds of intelligence, counterintelli-
gence, and military government.

“{d) Members of the Army, appointed or
assigned to one branch, may, uader regula-
tlons preecribed by the Secretary of the
Army, be detailed for duty with any other
branch.

“(e) Members of the Army while not serv-
ing on active duty may, under regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of the Army, be
assigned to the branches of the Army pro-
vided for in this Act, or to such other
kranches or groups, and to such organizations
as the Secretary of the Army may deem to be
appropriate.

“(f) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary of the Army, ofiicers of the Army
assigned to technical, seientifie, or other pro-
fessional duties shall possess qualifications
suitable for the performance of those dutles;
and, when the duties involve the performance
of professional work, the same as or similar
to that usually performed in civil life by
members of a learned profession, such as
engineering, law, medicine, or theology, they
shalil, unless the exigencies of the situation
prevent, possess, by education, training, or
experience, qualifications eqgual or similar
to those usually required of members of that
profession,

“ARMY MEDICAL SERVICE

“Zec. 307. There shall be in the Army an
Army Medical Service, which shall consist
of the Surgeon General and the Assistant
Surgeons General authorized by sections 208
and 208, respactively, of this Act, the Medical
Corps, the Dental Corps, the Veterinary
Corps, the Medical Service Corps, the Army
Nurse Corps, and the Women's Medical Spe-
cialist Corps. Each such corps shall consist
of Regular Army officers appointed and rom-
missioned therein and such other members
of the Army as may be assigned thereto by
the Secretary of the Army; but the Secretary
shall not assign to any corps of the Army
Medical Service any officer who has been
appointed and commissioned in some other
corps of the Army Medical Service, or in
some other special branch, or in the Regular
Army without specification of branch. The
Medical Service Corps, the Army Nurse Corps,
and the Women's Medical Specialist Corps
shall include the Chiefs and Assistant Chiefs,
and shall include the sections, as now pre-
scribed by law.

“JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

“Sec. 308, There shall be in the Army a
Judge Advocate General’s Corps, which shall
consist of the Judge Advocate General and
the Assistant Judge Advocate General aue
thorized by sections 206 and 208, respectively,
of this Act, three officers with the rank of
hrigadier general, Regular Army officers ap=
pointed and commissioned therein, and such
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other members of the Army as may be as-
signed thereto by the Szcretary of the Army;
but the Secretary shall not a=sign to the
Judge Advocate General's Corps any officer
who has been appointed and commissioned in
some other special branch or in the Regular
Army without specification of branch. The
authorized number of commissioned officers
of the Regular Army on the active list in the
Judge Advccate General's Corps shzll be pre-

‘geribed by the Sscretary of the Army, but

such authorized number tshall not be less
then 11 per centum of the authorized num-
ber of commicsioned officers on the active
list of the Regular Army. The Judge Advo-
cates’ promotion list prescribed in section
247, Public Law 759, Eightleth Congress, shall
include only commissioned ofilicers: of the
Eegular Army on the active list in the Judge
Advocate General's Corps.

“CHAPLAINS

“See. 209. There shall be chaplains in the
Army. The chaplains shall include the
Chief of Chaplains authorized by section
208 of this Act, Regular Army officers ap-
pointed and commissioned as chaplains, and
other officers of the Army appointed and
commissioned as chaplains in the Army,
or in any component thereof, as now or
hereafter provided by law.

“WOMEN’S ARMY CORPS

“Sec. 810. There shall be in the Army a
Women's Army Corps as now authorized by
law.

“TiTLE IV—REPEALS, AMENDMENTS, AND

SaviNg FPROVISIONS

“REPEALS

““Sec. 401. The following laws and parts of
laws are hereby repealed, and all other laws
and parts of laws inconsistent with the pro-
visions of this Act are hereby repealed:
Provided, That any such laws and parts of
laws shall remain in effect to the extent, but
orly to the extent, that they are applicable
to the Department of the Air Force, the
United States Air Force, or any officers or
agencies thereof, by virtue of the National
Becurity Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 495), as
amended, or action taken under the author-
ity of that Act:

“(a) Sections 1, 2, 3, ba, 5b, 6, 7, 8, 9, 9a,
10, 12, 12a, 13, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 25, and 30
of the National Defense Act, as amended;

“(b) All of section 5 of the National De-
fense Act, as amended, except that part
which was inserted by section 2 of the Act
of June 15, 1933 (ch. 87, 48 Stat. 153; 10
U. 8. C. 38);

“(e) Sectlons 219, 1104, 1105, 1108, 1112,
1132, 1157, 1164, 1165, 1166, and 1167 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended;

“(d) The Act of March 5, 1890 (ch, 26, 26
Stat, 17; 6 U. 8. C. 182), as amended;

“{e) Section 2 of the Act of October 1,
1890 (ch. 1266, 26 Stat. 663; 10 U. 8. C. 212);

“(f) Bection 3 of the Act of April 22, 1898
{ch. 187, 30 Stat. 361; 10 U. 8. C. 3);

“(g) Section 31 of the Act of February 2,
1901 (ch. 192, 31 Stat. 756; 10 U. 8. C. 641);

“(h) The Act of February 14, 1903 (ch,
b53, 32 Stat. 830);

“(1) Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the Act of Jan-
uary 25, 1907 (ch. 397, 34 Stat. 861);

“(§) Section 108 of title 3 of the United
States Code (ch. 644, 62 Stat. 672);

(k) The Act of February 24, 1925 (ch.
307, 43 Stat. 970);

“(1) The Act of February 23, 1020 (ch. 298,
45 Stat. 1255; 10 U. S, C. 22a);

“{m) Section 4 of the Act of July 81, 1935
(ch. 422, 40 Stat. 506; 10 U, 8. C. 552b);

“(m) The Act of April 13, 1938 (ch. 146, 52
Btat. 216);

“{0) BSection 2 of the Act of August 30,
1935 (ch. 830, 49 Stat. 1028), as amended by
section 6 of the Act of April 3, 1939 (ch, 35,
b3 Stat. 557; 10 U, 8. C. 487a);

“(p) All of section 1 of the Act of August
80, 1935 (ch. 830, 49 Stat. 1028), as amended
by section 5 of the Act of April 3, 1939 (ch,
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35, 53 Stat, 557); except the last proviso
thereof as amended by the Act of July 25,
1939 (ch. 349, 53 Stat, 1079), the Act of De-
cember 10, 1941 (ch, 562, 55 Stat. 798), and
section 2 of the Act of June 20, 1949 (Public
Law 108, Eighty-first Congress);

“(q) Section 1 of the Act of December 16,
1940 (ch. 931, 54 Stat. 1224), as amended by
the Act of December 15, 1944 (ch. 501, 68
Stat. 807), and section 2 of the Act of May
15, 1947 (ch. 60, 61, Stat, 93; 5 U. 8. C. 181a);

“(r) Section 1 of the Act of July 20, 1942
(ch. 509, 56 Stat. 683; 10 U. 8. C. 156); -

*(s) So much of the Appropriation Act of
June 20, 1874, as reads: ‘and hereafter it
shall be unlawful to allow or pay to any of
the persons designated in this Act any addi-
tional compensation from any source what-
ever, or to retain, detail, or employ in any
branch of the War Department in the city
of Washington, any person other than those
herein authorized, except in the Signal Office
and the Engineer Corps, and except such
commissioned officers as the Secretary of
War may from time to time assign to special
duties’ (ch. 328, 18 Stat. 101; 10 U. 8. C,
642a);

“(t) The proviso only, appearing on page
238 of volume 22, chapter 389, of the Statutes
at Large, being a part of the Appropriation
Act of August 5, 1882 (5 U. 8. C. 183);

“(u) The first two provisos and the sen-
tence following the second proviso only,
appearing on page 109 of volume 23, chapter
217, of the Statutes at Large, being a part of
the Army Appropriation Act of July 5, 1884
(10 U. 8. C. 1200);

*(v) The proviso beginning on page 110
and ending on page 111 only, of volume 23,
chapter 217, of the Statutes at Large, being
a part of the Army Appropriation Act of
July 5, 1884;

“{w) The second proviso only, appearing on
page 242 of volume 34, chapter 3078, of the
Statutes at Large, being a part of the Army
Appropriation Act of June 12, 1906 (10
U.S. C.641);

“(x) The first proviso only, appearing on
page 250 of volume 34, chapter 3078, of the
Statutes at Large, being a part of the Army
Appropriation Act of June 12, 1906 (10 U. 8.
C. 1240);

“(y) The first complete paragraph only,
appearing on page 418 of volume 34, chapter
3614, of the Statutes at Large, being a part
of the Appropriation Aet of June 22, 1906
(56U. 8. C.188);

"(z) The second and third provisos only,
appearing on page 733 of volume 35, chapter
252, of the Statutes at Large, being a part
of the Appropriation Act of March 3, 18909
(10 U. 8. C. 1174) ;

“{aa) The fourth proviso only, appearing
on page 254 of volume 36, chapter 115, of the
Statutes at Large, being a part of the Army
Appropriation Act of March 23, 1910 (10
U. S, C. 811);

“(bb) The fourth and fifth provisos only,
appearing on page 1049 of volume 36, chapter
209, of the Statutes at Large, being a part
of the Army Appropriation Act of March 3,
1911 (10 U. 8. C. 642);

“(cc) Bo much of the Army Appropriation
Act of March 4, 1915, as reads: ‘In addi-
tion to detailing for duty at said disciplinary
barracks such number of enlisted men of
the Staff Corps and departments as he may
deem necessary, the Secretary of War shall
assign a sufficlent number of enlisted men
of the line of the Army for duty as guards

-at said disciplinary barracks and as non-
commissioned officers of the disciplinary or-
ganizations hereinafter authorized. BSaid
guards, and also the enlisted men assigned
for duty as noncommissioned officers of dis-
ciplinary organizations, shall be detached
from the line of the Army, or enlisted for
the purpose;’
U. 8. C. 1454);

“{dd) The fifth proviso only, appearing
on page 1279 of volume 41, chapter 124, of

(ch. 143, 38 Stat. 1085, 10
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the Statutes at Large, being a part of the
Appropriation Act of March 3, 1921 (10
U. 8. C. 273).
“AMENDMENTS—TRANSFERS OF DUTIES AND
POWERS

“SEc. 402. Wherever by the following Acts
or parts of Acts, as amended, certain duties
and powers are imposed upon or vested in the
Quartermaster Corps, the Ordnance Depart-
ment, the Finance Department, the Medical
Department, the Adjutant General’s Depart-
ment, or the Chiefs or other officers of such
branches of the Army, such Acts and parts
of Acts are hereby amended so that here-
after such powers and duties shall be vested
in and performed by whatever branch, office,
or officers of the Army the Secretary of the
Army may from time to time designate:

“(a) Sections 1135, 1141, 1143, 1144, 1145,
and 3715 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States;

“(b) The first proviso on page 111 of vol-
ume 23, chapter 217, of the Statutes at Large,
being a part of the Army Appropriation Act
of July 5, 1884 (10 U. 8. C. 73);

“{c) The last proviso on page 178 of vol-
ume 27, chapter 195, of the Statutes at Large,
being a part of the Army Appropriation Act
of July 16, 1892 (10 U. 8. C. 1835);

“(d) Only that part of the Appropriation
Act of June 4, 1897, included in the para-
graph commencing with the words: ‘Soldiers’
Home, District of Columbia:' appearing on
page 54 of volume 30, chapter 2, of the
Statutes at Large (24 U. 8. C. 58);

*{e) The proviso on page 216 of volume 31
of chapter 586 of the Statutes at Large, being
a part of the Army Appropriation Act of
May 26, 1900;

“(f) The proviso on pages 832 and 833 of
volume 33, chapter 1307, of the Statutes at
Large, belng a part of the Army Appropria-
tion Act of March 2, 1905 (10 U. 8. C. 177);

“(g) Section 14 of the Act of May 28, 1908
(ch. 215, 35 Stat. 443; 50 U. 8. C. 64);

“{h) The second complete paragraph on
page 751 of volume 35, chapter 252, of the
Statutes at Large, being part of the Army
Appropriation Act of March 3, 1809 (34 U. 8.
C. 540; 50 U. 8. C. 70);

“{1) Section 47 of the Act of March 4, 1809
(ch. 319, 356 Stat. 1075);

*(j) The first proviso on page 362 of vol-
ume 38, chapter 72, of the Btatutes at Large,
being a part of the Army Appropriation Act
of April 27, 1914;

*(k) The first proviso on page 1079 of vol-
ume 38, chapter 143, of the Btatutes at
Large, being a part of the Army Appropria-
tion Act of March 4, 1915 (10 U. 8. C. 1234;
84 U. S. C. 539);

*{1) Paragraph 3 of section 2 of the Army
Appropriation Act of March 4, 1915 (ch. 143,
38 Stat. 1085; 10 U. 8. C. 1453);

“{m) The first proviso on page 635 of
volume 39, chapter 418, of the Statutes at
Large, being a part of the Army Appropria-
tion Act of August 28, 1916 (31 U. S. C. 488);

“(n) The Act of October 30, 1941 (ch. 465,
656 Stat. 758; 10 U. 8. C. 1304).

“INTRUSTING OF PUBLIC MONEY

“Sec. 403. Under such regulations as may
be prescribed by the Secretary of the Army,
officers of the Army accountable for public
moneys may intrust moneys to other officers
of the Army for the purpose of having them
make disbursements as their agents, and the
officer to whom the moneys are intrusted,
as well as the officer who intrusts the moneys
to him, shall be held pecuniarily responsible
therefor to the United States.
“SAVING PROVISIONS—MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS

“Bec. 404. (a) The Armor shall be a con-
tinuation of the Cavalry; the Artillery shall
be & continuation of the Field Artillery and
the Coast Artillery Corps; and the offices,
positions, branches, corps, services, compo-
nents, and organizations referred to in this
Act shall be continuations of corresponding
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offices, positions, branches, corps, depart-
ments, services, components, and organi-
zations previously authorized or existing.
The reappointment, reassignment, or rede-
tail of members of the Army, or of civil
officers or employees, now holding any such
offices, or now appointed, assigned, or de-
tailed to any such positions, branches, corps,
departments, services, components, or organ-
izations shall not be required.

“{b) Notwithstanding the repeal or
amendment of any law by this Act, no civil
officer or employee now serving, and no mem-
ber of the Army now in service, active,
inactive, or retired, shall, in consequence of
the passage of this Act, be deprived of any
civil or military office, appointment, com-
mission, warrant, or rank, held by him, or
of any right to pay, allowance, promotion,
retirement, or of any other right, privilege,
or benefit to which he is or may be entitled
under the authority of laws or regulations
existing immediately prior to the effective
date of this Act.

“(c) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
as changing the numbers of officers author-
ized by law in each of the several commis-
sioned officer grades in the Army; or as
changing the laws applicable to the promo-
tion and retirement of members of the Army;
or as giving to any person any right to re-
tirement, to pay, or to allowances not here-
tofore authorized by law.

“{d) Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as changing existing laws pertaining
to the Chief of the National Guard Bu-
realu.

“{e) Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as reducing or eliminating the pro-
fessional qualifications required by existing
laws or regulations of officers of the several
different branches of the Army.

(1) Nothing in this Act shall be construed

as changing existing laws pertaining to the
military or civil functions of the Chief of
Engineers or the Corps of Engineers of the
Army, or as changing the Act of June 25,
1948 (Public Law 777, Eightieth Congress),
pertaining to rank, pay, and allowances of
the Assistant Chief of Engineers in charge
of civil works. The number of officers and
enlisted men set forth in section 11 of the
National Defense Act, as amended, shall be
a minimum strength and not a limitation.

“{g) Nothing in this Act shall be construed
as changing existing laws, orders, or regula-
tions pertaining to the Panama Canal or the
Panama Raillroad Company.

“SAVING PROVISION—EXISTING ORDERS AND
REGULATIONS

“Sec. 405. Notwithstanding the repeal by
this Act of any law vesting any pow'r in or
imposing any duty upon any officer, civil or
military, of the Army Establishment, or in
or upon any department, corps, branch, or
organization of the Army; and notwithstand-
ing the several provisions of this Act to the
effect that the powers and duties of various
officers, civil and military, of the Army Estab-
lishment, and of various branches and or-
ganizations of the Army, shall be such as
the Becretary of the Army shall prescribe;
and in order that there shall be no inter-
ruption in the performance of duties; and
in order that the immediate issuance and
promulgation of new orders and regulations
shall not be required; it is hereby prescribed
that every power vested In and every duty
imposed upon any officer, civil or military,
of the Army Establishment, or in or upon
any department, corps, branch, or organi-
zation of the Army, by any law, regulation,
or order, in force immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act, shall continue to
be exercised and performed by the same
officer, department, corps, branch, or organi-
gation, or by his or its successor, until the
Secretary of the Army shall otherwise direct
in accordance with the authority conferred
upon him by this Act.
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“ARMY MINE PLANTER SERVICE

*“SEc. 406. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as amending existing provisions of
law concerning the Army Mine Flanter Serv-
ice, except that that service shall no longer
be a part of the Coast Artillery; but it may
herealter be discontinued or assigned to or
consolidated with such other branch of the
Army, or such other service as the President
may direct.

“SAVING PROVISION—POWERS OF THE SECRETARY
OF DEFENSE

“Sec, 407. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as amending, repealing, limiting, en-
larging, or in any way modifying any provi-
sion of the National Security Act of 1947,
as amended.

“SEPARARILITY PROVISION

“Sgc. 408, If any provision of this Act or
the application thereof to any person cr cir-
cumstances be held invalid, the validity of
the remainder of the Act and of the appli-
cation of such provision to other persons and
circumstances shall not be affected thereby.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

CarL VINSON,

OVERTON BROCKS,

Paur J. KmLoay,

DEWEY SHORT,

Lesuie C. ARENDS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mrrrarp E. TYDINGS,
Harey F, Byrp,
VircIL M. CHAPMAN,
Harry P. CaIN,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. B198) to provide for
the organization of the Army and Depart-
ment of the Army, and for other purposes,
submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon
by the conferees and recommended in the
accompanying conference report:

The House passed the bill H. R, 8198 and
the Senate amended the House bill by strik-
ing out all after the enacting clause. The
managers on the part of the House have re~
ceded from the disagreement to the Senate
amendment, with an amendment.

There were 68 points of difference between
the original House bill and the Senate
amendment., Most of these differences in-
volved new subtitles, typographical ccrrec-
tions, errors of punctuation, a table of con-
tents, and one incorrect citation. There were
10 substantive differences between the two
bills as follows:

1. Subsection 201 (a) (3) of the original
House bill provided a limitation on the num-
ber of Deputy Chiefs of Staff and Asslstant
Chiefs of Staff to be authorized within the
Department of the Army. The Senate
amendment placed no limitation upon the
number of Deputy Chiefs of Staff and As-
sistant Chiefs of Staff., The Senate confer-
ees agreed to the numerical limitations pre-
vioucly contained in the House bill and, as
a result, the bill limits the Department of
the Army to not to exceed three Deputy
Chiefs of Staff and not to exceed five As-
sistant Chiefs of Stafl. The Senate recedes.

2, In subsection 201 (c) of the original
House bill there was a limitation on the
number of offizers who could be detalled or
assigned to permanent duty in the Depart-
ment of the Army. Included in this limita-
tion was a further restriction that of this
number not more than 1,000 could be de-
tailed or assigned to duty with the Army
General Staff. This provision was not appli-
cable in time of war or national emergency
hereafter declared. The Senate amendment
permitted this limitation to be exceeded
upon a finding by the Secretary of the Army,
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concurred in by the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives. The conferees retained the limi-
tation provided in the original House bill
but agreed upon a proviso which will permit
the numerical limits to be exceeded upon a
finding by the President that such an in-
crease is necessary in the national interest.
The proviso further requires that the Szc-
retary of the Army report quarterly to the
Congress the number of officers on duty in
the Department of the Army, as well as the
number of officers serving on or with the
Army General Staff, along with the justifica-
tions therefor.

3. Subsection 201 (d) of the House bill
and the Senate amendment placed a limit of
4 years on the length of the tour of duty of
a commissioned officer in the Department
of the Army, but the House bill provided
that such a tour of duty could be extended
upon a special finding by the Secretary of the
Army that the extension was necessary in
the public interest. To permit an orderly
transfer of personnel, the House bill pro-
vided that tours of duty performed prior to
the enactment of the bill would not be in-
cluded in computing the 4-year limitation.
The Senate amendment struck out that por-
tion of the House subsection which excluded
the period of time se: ved prior to the enact-
ment of the bill in computing the limita-
tions on the tours of duty. The conferees
agreed to the S8enate amendment of the sub-
section which requires that time served in
a tour of duty in the Department of the
Army be included in the 4-year limitation,
but to permit an orderly transfer the con-
ferees agreed that the subsection would not
take effect until 1 year after the enactment
of the biil.

4. Subsection 204 (b) of the House bill
contained a provision that the Chief of Staff
was to be directly responsible to the Secre-
tary of the Army for the efficiency of the
Army, the state of preparation for military
operations and the plans therefor. The Sen-
ate amendment modified this subsection by
providing that the Chief of Stafl would have
this responsibility subject to the provisions
of section 101 of the act and of subsection
(c) of section 204 of the act. Section 101
fixes upon the Secretary of the Army full
responsibility for all of the affairs of the
Army Establisbment. Thus the Senate
amendment clarified the intent of the pro-
posed act that the responsibility for Army
affairs is not shared jointly by the Secretary
and the Chief of Staff, but that the respon-
sibility is in the Secretary of the Army and
that the Chief of Stafi’s responsibility is to
the Secretary. The House recedes.

5. Subsection 207 (a) of the House bill
provided that the Inspector General and the
Provost Marshal General would be detailed
to those positions for perlods not to exceed
4 years. The Benate amendment added to
this section a qualification that such tours
of duty may be extended beyond 4 years
upon a special finding by the Secretary of
the Army that the extension is necessary in
the public interest. Subsection 201 (d) of
the act provides that any commissioned of-
ficer may have his tour of duty extended
beyond 4 years upon a special finding by
the Secretary of the Army. The House
recedes.

6. Section 306 (a) of the House bill estab-
lished 12 basic branches within the Army
but provided that the Secretary of the Army
could establish new basic branches or dis-
continue or consolidate the basic branches
enumerated in the subsection for the dura-
tion of any war or national emergency here-
after declared by the Congress. The Senate
amendment permitted the Secretary of the
Army to establish new basle branches and to
discontinue or consolidate branches now in
existence, both in times of peace or war, In
lieu of the House or Senate versions of the
subsection, the conferees agreed to the orig-
inal language in the House bill that there
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should be 12 basic branches, but further pro-
vided that the Secretary of the Army may
establish other basic branches as he deems
necessary. However, only in time of war or
national emergency hereafter declared may
the Secretary of the Army discontinue or
consolidate the basic branches enumerated
In the subsection. It should also be noted
that the Senate amendment would have
changed the name of the “Corps of Engl-
neers” to the “Engineer Corps”. The House
bill retained the historical name of the
Corps of Engineers and the conferees agreed
to retain the name “Corps of Engineers”.

7. Subsection 401 (e¢) of the Senate bill
repeals section 11 of the National Defense
Act of 1916, which is the prewar law prescrib-
ing the composition and strength of the
Corps of Enginesrs, The House bill did not
repeal this section of the National Dcfense
Act of 1916. The conferees agreed to strike
out from the Senate amendment the sub-
section which repealed that portion of the
National Defcnse Act which prescribes the
composition and strength of the Corps of
Engineers, thus preserving the minimum
statutory etrength of the Corps of Englneers.
The Senate recedes.

8. Subsecticn 401 (s) of the Senate amend-
ment repealed the act of December 1, 1041,
which prescribes the military duties of the
Chief of Engineers. The House bill did not
repeal the afore-mentioned act. The Senate
recedes. i

9. SBubsection 404 (f) of the House bill
provided that nothing in the act should be
construed as changing existing laws pertain-
ing to the “military or civil functions” of
the Chief of Engineers or the Corps of Engi-
neers. Likewise, the last sentence of subsec-
tion 404 (f) of the House bill provided that
“the numbear of officers and enlisted men set
forth in section 11 of the National Defense
Act, as amended, shall be a minimum
strength and not a limitatlon.” The Senate
amendment did not contain the words “mili-
tary or”, nor the reference to the minimum -
strength. In view of the fact that the con-
ferees agreed not to repeal section 11 of the
National Defense Act, and in view of the
dual functions of the Corps of Engineers,
the conferees agreed to the original House
bill which provides that nothing in the act
skall be construed as changing the existing
law pertaining to military or civil functions
of the Corps of Engineers or the Chief of
Engineers, and likewlse prescribes that the
statutory strength of the Corps of Engineers
shall be considered a minimum strength and
not a limitation. The Senate recedes.

10. The original House bill did not include
a saving provision as to the Panama Canal
and the Panama Rallroad Company. The
Senate amendment contained a subsection
which provided that nothing in the act
should be construed as changing existing
laws, orders, or regulations, pertaining to
the Panama Canal or the Panama Railroad
Company. Since it was not the intent of
the act to change any laws, orders, or regula-
tions, pertaining to the Panama Canal or
the Panama Railroad Company, the House
accepted this portlon of the Sanate amend-
ment. The House recedes.

The report agreed to by the conferees
contains substantially the language of the
original House bill with the exception of
the modifications heretofore mentioned.
The act will provide the flexibility deemed
necessary for the batter administration of
the Army Establishment.

CazrL ViNson,
OVERTON BROOKS,
PauL J. E1LDAY,
DEWEY BHORT,
LesitiE C. ARENDS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Speaker, this bill
was passed by the House recently and as
it comes from the conference is substan-
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tially the bill as passed by the House. It
is a unanimous report of the conferees.
Mr, Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion.
The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.
The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

HOUSING AND RENT ACT OF 1950

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (S.
3181) to extend the Housing and Rent
Act of 1947, as amended, and for other
purposes, and ask unanmious consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
follow:

ConFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2285)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 3181)
to extend the Housing and Rent Act of 1947,
as amended, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert the
following: “That this Act may be cited as
the ‘Housing and Rent Act of 1850

“Sec. 2. Sectlion 4 (e) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by striking out ‘June 80, 1850' and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1951°.

“Bec. 3. Section 204 (a) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended by striking out *June 30, 1950’ and
inserting in lieu thereof 'June 30, 1851'.

“gec. 4. Section 204 (f) of the Housing and
Rent Act of 1847, as amended, is herepy
amended to read as follows:

“4(f) (1) The provisions of this title, ex-
cept section 204 (a), shall cease to be in ef-
fect at the close of December. 31, 1950, except
that they shall cease to be ih effect at the
close of June 30, 1951—

“*(A) In any incorporated city, town, or
village which, at a time when maximum
rents utider this title are in effect therein,
and prior to December 31, 1950, declares (by
resolution of its governing body adopted for
that purpose, or by popular referendum, in
accordance with local law) that a shortage
of rental housing accommodations exists
which requires the continuance of rent con-
trol in such city, town, or village; and

“*(B) in any unincorporated locality In a
defense-rental area in which one or more in-
corporated cities, towns; or villages con-
stituting the major portion of the defense-
rental area have made the declaration speci-
fied in subparagraph (A) at a time when
maximum rents under this title were in ef-
fect in such uninecorporated locality.

“‘(2) Any Incorporated city, town, or vil-
lage which makes the declaration specified
in paragraph (1) (A) of this subsection shall
notify the Housing Expediter in writing of
such action promptly after it has been taken,

“‘(8) Notwithstanding any provision of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, the provi-
slons of this title shall cease to be in effect
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upon the date of a proclamation by the
President or upon the date specified in a con-
current resolution by the two Houses of the
Congress, declaring that the further continu-
ance of the authority granted by this title
is not necessary because of the existence of
an emergency, whichever date is the earlier,

*‘(4) Notwithstanding any provision of
paragraph (1) or (3) of this subsection, the
provisions of this title and regulations, or-
ders, and requirements thereunder shall be
treated as still remaining in force for the
purpose of sustaining any proper suit or
action with respect to any right or liability
incurred prior to the termination date speci-
fled in such paragraph.

“Sec. 5. Section 204 (j) (3) of the Housing
and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, is hereby
amended to read as follows:

*“*(3) The Housing Expediter shall term-
inate the provisions of this title in any in-
corporated city, town, village, or in the un-
incorporated area of any county upon re-
ceipt of a resolution of its governing body
adopted for that purpose in accordance with
applicable local law and based upon a finding
by such governing body reached as the result
of a public hearing held after ten days’ no-
tice, that there no longer exists such a short-
age in rental housing accommodations as to
require rent control in such city, town, vil-
lage, or unincorporated area in such county:
Provided, That where the major portion of
a defense-rental area has been decontrolled
pursuant to this paragraph (3), the Housing
Expediter shall decontrol any unincorporated
locality in the remainder of such area.’

“Sgc. 6. Nothing in this Act or in the Hous-
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended, shall
be construed to require any person to offer
any housing accommodations for rent.

“SEc. 7. If any provision of this Act or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstances shall be held invalid, the
validity of the remainder of the Act, and the
applicability of such provision to other per-
sons or circumstances, shall not be affected
thereby.

“Sec. 8. This Act shall become effective on
the first day of the first calendar month fol-
lowing the month in which it is enacted.”

And the House agree to the same,

BRENT SPENCE,
PAUL BROWN,
WRIGHT PATMAN,
Brooxs Hays,
Managers on the Part of the House.

BURNET R. MAYBANK,

J. WiLLiAM FULBRIGHT,

JOHN SPARKMAN,

Ravpa E. FLANDERS,

JouN W, BRICKER,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of the
House to the bill (8. 8181) to extend the
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended,
and for other purposes, submit the following
statement In explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the conferees and
recommended in the accompanying confer-
ence report:

The House amendment struck out all of
the Senate bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute amendment. The con-
ferees have agreed to a substitute for both
the Senate bill and the House amendment.
Except for clerical changes, the following
statement explains the differences between
the House amendment and the substitute
agreed to In conference.

The Senate bill contained a provision ex-
tending rent control under the Housing and
Rent Act of 1947 through Décember 31, 1950,
and authorizing further extension through
June 80, 1951, under local option. The
House amendment provided for an extension
through January 31, 1851, and contained a
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similar local-option provision. The substi-
tute agreed to in conference follows the
language of the Senate bill.

BRENT SPENCE,

PAvL BROWN,

WRIGHT PATMAN,

Brooks Hays,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 10 minutes,

Mr. Speaker, this is a conference re-
port on the rent-control bill.

I would like to call to the attention of
the House the fact that we have just
agreed to a conference report providing
the means by which the subport price
for farm products may be maintained,
That conference report has received the
almost unanimous support of Members
from the cities. Members from the
cities have taken a larger view of the
subject and have voted for an agricul-
tural bill. Now the city people are in
need of some protection, and they ask
you, Who are the beneficiaries of that
conference report which they have just
supported, to heed their Macedonian cry
for help and to give them some assist-
ance?

This has been a remarkable confer-
ence, We have brought back to the
House a bill that is substantially the
same bill that was reported by the com-
mittee. In the House we increased the
first period of rent control from Decem-
ber 31 to January 31. I thought that
was a good amendment, because 42 legis-
latures meet next January, and I
thought they might handle the matter
satisfactorily to the States. But the
conferees were of other opinion. The
Senators said the Senate would not agree
to the conference report with that pro-
vision in it, at least without great delay,
and we receded.

So we bring the bill back to you as it
was reported by the committee, with one
minor amendment, which “gives the
counties the right to decontrol unincor-
porated areas within their boundaries.

There was no material difference be-
tween the Senate bill and the House bill
that came to conference save in one
instance. The minority conferees, how-
ever, did not sign the report. The report
is signed by all the Senate conferees.
The reason the minority members of the
conference committee did not sign the
report is because the conferees did not
agree to the Douglas amendment, which
was never considered by the House, and
which the Senate conferees readily re-
ceded from. That was a remarkable
condition that prevailed. This bill was
brought to the House under an open
rule. Any germane amendment was in
order. No amendment of that charac-
ter was offered, and none was consid-
ered, Because the managers on the part
of the House did not agree to the Senate
amendment, from which the Senate
readily receded, the conferees broke up,
as far as the minority and majority on
the part of the House is concerned, in
disagreement.

What does the Douglas amendmernt
do? I think it is unnecessary to consider
it because it was never in issue, but the
Douglas amendment provided that
where there was an appreciable number
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of people in an establishment ordinarily
called a hotel who received the ordinary
services of the hotel, such as bellboy
service, desk service, laundry service, the
furnishing of linen, maid service, and so
forth, that the hotel would be decon-
trolled as a unit. In many hotels
there are permanent residents who
have remained there for years, but be-
cause an appreciable number receive
these services the hotel would be de-
controlled. What is “an appreciable
number”? Webster's Dictionary de-
fines “appreciable” as “large or mate-
rial enough to be recognized; per-
ceptible.” Any number, it seems to me,
would be an appreciable number, and
any institution could qualify itself for
decontrol by furnishing these few serv-
ices to one or more persons. Those
words are weasel words that just suck
the meaning out of the amendment and
the -amendment may be construed as
making every institution eligible for de-
control.

Is it not an unreasonable position for
any of the conferees on the part of the
House to oppose the House bill passed
under an open rule subject to all ger-
mane amendments, because the con-
ferees did not accept a Senate amend-
ment that the Senate itself did not seem
to want? There is no doubt that in
many sections of this country we still
need rent control.

This is a bill that takes back to the
people themselves the right to say
whether control shall be continued.
Every council elected by the people of the
cities can decontrol rents at any time
after this bill is enacted into law, and if
they desire to continue the controls after
the 31st of December they must take
affirmative action. Why should we cloak
this bill with restrictive amendments
when we are sending the whole matter
back to the people to decide for them-
selves? It may be that rent control is
on the way out; it probably is. But cer-
tainly there would not be such an in-
sistent demand for this bill from certain
sections of the country unless there were
a real need for it. We know how active
the members from city districts have
been for this measure; we know that it
not only means much to their citizens
but also that it means much to their
future political welfare. They are acting
on the demand, the crystallized senti-
ment of their people, and they have
asked you to give them the protection
that may come from the authority of the
city government or the citizens them-
selves to decide whether or not they need
the extension of rent control. It certain-
ly is a logical and reasonable thing to do.
I feel confident that the membership will
agree to this conference report, for with
one exception it is practically the bill
which passed the House—agree to the
conference report and give the people
the right they have asked, to decide this
issue themselves, a question which is
essentially local and about which they
know more than the Congress could pos-
sibly know.

Mr. Speaker, if this conference report
is not adopted the protection that they
have asked for will probably zo out of
the window. The Members who want
this most have recently shown that they
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view legislation from a national stand-
point because if you will look at the Rec-
ORD tomorrow morning and observe the
vote on the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion conference report you will find that
most of the Members from the city voted
for it. They come now and ask you to
help them in order that their people
may be treated fairly, in order that there
may be an orderly discontinuance of
rent control, in order that the impact
of decontrolling rents abruptly at this
time may not be felt and in order that
the unhappiness and inconvenience that
would result may be obviated.

Housing is essential to our people. It
is not only essential for their comfort
and their welfare but it is essentiai for
cur domestic tranquillity. I hope this
bill will be administered in such a way
that it will be fair to both the property
owner and the tenant. They have mu-
tual rights and mutual obligations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Priest). The time of the gentleman
from Kentucky was expired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WorcorTl.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency has stated, the conference
report brings back a bill which is sub-
stantially the bill as passed by the House,
the one major exception being that the
House had adopted an amendment con-
tinuing rent control until January 31,
1951, unless by resolution of the govern-
ing body in any inccrporated city, town,
and municipality, it was decontrolled be-
fore then. When the Committee on
Banking and Currency reported the bill
to the House it provided that rent con-
trols would expire on December 31, 1950
in localities outside of these incorporated
areas and in the incorporated areas
which had not taken action to continue
controls. The conferees on the part of
the House yielded to the Senate in that
particular so that as the bill comes back
to us now rent controls terminate in all
unincorporated areas and in the incor-
porated areas which do not take affirma-
tive action to continue them on Decem-
ber 30, 1950. In the incorporated areas
in which this affirmative action is taken,
then rent controls shall continue to not
beyond June 30, 1951.

That is the substantial difference.
But I think that, in justice to many
Members who have consulted with me
and other members of the committee in
respect to an amendment which the
Senate had already adopted, I should
comment upon the fact that the Senate
receded from the action which it had
taken in respect to the so-called Chicago
amendment, and I presume that there
was nothing else for the House to do,
inasmuch as the so-called Chicago
amendment was not in the House bill,
but to accept the position which the
Senate conferees took in respect to their
own amendment.

I am placed in the very embarrassing,
if not humiliating, position of having
told at least six Members of the House
that there was no question but that the
Senate amendment decontrolling the
residential and apartment hotels in the
city of Chicago would stay in the bill. I
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had reason to believe that the sponsor
of that amendment in the Senate would
be a member of the conference, He has
been a member of many conferences on
housing and rent control ever since he
has been in Congress. I felt—and noth-
ing to the contrary has convinced me
otherwise—that he used gecod faith in
presenting the amendment in the Senate
to decontrol the Chicago residential and
apartment hotels, but, frankly, I never
saw conferees on the part of the Sznate
yield so quickly on anything in my life,
and without consultation with the Mem-
ber who offered the amendment in the
Committee on Banking and Currency of
the Senate and who was responsible for
its enactment on the floor of the Saznate,
So I want to apologize to those Members
whom I advised against offering a simi-
lar amendment in the House for my lack
of understanding of what the tactics
might be in respect to this particular
amendment. I still do not understand
it. A good many of us have been in
conference with the Senate on a good
many occasions, and a good many of us
have sat around the conference room for
hours while the Senate conferees were
trying to contact the sponsor of amend-
ments which were in controversy in the
conference committee. Not so in this
case. The sponsor of this amendment
was not & member of the conference
committee. He was temporarily absent
from the city. He returned to the city
the night of the conference and could
have been consulted in respect to his
wishes,

I am a little chagrined because of
tl_w rapidity with which the Senate
yielded on its own language. There was
every reason fo believe that the Senate
language decontrolling the Chicago resi-
dential and apartment hotels would stay
in, because the same Member of the
other body who offered the amendment
this year decontrolling the residential
and apartment hotels in Chicago of=-
fered the amendment successfully last
year which kept them under control, He
did it because, as he argued, there are
something over 1214 percent of vacan-
cies in the Chicago residential and apart-
ment hotels at the present time, and
undoubtedly there was not any goodly
number of vacancies a year ago when
he offered the amendment to keep them
under control.

You will recall that the language of
the 1949 Housing and Rent Control Act
provided that apartment and residential
hotels as distinguished from transient
hotels would not be decontrolled in cities
having a population of more than 2,500,-
000 inhabitants which, of course, con-
fined the operation of the act to the
cities of New York and Chicago. New
York has enacted its own rent-control
law and will come out from under Fed-
eral control, so it left Chicago the only
city in interest.

I think if the arguments which have
been made for the continuance of rent
control were applied to this situation it
would justify anyone’s taking the posi- -
tion that this particular class of con-
trolled property should come out from
under control. When Tighe Woods was
before the House Committee on Banking
and Currency he said that controls could
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safely come off when there were 5 per-
cent of vacancies, which of course we
realized meant depression vacancies, be-
cause in the depression there were only
about 5 percent vacancies. We are con-
fronted with this fact, not a theory but
a fact, that vacancies in these proper-
ties in Chicago are about 1215 percent.
So if there is any logic to decontrolling
oit the advice of the Expediter when
properties generally have a vacancy of
5 percent, then of course the same logic
would apply to the decontrol of the
apartment and residential hotels in Chi-
cago which have a vacancy of 1215 per-
cent. s

I have no brief to hold for Chicago
or the apartment hotels in Chicago or
anywhere else, but I merely take this
time to make a matter of record the
fact that hereafter, forewarned by the
strategy which was followed in this par-
ticular, we will arm ourselves against a
recurrence of it.

Otherwise, the bill is no better and
no worse than it was when it left the
House. I think I may reiterate what
I have said, that this bill is going to
create uncertainty, and in the attempts
to administer it we are likely to get the
same results we got in 1946 in attempt-
ing to administer a bill equally as bad
as this, that one being in respect to price
control.

As far as I am personally concerned,
I do not want any responsibility for
the uncertainty and perhaps chaos which
will result from the enactment of this
bill, budgetary as well as in any other
respect; and I want it very distinctly
understood that most of us who voted
against this bill on the occasion of its
final passage in the House did so because
we were fearful of the consequences of
the stability of the American economy.
As far as I am concerned, I still feel
the same way about it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. Havsl,

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker,
I had hoped the conference report would
retain the so-called Judd amendment
extending the time of Federal control
until February 1 of next year. Under
ordinary circumstances I would have
fought vigorously for the retention of
the House action in the conference. I
think it is appropriate, however, to point
out that unusual conditions confront us.
These controls expire on June 30 and the
necessity for acting promptly is appar-
ent, Therefore, I reluctantly signed the
conference report, altheugh it is contrary
to my views with reference to the Janu-
ary date.

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

Mr, HAYS of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. JUDD. 1 regret that the House
conferees did not insist on the bill as it
passed the House because I believe events
will prove it would have been much bet-
ter for both the country and the Con-
gress, inasmuch as rent control was cer-
tainly going to be extended for 6 months,
and then transferred to local control, to
have had the transfer 1 month later, on
January 31, in order to make the transi-
tion as orderly and smooth as possible,
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As the chairman of your committee
just said, rent control has now become
essentially a local problem. I believe it
was the responsibility of the national
Congress to transfer the problem from
the Federal level to the State and local
level under the most favorable circum-
stances possible from the standpoint of
all involved, which was what my amend-
ment sought to do. However, I recognize
fully the practical problem to which the
gentleman has referred, and that to in-
sist, when the Senate conferees refused
to yield, on sending it back to the other
body for a vote on my amendment as
passed by the House might get the bill
into interminable difficulties. ¥You had
a deadline to meet and while I regret the
action I think there is nothing else that
can be done now except to accept the
conference report.

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas. I am so glad
the gentleman from Minnesota agrees on
that point. It is the only point I wanted
to make. I agree thoroughly with him,
It therefore appears the only wise course
for us is to approve the conference
report. :

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
Priest). The question is on the confer-
ence report.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. MiLLErR of
Nebraska) there were—ayes 72, noes 50.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present, and
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will count. [After counting.]
One hundred and forty-two Members
are present, not a quorum.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll,

The question was taken: and there
were—yeas 176, nays 145, answered
“present” 2, not voting 107, as follows:

[Roll No. 179]
YEAS—176
Addonizio Chelf Garmatz
Allen, La. Chesney Gordon
Andrews Christopher Gorski
Aspinall Chudoff Granahan
Baring Clemeénte Grant
Barrett, Pa. Colmer Green
Bates, Ky. Cooper Gregory
Battle Corbett Gross
Bennett, Fla. Crook Hardy
Bentsen Crosser Harris
Blemiller Davenport Hart
Blatnik Davies, N. Y. Havenner
Boggs, La. Davis, Tenn. Hays, Ak,
Bolling Dawson Hays, Ohio
Bolton, Ohio Deane Hedrick
Bonner DeGraffenried Heselton
Bosone Delaney Holifield
Boykin Denton Howell
Brooks Dollinger Huber
Brown, Ga, Donohue Hull
Buchanan Douglas Jacobs
Buckley, Il Doyle Javits
Burnside Eberharter Jonas
Burton Elliott Jones, Ala
Byrne, N, ¥ Engle, Calif. Judd
Camp ins Earst
Canfield Fallon Earsten
Cannon Felghan Eean
Carnahan ood ee
Carroll Forand Eelly, N. Y.
Case, N, J. Fugate ng
Cavalcante Fulton
Celler Furcolo Klein

Lane O'Brien, Il1. Secrest
Lanham O'Hara, I, Shelley
Larcade O'EKonski Sheppard
Lichtenwalter O'Nelll Smith, Va.
Lind O'Toole Epence
Linehan Patman Staggers
Lynch Patterson Sullivan
McCarthy Peterson Tackett
MecCormack Philbin Tauriello
McGuire Powell Thornberry
McKinnon Price Trimble
Mack, Wash.  Priest Underwood
Madden Rains Van Zandt
Magee Ramsay Vinson
Mansfield Rhodes Wagner
Marcantonio  Rihicoff Walter
Marsalls Robeson ‘Whitaker
Marshall Rodino Wier
Mills Rogers, Mass, Wigglesworth
Multer Rooney ‘Williams
Murdock Roosevelt Willis
Murphy Basscer Withrow
Nelson Saylor ‘Wolverton
Noland Scott, Hardle Woodhouse
Norrell Beott, Yates
Norton Hugh D,, Jr. Zablocki
NAYS—145
Abernethy Golden Norblad
Albert Goodwin O'Hara, Minn,
Allen, Calif Gossett Pace
Allen, I11. Graham Passman
Andersen, Guill Patten
H. Carl Hagen Pickett
Anderson, Calif. Hale Poage
Angell Hall, Potter
Arends Leonard W. Poulson
Auchincloss Halleck Preston
Barden Harden Rankin
Barrett, Wyo  Harrison Reed, I11.
Bates, Mass. Harvey Reed, N. Y.
Beall Herter Rees
Beckworth Hill Rich
Bennett, Mich. Hinshaw Riehlman
Bishop Hoeven Rogers, Fla.
Boggs, Del. Hoffman, Mich. Sadlak
Bolton, Md. Holmes St. George
Bramblett Horan Bcrivner
Brown, Ohlo James - Bcudder
Burleson Jenison Shafer
Byrnes, Wis. Jenkins Bhort
Carlyle Jennings Simpson, Ill.
Case, 8. Dak. Jensen Simpson, Pa.
Chatham Johnson Smathers
Chiperfield Jones, N. C. Smith, Kans.
Clevenger Eearney Smith, Wis.
Cole, Kans. Keating Steed
Cole, N. Y. Kilburn Stefan
Crawford Kilday Taber
Cunningham Kruse Talle
Curtis Eunkel Teague
Deague LeCompte Thomas
Davis, Ga LeFevre Thompson
Davis, Wis Lucas Velde
D’Ewart MeCulloch Vorys
Dondero McDonough Vursell
Doughton Mahon ‘Wadsworth
Durham Martin, ITowa Weichel
Eaton Martin, Mass. Werdel
Ellsworth Mason White, Idaho
Elston Meyer Whitten
Fellows Michener Whittington
Fenton Miller, Nebr. Widnall
Fisher Murray Tenn. Wilson, Tex
Gathings Murray, Wis, Winstead
Gavin Nicholson Wolcott
Gillette Nixon Woodruff
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—2
Jackson, Calif. Tollefson
NOT VOTING—107
Abbitt Frazier KEelley, Pa
Andresen, Gamble Eennedy
August H. Gary Keogh
Bailey Gilmer Kerr
EBlackney Gore Latham
Breen Granger Lodge
Brehm Gwinn Lovre
Bryson Hall, Lyle
Buckley, N. Y. Edwin Arthur McConnell
Bulwinkle Hand McGrath
Burdick Hare McGregor
Burke Hébert McMillan, 8. C.
Combs Heffernan MchMillen, I11.
Cooley Heller McSweeney
Cotton Herlong Mack, IIl.
Coudert Hobbs Macy
Cox Hoffman, I1l.  Merrow
Dingell Hope Miles
Dolliver Irving Miller, Calif.
Engel, Mich. Jackson, Wash, Miller, Md.
Fernandez Jones, Mo. Mitchell
Fogarty Kearns Monroney
Ford Keefe Morgan



Morris Polk Stigler
Morrison Quinn Stockman
Morton Rabaut Sutton
Moulder Redden Taylor
O'Brien, Mich. Regan Towe
O'Sullivan Richards Walsh
Perkins Rivers Welch
Pfeifer, Sabath Wheeler
Joseph L. Sadowskl White, Calif.
Pieiffer, Sanborn Wickersham
William L. Sikes ‘Wilson, Ind.
Phillips, Calif. Sims Wilson, Okla.
Phillips, Tenn. Smith, Ohio ‘Wood
Plumley Stanley Young

So the conference report was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Hand for, with Mr, Miller of Maryland
against.

Mr. Coudert for, with Mr. Smith of Ohio
against.

Mr. Eecgh for, with Mr. Blackney against.

Mr. Sadowski for, with Mr. Hoffman of
INlinois against.

Mr. Fogarty for, with Mr. Gilmer against,

Mr. Joseph L. Pfeifer for, with Mr. William
L. Pfeiffer against.

Mr, Mack of Illinois for, with Mr. Towe
against.

Mr, Heller for, with Mr. Dolliver against,

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Wood against,

Mr, Rabaut for, with Mr. Cox against.

Mr. Perkins for, with Mr. Regan against.

Mr. Welch for, with Mr. Phillips of Cali-
fornia against.

Mr. Kerr for, with Mr. Macy against,

Mr. Miller of California for, with. Mr.
Jackson of California agalnst,

Mr. Heffernan for, with Mr. Gwinn against,

Mr. Jackson of Washington for, with Mr,
Plumley against,

Mr. McSweeney for,
against,

Mr. O'Sullivan for, with Mr. Wilson of
Oklahoma against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Morgan with Mr. McGregor.
Morrison with Mr. Engel of Michigan.
Sabath with Mr. Gamble,

Sims with Mr. Ford.

Gary with Mr. August H. Andresen.
Herlong with Mr, Stockman.,

Stanley with Mr. Taylor,

Burke with Mr. Wilson of Indiana.
Cooley with Mr. Hope.

Young with Mr. Edwin Arthur Hall.
‘Wheeler with Mr, Sanborn,
Wickersham with Mr. Tollefson.
Sutton with Mr. Phillips of Tennessee.
O'Brien of Michigan with Mr, Morton.
Kelley of Pennsylvania with Mr. Lovre.
Irving with Mr. Brehm.

Polk with Mr, Cotton.

Abbitt with Mr. Merrow.

Balley with Mr. McMillen of Illinols,
‘Walsh with Mr, Latham.

. Btigler with Mr. Keefe,

Sikes with Mr. McConnell.

Mr. Davis of Wisconsin and Mr. Hin-
sHAwW changed their votes from “yea”
to unay_*

Mr. WiterRow changed his vote from
Ilmy’l to “ye'au"

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

with Mr, Redden
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PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. JACEKSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, on roll call 178 I had a pair
with the gentleman from California,
Mr. Mitrer. I voted “no.” Had he
been present, he would have voted “aye.”
Therefore, I withdraw my vote and an-
swer “present.”
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Mr, Speaker, on roll call No. 179 the
same situation prevails, and I withdraw
my vote and answer “present.”

REORGANIZATION PLANS NO. 24 AND
NO. 27

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the minority
members of the Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Executive Departments may
have until midnight Saturday, the 24th
of June, to file minority views on Re-
organization Plan No. 24 and Reorgani-
zation Plan No. 27.

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

There was no objection.
GOVERNMENT STORAGE OF DRIED EGGS

Mr. HESELTON., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection,

Mr. HESELTON.
Federal Government had in storage on
April 30, 1950, 88,444 915 pounds of dried
eggs; $919,345.07 is shown as a loss in-
curred on this item between July 1, 1949,
and April 30, 1950. I have not been able
yet to obtain any report from the De-
partment of Agriculture as to how much
of that loss is due to spoilage or destruc-
tion. But it is significant that the De-
partment reports 68,839,013 pounds were
purchased in 1949 and it has cost the tax-
payers $1,970,458.13 to keep them in
storage. It iseven more significant that
28,446,183 pounds were purchased back
in 1948 and the taxpayers’ money has
been wasted for storing them in the
amount of $1,083,286.37.

Considered from the point of view of
the use of this money in paying trans-
portation charges to make this food
available to people who could and would

eat it, the obstinate refusal to do this is-

tragic. That amount of money would
have paid for the transportation from
Atchison, Kans., to New York of 174,-
493,902 pounds of dried eggs or almost
double the amount hoarded by the Fed-
eral Government on April 30.

It is difficult to obtain, and even more
difficult to analyze, the factual informa-
tion as to this program. Butf I am con-
fident that in the end the truth will be-
come public and the American people
will demand action. In the meantime,
those who are opposing any action must
be ready to accept full responsibility for
the results. It.is particularly difficult to
understand the reason for opposition
from those who profess to be interested
in a sound agricultural program.
CONDUCT OF FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS

COMMISSION

Mr. RODINO. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and revise and extend my
remarks,

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

There was no objection.

Mr. Speaker, the-
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Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to direct your attention to the re-
marks of Hon. STEPHEN YOUNG, of Ohio,
under date of June 6,-1950; of Hon.
AntHONY TAURIELLO, of New York,
under date of May 3, 1950; and of Hon.
Huecr Appoxizio, of New Jersey, under
date of June 15, 1950, with reference to
the Federal Coinmunications Commis-
sion in its present attempt to not renew
the licenses of radio stations WJR, of
Detroit; WGAR, of Cleveland; and
EMPC, of Los Angeles. Each of these
gentlemen stressed the conduct of the
Federal Communications Commission in
these present proceedings, with particu-
lar reference to the fact that it used—
as its star witness—a man by the name
of Clete Roberts who, while under oath,
took a scurrilous and defamatory posi-
tion against all Italians of the southern
part of Italy. )

As these gentlemen have pointed out,
Mr. Speaker, there are some very serious
questions involved in the present conduct
of the Federal Communications Com-
mission in this case. Insofar as its star
witness, Roberts, is concerned, we of
southern Italian ancestry are very much
alarmed over the fact that this defamer
of Italian people can well cause a con-
tinuation of increasing reaction against
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion for having supported in the past,
and continuing to support as of now, the
credibility of such a discredited witness.

Mr. Speaker, when the Federal Com-
munications Commission issued its so-
called Blue Book indicating its intent to
control all that goes out over the air,
Broadcasting Magazine wrote as follows:

The meddling of Government in the in=-
struments which enlighten public opinion
is contrary to the precepts of the Constitu-
tion and rebuts the fundamental thinking
of our leaders from George Washington down
to Harry Truman. There is more at stake
than the ultimate pattern of American
broadcasting—there is at stake the pattern
of American life, and you can find that truth

in the charred ruins of a chancellery in
Berlin, ,

When an agency of our Government,
Mr. Speaker, proceeds to use a witness
who so ill-advisedly and stupidly attacks
in such a scurrilous manner the Italian
people, I believe that the Federal Com-
munications Commission—and its dis-
credited witness, Clefe Roberts—should
hurriedly make the apology that is long
overdue before an outraged public opin-
ion begins its attack on a national basis.

Mr. Speaker, as an American of Italian
ancestry and having great pride in my
forbears and supporting the remarks of
my colleagues in every way, I say now
that the conduct of the Federal Com-
munications Commission in this partic-
ular case must be investigated at the
quickest possible moment.

RENT-CONTROL BILL

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, was there
not an error made in the announcement
of the vote on the adoption of the con-
ference report on the rent-control bill?

The SPEAKER. One Member with-
drew his vote and answered “present.”
As the vote now stands, it is 174 yeas
anéi 145 nays, and two answering “pres-
en .f)
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GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARES

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous econsent that all Members
may have five legislative days in which
to revise and extend their remarks on
the rent-control bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday last I received permission to ex-
tend my remarks and include a speech
by Col. Melvin J. Maas to the Marine
Corps Officers Association. I am in-
formed by the Public Printer it will ex-
ceed the amount allowed by two and two-
thirds pages, slightly in excess of the
usual cost. I ask unanimous consent
to include the resolution, notwithstand-
ing.

The SPEAKER. Notwithstanding,
and without objection, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

PROSPECTING, DEVELOPMENT, MINING,
AND REMOVAL OF MINERAL RESOURCES
WITHIN SUPERIOR NATIONAL FOREST,
MINN.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill H. R. 4895, an act
to permit the prospecting, development,
mining, removal, and utilization of the
mineral resources within the Superior
National Forest, Minn.,, and for other
purposes, together with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments as follows:

Page 1, lines 7 and 8, strike out “Superior
National Forest,” and insert “national for-
ests in.”

Page 2, line 10, strike out all after “Agri-
culture” down to and including *“purposes”
in line 14.

Amend the title so as to read: “An act
to permit the prospecting, development,
mining, removal, and utilization of the min-
eral resources within the national forests in
Minnesota, and for other purposes.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. MARSHALL]?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man from Minnesota give a brief ex-
planation of the Senate amendments?

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, this
bill passed the House approximately a
year ago. The Senate has made some
changes in the bill, which it seems to me
improve the bill to some extent.

This bill is to permit the prospecting
and development of mineral resources
removable from the Superior National
Forest, Minn. The Senate amended it to
include all national forests in Minne-
sota, which was a good amendment, in
that it does create less confusion within
the State when all of the forest lands
are put in one category, so to speak.

It also strikes from the bill some lan-
guage which is duplicated in connection
with the authority of the Secretary of
Agriculture, making his responsibility
more clearly defined,
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. MARSHALL]?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were agreed

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. DOYLE. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection,

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I am so
sure that you will instantly recognize the
meritorious, sound, and just objectives of
this bill that I do not consider it essential
that I have any attitude of trying to
argue with you in support thereof but
merely fo call its objectives thoroughly
and briefly to your attention. I desire to
say _and ask that you take immediate
notice that yesterday I filed H, R. 8875
and this bill was immediately referred
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.
Its objective is to provide for payments
to certain disabled veterans commonly
deseribed as paraplegics who sold or will
shortly sell, in the area adjacent and
close by the former Van Nuys Veterans’
Hospital, or Birmingham Hospital,
whichever you know it as, their homes
in order to move and receive care and
treatment which is so necessary to the
protection of their lives at the Long
Beach Veterans’ Hospital, which is lo-
cated in the Eighteenth Congressional
District of California, which I represent.

I herewith read you the text of the
bill:

H. R. 8875
A Dbill to provide for payments to certain
disabled veterans who sold their homes in
order to move from Van Nuys, Calif., to

Long Beach, Calif., for the purpose of re-

celving care and treatment at the Vet-

erans’ Administration hospital at Long

Beach, Calif.

Be it enacted, ete., That where any person
(hereinafter referred to as “veteran”) who
served in the active military or naval service
of the United States and who is entltled to
compensation under the provisions of Vet-
erans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended,
for permanent and total service-connected
disability due to the loss, or loss of use, by
reason of amputation, ankylosis, progressive
muscular dystrophies, or paralysis, of both
lower extremities, such as to preclude loco-
motion without the aid of braces, crutches,
canes, or a wheel chair—

(1) received care or treatment at the Vet-
erans' Administration hospital at Van Nuys,
Calif.;

(2) owned a housing unit in the vicinity
of such hospital; and

(3) sold or shall sell such housing unit
after April 30, 1950, and before July 1, 1851,
in order to move to the vicinity of the Vet-
erans’ Administration hospital at Long
Beach, Calif., for the purpose of receiving
care “or ftreatment at such Long Beach
Hospital, the Administrator of Veterans' Af-
fairs shall, under such regulations as he may
prescribe, pay such veteran a sum equal
to the amount, if any, by which the cost of
such housing unit exceeded the amount for
which such housing unit was sold by such
veteran; except that where the Administra-
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tor of Veterans' Affairs finds that a veteran
sold or shall sell any such housing unit for
an amount substantially less than the fair

- market value of such housing unit, the sum

paid under this act shall be equal to the
difference between the cost of such housing
unit and the fair market value of such hous-
ing unit at the time of such sale, Appli-
cation for payment under this act shall be
made on or before August 31, 1951.

Bec. 2. Nothing in this act shall ‘be
deemed to create any liability in the Gov-
ernment of the United States with respect
to any housing unit serving as the basis
of a payment to a vetéeran under this act.

Sec. 8. For the purposes of this act—

(1) The term “housing unit"” includes spe-
cial fixtures and facilities, if any, and neces-
sary land; and

(2) The term “cost of such housing unit”
means the cost of such housing unit to the
veteran, including as part of such cost any
assistance which such veteran may have
received with respect to such housing unit
under part IX of Veterans Regulation No.
1 (a), as amended.

Recently before returning to my duties
in this Congress after attending the pri-
mary election vote in California on June
6, I twice visited this great Long Beach
Veterans Hospital and found that the
transfer of these paraplegics and other
patients from the Van Nuys, or Birming-
ham Hospital, about 50 miles away, had
been accomplished with dispatch,
promptly and with an exceedingly high
degree of care to the best interests of
these paraplegic veterans and also to all
the other patients. It appearec to me
clear that the greatest concern and worry
with those whom I conferred was a few
dozen of them had acquired homes near-
by the Van Nuys Hospital with Govern-
ment aid and that they anticipated they
would have to take a serious financial
loss on the sale of these specially
equipped homes in the event they sold
them on the market in order to move
their investment and their families re-
siding in these homes to be adjacent to
the Long Beach Veterans Hospital.

Paraplegic, by the way, is such a dis-
tinguished veteran as has a permanent
and total service-connected disability
due to loss, or loss of the use, by reason
of amputation, ankylosis, progressive
muscular dystrophies, or paralysis, of
both lower extremities, such as to pre-
clude locomotion without the aid of
braces, crutches, canes, or a wheel chair,

I talked with one of these veterans
who invested $10,000 in such a home close
by the veterans' hospital in which his
wife and two children now reside while
he is necessarily hospitalized at the Long
Beach Veterans Hospital. His natural
and normal heart’s desire was concern
that his wife and children should be
close by him so that on occasions he
could have the joy of residing with them
in such home and nevertheless be able
immediately and frequently reach the
Long Beach Veterans Hospital in which
he could receive the essential and neces-
sary hospitalization to protect and pre-
serve his life and health as long as pos-
sible.

Upon inquiry the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration here at Washington informed me
that there are approximately 100 para-
plegics in the Los Angeles County area—
where both Van Nuys and Long Beach
are located—and that they believed only
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a few less than half were closer to the
Long Beach Veterans’ Hespital than they
were to the Van Nuys Veterans’ Hospital
which has discontinued paraplegic care
and which site has been announced by
the Veterans’ Adminisiration as the one
upon which a great new and necessary
neuropsychosis veterans’ hospital is to be
promptly constructed. Therefore they
decided the essential move was to trans-
fer these paraplegics to the Long Beach
Veterans Hospital which was the closest
by and the closest to where they could
have the specialized care so essential to
them, The Veterans’ Administration
also informed me several days ago that
the first week of June there had been
installed at the Sawtelle Veterans' Hospi-
tal, closed to Van Nuys by 15 to 25 miles,
than the Long Beach Hospital, an out-
patient clinic to which the paraplegics
needing only out-patient treatment can
promptly, instead of making the round
trip of approximately 90 miles from Van
Nuys to Long Beach, have out-patient
treatments. Therefore, it is only the
highly specialized and more permanent
treatment which is essential which they
must receive at the Long Beach Veterans’
Hospital. This is the comparatively
small group who would stand to suffer
real financial loss and deprivation of
economic security if they are compelled
to give up their substantial investment
in specially constructed and equipped
homes in order to have their funds to
use at and in connection with such spe-
cial home facilities and construction at
or near Long Beach, Calif.

I am informed by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration that the number of those
who might reasonably be expected to sell
their homes at Van Nuys would range
from as few as 10 to 15 up to as high as
50 or 60. There is no presently accurate
data or way of determining how many
may or may not desire to sell.

The bill I have proposed provides that
if any do sell after April 30, 1950, and
before June 1, 1951, in order to move to
the vicinity of the Long Beach Veterans
Hospital for the purpose of receiving
care or freatment and that then the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans Affairs shall, un-
der such regulations as he may prescribe,
pay such veteran a sum equal to the
amount, if any, by which the cost of
such home exceeded the amount for
which such home was sold by such vet-
eran. And to protect the veterans and
their families and also the Government
funds involved my bill expressly provides
that where the Administrator of Veterans
Affairs finds that any such paraplegic
veteran sells his home, if he does, for
an amount substantially less than the
fair market value of such that then the
sum paid to such paraplegic veteran by
the Administrator of Veterans Affairs
shall be equal to the difference between
the cost of such home and the fair mar-
ket value of such home at time of such
sale.

I am sure you will agree with -me that
this is a fair provision as to Government
funds and also the paraplegic and his
family.

A copy of my bill was immediately fur-
nished to the Veterans' Administration
here in Washington; a copy was imme-
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diately furnished the Veterans' Affairs
Committee of this House; a copy was im=-
mediately air-mailed to the Veterans
Hospital at Long Beach and the Vet-
erans’ Administration offered immedi-
ate cooperation to ascertain the material
facts necessary to a high and sound con-
clusion at the earliest possible date.

You will recognize that time is of the
essence in consideration of this bill. If
we are to protect these lads and their
families against sharp economic losses
in these few cases involved it must be
decided at the earliest possible date.

I urge favorable consideration of this
bill at the earliest possible moment by
the Veterans’ Committee. Ihave already
spoken to the distinguished chairman,
Hon. JouN RaAnNKIN about it. I urge that
he and the other distinguished members
of his committee give it immediate and
favorable consideration. I urge that the
appropriate Senate committee and the
Senate give it the earliest possible fa-
vorable consideration.

As I now speak briefly to you of the
bill and explain it to you, I note with
pleasure that several heads are nodding
in approval and others are smiling in ap-
parent approval of this worthy objective.

Let us do it and do it promptly and re-
move from these distinguished perma-
nently paralyzed and paraplegic veterans
the present mental hazard to themselves
and their families and all concerned as
the result of this present hazard and
loss which they are facing.

It is just; it is meritorious; it is an ex-
pression of the heart of America toward
these relatively few distinguished vet-
erans who thus come right up to the open
door of death itself and have given their
almost all to the service of our national
security and the independence and hap-
piness of our great Nation. The amount
involved will be relatively negative. The
objective is of the highest within the gift
of the heart, mind and spirit of the Amer-
ican people.

WAGE-HOUR VIOLATOR FINED

Mrs. BOLTON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks and include a news
release of the United States Department
of Labor.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mrs, BOLTON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
on Wednesday, April 19, 1950, I inserted
in the Appendix of the RECORD on page
A2807 a letter written by the president
of Row, Peterson & Co., of Evanston, Ill,
to the Secretary of Labor, Mr. Maurice
J. Tobin, in which he gave g very vivid
picture of the problems created by the
inspectors.

It has recently been suggested to me
that inasmuch as this insertion was
critical of the Department of Labor it
would be no more than fair to balance
this with another case which would evi-
dence constructive action on the part
of the Department.

I am, therefore, asking unanimous
consent to include in my remarks to-
day a release of recent date which shows
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that a violator of the wage-hour law was
duly apprehended and fined. Believing
thoroughly in a fair presentation of both
sides of any situation, I am happy to
spread this in the REcorDp:

Wace-Hour ViorLaToR FINED

CampEN, N. J—An Atlantic City, N. J.,
sweater manufacturer and retailer was fined
$500 and severely reprimanded in the United
Btates district court of New Jersey for crim-
inal contempt of court in connection with
flagrant violations of the Federal wage-hour
law. The defendant, Avalon G. Paxson, had
previously been compelled to pay $4,277 in
illegally withheld back wages to her em=-
ployees.

Federal Judge Thomas F. Madden called
Miss Paxson a plain, ordinary liar and cheat.
He said that only her age and physical ail-
ments saved her from a stiff jail sentence
for defrauding her employees and submitting
false wage receipts to the court,

Miss Paxson has been found in violation
of wage-hour provisions on four separate
occasions, Sweaters for which home work-
ers received only $3 were sold at Miss Pax-
son’s Atlantic City shop for as much as $50.
She also shipped sweaters to shops in other
States, investigators of the United States
Labor Department’s Wage and Hour and
Public Contracts Division found.

The sentence imposed by Judge Madden
follows a previous contempt conviction in
the same court, on April 25, 1947, At that
time Miss Paxson was charged with failure
to carry out the court's order to pay the
$4,277 in back wages found due to her em-
ployees, The defendant had pleaded guilty
to violations of the overtime provisions of
the Fair Labor Standards Act, falsification
of wage and hour records, and failure to
gay the minimum wage, then 40 cents an

our.

Six months later, on October 24, 1947, Miss
Paxson's attorney informed the court she
had made payments of all sums due the
employees and claimed that receipts had
been submitted to the Wage and Hour Divi-
sion, The court dismissed the action, be-
lieving settlement had been made. More
recently, wage-hour investigators found that
these receipts had been falsified or signed
under misapprehension by employees, In
many cases no back wages had been paid
employees; in other instances only token
payments had been made. In some cases,
these partial payments were made by Miss
Paxson only after she had learned that the
wage-hour Investigators were Iinterviewing
those who had eigned receipts,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection,

[Mr. Van ZanpT addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

ONE HUNDREDTH ANNUAL REPORT OF
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF PANAMA
RAILROAD—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read,
and together with the accompanying
papers referred to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries:

To the Congress of the United States:
I transmit herewith, for the informa-
tion of the Congress, the One Hundredth
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Annual Report of the Board of Directors
of the Panama Railroad Company for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1949,
Harry S. TRUMAN.
Tre WaITE House, June 21, 1950.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Spesker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks and include an address by a
great Texan.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr, McCULLOCH asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks.

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in two in-
stences and include extraneous matter,

Mr. O'KONSKI asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a resolution.

Mr. CRAWFORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. MADDEN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances; in one to include a resolution
passed by the Polish American Council
on Constitution Day; and in the other to
include a resolution passed by the Com-
mon Council of the City of East Chicago,
Ind.

Mr. ROONEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a platform adopted by the Ninth
Biennial State Convention of Affiliated
Young Democrats of New York City.

Mr. KRUSE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial from the June 6 issue
of the Fort Wayne Gazette.

Mr. LUCAS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial on the tidelands deci-
sion which appeared in the Union Ban-
ner, Fort Worth's labor paper.

Mr. QUINN (at the request of Mr.
LyncH) was given permission to extend
his remarks and include extraneous
matter, .

Mrs. DOUGLAS asked and was given
permission to extend her remarks in two
separate instances and in each to include
extraneous matter.

Mr. GRANT asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial.

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an article on the subject of trees
and soil conservation.

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. MARTIN of Jowa asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
and include a speech by the Honorable
Huer D. Scort, JR., of Pennsylvania.

UNITED STATES PARTICIPATION IN
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the resolution (H. J. Res. 334) to amend
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certain laws providing for membership
and participation by the United States
in certain international organizations,

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 House Joint Resolution 334,
with Mr. Horirierp in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the reso-
lution.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the resolution was dispensed with,

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, at the time of the
adoption of the rule for the considera-
tion of the pending bill, House Joint
Resolution 334, I addressed the House
briefly, naming the five international or-
ganizations involved in the proposed leg-
islation. I also stated, as to each of the
five, the amount of the present annual
assessment of the United States for the
maintenance of such organization, as
well as the amount in each case, of the
assessment proposed by the resolution we
are now considering.

I feel that it is well to again give this
same information to the Members of the
House,

The organizations included in the pro-
visions of the measure under considera-
tion are as follows:

First. The Food and Agricultural Or-
ganization.

Second. The South Pacific Commis-
sion.

Third. The American International
Institute for the Protection of Child-
hood.

Fourth. The World Health Organiza-
tion.

Fifth. The International Labor Organ-
ization,

While a history of the five organiza-
tions, including the date and circum-
stances under which they were insti-
tuted, would be interesting, the time at
our disposal precludes us from going into
such details. As a matter of fact, in-
formation of that character would have
but little, if any, bearing upon the issues
involved in the measure now under con-
sideration.

In passing, however, it might be well
to call attention to some facts about the
origin and purpose of each of the five
organizations included in .-the legisla-
tion.

The Food and Agricultural Organiza-
tion is the first of the new permanent
United Nations organizations to be es-
tablished. It came into existence at Hot
Springs, Va., in the year 1945 as a direct
result of United States initiative. If is
one of the specialized agencies of the
United Nations.

The South Pacific Commission was es-
tablished following an agreement, signed
at Canbarra, Australia, on February 6,
1947, between the United States, the
United Kingdom, Australia, France, the
Netherlands, and New Zealand, all Gov-
ernments non-self-governing
territories in the South Pacific area.
The principal function of the Commis-
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sion is the development of a cooperative
effort on the part of the several coun-
tries, parties to the agreement, to pro-
mote the social and economic welfare of
the inhabitants of the territories with-
in the scope of the Commission,

The American International Institute
for the Protection of Childhood was es-
tablished in 1925, with Uruguay taking
the leadership in the movement. Mem-
bership in the organization has so far
been confined to the Latin-American
countries and the United States. It is
now a specialized agency of the Organi-
zation of American States. Ifs head-
quarters are located at Montevideo,
Uruguay. The organization is perhaps
the most popular of all similar organi-
zations with the South American na-
tions. As its name implies, its interest
and operations are in the field of child
welfare,

The World Health Organization is one
of the specialized agencies of the United
Nations. It was established in 1948,
The organization has made significant
headway in formulating plans, and, in-
deed, in carrying forward the long-term
work for which it was established. It is
because of this very progress, entailing,
as it does, additional expenditures and
necessitating an increase in budget, that
calls for an increase in the contribu-
tions of all member nations and makes
necessary this legislation.

The International Labor Organiza-
tion, the oldest of all the international
agencies now functioning, is the instru-
mentality through which 60 member
countries get together in consultation
and effort to work out international
standards to improve conditions of labor
and employment. It must be under-
stood that this is actually not a labor
organization in the sense the name
usually implies. It is actually an or-
ganization in which representatives of
management, government, and labor
have a part. The organization was es-
tablished in 1919, as an independent
agency of the League of Nations. The
United States became a member in 1934,
and in 1946, the organization acquired
the status of a specialized agency of the
United Nations.

I shall now pass to the purpose of the
legislation now before us. The object
of the resolution is to raise to some ex-
tent the ceilings placed by former acts
of the Congress on the appropriations
necessary to pay the contributions of the
United States Government toward the
support of the five organizations I have
named,

I shall take the organizations, one at
a time, in the order already used, state
the sum the United States has been
heretofore contributing, the proposed
new assessment in each case, the addi-
tional amount this Nafion will be asked
to pay during the present year, and the
ceiling proposed by the pending legisla-
tion we now have under consideration.

The table I hold in my hand, and from
which I read, supplies the information
I have mentioned. It will appear in the
REcorD in connection with my remarks.



Maximum
Increase
Present | Proposed m: P{‘_’ one. | 1960 assess- | in assess-
Organization legislative | legislative in United | contri- |ment of or- | ment over
ceiling ceil figtesas- | bufion ganization | present
gessment celling
American International Institute for the
Protection of Childhood. .. ... oo £2, 000 £10, 000 £8,000 | $24,000 £10, 000 £8, 000
Food and Agriculture Organization.......| 1,250,000 | 2,000, 000 000 |-c. s 1, 355, (600 105, 000
Bouth Pacific C issi - 20, 000 75, CO0 85,000/ |..... .- . e 32, 575 12, 575
World Health Organization. .. ........... 1, 620, GO0 | 3,000,000 | 1,080,000 { 560,000 | 2,520,000 €00, 000
International Labor Organization......... 1,091,739 | 1,750, 000 G568, 261 |..........] 1,269, 870 178,131
Total 4, 283, 730 | 6,835,000 | 2, 551,201 584,600 | 5, 187,445 £03, 706

In connection with the International
Labor Organization, we have heard some
question raised with reference fto its
duties ahd the possibility of its adopting
conventions which will foree its will upon
the different countries that are members
of the organization. It has been said
in some quarters that the International
Labor Organization will propose that
some of its conventions, adopted at its
annual meetings, be put into effect with-
out any ratification on the part of the
different member countries. That idea
i. absolutely erroneous.

Mr. PHILLIFS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, EEE. I yield.

Mr, PHILLIPS of California. My
question is in regard to the amount the
gentleman gave as to the total increases.
They add up to something like $4,000,000,
although the gentleman gave a figure
whick was slightly less than $1,000,000.
I thought perhaps the gentleman would
like to correct that.

Mr. KEEE. The total increase was
$903,706, approximately $1,000,000.

Mr. JUDD. That is for ILO alone.

Mr. KEE. No.

Mr. JUDD. The increase for all five
is about $2,500,000.

Mr. EEE. The gentleman is right in-
sofar as the ceilings are concerned. But
the increase in the assessments against
the United States by all five organiza-
tions amounts to the figure I have stated,
$903,7C6. It is an increase of $8,000 in
the case of the American International
Institute for the Protection of Childhood.
The increase on FAO is $105,000. The
increase on the South Pacific Commis-
sion is $12,572. The increase on the WHO
is $600,000. The increase on the ILO is
$178,131. This makes a total of $903,7086.

That is the increase in the assessments.
As to the increases in the ceiling there
is a latitude and a possible increase may
amount to $2,551,000.

Mr, JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEE. 1 yield.

Mr. JUDD. And it is true, is it not,
that the total increase of $2,500,000, ap-
proximately, in the ceilings could never
be used except as other countries belong-
ing to these organizations increase their
contributions in exactly the same pro-
portion?

Mr. KEE. That is right; it must be
in the same ratio.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEE, I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I notice in
House Report 1257, at pages 25 and 26,
I have counted up the organizations to
which the United States makes contri-

_ that,

butions. There are 48 or 49 organiza-
tions, and the total amount is $128,734,-
489, which is 4723y percent of the
amount of the total contributions to some
48 various international organizations to
which we now belong and contribute; is
that correct? Are the findings correct?

Mr. KEEE. I presume they are correct,
but the gentleman understands we are
only dealing with five organizations here.

Mr, VORYS. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota, Dr. Jupp. _

Mr, JUDD. Mr. Chairman, this joint
resolution grew out of a resolution which
I introduced last year to increase the
ceiling on American annual contribu-
tions to the World Health Organization.
When a subcommittee was set up by the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs to study that it came to our at-
tention that four other organizations
were faced with a similar problem. So
the subcommitfee held hearings and
considered all five of the organizations,
and decided that, instead of introducing
five separate resolutions, the convenient
and proper way was to consider them al-
together in a one-package bill, which we
prepared and Chairman Kgg introduced,
with the unanimous approval of the full
committee,

As a result we have House Joint Res-
olution 334 before us today. There are
two main questions that arise. First,
should there be definite ceilings in the
legislation by which the United States
participates in and makes contributions
to these international organizations?
And second, what should the ceiling be
for each organization? Members may
recall that for most of the organizations
which we joined prior to the Eightieth
Congress, including some that we have
been in for many, many years, there
were no such ceilings. When we joined
the United Nations itself, when we
joined its first specialized agencies, like
UNESCO, the Universal Postal Union,
and others, no such ceilings were pro-
vided. Then there developed in one or
two organizations situations which we
could not approve. One or two of the
organizations came to be dominated by
groups which tended to operate in di-
rections which we felt were not wholly
in our interest or in the direction of free-
dom and human bhetterment. Also, in
instances where the United States was
providing more than half of the budget—
in some cases up to 72 percent as we did
with UNRRA—and all the rest of the
world had to put up only $1 to get about
$3 out of the United States, it was un-
derstandable that they would never will-
ingly give up so good a proposition as
On the contrary they would in-
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evitably tend to continue and expand its
activities with minimum contributions
from themselves and maximum contri-
butions from us.

Our committee felt that was a bad set-
up. It might be justified occasionally in
a temporary organization for emergency
relief, but it is not justified in permanent
organizations to which we would be
making contributions annually. So in
the later organizations we joined we
provided ceilings in the authorizing leg-
islation to permit annual review by Con-
gress, to prevent ocur paying too large a
share of an international organization’s
budget, and to help control over appro-
priations vested in Congress, without any
misunderstanding by the organizations
or their member countries.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, JUDD. 1 yield.

Mr. BEROWN of Ohio. Are the provi-
sions contained in this particular bill the
same or practically the same as were de-
feated by the last Congress?

Mr. JUDD. No; this bill never came
to a vote, ¢

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. I do not mean
this bill. I mean the items contained
therein or the authorities contained
therein.

Mr. JUDD. No.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. We had before
us in the first session of the Eighty-first
Congress some of these proposals to in-
crease the responsibility of the United
States with reference to contributions to
these international organizations. As 1
recall it, the House either refused to con-
sider, or turned down those measures.

Mr. JUDD. This same resolution was
before the House last October in the clos-
ing days of the first session. It did not
get to a vote. It was being discussed one
day under the 21-day rule, and hefore
the time had expired it was laid aside for
a conference report which had a dead-
line date on it, and it was not taken up
again for consideration in the first ses-
sion of the Eighty-first Congress or in
this session until last week when the de-
bate on the rule was concluded under
the 21-day rule.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. This bill pro-
vides for an increase in the contributions
made by the United States to these in-
ternational organizations of approxi-
mately $800,000?

Mr. JUDD. The total increase in ceil-
ings is approximately $2,500,000. The
increase in the amount that will be ap-
propriated this next year is about
$900,000.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
does not have any doubt but that we will
reach the ceiling?

Mr. JUDD., We will reach the ceil-
ings only if the other countries increase
their contributions proportionately. I
think under those circumstances we
should increase ours, up to the ceiling
level if that is reached.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Do you in any
way propose to reduce the percentage of
contributions made by the United States
to these organizations?

Mr. JUDD. No,; this bill does not re-
quire reduction of percentage; but that
is our Government's policy in all cases
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where our percenfage is more than a
third, It is much lower than that in
many cases.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, Juonl
has expired.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman five additional minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Originally, of
course, when the United States first en-
tered into these agreements, if I recall
correctly, many of the other nations
which were members of these various
UN organizations, were in very difficult
economic situations. It was impossible
for them to make heavy contributions.
Since that time we have spent billions
upon billions of dollais of American
money to help those nations recover
in an economic way. I am just wonder-
ing if we are taking into consideration
the fact that those other countries now
have a greater ability to bear their fair
share of the load and are going to see
that they do meet their fair share of
responsibility, now that we have aided
them to recover to such an extent they
have 40 or 50 percent greater production
of goods and commodities than prior to
the war.

Mr. JUDD. I think that is a good
question, and the answer is “Yes.”

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Now what
action do you take? What guaranty is
there, if any, that the burden on us will
be reduced? If I support this legislation,
how can I go back to my people and say,
“We have acted to protect your inter-
ests?” What guaranty is there of that
in this bill?

Mr, JUDD. There is no guaranty of
that in the bill, and I do not see how
we could insert it. We cannot try to
dominate the organization or control the
shares of other countries, any more than
we intend to let them control our appro-
priations. Let me point out the per-
centages now in existence. The United
States is contributing 25 percent of the
budget of the Food and Agricultural Or-
ganization. Twelve and one-half percent
of the South Pacific Commission. There
are only six countries in that organiza-
tion and we are one of the smallest con-
iributors, because we have only a few
islands in that area, whereas Great
Britain, Australia, the Netherlands, and
New Zealand have larger holdings, New
Caledonia and other islands.

Our share of the World Health Or-
ganization's budget was almost 40 per-
cent, originally. A year ago the organ-
ization under our persuasion, reduced
it in a resolution which said precisely
what the gentleman has suggested,
namely, that as economic conditions im-
prove in those countries it shall be the
policy of the World Health Organization
to reduce the share of the United States,
so that ultimately not more than one-
third of its budget should come from any
one country. They reduced it to 36 per-
cent last year, and in the meeting in
Geneva a month ago they reduced it to
35 percent. I have every confidence that
it will go down to 3314 percent.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As I under-
stand it, you are dealing with 5 in-
ternational organizations out of about
48?7

Mr, JUDD, That is right.

XCVI—-568

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The average
increase on these five will be about two
and one-half million, if everyone else
puts up their full amount?

Mr. JUDD. That is the maximum in-
crease,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. What will be
the reduction in percentage from the
present figure the United States will be
putting up under this bill?

Mr. JUDD. In the case of the World
Health Organization, it will unques-
tionably go down to 33% percent. I do
not think the percentage of the ILO
should go below the present 22 percent,
or the South Pacific Commission below
the present 12% percent; or Food and
Agriculture Organization below the
present 25 percent.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If I can check
correctly, the grand total of contribu-
tions, by the United States is $128,734,~
000, or 47.23 percent of the total amounts
furnished by all the other countries of
the world to these various UN organ-
izations.

Mr. JUDD, That is right.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. The point I am
driving at is simply this: When are we
going to cut that percentage down and
lessen the burden on our own people?
We are now running a large deficit, the
heaviest tax burden and the greatest na-
tional debt we have ever had in our his-
tory.

Mr. JUDD. If the gentleman will look
in the appendix of the committee re-
port he will find under the heading,
United Nations and specialized agencies,
two groups: permanent and temporary.
There are three of the latter, the Inter-
national Refugee Organization to which
the United States contribution is over
$70,000,000; the United Nations Interna-
tional Children’s Emergency Fund, for
which we have authorized $25,000,000,
or 72 percent of its budget; and the
third is United Nations Relief for Pales-
tine Refugees, $8,000,000. Since this re-
port was prepared the Congress has voted
about $27,000,000 more for this one
agency.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman
says those are only temporary organiza-
tions?

Mr. JUDD. That is true, they are to
provide relief in emergency situations
arising out of war.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Has the gentle-
man ever heard of one of these tempo-
rary organizations being discontinued?

Mr. JUDD. Yes. For example,
UNRRA, which was by far the biggest
of all.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. But in its place
we devised something bigger and better,
the ECA, and now this point 4 program,
which I am sure will soon be larger than
UNRRA ever thought of being.

What I am driving at is to ascertain, if
I can, why on earth we in this Congress
are not trying to protect the interests of
the American taxpayers who are having
to pay for all these world-wide organiza-
tions, and a lot of useless operations, like
UNESCO, and some of those others
which have not paid off. They have not
paid off, and now we find ourselves
spending the money of the people of this
country in an armaments race and for
defense preparations, Our expenditures
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in these international fields certainly
have not accomplished what we started
out to accomplish, and I am wondering
what we are doing to protect the in-
terests of the American people.

Mr, JUDD. I have recently returned
from the World Health Organization
meeting in its annual assembly in Ge-
neva, and I can assure the gentleman
that the American representatives there
took a strong, firm, persistent position
that the United States could not be bled
by increasing by any percentage the con-
tributions from this country. A delegate
from another country got up in that
meeting and said that the contributions
should be on the basis of ability to pay
and that the United States was the most
able because it had the highest per capita
national income.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And the gen-
tleman took a very strong stand that the
United States could not continue to be
bled in the way we have been bled and
are being bled?

Mr. JUDD. That it could not be bled
by increasing our percentage.

Mr. EROWN of Ohio. The gentle-
man meant “further.”

Mr. JUDD. There were delegates
from some countries who openly sought
to increase our percentage and wanted
to go back to the UNRRA formula of
our paying 72 percent which was worked
out by Mr. Acheson and his deputy, Mr.
Hiss, in the Atlantic City conference
which set up that organization.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. By whom?

Mr. JUDD. By Mr. Acheson and Mr.
Hiss. Mr. Acheson was our chief rep-
resentative there and agreed to that for-
mula for UNRRA.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am sure that
neither gentleman has contributed a
great deal to the peace of the world or
to the benefit of the United States.

Mr, JUDD. I mentioned that illus-
tration because I wanted to show the
gentleman that we have gotten away
from that pattern of thinking. Some
wanted to go back to it in the WHO As-
sembly, and I suppose they would like
to in other organizations, too. They
said that the United States on the basis
of annual per capita income ought to be
paying 72 percent now the same as in
the case of UNRRA. But they will not
succeed. We got up and said, among
other things, that if they want to con-
sider the per-capita income they should
also consider the per-capita debt, and
we pointed out that the per-capita debt
of every American citizen is over $1,700.
We were able without difficulty to re-
sist the pressure to increase our share.
Instead of an increase there was a de-
crease,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr, EEE, Mr. Chairman, I yield two
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. Juppl.

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

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. I hope that when the
foreign agent spoke up in meeting and
said the contribution should be based
upon ability to pay, the gentleman from
Minnesota promptly reminded him that
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the United States debt was more than
the debt of all the rest of the world put
together.

Mr. JUDD. That is what we said; I
myself pointed out that the per capita
debt for every man, woman, and child in
the United States was over $1,700.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Minnesota reminded him of that?

Mr. JUDD. 1 did, and as a result of
our representation they reduced our per-
centage from 26 to 35. So I believe the
interests of the Amsrican taxpayer were
reasonably well protected; and I wish to
add that the State Dzpartment repre-
sentatives, and Dr, Scheele, the head of
our Public Health Service, who was the
chairman of the American delegation,
were just as firm and vigorous as any
Congressman could be in protecting the
intorests of the United States, which ac-
ion I am sure is also in the interest of
the organization.

It is just as bad for the organization
itself as it is for the contributor, to have
more than a third, and in my opinion,
more than one-fourth of its budget com-
‘ing from any one of its members.

Mr., PHILLIPS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Is this
an authorization for the expenditure of
funds?

Mr, JUDD. It is, yes.

Mr, PHILLIPS of California. And this
will have to go to the Appropriations
Committee?

Mr. JUDD. Yes. This puts a limita-
tion on the amount that we may con-
tribute. The Appropriations Committee
cannot go beyond these ceilings. It does
not have to come up to them. As a mat-
ter of fact, the present request in one
case is for only about 40 percent of the
ceiling.

Mr. PEILLIPS of California. May we
have it understood through the gentle-
man, then, that we have not, therefore,
obligated ourselves to give immediately
this full amount that has been men-
tioned?

Mr. JUDD. The gentleman may un-
derstand that firmly and definitely. As
I have said, there has been no request
for anything like the maximum as yet.

Mr. Chairman, before I yielded to an-
swer questions, I stated that one of the
basie questions in considering this sub-
ject is, Why should we have ceilings? I
may say that there are some people, in-
cluding the State Department, who be-
lieve we should not have such ceilings in
legislation. I myself, and our committee,
think we should have them, first, so it is
understood by all concerned that the
Congress has the right and intends to re-
view every yvear what is going on in these
organizations. Secondly, because we be-
lieve that you and I, having taken an
oath to support the Constitution of the
United States, cannot delegate to any
other organization the determination of
what our appropriations for any purpose
are to be. I believe that in the case of
these organizations that are proving
themselves sound and are operating rea-
sonable and useful programs that need
moderate expansion, we should make
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larger contributions, but we should not

allow any organization to get control over
how much we should give or should not
give. Hence, I am firm in the belief that
we should have ceilings. Whenever an
organization has demonstrated that it is
doing a good job and needs and can use
advantageously a larger amount than
cur cziling parmits, and other countries
will incresse their contributions propor-
tionately, I believe the Congress should
be willing to raise cur ceilings appro-
priately, which is what we seek to do by
this joint resolution.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. VORYS. Mr.- Chairman, I yield
the gentleman two additional minutes.

Mr, JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, JUDD. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr, JENNINGS. In the very interest-
ing statement the gentleman is mak-
ing he said a moment ago that Mr. Ache-
son was connected with something,
Does the gentleman mean Dean Ache-
son, our present Secretary of State?

Mr. JUDD. Yes,

Mr., JENNINGS. And the gentleman
also mentioned a Mr, Hiss, Was that
Mr. Alger Hiss?

Mr, JUDD. Yes.

Mr. JENNINGS. There is an axiom
of the law that fraud vitiates everything.
Is there anything good that Alger Hiss
ever did or that I ought to follow, adopt,
or swallow, or jam down the necks of my
people?

Mr. JUDD, The pattern that was
adopted for UNRRA by those gentle-
men is no longer being fellowed. The
pattern in this resolution is a quite dif-
ferent sort of pattern. Under it the Con-
gress, which I am sure the gentleman
approves, has control over appropria-
tions to the international organizations
in question and nobody in the execu-
tive branch or in any other country or
any organization can commit us to ap-
propriate or contribute any amount to
their support in excess of the limitations
we here establish.

Mr. JENNINGS. This resolution
makes it possible, if the Appropriations
Committee should so far forget itself,
to raise the appropriations $2,500,000?

Mr. JUDD. A total increase of ap-
proximately $2,500,000. I am sorry I
have not had opportunity to discuss the
work or merits of the individual organi-
zation. I believe they are all deserving
of the increases provided.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired.

Mr. EEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ROOSEVELT].

Mr. ROOSEVELT, Mr. Chairman, I
wish to urge most vigorously the adop-
tion of House Joint Resolution 334, which
will lend new strength to Ameriea’s pro-
gram of positive action for world peace,
The reasons for expanding our support
of these five agencies can be stated sim-
ply. First, they are proof to the rest of
the world that our foreign policy is not
limited to a negative drive to stop com-
munism but rests on an affirmative de-
sire to raise the standard of living of all
the free peoples,
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Three of the agencies involved here
are part of the United Nations system,
and they are proving azain and again
the validity of the principles of interna-
tional cooperation. Thesz agencies are
the World Health Organization, Food
end Agriculture Organization, and the
International Labor Organization. The
other two agencies are the South Pacific
Commission and the American Interna-
tional Institute for Protection of Child-
hood. There can be no doubt but that
through ouwr work in these organizations,
too, we establish to the mass of the
world's pecble, our good faith in interna-
tional relations, the main responsibility
for implementing total diplomacy which
the President and Sccretary of State
have set down as our international goal.

It is a truism that of all of our repre-
santative institutions, this Chamber is
closest to the American people. By
adopting House Joint Resolution 324, we
shall offer a foreceful proof that our for-
eign policy draws its real strength from
the whole country.

These organizations are so obviously
resigned to eliminate the human suffer-
ing on which communism and other to-
talitarianisms feed, that it is inconeeiv-
able to me that anyone really anxious
to oppose dictatorships can fail to sup-
port House Joint Resolution 334.

Perhaps the best known of these agen-
cies is the International Labor Organi-
zation. Since 1919 the ILO has done a
valiant job of raising the world living
and working standards. It is a. com-
pietely voluntary organization, in which
the leading spokesmen for labor, man-
agement, and Government work out
joint solutions to common problems.
Since 1934 the United States has given
its support to the ILO and we have every
reason to continue to strengthen that
support, At the present session, our
Government is ahly represented by As-
sistant ESecretary of Labor Philip M.
Kaiser and Senator EERBERT R. O’CONOR,
and our able colleague the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, Congressman Gus
EKELLEY, is the alternate delegate. Our
country’s employers are represented by
Charles P. McCormick, of MeCormick
& Co., and the labor spokesman is George
P, Delaney, of the A. F. of L.

Adoption of House Joint Resolution
334, is the best and most immediate
proof that we can give to the citizens
of the world democracies that we are
committed to a better life for them as
well as for ourselves,

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BIEMILLER],

Mr. BIEMILLER. Mr. Chairman, I
hope there is no disposition in this House
to treat the resolution before us, House
Joint Resolution 334 as a matter of minor
importance.

The sums of money concerned are rela-
tively small. There are no great pres-
sure groups working for or against pas-
sage, The resolution comes to the floor
unheralded by headlines or radio broad-
casts. But House Joint Resolution 334
is a piece of legislation which ranks with
the Voice of America as a potential for
making the force of our demoecratic
ideals known around the world. I be-
lieve its approval is imperative if we
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are to make progress in the multi-
tongued battle of the frec world against
the Communists,

Just what does this resolution do? It
would raise the ceiling on United States
contributions to three specialized agen-
cies of the United Nations: the World
Health Organization, the Food and Agri-
culture Organization, and the Interna-
tional Labor Organization. It also pro-
vides for raising the ceilings on our con-
tributions to the South Pacific Commis-
sion and the American International In-
stitute for the Protection of Childhood.

Before we discuss the specific amounts
involved and the reasons for requesting
increased American aid, I want to say
just a few words about our obligation to
the United Nations itself. I am among
those who believe that our conduct in
that forum in which so much of world
opinion is formed has been above re-
proach. I think we have done every-
thing that we could to make the United
Nations a success. That the United Na-
tions is not yet a success is the fault of
Soviet Russia and her all-obedient satel-
lites. But there are those in the world,
who remain unconvinced, who have
lived too long in the shadow of distrust
to place their trust easily.

These agencies of the United Nations
are the best possible route to the end of
that distrust. They are the best method
of rehabilitating the United Nations as
a force for peace in the world—and mak-
ing it clear that this country is ever
ready to work for world cooperation
within the UN.

I am particularly interested in the
matter of the World Health Organiza-
tion. This unit has done a magnificent
job under almost unbelievable handi-
caps. Yet as I speak, the United States
has still not paid $600,000 of its obliga-
tion to the current budget of the WHO.
And unless this resolution passes, this
Government will default that amount,
Furthérmore, the United States was not
able to give any support to the new
budget when the World Health Assembly
approved that budget in Geneva on
May 8.

I cannot believe the Members of Con-
gress want to undermine the work of
the World Health Organization. . Many
problems of public health have ceased
to be matters for merely national con-
cern. They must be solved by inter-
national teamwork. We have learned
that the only sound long-range defense
against epidemic diseases is an attack
upon diseases at their source. Today
the rapid increase in the speed and
amount of travel has sharpened the
threat of the invasion of our own shores
by diseases that infest other areas. The
World Health Organization is the inter-
national agency which has been created
to carry on an integrated attack against
disease everywhere. Each of its projects
aiming at eliminating reservoirs of dis-
ease aids not only the people of the
infested area, but all of us.

The World Health Organization, al-
though it was not established as a pex-
manent body until September 1948, has
already paid rich dividends in human
lives, in better health, and in general
economic improvement. The campaign

. tors,
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against malaria in Greece, for example,
has resulted in an almost 98-percent re-
duction in malaria cases, and has made
available the equivalent of 30,000,000
man-days a year in increased labor.

WHO demonstration teams are oper-
ating in many countries showing local
health personnel effective methods of
combatting malaria and venereal disease.
The largest mass immunization cam-
paign in history, the antituberculosis
campaign in Europe and other areas, is
being carried on through the cooperative
efforts of the WHO and the United
Nations Children’s Emergency Fund. A
WHO fellowship program is making
possible the training of hundreds of doc-
nurses, and other desperately
needed health personnel.

WHO is making progress in applying
the magnificent discoveries of modern
science which have provided us for the
first time truly effective weapons against
disease. I am convinced that no one in
this House would wish this progress
impeded.

Yet, this is exactly what will happen
if House Joint Resolution 334 is not ap-
proved. This resolution provides for
raising the ceiling on the United States
contribution to the World Health Organ-
ization from $1,920,000 to $3,000,000. I
would like to emphasize that this is a
maximum, not a minimum, amount,
The budget of WHO has already been
increased from $5,000,000 to $7,000,000,
and although th2 United States share of
the budget was reduced by the second
World Health Assembly from 38.54 per-
cent to 36 percent, our share of the
present budget is $2,52C,000. This al-
ready exceeds the ceiling previously au-
thorized by Congress.

On the other hand, the budget of the
WHO is small indeed when the magni-
tude of its task is considered. WHO has
completed its initial organization, and it
now must have funds to carry out the
field programs and other operations
which are the core of its program.
Without this, their objectives become a
mockery and our claimed interest a
sham.

It is not that the members of WHO
expect the United States to carry more
than its share of the load. On the con-
trary, the member states have all agreed
that the United States share of the
budget would be reduced gradually to
33%; percent as the economic conditions
of other members improve.

The United States percentage is higher
than that of any other state, but other
members are contributing as much and
more than the Unifed States on a per
capita basis, Our contribution amounts
to a cent and one-half a year for each
person in the United States, a very small
investment for a program that is helping
to protect our health, the health of the
world, and more than that, I firmly he-
lieve, helping to preserve world peace.

The World Health Organization is not
planning any major increase in its
budget beyond the figure of $7,000,000
voted for 1950. The budget for 1951,
approved by the executive board of the
WHO, which will be considered at the
world health assembly in May, is $7,100,-
000—an increase of only $100,000.
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Our Committee on Foreign Affairs has
examined the proposed plan of opera-
tions of WHO extremely carefully, and
has declared in its report that—

It was made apparent that the organlza-
tion s proceeding along sound lines avoid-
ing temptation of trying too much too soon.

The committee concluded that—

The World Health Organization amply
justifies confldence from the United States
and the increased contribution is {fully
warranted.

I would like to add a final warning.
If the United States defaults on its con-
tributions to the World Health Organi-
zation for 1950, the organization will be
required to reduce its operations. Fur-
thermore, if the United States defaults,
the support of the organization by other
states may be greatly weakened. Other
states may seize on the United States
failure to meet its assessment as an ex-
cuse for also defaulting and an atmos-
phere be created which would result in
breaking the back of the entire inter-
national health program.

This would be disastrous. The im-
provement of the health of the people
in many areas is an integral part of our
effort to improve economic conditions.
We are spending billions to spur the eco-
nomic recovery of Europe. The work of
the World Health Organization contrib-
utes greatly to economic advancement,
not only in Europe but in the under-
developed areas of the world. We must
not permit the World Health Organi-
zation to founder by failing to authorize
an increase in our contribution to that
organization of only slightly more than
a million dollars. The failure of the
WHO would be a blow to all of the inter-
national efforts to develop through the
United Nations and its specialized agen-
cies a foundation for enduring peace.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr., CARNAHAN].

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
legislation now before the House deals
with the contributions which our Gov-
ernment shall make to five international
organizations: the American Interna-
tional Institute for the Protection of
Childhood, the Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization, the South Pacific Commis-
sion, the World Health Organization,
gind the International Labor Organiza-

on.

Adequate hearings were held, and the
committee then considered in a number
of sessions the problems raised by the
needs of the groups involved. The com-
mittee considered the following ques-
tions:

(a) Whether or not an increase in
United States contributions to the or-
ganizations concerned was justified.

(b) Whether ceilings should be elimi-
nated as sought by the executive depart-
ment, or whether new ceilings should be
set, taking into consideration any need
for increases.

(¢) Whether the approach should be
through one piece of legislation or
Eu-ough five individual items of legisla-

on.

The committee decided to recommend
keeping limitations on contributions to
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the organizations involved and to deal
with the problem in one piece of legisla-
tion. Thus, you have House Joint Reso-
lution 334 before you for your consid-
eration.

It should be helpful to give you a com-
parison of the money involved in this
1:gislation in comparison to the total
United States expenditures in the field of
irternational organizations, This is
done for you in appendix I of the com-
mittee report for the fiscal year 1949,
The total contribution of the United
States to permanent international or-
ganizations during that year was in
round figures, $24,500,000.

This figure represents about six ten-
thousandths of the total expenditures of
this Government in the fiscal year 1949.
In relation to the Government’s military
expenditures in the same period, it stands
in the ratio of 1 to 588. It stands as
about 1 to 250 in relation to the Govern-
ment's expenditures for foreign assist-
ance for the like period.

In the determination of the fiscal posi-
tion of the Nation, expenditures on per-
manent international organizations are
thus a minor factor, This is not in-
tended, however, to waive aside the im-
portance of these expenditures or the
necessity of considering them with care.
To the contrary, these expenditures
should be measured in accordance with
principles of strict economy—not neces-
sarily in the sense of economy which
counts as lost every dollar spent, but
rather in the sense of insisting that every
dollar spent must be justified by results.

In the American philosophy of govern-
ment, we look to public authority to do
the things that are beyond the reach of
individuals and private groups, and we
look to the central government to do only
thosze necessary things that cannot be
done by the local units of government, A
parallel exists in this respect in relation
to national and international govern-
mental activities.

Therefore we should look to interna-
tional organizations to do those things,
desirable in terms of human benefits,
which are beyond the reach of nations
acting alone. Thus we can reasonably
expect international organizations to
make an inereasingly convincing demon-
stration to all men of the hope that lies
ahead in the path of international
cooperation.

Everyone should realize that interna- -

tional organizations cannot properly
funection if they are encased in a finan-
cial strait-jacket. Their areas and levels
of action must be given reasonable room
to function. Sucecessful organizations
must, in a measure, determine their own
limits of value and action. By the very
fact of their operation in one period, they
will tend to transform situations so as to
increase the needs of their activity in a
subsequent period. Such growth is
nothing more or less than a characteris-
tic of success, and yet, such development
must be kept within bounds and made to
respond to reasonable standards.

Each of the organizations here in-
volved is a voluntary group organized
and functioning as a democratic body.
All the nations involved, including our
own, are getfing actual international
democratic experience, which we all
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need. Each organization involved is ac-
tually applying the demoecratic concept
of cooperation to the solution of prob-
lems they are each designed to cope with.
This is an opportunity we should wel-
come. Are we then as a leading ex-
ponent of democracy going to withhold
our encouragement of such action?

This legislation is, in my opinion, vi-
tally necessary if we make the contribu-
tion we should make toward expanding
and strengthening democratic concepts
through the world. Such expansion and
strength is necessary if we perpetuate
our way of life. At such a comparatively
small expenditure it would, of course, be
utterly foolish to pursue any other
course.

In closing, I earnestly urge all my col-
leagues to support this legislation in
the interest of peace through interna-
tional cooperation, understanding, and
friendship.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. Harveyl.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr, Chairman, it was
my privilege to go to Europe and the
Near East last fall as a member of the
Select Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments to look par-
ticularly into the operation of various
United Nations Organizations. I fol-
lowed this report with a great deal of
interest. One of the organizations that
we gave a great deal of attention to, be-
cause it was not an action agency, but
one of the so-called advisory and tech-
nical information services, was the
World Health Organization.

I note on page 19 of the committee re-~
port there is a statement of the testi-
mony of Dr. Scheele, for whom I have a
very high regard. This statement starts
out this way:

WHO is a new organization. It is getting
its feet wet. It is taking its first steps. It
has gone a long way.

I suggest that, as I follow through
other statements of the testimony, there
is a definite philosophy prevalent, as evi-
denced by the testimony here, that they
are going to utilize some of the functions
of UNICEF, following its proposed ex-
tinction next year, to embark in other
fields than a purely advisory and techni-
cal assistance program. In other words,
WHO was set up as an advisory and
technical assistance organization, but I
have every reason to believe, from the
committee print here, that there is going
to be an attempt made to make it an
action agency. I think that would be
certainly detrimental to the theory
under which WHO was organized, and I
certainly would hope that that is not
going to be the case.

Mr., JUDD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr, JUDD. I can give the gentleman
categorical assurance that that is not
going to be the case. I think that may
be the major reason why the Russians
and their satellites have refused to par-
ticipate further in the work of the Or-
ganization. Apparently, they thought
they could maneuver the World Health
Organization into operating a great, ex-
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pensive commodity-supply program, so
that it would be furnishing powdered
milk, vitamins, and what have you to the
people in their areas as the UNICEF did
for children. And when it became clear
that WHO was sticking to technical as-
sistance, not commodity supply, they
pulled out. But there are certain med-
ical operations that UNICEF has besn
carrying on in connection with tuber-
culosis, vaccination, and other public-
health measures which should be on a
permanent basis, When we do termi-
nate the Children's Emergency Fund, be-
cause the emergency for which it was
created has ended, then these long-term
functions should be permanently under
WHO.

Mr. HARVEY. That is exactly the
thinking I am talking to the gentleman
about.

Mr. JUDD. But it is not a supply pro-
gram, it refers to the medical aspects of
it.

Mr. HARVEY. As this says, you are
going to get your feet wet. You are
going to get them wet in an action
agency. That is where you are headed
Jjust as sure as the world.

Mr. JUDD. It cannot be very large
under this ceiling established in this
resolution.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It has been the
policy of the Congress to send a com-
mittee of Representatives from the
House and Senate each year to sort of
check on this organization. Last year
we sent the gentleman from New York,
Dr. Prerrrer. This year we sent our dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Minnesota, Dr. Jupp. These peo-
ple give a first-hand report on what is
going on. In that way the Congress can
remain cognizant of what these organi-
zations are doing.

Mr. HARVEY. I am not casting as-
persions at the gentleman from Minne-
sota, Dr. Jupp, at all. Iam simply giving
the report as I saw the picture over there.

Mr. GRCSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HARVEY, 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I do not quite under-
stand what the gentleman means by an
action agency. Is that when they get
both feet in the trough and start spend-
ing billions of dollars instead of a few
million?

Mr. HARVEY. I would say that the
amount of spending as far as a United
Nations organization is concerned is not
a-measure of whether they are an action
agency or not. As fhe point was just
made, the function of the World Health
Organization is advisory, and I think it
should at the very least remain in that
capacity. But if you start vaccinating
children all cver the world, then you
become an action agency.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the gentleman
will yield further, I want to take this
occasion to compliment him and the
committee of which he is a member on
the fine and thorough job you did in
carrying on your investigation last fall,

Chairman,
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You did a splendid job, and I think we
owe you a debt of gratitude.

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. JUDD. If the gentleman will lock
down further on page 19, where he was
reading, to about the middle of the page,
he will find this also from Dr. Scheele’s
testimony:

The International Children’s kmergency
Pund is a supply organization whereas the
World Health Organization is not.

That is the erux of the matter. This
ought not to be and I am utterly opposed
to its being a supply program.

Mr. HARVEY. There is a difference
between even a supply program and an
action agency, I suggest to the gentle-
man, and I think certainly it is headed
in direction of an action agency. We
should certainly recognize the fact we
ought to be getting out of the supply
phase because we were in Warsaw in
Poland as an official committee there of
the Congress. We had been granted ad-
mission, but then when we finally ar-
rived there they would not even let us see
how they were disposing of UNESCO’s
supplies. So I never entertained the
thought that there was any thought in
the WHO organizations of continuing
the supply activity, but I do say you are
heading directly toward that very thing
that I am warning you about which is
that you are getting your feet wet as an
action agency which was never contem-
plated for WHO.

Mr, JUDD. If by the term “action
agency” the gentleman means field ac-
tivities, why of course WHO always has
contemplated and should carry on field
activities. It has two types of operations,
One is in the field. For instance, it
picked out three major problems on
which to focus its work in the field. They
are the greatest health problems in
three-fourths of the world, namely,
malaria, tuberculosis, and venereal dis-
eases. Its method of approach is not the
supplying of drugs or medicines. Rather
it sends technical experts to help indi-
vidual countries to strengthen their own
public health services so that they can
handle their own problems. Those are
field activities.

Mr. HARVEY. I will say to the
gentleman that the distinction lies in the
fact that you should be sending tech-
nical personnel over there to advise with
their medical and technical men in the
field, not to go out and do the work. That
is exactly the direction, I think, in which
you are headed.

Mr. JUDD, It isunderstood, of course,
that experts must go to the various coun-
tries. For instance, in India they have
already set up a demonstration center
where they can bring doctors and public
health officials in from the various prov-
inees to see what can be done for ve-
nereal diseases. With the discovery of

-penicillin and similar drugs it is pos-
sible to carry out rapid treatment that
can almost eliminate those diseases as
was never possible before in the long his-
tory of man. 3ut the techniques are
rather complicated and exact and only
by bringing in the local doctors and the
local health officers, can they observe
the techniques so that they can then go
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back and attack the problems in their
own areas.

- Mr. HARVEY, That comes back
again to the very thing I attempted to
try to point out to the gentleman and
explain my thinking, which is that you
are going to finally wind up doing the
program. That is just exactly the rea-
son why a great many of the people of
our country take a very dim view of
many of these organizations. They feel
we have been led far afield from the
original intent of the United Nations
Organization.

Mr. JUDD. Of cuurse the gentleman
will agree that an organization whose
budget for the whole world is only $7,-
300,000 cannot get into very extensive
operations.

Mr. HARVEY. 1 know, but under the
program you say that is just the start,
and that is exactly the complaint I am
talking about.

Mr., JUDD. No, it was understood
when we joined this organization, that
under the orderly development, which I
hope will come about, it will probably
have eventually a program on a perma-
nent basis with a budget of up to $15,000,-
000. It ought to do that much work a
year, and the United States ought to put
up for it at least the $3,000,000 this reso-
lution authorizes. But as for an exten-
sive and expensive supply program like
the Children’s Fund and UNRRA and
IRO, there is no chance of that happen-
ing unless this Congress were to vote
for if. .

Mr. HARVEY. I hope what the gen-
tleman says is true. I have wanted to
say this on the floor of the House and
to get it into the REecorp, because I
have every right to feel that WHO at
the present, if it sticks to its last, is going
to do a good job, but I believe it is headed
out into the realm of an action agency
and when it does you will see a $150,000,~
000 budget.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARVEY. I yield, .

Mr. EEATING. Which section of the
bill relates to WHO? Is it this subsec-
tion (b)? I cannot link the report up
with the bill. Hov: much is it proposed
to increase the budget for WHO?

Mr. HARVEY. May I suggest that
the gentleman direct his inguiry to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr, KEATING. Would the gentle-
man from Minnesota advise how much
they are seeking by this bill to increase
WHO?

Mr. JUDD. The ceiling would be in-
creased from $1,920,000, which is the
present ceiling, to $3,000,000. But the
annual budget which has already been
adopted by WHO would require from the
United States only about $2,500,000.
This ceiling of $3,000,000 is above WHO's
present requirements, but rather than
come back here every single year for a
change in ceiling, we provided for a rea-
sonable amount of growth and expan-
sion, a certain cushion which is particu-
larly important in health matters.

- Suppose a world-wide epidemic of in-
fluenza, were to break ouf, such as we
had at the end of World War I, the or-
ganization ought to have a certain
amount of elasticity for emergencies,
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But when the organization has only
$3,000,000 as the ceiling on the total ap-
propriation from the United States, be-
lieve me it cannot run away very much,
can it?

Mr. HARVEY. May I say in conclu-
sion I do not think it is the intention of
the Members of the Congress of the
United States to attempt to raise enough
money to make the whole world healthy.

Mr. JUDD. That is completely true,
and this resolution makes that certain.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
California [Mr. HorLirFiELp]l may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I

-wish to commend to the House House

Joint Resolution 334 which would raise
the ceiling which Public Law 843 placed
upon United States contributions to the
International Labor Organization and
certain other international organiza-
tions. I am in full support of this reso-
lution because I am a strong believer in
the principle that if, in this atomic age,
we are to attain peace in the world, one
of our major instruments for attaining
that peace is the United Nations and its
specialized agencies.

For 30 years the ILO has been carry-
ing on effective and constructive work
in the labor field. I need not emphasize
the importance of labor in the world we
live in today. We are faced with two
major tasks. First, we must raise eco-
nomic and living standards throughout
the world so that peoples everywhere
may attain at least those minimum con-
ditions which will satisfy their material
needs. Secondly, we must do everything
in our power to check expanding world
communism, These two objectives, of
course, are inseparably related because
a major bulwark against communism is
raising standards of living.

For 30 years the ILO has devoted itself
to raising standards of living. It has not
done this in the theoretical plane. It
has done it coneretely. The ILO knows
that standards of living cannot be raised
without corresponding increases in pro-
ductivity and the ILO’s program in the
fields of manpower utilization and train-
ing workers in specific skills are geared
directly to inereasing productivity,

In short, the ILO is in my opinion an
important instrument for world peace,
because the ILO is an efficient interna-
tional organization and because it is de-
voted to constructive efforts to solve those
economic problems which stand in the
way of peaceful relations between na-
tions.

House Joint Resclution 334 is designed
to remedy a major impediment to effec-
tive United States participation in the
I1L.O and other international organiza-
tions. All that it does is to raise the
limitation on United States contributions
to the ILO, FAO, WHO and certain other
international organizations. It does not
say that United States contributions to
the ILO must be more than they are
now, nor does it say what the United
States contributions to the ILO should
be. That, I submit is not related to au-
thorizing legislation. Ever since the
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ceiling limitation imposed by Public Law
842 has been in effect, our delegation to
ILO meetings have been seriously ham-
percd. The budget of the ILO and all
other international organizations is de-
termined by general democratic agree-
ment of the member countries.

This is no time for the United States
to risk compromising the efforts of in-
ternational organizations which are in
line with the objectives of our foreign
policies. The ILO is doing this. Let us
keep our friends where we have them.

(Mr. SeeLLEy asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD).

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want
to speak in support of House Joint Reso-
lution 334, which would raise this coun-
try’'s contribution to several interna-
tional agencies, among them the Inter-
national Labor Organization. TUnless
this bill is passed, we will be unable to
meet our fair share of the running ex-
penses of the ILO.

As an American and as an American
trade unionist, I am particularly inter-
ested in the ILO. Its creation in 1919
was due in large measure to the inspira-
tion of Samuel Gompers, the first pres-
ident of the AFL, whose one hundredth
anniversary we have just celebrated.

But my support of the ILO is not lim-
ited to this sentimental attachment for
its past. I have seen the ILO at work
in the present-day world and I know
that it is carrying on its job with effi-
ciency and vigor. Its job—the raising
of working and living standards through-
out the world—is one I am sure we will
all support.

I was a member of the United States
delegation to the ILO Conference in 1948,
held in San Francisco. There I saw
government, management, and labor
representatives from all over the world
working together and finally coming to
agreement on the best ways to improve
labor standards. Delegates to that con-
ference represented all the leading in-
dustrial countries of the world with the
exception of the U. 8. S. R., which is not
a member of the ILO. The political
scenes and the economic structures in
the delegates’ home countries varied
greatly, as you would imagine. Yet we
were able to agree on a number of im-
portant points.

Watching the ILO at work, I thought
that it offered the best possible medium
for real representation for the United
States.

Our Government is, of course, repre-
sented in all UN agencies, but only the
ILO provides a meeting place for our
TrEE-1a00F MOVeRiEnt ang for ous emje
ployers. In all ILO meetings the voices
of industry and labor are heard, as well
as that of government. Our system of
free enterprise is nowhere shown to bet-
ter advantage internationally than in
the councils of the ILO.

Compared to other funds which have
been voted or are contemplated by the
Congress, the money involved in this leg-
islation seems very little indeed. Yet
if we do not pass this legislation, we will
seriously cripple the ILO’s current pro-
gram.,

Before closing, I want to mention a
part of that program which is, I believe,
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of particular importance, The ILO has
been working with notable success
assisting the Marshall plan countries of
western Europe in the solution of their
manpower problems. It has given them
technical assistance in the problems of
training and retraining workers for in-
dustry and in the establishment of em-
ployment services so that the job and
worker can be brought together.

In addition to its work in western
Europe, the ILO is giving similar assist-
ance to the countries of Asia where the
need for trained workers is acute. This
activity of the ILO, which fits in so well
with the programs contemplated by the
peint 4 legislation, should be supported
and not curtailed. I therefore want to
register my wholehearted support for
House Joint Resclution 334.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleinan from New
York [Mr, JaviTs].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, this bill
seeks to raise the ceilings for certain
United Nations organizations and I favor
it as a necessary measure. I think, also,
that it is a very good place at which to
make a few observations about the
United Nations itself.

Two impressions have been sought to
be created with respect to the United
Nations.

First, that all of these activities, like
the World Health Organization, the Food
and Agricultural Organization, and the
International Labor Organization, are
little extra appendages which really did
not belong to the original conception of
the United Nations.

Second, that there is something fun-
damentally invalid about what was the
very leading point in the bipartisan for-
eign policy which saw this country
through a great world war and into
the auspicious beginning of a great
peace—bipartisanship in foreign policy
or the United Nations.

Let us understand that when we are
facing the American people today with
a $14,000,000,000 budget for defense we
have at the same time got to offer them
some feeling that we are trying to work
for peace. One of the two major hopes
that we offer them that we are trying to
work for peace is the work we do through
the United Nations. The hope we offer
to the millions and millions of free peo-
ples throughout the world, is the hope
that we offer them through these very
programs which are so lightly con-
demned here on the theory that we are
being financially bled, which seek to
improve their Iown sﬁnﬁrds of living,
their own health, a eir own agri-
cultur%,"a-.hd to keep them from Beéiiing
into that state of despair, which is the
royal road to communism.

On this guestion of being bled white
due to the cost of these programs, I
would like to say this: We had general
Marshall before us the other day in the
Foreign Affairs Committee, testifying on
the mutual defense assistance program,
which is more popularly known as “arms
for Europe.” Mr. Vorys and I jointly
handling this phase of the testimony,
asked the General to give us an estimate
of what it would mean to the budget and
to the people of the United States if the
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United States instead of being isolation-
ist, which was the old worry in the days
before World War II, should become iso-
lated by the fact that the major free
countries of the world went the Commu-
nist way. General Marshall, after some
thought and deliberation, said that in
his opinion, at the minimum it would
cost us $30,000,000,090—not $14,000,000,-
000 but $30,000,000,000—for the defense
of the United States, and, Dr, Judd re-
minds me, $20,000,000,000 this is annu-
ally—recurring each year.

Let those gentlemen who think we are
being bled white who are weighing in
the balance an addition of about $2,-
500,000 as a ceiling increase for these
organizations, which make the work of
the United Nations go round, let them
weigh the cost in terms of more military
expenditure alone of following any view
which would isolate the United States.
Let them add to that the regimentation.
We have debated here on the floor about
regimentation., Just think over the reg-
imentation of our country if we had to
have a $30,000,000,000 military establish-
ment, and if the country was girding
itself for war. Everything we are talk-
ing about today that we call regimenta-
tion would be a pale shadow by compari-
son. Add to this also the mandatory
decrease in the standard of living of all
Americans attributable to the diversion
of so much more of our preduction to
military needs.

It is extremely important that the
United Nations be maintained. It is ex-
tremely important that the free peoples
of the world, sustained by us and by the
great body of nations, shall have this
hope for peace.

I would like to tell you one specific rea-
son why. We are dealing with the Soviet
Union in a very difficult struggle between
freedom and slavery, not only for the
world’s mind but for the world’s spirit,
for its opportunities and resources, and
for the future of all people. In that
siruggle, if we should shut out the So-
viet Union and its satellites as we have
been advised to do on occasion and make
the United Nations just a social club for
our own friends, then we would be giv-
ing the Soviet Union and its satellites
the greatest vindication for their own
people that could be had. Remember
they have their own pecple that they
have to deal with every day. Because
what they are saying to their own pzople
is that we hate them—the people—that
the Western World hates them. They tell
them that the Western World intends
to attack and to subjugate and to exploit
_them. aqnd you can see how we would just
be conmieming evorytning tHap This phno
leadership in the Kremlin is telling the
200,000,000 Soviet and satellite people if
we by our own unilateral action should
eject them from the United Nations. No:
Mr. Chairman, the way to deal with the
Soviet Union is to have infinite patience,
‘We can stick it out for a lot longer than
they—we have the morale and the re-
sources to do so—and we want to stick
it out because we want peace. If we keep
our shirts on we can win; for all free peo-
ple and for those who desire freedom;
if we lose our heads we are in grave dan-
ger of losing for all.
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Mr. EEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from Montana [Mr, MANSFIELD],

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, Chairman, I.

ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Washington [Mr. JAckson]
may insert his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. JACKSON of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, House Joint Resolution 334,
which we are now considering, increases
the ceilings on United States contribu-
tions to five international organizations
of which we are members.

I have had personal experience with
one of those organizations—the Inter-
national Labor Organization. I have
had the privilege of participating in some
activity of the ILO every year since 1945,
In 1946, I had the honor of presiding over
the International Maritime Conference
in Seattle.

Based on what I have seen, I believe
that the ILO is an organization that gets
results—results which are extremely
helpful to American industry and labor,
and which probably save the United
States money in the long run—because
they help to further European recovery,
in which we are investing billions of
dollars.

I think our participation in and con-
tribution to the ILO is a good investment
for America—one that will pay good
dividends.

Take ILO’s contribution to European
recovery, as an example. One of the
great obstacles to faster recovery is the
shortage of skilled workers—which, sadly
enough, often goes along with a surplus
of unskilled workers. The committee of
European nations—the OEEC—asked
the ILO to help out. The ILO has helped
to set up training programs to help cor-
rect this situation. It has also improved
the operation of employment services
throughout Europe, so that labor can
move more easily to the places where it
is most needed. We have spent billions
of dollars trying to accomplish European
recovery. If the ILO is able to further
this objective, then I think our contribu-
tion to the ILO is an investment well
spent.

One of the fine things that comes out
of the ILO is the establishment of mini-
mum wages and standards of working
conditions. This is good for American
industry as well as for American labor.
It is good for our working people because
it helps to guarantee for them the stand-
ards they have been able to achieve.
It is good for industry as well, because
it tends to equalize costs of labor all over
the world, and eliminate disadvantageous
competition.

Now it may appear that the ILO is
nothing more than a debating society,
since in many cases its conventions are
not formally ratified by the member na-
tions. Yet these conventions do have a
noticeable effect. For example, in the
renovation of certain passenger ships
after the war, shipping companies did
pay heed to a convention passed at the
International Maritime Conference in
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Seattle in 1946, which dealt with the con-
ditions of crews’' quarters.

Even if the ILO were just a debating
society, I believe it would still have con-
siderable merit, in bringing together the
representatives of government, industry,
and labor, so that they can discuss their
common problems, and get a better idea
of what the problems of their industry
all over the world mean to them.

The United States contribution to the
ILO is considerably less than its contri-
bution to the UN itself, as well as many
of the major specialized agencies. While
we contribute up to 40 percent of the
budget of other agencies, our contribu-
tion to the ILO is only 22 percent.

Many of you may know that the ILO
has recently come under the direction of
David Morse, formerly our own Under

Secretary of Labor. Under his guidance, .

the ILO is striking out in new directions.
The present ceiling on our contribution
to the ILO does not permit it to maintain
the programs the organization is now
calling for.

I urge you to support an increase in
the ceiling on our contribution to the
ILO—for the welfare both of American
industry and American labor, and as a
good investment in our entire world
program.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Ricul.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, we have be-
fore us a joint resolution dealing with
the participation of this country in inter-
national organizations. I want to say to
the Members of the House, both Demo-
crats and Republicans, that I have come
to the coneclusion unreservedly that it is
about time for the American people to
wake up and realize just what is being
done by our Foreign Affairs Committee
and our State Department and those
who are fostering the things we are do-
ing in these international organizations
to the point that eventually we will be so
complicated in the affairs of all the na-
tions of the world that America will be
no more.

Whenever the time comes that we give
more attention and more time to looking
after foreign countries than to looking
after our own people it is about time for
the American people to wake up and look
after the Congress of the United States
and get men here who will work to save
America. I am afraid that the com-
plications you are getting us into will
eventually wreck us, as the money you
are taking from the American taxpayers
to look after foreign countries has about
reached its zenith, I just looked at a
comparison between this country and
Great Britain. Great Britain is in the
black; the United States is in the red.
The United States budget for 1950 is sub-
stantially this: Receipts, $36,600,000,000;
expenditures, $42,000,000,000; deficit,
$5,400,000,000, but it will go beyond that;
it will be closer to $7,000,000,000 deficit.
Look at Greatf Britain, Their budget for
1850 is: Receipts, $11,000,000,000; ex-
penditures, $5,500,000,009; a balance in
the treasury of a billion and a half; yet
you Members of this Congress are giving
socialized Great Britain more than a bil-
lion and a half of our own money, stick-
ing up your own American taxpayers and

" a lot of these appropriations.
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asking them to go down in their pockets
to raise that money. If that is not down-
right foolishness then I do not know
what is. It is time you woke up; it is
time the American taxpayers woke up.
Before it is too late.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RICH. I yield.

Mr., HOFFMAN of Michigan., Why
are you looking at me and the rest of
the fellows on this side? We are not
doing any such thing.

Mr. RICH. Well, you fellows who are
voting right like the gentleman from
Michigan need not worry. Look at the
record of some of the Members—they
are the fellows I am falking about,

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Look
over there on the other side.

Mr. RICH. Well, I am looking over
there; and I want the people of this
country to know, too, their voting rec-
ord—they are selling America short. I
do not care whether you are a Democrat
or & Republican. If you are going to
pass this legislation—there are a few
Republicans doing too much of this to
suit me. I want them to get their just
dues. I am not here to talk as a Demo-
crat or Republican; I want to talk as an
American, When the time comes that
I do not want to be an American then
I shall get out of the United States, I
shall be ready to go to heaven or to some
place else, but I am going to stay here
and fight as long as there is any fight
left. I shall fight for American liberty,
freedom, and solvency.

Everything is hopeless unless we stop
Beware of
foreign entanglements.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-

pired. :
All time has expired. The Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, ete., That the followlng laws of
the United States are hereby amended in the
following particulars:

(a) Public Resolution 31, Seventieth Con=
gress, is revised to read as follows:

“That in order to meet the obligations of
the United States as a member of the Amer-
ican International Institute for the Protec-
tion of Childhood, there are hereby suthor-
ized to be appropriated to the Department of
State—

“(a) the sum of $24,000 for payment by
the United States of its assessed annual
contributions for the period beginning July
1, 1946, and extending through the fiscal
year expiring June 30, 1949; and

“(b) such sums, not to exceed $10,000 an=
nually, as may be required thereafter for
the payment by the United States of its
share of the expenses of the Institute, as
apportioned in accordance with the stat=
utes of the Institute.”

(b) Public Law 174, Seventy-ninth Con=-
gress, is amended by striking out the figure
*21,250,000" in section 2 thereof and insert=
ing in lieu thereof the figure “$2,000,000.”

(¢) Public Law 403, Eightieth Congress,
is amended by striking out the figure “$20,~
000" in subsection (a) of section 3 thereof
and inserting in leu thereof the figure
*“$75,000."

(d) Public Law 643, Eightieth Congress,
is hereby amended:

(1) By striking out the words *“There is
hereby authorized to be appropriated an=
nually to the Department of State” in sec=
tion 3 thereof and inserting in lieu thereof
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the words “There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated to the Department of State
for contribution to the working capital fund
of the organization the sum of $560,000 and
as annual appropriations the following™; and

(2) By striking out the figure “$1,920,000"
in subsection (a) of section 3 thereof and
inserting in lieu thereof the figure “$3,000,-
000.”

(e) Public Law 843, Eightieth Congress, is
hereby amended:

(1) By striking out the figure “$1,091,-
739" in subsection (a) of section 2 thereof
and inserting in lieu thereof the fgure
““$1,750,000";

(2) By striking out the words “article 13
(c)” in section (a) of section 2 thereof and
inserting in lieu thereof the words “article
13 (2) (c) and 13 (3)'; and

(3) By striking out the words “not to ex-
ceed 895,000 per annum” -in subsection (b)
of sectlon 2 thereof.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. MTr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, before we vote upon this
piece of legislation we ought to under-
stand that while this resolution affects
only five international organizations we
presently contribute to 48 international
organizations. You will find them named
on pages 25 and 26 of House Report. No.
1257 of the Eighty-first Congress, first
session.

The total amount that we are con-
tributing to these 48 organizations is
$128,734,489, which amounted to 47.23
percent of the total amount of the ap-
propriations. While it is true we are
asked here in this bill for additional
money for five separate international or-
ganizations the over-all increase will be
about $2,500,000.

I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, as to
how many of these international organi-
zations we might well belong to and
whether these other countries should not
now carry a larger percentage of the
amount of money involved. Our country
has a larger debt than all the other
countries put together, some $260,000,-
000,000. Our money is being diluted
and polluted to the point where the dol-
lar is worth less and less as time goes
by.

The European nations who participate
in these organizations fo an extent of
. less than 50 percent are recovering their
economy. Why should they not be called
upon to contribute a larger percentage to
the operation of these groups? In fact,
I feel this way: That many of these
organizations could be dispensed with,
While I am in sympathy with the pur-
poses of the World Health Organization,
I think its objectives are good. I know
this: That when once these agencies are
set up they go far beyond the purposes
for which they were first created. They
become an expanding bureaucracy.
They will expand in this organization
to vaccinate all the peoples of the world,
if they could, and I would be for it if
we could afford it. But, my colleagues,
we cannot afford all these things, no
matter how good they are. About 10
Years ago we entered upon a program
of vaceinating the children of the United
States against smallpox, dyphtheria, and
typhoid fever; and I am for it; I think
that is where we really should start, be-
cause we have several millions that are
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still unprotected in these United States,
But here we have an organization which
takes in all of the peoples of the world.
Well, we just cannot afford it. This
country is broke, and it seems to me,
while we may have some obligation to
perform in going on and continuing
them as is for a little while longer, the
appropriation to them should not be in-
creased, In faet, I think there ought to
be a careful review of the 48 interna-
tional agencies that we now support.
Oh, yes; somebody said some of them
were temporary agencies., I guess orig-
inally they were temporary, but they soon
become permanent. You might be sur-
prised to read the names of some of these
organizations. There are 48 interna-
tional organizations that we are bolster-
ing up with the taxpayers’ money. It
amounts to more than $128,000,000. The
committee say, “Now we come along with
these five groups; let us give them some
more money to enlarge their activities.”
I think it is time to shave these off, to
cut them down, and not expand them.

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to

the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. CLEVENGER. I might say to the
gentleman from Nebraska that there are
some 250 of these international organ-
izations altogether. I think the hear-
ings for State, Justice, and Commerce
show that some 100 or 101 are author-
ized to have meetings during the fiscal
year 1950, and that the check for the
expenses of these will be somewhere
around $1,650,000. These four or five
mentioned here are just a few of them,
There are about 250 of them altogether.
I put the names in the ReEcorp 2 years
ago. 1 ;

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman. I noticed on pages 25
and 26 at least 48 are listed to which we
make contribution. They always get a
disease called ‘“meetitis.” They meet
ever so often to discuss their problems,
and that all costs money. I hope the
House will reject these increases and
take definite steps to cut the others
down. ;

Mr. TABER. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, here we go again; the
circus is on. Are we going to spend more
money or are we going to use a little
sense? According to this report, as the

gentleman from Nebraska just told you, .

we are spending $128,000,000 a year on
these foreign organizations. As I un-
derstand from the hearings, the people
who went through the appropriation bill

said that most of those items should be .

cut in half. I wonder if that is not cor-
rect. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
CLEVENGER] was on that committee, Is
that not correct, that most of these or-
ganization expenses could be cut in half
without hurting them much?

Mr. CLEVENGER. I should think so,
and I would like to go further than that
and say that I think the number might
be reduced from about 250 to 50 and
the others entirely dispensed with.

Mr, TABER. And then you would
really be operating the Government on
a progressive basis instead of a reac-
tionary basis running further behind.
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I want to
qualify my statement, to the effect that
these 48 organizations are not all the
international organizations; they are the
ones operating under the United Na-
tions Organization.

Mr. TABER. Yes; but there are a
lot of others besides those.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. About 100
more,

Mr. TABER. Yes.

We can go ahead and zuthorize in-
creased expenditures that the State De-
partment will work out and build up
when it comes before the Budget and the
Appropriations Committee to implement
the authorizations, If we start in and
open the door and add to the amount
that can be appropriated instead of re-
ducing it the way we should, we are just
going to be getting more and more in
trouble and in deeper and deeper. I hope
the Members of the House will not vote
for any more bills increasing authoriza-
tions, or we will absolutely break the
United States. Is it not time for us to
have a sense of responsibility, for us to
feel a responsibility to the people back
home to treat them honestly, to treat
them fairly, and not try to build up an
enormous expense here all the time?
Would it not be nice if some committee
could someday bring in a bill which
would reduce authorizations instead of
increase them all the time?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? :

Mr. TABER, I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. May I commend the
gentleman from New York on his state-
ment? Let me also observe that a mo-
ment ago the gentleman from Nebraska,
spoke of $260,000,000,000 of Federal debt.
He might well have added to that $17,-
000,000,000 of municipal debt in this
gog?tly and $4,000,000,000-plus of State

ebt,

Mr. TABER. We can owe money, but
unless the owing of that money and the
paying of interest upon it makes enough
of an impression upon the people of the
United States so that they demand that
we treat them honestly and fairly and
stop fooling away their money, it is just
too bad.

Mr.. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s yielding, to allow me to make clear
for the record that.of these 48 organiza-
tions to which we give a total of $128,-
000,000 a year, $104,000,000 of the $128,-
000,000 goes to the three expensive relief
operations which are temporary. The
other 45 to which we make annual con-
tributions have to do with regulation of
shipping and lighthouses and interna-
tional postal union and allocation of air
waves and civil aviation, and other
organizations to which we must belong if
we are to have trade and commerce with
the rest of the world. Our contributions
to those 45 are less than $25,000,000 per
year, so I do not believe that it can be
said that we are squandering money like
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a drunken sailor when we aregiving only
$25,000,000 a year to the 45 international
crganizations which are essential if we
are to have orderly relations with the
rest of the world.

Mr. TABER. A great lot of those
organizations can and should function
on very small amounts of money, and
most of them are already very well pro-
vided for.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me it would
be a good idea to get our sights fixed
right, let us not strain at gnats and
swallow camels.

Our committee staff has gotten to-
gether, on page 25 of our report, an offi-
cial list of interna‘ional organizations so
we can get a look at them. These are
the ones covered by appropriations made
or allocated to the Department of State.
There are about 48 of them. They
amount to about $128,000,000, of which
$104,00€,000 is for temporary United
Nations organizations.

Our percentages on all 48 vary from
72.13 percent to the Pan American
Union, the highest, as I see it, down to
2.04 percent for the Central Bureau for
the International Map of the World on
the millionth scale, an organization for
which our annual contribution is $50.

Look over this list. There are many of
them that are outside the United Na-
tions. There are 10 connected with the
Western Hemisphere. There are 8 tem-
porary ones outside the United Nations
group. There are 17 others that are
mostly scientific or technical in char-
acter. They are extremely worth while,

When we entered the United Nations
we thought it was going to bring a peace-
ful world. The United Nations and its
subsidiaries in this list cost about
$22,000,000. If we could double or treble
our contributions to the United Nations
and get a little peace so that we would
not have to spend $15,000,000,000 a year
for arms and another billion dollars a
vear for arms aid, and further billions of
dollars for economic aid for our own
security, we would be making money fast,
and we could reduce our budgets here
at home.

But as we consider this particular bill
I point out to you that the amount of
increase involved is less than a million
dollars for the current year, as far as
appropriations are concerned. Three of
the organizations involved are United
Nations organizations and subsidiaries.
One has to do with our inter-American
relations and one has to do with our re-
sponsibilities in the South Pacific.
Those are pretty legitimate organizations
for us to support.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. What is the organi-
zation in subparagraph (b), on page 2,
where the maximum is raised from
$1,250,000 to $2,000,0007

Mr, VORYS. That is the FAO.

Mr, EEATING. Then what is the one
on page 3, subparagraph (e) 1? That is
the one where the maximum is raised
from $1,091,000 to $1,750,000.
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Mr. VORYS. That is the ILO, the
International Labor Organization.

Mr. KEATING., What do they do?

Mr. VORYS. The International Labor
Organization was started in 1919 as a
League of Nations organization. It car-
ries on investigations for improved labor
standards all over the world. None of
their recommendations are adopted, ex-

~cept by constitutional action of the 60

member countries individually. The
representation in that Organization con-
sists of two members of government, one
of management, and one of labor for
each delegation. One of the things they
are going to take on very shortly under
the United Nations is an investigation of
the Russian slave-labor camps, an in-
vestigation which will reveal to the world
labor conditions which I think will dim
the enthusiasm of some of those who are
wavering toward the Communist way of
life. That is one of the things this Or-
ganization does.

Mr. EEATING. Can they do that
against the opposition of Russia?

Mr, VORYS. They will have to do the
best they can. Since the WFTU, the
Communist-front labor organization, has
been shown up, Russia and her satellites
have not keen participating in the ILO.
But the ILO is an official United Nations
organization and is in a position to go
ahead with that investigation.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. In connection
with the item the gentleman is speaking
of, the last item strikes out the figures
of $25,000 per annum. The effect of that
is to lift entirely any restriction on the
authorization for that item. May I ask
the gentleman to explain why such an
unprecedented provision is contained in
this bill as to take off all limitation on
the appropriation?

Mr. VORYS. The proposed ceiling for
ILO contributions is $1,750,000.

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman is re-
ferring to the last paragraph where the
words “not to exceed $95,000 per annum”’
are stricken out.

Mr. VORYS. That was the former
limitation, as I understand it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr, JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? :

Mr. VORYS. I yield to the gentleman

from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. That $95,000 is a limita-
tion in existing law on the amount that
the United States may spend in sending
delegates to conventions or in its own
actual participation in the work of the
Organization. Removing it does not re-
move the limitation on the United States
contribution to the ILO.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. The question
I would like to have answered is why
your committee should recommend the

- another,
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unprecedented thing of taking the limit
off of ar appropriation entirely.

Mr, VORYS. Th= limit was not taken
off for contributions.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Then there
is something the matter with your lan-

guage.
Mr, VORYS. It was raised from
$95,000 to $1,750,000. In each case there

has been a legislative ceiling put on for
each of those organizations.

Mr. JUDD. If the gentleman from
Virginia will look at the last paragraph
on page 24, the action is explained.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am looking
at page 29, where the matter is set out
under the Ramseyer rule, which shows
the change in the law:

Such additional sums, not to exceed $985,000
per annum, as may be necessary to pay the
expenses incident to pa.rticlpat,ion b}' the
United States in the activities of the or=-
ganization—

And so forth. When you strike out
$95,000, it then reads:

Such additional sums as may be necessary
to pay the expenses—

And so forth. So you entirely take
the lid off. I want to know why the un-
precedented thing of taking the lid off
of an appropriation.

Mr. JUDD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VORYS. I yield.

. Mr. JUDD. As that paragraph in our
report says:

The existing law also sets a limit of 895,000
on the annual cost of United States partici-
pation in the International Labor Organiza-
tion; this is the only organization for which
this type of limitation has been set.

Then it continues:

The sum has proved inadequate for proper
representation at all International Labor Or=
ganization meetings. Expenses of travel are
paid not only for United States Government
representatives but also for employer and
worker representatives. The increase in
technical committeé meetings, the sched-
uling of some meetings in the Far East, as
well as in Europe and the Western Hemis-
phere, and otheér unpredictable factors make
an estimable annual cost impossible, An
additional factor, not taken into account at
the time this limit was: set, is the charge
made by the FBI for its investigation of
personnel connected with United States par-
ticipation.

It was felt that the value derived from
holding meetings in various parts of the
world, rather than all in Geneva, more
than offsat the additional money required
for such purposes.

‘Mr. VORYE. The limitation has been
removed from one place and ‘put in
It has been increased; but-in
my judement the limitation is similar
for each of these organizations,

Now, I want to get a minute or so to
say something on my own account,

I am happy to answer such questions
as I can, but one thing I wanted to say
was this: that the members of the For-
eign Affairs Commitiee of the House
have to stand for a great deal on this
floor. There are not many votes in
being on Foreign Affairs, because we do
not authorize appropriations for par-
ticular districts or local interests or
pressure groups. However, I want to say
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that, insofar as I know, none of the
members of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee ever recommended any authori-
zations that they felt were not in the
interest of this country. I get sick and
tired of having members of our commit-
tee who labor on these matters, involv-
ing our national security and the na-
tional interest of our country, criticized
as if we were some sort of aliens and
were 'unpatriotic. As far as economy is
concerned, you have heard today what
it would cost to carry out the recom-
mendations that some have made here;
that we pick up our marbles all over the
world and come home and not spend a
dime for these international organiza-
tions, and stop doing what we are doing
in Japan, Germany, and Europe. Do
you know what that would cost? The
figure came from the former Chief of
Staff who handled a rather successful
war. Certainly he ought to know some-
thing about it. His estimate is that it
would cost $30,000,000,000 a year for
military expenditures if we try to stand
alone against Russia, Now some of you
economy experts who think that we can
save money ultimately by cutting out our
participation in world affairs better look
around and try and face your own re-
sponsibility when you criticize the pa-
triotism of those of us who are trying
for both peace and economy.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word; not only the
last word, but the whole bill.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio made the statement that we should
get our sights fixed right. I think thatis
the watchword right here now: Get your
sights fixed right. But I am not looking
through the same sights as the gentle-
man from Ohio.

I am interested in trying to help for-
eign countries in a manner that is com-
mensurate with our ability to help them.
I want to help anybody; I have not any-
thing against anybody either in the
House or anywhere in the world; I do
not hold any animosity. But I know
that there are some things we can do and
some things we cannot do. I do not be-
lieve in the way the gentleman from
Ohio wants to handle the affairs of this
Nation. Here we are a country of 150,-
000,000 people in a world of 2,400,000,000.
Looking at this report and studying it
you find that the committee through
these various organizations wants the
150,000,000 people of America to carry
the load of the 2,400,000,000 people of
the world. I say it just cannot be done.
It is foolish to think so.

Let me show you the percentages of the
cost of some of these organizations that
they expect us to carry: 39.89; 25; 38.79;
45.57; 7T2; 54.35; 51; 47; T2—these are
percentages—the lion’s share. I can
go on down the line and show you that
this 150,000,000 people are carrying the
elephant’s load for the whole world.
How do you think we can do it? We are
running in the red $7,000,000,000 a year,
yet some of these other countries have
balanced budgets and a surplus in the
treasury. Still you come in and ask the
American taxpayers to carry the load.
There is something wrong in the upper
story of your anatomy when you think
that way.
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Iremember when we started the United
Nations. I was for the United Nations,
but I predicted that the United Nations
would fail when they refused to open
their session with prayer; and you ad-
mit that they have failed. ¥You then
went into the Brettor. Woods agreement
and you lauded the Bretton Woods
Agreement and the wonderful things it
would do for people, how we would make
loans, and all that. Instead of making
loans to other countries you are out now
making them gifts. Your whole intent
and effort is to give something away that
belongs to the American people. You
do not think of trying to do the things
that can be done on a good, sound busi-
ness basis, but you run around the world
giving America away. Then you came
in here with the Dumbarton Oaks Con-
ference, and how you lauded the Dum-
barton Oaks Agreement and how it was
going to do a great deal for the world.
You want this country to run the affairs
of all the other countries. You meddle
in their affairs too much to suit-me. I
want to say to you that when this is
all over and you stop giving money to
these foreign countries because you can
no longer give when you are broke, they
will all turn against you, turn on you,
and you will wonder who is your friend.

The gentleman from Ohio makes the
statement that it is going to cost $30,-
000,000,000 to fix up our Armed Forces
because we do not go in and take the
lion’s share of all these organizations.
I do not agree with him. He is on the
wrong road to peace. I think that you
are entirely wrong when you appropriate
$15,000,000,000 a year for our Armed
Forces, when you spend a billion and
a half dollars and more in foreign coun-
tries to arm those countries right under
Stalin’s nose. Suppose Stalin should
come over here and arm Mexico and
Cuba. You would rise up in holy horror
and say: “That is no way to get peace.”
It is no way to get peace when we arm
all of the countries of the world. ¥You
are only building up an organization
here for war, and every one of you knows
it. There is not one of you who does
not believe that. If you do not, you want
to go to a psychiatrist to look you over.

If you prepare for war, you generally
get war. If we used our good offices
to try to settle our differences by peace-
ful means, by arbitration and concilia-
tion, we could no doubt prevent war.
We would save our country and our boys.
What was gained by World War II?
Happiness? Peace? Good will? No;
nothing but distrust, discontent, disillu-
sion, debt, destruction, and death. Let
there never be another war.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the requi-
site number of words.

THE RESULT OF INTERNATIONALISM

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. Vorys] generated a little heat.
Apparently he does not like some of us
who disagree with this foreign policy
which we have been following for lo, all
these many years. Of course, that is his
privilege as it is also his privilege to
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express his opinion, not only of our ideas
but of us personally.

The gentleman spoke about the United
Nations. What has the United Nations
accomplished to date? What has the
head of the United Nations bheen doing
recently? He has been in Russia trying
to compromise with, and conciliate Joe
Stalin. Since the day in 1933 the United
States recognized the Russian Govern-
ment we have been in trouble.

Our foreign policy over the years has
involved us in two wars. I ask you now,
what have we won? I remember very
well when we were told that the British
Navy was our defense. There is now
no British Navy.

We are now told our first line of de-
fense is in Europe—but under Acheson
we need some in the East—in China.

What about this armament program
that the gentleman from Ohio talks about
and this foreign policy of ours, giving to
all the other nations on the theory that
they will help us in time of war? Does
the gentleman deep down in his heart
believe any one of those nations which
is receiving our money, our military aid,
will help us if war comes? I wonder
whether the gentleman, I repeat, deep
down in his heart honestly and sincerely
believes any one of them would go to
war and fight if the United States and
Russia. became involved. There have
been plenty of statements in the press
from informed sources that if war with
Russia came we would have to fight it
alone.

He talks about the cost of defense.
How does anyone know it will cost
$30,000,000,000? I do not know where
he got that figure, Nor has he any as-
surance thaft our foreign policy will pre-
vent war, give us peace.

Do you know how much World War I
cost us, not in money or property, for I
care not so much about that? We can
recover from sa financial depression.
But how much did it cost us in suffering,
in blood, in the death of young men and
women?

What did World War II cost us in the
same terms? Have you ever figured it
out? What will be our future bill for
the veterans we are under deepest obliga-
tion to aid?

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania
asked, how long do you think 150 or 160
million people can support the rest of
the world? The gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. Juop] told us here earlier
in the day that the debt we have now
amounts to about $1,700 for each man,
woman, and child. Has anyone told us
how many men, women, and children
cannot, will not, pay-1 cent of that debt
and what- the proportion is that the
workers of America, those of us who have
earned a dollar, who have saved a dollar,
who have earned dollars by getting down
in the dirt or working in the factcry,
mill, or mine, must pay?

I get tired, too, sometimes. I can
take criticism and the gentleman should
_t.a_ke it. The man who cannot take erit-
icism should get out of Congress. He
has no business here, because that is
what our lot will always be. How much
money now, I ask, have all these advo-
cates of this giving or spending taken
from our people who work? How much
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have those people earned by honest labor,
their sweat, their callouses on their
hands? How much? Altogether too
many of them have calluses from loai-
ing in swivel leather-cushioned chairs in
air-cooled offices. They can sit around
and tell people how to spend their money,
and they can aid in giving away the
hard-earned dollars of our people, but
they did very little either to create
wealth or to practice thrift. What have
we got now out of the policy we have
been following? What is the present
situation? Five years after the second
World War ended, after the fighting
ended, what have we? Have we liberty
and freedom in America? Oh, no. They
are clamping down even on the Mem-
bers of Congress trying to restrict their
rights to express their opinions given to
them under the Constitution. What
have we accomplished abroad? Is there
peace in the world? Our young men
and our young women and the people
working at home won the war. The pol-
iticians and the American internation-
alists lost the peace and the victory won
through suffering and death. What
have we now? A national debt about to
bankrupt us and the threat of another
war. That is the result of your foreign
policy, of the policy of the interna-
tionalists—not of the isolationists.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Mr. JUDD. Mr, Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr., JUDD. I understand that this
concludes debate on the resolution and
the vote will be put over until tomor-
TOW,

The CHAIRMAN. That will be deter-
mined in the House. The Chairman has
no information as to that.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I
may say that the understanding is, as
far as I know, there will be no vote
today. The majority leader was obliged
to go to the White House for a confer-
ence.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and

the Speaker having resumed the chair, -

Mr., HorrrieLp, 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 resolution (H. J. Res. 334) to amend
certain laws providing for membership
and participation by the United States
in certain international organizations,
pursuant to House Resolution 350, he
reported the resolution back to the
House.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.
" Mr. MANSFIELD. M7 Speaker, ¥ ask
unanimous consent that the further con-
sideration of House Joint Resolution 334
be postponed until tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mon-
tana?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.
a parliamentary inquiry?

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is my un-
derstanding that under the unanimous-
consent request made by the gentleman

Mr, Speaker,
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from Montana, this measure will be the
first order of business tomorrow,

The SPEAKER. That is correct.

Mr. KEE, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have five legislative days in which to ex-
tend their remarks on House Joint Reso-
lution 334,

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

There was no objection,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr, PERKINS (at the request of Mr.
CHELF) was given permission to extend
his remarks.

Mr. BOYKIN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks.

Mr. O'SULLIVAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include extraneous maftter.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in two instances and include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. JENISON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

SPECIAL ORDER

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HoFrFmaN] is recognized
for 20 minutes.

(Mr. HorFman of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include newspaper
comments and other documents.)

FREE SPEECH, A FREE PRESS, THE RIGHT
TO PETITION, OR THE GAG AND A DIC-
TATOR :

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, the liberty of the citizen, the
security of the Nation, cannot be pre-
served if freedom of speech, a free press,
the right to petition the Congress, is
denied or impaired.

The representative, republican form
of Government which was given us by
the founding fathers in the Declara-
tion of Independence, the Constitution
and the Bill of Rights, cannot exist if
a President or a political party or one
branch of the Federal Government can
by either force or through fear stifle
criticism.

Equally true is it that the freedom
of the citizen, the security of the Re-
public, can be undermined and destroyed
through the influence of secret, power-
ful, continuous propaganda, the result
of which is to destroy the effectiveness
of legislation.

Hence it was that the Congress,
alamed by the fepr that pressyre
groups, through propaganda, were ex-
erting a strong and improper effect upon
the legislative process, enacted the Fed-
eral Regulation of Lobbying Act—title
III of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, Public 601 of the Seventy-ninth
Congress, August 2, 1946, chapter 753,
title 3, section 303; Sixtieth Statutes,
page 840; Second United States Code,
chapter 8, section 261.

REGULATION OF LOBBYING ACT DOES NOT
DEFINE LOBBYING

Strange as it may seem, the act does

not define lobbying,

9025

It provides for the keeping of detailed
accounts of contributions made for the
-purpose of lobbying.

The act provides for the filing with
the Clerk of the House, between the
first and tenth day of each calendar
quarter, of a statement containing de-
tailed information of the activities of
the lobbyist.

Section 307, being section 266 of title
2 of the code, designates the persons
to whom the lobbying act is applicable
as follows:

THE Act PUuNISHES ANYONE WHo COLLECTS OR
RECzIVES MoNEY OR VALUABLE THING IN AN
ATTEMPT To INFLUENCE LEGISLATION
Bec. 266. Persons to whom chapter is ap-

plicable:

The provisions of this chapter shall apply
to any person (except a political commit-
tee as defined in chapter 8 of this title, and
duly organized State or local committees of
a political party), who by himself, or through
any agent or employee or other persons in
any manner whatsoever, directly or indi-
rectly, solicits, collects, or receives money or
any other thing of value to be used princi-
pally to aid, or the principal purpose of
which person is to aid, in the accomplish-
ment of any of the following purposes:

(a) The passage or defeat of any legisla-
tion by the Congress of the United States.

(b) To influence, directly or indirectly, the
passage or defeat of any legislation by the
Congress of the United States. (Aug. 2,
1946, ch. 753, title III, sec. 307, 60 Stat. 841.)

The succeeding section, section 308,
being section 267 of title 2 of the code,
requiring the registration of lobbyists
with the Secretary of the Senate and
Clerk of the House, provides that—

Sec. 267. (a) Any person who shall en-
gage himself for pay or for any consideration
for the purpose of attempting to influence
the passage or defeat of any legislation by
the Congress of the United States shall, be-
fore doing anything in furtherance of such
object, register with the Clerk of the House
of Representatives and the Secretary of the
Senate and shall give to those officers in
writing and under oath, his name and busi-
ness address, the name and address of the
person by whom he is employed, and in whose
inierest he appears or works, the duration of
such employment, how much he is paid and
is to receive, by whom he is paid or is to be
paid, how much he is to be pald for ex-
penses, and what expenses are to be included.
Each such person so registering shall, be-
tween the 1st and 10th day of each calendar
quarter, so long as his activity continues,
file with the Clerk, and Secretary a detalled
report under oath of all money received and
expended by him during the preceding cal-
endar quarter in carrying on his work; to
whom paid; for what purposes; and the
names of any papers, periodicals, magazines,
or other publications in which he has caused
to be published any articles or editorials;
and the proposed legislation he is employed
T ennorh GF QADOSS: BLe bacTioAS Ui Vil
section shall not apply to any person who
merely appears before a comimittee of the
Congress of the United States in support of
or opposition to legislation; nor to any public
official acting in his cfficial capacity; nor in
the case of any newspaper or other regularly
published periodical (including any indi-
vidual who owns, publishes, or is employed by
any such newspaper or periodical) which in
the ordinary course of business publishes
news items, editorials, or other comments,
or paid advertisements, which directly or in-
directly urge the passage or defeat of legls-
lation, if such newspaper, periodical, or in-
dividual, engages in no further or other
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activities in connection with the passage or
defeat of such legislation, other than to ap-
pear before a committee of the Congress of
the United States in support of or in opposi~
tion to such legislation,

Section 311, being section 270 of title
2 of the code, exempts from the Lobby-
ing Act the practices and activities which
are regulated by the Federal Corrupt
Practices Act—Second United States
Code, chapter 8, section 241,

DISCUSSION OF THE LOBEYING ACT IN YALE LAW
JOURNAL

Discussions of the Lobbying Act will
be found in the January 1947 issue of
the Yale Law Journal, volume 56:

In a world in which the center of political
gravity is shifting from legislature to execu-
tive the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 represents an attempt by Congress
to reassess and strengthen its position as
an integral part of representative govern-
ment., Congress has recognized the need
for reorganizing and streamlining the deci-
slon-making process if it is to recapture
its position as the dominant policy deter=-
mining branch of Government. Reforma-
tion of the standing committees, increased
use of governmental experts, higher salaries
for Members, prohibition of private legis-
lation, regulation of lobbying activities are
all methods of improving the intelligence
function of Government so as to increase
the probability of rational legislative de-
cision.

The provisions of the act which regulate
lobbying are, therefore, to be regarded as
one element in a larger scheme to improve
present political processes. Democratic
political theory assumes that rational deci-
sion can best be reached after hearing and
evaluating the interests of the component
members of soclety. ‘These interests are
in theory expressed by individuals through
the medium of their elected representatives
in the legislature. Election of these repre-
sentatives on a geographical basis overlooks
the fact that individuals identify their inter-
ests not only with a State or political sub-
division, but more importantly with a busi-
ness, economic, social, or fraternal group.
Technological advances in communications
and transportation have facllitated group
interests which are no longer confined within
political boundaries. The fallure of the
Constitution to provide for group representa-
tion, the decline of the political party as
a prompter of opinion and policy, the intru-
sion »f government into virtually all fields of
econor~ie activity, and the increasing com-
plexity of modern legislative problems have
led to the development of a powerfiil extra-
legal machinery for achieving group aims.
Today legislation is the result of a compio-
mise between these conflicting group In-
terests, but survival of geographical repre-
sentation largely obscures the functional
basis for legislative action.

Two groups have advanced remedies de-
signed to reconcile the existing fact situation
with political theory. The first seeks a means
by which group interests can be fitted into
the formal pattern of government, a system
of functional répresentation as a substitute
for, or supplement to, existing political in-
stitutions. On the other hand, a second
group regards the problem of representa-
tion as subordinate to a rationalization of the
whole legislative process. Their emphasis
is upon administrative efficlency, extension
of Federal research and information serv-
ices, increased governmental planning, and
bringing lobbying activities into the open.
It is this view which Congress has espoused
in the Reorganization Act.

! Publie Law 601, 79th Cong., 2d sess. (Aug.
2, 1046), title ITI,
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THE PROBLEM

If lobbying is defined in its broadest terms
as an attempt by individuals or groups to
influence governmental decision, it is ap-
parent that in some form it inheres in all
government. American history is full of
examples of legislation passed at the instance
of and for the benefit of special interests.
But lobbying today is both qualitatively
and quantitatively a different problem from
lobbying in the past. Whereas the old-style
lobby, confined almost entirely to repre-
sentatives of business interests, operated
secretly and depended for its success upon
personal solicitation of legislators, often ac-
companied by corruption; such methods are
largely obsolete today. Modern lobbyists,
or legislative agents, act on behalf of almost
every conceivable business, economic, and
social group, generally operated openly and
frankly, and rely upon public opinion, real
or stimulated, through judicious use of pub~
licity and propaganda, to compel legislative
action, * ¢+ =

Pressure groups with large memberships
are an effective threat to an elective office-
holder through the votes they control and
the large segment of public opinion they
represent; those with a smaller popular base
can secure legislative consideration of their
proposals only by stimulating or feigning
public approbation.

Legislative investigations aimed at disclos-
ing the extent of lobbying practices bear
striking testimony to the effectiveness of
utilization of mass channels of propaganda
provided by the newspaper, the radlo, the
school, the theater, and the church. Pres-
sure can be brought on legislators by pub-
licity campaigns designed to prompt con-
stituents, within or without the pressure
group, to bring influence to bear by writing
letters or sending telegrams, at election
dates, candidates, regardless of party affilia-
tion, considered favorably disposed toward
group interests can be supported by the or-
ganlzation; or public opinion can be skill-
fully molded to Identify the public
interest with legislation favored by the
group: . & = ]

Even if no practical or constitutional diffi-
culties were encountered, few observers to-
day would advocate the abolition of pressure
groups or forbid the activitles of lobbyists.
In addition to providing an unofficial form of
functional representation, pressure-group ac-
tivitles which publicize the legislative proc-
ess, focus attention upon the voting records
of Congressmen, and keep the public in-
formed as to the content and significance
of legislative proposals are desirable in a
democracy. The expert analysis of bills
made by the competent lobbyist before con-
gressional committees, and the link he pro-
vides between législators and a large seg-
ment of the public, may well improve the
quality of legislative decision. While the
larger and more cohesive the interest repte-
sented the more justification can be found
for its activities, it remains true that the
smallest minority has a right to be heard.
It is hopeless to classify lobbies in terms of
“good” or “bad,” i. e., those which concern
themselves with what they conceive to be
the public welfare and those which work
for the direct interests, usually economie, of
their membership. 'All lobbies identify their
interests with those of the general public and
may, in particular situations, be justified in
doing so, The danger to rational legislative
decision lles not from hearing the claims of
organized groups, but from inabllity to de-
termine when those claims legitimately rep-
resent the welfare of the general publiec.
This difficulty stems from the ignorance of
legislators amidst the growing complexity
of governmental functions, the unequal
power of pressure groups, and the abuses
which have survived the old lobby or arisen
in the new lobby.
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The evils disclosed by legislative investl-
gations of lobbying fall roughly into two
categories: (1) Activities which leave the
public and legislators with inadequate or
unbalanced information on which to make
decisions; and (2) activities which coerce or
corrupt legislators.

Pressure-group propaganda almed pri-
marily at influencing the public is often
characterized by misrepresentation or dis-
tortion of fact, made more effective by con-
cealment of source. When the source of a
statement is undisclosed, or appears non-
partisan, legislators and the publie, ignorant
of motivation, cannot evaluate possible bias.
Special interests have often created a fa-
vorable climate of opinion by such guestion-
able practices as controlling newspaper edi-
torial policy by placement or withdrawal of
advertising; sending “canned copy” to coun-
try presses; hiring radio commentators and
columnists to express favorable views, edu-
cators to write textbooks, and speakers to
address clubs, schools, and churches without
revelation of the contract of employment.

While most lobbyists openly admit their
affillations, many are prone to exaggerate the
size and cohesion of their membership and
sometimes work for interests other than
those they claim to represent. Oftentimes
one group will serve as a “front” for another,
disguising the partisan nature of the views
it advocates, some lobbies of this type exist
on paper only. The forces of group opinion
can be magnified by instigation of letters,
telegrams, and phone calls to Congressmen
which, though the sole creation of a special
interest group, create a false impression of
opinion in the legislator's home district.

Activities which coerce or corrupt Con-
gressmen are a hangover from the old lobby,
and, though of lesser importance, are occa-
sionally resorted to. Included in this cate-
gory are such crude devices as bribery,
threats, and promises of financial security, as
well as the subtler techniques of social pres.-
sure. (1947 Yale Law Journal. vol. 56, pp.
304-311.)

Section 805 (a) provides that “Every per-
son recelving any contributions or expending
any money” to influence legislation must file
a detailed statement every calendar quarter
with the Clerk of the House. The téerm “per-
son” again is defined to Include any indi-
vidual or group of persons, corporation, part-
nership, or association, but excludes anyone
registering under the Corrupt Practices Act.

As in the case of individual lobbyists, the
provisions of section 805 are limited by sec-
tion 307. Thus construed, only those organ-
izations which solicit money or recelve con-
tributions principally to aid in the influenc-
ing of legislation, or those receiving or ex-
pending money whose prinhcipal purpose is
to influence, diréctly or indirectly, legislation,
must register. Obviously, the efficacy of the
provision hinges on judicial interpretation
of the word “prinéipal.”

Past congressional investigations have dis-
closed the fact that the most important pres-
sure groups today are the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, the chamber of com-
merce, the A. F. of L., the CIO, various trade
and professional assoclations, labor groups,
farm mssoclations, and vetérans' organiza-
tions. All of these special interests could
argue that their principal activity is dis-
semination of information within the group
for business or social purposes, trade promo-
tion, or research, and that their lobbying
activities, however extensive, are not the
principal purpose of the organization. Such
an interpretation would completely emascu-
late the act; almost no group which exercises
a substantial influence over public or legisla-
tive opinion would be required to register.
Groups spending hundreds of thousands of
dollars in propaganda activities would be ex-
empt from reporting such expenditures, while
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other groups spending onl
sums would have to sub
counts.

Despite the fact that a literal interpreta-
tion of “principal” makes little sense in the
light of the factual situation, a strong argu-
ment to support this view can be made from
the legislative history of section 307. The
Smith bill, from which the section was copied
almost verbatim, originally used the phrase-
ology “in whole or in part,” and its sponsor
substituted the word “principally” when the
breadth of the former provision was brought
to his attention. When asked whether labor
and fraternal organizations would have to
register, Representative SmitH replied in the
negative., He stated that the provision was
intended to exclude many large organiza-
tions with thousands and millions of mem-
bers who spent only a minor part of their
funds influencing legisiation,

In debate on the instant act it was stated
that the groups which were included in this
section were "those whose principal purpose,
not incidental purpose” was “to influence
the passage of legislation.” Juxtaposition
of the words “principal” and “incidental”
indicates that all purposes of an organization
which are not “incidental” are in the cate-
gory covered by the act, suggesting a much
broader meaning of the word “principal”
than it might be given if taken alone.

A classification of activities which only
incidentally influence legislation can be
found in cases construing provisions of the
Internal Revenue Code. Tax exemption is
provided for gifts to charitable and educa-
tional organizations “no substantial part of
the activities of which is * * * attempt-
ing to influence legislation.” The test im-
posed by the courts has been whether or not
the political activity i1s incidental to the
main purposes of the organization, and rele-
vant criteria include its stated purpose as
determined by the article of association, the
amount expended in political activities as
contrasted with other business, the presence
or absence of a political program, and the
controversial nature of the propaganda pro-
mulgated. Under these rules gifts to trade
associations, labor unions, professional
groups, and social reform organizations have
been deemed taxable. Although the analogy
of the instant problem to taxation is far
from perfect, neither the classification of
groups nor the criteria imposed seem entirely
inapposite.

If a test case should bring section 307
before the courts for judicial construection,
any one of three results is possible. The
court could construe “principal” narrowly to
mean “primary,” *chief,” or “most impor-
tant.” Although this interpretation would
exempt most pressure groups and vitiate the
act, it would, nevertheless, have the support
of Representative SmiTa's remarks, coupled
with legal dogma requiring a strict construc-
tion of criminal statutes. * * *

An interpretation of “principal” to mean
“substantial,” or any activity not purely
incidental, would overcome most of the ob-
jections to which the narrowed construction
is subject and has already proved workable
in tax cases. (Yale Law Journal, 1947, vol.
66, pp. 321-324.)

CONCLUSION

It is probable that the Lobbying Act will
prove largely ineffective. The loopholes pro-
vided by the “principal” requirement, the
incompleteness of the information required
to be filed, the lack of an adequate enforce-
ment agency, and the weakness of the pub-
licity provisions may combine to make the
act as dead a law as similar State statutes.

Congress has recognized the need for regu-
lating pressure group activities. It has seen
the solution not as prohibition of an un-
desirable practice but as an adaptation of
prezent imperfect mechanisms for expressing

inslgnificant
t detailed ac-
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group opinion into a political pattern which
will utillze this opinion to improve the
decision-making process, It is to be hoped
that this growing realization of the problem
will lead Congress to amend the present act
to effectuate more nearly the congressional
purpose. (The Yale Law Journal, vol. 56:
304, pp. 331-332.)

Reference to the conclusions of the
writer in the Columbia Law Review, 1947,
are similar to those reached by the writer
of the article in the Yale Law Journal:

CONCLUSION

Those who attempt to influence the pas-
sage or defeat of legislation fall into three
classes: (1) The organized pressure group,
(2) the pald lobbyist, and (3) the citizen
who expresses his individual opinion. It
seems unnecessary, and perhaps undesirable,
to regulate the third class, Elimination of
the undesirable aspects of lobbying by the
first two groups may best be accomplished
by publicizing their activities, Apparently
the most feasible distinction between those
who are to be regulated and those who are
not is to be drawn in terms of the amount
of money expended to infiuence legislation.
In these respects the Federal Regulation of
Lobbying Act is theoretically sound, and its
accounting and registration provisions would
serve to accomplish its purpose if the act
were more precisely phrased.

But the act was neither carefully drafted
nor fully considered. Its ambiguous terms
encourage evasion, and in providing for en-
forcement Congress has failed to draw upon
the experience of the States in dealing with
this problem. Their experience indicates
that the regular law-enforcement agencles
are not adapted to handling the peculiarly
specialized dutles involved in regulation of
lobbying. Whether enforcement is best ac-
complished by the establishment of a perma-
nent legislative committee for that purpose
is immaterial, provided some agency is given
the sole duty of enforcing the act. Effective
regulation of lobbying requires correction of
the faults of the act. (Columbia Law Review,
vol. 47, pp. 108-109.)

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING INVESTIGATION BY
HOUSE LOEBYING COMMITTEE

That it might, to some extent at least,
be informed of the propaganda, the
sources from which it came and the
motives back of it, the Congress has in
the past authorized committees of both
Houses to hold hearings, make investiga-
tions, and to report back to the Congress
the result of those hearings.

The most recent attempt of the House
along this line is House Resolution 298
of the Eighty-first Congress, first ses-
sion, adopted August 12, 1949, which
created a committee of seven, which
was “authorized and directed to conduct
a study and investigation of, first, all lob-
bying activities intended to influence,
encourage, promote, or retard legisla-
tion; and, second, all activities of agen-

. cies of the Federal Government intended

to influence, encourage, promote, or re-
tard legislation.”

The committee was given the usual in-
vestigatory powers.

At the first meeting of the committee,
which was held on March 27, 1950, the
chairman, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Bucuananl, among other
things, said:

When the Eighty-first Congress decided to
teke another look at the lobbying problem,
the assignment given this committee was
unlimited in scope.
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It is almost Impossible to investigate all
pressure groups and governmental lobbying
in the limited time and with the appropria-
tion available. We can, however, Investigate
broadly and report generally on the forms
which lobbying has taken in the 314 years
of the existence of the Federal Regulation of
Lobbying Act of 1946,

This act is a very significant and important
forward step, ploneering in a field in which
the Congress has always bzen vitally con-
cerned, The Congress never before had the
kind of Information which is now avallable
to us under the terms of this act. The pres=-
ent act does not regulate lobbying. It merely
requires reglstration and a detailed account
of contributions and expenditures. We have
been able to make a detailed study and sur-
vey of the forms, and of the material and
information furnished on these forms, some
of which are very abbreviated and others
more complete,

- - - L L]

The word “lobbying” has developed unfa-
vorable connotations over the years. One
reason for that may be that most congres-
slonal investigations of lobbying activities in
the past were designed to show up fraud or
corruption or sinister or evil practices. I
personally look upon lobbying as necessary
and essentlal. While lobbying in itself is
not an evil, there are evils in lobbying.

- - - L] L

We must keep before us at all times the
spirit and letter of the first amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, where-
in the right of petition is expressed:

“Congress shall make no law * * ®
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the
press; or the right of the people peaceably
to assemble, and to petition the Govern-
ment for redress of grievances.”

NECESSITY OF DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN FREE
SPEECH, FREE PRESS, RIGHT TO FETITION, AND
ILLEGAL LOBBYING
The committee is at the outset con-

fronted by a most difficult problem. The
most painstaking care and soundest
judgment must be used if the result of
its action is to be constructive, rather
than destructive.

If the result of the committee’s action
is to silence critics of the party in power,
of governmental or administrative policy
and practices; to silence critics of at-
tempis, direct or indirect, by propaganda
or political pressure to ignore or run
counter to the principles upon which our
Government is founded; if the commit-
tee, through its staff or those working
with it, creates an atmosphere of fear,
intimidates, makes silent, all critics of
the administration, of governmental pol-
icy, of corruption in office, of individuals
who are disloyal, then the committee will
not only have failed of the purpose for
which it was created, but it will have
contributed to the establishment of a
dictatorship and the always resulting
tyranny. .

If the committee, its staffl or those
working with it, lends itself to those in-
dividuals or those organizations which
do not believe in our form of govern-
ment, which advocate a surrender of our
sovereignty and independence, which
stir up and encourage class conflict, then
it will find itself in the same position as
those who would by force destroy the
citizen’s freedom, the security of the
Republie.

The committee’s first task, and per-
haps the most difficuit one, would seem
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to be to accurately define the line of de-
marcation between free speech, a free
press, the right to petition, and the use of
propaganda, the application of pressure,
by individuals or organizations using vast
sums of money to corruptly influence the
enactment, or the enforcement, of the
laws of the land.

Under the resolution, one of the duties
of the committee is to conduct a study
and investigation of all lobbying activ-
ities intended to influence, encourage,
promote, or retard legislation.

In my humble judgment, the first task
confronting the committee would be to
obtain, no matter how difficult the task,
an accurate definition of lobbying.

The committee should then confine its
activities to lobbying which is improper
or unlawful, strictly avoid even the ap-
pearance of interfering with free speech,
a free press, the right to petition the
Congress.

It is extremely difficult, in view of the
record, to understand the contradictory
statements of the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, BUCHANAN].

UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPT FROM THE FLOOR TO

OBTAIN FROM BUCHANAN DEFINITION OF

“LOBBYING”

On Thursday, June 15, 1950, when an
attempt was made to obtain from the
chairman a definition of lobbying, the
following occurred—CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, pages 8691-8693:

Mr. HorrMmanN of Michigan. The thing that
is troubling me is to learn what constitutes
lobbying within the meaning of the act
creating the lobbying committee.

It has been the belief of many of us for
some time at least that lobbying was a
specialized activity, that a lobbyist was one
who advocated the passage or the rejection
of legislation, one who engaged in persuasion
for hire—the purpose being to influence leg-
islation.

Now it seems that lobbying—at least I
gather that the committee accepts this
view—that a man is a lobbyist if he attempts
to influence legislation, no matter what pur-
pose motivates him. Am I right? I ask the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Bu-
CHANAN] is that the fact?

Mr, BucHANAN, I may say that the Com-
mittee on Lobbying has come to no conclu-
slon as to any definition of the word
lobbying,

Mr. HoFFMAN of Michigan. It would seem
to me that the first thing the committee
should do—I hesitate even to offer a sug-
gestion—that the first thing the committee
should do would be to get a definition of
lobbying. Can the gentleman tell me what
he considers lobbying to be? Can he give
me some definition?

Mr. BucHANAN. I would remind the gentle-
man from Michigan that ours is an investi-
gating committee, not a legislative commit-
tee; that the definition of the word “lobby-
ing"” comes within the realm of the proper
legislative committee of the House; it is up
to them to define the term and to make their
recommendation.

Mr. Horrman of Michigan. With all due re-
spect, if the chairman of the committee in-
vestigating lobbying cannot give me a defini-
tion of lobbying, I cannot see how he is
going to get very far. How can a committee
investigate lobbying if it does not know what
it is looking for, if it does not know the
definition of lobbying?

Mr. PaiLuips of California. I came in when
» statement was belng made by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania in which I under-
stood him to say that the committee had

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

not yet determined what lobbying was, Am
I correct in that?

Mr. HorFrman of Michigan. That is correct.

Mr, Pamues of California. Do you mean
the commitiee does not know what lobby-
ing is?

Mr. HorFman of Michigan., I asked the
chairman, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. BucHANAN] if he knew what lobbying
was, and he sald he had not made up his
mind. He sits here now, and if he wants to
give a definition of lobbying, I will be glad
to have it, and I think the Members of the
House and the people of the country would
be glad to know what he is trying to investi-
gate.

Mr. Pamrres of California. How can you
investigate something if you do not know
what it is?

Mr. HorFman of Michigan. Well, ask him.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yleld?

Mr. HorFman of Michigan. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. BucHANAN. I might say that in the
present Lobbying Act there is no definition,
and I do not feel that it is within the realm
of the investigating committee to state at
this stage of the game and set up any defini-
tion of the term lobbying.

BUCHANAN'S LAPSE OF MEMORY AND INCONSIST-
ENT STATEMENTS RELATING TO DEFINITION OF
Clmmmau

If the replies of the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr, Buceanan], made on the floor
mean a at all, the meaning is
that he had not attempted to obtain for
the use of the committee, and that he
did not have in mind, any definition of
lobbying. Note his statement last above
quoted:

Mr, BucHANAN. I might say that in the
present Lobbying Act there is no definition.

That statement is correct. The gen-
tleman then continued:

And I do not feel that it is within the
realm of the investigating committee to
state at this stage of the game and set up
any definition of the term “lobbying.”

BUCHANAN'S DEFINITIONS OF "LOBBYING'

Permit me now, without in any way
being critical, to quote from pages 6 and
7 of part 1 of the hearings before the
gentleman’s committee, held on the 27th
day of March 1950. The following is
from the statement of the chairman:

As our resolution states, we are to investi-
gate “all lobbying activities.”

Before calling on our first witness I want
to read a few definitions of the term “lobby-
ing.” I am indebted for these to Dr. George
B. Galloway, senior specialist in American
Government for the Legislative Reference
Service of the Library of Congress—and, inci-
dentally, one of our witnesses here tomorrow
morning—for some definitions of the term.
Many of the definitions he has supplied us
are taken from laws intended to regulate
lobbyists in one way or another. I shall save
those for tomorrow when they become more
relevant to the subject matter of the hearing.

But some of the definitions are general, and
I will read a few:

From Webster's New International Dic-
tionary: “To address or solicit members of a
legislative body in the lobby or elsewhere, as
before a committee, with intent fo infiuence
legislation.”

From the report of the House Investigating
Committee of 1933: ““The activity of a person
or body of persons seeking to influence Con-
Bress in any way whatsoever.”

According to Senator Thomas, of Colorado,
in 1918, lobbying is “any effort to substitute
for the public interest & private interest.
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The lobbyist,” he said, 1s “a man who tries
to Induce the legislator to forget temporarily
all the people and to do something that wiil
promote the fortunes of a single citizen or a
group of citizens.”

The laws of Georgia of 1923 defined it as
“personal solicitation not addressed solely to
the judgment of the legislators.”

And, along the same Iines, Wolfl's Statutes
(La.), 1820, defined it as “an attempt to in-
fluence the action of a member of the legisla-
ture by any method other than appealing to
his reason."

For some of those definitions one might
find wide disagreement.

The final definition I will read today comes
from the Yale Law Journal of January 1247,
wherein lobbying is described as “any at-
tempt by individuals or groups to influence
governmental deecision.”

The last one is, in my opinion, the one we
should follow in our investigation. It is as
broad in its scope as our own investigation,

Again, if the foregoing means any-
thing at all, it means that the com-
mittee, through the chairman, early in
the hearings had and adopted a defini-
tion of lobbying.

What, then, did the chairman of the
committee mean, in answer to my ques-
tion from the well of the House on June
15—CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 8691—
when he said, and I quote:

Mr. BucHANAN. I may say that the Com-
mittee on Lobbying has come to no con-g
clusion as to any definition of the word
“lobbying.”

One conclusion which might be put
upon his contradictory remarks would
be that when, on June 15, he was asked
for a definition of lobbying he had com-
pletely forgotten his own statement
made at the committee's first hearing.

LEGAL DEFINITIONS OF LOBEYING

There are other definitions of lobby-
ing:

Lobby: As & noun, a passage or hall of
communication, especially when large
enough to serve also as a walting room, etc,,
as in the British House of Commons and in
the capitols of the United States.

Lobbying: The term “lobbying” has a well-
defined meaning in this country, and signi-
fies to address or solicit members of a legis~
lative body in the reception hall or elswhere
with the purpose of influencing their votes.
Presentation by argument in a public and
legitimate manner the injurious effect pro-
posed legislation will have on a particular
business does not constitute lobbying.

Lobby member: A person who frequents
the lobby of a house of legislation for the
purpose of influencing measures.

Lobby services: A term generally defined
to mean the use of personal solicitation, the
exercise of personal influence, and improper
or corrupt methods, whereby legislative or
official action is to be the product.

Lobbyist: One who frequents the lobby
or the precincts of a legislature or other
deliberative assembly with the view of in-
fluencing the views of its members. Some-
times the term is defined as a person who
hangs around legislators and solicits them
for the purpose of influencing legislation.
(64 C. J. 8., pp. 659-660.)

There have been many attempts to
distinguish between conduct and propa-
ganda which is lawful and proper, an
exercise of the right of free speech, a
free press, the right to petition the Con-
gress, and efforts to influence legislation
through improper, corrupt, or illegal
means.
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Space and time do not-permit an ex-
haustive discussion of the subject, but a
footnote carries brief excerpts from
some of the authorities, which aid in
drawing a distinction between legal and
illegal activities which tend to influence
g_vernmental action:

The law will not lend its aid to the en-
forcement of any agreement which expressly
or impliedly contemplates the employment
of corrupt or otherwise impropsr methods to
influence the official conduct of legislators or
others charged with public duty. But it does
not forbid all efforts of interested persons or
classes to secure the adoption of desired
legislative measures. The courts do not con-
demn the attempts to secure legislation for
legitimate purposes and in a legitimate man-
ner. A person may contract to appear before
the legislature to present, openly and fairly,
the merits of a proposed claim or to urge
the passage of a bill, and provided he openly
acknowledges his interest in the measure,
and does not resort to any questionable and
unfair methods in urging the consideration
of the subject matter in which he i§ in-
terested, a recovery may be had on such con-
tract. Thus, an agreement to render proper
professional services, for example, the pro-
fessional services of an attorney, is not illegal.
Although it has been said that if a layman
engages to procure or aids in obtaining the
passage of a bill, he necessarily contracts for
lobby services, this statement appears to be
too broad. Where the services to be rendered
are of a legitimate nature, the fact that the
person employed Is not a member of the legal
profession would seem to make no difference,
at least where it appears that the services re-
quire special knowledge and. training and
that the person who is to render them has
qualified himself to do so, * * *

The fact that the agreement contemplates
the use of money does not necessarily render
it void. The use of money to influence legis-
lation is not always wrong. Whether its use
is wrong depends altogether upon the man-
ner of its use. If it is used directly in bribing
or indirectly in working up a personal in-
fluence upon individual members by means
well known to lobbyists, which aim to secure
a member's vote without reference to his
judgment, then it is illegal. If, however, it
is to be used for the publication of circulars
or pamphlets or otherwise for the collection
or distribution of information openly and
publicly among the members of the legisla-
ture, there is nothing objectionable or
improper.

As the law does not presume that a person
intends to violate its provisions, the general
principle controlling the construction of an
agreement to influence legislation when the
agreement itself does not in terms stipulate
for improper means seems to be that it will
be upheld, unless the use of such means
appears by necessary implication. The test
is, Does the contract, by its terms or by
necessary implication, require the per-
formance of acts which are of a corrupt char-
acter or which have a corrupting tendency?
This test has, however, not been applied in
the case of agreements to influence legisla-
tion by withdrawing opposition to legislative
action. Such agreements have been declared
to be against public policy.

Personal influence or solicitation: The dis-
tinction between valid and invalld agree-
ments. to further legislation appears to be
that in the former the services or the results
thereof are used, or designed to be used,
either before the legislature itself or some
committee thereof as a body, while in the
latter a person is employed to exert his per-
sonal influence, whether great or little, with
individual members, or to labor privately in
any form with them, out of the legislative
halls, in favor of or against any act or sub-
ject of legislation, The cases are in general
accord in holding that all agreements stipu-
Jating for the performance of lobbying serva
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ices, in the sense of exerting private or per-
sonal influence with members of the legis-
lature, or in interviewing or bringing pressure
to bear on them, outside of the legislative
halls, or which by their terms imply that
such services are to be rendered, are void as
contrary to sound legislation and public
policy. (12 American Journal, chs., 203-204,
Pp. T03-T06.)

But back to the record and the chair-
man of the committee.

From page T of part 1 of the hearings
held by the gentleman's committee, per-
mit me to again quote him. Referring to
the definitions which he had read, the
chairman said:

For some of those definitions, one might
find wide disagreement.

The final definition I will read today comes
from the Yale Law Journal of January 1947,
wherein lobbying is described as “any at-
tempt by individuals or groups to influence
governmental decision.”

The last one is, in my opinion,.the one
w2 should follow in our investigation. It is
as broad in its scope as our own investiga-
tion.

When the chairman read from the
Yale Law Journal of January 1947, the
definition of “lobbying” which, in his
opinion, was the one which the commit-
tee should follow, he inadvertently mis-
quoted the Journal,

The statement from the Journal
which the gentleman apparently was
attempting to follow reads as follows:

If lobbying is defined in its broadest terms
as any attempt by individuals or groups to
influence governmental decision, it is ap-
parent that in some form it inheres in all
government. (56 Yale Law Journal, pp. 3C4,
306 (for 1947).)* i

Mr. Speaker, that cannot be the mean-
ing of the term “lobbying activities”
which the committee was authorized to
make. If it were, then the committee
would have the power to modify, to qual-
ify, the right of free speech, a free press,
to petition the Congress.

This it could accomplish by requiring
one who exercised any or all of those
rights to appear before it and give an
account of all the means which enabled
him to exercise that right.

The committee, by its actions in re-
quiring detailed information as to how
and from whom one received the funds
which enabled him to speak, write, or
petition the Congress freely, would be
attaching a penalty to the exercise of
that right.

If one, under the Constitution, has the
right to speak freely, the Congress is
without power, so long as the right is
exercised in such a manner as not to in-
terfere with the national welfare or the

#In general see Blaisdell, TNEC report,
Economic Power and FPolitieal Pressure,
Monograph No. 26 (1841); Chase, Democracy
Under Pressure (1945); Crawford, The Pres-
sure Boys (1939); Herring, Group Represen-
tation Before Congress (1929); Lobby, 9
Encyc, Soec. Scilences 565 (1933); Boeckel,

"Regulation of Congressional Lolibies (1928)

1st ed., Res. Rep. 207; Brewer, Congressional
Lobbying (1946) 1 id. 317; Logan, Lobbying
(1929) 144 The Annals (July supp.); Pressure
Groups and Propaganda (1935) 179 id., pas-
sim. More specialized studies which throw
light on the pressure-group problem are
Schattschneider, Politics, Pressures, and the
Tariff (1935), and Zeller, Pressure Politics in
New York (1937).
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rights of other citizens, to adopt any
legislation which in the slichtest degree
limits that right.

HOFFMAN’'S DEFINITICN OF "LO3BYING"”

In my own humble judgment, lobbying
which the Congress under the Constitu-
tion has the power to regulate, which the
Congress by the adoption of title III of
Public Law 601, Seventy-ninth Congress,
intended to regulate, might be defined
in this way:

Any attempt—other than through the
presentation of facts, expressions of
opinion labeled as such, or appeals to
reason—by individuals or groups,
through pressure, political or economic,
the offer of reward or the threat of pun-
ishment, or the use of money, to in-
fluence the enactment or administration
of legislation or any governmental ac-
tivity, is hereby declared to be illegal
lobbying.

Or, phrasing it in another way:

Illegal lobbying is any attempt—other
than through the presentation of facts,
expressions of opinion labeled as such, or
appeals to reason—by individuals or
groups, through pressure, political or
economic, the offer of reward or threat
of punishment, to influence the enact-
ment or administration of legislation or
governmental activities.

QUERY AS TO PURFOSE OF LOBBYING COMMITTEE'S
STAFF, 1. E, “WORKING ONE SIDE OF THE
STREET"

From the well of the House on the
15th, I raised the issue as to whether the
staff of the House Select Committee on
Lobbying Activities, in its study and in-
vestigation, was engaged in an effort to
ascertain the individuals or organiza-
tions who were engaged in improper or
illegal lobbying, the purpose of such lob-
bying and the methods used; or whether
there was justification for the thought
that the staff was itself engaged in prop-
agandizing for administration policies,
left-wing activities, and in an effort to
suppress critics of policies or principles
to which the staff adheres, critics of the
administration, those who were attempt-
ing to expose Communists.

Some doubts as to the intentions of
some members of the committee staff
were raised in my mind by what at the
time seemed to be a one-sided inquiry
and search for information, and by the
attempt of some member of the commit-
tee’s staff to publicize, without authority,
the circulation by Congressmen of frank-
able material.

There seems to be evidence that staff
members were engaged in what was re-
ferred to as “working one side of the
street.”

First. “As to working one side of the
street”: On May 31, the chairman sent
out a letter, seeking detailed informa-
tion, to some 166 corporations, as fol-
lows:

CHAIRMAN BUCHANAN'S LETTER

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
House SELECT COMMITTEE
oN LOBBYING ACTIVITIES,
May 31, 1950.
GENTLEMEN: You are recquested to furnish
this committee with the following informa=-
tion for the period from January 1, 1947,
to date, in order to assist the committee
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in its investigation being carried out pur-
suant to House Resolution 298, Eighty-first
Congress.

(a) Travel expenses: As to each trip to
or from Washington, D. C., which your
organization has paid for any person, please
supply details in tabulated form under the
headings: Date of trip, total expenses paid
by your organization, name of person making
trip, title of office of person making trip,
purpose of trip.

(b) Maintenance of Washington office:
Please supply details in tabulated form under
the headings: Year, total cost, purpose of
office.

Total cost should include salaries paid,
rent, telephone and telegraph, office supplies,
ete. It is realized, of course, that such of-
fices sometime serve functions of a nonlegis-
lative nature,

(¢) Expenditures for printed or duplicated
matter: As to each expenditure by your or-
ganization for printed or duplicated matter
dealing with public issues which might be
the subject of Federal legislative action,
please supply detalls in tabulated form under
the headings: Date, cost of such printed or
duplicated matter, cost of distribution, title
of printed or duplicated matter, process used
(mimeographed, multigraphed, printed, etc.),
brief description, number of coples issued,
source of printed or duplicated matter, dis-
position of such copies.

Forward copies of such matter where avail-
able.

The committee specifically desires you to
include all expenditures in connection with
the following organizations:

1. American Enterprise Association.

2. America’s Future, Inc.

3. Committee for Constitutional Govern-
ment, Inc.

4. Constitutional Educational League.

5. Constitution and Free Enterprise Foun-
dation.

6. Economists National Committee for
Monetary Policy.

7. Foundation for Economic Education.

8. Public Affairs Institute.

(d) Expenditures for advertising services:
As to each newspaper or other periodical
advertisement (dealing with public issues
which might be the subject of Federal legis-
lative action) pald for or whose insertion
was arranged by your organization, please
supply details in.tabulated form under the
headings: Date, cost of insertion, brief de-
scription of matter, where published.

Forward coples of such advertisements
where available.

(e) Contributions: As to each contribu-
tion made by your organization: (1) to any
organization which, to your knowledge, was
exempt from taxation under subdivisions
(6) or (7) of section 101 of the Internal
Revenue Code; or (ii) which was deducted
by your organization from gross income
under section 23 (g) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code (charitable or other contributions
by corporations); or (ili) which was deducted
by your organization from gross income un-
der section 23 (a) of the Internal Revenue
Code (trade and business expenses), and
was made to an organization which prepares
and/or distributes books, pamphlets, or other
printed or duplicated matter dealing with
public issues, please supply details in tabu-
lated form wunder the headings: Date,
amount, recipient (glve name and address—
address need not be listed more than once),
category (add the code description (1), (ii),
or (iii), or the applicable combination, de-
pending on which of the above listed cate-
gories encompasses the contribution).

(1) Expenditures in connection with leg-
islatlve interests: As to each expenditure by
your organization relating to any attempt
to influence, direct or indirectly, the passage
or defeat of any Federal legislation (and not
elsewhere listed in this reply), please list
detalls In tabulated form under the head-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

ings: Date or dates, amount, name and ad-
dress of recipient, purpose. Expenditures in
connection with testimony before congres-
slonal committees should be included here.
It is requested that the reply to each sub-
division of this letter be started on a sep-
arate sheet of paper. The response to each
subdivision should be submitted as com-
pleted, rather than walting until the en-
tire reply is prepared. It is requested that
this information be submitted to the com-
mittee not later than June 15, 1950, Each
reply letter should identify the person re-
sponsible for the accuracy of the statements
contained therein. Immediate acknowledg-

ment of receipt of this letter is requested.

Very truly yours,
FraNK BUCHANAN,
Chairman.

LIST OF CORPORATIONS TO WHOM QUESTIONNAIRE
WAS SENT

Allied Chemical & Dye Corp., New York,
M. Y.. Allis-Chalmers Manufacturing Co,,
Milwaukee, Wis.; Aluminum Co. of America,
Pittsburgh, Pa.; American Automobile In-
surance Co., St. Louis, Mo.; American Can
Co., New York, N. Y.; American & Foreign
Power Co., Inc., New York, N. ¥.; American
Gas & Electric Corp., New York, N. Y.; Ameri-
can Power & Light Co., New York, N. Y.; Amer-
ican Telephone & Telegraph Co., New York,
N. Y.. American Tobacco Co.,, New York,
N. Y., American Viscose Corp., Philadelphia,
Pa.; Anaconda Copper Mining Co., New York,
N. ¥.; Armco Steel Corp., Middletown, Ohio;
Armour & Co., Chicago, Ill.; Armstrong Cork
Co., Lancaster, Pa.; Association of Casualty
& Surety Cos., Manhattan, N. ¥.; Atchison,
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co., Chicago, IIl.

Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., Baltimore,
Md.; Beech Aircraft Corp.,, Wichita, Eans.;
Belden Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Ill.;
Bethlehem Steel Corp., New York, N. Y.
Borden Co., New York, N. Y.; Burroughs Add-
ing Machine, Detroit, Mich.

Carolina Power & Light Co, (North Care-
lina), Raleigh, N. C.; Celanese Corp. of Amer-
ica, New York, N.-Y.; Central Power & Light
Co. (Tex.), Corpus Christi, Tex.; Champion
Spark Plug Co., Toledo, Ohio; Chesapeake &
Ohio Railway Co., Cleveland, Ohio; Chrysler
Corp., Detroit, Mich.; Cities Service Co., New
York, N. ¥.; Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Co., Cleveland, Ohio; Coca-Cola Co., New
York, N. Y.; Columbia Gas & Electric Corp.,
name change, Columbia Gas System, New
York, N. Y., Columbus & Southern Ohio
Electric Co., Columbus, Ohio; Common-
wealth Edison Co., Chicago, Ill.; Common-
wealth & Southern Corp., Wilmington, Del.;
Connecticut Light & Power Co., Hartford,
Conn.; Consolidated Edison Co., of New ¥York,
Inc.,, New York, N. Y., Consumers Power Co.
(Mich.), Jackson, Mich.; Continental Can Co.,
Inc., New York, N. Y.; Curtiss-Wright Corp.,
Wood-Ridge, N. J.

Deere & Co., Moline, Ill.; Delaware Power
& Light Co., Wilmington, Del.; Detroit Edi-
son Co. (Mich.), Detroit, Mich., and New
York, N. Y.; Distillers Corp.-Seagrams, Ltd.,
Montreal, Canada; Dow Chemical Co., Mid-
land, Mich.; du Pont & Co., E. I. de Nemours,
Wilmington, Del.

Eastman Kodak Co., Rochester, N. Y.;
Electric Power & Light Corp., New York,
N. Y.; Empire Gas & Fuel Co., Ltd.,, Wells-
ville, N. Y.; Empire State, Inc.,, New York,
N. Y.; Erie Rallroad Co., Cleveland, Ohio.

Firestone Tire & Rubber Co., Akron, Ohilo;
Florida Power & Light Co., Miami, Fla.; Ford
Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich.; Fruehauf Trailer
Co., Detroit, Mich.

General Electric Co., Schenectady, N. Y.;
General Motors Corp., Detroit, Mich.; Geor-
gia Power Co., Atlanta, Ga.; B. F. Goodrich
Co., Akron, Ohlo; Goodyear Tire & Rubber
Co., Akron, Ohio; Great Northern Railway
Co., 8t. Paul, Minn.; Gulf Oil Corp., Pitts-
burgh, Pa.

Harnischfeger Corp., Milwaukee,
Humble Oil & Refining Co., Houston, Tex.

Wis.;
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Illinois Central Railroad Co., Chicago, Ill.;*
Indianapolis Power & Light Co., Indianap-
olis, Ind.; Inland Steel Co., Chicago, Ill.;
International Elevator Co., New York, N. ¥.;
International Harvester Co., Chicago, Ill.:
International Hydroelectric System, Boston,
Mass.; International Nickel Co., Inc., New
York, N. Y.; International Paper Co., New
York, N. Y.; International Telephone & Tele-
graph Co., New York, N. Y.

Jersey Central Power & Light Co., Asbury
Park, N. J.; Johns-Manville, New York, N. Y.;
Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp,, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Eennecott Copper Corp., New York, N. Y.;
Eentucky Utilities Co., Inc., Lexington, Ky.;
Alfred Eohlberg, Inc., New York, N. Y.; 8, H.
Kresge, Detroit, Mich. i

Libby-Owens Ford Glass Co., Toledo, Ohio;
Liggett & Myers Tobacco Co., St. Louis, Mo.;
Ell Lilly & Co., Indianapolis, Ind.; Lone Star
Cement Corp., New York, N. Y.; Lone Star
Gas Co., Dallas, Tex.

Manufacturers Mutual Fire Insurance Co.,
Manhattan, N. Y.; Marshall-Wells Co., Du-
luth, Minn,; Mellon National Bank & Trust
Co., Pittsburgh, Pa.; The Middle West Corp.,
Wilmington, Del.; Monongahela Power Co.;
Fairmont, W. Va.; Monsanto Chemiecal Co.,
St. Louis, Mo.; Montana Power Co., Butte,
Mont.; Montgomery Ward Co., Chicago, Ill.;
Mountain States Power Co., Albany, Oreg.

Nash-Eelvinator Corp., Detroit, Mich.; Na-
tional Dairy Products Corp., New York, N, Y.;
National Distillers Products Corp., Richmond,
Va.; National Steel Corp., . Wilmington,
Del.; New York Airbrake Co., New York, N, ¥.;
National Power & Light Co., New York, N. Y.;
New York Central Railroad Co., New York,
N. Y.; Niagara Hudson Power Corp., Syracuse,
N. Y.; Norfolk & Western Rallway Co., Roa-
noke, Va.; North American Co., New York,
N. ¥.; Northern Indiana Public Service Co.,
Hammond, Ind.; Northern Pacific Railway
Co., 8t. Paul, Minn,

Ohio Edison Co., Akron, Ohio; Owens Illi-
nois Glass Co., Toledo, Ohlo,

Pacific Gas & Electric Co., S8an Franecisco,
Calif,; Pacific Power & Light Co., Portland,
Oreg.; Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
San Francisco, Calif.; Pennsylvania Electric
Co., Johnstown, Pa.; Pennsylvania Power &
Light Co., Allentown, Pa.; Pennsylvania Rail-
road Co., Philadelphia, Pa., Philadelphia
Electric Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; Pittsburgh
Plate Glass Co., Pittsburgh, Pa.; Potomac
Electric Power Co., Washington, D. C.; Proc-
ter & Gamble Co., Cincinnati, Ohio; Public
Bervice Co. of Colorado, Denver, Colo.; Pub=
lic Service Co. of Indiana, Inc., Indianapolis,
Ind.; Public Service Co. of New Hampshire,
Manchester, N. H.; Public Service Corp. of
New Jersey (Public Service Electric & Gas
Co.), Newark, N. J.; Public Service Co. of
Oklahoma, Tulsa, Okla.; Public Service Elec-
tric & Gas Co., Newark, N. J.; Puget Sound
Power & Light Co., Seattle, Wash.; Pullman,
Ine., Wilmington, Del.

Radio Corp. of America, New York, N. Y.
The Reading Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; Republic
Steel Corp., Cleveland, Ohio; R. J, Reynolds
Tobacco Co., Winston-Salem, N. C,; Roches-
ter Gas & Electric Corp., Rochester, N. Y.

San Diego Gas & Electric Co., S8an Diego,
Calif.; Schenley Distillers Corp., New York,
N. Y.; SBears, Roebuck Co., Chicago, Ill.; Shell
Oil Corp., New York, N. Y.; Singer Manu-
facturing Co., Elizabeth, N. J.; Socony-
Vacuum 0Oil Co., Inc., New York, N. Y.; Bouth-
ern California Edison Co., Ltd., Los Angeles,
Calif.; Southern Pacific Co., San Francisco,
Calif.; Southern Railway Co., Washington,
D. C.; Southwestern Gas & Electric Co.,
Shreveport, La.; Standard Oil Co. of Cali-
fornia, San Franclsco, Calif.; Standard Oil
Co. of Indiana, Chicago, Ill.; Standard Oil
Co. (New Jersey), New York, N. Y.; Bun Oil
Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; Swift & Co., Chicago,
Ill.; Standard Gas & Electric Co., New York,
Ne:Xs

The Texas Co., New York, N. Y., Texas
Electric Service Co., Fort Worth, Tex.
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Union Carbide & Carbon Corp., New York,
N. Y.; Union Electric Co. of Missouri, St.
Louis, Mo.; Union Pacific Railroad Co., New
York, N. ¥.; United Gas Improvement Co.,
Philadelphia, Pa.; United States Gypsum Co.,
Chicago, Ill.; United States Rubber Co., New
York, N. Y.; United States Steel Corp., New
York, N. ¥.; Utah Power & Light Co., Balt
Lake City, Utah.

Virginia Electric & Power Co., Richmond,
Va.

The Washington Water Power Co., Spokane,
Wash.; Western Electric Co., Inc., New York,
N. Y., Western Massachusetts Electric Co.,
Greenfield, Mass,; Westinghouse Electric
Corp,, Pittsburgh, Pa.; Wisconsin Electric
Power Co., Milwaukee, Wis.; Wisconsin Power
& Light Co., Madison, Wis.

Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co., Youngs-
town, Ohlo.

Mr. Speaker, the list of organizations
to which the chairman’s request was sent
is significant in that practically all,
other than those which were exclusively
engaged in business, have been and are
vigorous proponenfts of a constitutional
form of government, have been critical of
the New Deal and of the Communists.

So far as I was able to learn at that
time, friends of the administration, like
Kaiser, Latex Corp., Consolidated Vultee,
the CIO, the PAC, labor organizations
supporting the President, or left-wing
propaganda organizations, like Friends
of Democracy, the Antidefamation
League, or other organizations listed by
the Attorney General or the House Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities as sub-
versive, had not at that time received re-
quests for similar information or sub-
penas to appear before the committee.

News Bulletin, published here in Wash-
ington by Paul O. Peters, in its Friday,
June 16, 1950, letter, gives this report on
Friends of Democracy:

ARE THESE "FRIENDS OF DEMOCRACY"?

Friends of Democracy, 137 East Fifty-
seventh Street, New York, N. Y. recently
distributed a confidential report to friends
and supporters in which it is stated:

“Extreme rightist groups now very active:

(1) Very reactionary groups: National As-
sociation of Manufacturers; Committee for
Constitutional Government; National Indus-
trial Conference Board; Freedoms Founda-
tion; Americans for the Competitive Enter-
prise System; Wage Earners Committee of the
United States of America; National Small
Business Association; Conference of Ameri-
can Small Business Organizations; Freedom
Forums; Tool Owners’ Union; Southern
States Industrial Council, Inc.; Foundation
for Economic Education.

“(2) ‘Anti’ organizations of the reactionary
variety: National Council for American Edu-
cation; The Constitutional Eduecational
League; National Economic Council; Judge
George W. Armstrong Foundation; Gerald
L. K. Bmith's Patriotic Tract Society and
Christian Nationalist Crusade.”

L. M. Birkhead, national director,
nounced:

“One of the basic jobs that Friends of

zmocracy does is to collect all the ‘antt’
propaganda, publications, reports of meet-
ings, facts about organizations and indi-
viduals.”

Personally, we do not subscribe to the
principle that any organization in the United
States should eet itself up as a snooping
agency to gather facts about organizations
and individuals.

Over the past 10 years we have, without
attempting to snoop, gathered considerable
material on L. M. Birkhead and the Friends
of Democracy.
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On Saturday, April 11, 1942, the St. Louis
Post-Dispatch in an editorial, Leave It to the
FEBI, said:

“Friends of Democracy, Inc., with head-
quarters in Kansas City, sends out an appeal
ifor funds, which says in part:

*‘We must continue to be on guard at
home as well as abroad. Our own Nation has
its quislings who are doing their utmost to
disrupt and disunits us.

“'Of course they can't win—they can't,
that is, if we Americans stand guard. That s
why Friends of Democracy will continue to
police these men who have been giving aid
and comfort to our enemies both here and
abroad. We know their game and we'll beat
them at it.

" ‘Friends of Democracy, which is acting
for you as one of the guardians of our de-
mocracy, must have $100,000 to do our part of
the job of defending our way of life. When
you send your contribution you will receive
64 colorful flag stamps.'"”

What makes this communication worthy

of notice is the fact that cn the back of the _

letterhead is a list of names of prominent
Americans, who are described as the “na-
tional committee.” Among these are: Louls
Bromfield, president; Van Wych Brooks,
Walter B. Cannon, David Cushman Coyle,
John Dewey, Paul H. Douglas, Will Durant,
Frank P. Graham, Jay Willlam Hudson,
Eduard C.‘Lindeman, Thomas Mann, Robert
A. Millikan, and Rex Stout.

We cannot believe that these people are
in favor of organized private spying such
as this letter pledges. We cannot believe
that they think that work which falls within
the province of the FBI should be assumed
by this or any other voluntary organiza-
tion. Friends of Democracy, Inc., has a good
record in exposing demagogs and spread-
ers of religious prejudice, but it is off base
this time.

News-Bulletin of Friday, June 16, 1850, re-
ports:

“From the materials we have at hand and
from our study of the old Un-American Ac-
tivities Committee hearings, we conclude
that Friends of Democracy, Inc., needs to be
fully investigated by an appropriate commit-
tee of the Congress, since many of its alleged
members have been at one time or another
connected with organizations which have
been listed as Communist or subversive.”

Paur O, PeTERS.

Mr. Speaker, nor have I been able to
learn that the committee sent any ques-
tionnaire to the Communist Party, United
States of America, with national head-
quarters at 35 East Twentieth Street,
New York, N. Y.

Nor did the committee, so far as I
have been able to learn, send any such
questionnaires to the district and local
officials of the Communist Party.

The names of the organizations and
the officers, the committee’s staff could
easily have found on pages 22 to 32, in-
clusive, of “One Hundred Things You
Should Know About Communism,” pub-
lished by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities.

Missing from the list of organizations
to which the questionnaire went is the
Jefferson School of Social Science in New
York; the California Labor Sehool; the
People’s Institute of Applied Religion,
located at 41052 Third Avenue South,
Birmingham, Ala.; the Methodist Fed-
eration for Social Action, 150 Fifth Ave-
nue, New York; the Protestant, published
by Protestant Digest, Inc., 521 Fifth Ave-
nue, New York—all listed by a House
committee as subversive organizations.

Then, on page 65 of the same docu-
ment, there is a list -of communistic
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schools. None of those, which are en-

gaged in lobbying as defined by the defi-

nition adopted by the chairman, is listed
for interrogation.

Missing from the list of those to whom
questionnaires were sent by the Lobby-
ing Activities Committee are some 29 or-
ganizations listed as subversive by the
Attorney General—all named on page 68
of the report of the Committee on Un-
American Activities. F,

Missing, too, from the list of those
from whom the committee’s staff was
seeking information are all those individ-
uals and organizations, some 33 in num-
ber—cited either by the Attorney Gen-
eral or by the House Committee on Un-
American Activities as being subversive.

Why is it, may I ask, that the com-
mittee’s staff is not, as stated by the
chairman, “working both sides of the
street”?

It is now my understanding that, since
the question was raised on the floor of
the House on the 8th of June, a few
individuals or corporations which might
be termed to the left rather than to the
right have been called upon for informa-
tion.

GRILLING THREE ORGANIZATIONS WHICH HAVE
EBEEN FIGHTING FOR CONSTITUTIONAL GOVERN=
MENT
Perhaps the three most vigorous and

effective organizations which have prop-

agandized for constitutional govern-
ment are the Committee for Constitu-
tional Government, Inc., the Constitu-
tional Educational League, and the

National Economic Council.

Over the years, these three organiza-
tions have carried on a campaign to ex-
pose Communists who had infiltrated
into not only the executive departments
of the Federal Government, but into the
schools, religious, labor, and other
groups and organizations. In 1925 John
L. Lewis called attention to this infiltra-
tion into the labor movement, though
later the Communists and their methods
were used to organize and establish the
CIO. Just recently the CIO has by pub-
lic sentiment been forced to oust some
Communist-controlled unions.

The campaigns of these three organi-
zations—the Committee for Constitu-
tional Government, Inc., the Constitu-
tional Educational League, and the Na-
tional Economic Counecil—to educate the
American people, to alert them to the
necessity of vigilance if the liberty of
the citizen and the security of the public
were to be maintained, were apparently
producing results, becoming more and
more effective.

So far as I have been able to learn, the
organizations were not carrying on any
illegal activities nor were they appar-
ently taking any part in any campaign
for the election of any particular indi-
vidual.

ASKING CORPORATIONS TO DISCLOSE CONTRIBU=-

TIONS TO EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Nevertheless, in the questionnaire to
the more than 150 corporations, the
committee stated that it “specifically de-
sires you to include all expenditures in
connection with the following organiza-

‘tions”:

1. American Enterprise Assoclation.
2. America’s Future, Inc,
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8. Committee for Constitutional Govern-
ment, Inc.

4. Constitutional Educational League.

5. Constitution and Free Enterprise Foun-
dation.

6. Economists National Committee for
Monetary Policy.

7. Foundation for Economic Education.

8. Public Aflairs Institute.

The committee subpenaed Edward
Rumely, Joseph Kamp, and Merwin K.
\ Hart, officers of the three organizations,
in an effort to ascertain, among other
things, who was supplying funds for the
support of these organizations.

Hart, of the National Economic Coun-
cil, appeared willing to disclose the in-
formation requested.

Rumely, of the Committee for Con-
stitutional Government, and Kamp, of
the Constitutional Educational League,
refused until it was made to appear that
the committee had authority to inquire
into the activities of the organizations
of which they were officers.

If the Lobbying Committee is sincere
and if it-follows a logical course, will it
not then be required to call the officers
of the National Republican and Demo-
cratic Committees and, using the infor-
mation now required to be filed, question
those who make contributions to the
national committees, to disclose, as Hart
was required yesterday by Mr, Little, at-
torney for the committee, to disclose, the
organizations and the policies which the
contributors to these two national politi-
cal committees entertain and support?

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield.

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. If the
newspaper reports of that-hearing yes-
terday are correct, it seems to be that
both sides of the table, both Democrat
and Republican Members, felt that line
of inquiry was out of order. Am Iright?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I can-
not answer adequately, because I did not
attend the hearing.

CONTEMPT CONVICTION OF JOSEFH EAMP

In the House on the 5th of June, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bi-
mitLEr] made, and at other times and
places others have made, much of Joseph
Kamp’s conviction on a charge of con-
tempt of the House; also of a conviction
of Edward Rumely, of the Committee for
Constitutional Government.

It happens that I was a witness before
the Anderson committee where EKamp
refused to give that committee, which
was investigating political expenditures,
information which would have disclosed
the names of those who were at that time
contributors to the Constitutional Edu-
cational League,

At that time, I advised Mr. Eamp to
answer the questions put to him and told
him that, if he persisted in his refusal
and if Congress took action, he would
undoubtedly be sentenced to jail for con-
tempt of the Congress.

EKamp replied in substance that, in-
asmuch as the league was not engaged
in political activities, the committee has
no authority to ask for the names of
those who contributed to its support and
that, in any event, the disclosure of those
contribufors would result in merciless
persecution by left-wing organizations,
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such as the Antidefamation League,
Friends of Democracy, and organizations
which were Communist fronts.

He then stated that, rather than sub-
ject his friends to such a smear cam-
paign, to such persecution—and he was
then familiar with the Washington
Post’s persecution of the so-called sedi-
tionists, none of whom were ever con-
victed of that offense—stated that, if the
result was jail, he would pay the penalty,
and that without whining,

In my mind, he is the victim of his own
considered determination to preach con-
stitutional doectrine, to expose Commu-
nists, at whatever the cost to himself,

During the last 15 years, communism
has had no more factual, vigorous, effec-
tive opponent than Joe Kamp, The
statements made in the pamphlets which
he has written and which the league has
distributed have seldom, if ever, been
successfully challenged.

Congressman Dies was persecuted
when chairman of the Committee on
Un-American Activities, and finally
driven from Congress. The gentleman
from Mississippi, Congressman RANKIN
and the gentleman from .Louisiana,
Congressman HEBERT were removed
from that committee, evidently be-
cause they were too active against
Communists, refused to take orders from
those in high places.

To those familiar with the methods
of the Communists, of their friends, and
of those who are using them, it is not at
all strange that they finally got Kamp
and that he is now incarcerated in a
Washington jail,

Kamp is now paying the price for the
freedom from persecution and vilifica-
tion which others who contributed to
the Constitutional Educational League
might otherwise have suffered at the
hands of left-wing, of Communist, or-
ganizations, had he disclosed their
names.

It may be that the attack on the Con-
stitutional Educational League and Jo-
seph Kamp, on the Committee for Con-
stitutional Government, and Edward
Rumely, engineered by members of the
staff of the Lobbying Activities Commit-
tee and what was said from the well of
the House on June 5 by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BiemiLLER] and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN] are
but coincidental.

Be that as it may, the same pattern
is followed in each case.

CHARGES OF BIEMILLER AND PATMAN
RUMELY

From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
June 5, page 8078, note the following
excerpts:

Mr, BIEMILLER, * * ¢ In 1937, the com-
mittee was organized to fight Presldent
Roosevelt’s proposal to expand the Supreme
Court. Frank Gannett, milllonaire pub-
lisher and a very active reactionary, fur-
nished most of the money, and Edward
Rumely most of the work. After the defeat
of the proposal Gannett revealed that the
committee had mailed out more than 10,-
000,000 pleces of literature against it and
went around bragging of the success of
what he called “mail-order government.”

Gannett then put his friend and mentor,
Edward Rumely, in charge of the commit-
tee as executive secretary. This man
Rumely—the same now under subpena in
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the lobby investigation—has a background
passing strange for the active director of an
organization pretending to 200-percent
Americanism,

Shortly after World War I, he was indicted
for over-close cooperation with the agents of
the German Government—the government
with which we had been at war at the time
of the alleged cooperation. Mr. Rumely
escaped from that situation relatively well—
with a sentence to serve a year in the Fed-
eral prison at Atlanta.

Mr. Parman. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man- yield?

Mr. Biem1LLER. I yleld to my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PaTman. Is it not a fact that in that
case it was disclosed that this man, Edward
A. Rumely, received more than a million dol--
lars directly from the German Government,
and that money was used to buy a newspaper
in New York City and the newspaper was
used to spread German propaganda preced-
ing and during the First World War, and he
was convicted of espionage and sentenced to
the penitentiary? That is the same Rumely?

Mr. Bremiiier. That is my understanding
of the situation exactly.

Mr. Parman. And he Is the one who is
spearheading this organization, which I con-
sider the most outstanding and most dan-
gerous Fascist movement in America and has
been for the last 13 years.

Mr. BremirLLER. I agree entirely with the
gentleman from Texas, and later in my re-
marks I intend to pay tribute to the fine
fight which the gentleman from Texas made
a few years ago in exposing the machinations
of this nefarious organization,

To give you further insight into this epi-
sode and Rumely's attitude toward it, con-
sidering these paragraphs from hearings held
by BSenate investigating committee which
once expressed curiosity about the funds of
the old Committee to Uphold Constitutional
Government:

“Senator ScHWELLENBACH. When a man
comes in and represents himself as a patriotic
American it is relevant to see if it is the
same campaign being conducted by you as
was conducted by the German Government
in 1915——

“Mr. RumeLY, You have no right to say
that—

“Senator Green. Weren't you convicted
and didn't you serve a term in Atlanta?

“Mr. RuMELY. I did because I fought on an
unpopular side. .

“Senator GrReEN. And didn't you take an
appeal to the Supreme Court and didn't the
Supreme Court deny an appeal of the case?

“Mr. Rumery. That is correct.

“The Caamman. Let me read into the rec-
ord what the Circuit Court of Appeals said
that case was all about—I am reading now
from Rumely et al, v. U. S. (293 Fed, 532 at
p. 533): ‘The plaintiffs in error have been
convicted under an indictment which
charged them with having conspired to de-
fraud the United States from seizing and
administering a certain indebtedness of the
defendant Rumely to the Imperial German
Government.'

Then, after referring to an essay
contest which apparently the Commit-
tee for Constitutional Government had
held in Texas, the gentleman from Wis-
consin continued—CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, page 8079:

And who do you suppose they sent down to
take charge of these essay contests? None
other than convicted-enemy agent Edward
Rumely. A man who brushed off conniving
with an enemy government to prejudice the
American people against their allies as
“choosing the unpopular side.” A man who
told a House committee that they had no
right to question him about his unsavory

‘connections with Franz von Papen, chief

foreign conniver for the Kaiser and later for
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Hitler. A man who was indicted for con-
tempt for refusing to turn over the records
of the Committee for Constitutional Gov-
ernment to the Senate committee in 1938,
That is the man whom self-styled patriot
Frank Gannett chose to go to Texas and
conduct essay contests for school children
in Americanism.

CHARGES UNJUSTIFIED BY THE RECORD

One listening to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BlEMiLLER] and the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PatMaN], or
reading the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as
quoted ahove, would reach the conviction
that Edward Rumely had committed
some heinous offense; that he was an
agent of the German government during
the war.

Let us for a moment analyze the state-
ments from the REcorp above quofed.
Is there any reason why any individual,
any organization, was not, is not at lib-
erty through any lawful means, to op-
pose the late President Roosevelt’'s pro-
posal to expand the Supreme Court?
Some Democratic Senators did oppose
that plan, and it was defeated.

Is the Committee for Constitutional
Government to now be condemned he-
cause it exercised its right of political
expression? The statement carries its
own absurdity.

Now what about the conviction of Mr.
Rumley? So far as I recall, I never met
the gentleman., Let him present his own
case, cite his own authorities.

The present is not the first time Mr.
Rumely has appeared before an inves-
tigating committee. From the commit-
tee's booklet, Needed Now, permit me to
quote the reprint of chapter 8, captioned
“The right of privacy,” which reads as
follows: '

THE RIGHT OF PRrIVACY
(Ch. 8)

Freedom of the citizen is probably our
most basic right. And a fundamental of
that freedom is what the late Justice Bran-
deis repeatedly upheld as the right of pri-
vacy.

‘When the reorganization bill of 1938 neared
a vote in the Senate, pressure on Congress
from both sides was intensive. A speclal
Benate committee to investigate lobbying
activities, headed by Senator Sherman Min-
ton, of Indiana, had an excellent opportunity
to investigate the activities of both sides.
Toward lobbying for the reorganization bill
it kept its eyes tightly closed, but about ac-
tivities of the National Committee To Uphold
Constitutional Government, which had done
no lobbying, it displayed wide-eyed curlosity.

March 17, 1938, two agents of the Minton
committee visited the New York office and
demanded that Executive Secretary Rumely
give them access to documents of any kind—
papers, letters, telegrams—in the Constitu-
tional Committee’s files. The investigators
would not describe what documents they
sought. They proposed to seize and examine
everything,

Citizens had long and meekly submitted to
demands like these from congressional com-
mittees. Sometimes they gave in because
they feared it might be dangerous or expen-
sive to defy such demands. But more often
they yielded because they did not realize
what their constitutional rights were, or their
sense of congressional rights and duties was
dulled, or because they had never exercised
the courage of a good conscience,

According to the fourth amendment to the
Constitution:

“The rights of the people io be secure in
their persons, houses, papers, and effects,
against unreasonable searches and seizures,
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shall not be violated, and no warrants shall
issue but upon probable cause, supported by
oath or afirmation, and particularly describ-
ing the place to be searched, and the per-
sons or things to be seized.”

Commenting upon this guaranty, the Su-
preme Court once said, “A governmental fish-
ing expedition into private papers on the
possibility they may disclose evidence of
crime is contrary to the first principles of
justice.” Still legislative committee con-
tinue to fish in private files.

Dr. Rumely told the Senate committee
visitors that they could ot fish. He re-
fused to permit them to dragnet the office
files of the National Committee To Uphold
Constitutional Government either in its New
York oiffice or elsewhere. The Minton Com-
mittee investigators intimated that this re-
fusal might result in fine and imprisonment,
Dr. Rumely still refused, whereupon he was
subpenaed for appearance in Washington the
next morning before the Senate investigat-
ing committee.

When Dr. Rumely took the stand, Senator
Minton demanded all documents of the Na-
tional Committee To Uphold Constitutional
Government, Dr. Rumely asked the Senator
to describe what documents he sought. Mr.
Minton declined to go into details but de-
manded repeatedly, “all records, papers,
memoranda, books, and documents in your
possession.” Each demand met with refusal.
Mr.-Minton finally asked, “Will you produce
what I have asked for or not?”

“I will not.”

Whereupon Dr, Rumely was excused for &
days. He took counsel with Chairman Gan-
nett and Representative Pettengill, The
committee had nothing to hide. Would it
be wise to compromise with the Minton Com-
mittee? All three conferees opposed com-
promise because they believed that a firm
stand would teach a timely lesson as to the
full meaning of constitutional guaranties.

“We'll resist,” said Mr. Gannett, “even if
it means we go to jail for awhile,”

Again Dr. Rumely faced the Minton Com-
mittee. Again he refused to surrender the
Constitutional Committee's files. Senator
Minton tried coaxing,

“No,” sald the witness.

The Senator tried intimidating.

“No,” was the answer.

“In any event,” sald Senator Minton,
“whether these papers are here or in New
York you refuse to produce them?"”

“Absolutely,” said Dr. Rumely,

Whereupon many people in Washington
anticipated that something terrible would
happen to Dr. Rumely and to other officers
of the committee. But no retribution fell.
When the dragon was defled, it evaporated.
Dr., Rumely and other officers of the com-
mittee were not cited for contempt; they
were not even reprimanded by the Senate,
In fact, the Senate refused to grant Senator
Minton's request for additional funds and
thus ended the Black-Minton Committee
which had harassed business for years.

Mr, Speaker, permit me also at this
point to quote a statement released to
the press by Mr. Rumely after his ap-
pearance before the Buchanan Select
Committee on Lobbying on June 6, 1950,
and a statement released to the préss
thereafter by Sumner Gerard, trustee of
the Committee for Constitutional Gov-
ernment, Inc. I read:

RUMELY STATEMENT TO BUCHANAN COMMITTEE

(A statement released to the press after Dr.
Rumely’'s appearance on the stand before
the Buchanan Select Committee on Lobby-
ing Activities—June 6, 1950)

I ask the opportunity to make a statement
while I am under oath and subject to cross-
examination rather than to k= compelled to
release it to the press without such scrutiny
by you and your committee.
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This statement, I believe, may be helpful
to you, your committee and to the Congress
in presenting the matters at issue, in their
proper perspective. First, let me say that
nothing in this statement is intended as a
personal criticism of Mr. Louis Little or his
assistants. During the 2 weeks while they
were in our offices, they acted with courtesy
and consideration.

Our complaint goes to part of the job that
they were sent to do, and to what we believe
is a wholly misguided and unconstitutional
conception on your part of your powers.

‘When Mr. Louis Little first called, he said,
“Chairman BucHANAN thinks that a new
form of lobbying has developed. Lobbyists
no longer primarily buttonhole Congressmen
but instead reach out to the public back
home and build public opinion that causes
constituents to speak up to their Congress-
men, and thus legislation is influenced.
Your organization, we regard as the most
efficient operation on the right or conserva-
tive side, and we want to see just how you
project your viewpoint to the country.”

I was horrified at the thought that a
branch of Congress could enter the field of
dissemination of ideas among citizens in an
area where, under the Bill of Rights, they
are guaranteed privacy and complete freedom
from Government interference.

When I was a young man, a student of
medicine in Europe, almost 50 years ago, an
incident occurred that left a lifelong im-
pression. One fall, one of our Iriends, a
fellow interne in medicine did not return as
we had expected he would for his studies.
About a month later, a middle-aged Russian
woman, & fellow student of medicine, came
and asked, "Please give me 10 francs. The
reason our friend and fellow student did
not return is that he has been exiled into
the coldest part of Siberia where he is
shivering without adequate clothing and we
are collecting money to buy sheepskin coats
and blankets with the wool on them to keep
him warm.”

This student, leaving for home in July,
had left a little money to have his mail for-
warded, but he had subscribed to a magazine
published in Switzerland, to come to this
hospital and it was also forwarded. It was
on the prohibited list of the czar's secret
police, and the arrival of a single number,
showing a year's subscription, caused the po-
lice to put this student away for 1 year in
exile in Siberia,

In history that is the kind of thing that
happens when government invades the area
of molding people’s thinking—in Russia un-
der Stalin, in Italy under Mussolini, in Ger-
many under Hitler. American correspond-
ents who observed the rise of Hitler report
that it was not sc much the excellence of his
own propaganda as the ability to knock
down and shut off the expression of any
opposing viewpoint. That, Mr. BUCHANAN,
is exactly what you are doing.

The CIO News, in an editorial directed to
your committee, entitled “Lobby Probe,”
said on May 8: “We would like to see a full
explanation of such outfits as the Commit-
tee for Constitutional Government.” In the
June 5 number, reporting on your meeting
with tHe press, this same publication says,
“At a press conference BUCHANAN made no
bones of his personal distaste for these three
organizations.”” We were one of the three.
You are further quoted, "Congress is en-
titled to know which financial interests are
back of attempts to influence public opinion
and legislation.”

Do not clergymen and educators influ-
ence public opinion? Are you going fo sup-
press them?

This statement quoted by the CIO News—
also on page 1 of the New York Times—con-
firms the viewpoint outlined by your repre-
sentative, Louis Little, as the objective of
your investigation. We challenge $our
power to meddle in the processes by which
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the American people have facts and educa-
tional material in books and other publica-
tions, presented to them, from which, ulti-
mately, public opinion results,

Of the thousand or more opinion-molding
organizations at work, the most gigantic ma-
chine ever built is that of the labor monop-
olies. They report collection of $425,000,000
annually of regular dues, with an estimated
$200,000,000 additional in assesments and the
services of 100,000 shop stewards, pald by
stockholders but misused for political pur-
poses, often against the long-range interests
of the workers themselves, as well as the
stockholders.

Next in power is the bureaucracy of the
Federal Government itself, with 45,000 on
the payroll engaged primarily in press-
agentry, and costing $70,000,000 annually,
plus tens of milllons in free postal service
to promote their loaded propaganda Tor big-
ger and bigger government, The CIO News
reports: “The name of the CCG first came
up in the lobby probe several weeks ago when
Leo Goodman, director of the housing com-
mittee, charged that it financed some of the
activities of the real estate lobby. Goodman
sald the CCG sent out mail, paid for print
material attacking rent control and Federal
housing legislation.” The CIO has spent
probably hundreds of times as much as we,
using its gigantic machine to pressure for
rent control, urging confiscation of part of
the home owner's income by rent control.

Now, at CIO behest, you and your agents
are digging into how we distribute our edu-
cational material to citizens back home, on
these rent-control and housing issues.

We are carrying on, in the area of public
opinion, a nonpartisan, nonprofit educational
effort, influencing public opinion, as do news-
papers, magazines, perlodicals, churches,
service clubs, colleges, and innumerable other
forces. ;

It was Jefferson’s concept and that of the
men who wrote our Bill of Rights that with
the free play of such forces all sides, un-
curbed and uninfluenced by government,
even the unpopular sidé of a question could
be presented and heard. The citizens, with
the information before them, could come to
sound conclusions and, by their votes, wisely
guide the course of their government.

Your agents showed little interest in the
tens of thousands of individual purchases of
books and literature. For example, on the
day after Lincoln's Birthday we received 2,171
units, aggregating $9,452; 30 of these were
contributions, averaging $12 each; more than
2,000 purchases of books and literature and
the Bill of Rights, with an over-all average
of $4.50 each.

Your agents took back to Washington, for
your information, copy of our auditor's an-
nual financial reports for the years 1948,
1848, and 1947. For example, the 1940 report
shows that we had received no contributions
in excess of §490, and only 1568 contributions
ranging from $101 to $490; 5,626 contribu-
tions of less than $10; 1,707 ranging from §11
to $25; and 1,061 ranging from $26 to $100.
The average amount received in contribu-
tions during 1949 was $22.20, just about the
amount the average union member pays in
dues, In that same year we sold books and
literature in 22,000 separate orders,’averag-
ing §15 each.

You had these facts before you, yet you
put out a totally false statement that went
through the press of the whole United States,
saylng that you were seeking to find out
Rumely's “financial angels.” It is true that
a few who bought more than 100 books or
whose support amounted to more than $100
are public-spirited citizens with means or
in prominent position. If you now demand
thelr names and present them as typical of
the support of the committee, as you have
done, you ignore the evidence before you
and misuse the confidence of the press in
a congressional committee to project to the
Nation a totally false picture. If any private
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individual or institutlon put out such a
biased and unfounded press interview, it
would be looked upon as downright dis-
honesty. i

We have sold about 600,000 coples of
Flynn's book, The Road Ahead, during the
past. 5 months, in tens of thousands of in-
dividual orders, ranging from 1 to 10 copies
each; a small percentage of the total sales
were purchased in quantities, by individuals
and institutions, for redistribution. De-
manding and releasing the names of these
buyers, you would again create a false pic-
ture in the public mind. The CIO reports:
“BucHANAN believes that the Committee for
Constitutional Government is the parent of
a network lobbying against labor and the
Fair Deal,” and he believes that “the in-
vestigation of the financial backing of three
organizations will reveal the ties.”

That statement of yours, based on your
surmise, is false, for our committe has no
ties with other organizations. With 80,000
who have given financial support, it, of
course, is probable that a small percentage
also have given support to other organiza-
tions. But you have projected to the whole
country an unfounded surmise, before your
committee has had a chance to see the facts.
That's biased propaganda on your part and
not objective investigation.

Bee attached hereto a statement released
by Sumner Gerard, one of our trustees, get-
ting forth how your demand for the names
of the purchasers of our books and litera-
ture violates our rights—the rights of all
citizens—under the first and fourth amend-
ments to the Constitution,

Four of your agents went to work in our
office during 2 weeks, going through books
of accounts, our files, correspondence, and
inspecting every piece of literature and the
books that we have printed and distributed.
We gave your representatives more than 68

nt of what they asked for—responding
to 24 out of 25 demands, although much of
it was irrelevant to the purposes of this
investigation. For example, your agents
went through our correspondence with
Members of Congress. They picked out
correspondence with Republicans or with
Jeffersonian Democrats like Benator Byrp,
but when they saw comment from men like
Senator PEPPER on our releases they left that
to one side.

It is for the reasons set forth in the
Gerard statement and these reasons that
we are declining to give you the names of
the quantity purchasers of our books and
literature; also, the names of a few who
made loans for the purpose of enabling us
to advertise and promote the Fighters for
Freedom movement, which has no relation
to lobbying activities before Congress; also,
to pay for the printing and promotion of
early editions of The Road Ahead.

1 am taking this stand after consultation
and on the advice of my counsel, Neil Bur-
kinshaw, and after consultation with the
trustees of the Committee for Constitutional
Government, Inc.

Epwarp A, RUMELY.

STATEMENT RELEASED BY SUMNER GERARD,
TRUSTEE OF THE COMMITTEE FOR CONSTITU-
TIONAL GOVERNMENT, INC.

The House Select Committee on Lobbying
Activities has ordered the Committee For
Constitutional Government, Inc., to produce
at 10 a&. m. on June 6 in Washington various
records and data including the names and
addresses of quantity purchasers of books
which it has published. These include: The
Constitution of the United States, by Thomas
James Norton; The Road Ahead, by John T.
Flynn; Compulsory Medical Care and the
Welfare State, by Melchior Palyi; Why the
Taft-Hartley Law? by Irving G. McCann.

A basle right of every American citizen is,
in our judgment, involved in the Buchanan
committee's procedure—as well as the basic
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right of every publisher, whether of books,
newspapers, magazines, pamphlets, or hand-
bills.

Wherever freedom of the press is lost, free-
dom of the individual citizen is eventually
lost. Press freedom is guaranteed in the Bill
of Rights not primarily for newspapermen
or for printers. It was put there to protect
the basic right of the people to know.

Framers of our Constitution demanded it
because they knew that in Europe men who
dared to criticize the government had their
tongues slit, their ears cut off, were im-
prisoned and fiendishly tortured. Our fore-
fathers wanted to be secure against such
government suppression of the voice of the
people.

Therefore, the issue coming up in Wash-
ington concerns all the pecple.

For the precedent sought by Chairman
BucHANAN, if not resisted and overthrown,
will expose any publisher's private files to
unreasonable search and selzure. Nor would
he or those who buy his publication or give
it financial support be free from smearing
attacks, Intimidation, and coercion if he
printed a book or a paper displeasing to some
pressure group powerful enocugh to cause
misuse of the legitimate prerogatives of con-
gressional committees.

We base this conclusion on the current
experience of the Committee for Constitu-
tional Government, Inc., of which I am a
trustee.

For many years a major portion of the
work of this organization, fighting to uphold
the principles of constitutional freedom, has
been publishing and distributing books.

In the last 6 months it has published and
sold some 600,000 copies of its special-size
edition of John T. Flynn's book, The Road
Ahead. Only a small percentage of sales
has been to organizations and individuals
purchasing in quantities for redistribution.
The Buchanan committee’'s agents demanded
the names of all who purchased 100 or more
copies,

Why? To expose them to smear attack
by radical commentators and some of the
left-wing press. . What other purpose?

In 1943 the Committee for Constitutional
Government acquired copyright of Thomas
James Norton's book, the Constitution of
the United States. This book had been se-
lected by a committee of the American Bar
Assoclation as the best available on that all-
important but long-neglected subject. It
had languished in regular publishers' hands.
More than 600,000 copies have been distrib-
uted since 1943.

William H. Cowles, Jr., editor and pub-
lisher of the Spokane Spokesman-Review,
llke his father before him, every year has
purchased from 1,000 to 1,200 coples of the
Norton book to present to high school grad-
uates. Has the Buchanan committee's de-
mand for the names of such purchasers any-
thing to do with the investigation of lobbying
actlvities as defined in the authorizing res-
olution of Congress?

The Committee for Constitutional Govern=
ment has printed 100,000 copies of Dr. Mel-
chior Palyl’s book Compulsory Medical Care
and the Welfare State, and it has in page
proof Irving G. McCann's book, Why the Taft-
Hartley Law? Mr. McCann was counsel to
the House commiftee in its hearings on
which that law was based. Explaining his
demand for the names of the book purchasers,
the chief investigator of the Buchanan com-
mittee said, “If an employer buys more than
100 coples of this book on the Taft-Hartley
law, why shouldn’t his employees be in-
formed about it?" Such disclosure and
potential intimidation of book purchasers is
outside the legitimate fleld of investigating
lobbying activities. The publicity threat
of the Buchanan committee is the reason
why one order for 1,000 coples of the Taft-
Hartley book was cut to 50.

Bince Congress, under article I of the Bill
of Rights, cannot abridge the freedom of the
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press, and since a book publisher, or any
publisher, is guaranteed protection against
unreasonable search and selzure, Mr. Frank
Gannett, a fellow trustee, heartily approves
the stand of the committee in resisting this
unwarranted invasion of its constitutional
rights—the rights of every publisher and of
every American. He writes our executive
secretary:

“I agree that the Buchanan committee has
gone far out of bounds In considering the
committee's sale of books as coming under
the Lobbying Act. I don't think they have
any right to demand the names of purchas-
ers of the books, and I hope our commitice
stands firm in refusing to give out such in-
Tormation. I believe the Constitution pro-
tects the right of privacy in such matters.”

Our committee is striving to uphold the
rights of every citizen as well as the rights
of a free press. If we value our freedoms—
and freedom of the press is only one of them
that can be lost for all of us—we will rec-
ognize the danger of the precedent which
Chairman BUcCHANAN evidently seeks to es-
tablish, and resist it with all the forces that
public opinion can muster. Let us thank
God for what we now enjoy—and fight to
maintain it.

Now back to Rumely’s conviction—the
one referred to by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BiemiLLEr] and by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PATMAN].

Here is Mr. Rumely’s statement on that
subject:

II. WaARNING OF JIBEL

(Edward A. Rumely, as executive secre-
tary of the Committee for Constitutional
Government, Inc., in resisting what we believe
to be an unconstitutional and unwarranted
invasion of every citizen’s right of privacy
under the Bill of Rights, is acting as cus-
todian and under directlon of this commit-
tee's officers and trustees. His refusal has
their full approval and support. They hope
by carrying this case to the highest court,
if that is necessary, to establish a precedent
good as long as our constitutional govern-
ment endures.)

Some publishers, editors, columnists, radio
stations and commentators have fallen into
the habit of repeating, inadvertently or ma-
liciously, gross lbels against Dr. Edward
A. Rumely, and incidentally creating un-
Justified and damaging prejudice agalnst
the Committee for Constitutional Govern-
ment.

THE FACTS

Edward A. Rumely never was indicted as,
nor was he ever convicted of being, a
German agent, nor of other of the many de-
famatory charges loosely disseminated.

He was tried, together with two attorneys,
law partners of the well-known jurist Arthur
Garfield Hays, for allegedly making a false
report under the Trading With the Enemy
Act in World War I. All three were con-
victed—by jurors, five or whom later ad-
mitted that “it was our disposition to give
to the Government” (not to the accused)
“the benefit of whatever doubt existed.”

Suffice it to say that within 3 weeks after
the conviction, 11 of the 12 jurors recom-
mended that their verdlct be set aslde by
executive clemency. And when evidence
suppressed at the trial was made available,
11 of the jurors signed the petition for
Dr. Rumely’s unconditional pardon. A ma-
jority signed a statement saying that had
they had before them the evidence which
was withheld, they would not have voted as
they did, for conviction.

President Calvin Coolidge granted the par-
don, with full restoration of citizenship on
the ground that there had been a miscar-
riage of justice and that the convicted men
were innocent. The sentence served was
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1 month in the Westchester (N. Y.) County
penitentiary.

Dr. Rumely was informed, and no proof
that he had knowledge to the contrary was
ever produced, that the funds which he bor-
rowed to finance, in part, his purchase of the
New York Evening Mail in 1915, were those
of private individuals. He was informed it
was the capital of Herman Sielcken, an
American citizen residing at Baden-Baden,
but transmitted 2 years before the United
States entered the war, via the only means
then available, German diplomatic channels.
Under war conditions many private trans-
actions for all countries were handled by
and through Government channels. The
late Charles Nagel, a St. Louis attorney who
was President Taft's Secretary of Commerce,
cooperated in helping to make this loan for
Dr. Rumely possible.

The courts have held that to mention a
conviction without also mentioning a par-
don, where pardon has been granted, is libel

per se.

Permit me to quote further from a
statement from Rumely under the cap-
tion “An old red herring”;

AN OLp REp HERRING

The Minton committee's attack was the
most  determined . campaign conducted
against the Constitutional Committee by its
enemies. Innuendo spreaders failed to pry
into its files. They failed in efforts to dis-
cover and harass committee supporters—and
to misrepresent them as “wealthy reaction-
arles” and “contributors of huge slush
funds.,"” Likewise, they failed in their am-
bition to wreck the committee, They had
hoped to halt its work when Senator Min-
ton dragged into the hearing slanders on
Dr. Rumely,

These slanders are now the falrly exclu-
sive property of irresponsibles and of left-
wing publications, They arise out of the
case of the New York Evening Mail, of which
Dr. Rumely was once editor and publisher.
And an examination of the facts of the case
indicates one reason for Dr. Rumely's devo-
tion to a cause which resists arbitrary acts
of Government.

Dr. Rumely is a native of Indiana, where
his people settled nearly a century ago. One
of his grandfathers accompanied Carl Schurz
to this country after the unsuccessful demo-
cratic German revolution of 1848. The
Rumelys - built agricultural implements.
Although educated as a physlcian and sur-
geon in England and Germany, Dr. Rumely
entered the family business after his father's
death and, among other pioneering develop-
ments in power farming, brought out one of
the first tractors. At the .same time, he
ploneered in modern education, establishing
the famous Interlaken School for Boys near
La Porte,

Two years before the United States en-
tered World War I, Dr. Rumely purchased
the New York Evening Mall. If was an old
ambition, paralleling the urge that led him
to found his Interlaken School. Under his
editorship, the Mail stood with the United
States Government for the rights of neu-
trals—and in particular it strongly con-
demned German brutality. Furthermore, the
Rumely newspaper was the recognized
mouthpiece of his friends, Theodore Roose-
velt and Gen. Leonard Wood. It fought
vigorously for military preparedness and &
watchful America.

In the summer of 1918, Dr. Rumely and two
members of the law firm of which the senior
partner was the well-known liberal, Arthur
Garfield Hays, were charged with conspiring
to make an improper report to the Alien
Property Custodian. This report had to do
with a pre-war indebtedness contracted in
the purchase of stock in “The Mall.” The
trial turned upon the point whether a report
of indebtedness contracted 2 years before the
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United States entered World War I was tech-
nically correct. Evidence of pivotal impor-
tance was withheld from the defendants and
all three were convicted upon this techni-
cality.

A full report of this matter is available.
Suffice it here to say that within 3 weeks
after the conviction, 71 of the 12 jurors rec-
ommended executive clemency. Thereafter,
the majority of the surviving 11 jurors stated
that at the time of the trial “it was our dis-
position to give to the Government the bene-
fit of whatever doubt existed” and that they
had expected that the conviction, with their
recommendation of extreme mercy, would
carry at most a monetary fine. They further
stated that had the jury had the evidence
which was withheld from the defendants at
the time of trial, but which was later brought
to attention by the Honorable Charles Nagel,
who was Secretary of Commerce under Presl-
dent Taft and attorney for the witness whose
testimony was withheld, they would have
reached a-different verdict. The petition of
these jurors to the President concluded with
the following: *“Since in our judgment this
new evidence would have altered our verdict
or resulted in a disagreement, we therefore
respectfully recommend that by the exercise
of executive clemency this verdict be now
completely set aside.”

Both the prosecuting attorney and the trial
Jjudge joined in recommending a pardon,

The President, following the request of the
Jurors that their verdict be set aside, and the
supporting recommendations by outstanding
national leaders, among them statements of
Cabinet members and judges, granted a full

~ and unconditional pardon to all three.

In a later proceeding.for the reinstate-
ment to the bar of the two attorneys, Mr.
Justice Cardozo, then of the New York Court

of Appeals, later a Justice of the United

States Supreme Court, in his decision stated:
“The President in granting this pardon acted
in accordance with the recommendation of.

* his Attorney General, now Mr, Justice Stone

of the Supreme Court of the United States,
who after examining the record expressed &
belief that the petitioners were innocent."
In the same decision, Justice Cardozo added:
“A pardon may in some conditions be a
warning as significant as a judgment of re-
versal that the looms of the law have woven
a fabric of injustice. The very case at hand
is indeed an opposite illustration. The rec-
ord makes it plain that the pardon was
granted because the President of the United
States was advised by his Attorney General
that the petitionérs were innocent.”

LEGAL OPINIONS

The view has been taken that a person
charged with crime may maintain an action
for libel or slander if, before the speaking
of the words, a pardon has been granted to
him. In fact,the opinion has been expressed
that even though the words charging a crim-
inal offense expressly fixed such offense to
a particular perlod, since which the liability
to punishment therefor must have been dis-
charged by a general pardon, yet the words
were actionable, as the scandal of the offense
remained. (33 American Jurisprudence, p.
47, sec. 16.)

In the case of a full pardon, it relieves the
punishment and blots out of existence the
gullt of the offender to such an extent that
in the eye of the law he is innocent as if
he had never committed the offense. So com-
pletely is an offens> considered to be obliter-
ated by a pardon that it has been held that
pardon of treason or felony, even after con-
viction, will enable a man to have an action
oi slander for calling him a traitor or felon.
(39 American Jurisprudence, p. 550, sec. 51.)

Effect of pardon: The fact that the lla-
bility to punishment is discharged by a par=-
don prior to the publication of words im-
puting a crime will not deprive plaintiff of
hisright of actlon. (56 Corpus Juris., p. 1196,
sec. 106.)
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A pardon is construed as a whole to carry
out the intention of the grantor and should
be construed most strictly agalnst the State
an'l 'most liberally in favor of the person
pardoned. (46 Corpus Juris, p. 1192,
sec. 31.)

When a full and absolute pardon is granted,
it exempts the individual upon which it is
bestowed from the punishment which the
law inflicts for the crime which he has com-
mitted. The crime is forgiven and remitted
and the individual is relieved from all of
itz legal consequences. (46 Corpus Juris.,
p. 1192, gec. 32.)

A pardon by the Presldent relieves the re-
cipient from all disability or responsibility
on account of the commission of the offense
for which he was pardoned. (Rison v. Farr
(24 Ark. 161, 87 AMd. 52), (C. J. 46, p. 1183).)

MR, JUSTICE CARDOZO, MR, JUSTICE STONE CON-
CURRED IN OFINION THAT RUMELY WAS NOT
GUILTY OF CHARGE OF WHICH HE WAS CON-
VICTED

Now I ask you, after reading the re-
port of the actions of Mr., Justice Car-
dozo at the time the two attorneys con-
victed with Mr. Rumely and who had
been disbarred were restored to good
standing—after reading the recommen-
dation of the then Attorney General,
later Mr. Justice Stone of the Supreme
Court, who, after examining the record
of Rumely’s conviction, expressed the
belief that the petitioners were inno-
cent—just how much weight do you give
to the present charge that Rumely is
an ex-convict, that he was convicted of
a8 crime? To the present attempt to
intimidate, to force into silence, this offi-
cer of the Committee for Constitutional
Government? Does not the pardon wipe
out that conviction?

EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON STAR

In the same connection, note this edi-
torial from the Washington Evening
Star of October 10, 1944. I quote:

THE RUMELY PARDON

In an editorial commenting on the in-
dictment last week of Dr. Edward A. Rumely
for refusing to supply the House Campaign
Expenditures Committee with names of con-
tributors to the Committee for Constitu-
tional Government, of which he is execu-
tive secretary, the Star stated that after the
first World War he was convicted and served
a prison term on a charge of violating the
Trading With the Enemy Act. That com-
plaint grew out of the purchase by Dr.
Rumely of a New York newspaper before
this country went to war with Germany in
1817. The prosecution contended that the
German government supplied some of the
funds for the purchase, a circumstance of
which Dr. Rumely denied knowledge. He
and two attorneys were convicted, however,
on a conspiracy charge based on a report
of the transaction which they made to the
Allen Property Custodian,

Later, after evidence not introduced at the
trial had become available, President Cool-
idge commuted their sentences, pardoned all
three men and restored their civil rights,
Mr. Coolidge acted on a recommendation by
Harlan F. Stone, then Attorney General and
now Chief Justice of the Spreme Court, who
expressed the bellef that the three men were
innocent. In a proceeding for the reinstate-
ment of the two attorneys to the New York
bar, Chief Justice Cardozo of the New York
Court of Appeals, later an assoclate justice
of the Supreme Court, also indicated his
belief that the men had been unjustly con-
victed. Similar opinions were expressed by
other prominent lawyers and jurists.

The Star’s editorial did not state that Dr,
Rumely had been pardoned, and it is in
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fairness to him that the circumstances of
the pardon are published at this time,

EDITORIAL FROM THE TIMES-HERALD

Then, if you care to bring the story
down to date, listen to this editorial irom
the Times-Herald of June 12, 1950:

AnOTHER BLACK COMMITTEE

The conduct of an investigation into lob-
bylng by a committee under Representa-
tive Frank BucHANAN, of Pennsylvania, has
drawn deserved condenmation from other
Member of the House. Mr. BUCHANAN has
proceeded with little respect for normal con-
gressional procedures of subpenaing wit-
nesses and examining them or for the con-
stitutional protection of free speech and a
free press,

If anything approaching such high-
handed methods were employed by a con-
gressional committee dealing with suspected
Communists or other subversives, there
would be an immediate outery from the
“liberal” wing of the eastern press. Repre-
sentative BuUcHANAN's activities, however,
have been greeted with dead silence by these
professed champlons of due process and
the inviolability of the individual.

It has been established by the officers of
certain private organizations dedicated to
the safeguarding of the American-constitu-
tional system that Mr. BUuCEANAN has had
the volunteer assistance in his smearing
campaign of a poison-pen outfit misnamed
“Friends of Democracy."

This is a propaganda racket conducted by
Rex Btout, a goat-bearded mystery writer,
once on the editorlal board of the Com-
munist magazine, New Masses, In assoclation
with Leon Birkhead, an ex-preacher, and
one Avedis Derounion, a Levantine of many
allases, sometimes known as John Roy
Carlson,

REWARDED BY TAX EXEMPTIONS

The prineipal interest of this crowd seems
to be to advance the creeping New Deal revo-
lution by assassinating the character of any-
one manful enough to withstand its mud
guns and to defend a constitutional Repub-
lie. The New Deal recognizes that it has
valuable auxiliaries in Stout, Birkhead, and
Derounian, and has conferred upon them tax
exemption for what contributions they can
get by shaking the bushes, justifying this
extraordinary boon on the ground that the
outfit is engaging in an educational work.

It has become apparent that Mr. Bu-
CHANAN'sS Interest in lobbying is confined
to the activities of organizations which
openly oppose the New Deal and call for a
return to constitutionalism. One such
group, in furtherance of the goal of acquaint-
ing the people with the New Deal's progress
into socialism, appears to have published
some books and to have assisted in the pub-
lication and distribution of at least one
other—John T. Flynn's The Road Ahead.

Representative BucHANAN has endeavored
to represent these activities, which certainly
are valid, as some sort of nefarious plot, and
has levied upon the publishing agency a
demand that it spread before him the names
of those contributing to publication and
those who purchased the books. This ap-
proach is in open contravention of the first
amendment guaranteeing that the state
may not abridge the right to a free press, and
it would also appear to violate the fourth
amendment governing security of person
and property agailnst unreasonable searches
and selzures.

The further BucHANAN proceeds, the more
it is apparent that he has patterned his
star-chamber proceedings upon the model
of the infamous inquisition into lobbying
conducted by Senator Hugo Black in the
early period of the New Deal. In that fishing
expedition, Black subpenaed the complete
telegraphic correspondence of more than
1,000 specified persons and groups, piling up
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more than 5,000,000 copies of messages, which
were then used to smear the opponents of
the Roosevelt administration.

FORMER MEMBER OF KU ELUX KLAN

For this contemptible service, Black was
elevated by Roosevelt to the Supreme Court,
despite his acknowledged former member-~
ship in the Ku Klux Klan, an organization
whose terroristic methods conformed to his
own.

If the House wishes to preserve respect Jr
its integrity, it will lay Mr. BucHANAN and
his  committee away in the freezing com-
partment before they proceed to still greater
outrages. Black finally came a cropper when,
having been accused of violating the fourth
amendment, he was severely taken to task by
the District of Columbia Court of Appeals,

If the House wants to spare itself similar
disgrace, it will rebuke BucHANAN for his
llegal methods and strip his committee of
all authority.

WHERE 1S THE COMMITTEE STAFF HEADING?

While no investigation has been made,
from information which has been volun-
teered, some doubt is created as to the
direction in which two members of the
staff are traveling.

SPINGARN OF THE STAFF AND PART OF HIS

PREVIOUS RECORD

The ConcrESsIONAL RECORD of January
19, 1950, at page 669, shows that Jerome
H. Spingarn was employed as research
assistant to the chairman of the com-
mittee.

During the activities of the House
Select Committee Investigating the Fed-
eral Communications Commission—in
1943-44—Spingarn was Assistant Chief
of the FCC's War Problems Division,
which Division and others of the FCC,
operated in conjunection with the Office
of War Information too, and in the opin-
ion of some caused many American
citizens to be taken off the air and out
of their jobs at numerous foreign lan-
guage broadcast stations in the United
States.

Americans taken off the air were fre-
quently replaced with alien refugees,
some enemy alien refugees; and some
of those replacements in their jobs cen-
sored our religious programs—such as
Els:ster and Christmas programs, and the
like. 5

The FCC never called Spingarn as a
witness when it made its defense of
charges against it; but, as shown by the
hearings of said committee, Spingarn’s
name was mentioned and referred to by
other witnesses as having taken a promi-
nent part in preventing due renewal
of the foregn language broadcast station
licenses and in taking Americans off the
radio.

An examination of the testimony taken
in the hearings just referred to shows
that many times other witnesses referred
to Mr. Spingarn in such a way that it
might be construed as indicating that
he was not one who would give unbiased
consideration to an inquiry into the
activities of organizations engaged in
a campaign designed to jealously guard
and promote constitutional government.
COMMITTEE STAFF ATTORMEY LOUIS LITTLE—

BUCHANAN'S STATEMENT

From the well of the House on the 15th,
it was stated that I had been advised,
in substance, that another member of
the committee staff, Louis Little, an at=
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torney, had acted as bondsman for cer-
tain individuals charged with criminal
offenses, some of whom were or became
his clients.

After that statement was made, the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr, BucHANAN]
advised me that I was in error—that
there might be another Louis Little
in Pittsburgh, The following then
occurred:

Mr. HorFMaN of Michigan. * * * Can
you give me the street address and something
that I may determine whether or not I have
unjustly referred to Louis Little? I find in
the telephone directory but one Louis Little,
and he is listed as an attorney.

Mr. BucHANAN. He has a law office at No.
7 Court Place, Pittsburgh.

Mr. HorFMaN of Michigan. That is the one
that is in the directory. * * *

Mr. HoFFMAN of Michigan. Did the gen-
tleman say that I was in error when I said
that he had signed bonds?

Mr. BucHANAN. That is correct. He is not
& professional bondsman.

Mr. HorFrMAN of Michigan. That 1s_your
statement?

Mr. BucHANAN, That is my statement, and
I believe verification of this fact has been
handed to me by a member of the staff who
has talked to Mr. Little. I believe that he
is in the House Gallery listening to this
colloguy.

Mr, HorFrman of Michigan. I will be glad
to correct any misstatement I may have
made, if I find court records do not refer to
ti::ﬂ Louis Little who is on the committee
B

Mr. BucHANAN. I thank the gentleman for
his contribution.

In view of the foregoing, which I as-
sume means that the Louis Little who is
on the staff of the committee has not
signed, nor is responsible for the signing
of any bond in criminal cases, in some
of which cases he later appeared as the
attorney, and in view of the fact that
Mr. Little, whom the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, BucaEANAN] stated he
believed was in the House Gallery listen-
ing to the colloquy, the gentleman’s
statement, which I assume means that
Mr. Little had nothing to do with bailing
out those charged with criminal of-
fenses, it may be assumed that the Mem-
bers of the House will accept the state-
ment of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. BUCHANAN],

QUERY AS TO WHETHER, IN SPITE OF BUCHANAN'S
STATEMENT ON FLOOR, LOUIS LITTLE IS NOT
INTERESTED IN SIGNING OF BONDS FOR THOSE
CHARGED WITH OFFENSES

However, permit me to inquire of the
attorney for the committee, Mr. Little,
through the courtesy of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. BucHANAN], the
chairman of the Lobbying Committee,
whether he, Mr. Little, was not interest-
ed in procuring bondsmen for the individ-
uals named hereafter and who were
charged with certain offenses in the
courts of Pittsburgh.

Adam Hilliard, 121, Feh, 1949, solicitation
to sodomy.

Giles Royston, 189, Feb. 1949, felonious as-
sault and battery.

Harvey Condon, 262, Feb, 1949, violation
Public Apartment Act.

Theodore Ferris, 204, Feb, 1949, felonious
assault and battery.

Ellsworth Ferris, 221, Mar. 1949, assault.

Richard Ziller, 118, Mar, 1949, arson.
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Henry Taylor, 396, Mar, 1949, solicitation to
sodomy.

Jackie Green, 284-205, May 1949, keeping
assignation house, prostitution, assignation.

Bernard Nichols, 310, Sept. 1949, felonious
assault and battery.

Wm. Jennings, 156, 1949, felonious assault
and battery.

Virginia Clark, 44, Oct. 1949, prostitution
and assignation.

Huston Henderson, 462, Sept. 1949, larceny,
receiving stolen goods.

Louise Radgett, 461, Sept. 1949, violation
public arrest.

Engus Dixzon, 363, Apr. 1850, prostitution
and assignation,

Boswell Ellis, 651, June 1049, felonious &s~
sault; 77, June 1949, prostitution, assignation,
K. B. H—K. D. H, fallure to support legal
children.

Helen Withams, 255-256, June 1949, 704,
Bept., prostitution and assignation, K. B. H—
K. D, H.

Julius Gordon, 390, Sept. 1949, larceny,
. T,

Leon McLean, 901, Sept. 1949, aggravated
assault and battery.

Calvin Homsky, 781, Sept. 1949, larceny,
receiving stolen goods.

Albert Meyors, 525, Sept. 1949, fraudulent
conversion.

Geo. Jones, 202, June 1949, felonious as-
sault and battery.

George Hill, 143, Apr. 1950, felonious as-
sault and hattery.

Herman Beasley, 140, Nov. 1949, felonious
assault and battery.

Mary Stewart, 289, Oct. 1948, prostitution
and ass!gnation.

Jessie Brown, 143, Nov. 1949, keeping house
assignation.

Ollie Davis, 64, Nov. 1949, prostitution.

Anna Ford, 446 and 447, Nov. 1949, keeping
prostitution house and assignation.

Unicl Ernest, 36 and 47, Dec. 1949, keeping
body house, violation beverage act.

Pauline Brown, 264, Jan, 1950; 51, Jan. 1850,
O.and T.

Elmer Maish, prostitution and assignation,
robbery of person.

Robert Grady, 55, Mar. 1950, O and T., bur=-
glary, receiving stolen goods (repeater).

William H. Coleman, 22, May 1950, O. and
T. solicitation.

Robert Lott, 78, May 1950, malicious mis-
chief, .

John Green, allas O, 297, Apr. 1950, feloni-
ous assault and battery, Harry Hanks, 153,
May 1950, assault and battery to rape; George
Hanks, O. and T., 52, May, recelving stolen
goods.

Thomas Miller, 377, May 1950, pointing
firearms and assault (long record).

William Edwards, 722, Sept. 1949, Lowt.,
500, Feb. 1950, larceny and receiving stolen
goods.

James Austen, 510, Jan. 1049, larceny and
receiving stolen goods.

Roy Jack, 525, Oct, 1948, pointing firearms.

Frank Talck, assault with intent to ravish.

Louise Baxton, O, 90, Feb, 1949, assault and
battery, 587, Feb. 1048, surety.

Carlton Barrett, Jr., 256-261, Feb. 1949,
public indecency.

Henry Gathers, 349, Feb, 1949, violation
of liquor laws.

Theodore Fair, 100, Mar, 1949, felonious
assault,

Richard Gauffrey, 203, Mar. 1949, pointing
firearms, assault,

James Guerry, two charges, involuntary
manslaughter.

Leo Chapman, 433, Sept. 1949, violation
firearms act (record of moral offenses).

Robert Hoezenrother, 436, Sept. 1949, lar-
ceny, recelving stolen goods.

Robert E. Bechtold, 221-222, Nov. 1949,
worthless checks, conspiracy.

John Sobrush, 184, Mar, 1950, adultery and
bastardy.
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~EKenneth Richtold, 373-374-515-840, Sept.
1949, worthless check, conspiracy.
Meto Ehrum, (Gypsy), public asst. viola=
tion.
Sam Flurellen, 7-8, Jan., receiving stolen
goods. .
Emmett Jones, 373, Nov. 1948, assault and
battery.
Sam Dickson, 978, Oct, 1948, assault and
battery.
Gus Jordan, 2, Oct. 1948, felonious assault
and battery.
Pearl Davis, sodomy (long record liguor).
James Hunter, 196, Sept. 1948, O. and T.,
burglary, receiving stolen goods,
Thomas Avery, 990, Sept. 1948, adultery.
Robert Almond, 289, Sept. 1248, adultery.
Wm. Campbell, 834, Sept. 1848, keeping
bawdy house.
Robert Grant, 425, June 1948, assault and
battery.
Joseph Hyfnagel, 485, June 1948, self-ad-
ministrating drugs.
David 8. Daughterty, 640, Oct. 1847, O, and
T., robbery from perzon.
Henry Huriston, 197, Mar. 1948, violation
of public asst. act,
Ralph Boyce, 97, May 1948, assault and
battery.
James Hamilton, €6-67, May 1948, aggra-
vated assault and battery.
Eugene Barber, 146, Nov. 1947, violation
public asst. act; 453, Apr. 1948, larceny.
Francis King, 37, Apr. 1948, indecent as-
gault (repeater),
Amanda Clark, 301, Mar, 1948, assault and
battery, 409, Mar., surety.
La Verne Allen, 66, Feb. 1948, prostitution
and assignation.
Delbert Kidd, 48, Feb. 1948, aggravated
assault and battery.
Wilbert Brower, 164, Jan. 1948, larceny,
automobile,
Kenneth Lowe, 143, Dec. 1947, violation
liquor laws.
Carrle Bradley, 45, Nov. 1947, robbery from
person (has long record as prostitute).
Wylie Coyle, 19, Nov. 1847, receiving stolen

Margaret Fagan, 68, Oct. 1947, adultery.

Lewzie Gross, 278, Oct. 1947, drunk and
disorderly.

Margaret Anderson, 134, Sept. 1947, sodomy.

Clarence Budd, 662, Sept. 1947, Feb., as-
sault and battery.

Richard Ellis, 375, Sept. 1947, larceny.

Dunbar King, 232, Sept. 1947, drunk and
disorderly.

Stanley Dushac, 379, June 1948, neglect of
minor children.

Dolores Adams, 29, Sept, 1849, prostitution
and assignation,

Zayuna Allen, 66, Feb. 1948, prostitution
and assignation,

SNOOPING BY COMMITTEE STAFF

That at least some member or mem-
bers of the committee staff seek the in-
timidation of Congressmen who op-
pose the New Deal policies, some of the
policies of the administration, and
who have been fighting communism, is
shown by the fact that a staff member
went snooping into the folding room,
from which some material sent out by
Congressmen is mailed, and made in-
guiry as to what and how much franked
mail had been sent out by five Con-
gressmen,

Inasmuch as material which is printed
in the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD is frank-
able and as no claim has been made that
any one of those named used the frank
on anything that was not printed in the
Recorp, the only logical conclusion is
that the snooper desired to get material
which would enable him to smear those
who sent out statements or arguments in



9038

opposition to policies which he, his asso-
ciates or those for whom he acted
advocated.

That procedure is nothing new. As I
pointed out from the well of the House
on the eighth, it has been tried before.
It did not work then; it will not work
now, except as to those who do not feel
it worth while to stand up and fight the
vicious vilification which all must suffer
when they oppose the policies of certain
powerful groups, groups determined to
have their own way, regardless of the
effect upon the welfare or security of the
Nation.

I have nothing to say about the other
individuals who attempted to enlighten
their constituents by the circulation of
material which the snooper or his asso-
ciates did not approve, for they are able
and willing to make their own fight.

For myself, let me make the situation
clear,

On September 29, 1949, from the floor
of the House I made a speech in oppo-
sition to the attempt of the President
to settle the steel strike through the ap-
pointment of his own fact-finding board.

The Constitutional Educational League
saw fit to reprint that speech in a pam-
phlet and, at its own expense and with-
out a cent of cost to the taxpayer, with
postage fully prepaid, to send it out to
individuals of its own choosing.

Is that fact any business of the

snooper or of anyone else? Is not any-
one exercising his right to free speech,
to a free press, at liberty to reprint any
article carried in the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, especially when he has the consent
of the author? What kind of thinking
motivated this snooper or those for whom
he was acting?
_ Those in control of the Committee for
Constitutional Government at their own
expense photolithed that speech and
again, at their own expense and with
postage fully prepaid, sent it through the
mail. ;

May I ask this snooper: Is he, are his
bosses, the only ones who have the right
to reproduce parts of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and at their own expense send
them out through the mail?

In addition, the Committee for Consti-
tutional Government asked permission
to have reprinted in pamphlet form
copies of that same speech and it paid
the full cost of the reprinting of those
speeches. I caused some of those
speeches to be franked out and again I
ask, there being no violation of law, what
business was that of the committee
snooper, or, for that matter, of the com-
mittee?

We have not yet reached that stage
where a committee of the House or any
of its staff can tell a Member of Congress
what he shall say, what he shall print,
ortwhat he shall, under the frank. send
out,

I made two other talks, each a page
and a half; one was entitled “Misuse of
Hoover Label”; the other was entitled
“Taking From All of Us To Give To Some
of Us.” Each in part was a reprint of
statements published by the Committee
for Constitutional Government.

I hazard the statement that, on every
day that the Concressronar REecorp i8
printed, it carries a reprint from some

-
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publication or a letter from some consti-

tuent of a Congressman.

Not only has it never been considered
an offense to reprint these letters or
these articles, but unanimous consent is
first given for the purpose of having
them inserted in the Recorp, and there
is no doubt of the right of the people to
receive this frankable material or of a
Member of Congress to mail it.

What the snooper and those respon-
sible for his action were evidently try-
ing to do was to silence, through intimi-
dation, through the false charge that
franking out anything which came from
any one of these three organizations, was
reprehensible, a violation of some Fad-
eral law, Congressmen who oppose ad-
ministration policies,

In my time here I have seen some
vicious attacks by unscrupulous indi-
viduals and organizations made upon
Members of this and the other body in
an attempt to silence opposition.

Never, so far as I can recall, has any
member of a committee staff had the ef-
frontery, without any justification what-
soever, to act as 2 tool of those who
would cover up and conceal Communists
in o out of the Federal Government and
whose purpose is to destroy our Govern-
ment.

Members of the House Committee on
Lobbying should realize that in permit-
ting their snooper to inquire into and to
criticize lawful activities of their col-
leagues, they are but following the
methods of one, who just a few days ago
was characterized by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Woopn] as the arch
character assassin of all times,

I have been wondering what the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania and the Mem-
bers on his side of the aisle who are also
members of the House Lobbying Com-
mittee will have to say if after the No-
vember election, in January of 1951, the
opposition should come into power and
a House committee should call the chair-
man of the present Lobbying Commit-
tee and his financial backers and politi-
cal friends to the stand, and inquire as
to their political beliefs, methods, and
contributions.

Just how far does the Committee on
Lobbying intend to go in permitting
this Louis Little, who gained much of
his experience as a criminal and divorce
court lawyer, in grilling American eiti-
zens who attempt to exercise their con-
stitutional rights?

15 LOBBYING COMMITTEE, IN A CAMPAIGN YEAR,
MAKING EFFORT TO SILENCE OPPOSITION?
Is it not evident from what has been

here said that there is at this time, a po-
litical campaign being now on, a delib-
erate attempt to intimidate, to silence,
those who would criticize any policy,
any action, of the present administra-
tion and its adherents?

Are these efforts to be successful? Are
we, the people’s representatives, to
tamely submit to the unauthorized
snooping into our legitimate affairs by
the staff of this committee?

That their efforts are meeting with
cooperation from at least one columnist
is evident from an article which appeared
in one of the papers in my own congres-
sional district. The writer, not daring
to make a direct charge, nevertheless, by
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telling but a part of the story, sought
by innuendo to convey the impression
that I and other Members of Congress
had improperly—yes, unlawfully—sent
out material in violation of the law.

The writer of that article knew that
the inference conveyed was false. Lack-
ing the courage to make the charge di-
rectly, it was sought to do it by indi-
rection.,

I for one am convinced that, if those
sought to'be silenced stand up and fight
as they should, the result of the effort to
purge will be as futile as have been pre-
vious efforts on the part of the admin-
istration in power.

PREVIOUS EFFORTS FAILED

Some remember Wilson’s demand that
the people return a Democratic Congress.
Result? The people sent back a Re-
publican Congress.

President Roosevelt sought to purge
certain Senators. The people returned
them to office.

The late President Roosevelt did suec-
ceed, with the aid of the American Labor
Party, in purging one Democratic Con-
gressman, John O'Connor, of New York.

President Truman, in a primary elec-
tion, succeeded in preventing the renomi-
nation of a Democratic Congressman,
Roger Slaughter, who had opposed some
of the administration’s policies. There
is evidence that that purge was accom-
plished through the casting of fraudu-
lent votes. The net result was the elec-
tion of a Republican from that district.

At the moment, the President has

opened certain files relating to incomes
to a Senate committee probing gambling.
But he is still holding closed and secret
the files which would reveal the truth
or falsity of the charges made by a
Member of the other body to the effect
that there have been and are Commu-
nists in the State and other executive
departments; the files which would show
whether there are or there are not at
this time, after 91 homosexuals have
been discharged from the State Depart-
ment, other individuals with like char-
acteristics still drawing Federal pay.
" Nor should it be forgotten that, when
a House committee sought to look into
the files which would show the tax re-
turns of the President’s friend, Paul
Dillon, who admitted he received a fee
of $10,000 for assisting in obtaining the
parole of the five Capone gangsters, the
President denied the request of the
House committee.

He also denied a request for a look at
the files which would have shown the
income of Maury Hughes, a friend of the
then Attorney General, now Supreme
Court Justice Tom Clark, who testified
that from an unknown individual he
received a fee of $15,000 for assisting in
procuring the dismissal of an indictment
which barred a parole to the five Capone
gangsters—gangsters who were con-
victed of an attempt to extort more than
a million dollars from union employees.
DO CONGRESSMEN LACK COURAGE OR INCLINATION

TO FIGHT BACK?

There is an old saying that murder
will out. It is my humble opinion that
if those who believe in constitutional
government, who belleve that right and
justice will prevail, have the courage of
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their convictions, will stand up and fight,
this smear effort will but strengthen the
convictions, increase the courage and
determination of those who wish to pre-
serve the liberty of the citizen, the se-
curity of our Nation.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the -gen-
tleman from Michigan may proceed for
three additional minutes in order that
I may ask him one or two questions.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield

to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Does the gentle-
man from Michigan charge any illegal
act at all or is he charging an unethical
act against a highly successful, emi-
nently gqualified lawyer from the State
of Pennsylvania? Is the gentleman
charging anything of that sort?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does
the gentleman want me to answer that
question?

Mr. EBERHARTER. Yes,
the question.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. All
right. The answer is this: Emphatically
no. I am charging that the gentleman
has specialized in criminal cases and in
divorce matters and in view of the man-
ner of questioning that he is reported to
have followed yesterday he is not the
proper man to conduct either an investi-
gation or the interrogation of witnesses
for a House committee, That is what
I charge.

Mr. EBERHARTER. If the gentleman
would refer to the bar association of the
home ccunty of Mr. Little, if he will refer
to the State bar association and the
American Bar Association, he would
have the answer that this man is very
reputable and has been for 25 years. He
has earned the reputation of being one
of the most successful and one of the
most moral and ethical men who ever
practiced law. If the gentleman from
Michigan wants to continue with his in-
nuendo it is all right with me, but there
i5 no crime in practicing eriminal law.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
right. Now will the gentleman listen to
me for a minute? Will the gentleman
just inquire and come back and say on
his honor as a Congressman that Mr.
Little is not causing professional bonds
to be signed and whether or not he has
not in the cases where he caused those
bonds to be signed acted as attorney?
Come back and tell me that. If that is
not unethical conduct and so branded
by every bar association in the couniry
I do not know what unethical conduct is.
As for being a member of the Bar Asso-
ciation, look at your newspaper today
and note the news item that there are
5,000 lawyers in the guild who are
Communists.

Mr., EBERHARTER. The gentleman
asked me whether I think it is unethical
for a lawyer who has a client accused of
criminal conduct to obtain a bondsman.

That is
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I did
not say obtain a bond.

Mr. EBERHARTER., The gentlinan
asked me a question. The gentleman
himself has practiced law in the State
of Michigan for many years. I wonder
whether or not he himself has ever de-
fended any person accused of crime and
whether or not in defending thoss per-
sons accused of crime he would want to
ba accused of unethical conduct for de-
fending somehbody in a court of justice
in this country? That is the innuendo
he is putting out. I say frankly and hon-
estly. It requires a man of ability to
make the reputation that this gentleman
did.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for one additional minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Of
course not. Everyone knows that is a
silly question because if a man is accused
of a crime and he does not have an
attorney it is the duty of the court to
appoint an attorney for him. Everyone
accused has the right to an attorney,
There is no question about that. In
Michigan an attorney cannot sign a bond
in a criminal case. The point I am mak-
ing is this: Has not Mr. Little over a
period of years, since 1947, in at least 150
cases been personally interested in the
signing of a bond? That is easily an-
swered. You can take the cases I put in
the Recorp today, and then come back
and tell us whether he or his agent did
not cause bonds in eriminal cases to be
signed.

Mr, EBERHARTER. The gentleman
knows that he is using the familiar tac-
tics of associating somebody else with
somebody that he is talking about.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. You are
defending the gentleman.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Those are per-
haps the only tactics that the gentleman
can use.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Before
we get through you will get the record.

Mr. EBERHARTER. And before the
public you can create a wrong impression
by asserting all these things by associa-
tion. I thought the gentleman said the
other day he did not believe in the theory
of guilt by association.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Saprak] is recognized for
10 minutes.

HON. JOHN DAVIS LODGE

Mr. SADLAK, Mr. Speaker, since the
first congressional primaries this year,
and earlier than that in other instances,
there has been indicated to us in the
House that distinguished Members, with
whom each of us has been privileged to
be associated, will not be colleagues in
this body during the Eighty-second Con-
gress.

Some as the result of successful pri-
maries will vie for seats in the other body;
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others will contest elections for guber-
natorial seats; a number are retiring vol-
untarily; and the Grim Reaper has made
untimely visits, thereby lessening the
group of familiar names and faces.

The Republican State Convention at
New Haven, Conn., on last Thursday by
its action added another fsmous name
to the list when it nominated as its can-
didate for Governor my friend and your
colleague, JoHN Davis Lobpcg, the Repre-
sentative from the Fourth Disirict of the
great Constitution State.

From my close observance of the gen-
tleman and asscciation with him, I am
of the opinion that Joun Davis Lopce is
a man of outstanding ability, of unques-
tioned integrity and one possessing a
great capacity for hard work. It was in
recognition of his ability, background,
and experience that Mr. Lobce has been
selected for a larger opportunity of serv-
ice to all of the people in Connecticut.

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

Mr. SADLAK. I am happy to yield
to my colleague from New York.

Mr. KEEATING. JorNx Lopece came to
Congress at the same time I did, and
it so happened that I had the good for-
tune to occupy an office next to his. I
feel that, perhaps, with the exception
of his Connecticut colleagues, I learned
to know his great qualities of mind and
heart as well, if not better, than any
other Member in the House. Frequently
we had oceasion to discuss, after the heat
of the day was over, problems affecting
the veterans, for whom our distinguished
colleague, Mr. LopGe, was always a strong
supporter, himself being a veteran with
a distinguished record. We discussed
preblems of agriculture, problems of the
industrial worker, and problems relating
to the responsibilities of our country in
the international field, and many others.
JoHN Lopce always displayed a great in-
terest in all of these matters; an unusual
grasp of the fundamental issues involved,
and what is perhaps of even greater im-
portance in the performance of the
duties to which many of us hope he will
be called, a deep and sincere quality of
heart in his desire to see this made a
better country, in his desire to see that
all of its citizens enjoyed greater pros-
perity and well-being.

I am very happy that the gentleman
has risen here today for this purpose and
privileged to have the opportunity of
saying on behalf of Joun Lopce that I
know of no Member of this body who has
contributed more during his service than
has he. I sincerely hope that the people
of the great State, for which the gentle-
man now speaking is the Congressman
at Large, will recognize the rare privilege
which is theirs to support a man of JouN
LopgeE’s ability and integrity for the
office of Governor. We, his colleagues
and the Nation will miss his outstanding
services here, but Connecticut will be the
gainer through our loss.

Mr. SADLAK. I am most grateful for
the gentleman's gracious statement in
regard to my colleague [Mr. LobGel.

Mrs. BOLTON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SADLAK., I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.
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Mrs. BOLTON of Ohio. I want to
thank my colleague from Connecticut
[Mr. Sapnak] very much for the oppor-
tunity this gives some of us to express
ourselves in the matter of JoHN LobGE's
leaving this House, we hope, as our col-
league from New York has said, to take
on the chief administrative job in the
State of Connecticut.

I happen to have a particular interest
in Connecticut because my people came
from there. They went out to the Con-
necticut Western Reserve in Ohio when
the British burned their properties. We
still have in the family the little farm-
house 50 miles from Hartford, where they
lived for several centuries.

Joun Lopce exemplifies so many things
that I like to feel the younger men ex-
emplify, men like yourself, Mr. SADLAK,
the finer qualities of American manhood,
courage, willingness to work, and ability
to apply themselves to those things that
matter.

JoHN Lopck has had a wide experience.
His war service was in the Navy, where
he proved his capacities and his courage.
A man of great personal charm, with a
gift in languages, he has served this
country in unusual ways. He came to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs as one
of what we of longer experience called
the “young fry,” and soon made himself
felt in the committee. He has done a
very splendid job.

As a member of a subcommittee of
which I was chairman several years ago
he went to Europe, stopping off in Italy
and France. His report was most inter-
esting and helpful to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and to the other Mem-
bers of Congress.

I know all the Members on both sides
of our committee table are exceedingly
interested that John be given an oppor-
tunity to use his fine capacity to the
greatest extent, and although probably
the other side of the table would like to
see the other fellow win this fall, when
John wins they will give him a hand he-
cause they admire him and like him, and
they find him good to work with.

I do not know that there is anything
finer that can be said of a man than that
he is good to work with. You get to know
him, you get to understand him, and then
you are able to laugh with him, too.

I want to thank the genfleman from
Connecticut once again for the privilege
of saying these few words about this
colleague of ours. With many others of
this great body I shall miss him greatly.
May he have Dame Fortune on his side.

Mr. SADLAK. I am most grateful for
those kind words.

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

Mr. SADLAK. I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. CANFIELD. May I say to my
friend and colleague from Connecticut
that I, too, regret that Joan Lobge is to
leave the House of Representatives,
During our association here I found him
more interested in people than in things.
I shall always remember his concern fos
the displaced Polish soldiers who fought
in the forces of freedom in World War II.
We now know that the new Displaced
Persons Act provides for the entry of
thousands of those soldiers through the
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amendment sponsored by him on this
floor. That is one of the monuments to
his work here.

Mr. SADLAK. Ithank the gentleman.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SADLAE. 1 yield to the minority
leader,

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, Iap-
preciate the yielding by my good friend,
the able and distinguished Representa-
tive from Connecticut [Mr. SAbLAK].

It is true, as he says, that there are
many older members leaving the House,
men we can ill afford to lose. Through
years of experience and knowledge they
are of great value to the Congress and
in helping to solve our many difficult
problems, But that is the way of life.
Time marches on and the call of duty
beckons to other fields of State and
national service.

So it has been with the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. Lopeel. I have
been acquainted with Mr. Lopoce for a
good many years. It was my privilege
many years ago to be the campaign
manager for his illustrious grandfather
in his final contest for the United States
Senate, The Lodge family has been a
family with a long history of national
service—of men who enter the service
of country with but one purpose, and
that is to serve their country and make
this life & better one.

I am happy over the nomination of Mr.
Lonce for Governor of Connecticuf. I
think he will be elected. I know he will
be a good Governor. I know the people
of Connecticut will be very fortunate in-
deed to get a man of his many attain-
ments and abilities, of his courage and
praiseworthy purpose,

Men like Jorn Lopge bring a new spirit
and a new lift into the national service.
He knows people and how to deal with
them. He has the capacity to give a
sound and able administration; the de-
sire to promote the welfare of all the
people. ,

So I join with my good friend from
Connecticut [Mr. Saprax] in congratu-
lating Mr. Lopce upon his call to a higher
service. I know Connecticut will prosper
if it chooses him for the high office of
Governor.

Mr. SADLAK. I am grateful for the
gentleman’s fine contribution.

I yield to my colleague the gentleman
from California [Mr., McDonouGH].

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to say in connection with this
symposium which the gentleman from
Connecticut is so aptly putting on at this
time that we are all happy for Mr.
Lopce on his nomination for Governor of
Connecticut.

We are hopeful that he will be sue-
cessful. In that same connection, may I
say that it is my hope that the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. SApLax]
who is a candidate for Congressman-at-
large from the State of Connecticut, will
also be successful in his own reelection
to the House as a Member of the Eighty-
second Congress.

In my opinion he has shown a courage
and statesmanlike attitude in the House
of Representatives that the people of the
State of Connecticut can be proud of.
The fact that he has to run at large, just
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as the governor, as well as the fact that
he belongs to the present minority party,
makes his task difficult and I hope he will
be successful.

I trust the people of Connecticut will
fully appreciate his excellent services
here in the House of Representatives and
that they will return him for another
term which he has earned and is so de-
servedly entitled to.

Mr. SADLAK. Iam most grateful for
this unexpected tribute from my friend,
the gentleman from California.

I yield to the gentlewoman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mrs. RoGERS].

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I should like also to pay tribute
to the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
SapLak]. I hope he will return to the
House with even a greater majority than
he had before.

He has worked mightily for the pro-
tection of the industries of New England
and is fighting day by day for everything
that is fine in America.

I join with the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SapLak] in our apprecia-
tion of Mr. JouN LopGge. We shall miss
him in the House, I have a personal
feeling of interest and affection for him
because of his Massachusetts association
and his Massachusetts forbears. We
were very sorry to lose him to the State
of Connecticut.

I would like also to mention that I be-
lieve the gentleman is making a very real
sacrifice in leaving the House, because he
is a prominent member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs of the House of
Representatives, and has taken an enor-
mous interest in all our international af-
fairs as well as the internal affairs of
the United States of America.

He will make a very able governor. We
shall miss him. We shall also miss his
charming helpmeet who has been very
helpful to Mr, Longe in his career.

Mr. SADLAK. I thank the gentle-
woman very much.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members who desire to do so
may extend their remarks at this point
in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Con-
necticut?

There was no objection.

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted to have this opportunity of join-
ing with my colleagues in saying a few
words regarding JoEN Davis LoODGE,
While as a Massachusetts man I have
known members of his family for many
years, I did not nave an opportunity to
get to know him intimately until he came
to the House, During the years here,
we have worked on many problems to-
gether. Not only has he been practical,
but he has been able to apply a very
keen and discriminating intelligence to
each legislative problem as it came along,
In addition, with his diligence and con-
scientiousness, he has made an outstand-
ing legislator.

The Republican Party of Connecticut
is to be congratulated in choosing him
for its nominee for Governor. My one
regret in his acceptance is that the House
of Representatives will be the loser. All
of us who know him will wish him the
victory he so fully deserves in November,
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Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, it
has often been said that the great men
and their accomplishments die with
them; that their descendants are people
of average or mediocre ability, who con-
tribute very little to the national scene.
Not so in the case of my good friend
and your colleague, the Honorable JoHN
Davis Lobeg, who is a member of a fam-
ily that has distinguished itself in many
fields of work. John epitomizes the
growing concern of the American people
for a world which is ever growing small-
er; for a world in which nations, through
the sheer necessity of the atomic age,
must learn to live together. In him we
find a man with vigorous ideas which
are keyed to the needs of this modern
day and age.

During my close association with and
observation of John, I have always been
impressed with his warm friendliness of
manner, his competence and his integ-
rity, and have found him to be a man of
the people. As one who has served the
S:tate of Connecticut and the Nation
capably in Congress, who served with
distinction in the naval service, who
has comprehensive knowledge of domes-
tic and foreign affairs, John is undoubt-
edly well fitted to become the Governor
of the great State of Connecticut, par-
ticularly in a time when all public offi-
cials must have vision and understand-
ing not only of national but international
prcblems.

Connecticut sorely needs a helmsman
capable of steering the State through the
turbulent waters of economic dislocation.
JouN Lobpge is the direct antithesis of the
present executive in our State and, un-
der John's able guidance, our citizens
may lock forward to a steady course in
the future. I doubt not that our citi-
zens will recognize his worth and ability,
as have the constituents in his congres-
sional distriet on two occasions, and as
have we who served with him in the
Congress.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. KeocH (at the request of Mr.
CLEMENTE), for June 21, on account .f
official business.

To Mr. HinsHaw, for the balance of
this week, on account of family busi-
ness.

To Mr. Avcust H. ANDRESEN (at the
request of Mr. O’'Hara of Minnesota),
for the remainder of this week, on ac-
count of official business.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mrs. NORTON, frem the Committes
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.1082. An act conferring jurisdiction
upon the United States District Court for
the Southern District of New York to hear,
determine, and render judgment upon a
claim of the Bunker Hill Development Corp.;

H.R.2230. An act for the relief of Arthur
S. Horner, Leah B. Horner, and Maude
Brewer, doing business as the A. S. Horner
Construction Co.,;

H.R. 2803, An act for the relief of Albert
J. Peterson;
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H.R.3254. An act for the rellef of Iva
Gavin;

H.R.4371. An act for the relief of Shiro
Takemura;

H.R. 4692, An act to provide for the ex-
tension of the term of certain patents of
persons who served in the military or naval
forces of the United States during World
War II;

H.R. 5019, An act for the relief of Fella H.
Holbrook;

.H,R. 5682, An act for the relief of William
T. Orton: .

H.R.5846. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Lilllan Coolidge;

H. R. 6691, An act for the relief of Paul D.
Banning, Chief Disbursing Officer, Treasury

Department, and for other purposes; and.

H.R. 6934, An act for the relief of E. H.
Corrigan.

BIiLLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mrs. NORTON, from the Commitiee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee did on the following
dates present to the President, for his
approval, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

On June 20, 1950:

H.R.3436. An act to amend the War Con-

tractors Relief Act, as amended.
On June 21, 1950:

H.R.3498. An act for the relief of the
Gluckin Corp.;

H.R. 4100. An act for the relief of Calvin
E. Cranford;

H.R.4163. An act for the rellef of Mr.
and Mrs. C. S. Walker;

H.R.4960. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Elizabeth H. Whitney;

H.R.5979. An act for the relief of John
Twelt;

H.R.6652. An act for the relief of Mrs,
Fujiko Chichie Imbert, wife, and Robert Im=
bert, Jr., son of an American soldier;

H. R.7050. An act for the relief of Loule
Gam Yean;

H.R. 7065. An act for the relief of Kazuko
Miyama Akana and Chang King Akana;

H.R.7066. An act for the relief of Setsuko
Amano;

H.R.T073. An act for the relief of Eoto
Kogami Eitsu and Jeannette Akemi Eitsu;

H.R.T7199. An act for the relief of Nobuko
Maeda;

H.R. 7254, An act for the relief of Mrs.
Bernard Smith;

H. R, 7315. An act for the relief of Daijiro
Yoshida;

H.R.7362. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Willard Thulin (formerly Jutta Kono);

H. R.7416. An act for the relief of Suzuko
Takanashi;

H.R.7579. An act to extend the Rubber
Act of 1948 (Public Law 469, 80th Cong.),
and for other purposes;

H.R.7656. An act for the relief of David
George Callaway;

H. R.7658. An act for the relief of Mitsuko
Ito;

H.R.7682. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Akiko Osada Gustafson; and

H.R. 8270. An act relating to the renewal
of contracts for the carrying of mall on star
routes,

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.® Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 10 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, June 22, 1950, at 12 o’clock noon,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
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the Speaker's table and referred as fol-
lows:

1506. A letter from the President, Board
of Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
to amend section 7 of an act entitled “An
act making appropriations to provide for
the expenses of the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1903, and for other purpcses,” ap-
proved July 1, 1902; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

16507. A letter from the Acting Attorney
General, transmitting the annual report of
the activities of the Office of Alien Property,
Department of Justice, for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1949; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

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. BYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judieiary. H. R. 4709. A bill confer-
ring jurisdiction upon the United States
District Court for the District of Massa-
chusetts to hear, determine, and render
judgment upon claims arising out of cer-
tain blasting operations on the Merrimack
River; with amendment (Rept. No. 2301).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BREYSON: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 5003. A bill to authorize War Assets
Administration or its successor to reimburse
the people of the State of New York for cer-
tain lands at Manhattan Beach, Kings
County, N. Y., in pursuance of an agree-
ment between the people of the State of
New York and the Government of the United
States; with amendment (Rept. No. 2302).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. REDDEN: Committee on Public Lands.
H. R. 8606. A bill to amend the act of March
12, 1914, to authorize the construction and
operation of a cement plant in the Territory
of Alaska, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2303). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union,

PUBLIC

REFORTS 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. DENTON: Committee on the Judicl-
ary. H. R. 1500. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Barbara Guanapoulos; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2290). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. DENTON: Committee on the Judicl-
ary. H. R. 1586. A bill for the relief of
Harold E. Trautwein; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2291). Referred to the Commit«
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. DENTON: Committee on the Judici-
ary. H.R.2805. A bill for the relief of John
F. Oettl; without amendment (Rept. No.
2202). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 3304. A bill for the relief of José Cotto
Santiago; without amendment (Rept. No.
2293). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,

Mr. EEATING: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H. R, 3412. A bill for the relief of
N. H. Kelley, Bernice Kelley, Clyde D. Far-
quhar, and Gladys Farquhar; without
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amendment (Rept. No. 2204). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. EEATING: Committee on the Judi=
clary. H. R. 4136. A bill for the relief of
Helen M. Booth; with amendment (Rept. No.
2295). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. DENTON: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R.4657. A bill for the relief of J. R. Flem=
ing & Co.; with amendment (Rept. No. 2286).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House,

Mr. BEYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H. R. 4775. A bill for the
relief of Harold L. Corzett, commander,
United States Naval Reserve; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2207). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 4954. A bill for the relief of Jacob F.
Hutt; with amendment (Rept. No. 2288).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H. R. 6312. A bill to confer
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon
a certain claim of Joseph Lundborg and
others against the United States; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2209). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. DENTON: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 6417. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Frieda Gray (formerly Frieda Putman); with
amendment (Rept. No. 2300). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. DURHAM:

H.R. 8904. A bill to amend section 503 (D)
of the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of June
25, 1938, as amended; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HAND:

H. R. 8805. A bill to provide for the deduc=
tion and credit of contributions or subscrip=
tion charges to certaln prepayment health-
service plans for the purposes of the Federal
income tax, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PETERSON:

H.R. 8906. A bill to repeal certain legisla-
tion relating to the Gallup-Durango High-
way and the Gallup-Window Rock Highway
at the Navajo Indian Reservation; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD:

H. R. 8907. A bill to provide for payments
to certain disabled veterans who sold their
homes in order to move from Van Nuys, Calif.,
to Long Beach, Calif., for the purpose of re=-
ceiving care and treatment at the Veterans’
Administration hospital at Long Beach,
Calif.; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

By Mr. LANE:

H. R.8908. A bill to provide for the storage
in New England of at least 150,000 bales of
cotton owned or controlled by the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina:

H.R. 8909. A bill to authorize the District
of Columbia government to establish an Of=
fice of Civil Defense, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the District of
Columbia,

By Mr. MURDOCK:

H. R.8910. A bill to promote the rehabilli-
tation of the Papago Tribe of Indians and a
better utilization of the resources of the Pa=
pago Tribe, and for other purpoaes. to the
Committee on Public Lands.
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By Mrs. BOSONE:

H. J. Res. 480, Joint resolution to authorize
and direct the Secretary of the Interior to
study the respective tribes, bands, and groups
of Indians under his jurisdiction to deter=
mine their qualifications to manage their
own affairs without supervision and control
by the Federal Government; to the Commit-
tee on Public Lands.

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts:

H. Res. 662. Resolution for the relief of
Mrs. Catherine Regina Andrews; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

FRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. AUCHINCLOSS:

H.R.8911. A bill for the relief of Maia
Andre and her mother, Mrs. Juliane Alten-
brun; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BARRETT of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 8912. A bill for the relief of Marianne
Ese Banck; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. BUCKLEY of New York:

H.R. 8913, A bill for the rellef of Martin,
Margarita, Hersch, Serina, and Yolanda Low;
to the Committee on t.he Judiciary,

By Mr. CHUDO!

H.R.8914. A bill for the rellef of Chara-
lampos Pitsilos; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JENNINGS:

H.R.8915. A bill for the relief of Erika

Kroenes; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. KEARST:

H.R.8916. A bill for the relief of Leroy

Peebles; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. RIBICOFF':

H.R.8917. A bill for the relief of Marga-
reta (Margaret) Elapp; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

H.R.8918. A bill for the relief of Mary
Rynik Baran; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

2208. By Mr. CANFIELD: Resolutions of
Quentin Roosevelt Post, No. 8, American Le-
gion, Clifton, N. J., adopted in regular meet-
ing on June 19, 1950, requesting that the
Justice Department make public a full re-
port on the 1945 Amerasia case as requested
by the Federal grand jury; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

2209. By Mr. MILLER of Maryland: Reso-
lution of Stanley Cochrane Post, No. 186,
American Leglon, Crisfield, Md., in opposi-
tion to any form of compulsory insurance
or any system of political medicine designed
for national bureaucratic control; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

2210. Also, resolution of Worcester Post,
No. 67, American Legion, Inc., Snow HIll,
Md., opposing any form of compulsory health
insurance or any system of political medi-
cine designed for national bureaucratic con-
trol; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

2211. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Gordon
W. Hirtle, secretary, Morgantown Chamber
of Commerce, Morgantown, W. Va., request=
ing the passage of legislation that will cur=
tail the importation of foreign oil that affects
adversely the economic life of Morgantown
and Monongalia County; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,
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THURSDAY, JUNE 22, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, June 7,
1950)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.,
on the expiration of the recess.

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

God our Father, we thank Thee for the
unquenchable impulse toward Thee Thou
hast planted in us. Open our eyes to see
Thee, not out on the far rim of the uni-
verse, in some distant star, but in human
love which hallows our lives and which
gdges with crimson and gold the common

ays.

Conscious of Thy overshadowing pres-
ence, we pray for fidelity, not to shirk the
issues of these momentous days. May
our own lives freed of pettiness and prej-
udice, and radiant with good will which
leaps all barriers, be channels through
which Thy saving grace may flow for the
healing of the nations. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. McFarLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, June 21, 1950, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
June 21, 1950, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

. 1146. An act for the relief of Francis W,

ge:
S.1769. An act to reimburse the Stebbms
Construction Co.; and
5.2070. An act for the relief of the Clark
Funeral Home,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
clerks, announced that the Speaker had
affixed his signature to the following en-
rolled bills and joint resolution, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

5.118. An act for the relief of Clemente
Babin Dopico;

5.330. An act for the rellef of George Ga=
briel Herrmann, Greta (Marketa) Herrmann
(wife), and Alice Herrmann (daughter),
known also as George Gabriel Herman, Greta
Herman, and Alice Herman;

S5.11656. An act to provide relief for the
sheep-raising industry by making special
quota immigration visas available to certain
alien sheepherders;

8. 1452. An act for the relief of Dr. Juan
A. Queralt Balleste;

8. 1484. An act for the relief of Augustino
Marlia;

8.1637. An act for the rellef of Marle
Henriette de Bruyn;

S.2107. An act for the relief of Georges
Gregory Alpiar;

B.2265. An act for the relief of Marina
George Papadopoulos;

8. 2309. An act for the relief of Oscar (Osz-
kar) Nemenyi, Marianna Nemenyl (wife),
and Thomas John Nemenyi (son);
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