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Ey Mr. ELLSWORTH:

H. Res. 698. Resclution to authorize the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs to
conduct an investigation of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs; to the Committee on Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN of California (by
request) :

H. R. 8283. A bill for the relief of Lloyd D.
Bernard; to the Committee on Armed
BServices,

H.R. 8284. A bill for the relief of Ezra H,
Y. Eliahou; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. COLE of EKansas:

H.R.8285. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Laura J. McClure; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. DONOVAN:

H. R. R. 8286. A bill for the relief of Angelo

Staffani; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FARRINGTON:

H.R.8287. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Rosaline Spagnola; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HEBERT:

H. R.8288. A bill for the relief of Steven
J. Charia, Nevanka Olga Maria Charia, Tania
Charia, and Igor Ivan Charia; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HELLER:

H.R.8289. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Antonietta Palmieri; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. EELLEY of Pennsylvania:

H. R.8290. A bill for the relief of Ludmila

Orange; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. McGRATH:

H.R.8201. A bill for the relief of Lester

Eliott; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. WIDNALL:

H.R.8202. A bill for the relief of Wally
Krausnick"Paeschke; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. LANE:

H. Res. 699. Resolution providing for send-
ing to the United States Court of Claims the
bill (H. R. 8255) entitled "A bill for the relief
of the Cooper Tire & Rubber Co.”; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RODINO:

H. Res, 700. Resolution providing for send-
ing to the United States Court of Claims the
bill (H. R. 4507) for the relief of John J.
Braund; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE

TuurspAy, JUNE 19, 1952

(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 10,
1952)

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:

O Lord our God, Thy goodness is ever
before us and Thy mercy has followed us
all our days. Facing problems and diffi-
culties that test our power to the limit,
save us from being cynical or faint-
hearted. May we be strengthened in our
own day and generation by the remem-
brance of joyous adventurers, builders of
our free land, who came before us and
who have nobly striven and bravely
dared in the cause of Thy kingdom. We
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are inspired by the thought of those
whose lips were fragrant with prayer,
whose eyes were radiant with hope,
whose hearts were strong with courage,
and whose minds were like lighted tem-
ples. O God, to us may strength be
given to follow in their train. We ask
it in the Redeemer’s name. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, June 18, 1952, was dispensed
with.,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

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 18, 1952, the President had ap-
proved and signed the act (S. 1932) to
authorize the establishment of facilities
necessary for the detention of aliens in
the administration and enforcement of
the immigration laws, and for other
purposes.

ABSENTEE VOTING BY MEMBERS
OF ARMED FORCES—COMMUNI-
CATION FROM THE PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is
in receipt of a communication from the
President of the United States, which
the clerk will read.

The legislative clerk read the commu-
nication, as follows:

Tue WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, June 19, 1952.
Hon. ALBeN W. BARKLEY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DeArR MRg. PresmpENT: I urge that the
Congress give early and favorable atten-
tion to the measures now pending be-
fore it to enable the men and women in
our armed services to exercise their right
to vote. Close to a million members of
our armed services may be unable to cast
their votes this year unless the Congress
acts on these matters before adjourn-
ment.

On March 28, in a message to the Con-
gress, I recommended that certain steps
be taken to facilitate the exercise of the
franchise by our servicemen and service-
women and by certain Federal personnel
serving overseas. These recommenda-
tions were based on a careful study made
by an expert committee of the American
Political Science Association A bhill to
effect improvements in existing law, in
accordance with these recommendations,
was introduced as S. 3061 by Senator
GREEN in the Senate and as H. R. 7571
by Representative McCormack in the
House. I was pleased to see a few days
ago that the Senate Cominittee on Rules
and Administration had favorably re=-
ported Senator GrReEN’s bill with amend-
ments.

The study made by the committee of
the American Political Science Associa=-
tion pointed out the obstacles to soldier
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voting that are presented by the laws of
many of our States. The committee
recommended prompt remedial action by
these States and special Federal action
for this year only to aid service men and
women from States that fail to take
action to improve their laws before
November.

In a letter to me on April 30, which I
transmitted to the Senate Committee on
Rules and Administration, the Secretary
of Defense described the efforts he was
making to encourage the States with in-
adequate legislation to improve their
laws, but concluded that since the ma-
jority of the States in this category would
not convene their legislatures in 1952 the
prospects for further State action this
year was not bright. I notice that the
report of the Senate Committee on Rules
and Administration on S. 3061 comes to
the same conclusion and urges Federal
action to rectify the situation. The Sen-
ate committee report finds that service-
men's voting laws are inadequate in at
least one-half of the States and urges
speedy enactment of the bill,

There is another important reason
why the Congress should take early ac-
tion. The basic legislative affirmation
in our Federal laws of the right of serv-
ice people to vote is contained in two
provisions of the servicemen’s voting law
of 1946, which are effective only in time
of war. Since the Japanese Peace Treaty
came into effect on April 28, 1952, thereby
terminating the state of war, these pro-
visions, together with other war and
emergency powers, have been tempo=-
rarily extended from time to time by the
Congress—on the last occasion to June
30. However, the pending measure for
the permanent continuation of some of
the war and emergency powers, House
Joint Resolution 477, does not include
these provisions affirming the right of
members of our armed services to vote.
Therefore, unless action is taken on
8. 3061 and H. R. 7571, the very declara-
tion of the right of our soldiers to vote
will disappear from the Federal statutes.
When we have soldiers overseas defend-
ing the cause of freedom, it is unthink-
able that we should go backward instead
of forward in enabling them to exercise
the rights that all citizens possess.

In addition to enunciating the basic
rights of our service people to vote,
S. 3061 makes a series of recommenda~
tions for State action, prescribes certain
steps for Federal agencies to follow, par-
ticularly with respect to post-card appli-
cations for State ballots, provides for a
temporary Federal ballot for use in those
States which do not give service peo-
ple an adequate opportunity to vote, and
contains a number of important miscel-
laneous provisions, such as those making
voting matter postage free and protect-
ing against fraud and undue influence
in voting in the Armed Forces.

All these provisions are important if
we want our service people to exercise
the rights they are defending for us. I
hope the Congress will take prompt
action to pass this vital legislation.

Sincerely yours,
HARRY S, TRUMAN.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The com-
munication will lie on the table.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I merely wish to observe that yes-
terday the majority leader made an an-
nouncement that immediately upon dis=
position of the unfinished business, which
is the civil-functions appropriation bill,
it was his intention to move to proceed
to consideration of Senate bill 3061, a bill
to permit and assist Federal personnel,
ineluding members of the Armed Forces
and their families, to exercise their vot-
ing franchise, regardless of State laws.
The announcement by the majority lead=-
er with regard to the bill to which the

. President’s letter refers will be found on
page 7529 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of June 18, 1952.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I had in-
tended to make the same statement.
The majority leader has assured me that
my bill, which has been recommended
for favorable action and is on the cal-
endar, would probably be brought up
tomorrow.

EXPRESSION OF APPRECIATION BY
AUSTRALIAN SENATE

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a communication from the As-
sistant Secretary of State, transmitting
a copy of a letter to the United States
Ambassador to Australia by the presi-
dent of the Australian Senate, expressing
appreciation of the resolutions adopted
by the United States Senate on the death
of His Majesty King George VI, which,
with the accompanying paper, was or-
dered to be printed in the Recorp and
to lie on the teble, as follows:

STATE DEPARTMENT,
Washington, June 13, 1952,
The ViCcE PRESIDENT,
United States Senate.

My Dear MR, VicE PRESIDENT: I am enclos-
ing a copy of a letter sent to Ambassador
Pete Jarman by the president of the Aus-
tralian Senate, reporting a resolution passed
by the senate expressing appreciation of the
resolutions passed by the United States Sen-
ate on the death of His Majesty King
George VI.

Sincerely yours,
Jace K. McFaLL,
Assistant Secretary.

{Enclosure: Copy of letter from president,

Australian Senate.)

PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE,
Canberra, Australia, May 21, 1952,
His Excellency Mr. PETE JARMAN,
Ambassador of the United States of
America.

Your ExcerLLENCY: I have the honor to ad-
vise that when the SBenate of the Common-
wealth of Australia met this day I informed
members of the resolution passed by the
Benate of the United States on February 6,
1952, in connection with the death of His
Majesty King George VI.

The following resolution was thereupon
passed by the senate:

“That the Senate of the Commonwealth
of Australia thanks the Senate of the United
States most sincerely for its resolution of
February 6, 1952, relating to the death of His
Majesty King George VI, and records its ap-
preciation of the feelings of sorrow and
sympathy to which the resolution gives
expression.”

I shall be glad if you will arrange for the
terms of this resolution to be conveyed to
the Senate of the United States,
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I have the honor to be, with high con-
slderation,
Your Excellency's obedlent servant,
Epwarp MATTNER,
President of the Senate.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ators may make insertions in the REec-
orp and transact other routine business,
without debate.

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

A letter from the Attorney General of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the activities of the Depart-
ment of Justice for the fiscal year ended
June 30, 18561 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on the Judiciary.
CoNsTRUCTION OF Two SURVEYING SHIPS FOR

CoasT AND GEODETIC SURVEY

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize the construction of two sur-
veying ships for the Coast and Geodetic Sur-
vey, Department of Commerce, and for other
purposes (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

ProcEssING TAX oN Coconur OIL—LETTER
FroM PRESIDENT OF PHILIPPINE CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Btate, transmitting, pursuant to the request
of the Ambassador of the Philippines, a letter
from the president of the Chamber of Com=-
merce of the Philippines relating to the elim-
ination of the 3 cents processing tax on coco-
nut oil (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Finance.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A telegram in the nature of a petition
from the Erie County Board of Su
Buffalo, N. Y, signed by Jean A. Mart.ln
clerk, praying for the enactment of the bill
(H. R. 7800) to amend title IT of the Soclal
Becurity Act to increase old-age and survivors
insurance benefits, to preserve insurance
rights of permanently and totally disabled
individuals, and to increase the amount of
earnings permitted without loss of benefits,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finanece.

The petition of E. H. Bumhour, of Ch.lcago.
111, praying for the adoption of Senate Reso-
lutions 41 and 105, relating to amendment
of the cloture rule; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

The petition of E. H. Bumhour, of Chi-
cago, Ill., praying for the elimination of the
so-called Dirksen, Fulbright, Robertson, and
Bricker amendments to the bill (8. 2684) to
extend the provisions of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, as amended, and the Hous-
ing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended; or-
dered to lie on the table.

A letter from the Governor of the State
of Montana, transmitting a copy of House
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bill 329, of the Montana Legislature, au-
thorizing the State of Montana to joln with
other States and with the United States in
an interstate civil defense and disaster com-
pact (with an accompanying paper); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Ponce (Puerto Rico) Chamber of Com-
merce, praying for the repeal of the Andresen
amendment to the Defense Production Act,
relating to the importation of oils, cheese,
and butter from other countries; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

A declaration of policy adopted by the
convention of the Illinois Bankers Assoclia-
tion, at Chicago, Ill., relating to the preser-
vation of a dual banking system, and so
forth; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

A resolution adopted by “DOBRUS” (Dem-
ocratic organization of Ukrainians formerly
persecuted by the Soviet Government), of
New York, N. Y, favoring the approval of
the Genocide Treaty; to the Committee on
Foreign Relatlons.

A telegram in the nature of a petition from
the Democratic State Committee of Puerto
Rico, San Juan, P. R., signed by Orlando J.
Antonsanti, acting chairman, and Jose A.
Benitez, secretary, praying for the approval
of the Puerto Rican Constitution; ordered
to lie on the table, Y

THE DEFENSE BUDGET—STATE-
MENT FROM THE AIR FORCE AS-
SOCIATION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference, and ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp, a statement on the defense
budget from the Air Force Association
to the Members of the Senate. It is
signed by Harold C. Stuart, president of
the Air Force Association, and L. A. Lar=
son, commander, State of Wisconsin.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorbp, as follows:

A ETATEMENT oN THE DeFENsSE BupGer FroMm
THE AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION TO MEMBERS OF
THE UNITED STATES SENATE
‘Within a few days you will be called upon

to engage the enemy in a battle for command

of the air, just as surely as if you were pilot-
ing an F-86 over MIG Alley.

I refer, of course, to the forthcoming vote
in the Senate on the defense budget for the
1953 fiscal year, and particularly the air-
power portions of the budget.

WHERE COMMAND OF THE AIR BEGINS

As Gen. Carl A, Spaatz, then our chairman
of the board, stated more than a year ago in
Alr Force magazine, “the battle for command
of the air begins not over the battlefield but
in the White House, In Congress, In the
press, on the drawing boards, and on the
production lines.”

Since that time the administration has
seen fit to postpone the readiness date for
the Air Force program from 12 to 18 months
beyond the critical target date of July 1,
1954, recommended by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. The House of Representatives has
stretched out our airpower capability even
further, to late 1857. Activity cn the draw-
ing boards and production lines has been
deliberately retarded. Owur citizens have be-
come confused over the increasing gap be-
tween the airpower strength of Russia and
the free world.

THIS BUDGET IS THE TURNING POINT

The 1953 defense budget, as Air Secretary
Finletter recently put it, “is the turning
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point in the decision as to whether we will
have the kind of an Air Force that can deter-
mine whether we will have war or not have
WBS‘.”

The Air Force Association took exception
to this defense budget at a time when it was
decidedly unpopular to do so, when we were
a voice in the wilderness crying against the
airpower stretch-out as "a shabby excuse for
programing the Nation's military require-
ment beyond the critical security date while
maintaining a business-as-usual civillan
economy and assuring a politics-as-usual
election year.”

Since then the arguments advanced to
support the stretch-out have fallen by the
wayside, one by one. The evidence is avall-
able to you in statements made before your
Appropriations and Armed Services Com-
mittees, and particularly your Preparedness
Investigating Subcommittee; and yet a num-
ber of misconceptions continue to prevail
regarding our airpower capability.

You have been told, for example, that the
Alr Force has nearly 15,000 planes in active
use, as if this indicated an adequate air-
power build-up. The important question, of
course, is how does the strength of our Air
Force compare with that of Russia? Your
Appropriations Committee received the an-
swer recently from Gen. Nathan F. Twining,
Leting Chief of Staff of the Air Force. The
Soviet Union, he said, has “about 20,000 air-
craft in organized air units and an equal
number in the back-up and various other
forms of reserve.”

RUSSIA’S AIR SUPERIORITY

Then General Twining made a point which
illustrates how misleading that 15,000-plane
figure (which includes thousands of non-
combat types) can be. “The figure to keep
in mind,” he said, “is the number of air-
craft in organized combat air units; for
that is a measure of immediate combat po-
tential. Almost all of the 20,000 aircraft in
the Soviet Union's organized air units are
land-based combat aircraft. This is twice
as many combat aircraft as are presently
in organized combat units of the United
States Alr Force and naval aviation com-
bined. Compared to the sizable reserves of
ESoviet aircraft, the United States Alr Force
has virtually none.”

You have been told, “We are trying to
bulld the world’s best air force, not the big-
gest.” If this is an effort to justify the
fact that Russia's MIG-15's outnumber our
F-86's by about a 6-to-1 margin in Korea, the
American airmen over MIG alley cannot ap-
preciate this reasoning. They know that
the Reds can take air supremacy away from
them almost at their leisure. They know
that our 8-to-1 superiority in air combat
to date—also cited to help justify the air-
power stretch-out—is hardly a reallstic ba-
rometer of relative air strength in the Ko-
rean war. The Soviet Unlon is committing
to combat only a portlon of its vast jet
armada in the Far East and is using MIG
alley as a training area, probably for future
conflicts.

A MOST DANGEROUS CONCEPT

But more important than our position
in Korea is this theory that we do not have
to match the Soviet Union in numbers of
modern aircraft. This is a most dangerous
coneept to be promulgated upon the publie.
General Spaatz has said that in counting our
air-power needs the United States has but
one alternative: “We must outmatch Russia
in numbers of modern planes, and must build
aireraft toward that goal.”

There is no valid reason why the United
States, in its position of world leadership,
should be outnumbered in the air by the
Soviet Union, At this critical juncture in
our history, you are being called upon to
rectify this situation,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

As for building the world’s best air
force, we must not delude ourselves with
the belief that we are necessarily ahead of
the enemy in the race for qualitative su-
periority,. The MIG-15, at least as good as
our best operational intercepter, is merely
an Indication of what Russia can do in
guality of weapons—and she now has better
and faster planes in production.

At present our Air Force is sadly lacking
in modern planes. General Twining, before
your Appropriations Committee, explained
that “the large-scale production of jet-pro-
pelled aircraft, with speeds approaching and
exceeding that of sound, has rendered obso-
lete or obsolescent all comparable piston-
driven combat aireraft.” And he added that
the Alr Force inventory of combat aircraft
is made up of planes “of which nearly three-
quarters still consist of World War II
piston-driven types.” Thus, only one-fourth
of the aircraft in today's Air Force can be
claszsed as modern,

ONLY 25 MODEREN WINGS

This, in itself, answers another claim;
namely, that the 85-wing Alr Force, author=-
ized in 1950, will be achieved this summer
virtually on schedule. The 85-wing pro-
gram, it must be remembered, called for
modern aircraft in all units. Under that
program, 80 wings were to have been com-
bat types. From General Twining's state-
ment it can be concluded that at present
we have an Air Force of less than 25 modern
comuat wings. And still we stretch out our
alrpower capability.

The key to “the world's best air force” is

 to be found in its research and development

program. The record shows that Congress
hasn’t cut, in recent years, the military's
request for airpower research and develop-
ment funds, However, serious cuts have
occurred before the requests reached Con-
gress, at the Department of Defense level.

THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CUTBACK

The Air Force, for example, requested some
$725,000,000 in research and development
funds for the 1953 fiscal year, and made
strong pleas to the Research and Develop-
ment Board of the Department of Defense
that it grant the Air Force this money. .In-
stead, the Board arbitrarily cut the request to
£580,000,000. It was subsequently reduced to
$525,000,000, which amount the Senate is
now considering. Despite the truly “fantas-
tic” weapons in the offing, Air Force research
and development is being handicapped by
this cut-back in funds.

We ask that the Senate consider the funds
proposed for the Air Force in terms of mod-
ern air weapons on hand to control world
balance of power. It seems clear to us that
without this balance in our favor the free
world is subject to blackmail of the worst
sort, and possibly surprise atomic attack.

The airpower stretch-out already has taken
its toll. It has slowed the pace of aircraft
production below the industry’'s capabllity.
It has retarded vital research and develop=
ment programs. It has weakened the air-
craft industry’s subecontracting program, and
thereby weakened the industry’s production
base. It has increased the unit cost of air
weapons. (Due solely to the stretch-out, for
example, the unit cost of the B-36 already
has been increased by some $160,000.) It
has proved beyond question of doubt that a
stretch-out of production schedules breeds
further stretch-outs.

ONE HUNDRED AND FORTY-THREE WINGS BY
JULY 1, 1954
The issue, as we see it, is one of integrity.
The slippage we hear so much about is too
often a state of mind. We have bypassed
target dates for security, and subsequently
delivery dates for military goods as if they

Yk

had no meaning. You, Mr. Senator, must
hold the line. Only you can make it possi-
ble to return to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
original estimate of the situation (which has
never been refuted) that 143 modern wings
(126 combat plus 17 transport wings) must
be in being by July 1, 1954; that anything
less would be hazardous to the Nation’s se-
curity.

The Senate is being asked to consider an
Air Force budget for fiscal year 1953 which,
accordirg to the administration, should
total $20,700,000,000, and which would de-
liver the air power desired by late 1955 or
early 1956, The Senate also is considering
a budget of $19,200,000,000, approved by the
House, which would deliver this air power
late in 1957. The Senate should provide,
we submit, funds for a budget which would
deliver 143 modern wings by July 1, 1954,
a budget which, it is estimated, would cost
about $25,500,000,000, and which should in-
clude, as a priority item, 725,000,000 for Air
Force research and development.

WE NEED SENATE LEADERSHIP

It will be argued, of course, that we have
lost so much time due to stretch-out that
the July 1, 1954 date, under limited mobili-
zatlon, is impossible of achievement. The
stretch-out, however, is based on an it-can’t~
be-done philosophy., As an organization, we
are in close touch with both the military
and the industry. We think it can be
done—that 143 modern wings by July 1,
1954, can be achieved—without full mo-
bilization—if the Nation is given the neces-
sary leadership.

We ask the Senate to assume that posi-
tion of leadership and, in so doing, alert
cur military, our industry, and our people
to the extent that, as a Nation, we become
fully aware of the threat which Communist
aggression has imposed upon us.

Harorp C. STUART,
President, Air Foree Association.
L. A. Larson,
Commander, State of Wisconsin,

JUNE 13, 1952,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

H. R.6500. A bill to amend the joint res-
olution of ‘August 8, 1946, as amended, with
respect to appropriations authorized for the
conduct of investigations and studies there-
under; without amendment (Rept. No. 1793).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
Ice:

5.2458. A bill to equitably adjust the
salaries of auditors at central accounting
post offices; with an amendment (Rept. No.
1797).

By Mr. UNDERWOOD, from the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Clvil Service:

S5.3072. A bill to extend the 11, cents per
pound second-class mailing rate to publica=-
tions of certain alumni associations; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1798) ;

H. R.7758. A bill to revise certain laws re-
lating to the mail-messenger service; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1799); and

H.R.7877. A bill to amend section 1699 of
title 18 of the United States Code, relating
to the unloading of mail from vessels; with-
out amendment (Rept. No, 1794).

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

H. R.5426. A bill relating to the reserve
components of the Armed Forces of the
United States; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1795).
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By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on
Armed Services: :

H.R.7405. A bill to provide for an eco=
nomical, efficient, and effective supply man=
agement organization within the Depart=-
ment of Defense through the establishment
of a single supply cataloging system, the
standardization of supplies and the more
efficient use of supply testing, inspection,
packaging, and acceptance facilities and
services; with amendments (Rept. No. 1796).

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 19, 1952, he presented
to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills:

8.1527, An act for the rellef of Sisters
Dolores Illa Martorl, Maria Josefa Dalmau
Vallve, and Ramona Cabarrocas Canals;, and

8.2552. An act to authorize the appoint-
ment of qualified women as physicians and
epecialists in the medical services of the
Army, Navy, and Air Force.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. FERGUSON:

8.3360. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a postage stamp in commemoration of
150 years of Highway Frelght Transportation
Progress; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil SBervice,

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

By Mr. SMATHERS:

$.3361. A bill for the relief of Norberto
Linaza Y¥Yrigoyen and Maria Josefa Maseda
Lopez; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'CONOR:

S.3362. A bill for the rellef of Gilbert
Lemoine; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CLEMENTS:

S.38363. A bill for the relief of Dr. Lotte
Bernstein; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr,
GILLETTE, Mr, GREEN, Mr. HiLn, Mr,
EKEFAUVER, Mr., LANGER, Mr. LEHMAN,
Mr. Morsg, Mr. Mureay, Mr. ToBEY,
and Mr. HUMPHREY) :

8.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution authorizing
an inquiry by the Federal Trade Commission
into certain practices and activities of pri-
vate companies engaged in the production,
distribution, or sale of electrical energy in
interstate commerce; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

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

POSTAGE STAMP COMMEMORATING
150 YEARS OF HIGHWAY FREIGHT
TRANSPORTATION PROGRESS

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
introduce for appropriate reference a
bill to provide for the issuance of a post-
age stamp in commemoration of 150
yvears of Highway Fréight Transporta-
tion Progress. I ask unanimous consent
to make a brief statement relating to
the bill,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the Senator from
Michigan may proceed,
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The bill (S. 3360) to provide for the
issuance of a postage stamp in commem-
oration of 150 years of Highway Freight
Transportation Progress, introduced by
Mr. FERGUSON, was read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the
importance of overland freight transpor-
tation and the need for publicly owned
interstate highways was first given for-
mal recognition by the Seventh Congress
in 1802. That act of 1802, entitled “An
act to enable the people of the eastern
division of the territory northwest of the
river Ohio to form a constitution and
State government, and for other pur-
poses,” provided:

That one-twentleth part of the net pro-
ceeds of land lying within the mid State
(Ohio) sold by Congress, from and after the
13th of June next, after deducting all ex-
pensee incldent to the same, shall be ap-
plied to the laying out and making public
roads, leading from the navigable waters
emptying into the Atlantic, to the Ohio, to
the said State, and through the same, such
roads to be laid out under the authority of
Congress, with the consent of the several
States through which the road shall pass,

That legislation marked the first rec-
ognition of the industry which now em-
ploys 5,500,000 men and women. The
trucking industry now moves, all or part
of the way, 75 percent of everything the
Nation eats, wears, and uses.

The importance of the trucking indus-
try to Michigan and to the Nation can-
not be overestimated since it serves every
business, agricultural, industrial, and
defense activity in the Nation.

In view of these facts, I hope this bill
will receive early consideration, together
with the companion bill which I under-
stand is being introduced in the House
by Representative J. Cares Boges, of
Delaware, who is interested in the pro-
posed legislation.

PROPOSED INVESTIGATION OF
PROPAGANDA ACTIVITIES OF
PRIVATE UTILITIES

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GiLLETTE], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Greex], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hizrl, the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Langer], the
Senator from New York [Mr. LEEMaN],
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mogsgl,
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MUR-
RrAY], the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Torey]l, and the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY], I introduce
for appropriate reference a joint resolu-
tion authorizing an inquiry by the Fed-
eral Trade Commission into certain
practices and activities of private com-
panies engaged in the production, dis-
tribution, or sale of electrical energy in
interstate commerce. I ask unanimous
consent that a statement I have pre-
pared in connection with the joint reso-
lution be printed in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The joint
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objec-
%:n, the statement will be printed in the

CORD,
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The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 168)
authorizing an inquiry by the Federal
Trade Commission into certain practices
and activities of private companies en-
gaged in the production, distribution, or
sale of electrical energy in interstate
commerce, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON
(for himself and other Senators), was
read twice by its tifle and referred to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

The statement presented by Mr.
MacNUsON is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON oN Pro-
POSED INVESTIGATION OF PROPAGANDA ACTIVI-
TIES OF PRIVATE UTILITIES

THE IMPORTANCE OF ELECTRICITY

America today stands at a critical poini in
her destiny. As the world's greatest indus-
trial country, her future is dependent upon
maintaining the pace of her development.
This cannot be done without electricity—
without the whole pattern of power resources
required by the factories of our immense
economy. On the one hand we can view
endless vistas of progress—Ilimited only by
our resources and our power, and on the other
hand we can see the threat of the degrading,
abject slavery of communism.

Electric power has a vital role to play
in keeping America strong and helping to
shape that future. The reason is all around
us. It is thus of direct concern to every
American to see that the development of
electric power not only continues unfalter-
ingly in the future, but also that it is sold
at a price that will make possible its widest,
maximum usage.

Consequently, electric power is a matter
not exceeded in importance by any other
subject now pressing for action before this
Congress. Merely mention aluminum, cop-
per, steel, atomic energy, hydrogen bomb or
practically any aspect of modern industry
and living, and you will find that electric
power is a basic part thereof.

ENOWING WHAT POWER COSTS

America has expanded to its present
heights by means of private enterprise, ini-
tlative, and inventiveness. In the realm of
electric power America has grown still great-
er by the sharp yardstick of public power
that only recently entered the power scene,
For a long time it was a trade mystery, but
now, for the first time, the public knows
what it costs to generate, transmit, and
distribute electric power. Now also, for
the first time, the American people know
what the same private utilities are charging
their customers for electricity in the same
State, and in other parts of the Union. We
likewise know what public power is doing
throughout America and the world.

Naturally, this has irked the private utili-
ties, The private utilities are like the pri-
vate conveyors of malil before the Federal
post office system was established—or the
private owners of roads and pikes that pre-
ceded our present public-roads system—or
the railroad buccaneers of the nineteenth
century—or the private suppliers of city
water that preceded the municipal owner-
ship of our water services. Similarly, the
private utilities have long regarded their
monopoly to supply electric service as an
exclusive domain in which they could oper=
ate pretty much like private enterprise.

PUBLIC YARDSTICK

The public never shared this view. Early
in the development of these private utili-
ties, the State recognized that since they
were affected with a public interest, a pri-
vate utility could not operate the same as
private enterprise. The rights of the pub-
lic had to be protected—and all activities
that were contrary to such public interest
were to be regulated and modified or pro-
hibited. But such regulation, with the end-
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less series of legal battles, never worked ef-
fectively. So yardsticks were developed in
the form of public power projects—not to
supplant the private utilities—but to afford
effective competition—and thus keep the
service up; and the rates down.

It is important to recite these obvious
facts—as they are not so obvious to the pri-
vate utilities. At times they seem to for-
get that they are granted an exclusive mo=-
nopoly privilege, without any competition,
and are guaranteed a profit on their invest-
ment—upon condition that they serve the
public at the lowest rates consistent with
sound operating practices.

THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION UTILITY IN=
VESTIGATION

This is a subject very close to the pocket-
book of most of the American people. Back
in 1928, the public was aroused by certain
activitles of the private utilities—so an in-
vestigation by the Federal Trade Commis-
sion followed.

While that is a long time ago, many of us
still remember the findings of the Federal
Trade Commission pursuant to Senate Reso-
lution No. 83 of the Seventieth Congress,
first session. With a staff of 50 economists,
lawyers, and accountants, the Federal Trade
Commission spent over 7 years investigating
the propaganda and related activities of the
private utilities in the United States.

It is important that we now recall the
principal conclusions that the Commission
found, in over 80 volumes of sworn testi-
mony and documentary exhibits. For once
again it is being charged in responsible quar-
ters that the same utilities are engaging in
the same activities—at a time when all of
us belleved that the private utilities had
cleaned house.

And what did the Federal Trade Commis-
eglon find? Before answering this question,
we should state that all the findings of the
Federal Trade Commission were drawn—not
from adverse or conflicting testimony—but
from the documents, declarations, and
sworn testimony of the private utilities
themselves.

SUMMARIZING THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
INVESTIGATION

In now summarizing these findings, 1t
should be recognized that I am not oppos-
ing the right of the private utilities to set
forth thelr views honestly and openly upon
any subject—provided that they do so with
their own funds and not with money re-
celved from customers that should be used
to improve service or reduce rates.

Turning now to the investigation of the
private utilities, which began in 1928, we find
the private utilities were engaged In 12 differ-
ent types of propaganda activities. The es-
sence of the findings of the Federal Trade
Commission which follow discloses that
these propaganda activities of the private
utilities were not open and above-board, but
concealed. Secretly, they had others whom
they financed or controlled, speak in their
behalf—thus giving the public the impres-
sion that the various private groups or indi-
viduals were honestly setting forth their
own private views. As a matter of record,
these so-called private views were actually
the carefully planned views of the private
utilities, in disguise.

Here, then, are the main findings of the
Federal Trade Commission:

KINDS OF PUBLICITY

1. Since 1919, the electric utilities have
carried on an aggressive national propa-
ganda campaign, using their own agencies as
well as outside organizations, and actively
employing all forms of publicity, except “sky
writing,” This propaganda was National,
State and local In character. It was carried
on by geographic assoclations, Btate associa-
tions, State committees or “bureaus of pub-
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lc-utility information.” There were 28 such
bureaus, and they covered 36 of the most
populous States.

2. The Federal Trade Commission found
that In circulating such propaganda, the
private utilities frequently engaged in secret
activities in order to block the full expres-
sion of opposing views on public power.
Often methods of indirect approach were
employed by the private utilities in order to
get their propaganda to the public. In do-
ing so, injunctions of secrecy were given, &0
that the private utility source of such propa-

' ganda would not be known to the public.

I remind you, I am reciting the coneclusions
of the Federal Trade Commission—reached
after 7 years of searching investigation—be-
ginning in 1928.

DISPARAGING PUBLIC OWNERSHIP

3. The Federal Trade Commission found
that the subject of this concealed private-
utility propaganda was to disparage all forms
of public ownership of utilities, and the
preachment of the economy, efficiency, and
general excellence of the privately owned
utilities. This was done under the greatest
campalign ever conducted by private interests
in this country.

CAREFULLY CONSIDERED PLANS

4, The Federal Trade Commission found
that these propaganda activities were care-
fully considered and planned by the heads of
the private-utility industries. The sponsors
and planners of this propaganda fully rec-
ognized its character and objective,

USING SUBSIDIZED AGENCIES

5. The Federal Trade Commission findings
show that the private utilities carried on
their propaganda through a number of sub-
sidized agencies. They took full advantage
of the good will that was induced by their
advertising expenditures, and in a number
of instances newspapers, or a controlling in-
terest in them, were acquired.

I continue with the Federal Trade Com-
mission's conclusions.

INFLUENCING EDUCATION

6. The Federal Trade Commission findings
disclose that the private utilities influenced
schools, colleges, and universities in numer-
ous effective ways. School men were in-
filuenced to favor the private wutilities
through jobs, speaking engagements, plan-
ning utility courses, making utility studies,
writing articles, by having direct money pay-
ments made to many educational Institu-
tions, through favorable textbooks, by elimi-
nating matter in publications deemed un-
fair or prejudicial by the utilities, or by
bringing pressure on the largest publishers
for the effect it would have on the smaller
ones.

PRIVATE-UTILITY COMMITTEES

7. The Federal Trade Commission findings
reveal that the private utilities had various
committees for keeping in touch with the
industries of this country. Likewise these
committees kept in touch with many asso-
clations such as the United States Chamber
of Commerce, Kiwanis, Rotary, Lions Club,
Women's Clubs, churches or clergymen.

OPPOSING PUBLIC POWER

8. The Federal Trade Commission findings
disclose that the private utilities made re-
peated attacks upon every outstanding pub-
lic-power project whether in existence or
contemplated, including much propaganda
against the proposed Muscle Bhoals and
Boulder Dam Government projects.

PINNING THE RED LABEL UPON OPFONENTS

9. The Federal Trade Commission findings
show that a favorite method of attack was—
not to meet the public-ownership argu-
ment—but to pin the Red label on their
proponents, and thus condemn those who
advocated the public ownership of public
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utilities as Bolsheviks, Reds, or parlor
pinks.

Evidently creeping socialism was then
unknown. To many of my colleagues, who
have supported public power on this floor,
some of the above labels will have a very

familiar ring.
UPHOLDING STATE REGULATION

10. While the Federal Trade Commission
found that only in a few instances was there
any effective State regulation, nevertheless
the utilities proclaimed the complete effec-
tiveness of such regulation as a foil to any
further Federal or local regulation, or to any
form of public ownership and operation,

DIRECT POLITICAL ACTIVITIES

11, The Federal Trade Commission found
that In many States, the utilities engaged in
direct political activities against any project
of a public nature, and favored men and
measures agreeable to the privately owned
utility program.

CREATING A HALO AROUND THE PRIVATE UTILITIES

12. Finally, the Federal Trade Commission
found that while the private utilities were
engaged in all these activities to disparage
public or municipal ownership and operation,
the utilities pursued their ultimate objective
of ~reating a halo around their own practices,

ARE THEY DOING THE SAME THINGS AGAIN?

The charge has been made—in highly re-
sponsible quarters—that the private utili-
ties or their agents again are engaged in
similar activities directed against: the pub-
lic ownership of electric utilities; the public
ownership of the generation, transmission, or
distribution of electric power; rural electric
cooperatives; multipurpose projects; prefer-
ence for public bodies in Federal power de-
velopments; the construction and operation
of Federal transmission lines; wheeling, and
other private utility contracts concerning the
transmission and distribution of electric
power; and related public power matters.

There is a well established American tradi-
tion that a person is innocent until he is
proven gullty. In order for us to find out
the facts, I have introduced the resolution
asking that the Federal Trade Commission
make an investigation of the activities of
the private utilities in this country. I am
pleased to say that Senators GILLETTE, GREEN,
Hrur, EEFAUVER, LANGER, LEHMAN, MORSE,
MuURrrAY, and ToBEY join me in offering this
resolution.

DEFINITION OF PHRASE “PEACE-
LOVING STATE” IN UNITED NA-
TIONS CHARTER

Mr. BREWSTER (by request) sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tion (S. Con. Res. 85), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations:

Whereas it is universally admitted that
the common people of all countries are over=
whelmingly opposed to war; and

Whereas history very definitely Indicates
that the dictatorship state breeds war and
that real democracy promotes peace; and

Whereas for all practical purposes the tre-
mendous power of religion to prevent war
has never been harnessed; and

Whereas the record of the United Nations
clearly indicates the great need for growth
and progress; and

Whereas there 1s an extremely urgent need
to strengthen and promote democracy on a
scale never before attempted in the world’s
history: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
of the United States favors the adoption of
the following definition of the phrase,
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“peace-loving state,” as used in article 4, of
the United Nations Charter:

“A peace-loving state is hereby defined as
any nation which gives its people the right to
vote in a referendum for peace Or War, ex=
cept in the case of direct invasion and ex-
cept for the use of joint military power by
this Organization."”

Sec. 2. It is further the sense of the Con-
gress that any member nation of the United
Nations which does not comply with this
definition taking the necessary political ac-
tion within 5 years after its adoption by the
United Nations, shall be automatically
dropped from membership in the United
Nations.

S=zc. 8. The Congress requests the Presi-
dent to instruct cur Chief Delegate to the
United Nations to take all steps possible to
effect the purposes of this resolution.

AMENDMENT OF RULE RELATING TO
CLOTURE—AMENDMENT

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Murray], the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the junior
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Huwmeurey], the senior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Green]l, the junior
Senator from Connecticut [Mr, BENTON],
the junior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastorel, the senior Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. McMagon], the senior
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Kin-
corel, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KerauveEr], and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. HenwNiNgs]l, I submit an
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute, intended to be proposed by us,
jointly, to the resolution (S. Res. 203)
amending the cloture rule with respect
to the number required for adoption of
a cloture motion. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment, together with
a statement I have prepared in connec-
tion with the amendment, be printed in
the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, and printed, and
will lie on the table; and, without objec-
tion, the amendment and statement will
be printed in the RECCRD.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 1, line 1, strike all after the word
“Resolved,” and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“That (a) subsection 2 of rule XXII of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, relating
to cloture, i1s amended to read as follows:

*“3, If at any time, notwithstanding the
provisions of rule III or rule VI or any other
rule of the Senate, a motion, signed by
1% Senators, to bring to a close the debate
upon any measure, motion, or other matter
pending before the Senate, or the unfin-
ished business, is presented to the Senate
pursuant to this subsection, the Presiding
Officer shall at once state the motion to
the Senate, and 1 hour after the Senate
meets on the following calendar day but
one, he shall lay the motion before the Sen-
ate and direct that the Secretary call the
roll, and, upon the ascertainment that a
quorum 1is present, the Presiding Officer
shall, without debate, submit to the Senate
by a yea-and-nay vote the gquestion:

“¢uJg it the sense of the Senate that the
debate shall be brought to a close?”

“*And if that question shall be decided in
the affirmative by a two-thirds vote of those
voting, then said measure, motion, or other
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matter pending before the Senate, or the
unfinished business, shall be the unfinished
business to the exclusion of all other busi=
ness until disposed of.

“*Thereafter no Senator shall be entitled
to speak in all more than 1 hour on the
measure, motion, or other matter pending
before the Senate, or the unfinished busi-
ness, the amendments thereto, and motions
affecting the same, and it shall be the duty
of the Presiding Officer to keep the time of
each Benator who speaks. Except by unani-
mous consent, no amendment shall be in
order after the vote to bring the debate to
a close, unless the same has been presented
and read prior to that time. No dilatory
motion, or dilatory amendment, or amend=-
ment not germane shall be in crder. Points
of order, including questions of relevancy,
and appeals from the decision of the Pre-
l:s}h:llng' Officer, shall be decided without de-

ate.’

“(b) Subsection 3 of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate relating to
cloture, 1s amended to read as follows:

“‘3. If at any time, notwithstanding the
provisions of rule III or rule VI or any other
rule of the Senate, a motion, signed by 16
Eenators, to bring to a close the debate upon
any measure, motion, or other matter pend-
ing before the Senate, or the unfinished busi-
ness, is presented to the Senate pursuang to
this subsection, the Presiding Officer shall at
once state the motion to the Senate, and 1
hour after the Senate meets on the four-
teenth calendar day thereafter (exclusive of
Sundays and legal holidays), he shall lay the
motion before the Senate and direct that the
Secretary call the roll, and, upon the ascer-
tainment that a quorum ls present, the Fre=-
siding Officer shall, without further debate,
submit to the Senate by a yea-and-nay vote
the question:

“*“Is it the sense of the Senate that the
debate shall be brought to a close?"

“‘During the period intervening between
the statement of the motion to bring debate
to a close and the taking of the vote thereon
the time for general debate on sucih motion
shall be equally divided between the propo-
nents and the opponents thereof, and shall
be controlled by one Senator designated by
the Presiding Officer to control such time for
the proponents and one Senator designated
by the Presiding Officer to control such time
for the opponents. Time avallable to, but
not used by, either such side shall be ylelded
to the other side.

“*‘If the question so submitted on the mo-
tion to bring debate to a close shall be de-
cided in the affirmative by a majority vote of
those voting, then sald measure, motion, or
other matter pending before the Senate, or
the unfinished business, shall be the unfin-
ished business to the exclusion of all other
business until disposed of.

“ *‘Thereafter no Senator shall be entitled
to speak in all more than 1 hour on the
measure, motion, or other matter pending
before the Senate, or the unfinished business,
the amendments thereto, and motions affect-
ing the same, and it shall be the duty of the
Presiding Officer to keep the time of each
Senator who speaks. Except by unanimous
consent, no amendment shall be in order
after the vote to bring the debate to a close,
unless the same has been presented and read
prior to that time. No dilatory motion, or
dilatory amendment, or amendment not ger=
mane shall be in order. Points of order, in-
cluding questions of relevancy, and appeals
from the decision of the Presiding Officer,
shall be decided without debate.""™

The statement presented by Mr,
Leaman is as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN
The amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is similar to Senate Resolution 105,
which was submitted by me, for myself
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and several other Senators, earlier this ses-
slon. It would provide first for effective
cloture, and secondly, it would remove the
immunity of the rules themselves to change
through the process of orderly debate.

The amendment recommended by the ma-
jority of the rules committee to the Wherry
rule, rule 22, makes little if any significant
change in the present situation.

The proposal I and my colleagues are sub-
mitting as a substitute would make rule 22
into an effective rule to limit debate. Our
proposel consists of three parts: The first
part of the proposed substitute provides
for cloture or limitation of debate by a vote
of two-thirds of those present and voting,
after a waiting period of 2 days. This sec-
tion of the rule is designed to be invoked
for legislation of a national emergency na-
ture where at least two-thirds of the Senate
deeired speedy action. Under this section
of the rule, two-thirds of the Senate could
order that debate on a question or motion
be henceforth limited to 1 hour per Senator
and that no dilatory motions would there=
after be entertained.

To meet the need for democratic decisions
on nonemergency legislation, a separate sec-
tion of the rule is proposed. This second
gectlon would make cloture possible after 15
days by the vote of a majority of those
present and voting. The 156-day periced is
provided to glve Senators in a minority
position ample opportunity to appeal to pub-
lic sentiment and to arouse public sup-
port for their position.

The two sections of this rule are inde-
pendent of one another but they are inter-
connected. Cloture may be invoked under
section 2, or it may be invoked under section
3 of the proposed new rule. If cloture fails
under section 2, cloture may be attempted
under section 3.

The proposed new rule repeals outright
that provision of rule 22, now found in
subsection 38, which exempts amendments
to the rules, or any motion incident there-
to, fromr any limitation of debate whatever,

There are several reasons why I am sub-
mitting this substitute cloture rule today.
The foremost reason is that I believe its
adoption is essential to the elimination of
the present barrier to civil rights legislation,
consisting of the filibuster.

I say this and will continue to say it as
long as I am in the Senate—the battle for
men’s minds and souls in the world-wide
struggle agalnst communism can be lost on
the floor of the United States Sanate becauce
we are immobilized in our attempts to assure
equal opportunity and equal rights for all
of our citizens.

Here we sit today in the most influential
and potentially powerful deliberative body
in the world and there is a sword of Damo-
cles hanging over our heads suspended by
only the thread of self-restraint on the part
of individual Members of the Senate. That
thread can break at any time, on any lssue,
It could happen and thus prevent the rati-
fication of the essential Western European
defense treaties which will soon come before
us. A filibuster could start on the military
appropriation bill or on a measure to au-
thorize funds for our atomic weapons pro-
gram. This threat is an intolerable reflec-
tion on the judgment of the majority of the
United States Senate. :

I need not go into the long legal and con-
stitutional arguments which were brought
out in the hearings held on the cloture rule
last year.

My colleagues who are supporting this
change in rule XXII and I believe that the
present cloture rule is the type which Fas-
cist or Communist minorities work hardest
to obtain in democratic legislatures. The
prineiple of majority rule is one of the great
bulwarks against totalitarian minority
groups who attempt to invade the demo-
cratic legislatures of the free world.
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Such a rule as the present rule XXII of
the United States Senate, if it were to be
adopted by the legislative bodies of France
or Italy, would surely bring the legislative
wheels of these countries to an immediate
halt. These great democracies would be at
the mercy of their undemocratic minorities.
A rule XXII in the present French Parlia=
ment would be worth more than a million
new party members to the French Commu-
nist Party. I ask my colleagues, Is this the
example the Senate of the United States
wants to set for the free world?

I am convinced, and many students of our
Constitution are convinced, that there is no
sanction in the Constitudon of the United
States for the present clause 3 of rule XXII.
There are five instances in the Constitution
where a two-thirds vote of the gquorum, not
of the entire Senate membership, is re-
guired. The five instances are—impeach-
ment, expulsion, overriding a veto, Senate
ratification of a treaty, and proposals to
amend the Constitution.

The only time the Constitution makes
mention of a vote of the two-thirds of the
entire membership is in the remote case
when it might be called upon to elect a Vice
President of the United States.

Here, in a mere procedural rule, the Sen=
ate has seen fit to require an absolute two-
thirds. I repeat—nowhere can a constitu-
tional sanction be found for this rule—and
no stretch of the imagination can conceive
of arguments as to why such a rule adopted
by the Senate of one Congress should bind a
succeeding Senate,

This will be, I am sure, an issue in the
coming elections. It will be an issue among
all those who believe in removing this dan-
gerous threat to effective self-government,
and who feel that the majority should rule,

‘while giving to the members of the minority
the same protections as are accorded to the
members of the majority.

I have little hope that we can get action
on this measure this year.

But we must have action, and I believe
that the people of this country are going to
insist on action.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

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

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS. ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE APPENDIX

On request, and by unanimous con=-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc.,
were ordered to be printed in the Ap=-
pendix, as follows:

By Mr. FLANDERS:

A Declaration to a World in Crisis, adopted
at the conference of the International
Council for Christian Leadership, held In
Holland, May 22 to May 25, 1952.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

Editorial entitled “New Bill,” published in
the June 14, 1952, issue of the Pilot.

By Mr. SMITH of North Carolina:

Editorial entitled “Full Year of Stale-
mate,” published in the Elizabeth City
(N. C.) Daily Advance of June 17, 1952,

PROPOSED INVESTIGATION OF
CHARGES BY SOVIET UNION OF
GERM WARFARE

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, I wish
to speak upon what I consider to be a
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very important matter relating to our
foreign policy. I ask that I may have
10 minutes in which to address the Sen=-
ate and present the matter for the Rec=
ORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and the
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I rise to-
day in order to present what I feel is a
constructive suggestion fo cope with
what has become a major problem of
American foreign policy. I refer to the
problem caused by the Soviet Union's
spreading of the big lie, the monstrous
lie that we have been using germ war=-
ware in Korea.

Iam going to make a suggestion which
I earnestly trust President Truman may
see fit to accept, and which I hope the
State Department and our military may
also feel is worthy of acceptance.
~ Yesterday Mr. Jacob Malik, Soviet
Representative on the U. N. Security
Council, called a meeting to discuss what
we know to be phony charges that the
United States has waged germ warfare
in Korea. Thus, once more the Soviet
Union showed its intent to use every
instrumentality available to it to try to
impress upon the world the outrageous
lie of American guilt of spreading germ
epidemics in Korea.

Now, Mr. President, I am not only
seeking to nail this particular big lie
“to the mast” and expose it for the foul
fraud that it is; I am taking this step
because I am firmly convineed that all of
us must be more adequate in meeting
the challenges of this age of propaganda,
whether those challenges exist at home
or abroad.

EBIG LIE USED TO FOISON MINDS OF AMERICANS,
TOO

Josef Stalin did not invent the tech-
nique of the big lie any more than
Adolph Hitler did; nor is the big lie con-
fined simply to international relations.
The scapegoat technique, for example, is
as old as the oldest dictatorships of his-
tory. Here at home there have been
propaganda experts, too, who have used
every foul device systematically to poison
the minds of the public. They utilize
propaganda strategems to create waves
of emotionalism, of synthetic thinking,
rather than calm, reasonable, logical re-
view of the facts. I will not name them,
let the shoe remain on whosever foot
it fits.

In this political period, where passion
runs high on all sides, where anxious
men and their supporters seek highest
public ofice—in this time is provided the
greatest opportunity for true leaders to
demonstrate their leadership, their
worthiness for public office, by rejecting
the use of false weapons of propaganda,
the big lie or the little lie, the big smear
or the little smear. Let the November
1952 election be won on fact, not on
falsehood. Let each side have the cour-
age and fair play to talk issues, not per-
sonalities, to promote understanding,
not bigotry.

Sometimes some of us in public life
feel that we might almost interrupt com-
pletely our regular functions in order
to smash down the propaganda weapons
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s0 maliciously used in current affairs.
But then we recognize, as did Lincoln,
that if we were to spend our time de-
bunking the falsehoods spread about
others or about ourselves, we would have
time for little else.

REDS USE BEIG LIE FOR MANY REASONS

But in the field of international rela-
tions, we must devote attention toward
“debunking” the big lie. Why? Because
the Soviet Union is using the big lie for
many ominous purposes, not just one.

First she is spreading the big lie about
us as a diversionary tactic in order to
arouse fear and bitter hatred of the
United States among her own population
and the populations of the slave states.
In that way, she is trying to channel the
discontent against Soviet tyranny into
a hatred of the far-distant American
people. The Soviets have read the lesson
of history—how dictators have used ha-
tred of foreigners in order to divert
hatred against domestic authorities.

Secondly, the Soviets are hoping to
weaken the infant democratic move-
ments in the Asiatic countries by de-
stroying the various peoples’ admiration
for the great fountainhead of represent-
ative government—the United States.

By weakening the democratic move-
ments, the Soviet Union thereby hopes
to strengthen the Communist minorities
throughout Southeast Asia, for example.

Third, the Soviets have the specific
purpose of alibiing the obvious existence
of genuine epidemics of disease—for
which they themselves are responsible—
which have apparently decimated masses
within the North Korea and Chinese Red
armies; epidemics due to the primitive
medical conditions and callous disregard
for human life existing in the Red lands.

Naturally the Soviets cannot confess
their own inefficiency and disrespect for
human life, and so they seek to shift the
blame to the United States.

REDS MAY BE PREPARING "“BW"” USE

Fourth, the grave possibility is that
the Soviets are seeking to pin on us a
charge of the use of a diabolic weapon—
bacteriological warfare—which they
themselves may be preparing to use in
the future in Korea or elsewhere. Warn-
ings to this effect have repeatedly been
made by United Nations military au-
thorities,. Who knows, too, how germ
warfare may figure in the Kremlin's
plans against continental United States
itself—in the event of a third world war?
WE UNDERESTIMATED RED PROPAGANDA EFFEC=

TIVENESS

Mr. President, I have often warned
against either over-estimating or under-
estimating the Soviet Union. In this
instance of germ warfare charges, I be-
lieve that America and indeed United
Nations diplomats sadly underestimated
the Soviet propaganda wizards.

When the first charges of germ war-
fare were made against us, a great many
so-called skilled diplomats here and else-
where dismissed them lightly and as-
sumed that the falsehoods would be com-
pletely ignored by the civilized world.

But the well-oiled machinery of the
Cominform and its puppet Communist
Parties in lands like France and Italy
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were sadly underrated in their ability
to “sell” the big lie.

The Soviets have not missed the slight=
est bet for propaganda attack; thus on
Gen. Matthew Ridgway’'s arrival in
France, he was greeted by Communist
demonstrators carrying banners calling
him “mierobe killer” and Fascist crim-
inal.” General Ridgway's reaffirmation
in Italy on Tueday that the germ charge
was a fraud was of course hooted and
jeered at by the Red forces.

And so, the lie campaign continues.
In the streets of the cities of Europe
have appeared innumerable posters and
signs showing the Americans as killers
engaged in microbe manslaughter.

As one illustration of the amazing
gullibility of even so-called informed
individuals, I cite the instance of John
W. Burton, permanent head of the De=-
partment of External Affairs for the
previous Australian Labor Government.
Mr. Burton has now lent his name to
the present anti-American drive.

I have seen other evidences that not
just known sources sympathetic to com-
munism, but sources which we might re-
gard as being genuinely “neutral” or
even leaning toward our side—have swal-
lowed the Red line hook, line, and sinker,

I say that the time is overdue for
American diplomacy to seize the offensive
to “scotech” the big lie.

To be sure, we have already taken
such steps as transmitting Voice of
America broadeasts which have rebufted
the Soviet charges.

We have challenged the Communists
to permit an open investigation by the
International Red Cross, an organization
known for its impartial and unselfish
service. The Soviets, however, contend-
ed that such an investigation would not
be satisfactory since the Russians said
that the International Red Cross had be-
come a “tool” of the United States.

REDS INSIST ON RATIFICATION OF GERM
WARFARE PROTOCOL

Soviet Russia, with typical craftiness
has demanded immediate ratification of
the Geneva Protocol of June 1925 con-
cerning biological warfare. Jacob Malik
has cited the fact that the United States,
although a signatory to that protocol
did not ratify it, whereas the Soviet
Union, Britain, France, China, and five
other members of the Security Council
had ratified or acceded to the conven-
tion.

We, however, have rightly pointed out
that the Soviety Union continues com-
pletely to refuse to enter into a confer-
ence on general and effective control of
various types of weapons,

We feel that it is absurd for us to at-
tempt to deal piecemeal with any one
weapon such as biological warfare alone,
when obviously the “Big H"—the hydro-
gen bomb and other dreadful weapons
hover over the world.

IMPARTIAL INVESTIGATIONS SUGGESTED

Mr. President, I specifically recom-
mend that the President of the United
States call upon the Government of the
Soviet Union to accept an impartial in-
vestigation of the charges of germ war=
fare under the following conditions:

First. The Committee on Investiga=
tion shall be appointed by three well=
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known statesmen, of a caliber recognized
for political and diplomatic independ-
ence, and whose nations are likewise
recognized for their independence and
sovereignty.

Second. The report of this Committee
shall be given due note in the press of
the Soviet Union and that of our coun-
try. In particular, the Soviet Union
shall pledge itself to print the report
within the pages of Pravda, and I for
one shall pledge to print the report, sub-
ject to intrinsic limitation on space,
within the pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

I believe that statesmen of the caliber
of Prime Minister Nehru of India and
President Soekarno of the Republic of
Indonesia shall be the type to recom-
mend this investigation committee.

I believe further that the Committee
should consist of outstanding leaders of
Asia, since it is they who are most vitally
concerned with the charges which have
been leveled. We dare the Soviet Union
to accept this challenge. We dare it to
place its faith in the judicial decision
of Asia’s own statesmen.

BIGGER LIES STILL TO COME

Mr. President, I want us to succeed in
smashing this big lie because we may
be sure there will be bigger lies to come.
The germ-warfare charge is but one of
the opening rounds of a bout which may
be of relatively unlimited duration,

If we of the West prove our weakness
in this early round, we can be sure that
the skilled Soviet “boxers,” completely
ignoring the Marquis of Queensbury
rules, will be using thumbing, gouging,
and every other illegal device of the prize
ring or the propaganda ring.

Communism being founded upon the
lie, is at home in its spreading of lies.
There is no fabrication too bold, no false-
hood too immoral for those whose code
of conduct is based upon absolute au-
dacity, absolute immorality in achieving
their ends.

But I refuse to accept the idea that we
of the democracies must be perpetually
second best in the propaganda geme.

We have the brains. We have the
truth. We have the cause., There is
no reason under the sun why the Nation
which has perfected advertising to an
art, a Nation which knows salesman-
ship better than any other nation, should
be perpetually second best in the propa-
ganda wax.

TO LOSE BATTLE OF MINDS IS TO LOSE BATTLE
OF BATTLEFIELD

Let us bear in mind, too, that the So-
viets know that their propaganda lies
fall on particularly fertile soil in the
minds of the largely illiterate masses of
Asia, peoples who are just beginning to
have the opportunity and facilities to
exercise their native reason and judg-
ment, peoples long oppressed in dark-
ness—peoples now longing for the light.

We have learned only belatedly that
we must win the battle of men’s minds
if we are to win the battle of the phys=
ical battlefield. Today in North Korea,
in Indochina, in Malaya, misguided na=-
tive peoples, armed and equipped by the
Kremlin, are murdering American boys,
French boys, and English boys; and they,
in turn, are dying.
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The Soviet masters of the Kremlin are
planning for still further outbreaks in
southeast Asia and elsewhere. It is up
to us to make absolutely sure that more
misguided millions in these and other
areas do not become the dupes of inter-
national communism and do not take up
arms to destroy the very forces of free-
dom which are one of their greatest
hopes for achieving the better way of
life. By point 4 and other aids, by our
own previous record of unselfishness, by
our own traditional support of the yearn-
ings for the sovereignty of all ex-colonial
peoples, by our own traditions of 1776,
we have signified our common bond with
the restless, rising masses of Asia. Let us
not lose them by our failure to antidote
the poison which is being inocculated
into them.

WE MUST ANTIDOTE POISON WITH TRUTH SERUM
PROMPTLY

Poison does not cure itself. Poison re-
quires a specific antidote. The venom
of the Communist snake must be com-
bated by the more powerful serum of
truth.

It is time to make sure that never
again do we allow ourselves to fall so far
behind in using the antidote so long
after the snake bite occurs.

We have lost uncounted millons al-
ready—in whom the venom of hatred
against the West has taken hold. Let us
lose none further.

Let the leaders of both Democratic
and Republican Parties address them-
selves to constructive problems of this
sort, above and beyond partisan politics,
in the international realm.

Meanwhite, as we combat the propa-
ganda lie on the foreign front, let us ever
remember that we have a responsibility
on the domestic front, to set an example
of fairness, of decency, of sportsman-
ship, which we have come to think of as
characteristic of the American way.

CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF
THE ARMY, APPROPRIATIONS,
1953

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, H. R 7268.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7268) making appro-
priations for civil functions adminis-
tered by the Department of the Army for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, and
for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The first
amendment of the Committee on Appro-
priations will be stated.

The first amendment of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations was, under the
heading “Civil functions, Department of
the Army—Cemeterial expenses,” on
page 3, line 2, after the word “cemeter-
ies”, to strike out “$4,000,000" and insert
$4,319,350.”

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
should like to be recognized for a few
minutes to make a statement.

Mr, FERGUSON. Did I understand
the Senator fronr Tennessee to say that
he will make a statement before the
committee amendments are considered?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I should like
to make a very brief statement.
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Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Michigan, and the Senator from New
Hampshire desire to make a motion to
recommit the bill. We should like to
make that motion prior to the considera-
tion of any amendments,

Mr. McEELLAR, Mr, President, the
bill as reported to the Senate recom-
mends appropriations in the amount of
$666,774,699, which is $45,853,101 below
the estimates of the Bureau of the
Budget and $174,339,799 above the
amount of the bill as passed the House,

Before considering this bill which pro-
vides for carrying on the civil functions
of the Department of the Army for the
fiscal year 1953 I should like to make a
few observations.

During the past 128 years, that is,
since 1824, appropriations for the civil
functions of the Corps of Engineers
have totaled $8,000,000,000, including
the $680,900,000 in the approved budget
estimrate for the fiscal year 1953. Of
this amount $5,911,000,000 was for con-
struction.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point a letter from the Assistant
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works
which briefly states the accomplish-
ments of the Corps of Engineers in the
development of our rivers and harbors
in the interest of navigation, flood con-
trol, and power development.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ENGINEERS
Washington, June 12, 1952.
Hon. EENNETH MCEELLAR,

Chairman, Committee on Appropria-
tions, United States Senate, Wash=
ington, D. C.

 DEar SENATOR MCKELLAR: In response to
your verbal request, I am pleased to furnish
you the following information regarding the
Federal Civil Works program,

The total appropriations during the past
128 years (since 1824) for navigation, flood
control and related improvements have
amounted to $8,000,000,000, including $680,-
900,000 in the approved Bureau of the
Budget estimate for fiscal year 1858. This
total appropriation has been utilized (or al-
located insofar as the amount for fiscal year
1053 is concerned) as follows:

[In millions of dollars]

River
Flood
h:?gnr control Tota.
New work (construction). . .| 2,410.3 | 3, 500.7 | 5 811,
Maintensnce and operation.| 1,342, 7 23.6| 1, 5"&
Miscellaneous and surveys..| 276.9 244.8| 5217
L v oo R S 4,020.9 | 3,979.1 | 5,000.0

Of the total appropriations for rivers and
harbors, about half has been for seacoast
and Great Lakes harbors and channels and
the remainder has been used for inland and
intracoastal waterways.

These relatively small appropriations over
a century and a quarter have permitted the
improvement of 417 commercial ports (286
coastal and 131 Great Lakes), as well as the
provision of a number of harbors for refuge
and for small fishing and recreational craft.
These harbors and channels have been im-
proved progressively to meet the needs of
maritime and lake commerce to provide this
country with the best port facilities avail-
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able to any nation in the world. Cargo han-
dled at these ports has risen from about 463,
000,000 tons in 1929 to 630,000,000 tons in
1950. These facilities have proved their
essentiality as basic elements of our eco-
nomic and industrial structure, and in our
ability to wage war or aid the nations asso-
ciated with us in keeping the peace.

The federally improved inland and intra-
coastal waterways, exclusive of the Great
Lakes channels, aggregate some 27,000 miles
in length. However, about 80 percent of the
commerce is carried on some 15 major water=
ways, which have also received about 80 per=
cent of the Federal expenditure for this pur-
pose. Total traffic moving on the improved
inland waterways has shown a tremendous
increase from 8,600,000,000 ton-miles in 1929
to 51,700,000,000 ton-miles in 1850, an in-
crease of about 500 percent in the 22-year
period. In terms of transportation savings
to shippers and receivers of cargo, these
waterways are currently paying off at a
rate of well over §2 for every dollar of Fed-
eral cost. Moreover, during World War II
these waterways proved their value to the
national defense by providing protected
routes for bulk movement of petroleum and
other basic materials, thus relieving the over=
burdened railroads to accommodate faster-
moving traffic. In addition, more than 4,000
landing eraft and small war ships were built
along inland waterways and floated to the sea
via federally improved channels,

The current Federal flood-control program
is relatively new and dates essentially from
1928, when the major project for the Alluvial
Valley of the Mississippi River was author-
ized by Congress. Since that time and
through fiscal year 1951 a total of 330 flood-
control and multiple-use projects, including
those for the Mississippi and Bacramento

Rivers, have been placed in operation, and

over 80 projects are now under construction.

The works completed or in operation now
serve to prevent flood damages estimated to
average more than 300,000,000 annually, and
gince 1928 they have prevented an accumu-
lated flood damage of well over $5,000,000,000
as compared with the total of $2,300,000,000
that has been appropriated for their con-
struction and operation through fiscal year
1952.. The major project for the Alluvial
Valley of the Mississippl River has at its
present stage of completion returned over
85 in benefits for every dollar expended; and
the general flood-control program, where
projects have been In operation less than a
decade, on the average, has already repaid in
benefits more than half of its cost, and the
useful life of these projects is actually just
beginning.

The works completed or in operation now
protect over 860 communities and over 26,-
000,000 acres of agricultural land, with an
aggregate population of about 4,600,000 in
protected areas. These works are distrib-
uted widely over the country; located in 46
States of the Union.

Appropriations for prosecution of the pro-
gram for flood control and related purposes
have produced other important features.
Hydroelectric power installations authorized
by Congress and constructed under this pro-
gram total about 1,000,000 kilowatts of gen-
erating capacity and an additional 5,500,000
kilowatts are now under construction to
meet the expanding industrial needs for
both civil and military requirements. In
addition the program is producing large col-
lateral benefits. Civil works projects are aid-
ing in control of stream pollution; municipal
water supplies are being provided from 12
reservoirs; the works are providing impor-
tant facilities for preservation of fish and
wildlife that would not otherwise be avail-
able; and recreational facllities provided by
reservoir mansgement programs attracted
26,000,000 visitors in 1951.

The Federal appropriations for flood con~-
trol have proved to be one of the soundest
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investments of public funds that this coun-
try has ever made.

The relatively small appropriations for
surveys have enabled the Corps of Engineers
to keep this program up to date and present
to Congress soundly concelved reports and
recommendations on new improvements and
modifications of existing projects which
have been found necessary over the years.
Appropriations for miscellaneous work are
those for the continuing and general au-
thorities which Congress has delegated to the
Chief of Engineers. These include such
work as removal of wrecks, clearing and
snagging of navigation channels, flood fight-
ing and emergency repair of flood protection
works. Appropriations under these general
and continuing authorities and for surveys
account for about 6.5 percent of the total
civil works appropriation to date. Although
this work thus constitutes a very small part
of the civil works program it has been most
important in keeping the program up to date
and in permitting the accomplishment of mi-
nor work of an emergency or annually recur=
ring nature in an economical and effective
manner,

I trust that the foregoing summary of the
appropriations for ecivil works and of the
status and accomplishments of the ecivil
works program will provide the Information
you desire. If further details and support-
ing data are needed I shall be glad to sup=-
ply them.

Sincerely yours,
C. H. CHORPENING,
Brigadier General, USA, Assistant
Chief of Engineers for Civil Works.

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I
wish to digress long enough to say that
I believe the Army engineers to be the
greatest organization of engineers any-
where in the world. They know their
business; they are honest and upright,
and efficient in every sense of the world.
‘When they come before the committees
of Congress they give to the committees
accurate, full, and sound advice. Their
management and control of the work
entrusted to them has been character-
ized by ability and professional skill. I
can say that from personal knowledge
and observation of their activities dur-
ing my service in the House and in the
Senate for a period of nearly 42 years.

Mr. President, I should now like to call
the Senate’s attention to the number of
United States dollars we are spending
to develop the power, water, and soil
resources of foreign countries. Direct
appropriations for such projects from
ECA funds in the fiscal year 1951
amounted to $244,575,000; but, in addi=-
tion, almost $4,000,000,000 has been set
aside in a drawing account, called coun=
terpart funds, for such projects.

Today we are spending for such pur-
poses more money abroad than we are
spending at home. Not only are we
spending these enormous sums of money
in foreign countries, but we are spending
them without limitation. On the other
hand, in this bill the House has provided
a limitation on the expenditure of funds
in the United States, and that limitation
would prohibit any expenditures for
planning in connection with projects in
the United States in the future, The
attitude of the House of Representatives
seems to be that we do not need to plan
for America, but that we must make
plans for Great Britain and for France
and for Germany and for Italy and for
Austria and for Asia and for Africa and
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for South America. Oh, yes; it seems
to be quite all right, so far as the House
of Representatives is concerned, to spend
money to make plans for projects in for-
eign countries, and $8,000,000,000 is re=-
quested for both planning and construc-
tion abroad. On the other hand, if it
is desired to improve the Missouri River
or the harbor of Detroit or provide for
a dam in Texas or for a project in Wis=
consin, the House of Representatives
takes the position that it will refuse to
agree to appropriate money for plans
for such purposes. In short, the House
will refuse to appropriate funds for plan-
ning for the building up of the United
States, although it is willing that un-
limited sums of money be appropriated
for planning and for all kinds of con-
struction in various other countries of
the world.

I wish to state to the Senate that I be-
lieve now, and I have always believed,
that our first duty is to the people of the
United States. We were chosen by our
constituents to legislate for America, and
for America first.

On the other hand, some persons seem
to take the attitude that it is quite all
right for us to provide for private build-
ings, if you please, in foreign countries
and for the construction of dams on for-
eign rivers and housing projects in vari-
ous other countries of the world, with-
out any limitation at all; and such funds
are voted without a word of protest, so
far as many Members of Congress are
concerned. Yet the same Members of
Congress take the attitude that limita-
tions must be placed upon appropria-
tions for building up the United States.

Mr., President, the United States is
coming out at the little end of the horn.
The provisions voted by the House of
Representatives will not even allow the
appropriation of funds for planning for
projects in the United States.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Tennessee yield to
me?

Mr, MCEELLAR. I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Will the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropriations
Committee repeat the figures he gave a
few moments ago in regard to the
amount of money spent over a long pe-
riod of years by the Army Corps of Engi-
neers?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. During the
last 128 years—a very long period of
time—the appropriations for the eivil
functions of the Corps of Engineers have
amounted to a total of approximately
$8,000,000,000, including $680,900,000 in
the approved budget items for the fiscal
year 1953. Of this amount, $5,911,000,-
000 has been for construction. The ex-
penditure of that money has built up our
couniry and has aided tremendously in
making the United States the greatest
country in all the world.

Yet under the bill as it has come to us
from the House of Representatives, the
House has provided for stopping these
projects; the House would not even allow
the appropriation of planning money for
such projects.

Mr. DWORSHAE. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Tennessee yield
further to me?

Mr. McEELLAR, I yield.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. DWORSHAEK. It seems to be
quite difficult to visualize that during
more than a century, only approxi-
mately $8,000,000,000 has been spent un-
der the supervision of the Army Corps of
Engineers for all the various projeets in
the United States, because the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropriations
Committee knows that that sum only
approximates the amount we are spend-
ing currently, in 1 year, on various proj-
ects abroad. Is not that correct?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. All of us know
that to be so. If there is a Member of the
Senate who thinks for a moment that
we shall ever get back any part of the
money spent abroad, I should like to have
him rise and say so. I challenge any
Member of the Senate to say that he be-
lieves we shall get back any part of that
money.

Mr, President, we are making vast gifts
to foreign governments; but while we
are making those gifts, we are cheese-
paring on every United States project. I
recall a project in the West for which an
appropriation of $244,000 was requested,
but that item was reduced in the House
of Representatives, before the bill
reached the Senate committee. There-
after some of the members of the Sen-
ate committee challenged the item still
further, and motions were made to re-
duce the appropriations for it by 5 per-
cent or 10 percent, or some such per-
centage.

Mr. McCLELLAN. MTr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield to me?

Mr. McKELLAR. Iyield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Letme ask the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee, the
chairman of the committee, whether the
$8,000,000,000 to which he has referred,
which he has stated the Corps of Engi-
neers has spent during the past 128
years, includes all expenditures for all
the fine coastal harbors of the United
States.

Mr. McEELLAR. It does.

Mr. McCLELLAN. For their construc-
tion, as well as their maintenance.

Mr. McKELLAR. It does. The figure
stated includes the harbors of New York,
Boston, and all the other ports along the
Atlantic seaboard.

Mr. McCLELLAN. And also the ports
on the Pacific Coast.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes:; and also all
the ports on the Gulf Coast and all the
ports or harbors on the Great Lakes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Tennessee yield
further to me?

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN., I wish to empha-
size the point that of the $8,000,000,000
which the Senator from Tennessee has
stated has been spent during a period of
128 years, most of the money has been
spent for facilities which are vital and
absolutely indispensable to our great
commerce.

Mr. McEKELLAR. Yes; and 75 percent
of that money has been spent for con-
struction. Only 25 percent has been
spent for all other purposes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yet a cry is always
made about “pork barrel.” I wish to
emphasize the statement the Senator
from Tennessee has made, namely, that
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75 percent of the $8,000,000,000 has been
spent for construction, and the remain=-
ing 25 percent has been spent, I assume,
for maintenance.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; for mainte-
nance, salaries of officers, and similar
items.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Certainly.

In the case of the 75 percent which has
been spent for construction, the great
majority of it has been spent for the
construction of facilities which have
helped make America what she is today.

Mr. McKELLAR. Those facilities are
vitally necessary to the prosperity and
happiness of the American people.

Mr. President, I wish to say as one
Senator—and I believe the majority of
the Members of this body feel just as I
do about this matter—that we should
continue to build up these projects which
have meant so much for the advance-
ment and wealth and happiness of the
United States.

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

Mr, McKELLAR., I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. We are expected to
appropriate for overseas spending for
military assistance about $5,000,000,000,
as shown by the present budget. We say
that is in the interest of our own defense;
that it is in the interest of the mutual
defense of the Atlantic Pact nations, in-
cluding the United States, to make our
potential allies and friends strong mili-
tarily in the event of another war. But
when we undertake to spend money at
home in order to strengthen America
there are those who do not want to re-
gard that as having any impact upon
American strength in time of danger.
But every dollar, or substantially every
dollar, proposed to be appropriated by
the pending bill will actually go toward
building the economic strength and mili-
tary power of America in order that we
may be prepared in the event of an-
other war.

Mr. McKELLAR. I desire to cite a
few examples of what has been done.
Consider what has been done on the
Mississippi River, on the Columbia River,
on the Colorado River, on the Missouri
River, and on all our other great rivers,
as well as upon some of the smaller
rivers in the West and in the South, and
on the Ohio River in the Middle West.
Consider what we have done in regard
to the harbors of this country, to make
it possible for great ships to bring into
those harbors cargoes from all the world.
No matter how large a ship may be,
it can enter New York harbor and the
other great harbors along our coast.
Why? Because in the past we have
made appropriations to improve our
great harbors for the benefit of our
commerce with all the rest of the world,

In elaboration of what I have stated,
I desire to say very frankly that I am
opposed, utterly opposed, and I may say
viciously opposed, to the elimination of
funds to be used in planning for the
future. I think such appropriations
should be continued. Consider the
great dams of the West, in Oregon,
Washington, California, Idaho, and
Missouri, and elsewhere. I want to say
to my good friend, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErcUsoN], who sits be-
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fore me, that we have from time to time
appropriated money for the develop-
ment of the harbors of the Great Lakes,
I think that work ought to be continued.
S0, I do not believe we should discon-
tinue the appropriation of money to be
used for planning. Nor do I believe
that we should discontinue the appro-
priation of money to be used in the con-
struction of great projects in our own
country, while we at the same time give
limitless millions of dollars to foreign
countries, from whom we do not expect
to get one dollar back in the future.

Merely as an illustration, Mr. Presi-
dent, several years ago we loaned $12,-
000,000,000 to Russia, an enemy of the
United States, Russia has never paid
back a cent of it. Does any Senator
believe that Russia ever will pay back
a dollar of {t? I do not. She owes
$12,000,000,000 and interest, and has
owed it for a number of years. So I
am appealing to Senators to build up
American enterprise to develop Ameri-
can resources, rather than stop the plan-
ning which the Corps of Engineers has
so well done in days gone by.

Mr. President, to proceed a little fur-
ther, I bring this matter to the attention
of the Senate because of the very re-
stricted budget policy on public works
which has existed for the past few years
with respect to new starts. It is ap-
‘parent that this policy applies only to
projects in this country.

I cannot agree to such a policy. I
favor the development of our own
natural resources. I believe that we
must proceed with the construction of
-navigation, flood control, and power
developments. Let us remember what
has happened in the West only during
the past year. Millions of dollars
worth of property was destroyed as the
result of failure to provide adequate
dams and reservoirs to control devas-
tating floods. These projects should be
recognized as the great national assets
they are.

There are four major differences be-
tween the bill as passed the House on
April 2, 1952, and the bill as reported
to the Senate.

1. APPROPRIATED STRUCTURE

In the past, appropriations for rivers
and harbors and flood control, general
and flood control Mississippi River and
tributaries have been carried in the bill
as three lump-sum items. In formu-
lating the 1953 bill the House Committee
broke these lump sums down into their
major component parts: namely, first,
examination, surveys, planning and
other study programs; second, construc-
tion; third, maintenance; and fourth,
administration. The flexibility provided
in the appropriation structure used in
the past is considered necessary to meet
changing conditions which arise during
the year. The bill as reported to the
Senate is based on the appropriation
structure which has served so well in the
.past.

2. PLANNING MONEY

The bill as passed the House provided
no appropriation for the planning of
river and harbor and flood-control proj-
ects. The budget estimate for this funec-
tion was $2,300,000, the Senate Commit-
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tee recommends $2,285,000 for this
function.

The committee feels very strongly that
planning funds should be provided.
Certainly planning will be continued on
water-resource development projects in
foreign countries with American dollars.
But in America, according to the House,
planning money is excluded.

3. PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION

Mr. President, let me for a moment
speak of projects now under construc-
tion. In my own State there is a project
which is called Cheatham Dam, named
in honor of Benjamin F. Cheatham, the
celebrated general. Cheatham Dam is
in Cheatham County, Tenn., near the
Kentucky line. The dam is about half
completed, and the House has stricken
out the appropriation for it. We have
spent $6,000,000 on Cheatham Dam. If
work were stopped on the dam, it has
been estimated that it would result in a
loss of at least one-third of the amount
which has been spent on the dam up to
this time. Should work be stopped on
Cheatham Dam? I say it should not be
stopped. Numerous other projects could
be mentioned, some in the State of New
Mexico, some in the State of Arkansas,
and some in the State of Texas, that are
in exactly the same status. There are
similar projects in the State of Michigan
and in the State of Idaho. There are
some in California. I want to say that
I think New England, New York, and
Ohio ought to be treated in the same
way as the rest of the country.

Mr, TOBEY. I say so, too.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have consistently
voted for a light and power project at
Niagara Falls. I think it should be built,

Mr. TOBEY. How about the St. Law=
rence seaway?

Mr. McKELLAR. I voted for the St.
Lawrence seaway because it seemed to
me that New England, New York, Penn-
sylvania, and Ohio should be treated in
the same way California, Washington,
and Oregon have been treated. I frank-
ly admit that the Senate has been very
generous in its treatment of the Tennes-
see project, and I thank the Senate with
all my heart. The same policy should
be followed in the northeastern section

‘of our country.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. McEELLAR, 1 yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Only last year there
was a terrific flood in Kansas. This year
there was a terrific flood in Missouri.
Speaking about unfinished dams, I notice
in the bill items with respect to the Gar=-
rison Reservoir and Fort Randall Reser=
voir, If the dams in connection with
those reservoirs had been completed,
2,000,000 acres of the best farm land in
America would have been saved. But
because they were not completed, Oma-
ha, Sioux City, Council Bluffs, and other
places had to suffer and 2,000,000 acres of
the finest land went to perdition.

Mr. McKELLAR. I consider it highly
patriotic to construct such projects.

Mr. CHAVEZ. If German Reservoir
and Fort Randall Reservoir had been
completed, billions of dollars would have
been saved to America.

McKELLAR. I believe the Sena=
tor has omitted to mention the terrible
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flood at Kansas City. General Pick, the
Chief of Engineers, and one of the best
and most efficient men in any depart-
ment of the Government, testified on the
day before that flood occurred that if
& great reservoir had been constructed
at Kettle Creek, Kansas City would be
safe from the ravages of floods.

We have grown up with these projects,
so to speak; why should we stop them at
this time and yet contribute lavishly to
foreign projects? I think we should be
generous to our neighbors, yes, and I am
willing to help them so far as we can
properly do so; but I do not think we
ought to do it at the expense of the
American situation as we find it.

Mr. CHAVEZ, The point I am trying
to make with respect to this particular
bill is that if there is one bill that is
nonpolitical, it is this one.

Mr. McKELLAR, We fried our best
to make it that way.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Floods cause damage,
drown people, and destroy property in
Republican EKansas, Republican North
Dakota, and Republican South Dakota,
as they do in Democratic Mississippi.
This is a bill that involves constructive
projects for the American people. It
means that creation of wealth, the sav-
ing of lives and property; it means ev-
erything that is good for America.

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Sena-
tor from New Mexico for his remarks.

Mr. President, to stop the construc-
tion of the projects which are under con-
struction would be very costly and very
unwise. I can remember when it was
argued in the Senate that electricity
could not be produced from water power.
But look at the great projects which
have been built. By the way, the Fed-
eral Government owns the dams. They
constitute one of the great assets of the
American people. Not only that, but
the consumer of light and power gets
cheapter rates because of the building of
Government dams in all parts of the
Nation. I am one of those who believe
that that policy should be continued.

I digress long enough to express the
hope that there will be no filibustering
in connection with this bill. It should
be passed. The time is growing short.

Mr, WATKINS rose.

Mr. McKELLAR. I think I can an-
swer the Senator's question before he
puts it. We have tried to treat Utah in
the same way we have treated every
other section. Has the Senator from
Utah an objection to the bill?

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

M. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Iam notmaking any
objection; but I should like to ask some
questions. The Senator says that Utah
has been treated the same as every
other State.

Mr. McKELLAR. If we have not
treated Utah the same as we have treated
every other State I am in favor of so
treating it.

Mr. WATKINS. There have been
some very bad floods in Utah.

Mr, McKELLAR. That is true.

Mr. WATKINS. And much property
has been destroyed. The Army engi-
neers have made surveys and planned a
number of projects, but they say they



7586

cannot go ahead with them because
there is no money in the fund for proj-
ects of that kind.

Mr. McKELLAR. What kind of proj-
ects are they?

Mr., WATKINS. They are not dams.
They are levees, and the deepening of
river channels so that they will not
overflow the farm lands, highways, and
city and town areas.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I think
I can answer the Senator’'s question, if
the Senator from Tennessee will yield.

Mr. McKELLAR, I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I believe the item in
the bill in which the Senator is inter-
ested is the one providing for investiga-
tions.

Mr., WATKINS. The projects I have
in mind have gone further than that
stage. I am interested in appropria-
tions for actual construction work on
flood-preventative measures on streams.

Mr. CHAVEZ. As the Senator from
Utah well knows, the only place where, at
this particular moment, he can get any
help in connection with the condition
which I know exists, and has been de-
scribed by the Senator from Utah, is
with reference to some of the projects
which are multiple-purpose projects.
In an appropriation bill which is now
being considered by the Committee on
Appropriations, some of the items which
the Senator from Utah has in mind will
be approved.

Mr. McKELLAR. I should like to in-
vite attention to some of the other items
which are included in the bill. On page
32 of the report the Senator will find
reference to an item of $800,000 for
snagging and clearing, and also an item
of $900,000 for the construction of
smaller dams. I do not know whether
the attention of the Senator from Utah
has been called to that matter. Did the
Senator appear before the committee?

Mr. WATKINS. No. Word came to
me only 2 or 3 days ago.

Mr. McKELLAR. Idid not think any-
one from Utah had appeared before the
committee. I assure the Senator that so
long as I am chairman of the committee,
or a member of the committee, I shall
treat Utah exactly as Tennessee, New
York, or any other State is treated.

Mr. WATKINS. The projects to which
I am inviting attention have already
been surveyed and investigated by the
Army engineers and have been recom-
mended for construction. They are not
large.

Mr. McKELLAR. There is a fund of
$1,700,000 which can be used. The Sen-
ator would have to see the Chief of Engi-
neers or the Assistant Chief of Engi-
neers, General Chorpening, as to how he
can get a portion of the money for such
projects. We have had no evidence from
Utah, as I recall.

Mr. WATKINS. I think the Army
Engineers themselves probably would or
should have included in their report or
their budgetary requirements sums to
take care of particular streams.

Mr, CHAVEZ. That might be pos-
sible. I may say to the Senator from
Utah that the Army Engineers could
have requested the Budget Bureau to in-
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clude an estimate for the project. It is
possible that the Budget Bureau turned
down the Army Engineers. But so far
as the committee was concerned, there
was no one who referred to any particu-
lar flood-control project, which is the
only type of project that can be con-
sidered in this bill.

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator under=-
stands that the big flood-control projects
in the West have been combined with
reclamation projects. I am not now
speaking of that kind of multiple-pur-
pose project; I am speaking now only of
the clearing of rivers or streams, the
building of lcvees, and other work that
can be done in the stream itself, without
actually impounding or storing water.

Mr. McEELLAR. If the Senator from
New Mexico will permit me, I may say to
the Senator from Utah that there are
three projects for Utah provided in the
bill: One at Magna, Utah, another at Salt
Lake City, and another at Spanish Fork,
on the Spanish Fork River.

Mr. WATKINS. The last is one of
those I am talking about.

Mr. McEKELLAR. They are authorized
projects.

Mr. WATEKINS. They have been au-
thorized for some time.

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will
come before the committee and produce
the proper evidence, he certainly will re=-
ceive consideration on the part of the
committee. So far as I am concerned,
I think I may safely say that I believe
such projects ought to be constructed,
and I will do everything I can to have
them provided for.

Mr., WATKINS. I thank the Senator.
I wanted to be sure there was sufficient
money in the fund. I should like to
know if the fund authorized in the bill
this year carries an increase over what
{m.s been previously authorized; or is it
ess?

Mr. McKELLAR. It is less than the
budget estimate, but more than is in-
cluded in the House bill. The amount
provided for small projects is increased
over the amount provided by the House.

Mr. WATKINS. Itis an increase over
the House figure?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator be-
lieve the amount is ample to take care
of other small streams?

Mr. McKELLAR. I believe so. I sug-
gest that if the Senator from Utah will
communicate with General Chorpening,
one of the most efficient men in the
Corps of Army Engineers, I believe the
Senator will have no trouble about re-
ceiving consideration.

Mr., WATEINS. I may say to the
Senator from Tennessee that the reason
why I am mentioning the matter now is
that I have just received communica-
tions m my State with reference to
those streams. They had not previously
been called to my attention as projects
which would be for flood control inde-
pendent of reclamation.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator's at-
tention should have been called to them
before.

Mr, WATKINS. I realize that.

Mr. McEELLAR. The committee
would have taken testimony with re-
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spect to the streams and would have been
glad to take up the matter with the
Senaftor.

Mr. WATKINS. I understood there
was to be a general increase in the fund
to take care of cases of this kind, so they
might possibly be covered. I shall check
with the Army engineers to see if such
streams are included in the general funds
provided. If they are not, I shall come
before the Senate with an amendment.
I hope the Senate will not finish con-
sideration of the bill too quickly. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. McKELLAR. The next difference
between the Senate bill and the House
bill is under the heading “New starts.”

The bill as reported provides $33,250,-
000 for the initiation of 17 new projects
under rivers and harbors and flood
control, general, for which there are
budget estimates, and $1,722,000 for the
initiation of 5 new projects for which
there are no budget estimates.

In closing I should like to make two
observations:

Private enterprise, once having deter=-
mined to make a capital outlay for the
expansion of its faeilities, provides funds
as rapidly as the contractor can use
them, in order that benefits from the
outlay of funds may be realized as soon
as possible. That is exactly what the
committee bill proposes.

For example, the House cut $108,100,-
000 on 18 power projects. If we do not
go ahead with these projects and do not
have the power on the line at the dates
now scheduled, the value of power lost
to the Government will be in the neigh-
borhood of $89,000,000. Interest charges
on the work which is partially completed
on these multiple-purpose projects will
be about $25,000,000 a year.

Not only that, but any Senator who
has had experience as a member of the
Appropriations Committee knows how
difficult it is to have projects reinstated
after they are once stopped. I certainly
hope the Senate will agree with the ma-
jority of the committee that the projects
ought to be continued.

Finally, the average annual flood dam-
age in this country between 1924 and
1948 was $110,811,975. Very conserva-
tively, one-fourth of this yearly loss is a
direct loss to the Federal Treasury
through income-tax deductions.

In recommending approval of the bill
as reported to the Senate, I submit that
there are two ways to balance the budget:
First, by reducing expenditures; second,
by increasing revenues. The bill before
the Senate today will accomplish an in-
crease in revenues. For that reason, the
bill should be passed.

Mr. President, I ask that the Senate
consider the first committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the first com-
mittee amendment, which has been
stated.

Mr. SEATON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sec=
retary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
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order for the quorum call be vacated,
and that further proceedings under the
call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GILLETTE in the chair). Is there ob-
Jjection?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, in the
absence of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Fercuson]l, I feel constrained to
object.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator withhold his ob-
jection for a moment, while I make an
explanation?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Certainly,

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. There are
four amendments to the bill lying on
the desk. After a lengthy conference
with the acting minority leader [Mr.
WeLkEr], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Fercuson], and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DovcLas], the author of the
four amendments, we drafted a unani-
mous-consent request, which was sub-
mitted to the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. FErcUsON], who approved it, to the
acting minority leader [Mr. WELKER],
who approved it, and to the senior Sen=-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dovcrasl, who
approved it. I assured them that be-
fore we proposed the agreement we
would have a quorum call, because of
the possibility that one or two Mem-
bers on the other side might object to
such a request being proposed without
a quorum call, The Senators to whom
I have referred have passed on the unan-
imous-consent request, and it is agree~
able to all the Senators involved. The
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGU-
son] told me that he proposed to make
a motion to recommit the bill with in-
structions, and assured me that 45 min-
utes would be all that he would require
for the discussion of that motion. In
accordance with his request, we included
that time in the unanimous-consent
proposal. The Senator from Texas
would like to propose such a request at
this time.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no personal
bias in the matter.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I assure the
Senator from Illinois that I have cleared
the proposed agreement with all Sena=
tors who are interested.

Mr. DIRKSEN, If that is the case, I
withdraw my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, proceedings under the
quorum call are suspended.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit the following unanimous-
consent request:

That during the further consideration of
H. R. 7268, the Army Civil Functions Appro-
priation bill for 1953, debate be limited as
follows: (1) 1% hours on a motion to re-
commit the bill to the Committee on Ap-
propriations; (2) 114 hours each on amend-
ments D and E intended to be proposed by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas], and
80 minutes each on motions by the Senator
from Illinols to suspend the rule to propose
amendments B and C to the said bill; (3) 30
minutes on any other amendment or motion
(including appeals); and (4) 1 hour on the
passage of the bill: Provided, That the time
in all cases shall be equally divided and con-
trolled, in the case of committee amende
ments, and the passage of the bill, by the
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Senator from Tennessee, [Mr, MCKELLAR] and
the minority leader [Mr, BrIDGES] or some
one designated by him; and in the case of
any other amendment or motion, by the
mover of any such amendment or motion,
and the Senator from Tennessee: Provided,
however, that in the event the Senator from
Tennessee is in favor of any such amend-
ment or motion, the time in opposition
thereto shall be controlled by the minority
leader or some one designated by him.

As I previously explained, this request
was presented to the ranking minority
Member of the committee [Mr. FERGU-
soN], to the acting minority leader [Mr,
WEeLKER], and to the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Doueras]l. I was informed
that the terms of the agreement would
be satisfactory to them. There are only
four amendments at the desk, and the
time set for for those four amendments
was suggested by the author of the
amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest submitted by the Senator from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and it is
g0 ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the first
committee amendment,

Mr. BRIDGES, Mr, President, on be-
half of myself and the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] I move to re-
commit the so-called civil functions bill
to the Committee on Appropriations
with instructions that the committee re-
port back a bill amounting to not in ex-
cess of $600,097,230. It is a 10-percent
cut from the amount as reported by the
committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
GiLLETTE in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, The Senator
from New Hampshire is recognized for
45 minutes.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I sub-
mit the motion on behalf of the Senator
fr;)rm Michigan [Mr. FErcusoN] and my-
self.

Mr. President, I am perfectly aware
that in submitting this motion to the
Senate I am somewhat in the position
of being between the devil and the deep
blue sea. But I am faced with the con-
clusion that the drastic discrepancy be-
tween the totals of the bill as it passed
the House and the recommendation of
the Appropriations Committee is com-
pletely at variance with the spirit with
which we have faced other appropria-
tions bills during this session. Until we
were faced with the bill for civil funec-
tions of the Department of the Army we
have maintained a reasonable difference
between the House figures and our own.

As 1 say, I am somewhat in the middie
with this motion because in trying to
bring this individual appropriation bill
in line with the other bills we have ap-
proved, there would seem to be only two
methods left open for action. The first
is, of course, the meat ax approach and
we all avoid that except as the last re-
sort. Should we suggest a flat 10 per-
cent across-the-board cut, I feel sure
many worthwhile projects which should
be completed in fiscal 1953 will be hurf
or unnecessarily delayed while many
projects which could well do without

7587

some of the funds contained in this bill
will receive more than absolutely neces-
sary at a time when we are trying to
save money.

The second approach would be for the
Senate to consider each of these projects
individually and attempt to determine
the full value of each with an eye toward
cutting or even eliminating, Without
any doubt this would get us into a
wrangle and we might do irreparable
damage to the civil-functions program.

I suppose objection may be heard
against curtailment of any part of the
civil functions programs. I myself have
heard the remark passed that, in view
of all the money we are sending abroad
to rehabilitate foreign lands, we should
have no compunctions about spending
any amount under the civil-functions
programs,

I point out that we have reduced the
foreign-aid program. I also point out
that the Senator from New Hampshire
voted for and was prepared to support
further reductions in the foreign-aid
program because he felt it could be done
without any material damage to the pro-
gram. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire has always favored a sound inter-
national program, but he realizes that
there are many duplications and much
waste in the foreign-aid program. He
can well understand how we could make
further cuts in it without any impair-
ment of the general objectives of the
foreign-aid program. Therefore, I would
eliminate that excuse as any reason for
not cutting this bill.

I understand that I will not be very
popular for approaching the pending bill
with the suggestion of cutting it. Ireal=
ize that the committee, headed by the
distinguished chairman, the Senator
from Tennessee, has worked hard and
sincerely on the bill. I realize that the
committee has spent long hours and long
days on it, and I pay tribute to the sub=-
committee and to the full committee.
The Committee on Appropriations oper-
ates under very decided handicaps, with
a lack of a sufficient staff and a lack of
opportunity for proper investigation.
They heard the evidence and they sub-
mitted a report which in their judgment
is an excellent one.

The Senator from New Hampshire and
the Senator from , as well as
some other members of the subcommit-
tee, opposed the appropriation in the
full committee and we offered various
amendments., One of the amendments
would have had the effect which would
be accomplished by the adoption of my
motion to recommit.

We offered other amendments. All of
them were rejected by the Committee on
Appropriations. So we proceeded logi-
cally. First we fried to make the cuts in
committee. Now, we come to the floor
of the Senate and offer the Senate the
same opportunity of opposing what we
opposed in the full committee.

I believe very sincerely that we must
economize. We must economize all
along the line. I believe I have been
very consistent in that regard. I do not
believe I have varied my view at all. I
have been in favor of practically every
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economy move that has been made. I
hope I shall continue to be so. If there
are some moves made on the floor which
I do not think are practical or sound,
I shall not Lesitate to oppose them.
However, to date I have been consistent
along the line of economy.

I should like to say, Mr. President, that
the Y%ill should be recommited to the
committee which has made the studies,
with instruction from the Senate that
the bill be cut back to not over $600,-
097,230, which I think is certainly an
adequate amount to appropriate in
these times of world stress and while we
are straining our own economy.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. CASE. I should like to address
a question to the able Senator from New
Hampshire. Do his figures contemplate
a 10-percent cut in the bill as reported
by the committee or a 10-percent cut in
the budget estimates?

Mr. BRIDGES. The motion I am
making, I may say to the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota, would pro-
vide for a 10-percent cut in the bill as
reported by the committee.

An amendment of that nature was of-
fered in the Committee on Appropria-
tions. When that amendment was de-
feated we offered an amendment to cut
5 percent from the bill as reported by
the subcommittee. When that amend-
ment was defeated we finally offered an
amendment to cut the bill 10 percent be-
low the budget estimates. Since the to-
tal figure in the bill was already under
the budget figure, it would have made
an additional reduction of 3.4 percent.
‘We went from 10 to 5 to 3.4, which would
have brought the bill to 10 percent un-
der the budget figure: We were defeated
on all the amendments we offered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, it has been
the position of the junior Senator from
South Dakota that if the bill were cut
in the same proportion as other bills
were cut there would be no basis for
complaint on the ground of unfair
treatment. However, when the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire compares the
proposed cut in the pending bill with the
cut made in the foreign aid authoriza-
tion, the comparison breaks down a bit,
if the cut is made on the amount re-
ported by the committee and no credit
is given for the cuts already made which
bring the bill under the budget estimates.

Mr. BRIDGES, I point out to the
Senator from South Dakota—and I know
he is very sincere in his approach—that
of course the Senate has not yet com-
pleted action on the foreign-aid bill. It
must still be considered by the Commit-
tee on Appropriations. I also point out
that on the pending bill we have kept
in line with the House version of the
bill. The Senator from South Dakota
has been a very able Member of the
House of Representatives, and while
serving in the House he was a Member
of the Committee on Appropriations. I
know he has stood up and fought for
the House figures many times when he
served in that body. The bill as reported
shows an increase of 35.4 percent over
the House figure, which is far in excess
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of any increase over House figures which
we have voted on other bills,. We re-
duced some of the bills under the House
figures.

The amount I have suggested will per-
mit an inerease of $107,662,330 over the
amount voted by the House of Repre-
sentatives. The approach we are mak-
ing in this matter is a rather generous
and sound one. Of course, the question
is one of judgment as between Senators,
but it is important that we give most se-
rious consideration to this matter.

Mr., CASE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the generous references the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has made to
me personally. In my experience I have
found, at times, that when the Members
of the House anticipated that the Sen-
ate would, by its action, be a little gen-
erous, the House Members have been in-
clined to make cuts somewhat more se-
vere than the ones they expected would
finally be carried in the bill as enacted—
doing so for the sake of what some Mem-
bers of the House termed “trading stock.”

The Senator from New Hampshire has
participated in a great many confer-
ences; and he will understand, I am sure,
the use of the term “trading stock.”

Mr. BRIDGES. I think the Senator
from South Dakota has divulged a secret
in respect to the action taken on oc-
casion by the House of Representatives.

Mr. President, in making the motion
I am not singling out the civil-functions
appropriations as the subject of any
special cut in appropriations. This mo-
tion is a part of a general movement to
maintain the fiscal solvency of our coun-
try. When the Senate agrees to allow
appropriations in the total amount voted
by the House of Representatives, plus an
additional $107,000,000, I believe the
Senate will be very generous.

On the other hand, if the Senate were
to increase the total by more than $174,-
000,000, or an increase of more than 35
percent, I believe the Senate would be
departing somewhat from a sound ap-
proach.

Mr, CASE. Mr, President, let me say
that no Member of the Senate has
greater respect than I have for the able
work the Senator from New Hamps!
does in endeavoring to prevent the r
ing of excessive appropriations. He . .
justly say that he has been consistent,
for, so far as I have been able to observe
both since I have been in the Senate and
before I served here, the Senator from
New Hampshire has consistently worked
in an endeavor to hold down the total
amount of Federal expenditures,

However, it occurs to me to suggest
that a reduction of 10 percent in budget
items totalling $712,000,000 would
amount to approximately $71,000,000.
The bill as reported to the Senate is al-
ready $45,853,000 under the budget esti-
mates.

If the proposal of the Senator from
New Hampshire were to have the total
amount provided by the bill constitute a
reduction of 10 percenf in the amount
of the budget items, thereby giving credit
for the $45,000,000 reduction made thus
far, and calling for an additional reduc-
tion of approximately $26,000,000, the
total reduction would then amount to 10
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percent, I would feel obliged to support
such an approach, on the basis of state-
ments I have made herefofore.

On the other hand, I find it very dif-
ficult to support a reduction of 10 per-
cent over and above the cut or reduction
of $45,000,000 which already has been
made.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the feeling of the Senator from
South Dakota.

Nevertheless, the motion has been
made. So far as I am concerned, I be-
lieve the issue is clear. The matter has
been very simply stated. I have no rea-
son to prolong the debate, and I am per=
fectly willing to have it brought to a con-
clusion whenever the distinguished
chairman of the committee desires to
have that done.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Hampshire recalls, I
know, the great amount of work which
has been done on this hill. We have
worked on it since January, I believe—
off and on, but most of the time on. A
great many witnesses have appeared be-
fore the committee, and we have under-
taken to be fair to all of them and also
to all parts of the Nation.

We have voted to reduce the appro-
priations carried by the bill by $45,000,-
000 under the budget estimates. The
amount voted by the committee is larger
than the amount voted by the House of
Representatives, it is true; but the House
of Representatives voted to eliminate all
appropriations for planning and a great
many of the appropriations for construc-
tion, and the House voted to stop the
building of a great many projects.

The Senator from New Hampshire has
been chairman of this committee—one of
the best chairmen the committee has
ever had. He is a splendid, able man;
he is a careful and prudent man; he is
a great legislator. I take off my hat to
him. He has done a wonderful work, both
as a member of this committee and as
chairman of the committee. I appeal to
him not to overturn the hard work which
has been done by the members of the
committee in an earnest endeavor to ar-
rive at a reasonable and proper bill.

If the Senator from New Hampshire
will give this matter a little more consid-
eration, I believe he will reach the same
conclusion that a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee have reached,
namely, that the bill is fair, equitable,
and sound.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the plea of the Senator from
Tennessee, and I certainly appreciate
his words of commendation of me.

As I have said, it has been a pleasure
to work with him, and I know how hard
and how sincerely he works on these
bills.

Mr. President, there is a difference of
opinion between us. Of course, a dif-
ference of opinion is what makes horse
races. I felt a major concern about this
matter because of the very peculiar and
serious financial status of our country.
I simply am not willing to have the Sen=
ate increase by 35.4 percent, or $174.=
000,000, the appropriation items voted by
the House of Representatives,
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The 10 percent cut which the motion
to recommit carries with it—thus allow-
ing the committee that has studied the
bill to make the reductions at the points
where it believes it would be most con-
structive to make them—would still
leave the total amount of the bill $107,-
000,000 above the amount voted by the
House of Representatives,

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, I
wish to say a few words on the motion.

I appreciate the work the distin-
guished chairman of the committee has
done on this appropriation bill. At one
time I served on the subcommittee which
has reported the bill, and I know the
number of hours of work required to be
done by the committee on a bill of this
kind. The total amount of work re-
quired is enormous.

Mr. McKELLAR. We have had wit-
nesses from all over the country.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct.

Mr. President, I realize that if we can
spend such great amounts of money
abroad, we should be able to spend ade-
quate amounts of money here at home.
I simply am fearful that if we are not
careful we shall regard the money we
are spending abroad—some of it being
spent for our common defense—as an
excuse and a reason for not trying to do
our level best to economize here at home,

Of course we should appropriate suf-
ficient funds for the things we need.
The pending motion is not a motion
against flood control or & motion against
rivers and harbors. The motion would
simply provide that we act in accord-
ance with our capacity.

This bill contains appropriation items
for 52 new projects or new modifications
of existing projects.  The bill contains
only 15 appropriation items for projects
which will be completed as a result of the
appropriations carried in the bill. That
is why we are asking that the cuts not
be made on the floor of the Senate, for
we realize that no matter how skillful
the surgeon may be, he cannot “operate”
well on the floor of the Senate. Such
action would be similar to that of a
surgeon who attempted to perform a
major operation on a street corner,
rather than in the surgical room of a
good hospital, where he would have the
proper instruments and facilities.

We have confidence in the subcom-
mittee and in the full committee, but I
believe that the committee should take
figures which I believe the Senate should
consider to be the amount we can afford
to spend this year, and that, if the com-
mittee were to reconsider the matter, ap-
plying their skill and their wisdom, and
exercise their right of consultation with
the department, they could perform this
delicate operation. If the Senate should
make an over-all reduction of 10 per-
cent in each item, or should take 20 per-
cent from one project and 10 percent
from another, lacking the necessary skill
on our part, we could do great harm to
this bill.

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McEELLAR. The difficulty is
that the committee has already done
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that very thing. It has carefully con=
sidered every item of the hill, It has
studied each item with the greatest of
care. The committee has already done
exactly what the Senator from Michi-
gan now proposes to have done, except
that we are now asked to make an over=
all cut, or a lump-sum reduction.

Mr. FERGUSON. I realize that the
committee did that, and the House did it
also. But some Senators believe that
Members of the House sometimes feel
that they can safely make a reduction,
because of their belief that the Senate
will increase the appropriations. I have
heard Representatives say that the rea-
son for calling the Senate the “upper
House” is because we are always ‘“‘up-
ping” appropriations. Members of the
House know we can do that.

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Kansas,

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. 1Ishould like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan whether it is not true that the Ap-
propriations Committee of the Senate
has still kept considerably below the
budget estimate? While the amount
recommended by the Senate committee
may be much higher than the amount
provided by the House, is it not also true
that there is such a disparity between
the action of the House and the action of
the Senate Appropriations Committee,
that this bill must inevitably go to con=-
ference, and that many adjustments
could be made in conference more
readily than on the floor of the Senate?

Mr. FERGUSON. One of the greatest
fallacies in the thinking on the part of
Members of Congress is the idea that
figures, rather than language, should at
times be worked out in conference.
I know that at times amounts are tenta-
tively placed in bills, either in the House
or in the Senate, with the thought that
they can be taken to conference and
some sort of compromise reached. In
my opinion, we should not proceed in
that manner at this time.

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. As a member of
the subcommittee which conducted hear-
ings on this bill, as the able Senator from
Tennessee has indicated, over a period
of several months, with hundreds of
witnesses appearing before us, I should
like to say that I think any member of
that committee would be the last person
to say that this is a perfect piece of legis=
lation. But I do say, in line with the re-
marks of the Senator from Kansas, that
obviously it will be necessary that this
bill go to conference. Obviously, the fig-
ure finally agreed upon will be consider-
ably below the Senate figure. I think the
action taken by the Senate committee
can be amply justified. In the Senate
Appropriations Committee, both in the
full committee and in the subcommittee,
I had made a motion or a suggestion
along the line of that of the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Case], that the
amount of reduction be 10 percent under
the budget. That motion did not pre=
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vail. But I should like to say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan that I
do not believe we can rewrite this bill
very effectively on the floor of the Senate,
and that if it should be the judgment of
the Senate—I think it would be a mis-
take—that the bill should be recom-
mitted to the Appropriations Committee,
we might as well forget about adjourn-
ing on July 3. I do not think we would
be able to do it. If the bill is recom-
mitted, the Appropriations Committee
will have to go through the whole bill,
item by item. In my judgment that
would considerably delay any prospect
of adjournment.

Hearings have not been completed on
the foreign-aid bill, and several other
appropriation bills have not yet been re-
ported by the committee. The members
of the Appropriations Committee are all
serving on more than one subcommittee,
as the distinguished and able Senator
from Michigan well realizes.

Therefore I think that the Senate
should at least give some weight to the
fact that the Appropriations Committee
has held prolonged hearings on the bill,
and should consider what the general
tactical situation would be were we to
start recommitting appropriation hills
to the committee.

Mr. McKELLAR. If I may interrupt
the Senator from California at that
point, I may say it took a week to mark
up this bill after numerous hearings had
been held. I have the volume of hear-
ings in my hand, which shows how much
testimony was taken on this one single
bill. Were it to be recommitted, it
would take a week to mark up the bill
again, since it would be necessary to go
over every item of it. In that event, as
the Senator from California has said so
well, we might as well give up hope of
adjournment on July 3. I sincerely
hope that the Senate will not recommit
the bill. We have done the very best
we could. We have tried to be fair to
every witness, to every interest, and to
every State of the Union in the prepa-
ration of this bill. I am sure that both
the Senator from Michigan and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire will agree
that that has been done. Let us not re-
commit the bill. Let us vote it up or
vote it down, and let it go at that.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Michigan yield for
& question?

Mr. FERGUSON.
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Is it the purpose
of the distinguished Senator from Mich-
igan to propose a 10-percent cut below
the budget estimates? Isthat the objec-
tive he seeks before the ultimate passage
of this bill?

Mr. FERGUSON. No. The desire
now is to reduce the figure of $666,000,-
000 by 10 percent.

Mr. McCLELLAN, If that were done,
what would be the cut percentagewise
below the budget estimates?

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall endeavor to
figure that.

Mr. McKELLAR. It would be slightly
more than 10 percent; would it not?

I yield to the Sen-



7590

Mr. FERGUSON. I shall have to de-
termine the percentage it would be be-
low the budget estimates.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If I may ask the
Senator a further question, does he en-
tertain any doubt whatever that, when
the bill is reported from conference,
with the reductions already made by the
Senate below the budget figures, there
will be a 10-percent reduction below the
budget when the bill is finally passed?

Mr. FERGUSON. I hope that will be
true.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does not the Sen-
ator feel confident that in conference
the other 3-percent reduction would be
made?

Mr. FERGUSON. That would only be
a reduction of 3.6 percent below the
present figure.

Mr! McCLELLAN. In other words, if
in conference we were to lose 3.6 per-
cent of the amount now in the bill, that
would effect a 10-percent reduction be-
low the budget; would it not?

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct.

Mr., McCLELLAN. These projects
and improvements are so vital that if
we arrive at a figure 10 percent below
the budget estimates in our final action
upon this bill, we shall certainly have
practiced economy in the face of the
need for and the urgency of the con-
structon of many of these improve-
ments.

Mr. FERGUSON. The figure about
which the Senator inquiries would be
approximately 15 percent under the
budget.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The
would be 15 percent?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes, instead of 10
percent. We are asking to start at 10
percent below the amount recommended
by the committee, and begin on that
basis to negotiate with the House.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does not the Sen-
ator from Michigan realize that if we
reduce it 15 percent, the reduction has
got to come between what the House
appropriated and the 15 percent, and we
will finally wind up with a reduction
under the budget of around 20 percent
instead of the 15 percent now proposed?

Mr. FERGUEON. Of course, we who
advocate the motion think that would
be a good thing.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Some Scznaters
may think so.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. After the committee
itszlf reduced the amount more than 6
percent below the budget figures, why
did not the Senator from Michigan un-
dertake in the committee to cut the
amount 10 percent?

Mr. FERGUSON. We tried that in
the committee, but we failed.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator, who
knows more than the other members of
the committee, would cut it 10 percent
more?

Mr. FERGUSON. No; the Senator
from Michigan does not claim to know
more than the other members of the
committee. He is submitting the ques-
tion to the Senate, . We know how un=-
popular it is to try to cut anything from

reduction
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any appropriation bill. No Senator can
come to the Senate floor and get any
pleasure out of cpposing his committee
or advocating the cutting of any of the
appropriations.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is the Senator from
Michigan willing now to have cut from
the bill the amount which was appro-
priated to take care of the Great Lakes?

Mr. FERGUSON. I do not believe
there is anything in the bill to take care
of the Great Lakes.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Yes; there is some-
thing in the bill about it.

Mr. FERGUSON. There is an item
under planning.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.

Mr. FERGUEON. It is in connection
with States which border on the Great
Lakes, for a survey as to controlling the
level of the Great Lakes. It would
amount to approximately $350,000.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think it is a good
idea.

Mr. FERGUSON. I now state upon
the floor that I should be glad if the item
could be cut the same amount or more
than the cut in other items. The survey
is essential for all the States which bor-
der on the Great Lakes, but the appro-
priation is $350,000 out of a total of
$666,774,699, with a planning fund,
alone, of $2,285,000. So the State of
Michigan, together with the other States
in the Great Lakes region, would have in
this bill an item of $350,000 out of a pos-
sible planning fund of $2,285,000.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think I wunder-
stand——

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator asked
me about the cut.

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

Mr, FERGUSON. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The only difference
between the Senator from New Mexico
and the Senator from Michigan is that
the Senator from Michigan is looking at
it from the standpoint of cutting a cer-
tain percentage from the total item, and
the Senator from New Mexico thinks
that the Great Lakes project.is so im-
portant that the committee did not al-
low half enough to do the work that
should be done in the State of Michigan.

Mr. McKELLAR. It will take at least
twice that amount, and it will require a
2-year period for the purpose of making
the investigation. I think it should be
done.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, in
the light of the present economic condi-
tions in the United States, and in con-
nection with our over-all preparedness
program, I think we would be doing the
right thing if we took 10 percent from
appropriations recommended by the
committee, which would make the total
aboutl5 percent below the budget figure,
and make that a starting point in the
negotiation with the House conferees,
If we started at 15 percent we would ar-
rive at a just figure.

Mr. McEKELLAR. Mr. President, I do
not desire to speak any further. If there
is any Senator on our side who wants to
speak I shall be glad to yield. If not,
I suggest the absence of a quorum, so
that we may vote on the question.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the suggestion
of the absence of a quorum may be with=-
drawn, that the order for the call of the
roll may be rescinded, and that further
proceedings under the call be dispensed
with.

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

The question is on agreeing to the mo-
tion of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Brinces], for himself and the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON],
to recommit the bill to the Committee on
Appropriations, with instructions.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BenToNn], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConnaLLy], the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Jounson], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McFarLAND], and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] are
absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Ke-
FAUVER], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. MayBank], and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.,
McManon] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. MayBaANK] is
paired on this vote with the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Bricker]l. If present and
voting, the Senator from South Carolina
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Ohio would vote *“‘yea.”

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc-
Farranp] is paired on this vote with the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ari-
zona would vote “nay,” and the Senator
from Ohio would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Bur-
1ER] is absent because of the death of
his brother.

The Senator frem Washington [Mr.
Cain] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from EKansas [Mr. CARL-
son], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. LopgE], and the Senators from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr and Mr. BRICKER] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer] is absent on official business.
The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER]
is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] would
vote ‘“‘yea.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. BrickeRr] is paired with the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from South Carolina would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator
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from Arizona [Mr. McFarLanp]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio would vote ‘““yea,” and the Senator
from Arizona would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 50, as follows:

YEAS—27
Aiken Ferguson O'Conor
Bennett Flanders Robertson
Brewster Hendrickson  Saltonstall
Bridges Hickenlooper Smith, Maine
Butler, Md. Ives Smith, N. J.
Dirksen Martin Watkins
Douglas Millikin Welker
Dworshak Moody Wiley
Ecton Morse Willlams

NAYS—50
Anderson Hoey McKellar
Capehart Holland Monroney
Case Humphrey Mundt
Chavez Hunt Murray
Clements Johnson, Tex. Neely
Cordon Johnston, 8. C. Nixon
Duft Eem Pastore
Eastland Kerr Schoeppel
Ellender Eilgore Seaton
Frear Enowland Smathers
Fulbright Lehman Smith, N. C.
George Long Sparkman
Gillette Magnuson Stennis
Green Malone Thye
Hayden MecCarran Tobey
Hennings McCarthy Underwood
Hill McClellan

NOT VOTING—19

Benton Jenner McMahon
Bricker Johnson, Colo, O'Mahoney
Butler, Nebr, Eefauver Russell
Eyrd Langer Taft
Cain Lodge Young
Carlson Maybank
Connally McFarland

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
. gentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House insisted upon its amendment to
the bill (8. 658) to further amend the
Communications Act of 1934, disagreed
to by the Senate; agreed to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate on the dis=-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that Mr. Priest, Mr. Harris, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. WoOLVERTON, and Mr,
Hinsgaw were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

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
amendments of the House to the bill (S,
677) to fix the personnel strength of the
United States Marine Corps, and to es-
tablish the relationship of the Comman-
dant of the Marine Corps to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

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
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 5990) to amend the Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 7314)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1953, and for other pur-
poses; agreed to the conference asked
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
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of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.,
WaITTEN, Mr. HEDRICK, Mr. MARSHALL,
Mr. CanNoN, Mr, H. CARL ANDERSEN, Mr.
Horan, and Mr. TaABer were appointed
managers on the part of the House a
the conference. -

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT RELATING TO EFFECTIVE
DATES OF AGREEMENTS ENTERED
INTO WITH STATES

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Finance, I report fa-
vorably, without amendment, the hill
(H. R. 6291) to amend section 218 (f) of
the Bocial Security Act with respect to
effective dates of agreements entered in-
to with States before January 1, 1954,
and I submit a report (No. 1792) thereon,

I ask unanimous consent for the pres-
ent consideration of the bill,

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

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I wish
to explain the bill. It simply amends a
provision of the Social Security Act of
1950 which relates to the effective dates
of Pederal-State agreements with re-
gard to old-age and survivors insurance
coverage of State and local government
employees, so as to extend the time from
January 1953 to January 1954. That is
all the bill does. It is unanimously re-
ported from the Commitiee on Finance,
The purpose is to prevent States which
do not have a session of their legislatures
between this time and January 1, 1953,
from being compelled to call an ex-
traordinary session of their legislatures.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. President,
reserving the right to object—and I do
not think I shall object—I should like
to ask the Senator from Georgia a ques-
tion. As I understand, the purpose of
the bill is to permit States whose legis-
latures are not now in session to receive
the benefits of the changes in the social-
security law, without the necessity of
calling a special session of their legis-
latures.

Mr. GEORGE. That is exactly true.
There are a few States whose legislatures
do not meet prior to January 1, next.
The bill merely extends for 1 year the
time in which they may act.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. So their citi-
zens will receive the benefits in the mean-
time, Assuming that a State does not
act at the time set, what happens?

Mr. GEORGE. Its employees would
not be covered. Under the Social Se-
curity Act of 1950, as amended, about
1,400,000 employees and citizens of the
States who were not covered under any
retirement system were given this privi-
lege. However, a State must act affirma-
tively. This merely gives to a State the
privilege of asking or not asking for the
benefits, as it sees fit. The only pur-
pose of the bill is to accommodate the
States and meet their convenience,
avoiding unnecessary expenses in the
States whose legislative sessions do not
take place until after next January 1st
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. But the bene-
fits go to the citizens of a State before
the time when the State acts.

Mr. GEORGE. Provided the State af-
firmatively acts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If it acts nega-
tively at that time—which presumably it
would not do—what happens to the bene-
fits which have been received in the
meantime? Does the Federal Govern-
ment bear the entire expense?

Mr. GEORGE. There would be no
expense. If a State does not afirma-
tively act, its employees are not brought
under the act, and we do not receive any
benefits.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I under-
stand, the bill is unanimously reported
from the committee.

Mr. GEORGE. The bill is unanimous-
ly reported from the committee.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have no ob-
jection.

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

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

PERSONNEL STRENGTH OF THE
MARINE CORPS — CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I submit
the report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 677) to fix the personnel
strength of the United States Marine
Corps, and to establish the relationship
of the Commandant of the Marine Corps

_ to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I ask

unanimous consent for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information 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 (8. 677)
to fix the personnel strength of the United
States Marine Corps, and to establish the
relationship of the Commandant of the
Marine Corps to the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
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 lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert the
following:

“That the first sentence of sectlon 206 (c)
of the National Security Act of 1947 is here-
by amended to read as follows: ‘The United
BStates Marine Corps, within the Department
of the Navy, shall be so organized as to in-
clude not less than three combat divisions
and three air wings, and such other land
combat, aviation, and other services as may
be organic therein, and except in time of war
or national emergency hereafter declared by
the Congress the personnel strength of the
Regular Marine Corps shall be maintained
at not more than four hundred thousand.'

“SEeC, 2. Section 211 (a) of the National
Becurity Act of 1947 (61 Stat. b505), as
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amended, is hereby further amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

“*The Commandant of the Marine Corps
shall indicate to the Chalrman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff any matter scheduled for con-
gideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staffl which
directly concerns the United States Marine
Corps. Unless the Secretary of Defense,
upon reguest from the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for a determination, deter=
mines that such matter does not concern the
United States Marine Corps, the Comman=
dant of the Marine Corps shall meet with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff when such matter
is under consideration by them and on such
occasion and with respect to such matter
the Commandant of the Marine Corps shall
have co-equal status with the members of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff.’

“Sec. 3. Section 2 (b) of the Act of April
18, 1946 (60 Stat. 92) is hereby repealed.”

And the House agree to the same.

EsTES KEFAUVER,

JoHN C. STENNIS,

RusseLL LONG,

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,

RavrH E. FLANDERS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

CARL VINSON,

OVERTON BROOES,

Carr T. DUurRHAM,

DEWEY SHORT,

LEsitie C. ARENDS,
Managers on the Part of the House,

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, from the
Senate point of view, I believe this was
a successful conference. The Senate
version of the bill provided that the
United States Marine Corps should have
four divisions and that the strength
should be not more than 400,000, It also
provided that the Commandant of the
Marine Corps should be a consultant to
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and that he
should have a voice in all matters con-
cerning the Marine Corps.

The House version of the bill provided
that the Commandant of the Marine
Corps should be a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and that the strength of
the Marine Corps should be three divi-
sions and three air wings, and not less
than 220,000 men.

It seemed to the Senate conferees that
a floor of 220,000 men would be too great,
because in time of greater security this
Nation might not need such a large force.
Therefore, the Senate conferees insisted
on striking the floor of 220,000. We ac-
cepted the provision that there should
be three divisions and three air wings in
the Marine Corps, and that the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps should
meet with the Joint Chiefs of Staff on all
matters involving the Marine Corps; also
that when there was a difference of opin-
ion as to whether or not the Marine
Corps was involved, the Secretary of De-
fense should determine whether or not
a particular matter involved the Marine
Corps. I believe this is somewhat less,
even, than the Senate bill initially pro-
vided, and I hope there will be no objec=
tion to the conference report.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, Presi=-
dent, will the Senator yield for a ques=
tion?

Mr. LONG. Certainly.

. ator
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Mr. HICEKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, since the Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Doucras] is present, and this affects a
statement which he made before a com=
mittee, which statement gave me some
disturbance, and because I supported
the original bill, I should like to ask
whether anything contained in the con-
ference report or in the bill constitutes
the Marine Corps as a force which the
President could use at his whim or dis-
cretion at any spot in the world and
under any ecircumstances if he should so
desire.

The reason I ask the question is, with
all courtesy to the Senator from Illinois,
that as I understood his statement be-
fore one of the committees, it was to the
effect that if the bill were passed it would
give the President a force to use any-
where in the world and under such cir-
cumstances as he saw fit, if he so desired.

I want to clear up that point, because
I would not support either the bill or
the conference report if it created any
authority in the President to throw the
marines into conflicts all over the world
at his whim.

I should like to have the Senator from
Louisiana make completely clear that
particular point in the bill.

Mr., LONG. The bill does not add
anything to the existing authority of the
President to use the Marine Corps or
any other armed force of our Govern-
ment. I suspect that the rather loose
language in the House report might have
caused some apprehension. Some of the
language could be interpreted to mean
that the bill would create a strong force
capable of occupying advanced bases and
going to the scene of trouble anywhere
in the world., If it did what the Sen-
from JTowa apparently fears I
would not support the bill.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like
to make clear that I do not want to cur-
tail or cut down the proper and legiti-
mate strength of our military forces
needed to protect, in the traditional
form, worthy American interests which
need protection, as we understand the
term “‘protection.”

However, I did not want a provision of
the bill to enlarge the theory of the
President's powers whimsiecally to assign
and deploy troops in foreign ventures
under all circumstances, as he may see
fit. I want to make that point fully
clear.

Mr. LONG. I agree with the Senator
from Iowa, and I assure him that so far
as we have been able to determine, there
is nothing contained in the bill which
would in any way broaden the authority
of the President.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like
to go a step further. It is not so much
that there may be something in the bill
which might broaden the authority of
the President. Does it in any way,
standing alone and without any other
previous authority, create or place any
such authority in the President?

Mr,. LONG. No; it does not.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With that as-
surance, I have no objection to the con-
ference report.

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

Mr, LONG. I yleld.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to
join the Senator from Louisiana in as-
suring the Senator from Iowa, and other
Senators who may feel as he does on
the question he has raised, that that
subject, to the best of my knowledge,
did not come up in the hearings or in any
of the executive discussions concerning
the bill. As a member of the conference
committee, I may say to the Senator
from Jowa that we worked very hard to
get the bill in such form that it would
not increase, or put a floor under, any
of the Armed Forces. I believe the bill
is in much better form today than it
was when it passed the Senate, and cer-
tainly it is 100 percent better than the
bill that passed the House,

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

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, on the
point raised by the Senator from Iowa,
which I think is a very important point,
as one of the conferees I would say that
such a concept is entirely foreign to the
intendment and purpose of the bill. The
whole substance of the bill is directed to
the end of giving certain assured power
and strength to the Marine Corps as a
part of the fighting forces of our armed
services. That is the extent of it, and no
other concept is involved.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, Senators
will recall that, so far as the Korean sit-
uation is concerned, it was not the Ma-
rine Corps but certain divisions of the
Army which first went to the scene.
What we wish to do is to make certain
that there will be a Marine Corps and
that it will not be whittled down to such
insignificant size that it would be in-
capable of materially assisting our Na-
tion in defending itself and in meeting
serious emergencies.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as one
of the original sponsors of the bill, T wish
to congratulate the committee, particu-
larly the members of the subcommittee,
for their excellent work on the measure.
They have worked very hard and with
great care. They have tried to reconcile
the different views and opinions on the
bill, and I believe they have dene a mag-
nificent job. As one of the sponsors of
the bill—and I feel I can speak for many
of its other sponsors also—I wish to
thank the committee.

The bill does two very important
things. It prevents the elimination of
the Marine Corps as a combat organiza-
tion by any action of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Itis a well-known fact that in the
past many leaders of our Armed Forces,
particularly those attached to the Army
and Air Force, have wished to subordi-
nate the Marine Corps as a combat or-
ganization and to confine its work to the
beaches and to ship-to-shore move-
ments, It is also well known that the
Commandant has not been consulted in
matters relating to the Marine Corps.
The bill creates three divisions and three
air wings. It provides that the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps shall meet
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff unless for-
bidden to do so by the Secretary of De-
fense. I believe the conference report is
a very happy reconciliation of the two

bills, and I again congratulate the
committee,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMATHERS in the chair). The question
is on agreeing to the report.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. CASE. The comment made by
the able Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Dovcras], himself a distinguished mem-
ber of the Marine Corps, has answered
some questions which I had in mind., I
should like to ask one or two questions of
the Senator from Louisiana. Will the
Senator state what the bill does with re-
gard to the Marine Corps as of the pres-
ent day? Does it augment or decrease
the Marine Corps as it stands today?

Mr, LONG. It would keep it about as
it is.

Mr, CASE. Does it protect it in that
position?

Mr. LONG. It isconceivable thatasa
part of general policy, the Navy, the
Army, and the Marine Corps might at
some future date be reduced in strength
and that some divisions might be main-
tained at less than full strength. If that
were the case, the Marine Corps could
be maintained on the same proportion-
ate basis as other forces,

Mr. CASE. The proportion would be
protected and maintained?

Mr. LONG. Yes. The Marine Corps
would be assured that no policy, if rec-
ommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
for example, reducing the strength of
the Marine Corps would be undertaken
without at least haying the Commandant
consulted and giving him an opportu-
nity to present his views.

Mr. CASE. Does it protect the func-
tioning of the Marine Corps in its ability
to operate as an independent unit?

Mr. LONG. I believe it does. In all
matters affecting the Marine Corps, it
assures Congress and the Nation that
the Commandant of the Marine Corps
will be present on the Joint Chieis of
Staff with equal force as other members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

I believe the REcoOrD should show that
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, Ke-
FAUVER], who is not in the Chamber, was
the chairman of the subcommittee which
conducted hearings on the bill and was
also chairman of the managers of the
conference on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, with
reference to the announcement of the
Chair on the Senate's agreeing to the
conference report, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Recorp show that the con-
ference report was adopted unani-
mously.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

CIVIL FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT OF
THE ARMY, APPROPRIATIONS, 1953

The S8enate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7268) making appro-
priations for civil functions adminis-
tered by the Department of the Army for
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the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the first com-
mittee amendment, on page 3, line 2,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I have
an objection to the committee amend-
ment on pages 6 and 7, but not to this
committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is advised that the
Senate is considering the first committee
amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is on page 3, as
I understand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On page
3, line 2.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have no objection
to that amendment.

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the first committee amend-
ment is agreed to.

The clerk will state the next commit-
tee amendment.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Corps of Engineers,” on page
3, after line 17, to strike out:

For carrying out the civil functions of
the Corps of Engineers as provided in the
various flood-control and rivers and harbors
acts and other acts applicable to that agency,
as follows:

And insert:
RIVERS AND HARBORS AND FLOOD CONTROL

The following appropriations for rivers and
harbors and flood control shall be expended
under the direction of the Secretary of the
Army and the supervision of the Chief of
Engineers, and shall remain available until
expended: Provided, That the various ap-
propriations for rivers and harbors and fiood
control may be used for examination of esti-
mates of appropriations in the field; pur-
chase not to exceed 200 passenger motor ve=
hicles for replacement only in the current
fiscal year and hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles and purchase of one motorboat (to be
acquired from surplus stock where practi-
cable) and the maintnance, repair, and oper-
ation of aircraft: Provided further, That the
reservolr formed by the Blakely Mountain
Dam, Ark, shall hereafter be designated
as "Lake Owuachita,” and the reservolr
formed by the Narrows Dam, Ark. shall
hereafter be designated as “Lake Greeson':
Provided further, That the project known as
“Burr Osk Dam, Ohio,” shall hereafter be
designated as the “Tom Jenkins Dam, Ohio.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Illinois desire to be recog-
nized in connection with this committee
amendment?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have no objection
to this committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The clerk will state the next commit-
tee amendment.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Rivers and harbors,” on page
4, after line 16, to strike out:
EXAMINATIONS, SURVEYS, PLANNING AND OTHER

BTUDY PROGRAMS

For engineering and economic investiga=-
tions of proposed rivers and harbors projects;
including preliminary examinations and sur=
veys; formulating plans and preparing de-
signs and specifications for authorized rivers
and harbors projects or parts thereof prior
to appropriations for construction of such
projects or parts; for printing, either during
& recess or session of Congress, of surveys ail=
thorized by law, and such surveys as many be
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printed during a recess of Congress shall be
printed, with illustrations, as documents of
the next succeeding sesslon of Congress; to
remain available until expended, $2,635,000:
Provided, That no part of this appropriation
shall be expended in the conduct of activi-
ties which are not authorized by law: Pro=
vided further, That the expenditure of funds
for completing the necessary surveys and
plans and specifications shall not be con-
strued as a commitment of the Government
to the construction of any project: Provided
jurther, That from this appropriation not to
exceed $2,000,000 shall be avallable for trans-
fer to the Secretary of the Interior for ex-
penditure for the purposes of and in ac-

‘cordance with the provisions of the act of

August 8, 1946 (16 U. 8. C, 756) and the act
of August 14, 19486.

CONSTRUCTION

For construction of authorized rivers and
harbors projects or parts thereof and for
other related activities as may be authorized
by law, to remain available until expended,
$117,710,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For the preservation, operation and main-
tenance of existing rivers and harbors projects
or parts thereof and of other related activi-
ties, as authorized by law; for prevention of
obstructive and injurious deposits within the
harboer and adjacent water of New York City;
for removing sunken vessels or craft ob-
structing or endangering navigation as au-
thorized by law; for surveys of northern
and northwestern lakes and other boundary
and connecting waters as heretofore author-
ized, including the preparations, correction,
printing, and issuing of cherts and bulletins,
and the investigation of lake levels; §67,-
105,000.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

Maintenance and improvement of existing
river and harbor works: For expenses neces-
sary for the preservation and maintenance
of existing river and harbor works, and for
the prosecution of such projects heretofore
authorized as may be most desirable in the
interest of commerce and navigation; for
surveys of northern and northwestern lakes
and other boundary and connecting waters
as heretofore authorized, including the prep-
aration, correction, printing, and issuing of
charts and bulletins, and the investigation
of lake levels; for prevention of obstructive
and Injurious deposits within the harbor
and adjacent waters of New York City; for
expenses of the California Debris Commis-
slon in carrying on the work authorized by
the act approved March 1, 1898, as amended
(83 U. 8. C. 661, 678, and 683); for removing
sunken vessels or craft obstructing or en=-
dangering navigation as authorized by law;
for operating and maintaining, keeping in
repair, and continuing in use without in-
terruption any lock, canal (except the Pan-
ama Canal), canalized river, or other public
works for the use and benefit of navigation
belonging to the United States; for examina-
tion, surveys, and contingencies of rivers and
harbors; for the execution of detailed inves-
tigations and the preparation of plans and
specifications for projects heretofore author-
ized; for printing, either during a recess or
session of Congress, of surveys authorized by
law, and such surveys as may be printed dur-
ing a recess of Congress shall be printed, with
illustrations, as documents of the next suc-
ceeding session of Congress; $277,135,600, of
which amount $75,000 shall be available only
for cooperative bezach erosion studies as au-
thorized in Public Law 520, Seventy-
first Congress, approved July 8, 1930, as
amended and supplemented, and #350,000
for construction of emergency shore pro-
tection work necessary to prevent erosion
and loss of properties at Beal Beach and
Burfside, Calif.: Provided, That no part of
this appropriation shall be expended for
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any preliminary examination, survey, proj-
ect, or estimate not authorized by law: Pro=-
vided further, That from this appropriation
the Secretary of the Army may, in his dis-
cretion and on the recommendation of the
Chief of Engineers based on the recom=-
mendation by the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors in the review of a report
or reports authorized by law, expend such
sums as may be necessary for the mainte-
nance of harbor channels provided by a State,
municipality, or other public agency outside
of harbor lines and serving essential needs
of general commerce and navigation, such
work to be subject to the conditions recom-=
mended by the Chief of Engineers in his
report or reports thereon: Provided further,
That not to exceed §5,000 of the amount
herein appropriated shall be available for
the support and maintenance of the Perma-
nent International Commission of the Con-
gresses of Navigation and for the payment of
the expenses of the properly accredited dele-
gates of the United States to the meeting
of the Congresses and of the Commission:
Provided further, That fom this appropria-
tion not to exceed 3,870,000 shall be availa=
ble for transfer to the Secretary of the In-
terior for expenditure for the purposes of
and in accordance with the provisions of
the act of August 8, 1946 (16 U. 8. C. 756),
and the act of August 14, 1946 (16 U. 8. C.
661-756; 83 U. B. C. 1, 5, 414415, 441, 451,
540, 541; Civil Functions Appropriation Act,
1952).

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I offer
my amendment designated “6-18-52-E,"
to the committee amendment on page T,
line 9.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Illinois will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page T, line 9,
in the committee amendment it is pro-
posed to strike out the figures “$277,-
135,600” and insert in lieu thereof
$177,135,600.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it
may seem somewhat strange to propose
a cut of $100,000,000 in this section of
the bill, when this body has just rejected
a cut of some $66,000,000 on the bill as
a whole. I must confess that I was
astounded at the moderation of the Sen-
ator from Michigan in proposing a cut
of only $66,000,000. I voted for that cut
because it was the only motion before
this body. In my judgment, it was not
sufficient.

I should like again, if I may, to ex=
plain very briefly the situation which
we face. As we are all aware, the budg-
et which the administration submitted
in January was $14,000,000,000 out of
balance, with projected expenditures
slightly in excess of $85,000,000,000, and
expected revenues $71,000,000,000. Since
then it has become clear that the ad-
ministration will have to ask for more
money than the $85,000,000,000 which it
requested early this year. In the budget
estimates of January the continuing
costs of the Korean war after the first of
July were not included. It is now ap-
parent that these costs will continue,
and if they continue at the rate at which
they have run in the past there will be
a further expenditure of about $5,000,=
000,000 for that item alone.

HUGE IMPENDING DEFICITS

It is furthermore apparent that a
supplementary request will be made to
Congress for added appropriations for
the Air Force and for air base con=-
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struction, as well as for certain other
items. So that, if we are to prevent
inflation and are even to approximate
a balanced budget, we shall have to make
very great reductions in the total budget
which is submitted to us.

A few minutes ago I looked at the
ticker in the anteroom and I saw that
the governmental deficit for the current
year as of the 17th of June was $7,500,=
000,000. This, I take it, included the
large receipts on the 15th and 16th of
June. We will therefore face this year
a deficit of approximately $8,000,000,-
000, and unless we use the pruning knife
it looks as though we will have a deficit
for the coming year of from fifteen to
twenty billion dollars.

On various occasions in this body I
have tried to outline what a deficit of
this magnitude means. It means in-
evitably that the Government will be
forced to borrow money from the banks.
The banks will buy bonds, thus creat-
ing additional credit, against which the
Government will draw for the payment
of labor and material. These payments
by the Government will pass out of the
accounts of the Government in the banks
into the accounts of individuals from
whom the labor and material are pro-
cured. They will constitute a perma-
nent addition to the circulating medium
of the country, and the ratio of money
and credit to goods will increase. The
result will be inflation—an inflation of
great magnitude—with all the domestic
difficulties which it creates, an inflation
which may do as much damage fo us
internally as communistic threatened
aggression could do to us from the out=
side.

RIGOROUS ECONOMY NECESSARY

Mr. President, we should approach
each appropriation bill with a sense of
the urgency of the financial situation
confronting the Government. We
should realize that we must make cuts
and that the cuts must average at least
10 percent of each appropriation bill
which is submitted. We must also real-
ize that there are certain governmental
operating costs which are fixed. For
example, there is the interest cost of
$6,000,000,000, which is a fixed item. We
cannot reduce that item. Then there
are veterans’ benefits, which are largely
fixed items. Similar fixed items are
funds for old-age assistance. Therefore
the portion of the budget which we can
reduce is probably not more than sixty or
sixty-five billion dollars. Out of that we
shall have to make cuts amounting to
{;om seven and a half to ten billion dol-

I'S.

Mr. President, in the case of the bill
which is now before the Senate, the
House of Representatives did quite well.
They cut the total figure submitted to
them by the Bureau of the Budget by
$188,000,000. In other words, they made
a cut of approximately 30 percent. I
congratulate the House of Representa-
tives for the general program of econ-
omy they have carried into effect. Per-
haps here and there they may have
eliminated a project which was worthy,
and in some cases I believe they included
projects which were not particularly
worthy; but, on the whole the House of
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Representatives has done an extremely
good job in making a reduction of nearly
$190,000,000 in this bill.

I hold the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate in high esteem and I
hold its Subcommittee on Civil Functions
of the Army in high esteem. What I
have to say is in no sense intended as
personal criticism of the members of the
committee or subcommittee. I should
like to point out, however, that they
have increased the House figures by
$174,000,000. They have restored the
total to approximately the initial amount
submitted by the Bureau of the Budget.
If the committee’s program is adopted,
no savings will be effected on the items
in the pending appropriation bill. Judg-
ing by the vote of this body a few min-
utes ago, it looks to me that the much
vaunted economy, which is taken so seri-
ously in cold December, tends to disap-
pear in the hot weather of June and
July.

I think it was the late Jimmy Walker
who wrote:

Will you love me in December as you do in
May?

Certainly it is true of Members of Con=
gress that they love economy more in
January than they do in June or July.
But appropriation bills, Mr. President,
must be voted on in June and July. The
good resolutions of the first of the year
are unavailing if they are not backed up
by action in reducing specific appropria-
tion hills.

FOUR AMENDMENTS WOULD SAVE $280,000,000

Mr. President, this is the gist of two
amendments which I shall submit. The
first one concerns the rivers and harbors
section of the bill, and it calls for a re-
duction of $100,000,000. The second
amendment calls for a reduction of $50,-
000,000 in the so-called flood control fea-
tures of the bill. The two amendments
together would effect combined econo-
mies of $150,000,000 When we have
disposed of those two amendments I
have two other amendments which I
shall offer. They would bring in $50,-
000,000 in revenue by applying user
charges and special assessments. The
total savings if all four amendments
were to be adopted would be $200,000,-
000. But enough of that for the moment.

Mr. President, apparently this is an
annual performance, Every time I rise
on this floor and propose a cut in appro-
priations my very able opponents try to
put me between Scylla and Charybdis,
or whip-saw me in good fashion. When
I propose a general reduction, they say,
“What specific complaint do you have?
What specific items in the bill are
padded?”

Then, when I propose separate amend-
ments on specific items, I am told, “Those
specific items are most necessary for the
safety and defense of this Nation and
for its economic growth.”

The amendment which I offer now, in
its initial form, merely calls for a reduc-
tion of $100,000,000. It would give to the
Army engineers the power of making
reductions where they thought it would
be most advisable to make them.

To indicate that I am not merely talk- .
ing through my hat and that the figure
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of $100,000,000 is not picked out of the
air, I shall, even though it is somewhat
dangerous from a parliamentary stand-
point, descend into the lowlands and
name some specific projects which I think
should be eliminated. The way in which
I would recommend the $100,000,000 re-
duction be made is set forth on pages
7454-7456 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of June 18.

I want to sound off by taking a project
in my own State of Illinois, because it is
very easy to cut projects in other States,
but to think that your own projects are
extremely important.

EVEN GOOD PROGRAMS MUST BE REDUCED

I should like to call attention to the
dam and locks which extend hetween
Keokuk, Iowa, and Hamilton, Ill. It is
called the Keokuk Dam, but it might
equally well be termed the Hamilton
Dam, because Keokuk is just opposite
Hancock County in my State.

I think probably this is one of the best
projects in the bill. The river traffic on
the Mississippi is large. As I recall, 4,-
000,000 tons of traffic a year go through
the lock. The lock was originally built
in 1913. The concrete is deteriorating,
and it is said that the lock is not ade-
quate for the longer boats which are
coming on the Mississippi.

Yet the House omitted an appropria-
tion for this purpose. The ultimate cost
of the new lock is $18,000,000, and the
initial estimate for the coming year is
$2,500,000 of the $18,000,000.

The Senate committee voted to re-
store the $2,500,000 Budget estimate.

In view of the many projects of an
extremely doubtful nature which the
committee voted to include in the bill, if
that is the committee’s standard of com-
parison and if certain other projects are
to be included, I believe the Keokuk-
Hamilton Lock certainly should be in-
cluded.

But I do not believe the other projects
should be included. Since one should
be willing to take for himself the medi-
cine he dishes out for others, I am going
to suggest that the item for this lock and
dam be omitted from the bill for the
coming year, or that we make a cut in
the amount of $2,500,000. In other
words, I make a votive offering to the
other Senators, as I proceed to urge
cuts in the appropriations for projects in
their States, I want them to know that
first I urge the making of a cut in the
appropriations for projects in my own
State, and I am perfectly willing to have
my own State treated just as rigorously
as is any other State.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. How much will Illi-
nois get after the appropriation for this
project is eliminated?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have not figured
that up. I have not made a computation
in terms of specific States.

Mr. WATKINS. Will Illinois receive
any appropriation?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, yes. There will
be a moderate amount of about a mil-
lion dollars for rivers-and-harbors work.

Mr. WATKINS. Then the Senator
from Illinois should move to strike out
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all other appropriations which Illinois
will get, because this bill does not carry
one dollar of appropriation for Utah.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I had not thought
there were any great rivers running
through Ufah.

Mr. WATKINS. We have some that
go on rampage and do tremendous
damage. The Senator from Illinois
should have been there this spring when
I was there, and should have seen the
homes and the farms which were washed
out by the floods.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe the State
of Utah will have its turn when the rec-
lamation bill and the flood-control fea-
tures of this bill come before the Senate
and when we deal with the waters run-
ning off the Wasatch Mountains into the
Great Salt Lake. However, the items
carried in this section of the bill deal
with communications by waterway to the
sea, and I had never thought that Utah
had water communications with either
the Atlantic or Pacific Ocean.

‘Mr. WATKINS. The Government re-
gards one of the rivers in Utah as a
navigable river. The Government has
taken the position that if a stream is
usable by any type of boat, the stream
is a navigable one, and thus comes with=
in the jurisdiction of the Federal Gov=
ernment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe my good
friend, the Senator from Utah, is build-
ing up his case for the Wasatch project,
which is included in the reclamation bill,
under the Department of the Interior.

Mr. WATKINS. No. Let me say that
I have voted with the Senator from Illi-
nois for the cuts he has proposed, and
I voted to recommit the bill, and I have
voted with the Senator from Illinois at
other times.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true.

Mr. WATKINS. But I have never
seen the Senator from Illincis vote with
us when it came to cutting the appro~
priations for reclamation projects in Eu-

- rope or Africa o1 other foreign lands.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask the Senator to
wait a minute, please; the memory of
my good friend is not so good as it should
be. If he will examine the record for
this year he will find that I voted for a
cut of $1,500,000,000 in foreign aid,
although that proposal was defeated;
and I then voted for a cut of $1,400,000,-
000; and I also voted for the successful
cut of $1,200,000,000.

Mr, WATKINS. I am glad the Sena-
tor from Illinois did so this year. I may
have had in mind the other years when
we tried to have such cuts made, but had
not yet converted him., He seemed to
have established a line of conduct on
foreign-project appropriations which it
is difficult for me to forget. I am glad
to know of his conversion, and I appre-
ciate his efforts to remove from these
bills any of the fat that should be re-
moved.

Recently I made an investigation, from
which I found that under the Marshall
plan, the ECA, and the various other for-
eign relief and aid programs for over-
seas areas we have authorized or have
spent $1,800,000,000 on reclamation and
power projects in Europe, Asia, and
Africa., I wish to call the attention of
the Senator from Illinois to that fact.
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Apparently the administration is not
willing to do anything much about recla-
mation in Utah. We cannot even get
from the administration an estimate for
a simple project calling for $1,350,000,
even though that project is in a defense
area.

For the upper Colorado storage and
related projects, we could not even get
the Secretary of the Interior to send the
report of the Reclamation Bureau to
Congress, as is provided for under the
reclamation law. Even if that project
were authorized today, it might be 10
years before its construction would be
begun.

So I join with the Senator from Illi-
nois in his desire to achieve economy;
but if he wishes to put Illinois on the
same basis as other States, including
Utah, it will be necessary to cut the items
in the bill much more than the Senator
from Illinois is attempting to cut them.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I think
the Senator will find that I have favored
foreign-aid reductions in previous years,
also.

I know something about the history of
the Colorado River. I believe that in the
old days the boats used to go to what is
now Yuma, but I never heard of boats
going up through the Grand Canyon or
beyond the Grand Canyon. Only seven
have gone up and only a few canoes have
been able to come down through the
rapids. The upper Colorado River cer-
tainly is not navigable, whereas the rivers

in Illinois are navigable; and, as is said

in our State song, they are “gently flow-
ing,” and they certainly do not have the
rapidity of flow the upper Colorado River
has

Lr-Ir. President, I submit this initial rec-

ommendation simply to show my good

faith. T have made a rough computa-
tion, and it shows that the effect of this
proposal, if it is adopted, will mean a
much larger cut, percentagewise, for
Illinois than would be made for the
couniry as a whole by the cuts which I
shall propose.
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO
MIAMI, FLA.

I am very glad to see in the Chamber
my good and amiable friend the junior
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
because I should like to discuss the intra=
coastal waterway running between Jack-
sonville and Miami, the estimated total
cost of which is $26,000,000, to provide a
channel 125 feet wide and 12 feet deep
between those two cities.

There is already in existence a channel
100 feet wide and 8 feet deep which runs
between those cities. The allotment to
date has been $10,000,000. The 1953
budget estimate was $2,200,000. The
House cut that item to $2,000,000. The
Senate committee has recommended
that the amount voted by the House be
retained.

I would suggest that this item be elimi-
nated entirely. My reason for suggest-
ing its entire elimination is that there
already is an 8-foot channel to Miami,
and there is a 12-foot channel from Jack-
sonville to New Smyrna. Now it is pro-

posed that this further appropriation be

made to continue the 12-foot channel to
Cocoa and Banana.
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Mr, President, I have examined the
figures in regard to the traffic on this
magnificent coastal highway. Accord=
ing to the figures of the Army engineers,
which will be found at pages 65-68 of
the House hearings, the trafic on this
intracoasfal waterway has been dimin-
ishing. From 1900 to 1945 it was ap-
proximately 400,000 tons a year—which
is not a large figure—one-tenth of the
traffic carried through the Keokuk Lake.
In 1949 and in 1950 it fell to a little more
than 200,000 tons a year, or virtually
half what it had been theretofore.

Deepening to 12 feet the channel from
Jacksonville to Miami is not necessary
for the Air Force at Canaveral Harbor,
because the harbor there, according to
the Army engineers, is only 8 feet deep,
and no requests have been made to deep-
en it. In short, the result of the inclu-
sion of this item in the bill would be that
there would be a 12-foot channel with an
8-foot harbor. On the other hand, per=-
haps the 12-foot channel would simply
be a come-on for a future request for a
12-foot harbor.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. T hasten to
state that I did not realize that the sen-
jor Senator from Florida was also pres=-
ent, or I would have included him in
the tribute I paid to the junior Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senafor
from Illinois for his tribute, which I did
not hear; but I am sure it was a warm
one,

Mr. DOUGLAS. I referred to the
junior Senator from Florida as “my
‘amiable friend, the junior Senator from
Florida,” I now expand that tribute by
including the senior Senator from Flor-
ida, to whom I refer at this time as my
very amiable friend.

Mr., HOLLAND. The reason for my
interruption, for which I apologize——

Mr, DOUGLAS. No, I am delighted
to have the Senator from Florida do so.

Mr. HOLLAND. The reason for my
interruption is that the Senator from
Illincis was about to fall into very griev-
ous error in stating that the depth of the
Canaveral Harbor is only 8 feet. The
engineers have just completed deepen-~
ing it to 27 feet, with connection into the
Atlantic Ocean at that depth; and I
wculd not want the Senator's statement
in error to go unchallenged.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall hunt up the
authority for the figures I gave. I shall
cite it in a moment.

Let me say that in 1948, of the 35,000
motor vessels using the intracoastal
waterway, 32,000 of them drew less than
4 feet., Of the 2,200 barges which used
the waterway, less than 10 percent of
gh;!mé or only about 200, drew more than

cet.

So the waterway is already sufficiently
deep to take care of the overwhelming
proportion of the traffic there.

The senior Senator from Florida has
just said there is a 27-foot harbor at
Canaveral. I now read from the hear-
ings this year before the Subcommitiee
on Civil Functions of the House Appro-
priations Committee, at page 68:

Mr. Forp. Last year it was brought out
that you wanted a 12-foot depth to Cocoa
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and you only had an 8-foot depth at Cana-
veral Harbor. Has there been any effort
made to try and get & deepening of the
Canaveral Harbor?

General CHORPENING. Well, as I recall it,
last year there was a request made for some
work at Canaveral, It was in the budget,
but it was not allowed by the House. There
were certaln conditions of loeal cooperation
which we learned after testifying here, would
not be complied with, so we did not ask for
restoration of the funds,

Mr, ForD, And the needs for Canaveral
were not included last year nor in this
current budget?

QGeneral CrorrENING. That is correct.

Mr. Forp. You are not asking for funds for
Canaveral Harbor this year?

General CHORPENING. That is correct.

So that if I did fall into a grievous
error, it was an error shared by General
Chorpening of the Army Engineers when
they were testifying, as late as the winter
of this year.

Furthermore, navigation facilities are
already available. The proposal would
merely permit bigger barges to move on
an existing waterway. Mr. President,
that is merely an indication of how this
waterway could be deferred. It could
easily be postponed.

DEMOPOLIS LOCK AND DAM, ALA,

There is another project which might
be postponed, namely, the Demopolis lock
and dam, in Alabama, the cost of which
will be approximately $21,000,000. The
alloptment to date has been $7,400,000.
The 1953 budget estimate is $5,500,000.
That was cut by the House to §5,000,000,
and by the Senate, to $4,500,000. I think
it might very well be entirely omitted.

‘This is a project to improve an already
existing waterway. The channel is now
in use and 2,600,000 tons were shipped
over it in 1950. The benefit-cost ratio is
not stated in House hearings, but General
Chorpening agreed that it was low,

Since navigation facilities are already
available, further improvement of this
project can easily be postponed. The
new locks, which are to be covered in the
appropriation bill, are in the planning
stage, so that work already in place will
not be hurt by postponement.

MISSOURI RIVEE NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS

Mr, President, another project where
we could make economies is that for
bank stabilization and channel rectifica=-
tion of the river banks of the upper
Missouri River, from Kansas City to
Sioux City, Iowa. The total cost of this
project is $179,000,000, There has been
allotted to date approximately $107,000,~
000. The 1953 budget estimate is $5,~
007,000, which the House cut to $4,250,-
000, and which the Senate committee
rajsed to $5,000,000. I think we could
postpone this project.

This Missouri River navigation project
is going to be an example of throwing
money down a drain pipe. It cost the
Government $116,000,000 to construct
the 9-foot channel from St. Louis to
Kansas City. Four lines of railway could
have been built between St. Louis and
Kansas City for the same amount, and
the freight could have been carried free
for the cost of this waterway. In the
last year of which I have record, there
was moved only approximately 800,000
tons of freight, of which more than half
was sand and gravel used by the Govern-
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ment in the repair of the river and in the
construction of the works along the river.
This is like the island in the Orkneys,
whose inhabitants were said to make a
very respectable living by taking in each
other’s washing. The chief business on
the Missouri River consists of the boats
of the Army engineers, carrying sand
end gravel for their work.

On the upper Missouri the conditions
are even worse. I have before me the
figures for the calendar year 1850. Total
traffic from Eansas City to Sioux City
was 860,000 tons, 181,000 tons of which
was commercial traffilc and 686,000 tons
Government traffic. Eighty percent of
the traffic therefore was the traffic of
the Army engineers themselves. When
the work of construction is over, there
will not be many barges moving up and
down the Missouri River,

Mr. President, yesterday the St. Law-
rence project was rejected by the votes
of many Senators who are keen for im-
provements on the Missouri and on the
Arkansas and on the Missisgippi. It
was rejected although it would have paid
for itself; it would have been self-liqui-
dating. But no; it was not thought to
be a sufficiently meritorious project.
Yet we can spend hundreds and hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of Govern-
ment money to construct 9-foot chan-
nels and 12-foot channels for trafiic
which will never move and from which
the Federal Government will never col-
lect a dollar of revenue,

Mr. President, this is a complete error
as to what is worth while for the Gov-
ernment to undertake. Not a cent for
the St. Lawrence, not a cent for a proj-
ect which would be self-liquidating, but
hundreds of millions of dollars to try
to construct 9-foot channels—and it is
dubious whether the amount of water
is sufficient to float craft even in the
9-foot channels—for transportation and
traffic which will never move.

The appropriation, specifically before
the Senate, is apparently a bank-stabili-
zation project. But it is tled up with
the navigation project. It is intended
to restore the channels of navigation.
It is not a flood-control item; it is for
navigation, the feasibility of which is
highly questionable. It has previously
been postponed in periods of financial
stress, and it can again be postponed.

Let me now return to the lower Mis-
souri River, from Kansas City to the
mouth of the river at 8t. Louis. To date
there has been allotted to this project
$91,400,000. The 1953 budget estimate
was $3,500,000. That was a cut of 20
percent in the House, but restored to
$3,500,000 by the Senate committee. In
my judgment it should be omitted. This
is also a navigation projeet. Accord-
ing to General Chorpening, it has noth-
ing to do with flood eontrol. No work
was done on this projeet during World
War II. In 1950, over half of the ton-
nage shipped consisted of material for
the construction of rivers and harbors.

ARKANBAS RIVER

Mr, President, I now turn to Arkansas,
and I hope that my good friend, the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]
will be here when I speak about this.
I know the Arkansas River project is
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dear to the hearts of some of my col-
leagues.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Let the Recorp

show that the Senator from Arkansas
is present. .

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, I understand.
I wanted to notify the Senator from
Arkansas who was leaving the chamber
of what I was about to say, so that I
would not be speaking in his absence.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I appreciate that,
but I did want the Recorp to show that
I was present.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
Arkansas River project, for which au-
thorization has been made, will ulti-
mately entail the expenditure of $800,-
000,000, at a minimum. Even the
Army engineers, who are most liberal in
their estimates of henefits, who always
tend to overestimate benefits and to
pad the figures of indirect benefits, and
who always underestimate costs—even
the Army engineers have a ratio of
benefit to cost of only 1.05.

I submit that before the Arkansas
project is completed it will cost infinitely
more than the benefit derived from it.

I know we always take a great deal of
pride in our nafive rivers. Running
water has a great fascination for us.
The prospective toot of the steamboat
whistle has a tendency to capture our
imagination. We are proud of our
streams in Illinois, the Illinois River,
the Rock River, the Fox River, and so
on. Therefore, I hope my friend from
Arkansas will not think I am indulging
in sectionalism if I mention the depth
of the Arkansas River.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. First let me intro-
duce a brief statement. I should like to
read from page 63 of the House hear-
ings. Speaking of the depth of the
Arkansas River from the mouth of the
river to Fort Smith, 373 miles, it is
stated as follows:

Three feet or more for 4 months and less
than 8 feet for 8 months.

Mr. President, it is no disparagement
either of the State of Arkansas or of the
Arkansas River if I say that for two-
thirds of the year the depth of the river
is less than 3 feet. Are we going to
make a great artery of commerce and
navigation out of the Arkansas River?
Are we going to have steamboats going
up and down that river when for two-
thirds of the year there is a depth of
less than 3 feet of water in the river?
It has not been my privileze to have
walked across the Arkansas River, but
friends have testified to me, and I think
they are truthful people, that they have
waded across the Arkansas River at cer-
tain periods of the year without getting
their knees wet.

I now yield to the Senator from Ar-
kansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In the first place, I
am sure the Senator from Illinois wanis
to be fair, and, in the second place, I
know that if the Senator had studied the
project he must be aware that while it is
classified as a navigation project, there
are many elements of flood control in-
volved. While the work is listed under
rivers and harbors and as a navigation
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project, the money provided for in this
item is money to stabilize banks, so that
if the day ever comes when it is advisable
to build an over-all navigation project,
there will be that much permanent work
done.

The Senator from Illinois has referred
to some one wading across the Arkansas
River. I would not question any state-
ment which may have been made to him
by some one in whom he has great con-
fidence, but I will say to the Senator that
the same person would tell him there
are other times when it takes a steam-
ship or an airplane to get across the
river, because there are times when tre-
mendous floods occur and great damage
done when they occur. There are mar-
velous fertile lands in the valley, and
they are being eroded by floods and being
carried away and forever lost. The proj-
ect is not only to protect investments al=-
ready made by local interests, and by the
Federal Government, in levees, so as to
protect the fertile lands, the industries,
the pipelines and gas lines that cross the
river to feed eastern industry, but these
are emergency funds which are absolute-
1y necessary now—not day after tomor-
row, but now—if we are going to protect
the investment, the wealth, the values
placed there by nature; and the indus-
tries and improvements made by private
enterprise and by the Federal Govern-
ment itself,

Mr, President, it is all right to talk
about a great navigation project which
we hope some day may be fully realized,
but not a dollar of these funds are pri-
marily for the purpose of a navigation
project, but they are for the purpose of
doing the prudent thing, the thing that
is a moral obligation upon the part of
the Government, since it has taken over
those levees, to strengthen them and
to protect them. There are already
breaches in the levees., The Government
is authorized to set back levees and throw
more fertile lands into the river. What
we are trying to do is to save the land,
to save the levees, so that we shall not
spend money uselessly and lose more of
our natural resources—but will be able
to preserve them and make them more
productive.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say in reply
to my good friend from Arkansas, for
whom I have great admiration, that I
should like to quote from General Chor-
pening, on page 64 of the House hearings,
First, I quote a statement made by Mr.
Ford:

This emergency bank stabilization can be
allocated benefitwise to what part of the
valuation?

General CHORPENING, It would have bene-
fits of general bank stabilization. It would
have benefits eventually in the savings in
transportation charges because, certainly, if
we can stabilize some portion of the channel
now it will be helpful at such time as we
go ahead with the na.vlgatlon project.

Mr, McCLELLAN. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, it is
obvious that the Army engineers
thought——

Mr. McCLELLAN. The expenditure of
the money actually fits in with the long-
range program. A levee is broken and
the damage is done, because of the cav-
ing of the banks. Two of them are now
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in that condition. What are we going
to do about it? Allow more land to be
lost forever, or are we going to act on the
basis of its being a permanent project,
on which money can be spent for a
permanent purpose and without waste?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
should like to point out that the total
budget estimates for this project were
3646000,030. The House provided $2,000,-

Mr. McCLELLAN. Oh, no. Let us
correct that. The Bureau of the Budget
submitted an original estimate of only
$2,000,000, and the House granted that
amount. The $2,000,000 was for projects
started last year which are now in
process of construction., The Bureau of
the Budget submitted an estimate of
$2,000,000 to continue those projects
only. Subsequently, the Bureau of the
Budget submitted an estimate for an-
other $2,000,000 for other projects. The
Jast fizure was not before the House
when it considered the bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was coming to
that. Certainly it is true that the
Senate committee increased the House
figure by $5,000,000.

Mr. McCLELLAN. And the budget
figure by $3,000,000. I challenge any
Senator to read the record and not
agree that it is one of the strongest
cases ever made out before a flood-con-
trol committee or an Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield
to my amiable and well-beloved col-
league from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from
Illinois made a statement a while ago
which I think he would want to correct.
He said that many of us from “down
South” had voted against the St. Law-
Trence seaway.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I give the Senator
from Tennessee credit for voting in
favor of the St. Lawrence seaway.

Mr, McCKELLAR. I thank the Sena-
tor. There were several other Senators
from the South who voted in favor of
the St. Lawrence seaway.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank them very
much, and I only wish that their virtue
were more widespread and more con-
Eagious amongst their geographic neigh-

or's,

Mr. McKELLAR. I know the Senator
would not want to make a mistake of
that kind.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yleld to
my friend, the expert “needler” from
Oklahoma.

Mr. EERER. Does not the Senator
from Illinois think that if he wants to
give something to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, it should be other than what he
has just referred to? Because in view of
the fact the Senator from Tennessee
voted for that project, would he not, as
a matter of right, be entitled to that
credit?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, certainly.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.
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Mr. KERR. If the Senator from Illi-
nois desired to be generous in giving
something, it would have to be something
else.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true, but I
am nct pretending to be generous, Itis
very hard for a Scotchman to be gener-
ous, but he can be just.

Mr. EERR. When he is just, would
he call the attention of the Senate to it?

Mr. DOUGLAS. We will let Senators
find that out for themselves.

JIM WOODRUFF DAM, FLA.

Mr. President, I am afraid I must re-
turn to the subject which concerns my
friend, the Senafor from Florida, and
take up the Jim Woodruff Dam. Some-
times this project is justified on the basis
of navigation; sometimes it is justified on
the basis of power. Its flood control
benefits are negligible. The cost is going
to be quite large. The ultimate cost is
estimated as $46,000,000. The allotment
to date is $21,000,000. The Bureau of
the Budget estimated $11,300,000 for
1953. The House cut that amount to
$11,000,000. I desire to congratulate the
Senate committee on cutting the figure
to $10,300,000. But, in my judgment,
the whole sum could be omitted entirely.

Mr. President, an examination of the
House hearings discloses that appar-
ently this lock dam taken by itself is
not of great value, It is a part of a
four-dam system, including Buford Dam,
in Georgia, Fort Benning Dam, and one
other dam. If we consider the system
as a whole, the Army engineers have a
benefit-to-cost ratio of only 1.12—one
and one-eighth.

As the Senate well knows, the Army
engineers always estimate benefits very
high. They tend to overstate the in-
direct benefits. The over-all costs are
invariably greater than the original esti-
mates of costs. Yet, with their most
liberal estimates, the engineers have
come forward with a combined ratio of
one and one-eighth to one. That is for
the four dams taken as a whole.

At page T0 of the House hearings, part
1, there appears the following:

Mr. Raeavur. Is the Jim Woodruff lock and
dam economically self-sufficient?

General CHORPENING. Jim Woodruff Dam is
part of the comprehensive plan on the Chat-
tahoochee River, and it requires all four dams
to make it fully effective. The answer is that
the Jim Woodruff Dam by itself is not eco-
nomically justified because there will be only
partial benefits from the navigation features
and only direct navigation up to that point.
It takes the remainder of the dams to get
the maximum benefits.

In other words, the project is not eco-
nomically justified. @What about the
power features? The initial production
of power will be 10,000 kilowatts, as I
understand, or the initial installation
will provide 10,000 kilowatts. I think it
will be found that the unit cost for instal-
lation will be extremely high much high-
er than the national average in capital
investment per kilowatt. The capacity
of the Jim Woodruff Dam would be less
than 1 percent of the present installed
electrical capacity of Georgia, Alabama,
and Florida, according to a statement
furnished in the House hearings, at
page 75.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I could
continue in some detail. However, if
Senators will look at the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp for yesterday, they will find the
other justifications which I have ad-
vanced. I merely give these to indicate
that a cut of $100,000,000 would be per=-
fectly feasible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is recognized
for 45 minutes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
shall not use 45 minutes. I merely wish
tc say that a few minutes ago the Senate
rejected a proposal to cut $66,000,000
from the whole bill. The Senator from
Illinois proposes a cut of $100,000,000
on rivers and harbors only, just a por-
tion of the bill. Surely the Senate, hav=
ing voted against a cut of $66,000,000
with respeet to the whole bill, would
not vote for a cut of $100,000,000 on the
rivers and harbors section of the bill.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator from Ten-
nessee yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. McEKELLAR. How much time
does the Senator from Florida request?

Mr. HOLLAND. Six minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator fronr Florida is recognized for
6 minutes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
wish to speak very briefly for my col-
league and myself about the two Florida
items that have been mentioned. I am
sorry that time will not permit my pre-

.senting the facts as to some other items,

but I do happen to know about the two
Florida items, and should like to make
a brief statemrent as to them.

First, with reference to the item of
deepening the intracoastal waterway
from Jacksonville down to Cocoa or the
Banana River guided-missile base, one
of the great military installations of the
Nation, the Senator from Illinois de-
scribed that particular project at some
length, but he failed to say that all the
way through the justifications, from the
time the project was begun 2 years ago,
it has been predicated entirely upon de-
fense.

For instance, at page 65 of the House
hearings this year, General Chorpening,
testifying about this project, stated:

General CHoORPENING. This project calls for
the widening and deepening of the Intra-
coastal Waterway all the way to Miami. At
this time we are only proposing to extend
the waterway to Cocoa, Fla., and it is being
asked for and bEi‘ng‘ done as a defense meas-
ure at the request of the Air Force which
has a gulded-missile base at Cape Canaveral,
Fla. The funds we are asking for this year
will complete the work of deepening and
widening the channel to Cocoa, Fla.

The Senator from Illinois did not state

that the appropriations of the last 2
years would have been completely idle

June 19

unless this year's appropriation were
made available for completion of the
effort begun 2 years ago, and begun
solely at the request of the Air Force,
and under certification by the President
that it was essential in the national
defense.

I have here the justification submitted
by the Department of the Army at the
Senate and the House hearings. It ends
with the words, and the Senator may
see them—

The President has certified this improve=
ment as being important to the national
defense, and the matter is predicated wholly
upon that purpose and its fulfillment.

Before leaving that project, I wish to
remind the Senate that Canaveral Har-
bor has been recently completed to a
depth of 27 feet, and $1,100,000 of local
money was added to Federal money for
that purpose. Regardless of the good
intentions of the distinguished Senator
from Illinois, apparently he has not been
advised that such is the case.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Was General Chor-
pening in error?

Mr. BEOLLAND. General Chorpening
was in error, because the harbor has
been built to a depth of 27 feet. I have
seen it, and I know a great deal about
this harbor which I am sure the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois does not
know.

If it is necessary to unload 12-foot
barges on the Cocoa side, the cargoes
can still reach the guided-missile base
simply by being transported a few miles
across the peninsula on a very fine high-
way. So the completion of the project
to Cocoa does fulfill the defense purpose,
certified as such 2 years ago. What is
now provided for is the last link of that
particular purpose and its fulfillment.

Mr. President, with respect to the Jim
Woodruff Dam, the Senator from Illinois
is correct in saying that in comparison
with great projects elsewhere in the Na-
tion this may not be a great project from
the standpoint of the amount of electri-
cal energy which it will supply. It will
supply only 30,000 kilowatts. However,
as we view it in our part of the country,
that is a large project. This stream hap-
pens to be about the only interstate
stream flowing through Florida which is
susceptible of hydroelectric development.
It is the first of several projects in this
basin which vitally affect not only our
own State, but also Georgia and Ala-
bama. It is now nearing completion. I
have before me the justification of the
engineers, which shows that the project
as a whole is 46 percent completed now,
and that so far as the construction and
the building of machinery is concerned,
it is much more than half completed, be-
cause a large part of the appropria-
tion for this year and for next year will
be for the clearing of the area to be
covered by the waters which will be
impounded.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield if I may have
a couple of minutes more.

Mr., DOUGLAS. I shall be very glad
to have the Senator yield on my time.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Were the Army engi-
neers correct in stating, on page 75 of
part 1 of the House hearings, that the
capacity of the Jim Woodruff Dam is
about eight-tenths of 1 percent of the
total capacity presently installed in the
surrounding States of Georgia, Alabama,
and Florida?

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no reason to
doubt the accuracy of their statement,
but the 30,000 kilowatts made available
in that area have a tremendous meaning
to the 10 or 12 rural electric coopera-
tives which are eagerly awaiting the day
when they can obtain that electric
power. Thirty thousand kilowatts are
not to be sneezed at, even in this day and
time, particularly when our investment
is more than half made, and when the
date of cloture is the first of October
next year, which will be possible of ful-
fillment even with the reduced appro-
priation.

Perhaps it is difficult for the Senator
from Illinois to understand, but we have
repeatedly made it clear that we do not
wish to go further with these projects
than is necessary to fulfill the demands
of the Armed Forces. So far as the
Cocoa project is concerned, the Budget
submitted a request for $2,200,000. The
House cut it to $2,000,000. I read from
page 635 of the Sznate hearings: A

Senator HoLianp. Are you able to say for
the record at this time whether the addi-
tional $200,000 which was cut off by the
House is needed to complete the project?

General CHORPENING., It will not be
needed, sir. We have checked that very care-
fully, and the £2,000,000 will complete this
work.

Senator Horranp. I stand by my state-
ment. On the strength of the statement
made by the engineers that they can com-
plete the work to the guided-missiles base for
£2,000,000, we will not ask for the restora-
tion of the $200,000 I referred to.

In the case of the Jim Woodruff proj-
ect we stood for a reduction of $1,000,-
000, because the engineers stated at the
hearing before the Senate committee
that they would be able to close by Oc~
tober of next year even with the re-
duced funds. Completion of the project
requires clearing of the right-of-way
for the great lake which will be im-
pounded and the reduced funds were to
be applied on that part of the work.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Florida has
expired. :

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield me one
more minute?

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield the Senator
one more minute.

Mr. HOLLAND., I wish the Senator
from Illinois could have attended the
hearings of the House committee and
the Senate committee. He would have
seen the willingness on the part of the
Senators and Representatives from Flor-
ida, and the desire on the part of the
engineers and of the committee mem-
bers as a whole, to try to keep these
projects at a minimum. They are vital
defense projects of great importance.

So far as the intracoastal waterway
is concened, it completes the construec-
tion of the needed 12-foot depth, which
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will allow material to be brought all the
way from Newark, N. J., down to the
guided-missile base. At present it must
be transshipped somewhere up the line,
and loaded on smaller barges.

I am sorry that the Senator from Illi-
nois attacks the only two river-and-har-
bor projects which the State of Florida
has in the bill. Both of them are defense
projects, and with respect to both of
them he undoubtedly has not taken oc-
casion to inform himself, or he would
not have made this attack upon them.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield to me for
the purpose of submitting certain
amendments?

Mr. McEELLAR. I yield.

Mr, CORDON. On behalf of the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. Fercuson] I
am sending to the desk two amendments
intended to be proposed by the Senator
from Michigan for himself and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripnces].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will lie on the table and
be printed.

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time, and
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucras] to the committee amendment
on page 7, line 9. Upon this question the
yeas and nays have been demanded. Is
the demand sufliciently seconded?

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BenToN], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
McFarLanD], and the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. O'MasoNEY] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Kerauver], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Mayeank], and the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are ab-
sent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McMasON] is abzent because of illness.

1 announce further that the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McFarLAnD] is paired
on this vote with the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarrl. If present and voting, the
Senator from Arizona would vote “nay,”
and the Senator from Ohio would vote
“yea'u

I announce also that if present and
voting the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BenToN] would vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr, BUTLER]
is absent because of the death of his
brother.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Camn] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr, Younc] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarL=-
son], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirksen], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lopgel, and the Senators from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr and Mr. BrICKER] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Durr] and the Senator from North Da-

7599

kota [Mr. Lancer] are absent on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. BrickEr] and the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr., Lobge]
would each vote “yea.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator
frcm Arizona [Mr, McFarLanD]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ohio
would vote “yea"” and the Senator from
Arizona would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 56, as follows:

YEAS—22
Alken Hunt Smith, Maine
Brewster Ives Smith, N. J.
Bridzes Jenner Tobey
Douglas Martin Welker
Dworehak Moody Wiley
Ferguson O'Conor Williams
Flanders Robertson
Frear Saltonstall

NAYS—56
Anderson Hickenlooper McKellar
Eennett Hill Millikin
Butler, Md. Hoey Monroney
Capehart Holland Morse
Case Humphrey Mundt
Chavez Johnson, Colo, Murray
Clements Johnson, Tex. Neely
Connally Johnston, 8. C, Nixon
Cordon Eem Pastore
Eastland Eerr Schoeppel
Ecton Kilgore Seaton
Ellender Knowland Smathers
Fulbright Lehman Smith, N. C.
George Long Sparkman
Glllette Magnuson Stennis
Green Malone Thye
Hayden MecCarran Underwood
Hendrickson McCarthy Watkins
Hennings McClellan

NOT VOTING—I18

Benton Dirksen MecPFarland
Bricker Duff McMahon
Butler, Nebr. Eefauver O'Mahoney
Byrd Langer Russell
Cain Lodge Taft
Carlson Maybank Young

So Mr. Doucras’ amendment to the
committee amendment on page 7, line 9,
was rejected.

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment to the same commit-
tee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SmaTHERS in the chair), The clerk will
state the amendment.

The LEecistaTive CLERK. On page 7,
line 9, it is proposed to strike out the
figures “$277,135,600” and substitute the
figures “$285,135,600.”

Mr. GILLETTE. Mr. President, with
reference to this amendment I should
like to say that it is an unusual amend-
ment and that I do not enjoy offering
an amendment which increases an ap-
propriation. However, a very unusual
situation is involved on the Missouri
River at Decatur, Nebr., where a bridge
has been constructed, and where, be-
cause of a change in the channel of the
river the bridge is not useful. Millions
of dollars have been expended on the
construction of the bridge, and it is not
useful, because there are no approaches
to the bridge and no channel under it.
The appropriation recommended by the
committee does not include an amount
of money with which to continue the
work on the Decatur Bridge. The chair-
man of the committee is familiar with
the facts, and I am hopeful that he will
accept the amendment and take it to
conference.
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield me some
time?

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield for a par-
liamentary inquiry?

Mr. GILLETTE, I yield for that pur-

ose,

s Mr. FERGUSON. If the amendment
of the Senator from Iowa is agreed to I
should like to know whether a further
amendment to the item on page 7, line 9,
to strike out $277,135,600 and to insert
in lieu thereof $264,307,500, would be in
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that it would not be in
order unless the vote were reconsidered.

Mr. GILLETTE. I yield 4 minutes to
my distinguished colleague.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, as my colleague has pointed out
the item for this necessary and com-
pletely sensible construction work was
omitted by the committee when it re-
ported the bill to the Senate. A pres-
entation was made to the committee
on behalf of the item, and I believe there
was considerable sentiment in the com-
mittee in favor of inecluding it.

The circumstances are that the nat-
ural, proper, and eventual channel of
the Missouri River runs in a certain con-
tour at or near the town of Decatur,
Nebr. Some years ago, based upon the
plans of the Army engineers and on all
the facts available a bridge was built
over the spot to which the Missouri
River must eventually return if there
is to be any kind of adequate or proper
control of the Missouri River at this
point. It is a part of the integrated plan
for the control of the Missouri River.

This bridee is rather unique in that
it is built over dry land, and at the pres-
ent time the bridge is not of use at all
in crossing the river. So the bridge
stands there unused, simply because the
program upon which construction of the
bridge was based some years ago has not
been carried out.

The work must be done at this point
on the river; it is just a question of time
when it will be done. The river must
be returned to its natural, normal chan-
nel before the river can be properly con-
trolled.

I merely wish to join in urging the
chairman of the committee and the en-
tire committee to support this amend-
ment in conference, because the pres-
ent situation at the bridge is utterly
silly. A bridge costing several million
dollars stands there, inaccessible and en-
tirely unused, although important trade
areas on both sides of the river need to
be able to use the bridge. The work
must be done, and should be done now.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Iowa yield to me?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I believe I understand
this matter. I wish to ask whether the
money required for this purpose will
come out of the funds provided in the
bill to help local communities or States
to rehabilitate their highway systems.
Is the proposed appropriation to be an
outright one, or is it to be based on a
matching arrangement?
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No; I under-
stand it is to be an outright appropria=
tion in connection with river develop-
ment. This item is not in connection
with highway development, although
highway development is an important
incident to it. The river itself must be
returned to its normal, natural channel.

Mr.CHAVEZ. The bill provides funds
for the rehabilitation of highways which
have been destroyed by disastrous floods.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As I under-
stand, this item has nothing to do with
the rehabilitation of highways. It re-
lates solely to river construction work in
that area. Among other things, this
item will be used to put the river back
into its natural channel, with the re-
sult that then the river will go under
this bridge. The regular highway con-
struction by the State government and
the Federal Government will automati-
cally go on thereafter.

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, will my colleague yield additional
time to me?

Mr. GILLETTE., I yield to my col-
league whatever additional time he may
require, provided it is within the time
available to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. GILLETTE. Then I yield to my
colleague 5 minutes, as as much there-
of as he may require,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

senior Senator from Jowa [Mr.
HIicKENLOOFER] Is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, let
me inquire how much the amendment
would add to the appropriations car=
ried by the bill.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. This amend-
ment will increase the appropriations by
$8,000,000.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will that amount
be sufficient to complete the job, or
will it be only partially sufficient?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The $8,000,-
000 will be devoted to work on a par-
ticular section of the river.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the
Senator from Iowa that I am somewhat
familiar with this matter. I now in-
quire whether the Senator from Iowa
expects to have the full amount provided
in this year's appropriation bill, in order
to have the entire project completed,
or whether the amount to be provided
in the appropriation bill this year will be
sufficient to take care of only a part of
the project?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The amount
now reguested is probably more than
sufficient simply to return the river to
its channel; in fact, I believe far less of
an appropriation than this would be re-
quired for that purpose. On the other
hand, it will be necessary to do other
work, up and down the river, in order to
control the river and to prevent it from
washing out; and all that work is in-
cluded in the entire project.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The result would
be to make it possible for the highway
project to be constructed, with the result
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that the bridgze could be used; is that
correct?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. This
work is not to be confined to only one
particular part of the river, but applies
to this entire section of the river.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, the rea-
son for that is that the entire section of
the river must be worked on, in order to
get the river back info its channel.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. The
point I make is that the entire section
must be treated in that way in order
to return the river to its channel and to
make the bridge usable.

Mr. CASE. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Iowa yield to me?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. CASE. Was this project necessi-
tated by a flood?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, in the
long run—floods of some years ago. The
river left its normal, proper channel
some years ago. The Government has
always contemplated returning the river
to its proper channel, as a necessary part
of controlling the river. Based upon that
program, this bridge was built.

Mr. CASE. Have the engineers sub-
mitted this item to the Congress in the
form of an engineering report?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes.

Mr. CASE. Has the project been au-
thorized?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes, it has
been authorized. I believe I am correct
in that.

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

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the junior Senator from
Iowa [Mr. GiLLETTE] to the committee
amendment on page 7, in line 9. (Put-
ting the question.)

The “ayes” seem to have it.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
ask for a division.

The Senate proceeded to divide.

Mr. FERGUSON and Mr. ENOWLAND
asked for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Evi-
dently there is a sufficient number to
second the request for the yeas and nays.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota will state it.

Mr. CASE. Has any understanding
been had as to whether adoption of this
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will preclude the consideration of a
further amendment to the committee
amendment at this point? A while ago
the Senator from Michigan asked that
question. I understand that if the
amount carried at this point in the com-
mittee amendment is now amended, it
will be impossible to amend it further.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Adop-
tion of this amendment to the commit-
tee amendment would preclude the of-
fering of a further amendment to the
committee amendment at this point.

Mr. FERGUSON. In other words, a
further amendment to the original item?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan will state it.

Mr. FERGUSON. Instead of being
able to reduce this figure in the amount
of $12,829,100, as proposed by an amend-
ment which now is at the desk, the pend-
ing amendment to the committee amend-
ment, if adopted, would increase this
item by approximately $8,000,000; is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
pending amendment to the committee
amendment is adopted, that will be cor-
rect.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Has the Chair
stated that the yeas and nays have been
ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair stated that apparently there was
a sufficient second of the request for the
yeas and nays.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.

clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr.President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for a
quorum call be rescinded and that fur-
ther proceedings under the call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from California? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. GiLLETTE]l. The
yeas and nays having been ordered, the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BENTON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Byrpl, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Caavezl, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. ConnaLLY], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McFarLaND], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHoNEY], and the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN]
are absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Keravuver], the Senator from South Car-
olina [Mr. Mayeank]l, and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManon] is absent because of illness.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr,. BuTLER]
is absent beecause of the death of his
brother.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cain] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL=-
son], the Senator from Illinois [Mr,
Dirksen], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Looce], and the Senators from
Ohio [Mr., Tarr and Mr. BRICKER] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Durr] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. LanceEr] are absent on official
business.

The
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The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MarTin] and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker], the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martinl, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lobpce], and the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Tarr] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 48, as follows:

YEAS—24
Alken Hickenlooper Long
Capehart Hill Malone
Clements Humphrey McCarran
Eastland Hunt Mundt
Ecton Joh:ason, Colo, Murray
Ellender Johnston, 8. C. Neely
George Eerr Seaton
Gillette Lehman Smith, N, C.

NAYS—48
Anderson Hennings Nixon
Bennett Hoey O'Conor
Brewster Holland Pastore
Bridges Ives Robertson
Butier, Md. Jenner Saltonstall
Case Johnson, Tex. Smathers
Cordon Eem BSmith, Malne
Douglas Kilgore Smith, N, J.
Dworshak Enowland Btennis
Ferguson Magnuson Thye
Flanders McCarthy Tobey
Frear McClellan Underwood
Fulbright Millikin Watkins
Green Monroney ‘Welker
Hayden Moody Wiley
Hendrickson  Morse ‘Willlams

NOT VOTING—24

Benton Dirksen McKellar
Bricker Duff MecMahon
Butler, Nebr, EKefauver O'Mahoney
Byrd Langer Russell
Cain Lodge Schoeppel
Carlson Martin Sparkman
Chavez Maybank Taft
Connally McFarland Young

So Mr. GILLETTE's amendment to the
committee amendment was rejected.

ELIMINATION OF AUTHORITY CF
INTERNATIONAL MATERIALS CON=-
FERENCE FROM DEFENSE FRO-
DUCTION ACT—AMENDMENT TO
H. R. 8210
Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have

just been informed that the House,

through the Sadlak—Republican, Con-
necticut—amendment has climinated the
authority of the International Materials

Conference from the Defense Production

Act by a vote of 162 to 102, and I want to

congratulate the House on its common-

sense action.
RECOGNIZING INTERNATIONAL MATERIALS
CONFERENCE
The Fulbright—Democrat, Arkansas—
amendment to the Senate Dezfense Pro-
duction Act recognized the International

Materials Conference—a creature of the

State Department—as the official body

to divide the available markets and pro-

duction between the nations of the
world on the basis of need.
DIVIDE OUR MARKETS AND PRODUCTION

The objective of distributing the pro-
duction and employment of this Nation
among the countries of the world on the
basis of need is accomplished through
the simple expedient of allocating or
withholding the necessary materials for
manufacturing and processing to the in-
dividuals, companies, or corporations in
this Nation.

7601

HOUSE AMENDMENT

The amendment offered by Mr. Sap-
rak and adopted by the House fo sec-
tion 101 of the Defense Production Act
of 1950, as amended, is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following:

When all requirements for the natlonal
defense, for the stockpiling of critical and
strategic materials, and for military assist-
ance to any foreign nation authorized by
any act of Congress have been met through
allocations and priorities it shall be the pol-
icy of the United States to encourage the
maximum supply of raw materials for the
civillan economy, including small business,
thus increasing employment opportunities
and minimizing inflatlonary pressures. No
authority granted under this act may be used
to limit the domestic consumption of any
material in order to restrict total United
States consumption to an amount fixed by
the International Materials Conference,

ESSENCE OF AMENDMENT

Sadlak, of Connecticut, amendment—
adopted by a teller vote of 162 to 102—
denies authority to limit the domestic
consumption of any material in order to
restrict total United States consumption
to an amount fixed by the International
Materials Conference after meeting re-
quirements of national defense, stock-
piling, and military assistance to foreign
nations,

A SADISTIC BRAINSTORM OF THE STATE
DEPARTMENT

Mr. President, the International Ma-
terials Conference—a sadistic brainstorm
of the State Department—designed to
take the place of the ill-fated Inter-
national Trade Organization to distrib-
ute the markets and production of this
Nation with the low living standard
countries of the world.

THREE~-PART, 19-YEAR-OLD PROGRAM

The administration’'s 3-part, 19-year-
old program to destroy the workingman
and investors through the division of the
markets and production of this Nation
moved a step nearer realization through
Senate approval of the International
Materials Conference, the third part of
the program.

HOUSE TO BE COMMENDED

The House is to be commended for
their refusal to put into the hands of
the low wage living standard nations of
Europe and Asia the power to arbitrarily
control the production and to divide the
markets of this Nation.

The first two parts of the 19-year pro-
gram to destroy the American working-
man and investors are the 1934 Recipro-
cal Trades Act—free trade—and the
continued foreign aid starting with
lend-lease and UNRRA to the Marshall
plan, ECA, point 4, and mutual security,
to make up the trade balance deficits
until such time as our markets can be
divided with the nations of the world.

CIVIL. FUNCTIONS, DEPARTMENT
OF THE ARMY APPROPRIATIONS,
1953
The Senate resumed the consideration

of the bill (H. R. 7268) making appro-

priations for civil functions adminis-
tered by the Department of the Army

for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953,

and for other purposes.
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Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I call
up an amendment which I offer on be-
half of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Bripces] and myself, on page
7, line 9, of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Michigan and the
Senator from New Hampshire.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page T, line 9, it
is proposed to strike out “$277,135,600"
and insert in lieu thereof “$264,307,500."”

Mr. FERGUSON, Mr, President, the
reason why I am offering this particular
amendment is that we understand the
reduction could be imposed by the Corps
of Engineers. While the figure involved
is a small one, the total figure for rivers
and harbors in the budget estimate is
$293,675,000, If we reduce the item 10
percent, $29,367,500, it leaves an item of
$264,307,500.

The committee has recommended for
this particular item $277,135,600. If we
take away 10 percent of the budget esti-
mate, there would be a reduction of

$12,828,100.
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield.

Mr, CASE. As I understand, there is
a companion amendment which will be
offered later to the section of the bill
dealing with fiood control.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct.

Mr. CASE. What the two amend-
ments would do would be to accomplish
a 10-percent reduction in this item of the
bill—

Mr. FERGUSON. The next amend-
ment will cover flood control.

Mr. CASE. The reduction proposed at
this time, plus the reduction to be pro-
posed with reference to flood control,
will accomplish approximately a 10-per-
cent reduction in the total bill?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes. It is 10 per-
cent below the budget estimate.

Mr. CASE. There are two essential
differences between this amendment and
the amendment heretofore offered by the
Senator from Michigan and the Senator
from New Hampshire. The other
amendment which has already been
voted down would not have taken into
account the $45,000,000 by which the bill
is already below the budget estimate.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct.

Mr. CASE. But it would have added
an additional 10-percent cut?

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct.

Mr. CASE. Instead of recommitting
the bill to the committee and asking the
committee to wrestle with making re-
ductions, we leave it in the hands of the
engineers to apply the amount provided
for the project program by the commit-
tee, making the application of the reduc-
tion as they see fit.

Mr. FERGUSQON. That is correct. In
effect, it amounts to a 5-percent reduc-
tion below the committee’s figures, and
it would be the duty of the Engineers to
reduce the items they believe can be re-
duced. In other words, they would be
the experts to apply the reductions.

Mr. CASE. In that case, they would
take into consideration the unobligated
balance on any particular project, or the
state of its progress, or the necessity of
applying the funds where a contractor
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had his equipment in place, or whatever
the consideration might be.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct. If
a certain amount of money would com-
plete the project, they could complete
the project. They would be the judge.
The amount involved is so small that it
can be done without harming the proj-
ects, but in the total it amounts to a con-
siderable sum.

Mr. CASE., It seems to me that if a
further reduction is desired above the
approximately 5-percent reduction al-
ready accomplished, this is a better way
to do it than it would be to throw the
bill back into the hands of the commit-
tee, particularly in view of the crowded
schedule the committee has.

Mr, FERGUSON. If we sent the bill
back to the committee we could not get
away from Washington in the early part
of July.

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

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. Idesire to make it per-
fectly clear, in line with the questions
asked by the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. Casel, that what it is now
proposed to do is to transfer the respon-
sibility from the Senate Committee on
Appropriations to the Corps of Engi-
neers,

Mr. McKELLAR. That is precisely
what is being done.

Mr, FERGUSON. That is correet.

Mr. HAYDEN. On the committee we
exercised our best judgment and passed
upon the items, after careful considera-
tion and careful hearings. Now we are
asked to brush all that aside and say
that the Corps of Engineers shall exer-
cise its judgment regardless of what the
committee has done.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
have very little to say except that I think
the amendment should be rejected,
‘There has been two efforts to cut the ap-
propriation.

This is the same amendment which
was before the committee, and the
committee, after taking testimony of
several hundred witnesses, passed upon
it. Now, as the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN] so well stated a moment
ago, to turn over authority to the Engi-
neers to apply the proposed reduction, is
something that is inconceivable, to me,
Why should we give to the Corps of Engi-
neers—a very splendid body of men, by
the way—the right to legislate? That is
what we shall be doing if the Senate
agrees to this amendment.

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

Mr., McEKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. CORDON. It is a fact, however,
is it not, that in the full committee, the
motion of the Senator from California
[Mr. ENowLanD] to reduce the appro=-
priation was lost by a tie vote?

Mr. McKELLAR. That is my recol-
lection. It was a close vote. But that
does not reach the real question. The
real question is: Shall the Senate turn
down its own committee and turn over
the power which has been exercised by
the committee to the Corps of Engineers,
giving them the right to legislate? I do
not think there is any reason for that.
We voted down amendments to cut the
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appropriation, and I think we should
stick by our action.

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one more question?

Mr, McKELLAR. Certainly.

Mr. CORDON. It is true, is it not,
that while the committee does exercise
its independent judgment—and I am
happy to say it does—the net result is
that more than 68 percent of the items
set forth in the report are furnished to
the committee by the Corps of Engi-
neers?

Mr. McEELLAR. It is a very large
percentage, of course. We take the tes-
timony of the Corps of Engineers, and,
after taking it, the committee exercises
its own judgment, just as I am asking
the Senate now to exercise its own
judgment and vote down this pending
amendment. I think it should be voted
down.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I frankly think
this would amount to a 3.6 percent cut
on the whole bill.

Mr. CORDON. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senate
wishes to make a cut of that character,
let us make it clear across the board,
and not abdicate our judgment or re-
sponsibility as to where public funds
shall be spent. Let us make it a per=-
centage cut clear across the board on
every project if we are to make a further
reduction in this bill,

Mr. FERGUSON. The reason for not
doing so is that there are included in
the bill some projects which could be
completed with the specified amounts
of money. An across-the-board cut
would prevent completion by a minor
sum of money, and economic losses
would result.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Certainly, and the
committee has exercised its best judg-
ment on those projects and has recom=
mended appropriations in specifie
amounts,

I am unwilling now to start a proce-
dure of turning the matter back to the
Corps of Engineers and saying, “Take
the money and do as you wish with it.”

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, how
much time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan has 4 minutes.

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield 4 minutes
to the Senator from Oregon,

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I rise
to support the amendment offered by
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. FEgR-
cuson]. I call attention to the fact
that the only criticism made here is
that the cut is in the nature of a blanket
reduction. I remind the Senate that
the only material reductions which
have been made in appropriations by
Congress in the last 10 years have been
by blanket cuts. That is the only way
we have ever made reductions. I call
attention to the fact that in the last
2 years, since Korea, the only reductions
have been made by blanket cuts.

The proposed reduction is only the
small amount of $12,000,000 out of $277,-
000,000, with respect to which there is
any discretion at all placed in the Corps
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of Engineers; and the Corps of Engi-
neers has for its guidance a list of proj-
ects which the committee in its report
has recommended to the Senate. If
that is not guidance enough, where in
the name of common sense could it be
found? I hope some reduction will be
made.

Mr, McKELLAR, Following the line
of reasoning of the Senator from Oregon,
we might as well turn over the full
amount to the Corps of Engineers and
tell them to allocate it according to their
best judgment. If the Senate proposes
to have $12,000,000 allocated in that way,
why not let the whole $600,000,000 be
allocated in similar fashion? I do not
see the force of the Senator’'s reasoning
on thai point.

Be that as it may, following the sug-
gestion would likely result in upsetting
all the committee has done. We do not
know where the Corps of Engineers
would make cuts. They might eliminate
a project in—TI almost said Rhode Island,
but I do not think Rhode Island is
included.

Mr. GREEN. The committee did not
give Rhode Island a red cent.

Mr. McKELLAR. The Corps of Engi-
neers might eliminate projects in Lou-
isiana, Georgia, Illinois, Michigan, or
some other State. They might eliminate
a project such as the one at Keokuk,
Iowa, as to which a splendid showing for
relief was mad® and the committee
granted funds for that purpose. Some-
one on the Corps of Engineers might
think, “We ought to take the money away
from Iowa and Illinois”—both of which
States are concerned—“and put it some-
where else.”

Mr. President, that course should not
be followed, and I hope the amendment
will be rejected.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, have
I any time left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan has 1 minute
remaining.

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield 1 minute to
the distinguished Senator from Oregon.

Mr. CORDON. I call attention again
to the fact that nowhere in the bill at
this time is there an allocation of any
of the money in this item. A single
figure has been set up for the guidance
of the Corps of Engineers, and there is
an itemized list. The Engineers are not
bound by it. There is no legal require-
ment that they follow it. It is simply
for their guidance, and it will remain for
their guidance. If the Senate takes the
step proposed, it will mean that $12,000,-
000 will be available which will not have
to be applied as we have requested if the
Engineers may think otherwise,

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

Mr. CORDON. I am sorry; I have
only half a minute.

The fact is there is no difference be-
tween a situation which might arise if
the amendment were adopted and a situ-
ation which might exist if it were not
adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr, Fereuson]l, for himself and
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the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripgesl, to the committee amendment.

Mr. FERGUSON. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
ANDERSON], the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr, BENTON], the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr, Byrpl, the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. McFarLanD], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. O’Conor], and the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]
are absent on official business,

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KerFauver], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. MayBaNK], and the Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr, RusseLL] are ab=-
sent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManon] is absent because of illness.

I announce that on this vote the Sen-
ator from Arizona [Mr. McFARLAND] is

paired with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. °

Tarr]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Arizona would vote “na:,” and
the Senator from Ohio would vote “yea.”

I announce also that if present and
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
O'Conor] would vote “yea.”

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER]
is absent because of the death of his
brother,

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cain] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr, Younc] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirRgseN], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. LopGe], and the Senators from
Ohio [Mr. TaFrr and Mr. BRICKER] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Durr] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. LanGer] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] is detained on official busi-
ness,

If present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Bricker], the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs], and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopge]
would each vote “yea ”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. TarT] is paired with the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. MCcFarRLAND], If
present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Arizona would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 30, as follows:

YEAS—317
Alken Hendrickson  Mundt
Bennett Hickenlooper Nixon
Brewster Hoey Robertson
Bridges Hunt Saltonstall
Butler, Md. Ives Seaton
Capehart Jenner Smathers
Case Kem Smith, Maine
Cordon Knowland Smith, N. J,
Douglas Martin ‘Welker
Dworshak McCarthy Wiley
Ecton Millikin Williams
Ferguson Moody
Frear Morse

NAYS—38
Chavez Ellender Green
Clements Fulbright Hayden
Connally George Hennings
Eastiand Gillette Hill
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Holland Magnuson Schoeppel
Humphrey Malone Smith, N. C.
Johneon, Colo, McCarran Sparkman
Johnson, Tex. McClellan Stennis
Johnston, 8. C. McKellar Thye
Kerr Monroney Tohey
Kilgore Murray Underwood
Lehman Neely Wackins
Long Pastore

NOT VOTING—21
Anderson Dirksen McFarland
Benton Duff McMahon
Bricker Flanders O'Conor
Butler, Nebr. Kefauver O'Mahoney
Byrd Langer Russell
Cain Lodge Taft
Carlson Maybank Young

So the amendment offered by Mr. FEr-
cuson for himself and Mr. Brinces to the
committee amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SmaTHERS in the chair). The question
is on agreeing to the committee amend-
ment, as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the next committee
amendment.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Flood control,” on page 8, after
line 18, to strike out:

EXAMINATION, SURVEY, PLANNING, AND OTHER
STUDY FROGRAMS

For engineering and economic investiga-
tions of proposed flood-control projects, in-
cluding preliminary examinations and sur-
veys; formulating plans and preparing de-
slgns and specifications for authorized flood-
control projects or parts thereof prior to ap-
propriations for construction of such projects
or parts; for printing, either during a recess
or session of Congress, of surveys authorized
by law, and such surveys as may be printed
during a recess of Congress shall be printed,
with illustrations, as documents of the next
succeeding session of Congress; to remain
avallable until expended #1,215,000: Pro-
vided, That no part of this appropriation
shall be expended in the conduct of activi-
ties which are not authorized by law: Pro-
vided further, That the expenditure of funds
for completing the necessary surveys and
plans and specifications shall not be con-
strued as a commitment of the Government
to the construction of any project.

CONSTRUCTION

For construction of authorized flood-con-
trol projects or parts thereof and for other
related activities as may be authorized by
law, to remain available until expended
$206,017,400,

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

For operation and maintenance of existing
flood-control projects or parts thereof and of
other related activities, as authorized by law,
$6,000,000: Provided, That funds appropri-
ated herein may be used for flood-control
work on the Salmon River, Alaska, as au-
thorized by law.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

Flood control, general: For expenses neces-
sary for the construction and maintenance
of certain public works on rivers and harbors
for flood control, and for other purposes, in
accordance with the provisions of the Flood
Control Act approved June 22, 1936, as
amended and supplemented, including pre-
liminary examinations, surveys, and contin-
gencies in connection with flood control,
$204,077,200: Provided, That funds appropri-
ated herein may be used for flocd-control
work on the Salmon Rlver, Alaska, as au-
thorized by law: Provided jfurther, That
funds appropriated herein may be used to
execute detailed surveys and prepare plans
and specifications necessary for the construc-
tion of flood-control projects heretofore or
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hereafter authorized or for flood-control
projects considered for selection in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 4 of the
Flood Control Act approved June 28, 1838,
and section 8 of the Flood Control Act ap=
proved August 18, 1941 (65 Stat. 638) : Pro=-
vided further, That the expenditure of funds
for completing the necessary surveys shall
not to be construed as a commitment of the
Government to the construction of any proj=-
ect: Provided further, That $125,000 of the
funds appropriated herein may be used for
providing a suitable access road and bridge
from the town of Blum, Tex. to the Guif,
Colorado & Santa Fe Railroad station, relo-
cated in connection with the construction of
the Whitney Dam and Reservoir project:
Provided further, That not to exceed $250,000
of the funds appropriated herein may be ex-
pended for providing a suitable access road
from United States Highway 70 north to the
bridge built upon and across the Center Hill
Dam in DeEalb County, Tenn.: Provided
Jurther, That not more than $40,000 of the
amount herein appropriated shall be avall-
able for expenditure, in addition to funds
heretofore made available for the Garrison
Dam and Reservoir project on the Missouri
River, to pay to lawful occupants of proper=
ties within the towns of Elbowoods, Sanish,
and Van Hook, M. Dak., for their improve-
ments which will be rendered useless by the
construction of the project, but for which
compensation may not be made under exist-
ing law because of the occupants’ limited
right of occupancy: Provided further, That
payment in each case shall be limited to the
fair value of the improvements, or the cost
of moving such improvements to the site of
the new combined town whichever is less, as
determined by the Secretary of the Army:
Provided further, That funds appropriated
shall not be expended for the payment of
business losses or other losses incident to the
acquisition of lands for this project.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk which
I ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment to the
amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 10, line 5,
it is proposed to strike out “$294,077,200™
and insert “$294,777,200.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr., President,
the amendment seeks to restore $700,000
to the appropriation for flood control,
general, and would provide $500,000 for
the Louisville flood wall and $200,000
for the Maysville flood wall. This addi-
tional sum would provide the full budg-
et estimate for construction, which was
$4,500,000 for the Louisville project and
$1,000,000 for the Maysville project.

The pumping facilities have been au-
thorized and they will have to be in-
stalled. The only question is whether
their installation should be put off for 6
months, It would simply retard con-
struction for which other funds have al-
ready been appropriated.

I should like very much to have the
chairman of the committee take to con-
ference this amendment to the commit-
tee amendment, and see whether he can
have this item restored, for its elimina-
tion would not save a dime; it would
simply delay for 6 months the construc-
tion of the pumping facilities which are
needed at once.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
wonder whether the Senator from Ken-
tucky will be willing to withhold for a
moment his amendment to the commit-
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tee amendment, for the reason that un-
der the ruling of the Chair, since we are
now dealing with the committee amend-
ment, if any alteration is made to in-
crease the figure, subsequent amend-
ments to reduce the total amount of the
figure would not be in order.

I should like to submit to the commit-
tee amendment an amendment to reduce
the appropriation by $20,000,000. Judg-
ing by the votes which have been had in
the Senate this afternoon, I do not ex-
pect the amendment to the committee
amendment to be adopted; but at least
I should like to have an opportunity to
offer it.

Thereafter, regardless of the action
taken on my amendment to the com-
mittee amendment, the amendment of
the eminent junior Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. UnpErWwoon] to the commit-
tee amendment would still be in order.

So I wonder whether the Senator from
Kentucky will withhold his amendment
to the committee amendment until I can
submit mine,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Before doing so,
I should like to inquire of the Chair
whether the statement of the parlinmen-
tary situation which has been made by
the Senator from Illinois is in accord-
ance with the Chair’s understanding?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that the Senator from
Illinois has correctly stated the parlia=-
mentary situation.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I
did not question in any way the accuracy
of the Senator from Illinois, but I did
not know exactly what would be the sit-
uation of the various amendments in
connection with this committee amend-
ment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, to use
an analogy which I am sure the Senator
from Kentucky will appreciate, let me
say that in obtaining information on
such points, it is always wise to get it
“out of the horse’s mouth.” [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from EKentucky yield to me?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Bringes] has, in
connection with the same item, an
amendment calling for a reduction of
$11,976,700. I wonder whether I may
persuade the Senator from Illinois to
join us in submitting that amendment
to the committee amendment. By his
reference to the way the votes have been
going he has indicated that we should
try to have this amendment to the com-
mittee amendment adopted.

Mr. DOUGLAS. First, I should like to
try to have the Senate adopt to the com-
mittee amendment an amendment call-
ing for a reduction of $20,000,000, If that
amendment to the committee amend-
ment should be rejected, then perhaps
we should attempt to have the Senate
agree to make a cut in the amount of
$11,000,000.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, if
I withhold for the time being my
amendment to the committee amend-
ment, in order to permit other Senators
to submit amendments calling for re-
ductions in the amount proposed to be
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appropriated, could we agree to a limita-
tion regarding the number of such
amendments which would be called up
before my amendment to the commit-
tee amendment was reached? In other
words, I do not wish to have to wait
all afterncon to submit my amendment
to the committee amendment.

So, Mr. President, let me inquire
whether by means of obtaining unani-
mous consent to that effect, my amend-
ment the committee amendment
could be accepted by the chairman of
the committee, without precluding the
offering of the other amendments to
the committee amendment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, so
far as I am concerned, I have no ob-
jection. However, I do not commit my-
self at all as to what will be done in con-
ference.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I thank the
chairman of the committee very much.

Mr. President, can my amendment to
the committee amendment be accepted
now, by unanimous consent, without af-
fecting the right of other Senators to
submit, to the committee amendment,
amendments proposing curtailments in
the amounts proposed to be appro-
priated?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that if the Senator from
Kentucky will withhold his amendment
to the committee amendment until the
Senate has disposed of-amendments by
which reductions are sought to be made
in the amount carried by the commit-
tee amendment, then the chairman of
the committee will be able to do what
he has indicated he will do, namely, ac-
cept the amendment submitted by the
Senator from Kentucky to the commit-
tee amendment.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, Mr. Pres-
ident, I withhold my amendment to the
committee amendment.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr, President, at
this time I wish to offer to the commit-
tee amendment on page 10, in line 5, an
amendment to strike out *$284,077,200”
and to substitute for that amount “274,-
077,200,” proposing in effect, a reduction
of $20,000,000. However, in view of the
reception which has been accorded in the
Senate this afternoon to previous at-
tempts to have cuts made in the appro-
priation items, I shall now withdraw that
amendment to the committee amend-
ment, and join the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr, Fercuson], and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. BripGes], in
the amendment they propose to the com-
mittee amendment, although their
amendment would make a smaller re-
duction in the appropriation than would
my amendment.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, on
behalf of my colleagues, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr., BRIDGES],
and the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras], and myself, I now call up the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment, on page 10, in line 5.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment to the committee amend-
ment will be stated.

The LecISLATIVE CLERK, In the com-
mittee amendment on page 10, in line 5,



1952

it is proposed to strike out “$294,077,200"
and insert in lieu thereof “$282,100,500."”

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
shall not debate extensively this amend-
ment to the committee amendment. It
relates to the flood-control item which
previously has been discussed. A total
sum for flood confrol is carried at this
point in the committee amendment, and
the report contains a list of items by
which the engineers are to be guided.

The amount of the budget estimate for
all these flood-control items, less the
amount for an emergency item—our
amendment to the committee amend-
ment does not affect or touch the emer=-
gency item—is $313,445,000. Ten per-
cent of that amount would be $31,344,-
500, leaving a total of $282,100,500, which
is the amount which would be included
at this point in the committee amend-
ment as a result of the cut we are pro-
posing.

The committee’s recommendation was
$294,077,200, and the amount which
would be appropriated as the result of
the making of the cut we propose would
be $282,100,500. In other words, the
cut we propose would result in making
an additional reduction, beyond that
made by the committee, of $11,976,700
which is about 4% percent below the
committee’s recommendation.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr, President, a
similar amendment was offered in the
case of the rivers and harbors appropria-
tion item.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct,
but it lost by one vote.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; it lost by one
vote.

Mr, FERGUSON. Ihope that at least
one Member of the Senate will change
his vote in this case, so that this amend-
ment to the committee amendment will
be adopted.

Mr. McKELLAR, Then let us vote
now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment submitted by the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. FErcuson], on behalf of
himself, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Bripgesl, and the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas] to the com=
mittee amendment on page 10, line 5.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, on
this question I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
BenToN], the Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Byrpl, the Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumpHREY], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. McFarLAND], and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHONEY] are absent
on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE-
FAUVER], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Mayeank]l, and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusserLL] are absent
by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
McMaron] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY] i3
paired on this vote with the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker]l, If present
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and voting, the Senator from Minnesota
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Ohio would vote “yea.”

I announce also that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. McFarLAND] is paired on
this vote with the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarrl. If present and voting, the
Senator from Arizona would vote “nay,”
fmd the Senator from Ohio would vote
ayea_u

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
ButLER] is absent because of the death
of his brother,

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
Camv] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr, CARL-
sonl, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
DirksgN], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lopce] and the Senators from
Ohio [Mr, Tarr and Mr. BRICKER] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Durr] and the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr, LaNGER] are absent on official
business,

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes], the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. ButLer], and the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpers] are detained on
official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Brinces], the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLEr],

‘the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.

LopnGe] end the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Franpers] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Bricker] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio would vote “yea” and the Senator
from Minnesota would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. TarT] is paired with the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McFarLAND]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ohio
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Arizona would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 30,
nays 44, as follows:

YEAS—30
Alken Hendrickson O’Conor
Bennett Hoey Robertson
Erewster Ives Saltonstall
Capehart Jenner Smith, Maine
Cordon Knowland Smith, N, J.
Douglas Martin ‘Tobsy
Dworshak Millikin Watking
Ecton Moody Welker
Ferguson Morse Wiley
Frear Nixon Willlams

NAYS—44
Anderson Holland McKellar
Case Hunt Monroney
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Mundt
Clements Johnson, Tex. Murray
Connally Johnston, 8. C., Neely
Eastland Eem Pastore
Ellender Eerr Schoeppel
Fulbright Kilgore Seaton
George Lehman Smathers
Gilllette Long Smith, N. O,
Green Magnuson Sparkman
Hayden Malone Stennis
Hennings McCarran Thye
Hickenlooper McCarthy Underwood
Hill MecClellan

NOT VOTING—22

Benton Butler, Nebr., Dirksen
Bricker Byrd Duff
Bridges Cain Flanders
Butler, Md. Carlson Humphrey
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Kefauver McFarland Taft
Langer McMahon Young
Lodge O'Mahoney

Maybank Russell

So the amendment to the committee
amendment offered by Mr. FErRcUsonN for
himself, Mr, BrRipges, and Mr, DOUGLAS,
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from EKentucky is recognized.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, in
connection with my amendment. I
should like to renew my request that the
chairman take it to conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ken-
tucky will be restated, for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 10, line 5, it
is proposed to strike out “$294,077,200”
and insert “$294,777,200.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I renew my re-
quest.

Mr. McEELLAR. So far asIam con-
cerned, I am willing to take the amend-
ment to conference, with the under-
standing that we do not thereby commit
ourselves in any way.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. This amend-
ment proposes to restore the $500,000
which was cut from the appropriation
for the Louisville flood wall, and to re=-
store the $200,000 for the Maysville flood
wall. Nineteen million dollars has al-
ready been spent on the Louisville flood
wall, and $4,500,000 has been provided
in this bill for the flood wall. However,
the money for the pump and the pump-
ing installation, which is absolutely nec=
essary and which was authorized, was
eliminated. It was explained at the
time action was taken, that the reduc-
tion in the appropriation would only
postpone installation of the pumps for
6 months. It would not represent a
permanent saving, since the pumps are
an absolutely necessary part of a proj-
ect upon which $23,000,000 has already
been spent. It would merely postpone
the installation of the pumps. The
pumps are absolutely necessary at this
time.

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

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. I personally am
not going to ask for the yeas and nays,
nor am I going to vote against this
amendment, but I do want to suggest to
the chairman that I hope the conference
will be able to find and to take from other
appropriations in the bill $500,000 to
cover this item, in order that the bill
may not be increased by this amount.

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

Mr. UNDERWOOD., I yield fo the
Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Do I correctly un-
derstand that this is for pumps to be
installed inside the project, for the pur-
pose of pumping the water over when
the gates are closed?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct;
and the pumps are absolutely necessary.



7606

Mr. CAPEHART. Therefore, it would
be impossible to have a levee without
such an arrangement. Is that correct?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is
entirely correct. It is absolutely essen-
tial.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the amendment of the
Senator from Eentucky [(Mr. UNDER=-
woon] to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr., SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President,
since we are on the flood-control section
of the bill, I should like to ask the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, who is in charge of the bill,
a question. The report, insofar as it
pertains to the $10,000,000 item I have
in mind, has this notation on page 21:

An appropriation of £10,000,000 is recom=-
mended for flood-control works in connec-
tion with the Tuftle Creek Reservoir, Big
Blue River, Kans., with the understanding
that the dam will be operated as a dry dam,
without either power or recreational features,

T want to say to the able Senator from
Tennessee that I thoroughly agree with
the statement in the report, but I want
to make doubly sure that there will e
no conservation pool back of the dam or
a head of water that will be used for
navigation. There has been some con-
troversy about the extent of inundation
of lands back of the reservoir. If the
statement set forth in the report is ad-
hered to, it will meet practiecally all the
objections which have been manifested
in that area. I want to be doubly sure
that there is to be no conservation pool
or head of water to be utilized for navi-
gation purposes.

Mr. McKELLAR. We were assured
that it would be used purely for a pool to
catch the waters and let them out when
it is dry below, and keep the waters high
only when there is a wet spell.

Mr. SCHOEFPEL. If I correctly un-
derstand the able Senator——

Mr. McEELLAR. I do not know that
I have stated it properly, but it is nothing
but a pool; it is not for navigation and
not for power. It is purely to catch the
waters, as I have stated.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. The type of con-
struction was to be such that it could
be constructed as quickly as possible,
consistent with the capacity of the river
below the dam when the water im-
pounded there was to be let out.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is correct.

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

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. Ithink I have the same
understanding as the Senator has, that
the primary purpose of the dam was to
take the peak off the flood so it could not
do damage to the lands below the dam;
but the channel below was to be kept
full of water continuously. The idea
was to take the peak of the flood off and
let the water down as quickly as possible
after that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment, as amended.
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The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the next committee
amendment.

The next amendment was, on page 11,
after line 19, to strike out:

EMERGENCIES

For rescue work and for repair, restora=
tion, or maintenance of any flood-control
work threatened or destroyed by flood in
accordance with section 210 of the Flood
Control Act of 1960 (33 U. 8. C. 701n),
$8,000,000, to remain avallable until ex-
pended.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

Flood control, general, emergencies: For
rescue work and for repair, restoration, or
maintenance of any flood-control work
threatened or destroyed by flood in accord=-
ance with section 210 of the Flood Control
Act of 1850 (Public Law 516, approved May
17, 1950, 33 U. 8. C. 701n), $8,000,000, to
remain avallablé until expended.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 12,
after line 6, to strike out:

ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of general admin-
istration and related functions in the Office
of the Chief of Engineers; for expenses of
the California Débris Commission in carrying
on the work authorized by the act approved
March 1, 1893, as amended (33 U. 8. C. 661,
678, and 683); for expenses of the Board of
Engineers for rivers and harbors; for ex-
penses of the Beach Erosion Board; for mis-
cellaneous inspections, issuance of permits,
harbor lines, commercial statistics and con-
tingencies, §3,008,000: Provided, That not to
exceed $1,665,000 shall be available for the
services of such civilian personnel as the
Secretary of the Army may deem necessary
to be employed in the Office of the Chief of
Engineers, to carry into effect the various ap-
propriations for rivers and harbors and flood
control, surveys, and preparation for and the
consideration of river and harbor and flood-
control estimates and bills: Provided further,
That not to exceed $5,000 of the amount
herein appropriated shall be avallable for the
support and maintenance of the Permanent
International Commission of the Congresses
of Navigation and for the payment of the
expenses of the properly accredited delegates
of the United States to the meeting of the
Congresses and of the Commission.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Appropriations to the Corps of Engineers
shall be available for the purchase of not to
exceed 200 passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only in the current fiscal year and
hire of passenger motor vehicles and purchasa
of one motor boat (to be acquired from sur=
plus stock where practicable) and the main-
tenance, repair, and operation of aircraft;
the various appropriations for the Corps of
Engineers may be used for examination of
estimates of appropriations in the field; not
to exceed $150,000 shall be available for the
employment of consultants as authorized by
law (56 U. 8. C. 55a, Public Law 516, 8lst
Cong.); the reservoir formed by the Blakely
Mountain Dam, Ark, shall hereafter be
deslgnated as “Lake Ouachita,” and the reser-
voir formed by the Narrows Dam, Ark., shall
hereafter be designated as “Lake Greeson,”

FLoop CoNTROL, Mississippl RIVER AND
TRIBUTARIES
CONSTRUCTION
For construction of flcod-control works or
parts thereof and for other related activities
in accordance with the provisions of the
Flood Control Act, approved May 15, 1928,
as amended (83 U. 8. C. 702a), $44,335,000.
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MAINTENANCE
For expenses necessary for maintenance
of flood-control works or parts thereof and
other related activities in accordance with
the provisions of the Flood Control Act, ap-
proved May 15, 1928, as amended (33 U. 8. C.
702a), $14,827,000.
EMERGENCIES
For rescue work and for repair or main-
tenance of any flood-control work on any
tributaries of the Mississippl River threat-
ened or destroyed by flood, in accordance
with section 9 of the Flood Control Act, ap-
proved June 15, 1936 (33 U. 8. C. 702g-1),
$250,000.
ADMINISTRATION
For necessary expenses of general admin-
istration and related functions in the Cffice
of the Chief of Engineers, $193,000.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

Flood control, Mississippl River and tribu-
taries: For expenses necessary for prosecut=
ing work of flocd control in accordance with
the provisions of the Flood Control Act, ap-
proved May 15, 1928, as amended (33 U. 8. C.
702a), $62,020,000.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 14,
after line 23, to insert:

Flood control on tributaries of Mississippl
River, emergencies: For rescue work and for
repair or maintenance of any flood-control
work on any tributaries of the Mississippl
River threatened or destroyed by flood, in
accordance with section 9 of the Flood Con-
trol Act, approved June 15, 1936 (33 U. 8. C,
702g-1), $500,000.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 15,
after line 4, to strike out:
SacrRAMENTO RIVER, Canir,
For prosecuting work of flood control,
Bacramento River, Calif., in accordance with
the provisions of the act approved March 1,

1617, as amended (33 U. S. C. 703, 704; 50
Stat. 849; 556 Stat. 638-651), $1,000,000.

And in lieu thereof, to insert:

Flood control, Sacramento River, Calif.:
For prosecuting work of flood control, S8acra=
mento River, Calif., in accordance with the
provisions of the act approved March 1, 1917,
as amended (33 U. 8. C. 703, 704; 50 Stat.
849; 55 Stat. 638-651), $1,000,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the clerk’s desk,
which I wish to call up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment of the
Senator from Oklahoma.

The CrIer CLERK. On page 15, after
line 14, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Two percent of the funds appropriated
herein for flood control shall be transferred
to the Secretary of Agriculture for use in
accordance with the Flood Control Act, ap=
proved June 22, 1936 (Public Law 738), as
amended and supplemented, on authorized
projects for construction of flood-prevention
works in accordance with the provisiops of
laws relating to the activities of the Depart=
ment of Agriculture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would say to the Senator from

Oklahoma that his amendment is not at
the moment in order.

Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. President, it is
in the nature of an amendment to the
committee amendment- on page 15,
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Would it not be in order to amend the
next committee amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise the Senator from
Oklahoma that the amendment is not at
this time in order,

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
should like to have the next committee
amendment stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the next committee
amendment.

The next amendment was, on page 15,
after line 14, to insert:

NIAGARA REDEVELOPMENT REMEDIAL WORKS

INVESTIGATION

For engineering and economic investiga=
tions, pending authorization for construc-
tion, of projects for development and uti-
lization of the waters of the Niagara River,
§200,000, to remain avalilable until expended.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I am
opposed to this committee amendment.
The amendment refers to engineering
and economic investigations, pending au-
thorization for construction, of projects
for development and utilization of the
waters of the Niagara River, $900,000,
to remain available until expended.

There are three bills pending before
the Committee on Public Works with ref-
erence to this project. One bill provides
for turning it over, 100 percent, to the
Federal Government. Another bill pro-
vides that the State of New York shall
have jurisdiction. The third bill pro-
vides that the power shall be developed
by private industry. Private industry is
perfectly capable of doing it, and it wants
to do it. There are already some power
projects there. I see no reason for ex-
pending $900,000 at the moment, partic-
ularly when the amendment provides for
the money remaining available until ex-
pended, until the Congress decides
whether it wants the State of New York
to handle the project or the Federal Gov-
ernment to handle it or private industry
to handle it. The House turned it down.
Here is a case where a Senate commit-
tee, in its wisdom, has added $900,000,
to which the House did not agree.

I think the Senate should reject this
amendment.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. IVES. I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator whether he knows
whether this particular activity, which
is proposed in the language he seeks to
delete, is necessary as a prerequisite to
any of the undertakings proposed in the
three bills to which he has referred.

Mr. CAPEHART. I question whether
it is or not. For example, the purpose
for which the money can be expended is
the design of structures and power facili-
ties.

Mr. IVES. The reason why I raise the
point, Mr. President, is that 2 years
ago, as I recall, some of us were very
anxious to have this kind of an appro-
priation provided in order that a survey
could be made in that particular area.
It was my understanding that the survey
was absolutely indispensable as a pre-
requisite to the undertaking itself,
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Mr. CAPEHART. I refer to the lan-
guage of the amendment.

For engineering and economic Investiga-
tions, pending authorization for construc-
tion, of projects for development and utiliza=-
tion of the waters of the Niagara River,
$£900,000, to remain available until expended.

If I understand it correctly, the money
cannot be spent until there has been an
authorization for construction. There-
fore, why handle it at all?

Mr. IVES. I do not know;
what I am trying to ascertain.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana has 15 minutes.

Mr. MCKELLAR. On page 291 of the
Senate hearings, this testimony, refer-
ring to the plans, appears:

Regardless of which one of those is finally
authorized, the present engineering work
covered b}" this estimate should proceed un-
der governmental auspices to make sure that
the project is developed in the very best
posslhle way.

That is, there would have to be a deci-
sion whether the project should be han-
dled under private ownership, Canadian
ownership, State ownership, or United
States Federal Government ownership.

Mr. CAPEHART. I again return to
the wording of the amendment, which is
“pending authorization for construc-
tion.” If I read that language correctly,
the $900,000 could not be spent until
there had been an authorization by Con-
gress for construction.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield fo me?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield, but I hope
that later the Senator will yield to me,
because we are operating under a unani-
mous-consent agreement.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I believe the wording
of the amendment was unhappy. The
only purpose of the appropriation in this
bill was to provide for a survey to deter-
mine the feasibility of the project, and
the estimated cost of the survey was
$900,000. I do not believe the wording,
“For engineering and economic investi-
gation, pending authorization for con-
struction,” was at all necessary. All the
committee intended, based upon the tes-
timony presented, was to have an engi-
neering investigation made to determine
the feasibility of doing something along
the Niagara River.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, let
me call the Senator’s attention to the
fact that the justification, which I hold
in my hand, says, “surveys,” for which
£150,000 would be provided:; $£600,000 is
for design of structures and power fa-
cilities; $150,000 is for subsurface inves=
tigations or surveys; $100,000 is for
model studies.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. Since the Senate is
operating under a unanimous-consent
agreement, I will yield in the Senator's
time,

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr, McKELLAR]
controls the time.
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Mr. CAPEHART. My point is that un-
til Congress settles the matter, why
should the money be spent for the pur-
pose stated in the wording of the amend-
ment? I ecall attention to the fact that
the wording is, “pending authorization
for construction.” Congress is asked to
appropriate $900,000, which would re-
main available until expended. That is
point No. 1. The second point, if I read
the amendment correctly, is that the
money cannot be spent until authoriza-
tion is made for construction.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield in my time?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield in the Sen-
ator's time. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico should un-
derstand that he does not have any time.
The Senator from Tennessee is in con-
trol of the time.

Mr. McEELLAR. I yield time. i

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam sure the Sena-
tor from Tennessee will be fair. I know
he will yield time.

Mr. CHAVEZ. There cannot be an
authorization under the law until the
Army engineers determine and report to
Congress that the project is feasible.
That is why I believe the wordi=z of the
amendment is unhappy, because unless
there is a report upon feasibility, there
cannot be an authorization.

Mr. CAPEHART. The Army engi-
neers have already spent some $400,000
over a period of years. Now there is a
request in the bill for $900,000 in 1 year.
Yet it is not known at the moment, and
will not be known until Congress acts,
whether the State of New York or the
Federal Government will handle the
matter, or private industry will be per-
mitted to handle it.

Mr. McKELLAR. That is exactly
what is desired to be.ascertained. In-
vestigations of various projects are made
because money is appropriated for that
purpose. Investigations come first.,
Between $2,000,000 and $3,000,000 is pro-
vided for that purpose.

Mr. CAPEHART. Just what is being
proposed? In 1951 Congress appropri-
ated, and the taxpayers paid, $277,000
for making surveys. How much money
is it necessary to pay out for the making
of surveys?

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

Mr., CAPEHART. 1 yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WELEER. I am interested in the
suggestion that this development be
made by private enterprise. Does the
Senator assume for a moment that pri-
vate enterprise would require the ex-
penditure of $900,000 for the drawing of
plans to tell private enterprise how to
build this power plant?

Mr. CAPEHART. I would not think
so, but in 1951, $277,000 was spent, and
in 1952, $172,000 was spent, for the pur-
pose of making the surveys we are talk-
ing about. Now there is a request for
$900,000 more. I repeat, the House al-
lowed nothing. The House said it did
not want to appropriate any money at
all for this purpose. Yet the item is

included in the pending bill. I hope the
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Senate will reject it, because I think it
is necessary, first, that the Committee
on Public Works consider the question
whether the State of New York, the Fed-
eral Government or private industry
should handle the matter. Private in-
dustry is already developing power, it
has money, and is perfectly willing to
go forward just as soon as Congress tells
private industry what is wanted.

The reason why Congress must pass
upon the matter is that there is a treaty
between this Nation and Canada, and the
proposed project is for development of
the Niagara River, which connects Lake
Erie with Lake Ontario, and runs over
Niagara Falls.

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

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 yield to the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. 1 appeared before the
Committee on Appropriations in behalf
of this item. I asked for a million dol-
lars, and the amount was reduced to
$900,000. Last year, the Senate may re-
call, an appropriation for a million dol-
lars was added to the appropriation bill
on the floor of the Senate. It was not
agreed to in conference, and therefore
was eliminated from the bill.

The undertaking at Niagara is one of
the most important power developments
in the country. It will develop at least
as much power as will be developed on
the St. Lawrence. It will develop as
much power, substantially——

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator
mean, then, that we will not need the St.
Lawrence project developed?

Mr. LEHMAN. No, I do not agree to
that for an instant. We need both of
them badly. The Niagara project will
develop as much power as has been de-
veloped at Bonneville and Grand Coulee
dams.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield additional
time to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. I am sure the able
Senator from Tennessee will yield 3 min-
utes to me, since I was interrupted by
other Senators.

Mr. LEHMAN. If we do not finish at
the expiration of 15 minutes, I shall of-
fer a minor amendment to enable us to
have more time for debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana is recognized for
an additional 6 minutes.

Mr. LEHMAN. I think this matter is
vitally important to the economy and
welfare not only of the State of New
York, but of States adjacent to New
York, and to the economy of the country
as a whole. It is a tremendous under-
taking, involving many hundreds of mil=-
lions of dollars. Canada is already de-
veloping power. The project is not ex-
clusively an undertaking for the develop-
ment of power, but it is also an under-
taking to safeguard the scenic beauties of
Niagara Falls, a great asset to the entire
country.

Under our treaty with Canada, sur-
plus water that flows down the Niagara
River is allocated evenly to Canada and
to the United States. Under the treaty,
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each country would receive 65,000 cubic
second-feet of water. Canada has al-
ready developed far greater water power
than this country has developed. How-
ever, the treaty equalizes the use of
water, and will equalize between Canada
and the United States the production
of power from the flow of water.
Canada can go ahead under our treaty
and use every cubic foot of water unless
we develop it ourselves.

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

Mr. LEHMAN. May I just finish my
thought?

Mr. CAPEHART. I wish to make the
point of order that this item is legisla-
tion on an appropriation bill. Perhaps
after the Senator yields——

Mr. LEHMAN. I wish fto finish my
thought. The time belongs to the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr, McEKEsLLAR].

These works are being built today.
Every drop of that water can be used
to develop power. The works are being
developed, and they will continue to be
developed either by us or by Canada.
Our great resource is going to waste
because we refuse to develop it.

Mr. President, it does not make any
difference whether this power resource is
developed by the State of New York, by
the Federal Government, or by private
capital. Surveys, investigations, and
studies must proceed before anything
can be done. The water must be har-
nessed and coordinated with the protec-
tion of the scenic beauty of the falls.

Yesterday we witnessed on the floor
of the Senate a successful effort to pre-
vent the development of water power on
the St. Lawrence, and the building of a
seaway. I believe that what we did yes-
terday was a tragic mistake. I believe
that it is a mistake which we shall live
to rue in a very short time, and we will
never be able to justify to future gener-
ations our tragic, our inexcusable,
failure. )

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

Mr. LEHMAN. If we stop the devel-
opment of the water power on the
Niagara, we shall be sacrificing a great
natural resource which belongs to the
people of the United States. New York
is willing to repay the Federal Govern-
ment for the entire cost of development.
It will not cost the Federal Government a
single cent, but it will make possible the
use of cheap power for the benefit of all
the people of New York State and for
the people of Ohio and Pennsylvania,

and I hope of some of the New England |

States within economical transmission
distance.

I cannot understand how anyone can
possibly object to this appropriation, or
object to the undertaking of this highly
important and essential development.

Mr. CASE and Mr. CAPEHART ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr, LEHMAN. Ishall be glad to yield,
if I have any time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has 1 minute
remaining, Does he yield; and if so, to
whom? p

Mr. CASE. Mr. Fresident, will the
Benator yield to me?
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Mr. LEHMAN. If I yield at all, I must
yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. AIKEN. Why does the Senator
from New York have to yield to him?

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
make the point of order against this
amendment that it is legislation on an
appropriation bill.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. Dcoes
the Senator from New York yield for the
purpose of a point of order being made?

Mr. LEHEMAN. I have not yielded for
that purpose. I do not know whether I
have the right to stop the raising of a
point of order,

Mr. THYE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has the floor.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, a point of
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has the fioor.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York has the floor.
The Chair cannot recognize the Sena-
tor from Minnesota for a parliamentary
inquiry unless the Senator from New
York yields.

Mr. LEHMAN. T yield to the Sena=
tor from Minnesota for that purpose.

Mr. THYE., Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR]
yielded 6 minutes to the Senator from
New York, and he was informed by the
Chair that there was an additional 3
minutes, which he yielded to the Senator
from Indiana. That was the under=
standing under which we were proceed=-
ing on this side.

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] may have
3 minutes. I certainly want the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Aixen] to have 5
minutes. I therefore ask that the Sena-
tor from Indiana may have 3 minutes
and the Senator from Vermont may have
5 minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
make the point of order——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired. The Senator from Indiana is
recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. I make the point
of order against this amendment that it
is legislation on an appropriation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that under a previous
ruling the point of order made by the
Senator from Indiana is not now in
order, and will not be in order until the
time has expired on the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. CAPEHART. At that time, I
shall make the point of order.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield 5 minutes
to me?

Mr. MCKELLAR. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont,

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, 4 years
ago I made the prediction on this floor
that the Niagara-Hudson Power Co.,
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now the Niagara-Mohawk Power Co.,
would undertake to steal Niagara Falls.
My prediction has come true to an alarm-
ing degree. The power interests have
spent not $900,000, but more than $9,000,-
000 in propagandizing the country, try-
ing to get the Congress to be a party to
taking Niagara Falls away from the
State of New York and giving it to the
private power companies. They have
invaded every club they can. They infil-
trate farm and labor and business or-
ganizations as far as possible. They have
gone to them with false propaganda.
They have sought to prejudice the minds
of the public in every way. They have
been to every chamber of commerce in
the northeastern part of the country.
They have carried full-page advertise-
ments in magazines and newspapers all
over the country. They have spent God
knows how much money, but possibly 20
times $900,000, in an attempt to put
enough pressure on the Congress to get
the Congress to turn over to them this
great natural resource, one of the great-
est natural resources we have, which
properly belongs to the people of the
country.

Yesterday in defeating the St. Law-
rence development the power companies
of the United States won one of the
greatest victories of all time on this
floor—something that the Congress will
regret in years to come,

Why do we let the power companies
take over everything? Why do we let
them spend $9,000,000, $10,000,000,
$15,000,000, or $20,000,000 in propagan-
dizing the country and charging the cost
to the electric power users; and then
try to block the expenditure of $900,000
for the defense and welfare and interest
of the public? Are the power companies
going to run the Congress? Are they go-
ing to run the Government as a whole?
They are working desperately in that
direction. I say that this is the time to
stop them. If we think anything of our
country at all, we will not let them get
away with this. If this $900,000 is to be
spent in defense of the natural resources
which belong to the people of the coun-
try, let us spend it—or $900,000,000, if
we have to, but do not let history record
that this Congress agreed to dissipate
the resources that properly belong to the
publie,

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 3 minutes
to reply to the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LEHMAN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LEHMAN. I object, pending the
cffering of an additional amendment. I
want more time to discuss this question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York does not have
the floor.

Mr. LEHMAN. I may offer an amend-
ment, may I not?

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President——

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary incuiry. May I offer an
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When
the time for debate on the pending
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amendment has been exhausted, the
Chair will recognize the Senator from
New York,

Mr. LEHMAN. I understand that the
time has been exhausted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART]
has 6 minutes.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I re-
gret that I must reply to the able Sen-
ator from Vermont. I do not know why
he became so excited. It is easy for a
Senator, or for an individual, to make
statements such as he has made. It is
very simple. I could stand here and
make the statement that he represents
certain interests which I do not like,
although I do not know that he dces.

Mr. ATEEN, I might make the same
statement with respect to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, will
the able Senator please remain in his
seat?

I am not representing the power
companies——

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President——

Mr. CAPEHART. I am not represent-
ing the power companies in this instance.
I am representing private industry in
America, If the able Senator from Ver=
mont or any other Senator wants to at-
tach any odium to me for being for pri-
vate industry in America, for being for
the American system, I shall accept it.

Again I say that talk is cheap. It is
easy to make such charges. It is easy
to charge that the power companies have
spent millions and millions of dollars.
I do not know whether they have or not.
I have not the slightest idea. I know
that this is a free country; and I know
that if a man is against something he
has the right to say so. If he is for
something he has the right to say so.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President——

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President——

Mr. CAPEHART. Why the able Sen-
ator from Vermont should rise and at-
tack the power companies, and attack
those of us who are fighting for and be-
lieve in the American system of govern-
ment, I do not understand. I do not
know what his object is; but if he gets
any satisfaction whatsoever out of blam-
ing others, and assaulting the intentions
of others, by inference or otherwise, it
is perfectly agreeable to me.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Not at this time.
If the Senator from Vermont gets any
satisfaction out of impugning the motives
of his fellow Senators, if he thinks it
will get him to heaven, if he thinks he
will be loved more by his family, or if he
thinks he will be loved more by his
friends, he has a perfect right to do
what he has done.

I presented my argument in a business-
like way, without any emotion. I was
honest and sincere in what I said. If
the Senator from Vermont wishes to
connect me with the power companies
and millions and millions of dollars, if
he thinks it will get him to heaven, if
he thinks it will make a bigger man out
of him, or if he thinks that he can as-
sault my character and accuse me and
other Senators of having some motives
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different from his own, it is perfectly
agreeable to me, and I have no objection
whatever.

Mr. AIKEN.
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I am against the
amendment. I think it is wrong. All
I want the Congress to do is to settle the
question of whether private industry will
develop the waters in question, whether
the State of New York will do it, or
whether the Federal Government will do
it. Once Congress decides that question,
no one will hear me crying “Sour
grapes.”

I shall be governed by the decision of
Congress. I have noticed Senators, in
effect, cheering when another Senator
makes a statement which is against the
rules of the Senate. If Senators get
any satisfaction out of it they can go
right ahead and enjoy it. It is perfectly
agreeable to me.

Mr. President, I now make a point of
order that the amendment is legislation
on an appropriation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee has 4 minutes
remaining.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall use 2 min-
utes. Mr. President, from an examina-
tion of the commitiee amendment, I am
afraid that it contains some words which
make it subject to a point of order.
Therefore, I offer an amendment, on
page 15, line 20, to strike out the words
“to remain available until expended.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee to
the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
offer an amendment, on page 15, line 17,
after the word “investigations” to insert
the words “and surveys.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ten-
nessee to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment on page 15, line
15, as amended.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I wish
to offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I with-
draw my amendment for the time being.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment on page 15, line 15, as
amended.

Several Senators requested the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana will state it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Will the Chair
state the question before the Senate?

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Chair state the question before the
Senate? AsIunderstand, itison agree-
ing to the committee amendment on
page 15, line 15, as amended.

Mr. President, will the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee is correct. The
clerk will state the committee amend-
ment as amended.

The Cmmr CrLERK. The committee
amendment on page 15, beginning on
line 15, as amended, reads as follows:

NIAGARA REDEVELOPMENT REMEDIAL WORKS

INVESTIGATION

For engineering and economic investiga-
tions and surveys, pending authorization for
construction, of projects for development and
utilization of waters of the Niagara River,
$900,000.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Indiana will stote it.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is the Senate now
voting on the committee amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate is about to vote on the committee
amendment, as amended.

Mr. CAPEHART. A “yea” vote is in
favor of the committee amendment and
in favor of the appropriation of $900,-
000; a “nay” vote is against the appro-
priation of $900,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The clerk will call
the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I an-
nounce the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BentoN], the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. Gr.LETTE], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. HumpuerREY], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. McFarLAND], the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. O'Conor]1, and
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERT~
son] are absent on official business.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. K-
rauver], the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Maysankl, and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL] are absent
by leave of the Senate. 2

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McManon] is absent because of illness.

I announce further that the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. GrureETTE] is paired on
this vote with the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Iowa would vote “yea,’” and
the Senator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr,
HumrHREY] is paired on this vote with
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BrIcKERI].

_ If present and voting, the Senator from
Minnesota would vote “yea,” and the
Senator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

I announce also that if present and
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr,
O’'Conor] would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr,
Butrer] is absent because of the death
of his brother.

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
Camn]l and the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] are absent by leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirxsen], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Lonce], and the Senators from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr and Mr., BRICKER] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Durr] and the Senator from North
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Dakota [Mr, Lancer] are absent on offi-
cial business.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripgesl, the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. BurtLEr], the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Franpersl, the Senator
from California [Mr. Nixon] and the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr, SmitH]
are detained on official business.

If present and voting the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Bringes], the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER],
and the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. LopGel would each vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr, FLANDERS] is paired with the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr, Smatu].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey would vote “nay.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Bricker] is paired with the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HumpHREY]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Ohio would vote “nay” and the Senator
from Minnesota would vote “yea.”

On this vote the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr] is paired with the Senator
from Towa [Mr. GiLrerTel, If present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Iowa
would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 25, as follows:

YEAS—45
Alken Hunt Moody
Anderson Ives Morse
Chavez Johneson, Colo. Murray
Cl t Joh , Tex. Neely
Connally Johnston, 8. C. O'Mahoney
Cordon Kerr Pastore
Douglas Kilgore Seaton
Eastland Knowland Smathers
Ellender Lehman Smith, N.C
Fulbright Magnuson Bparkman
Green McCarran
Hayden McClellan Thye
Hennings McEellar Tobey
Hill Millikin Underwood
Holland Monroney Wiley
NAYS—25

Bennett Hendrickson Mundt
&rewster Hickenlooper tonstall

pehart Hoey Bchoeppel
Case Jenner Smith, Maine
Dworshak Eem Watkins
Ecton Long Welker

Malone lliams
Frear Martin
George McCarthy
NOT VOTING—26

Benton Duff McMahon
Bricker Flanders Nixon
Bridges Gillette O'Conor
Butler, Md. Humphrey Robertson
Butler, Nebr. Eefauver Russell
Byrd Langer Smith, N, J.
Cain Lodge Taft
Carlson Maybank Young
Dirksen McFarland

So the committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
next amendment of the committee will
be stated.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Canal Zone government,” on
page 17, line 3, after the word “trans-
fusions”, to strike out “$16,139,500” and
insert “$18,822,549.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
completes the committee amendments.

Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.
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THE PRESIDING OFFICER., The
Senator from Oklahoma will state it.

Mr. MONRONEY. Have all the com-
mittee amendments been disposed of?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
have been.

Mr. MONRONEY. Are amendments
from the floor now in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
are,

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, 1
have an amendment at the desk, and I
now call it up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from Oklahoma will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 15,
after line 14, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Two percent of the funds appropriated
herein for flood control shall be transferred
to the Secretary of Agriculture for use in
accordance with the Flood Control Act, ap-
proved June 22, 1936 (Public Law 738), as
amended and supplemented, on authorized
projects for construction of flood-prevention
works in accordance with the provisions of
laws relating to the activities of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield for a ques-
tion to the Senator from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I notice that the
Senator from Oklahoma has offered his
amendment to be inserted after the pe-
riod at that point in the bill. Is the
Senator from Oklahoma proposing that
the 2-percent reduction be made in the
funds appropriated for work on the
Sacramento River, and that funds to
that extent be taken for use by the De-
partment of Agriculture; or would this
amendment apply to the entire appro-
priation?

Mr. MONRONEY. Two percent of the
entire flood-control appropriation con-
tained in this bill would be transferred
for upstream soil-conservation work, as
now authorized by Congress and now be-
ing carried forward at a snail’s pace by
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Isthe distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma sure that would
be the effect of his amendment, if it is
adopted to the bill at the point at which
his amendment is offered? Or would
his amendment merely provide that 2
percent of the funds appropriated for
flood control on the Sacramento River
would be set aside for the purpose stated
in his amendment?

Mr. MONRONEY., I advise the Sena-
tor from California that that would not
be the effect of my amendment; and I
make that statement on the advice of
legislative counsel who carefully pre-
pared the amendment and suggested that
it be offered at this point in the bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. 1 yield for a
question.

Mr. McKELLAR. Would not the
amendment be proper to be offered to
an agricultural bill or a deficiency bill?
I do not think the amendment is proper
in connection with the pending bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. Perhaps as I de-
velop the case for the amendment I may
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be able to answer the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that a change be made in the
page and line of the bill to which the
amendment is offered, in order to remove
any doubt on the part of the Senator
from California. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be inserted on
page 11, after line 19.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Oklahoma? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. McCKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me
for a moment?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield for a ques-
tion; I do not wish to yield at this time
for a point of order.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall not make
the point of order until later, but at this
time I inform the Senator from Okla-
homa that I shall make a point of order
against the amendment. I do not think
the amendment is at all proper to this
bill; adoption of the amendment would
confuse the entire situation in the case
of this appropriation.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
appreciate the courtesy of the Senator
from Tennessee in withholding the point
of order.

At this time I wish to develop the case
for the amendment.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I understand that
there are either 10 or 11 projects——

Mr. MONRONEY. There are 11 au-
thorized, approved flood-control proj-
ects which are under way at only a
snail’'s pace, under present appropria-
tions.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Ishould like to ask
this question: If the amendment is
adopted and if the bill as thus amended
is passed by both Houses of Congress and
is signed by the President, will the
amount of money to which the amend-
ment relates be limited to only the 11
projects?

Mr. MONRONEY. Itwould be limited
to the 11 projects which heretofore have
been authorized by Congress. If we at-
tempted to do otherwise, we would be
making an appropriation for projects
which the Congress has not authorized.
For that reason, the amendment is spe-
cifically restricted to the 11 projects
which now are under way.

Mr. President, the purpose of the
amendment is very simple. It is offered
to a bill which proposes to appropriate a
vast sum of money—a total of $365,500,-
000—Ilargely for one type of flood control,
namely, main-stem dams. This amend-
ment is offered in an effort to channel
only 2 cents out of every dollar into up-
stream flood control, in an effort to try
to hold the water where the water falls,
in an effort to prevent the inundation of
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of
acres of our most valuable bottom lands,
and in an effort to get on with a task
which Congress has authorized, but for
which Congress has appropriated at a
very niggardly rate.
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I believe the amendment is fully in
line with the other appropriations made
in this bill for the purpose of controlling
fioods.

I should be glad to have the chairman
of the committee test whether the
amendment is germane.

But surely, Mr. President, in passing
a bill carrying appropriations of $365,-
500,000 for main-stem dams, we should
not ignore the fact that there must be at
least some means by which we may ap-
propriate a few dollars in order to pro-
ceed with work of the type I have just
mentioned, as well.

As T have said, the bill carries appro-
priations of $365,500,000 for the huge,
gigantic main-stem dams, whereas my
amendment will add only $7,000,000 for
11 authorized projects which now are
proceeding at a snail’s pace.

The amendment would provide on an
average only $460,000 additional for each
of these 11 projects, work upon which
was authorized by the Congress many
years ago. I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp at this point
in my remarks a list of the projects,
showing the estimated number of years
required for completion, and the esti-
mated number of years required for com-
pletion under present appropriations.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REecorbp, as
follows:

Pro- | Yearsto

posed | eomplete

N years er pros-

Name of project to o ading

com- tions

plete rate 4

Buflalo Creek, N. Y. 18 23
Colorado, Middle, Tex.. 20 24
Coosa, Ga. and Tenn___ 20 2
Little 8 15 12
Little Tallahatchie, Miss 20 14
Los Angeles, Calil. 10 31
Potomac, Md., Va., Pa., 2 13
Banta Ynez, Cal 10 6
Trinity, Tex 15 54
Washita, Okla______ . __________| 15 20
Yazoo, Miss 20 49

1 Based on total estimated Federal costs for 1940 and
1962 appropriations figures.

Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
Congress studied, approved, and placed
its stamp on the value of upstream flood
control. This was not done haphazard-
ly. It was not done without adequate
study; and yet we appropriated but $7,-
000,000 in the agricultural bill for this
purpose. I plead with Senators to con-
sider, as we appropriate $365,000,000 for
main-stem dams, to do a little bit for the
farmers who are trying to hold their
bottom land, seeking a way to control
floods where the water falls, and before
it reaches the main stem of the channel.
Can we not afford 2 cents out of every
dollar in order to give the upstream
flood-control program a chance to be
tried out and to be completed without
waiting 50 years? There are but 11
projects, of which the total cost to com-
plete will be only $152,000,000. Yet we
are appropriating only $7,000,000 a year.
My amendment proposes that 2 percent
cf the funds appropriated for the gigan-
tic projects be used for these upstream
flood-control projects.
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This has to do with gully streams,
check dams, the soil-conservation treat-
ment of watersheds, and so forth, in
places where it would be possible to con-
trol floods and prevent the washing away
of the soil into the stream channel and
seal off the multimillion dollar dams
which we are building in such great
abundance throughout the country.

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

Mr. MONRONEY, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to
ask the distinguished Senator from Ok-
lahoma whether it is not his intention in
proposing this amendment to build up a
fund, in order to accelerate effectively
the upstream development, which he
feels—and I agree with him—has been
sadly neglected?

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from
Kansas is entirely correct. It is the
purpose of the Senator from Oklahoma
to try to accelerate this program, and to
take some action to obviate the necessity
of waiting 50 years for the completion of
this program. The project is only one-
sixth finished, and we apparently shall
have to wait for 50 years, and then later
build one-sixth of a dam. It is only one-
sixth of the way across the stream, and
we cannot hope to control floods through
this upstream program if we do one-
sixth of the work and then let the work
rest for 20 or 30 years.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I want to say to
the able Senator from Oklahoma that I
am heartily in accord with his position,
and that I sympathize with what he is
attempting to do. Whether it should be
done in connection with the pending
bill, T do not know, but I think the Sen-
ator has made a most able presentation
of the problem.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. SEATON. I should like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa whether the 2 percent would apply,
on page 10, line 5, to the $224,077,200.

Mr. MONRONEY. It would be 2 per-
cent of the $365,000,000 carried in this
bill for flood control. It would repre-
sent a total of $7,300,000, which would
double the appropriations now being
made for this very valuable work of up-
stream flood control. This covers all of
the 11 projects.

Mr. SEATON. I should like to say
that I am in complete sympathy with
the Senator’'s amendment.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of ths committee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Is it not true that
money for this item should properly
come from the funds of the Department
of Agriculture, and that, in fact, there
is this year an item of $6,372,800 in the
agricultural bill for this very purpose?

Mr. MONRONEY. I may say to the
distinguished chairman that when the
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agricultural bill was before the Senate,
the junior Senator from Oklahoma made
an effort to add funds to that appropri-
ation. We were told at that time that
it would increase the agricultural ap-
propriation above the budget figure. So
at that time, as the big flood-control
bill appropriating hundreds of millions
of dollars for flood control was presently
coming before the Senate, we were per-
suaded to wait. Now that this flood-con-
trol measure is being considered, since
the Army engineers have no exclusive
omnipotence in the matter of flood con-
trol, we think it logical and reasonable to
ask that 2 cents out of every dollar be
spent on upstream flood control.

The Senator from Oklahoma at this
time is seeking a test in the United States
Senate to determine whether this body
is interested in upstream flood control,
and whether Senators are willing to ear-
mark 2 cents of every dollar now being
spent for gigantic dams for use in hold-
ing the water where it falls, before it
reaches the main channels of our rivers.

Mr. McKELLAR. The purpose of the
Senator’'s amendment is clear, but the
Senator did not come before the com=-
mittee. We had no evidence about this
matter at all. There is nothing in the
hearings about it, as I recall. I am quite
sure the Senator from Oklahoma did not
come before the committee. We would
have been glad to hear him. I remem-
ber extending an invitation to every
Senator having any matter pertaining to
this bill to come before the committee.
We had no proof on this matter, and
there has already been an appropriation
of $6,372,800 to the Department of Agri-
culture for this very purpose. Under
those circumstances, it would seem that
the Senator should wait until the next
time. I am inclined to sympathize with
his purpose, but I think he is pursuing
the wrong course in attempting to
achieve it.

Mr, MONRONEY. I appreciate the
comments and the sympathy of the dis-
tinguished chairman, but the farmers
of this country want action. They do
not want to wait for 50 years to get this
program started. The junior Senator
from Oklahoma went before the Appro-
priations Subcommittee of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, where we seemed
to have made a good case. The result
was, however, that our item was cut
$750,000, because an effort was being
made to reduce the amount that would
be spent for flood control. The distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussgLL], in-
formed the Senator from Oklahoma that
he did not think flood control belonged
in the agricultural bill, and hinted that
it might be wise to seek it as a part of
the general flood-control bill. That is
where we are today.

Mr. McEKELLAR. What I am saying
is that the Senator from Oklahoma
should have come before the Committee
on Appropriations, to consult members
of the committee, before proposing his
amendment on the floor of the Senate,
I do not know what the facts are. I do
not know whether the matter has been
fully investigated. I think there should
be upstream flood control, of course, al=-
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though I do not think we have sufficient
evidence before us upon which to accept
such an amendment as this.

Mr. MONRONEY. The committee
must have had evidence, because Con=-
gress years ago authorized these projects.
We have been appropriating for them at
a snail’s pace in the agricultural bill. I
do not think the farmers are going to
accept as a reason for not getting the
projects under way at a decent pace the
fact that there is a great degree of de-
partmentation between two committees,
We should set a precedent that flood-
control funds, both upstream and down-
stream, belong in the Civil Functions ap-
propriation bill,

I shall ask for a yea-and-nay vote
when the point of order is made, to see
whether the Senate wants to get busy
on this program. It has been fully in-
vestigated and authorized; it has been
appropriated for, in a niggardly way, in
the agricultural bill, We talk of billions
of dollars. Let us drop a few crumbs
from our table for the benefit of the
farmers in aid of the most valuable asset
this country has.

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

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, 1
make a point of order against this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is sustained on the ground
that the amendment would add legisla-
tion to an appropriation bill.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, on
the point of germaneness——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No one
has raised the question of germaneness.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
make the point of order that the Chair
has already ruled.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
appeal from the decision of the Chair,
and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the decision of the
czxair stand as the judgment of the Sen-
ate?

On this question the yeas and nays
have been requested, but the request is
not sufficiently seconded. [Putting the
question.] The decision of the Chair is
sustained.

The bill is open to further amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call
gg _(r:ny amendment identified as “6-18-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Illinois.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 21, after
line 10, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing new section:

Sec. 105. (a) To the end that inland
waterway improvements in aid of navigation
heretofore or hereafter made at the expense
of the United States may be rendered self=
supporting and, so far as practicable, self-
lijuidating, it is hereby declared to be the
policy of Congress (1) to impose reasonable
user charges for the use of the improved in-
land waterways of the United States by
means of vessels operated for commercial
purposes, and (2) to discontinue further Fed-
eral expenditures in the maintenance and
operation of any improved inland waterway
which, after a reasonable development pe-
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riod, proves to be incapable of yielding rev-
enues from user charges sufficient to meet
the costs of its maintenance and operation.
The term “improved inland waterway” as
used in this section includes any inland or
coastal canal and any natural inland water-
way and the connecting chLannels thercof,
constructed or improved in aid of navigation
at the expense of the United States, except
that the term does not include the Great
Lakes and their connecting channels or such
portion of any improved inland waterway
as is used regularly and to a substantial ex-
tent by oceangoing vessels engaged in for-
eign commerce.

(b) The Interstate Commerce Commission
iz hereby authorized and directed to pre-
scribe and promulgate on or before Septem-
ber 1, 1952, user charges which, on and
after January 1, 1953, shall be imposed by
the United States for the use of each im-
proved inland waterway by means of vessels
operated for commercial purposes.

(c) The user charges to be prescribed by
the Commission hereunder for the use for
commercial transportation purposes of each
improved inland waterway shall be at a rate
or rates calculated to cover, as nearly as
practicable, all costs of providing, maintain-
ing, and operating the improvements made
thereon in aid of navigation, including rea-
sonable allowances for interest on the invest-
ment and amortization thereof over such
reasonable period as may be determined by
the Commission: Provided, That in deter-
mining the level of user charges to be pre-
scribed for any such waterway the Commis-
slon shall take into consideration not only
the present, but also the reasonably pro-
spective, use thereof for commerclal trans-
portation, and the Commission may divide
the waterway into different sections and pre-
scribe different user charges for the use of
different sections, and shall also have author-
ity to change from time to time the level of
user charges for any such watérway or sec=-
tion thereof and to rearrange any section
division thereof which it may have made:
And provided further, That, upon application
and after affording opportunity to all inter-
ested parties for a hearing, the Commission
shall exempt any user of any such waterway
from the payment of user charges for any use
thereof which it finds to be of such nature as
not to be facilitated or benefited by the im-
provements on account of which the user
charges are imposed.

(d) Before prescribing or changing the
user charges to be imposed for the use for
commercial transportation purposes of any
such waterway or section thereof, or divid-
ing or redividing any such waterway into
sections for the purpose of prescribing user
charges therefor, the Commission shall hold
a public hearing for the purpose of deter-
mining the just and reasonable user charges
to be prescribed. It shall give notice of the
nature and scope of each such hearing at
least 30 days in advance thereof by publish-
ing a notice thereof in the Federal Register
and by serving a copy of said notice upon
each carrier subject to its jurisdiction oper-
ating on the waterway or waterways in-
volved and upon all other carriers which
in its opinion might be interested in the
proceeding, and shall give such further no-
tice of said hearing as to it appears advis-
able,

At any such hearing, it shall be the duty
of the Secretary of the Army, upon request
of the Commission, to make available to the
Commission all information in his posses-
sion with respect to the expenditures made
by the United States in the construction,
improvement, maintenance, and operation of
the waterway or waterways under consid-
eration, the nature and volume of the trar-
fic moved thereover, and any other matter
pertinent to the purpose of the hearing.
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(e) After user charges shall have been
prescribed by the Commission for any in-
land waterway and shall have become effec-
tive, the owner or operator of any vessel
(including any government, State or Fed-
eral, and any corporation or instrumentality
owned or controlled thereby) who shall use
such waterway for commercial transporta-
tion purposes shall, unless exempted there-
from by the Commission, pay to the United
States the prescribed and effective user
charges. It shall be the duty of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to collect such user
charges and to prescribe reasonable rules
and regulations relating to the payment and
collection thereof,

() Any person or corporation who shall
fail or refuse to pay the user charges pre-
seribed in accordance with the provisions of
this section or to comply with the regula-
tions which shall be promulgated by the
Secretary of the Treasury relating to the
payment and collection thereof shall be
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof in any court of competent juris-
diction shall be punished by a fine of not
less than $100 and not more than 82,000,
and every failure of any such person to pay
such user charges or to comply with said
regulations shall be deemed a new and sepa-
rate offense and subject such person to ad-
ditional penalties therefor. In addition to
the criminal action provided for in this sec-
tion and in addition to all other civil reme-
dies which may be possessed by the United
States of America, the United States of Amer-
ica shall have a lien for the user charges
upon any vessel for the movement of which
user charges are not paid as provided for in
this section.

(g) This section shall not apply to naval
or other noncommercial vessels of the United
Btates, and no user charges shall be imposed
under the authority of this section on ac-
count of the use of any of the navigable
inland waterways which form boundaries
between the United States and any foreign
nation, except such as may be permitted by
treaties.

Page 21, line 11, strike out “Sec. 105"
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec, 106.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I gave
notice yesterday, as appears in the Con-
crEss1ONAL REcorp, that I would ask for
a suspension of the rule. There is one
change which I should like to make, but,
first, let me make an explanatory state=
ment.

When the St. Lawrence project was
before the Senate yesterday it provided
that the cost would be met out of tolls
and power rates. In other words, there
were to be no costs to the Government
except an initial advance of money, and
the users of the service provided by the
waterway would pay for the cost of the
waterway. Those of us who believed in
that project were very glad to make that
point clear and definite. In connection
with our inland waterways the Govern-
ment spends hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in improving rivers, and then they
are used completely free by ship and
barge owners.

A proposal similar to mine has been
offered in the form of a bill by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Bricker] and the distinguished Senator
from Indiana [Mr, CAPEHART] providing
that the users of waterways must pay
charges which would meet not only op-
erating costs but interest on investment
and amortization.

My amendment is not so stringent
since, in the setting of rates, reasonable
allowances for interest on the investment
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and its amortization over a reasonable
period are not required. But my amend-
ment would require the setting of rates
to reflect costs of operation and main-
tenance.

The user charges would be based on
operation costs. These would net pos-
sibly $35,000,000 a year to the Federal
Government and would put the use of
our waterways on a basis similar to that
we were recommending in the case of
the St. Lawrence seaway except that we
would be less stringent.

The change I desire to make in my
amendment is on page 2, line 23, after
the word “navigation” to strike out the
comma and the words “including rea-
sonable allowances for interest on the
investment and amortization thereof
over such reasonable period as may be
determined by the Commission:"”

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yicld.

Mr. LONG. Did not the Senator in-
form us in the course of the debate on
the submerged lands bill that these
streams belonged to the States and not
to the Federal Government?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The land under-
nea:h the inland waterways belongs to
the States. We were willing to make
it statutory by the O’Mahoney amend-
ment. We are simply saying that the
Federal Government should have some
return on the money which it has ex-
pended.

Mr., LONG. Take a case where the
Government has spent no money, for
instance, where a ship plies Long Island
Sound, traveling over an area where the
Federal Government has spent no money
on the improvement of the channel.
Does the Senator feel that in such a
case charges should be made for the use
of the waterway?

Mr. DOUGLAS. If my good friend
will lcok at page 2 he will see that
charges are to be imposed simply for
the use of each improved inland water-
way. The rates are to be established
by the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion and collected by the Treasury De-
partment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr, DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. McEELLAR. The Senator admits
that his amendment is subject to a point
of order. What is the Senator’s plan?

Mr. DOUGLAS. That the rule be
suspended.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
make the point of order against the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The’

point of order is sustained.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I move
that paragraph 4 of rule XVI be sus-
pended in order that the amendment
may be proposed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from Illinois. He has 15 minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am
firmly convinced that this is an issue
which we must face. The question is
whether we shall spend hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars as a subsidy to those who
use waterways, and at the same time re-
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fuse to appropriate any money for a
project which can be financed by tolls
and charges.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield.

Mr. LONG. If I read the Senator’s
amendment correctly, the question is
whether we are willing to fix tolls for
every waterway except the Great Lakes?

Mr, DOUGLAS. The Great Lakes are
international in character.

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. MOODY. If the Senate had ap-
proved the St. Lawrence seaway, would
not tolls have been fixed in the same
way?

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is exactly cor-
rect. We are saying that if it was a good
principle for the St. Lawrence seaway,
we believe it is a good principle for the
improved inland waterways of the
country.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator tell me
whether the St. Lawrence seaway would
be an international waterway?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; the St. Law-
rence River is an international water-
way.

Mr. LONG. The Senator proposes
that it charge tolls, and that every other
waterway, except the Great Lakes,
should do the same. I wonder why the
Senator excepts the Great Lakes. Inas-
much as he believes other waterways
and internal improvements should be
charged for, we might try it on the Great
Lakes first and see how the program
works.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Great Lakes
have not been improved. Certain har-
bors on the Great Lakes have been im-
proved. The operating cost of those
harbors probably should be charged
against the traffic.

Mr. LONG. 1read from page 2 of the
Senator's amendment:

The term “improved inland waterway" as
used in this section includes any inland or
coastal canal and any natural inland water-
way and the connecting channels thereof,
constructed or improved in aid of navigation
at the expense of the United States, except
that the term does not include the Great
Lakes and thelr connecting channels.

I wonder why the Senator excludes
the Great Lakes?

Mr. DOUGLAS. There was some
question about the Soo Canal.

Mr. LONG. It would seem to me that
the Senator might experiment with the
Great Lakes first.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Why not experiment
on the Mississippi River?

Mr. LONG. The junior Senator from
Louisiana is not proposing it; inasmuch
as the Senator from Illinois is proposing
it, it would seem appropriate to apply
the proposal first to areas with which
he is very familiar.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS, I yield.

Mr. MOODY. I am interested in the
Senator's amendment, and I hope the
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Senate will suspend the rule in order to
permit it to be offered and debated. The
genial and brilliant Senator from Louisi-
ana has asked a question about the
Great Lakes, but he has not advanced
any reason why the proposal should not
be applied to other waterways. If there
is any reason why the amendment
should be rejected, I should like to hear
it stated.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In order to make my
proposal perfectly clear, I am willing to
strike out, on page 2, line 8, all after the
words “United States” through the end
of line 11.

Included in the part to be eliminated
is the clause, “except that the term does
not include the Great Lakes and their
connecting channels.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator from Illinois
that at this time, a point of order having
been made against his amendment, he
is not permitted to strike out that lan-
guage. The question now is on the mo-
tion to suspend the rule.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the motion is
agreed to, then before the bill is finally
passed, I shall move to strike out the
words I have indicated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Illinois to suspend
the rule.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President. I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to strike out those words.

Mr. LONG. I object. I have an
smendment in the nature of a substi-
tute to offer to the amendment of the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, is any time
available? If so, who is in control of
the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifteen
minutes are available, and the time is
controlled by the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE. The amendment of the
Senator from Illinois poses an entirely
new approach to the problem dealing
with waterways and authorizations for
them. The amendment is clearly legis-
lation. It runs through 6 pages, and
would involve an entire change in the
method of authorization of projects. It
is certainly a subject that should not be
considered at this time of the evening,
under a limitation of debate of 15 min-
utes. Also, the Senator from New York
advises me that the temperature outside
is 92 degrees. I do not know whether
that is a suggestion that we ought to
continue in session or not.

In any event, there should be hearings
on a matter of such importance as this,
and the country as a whole should be
placed on notice. The Committee on
Public Works should consider proposed
legislation of this sort, and the rule
should not be suspended at 6 o’clock in
the evening in order to consider some-
thing that is as clearly legislative as is
the Senator’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Illinois to suspend the
rule. A two-thirds vote in the affirma-
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tive is required for the motion to pre-
vail. [Putting the question.] The Chair
is of the opinion that the “noes” are in
the majority, so the motion to suspend
the rule is rejected.

Mr. DOUGLAS. PFirst, let me con-
gratulate the Chair on the accuracy of
his ruling that a vote of two-thirds in the
affirmative was not obtained.

The PRESIDING OCFFICER. The
Senator’s amendment B is at the desk.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
that the amendment be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The
clerk will state amendment B of the
Senator from Illinois.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 15, after
line 14, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing:

The Secretary of the Army shall not com-
mence or proceed with any feature of any
flood-control or drainage project if he de-
termines that such feature will be of direct
and substantial benefit to any lands or area
definable with reasonable certainty, unless
the owners of such lands or a State, mu-
nicipality, conservancy district, or other re-
sponsible party shall, by contract with the
Becretary, have agreed to repay or to advance
to the Secretary one-half of the cost of con.
structing such feature. All moneys recelved
from such contracts shall be deposited in the
Treasury of the United States as miscel-
laneous receipts.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
make the point of order that the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois is leg=
islation on an appropriation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
point of order is sustained.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI in
order that I may offer the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, my
amendment is a proposal that at least
half of the cost of levee and drainage
projects shall be assessed against ad-
joining real estate which is directly and
substantially benefited. I believe it
would eliminate a big vacuum in our
public-works policy.

As Senators know, appropriations for
public-power projects are reimbursed
not only for capital but also for current
interest payments. I think that is a wise
provision. Irrigation projects, which put
water on land, are reimbursed, so far as
principal is concerned, but interest is not
paid. There is an increasing tendency,
which I regard as dangerous, to charge a
large portion of the cost of irrigation
projects to the power features of mul-
tiple-purpose projects where power as

“ well as irrigation is involved.

When a levee is built, the alluvial
swampland, which is almost worthless,
is transformed into highly valuable real
estate. One of the motives behind
river improvements, including the nar-
rowing of river channels, is that alluvial
swamplands on private property can be
improved and enormously increased in
value at public expense. I think it may
be said that the Army engineers reclaim
as much land as does the Bureau of Rec-
Jamation, except that theirs is a reclama-
tion of land by taking water off the land,
whereas the Bureau of Reclamation re-
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claims land by putting water on the
land.

So far as irrigation is concerned,
while the principal, at least, is returned,
the cost of levee projects in general—
and I emphasize “in general”—is not
reimbursed,

I know that prior to 1928 localities did
provide most of the funds for the levees
which were constructed, and I am well
aware of the fact that it is quite prob-
able that here and there localities now
make contributions. Even these, how-
ever, usually consist of easement, rights-
of-way, and moving utilities where
necessary; not actual construction costs.

Certainly, so far as general policy is
concerned, the cash capital outlay is
made by the Federal Government it-
self, but benefits are not confined to
the Federal Government. They also go
to adjoining landowners, by reason of
improvement in value of the land. There
are instances in which uncleared land is
worth $5 or $10 an acre, the cost of
clearing the land will be $25 an acre, and
the land will be worth well over $100
an acre once it has been cleared.

It is an accepted policy of local city
finance that costs of sewers, sidewalks,
and sometimes of roads, will be assessed
against the adjoining property which is
benefited. One of the first examples of
that was the laying out of Riverside
Drive in New York, and that project was
carried out.

I am trying to see if we can establish
a prineciple of charging half the cost of
levees against the land which is to be
benefited, rather than throwing the en-
tire burden upon the shoulders of the
taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Illinois to suspend the
rule. [Putting the question.] In the
opinion of the Chair, the “noes” are in
the majority, and the motion is re-
jected.

The bill is open to further amendment.
If there be no further amendment to be
offered, the question is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and the third
reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H. R. 7268) was read the third
time and passed.

Mr., McEELLAR., Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist upon its
amendments, request a conference there-
on with the House of Representatives,
and that the Chair appoint conferees on
the part of the Senate,

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McKEL-
LAR, Mr, HaypeEN, Mr. RusseLy, Mr. Er-
LENDER, Mr. HorLranp, Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr,
Youncg, Mr. CorpoN, and Mr. THYE con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AFPPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1953
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of House bill 7216,
making appropriations for the govern-
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ment of the District of Columbia and
other activities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
7216) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia
and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of such
District for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1953, and for other purposes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations with amend-
ments.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the pend-
ing bill, as reported from the Senate
Committee on Appropriations, provides
appropriations of $135,117,089 for the
fiscal year 1953. The total recommenc!a-
tion is less than the 1952 appropria-
tions by $9,552,311, or 6.6 percent under
the appropriations for the present fiscal
year.

The bill is under the 1953 estimates by
$1,411,011, It increases the House al-
Jowances by approximately $4,000,000,
or approximately 3 percent. The major
items making up the increase are: $500,-
000 additional for the Police Department;
some $400,000 for 80 additional teachers
for the Negro schools; approximately
$240,000 for the Health Department, out
of which there is $75,000 for medical
charities: $682,000 for streets and
bridges to provide connections with the
Baltimore and Annapolis Highway, to
connect with the East Capitol Street
Bridge.

I may say that since the bill passed the
House of Representatives, the Senate
and the House have both passed, and the
President has signed, a bill increasing
the gasoline tax in the District of Co-
lumbia by 1 cent. Those funds are ear-
marked for hichway purposes, and it is
out of those funds that the $682,000 will
come,

If the bill before the Senate becomes
law there will be a surplus on June 30,
1953, of $6,479,634. This includes, of
course, the 1-cent gasoline-tax revenue
to which I have just referred, which
amounts to some $1,250,000.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to say
something about the language in line
8, on page 1. The House placed the
share of the United States Government
at $8,600,000. The Senate committee
has raised it to $11,000,000. That is the
full budget estimate. I feel that that
was a thing which should not have been
done, for this reason: It is apparent that
the District of Columbia will have a $6,-
000,000 surplus from the funds which it
collects. The Federal Government must
raise the sum it provides for the District
by taxes. For that reason I voted
against the increase in the committee.
If the question comes to a vote on the
floor of the Senate, I shall vote against
it here. If I am on the conference com-

mittee, I shall urge that the House fig-
ure, which I think is the proper amount,
be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the first committee
amendment.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, let me say
just a word, and then I shall ask that
all the committee amendments be agreed
to en bloc. If any Senator wishes to
ask for a reconsideration of any amend-
ment, he may do so.

Mr. FERGUSON.
it.

Mr. HILL. I ask unanimous consent
that the commitiee amendments be
agreed to en bloc, with the understand-
ing that any Senator may have the right
to ask for the reconsideration of any
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I should like to ask
the Senator from Alabama a question
with respect to the item of $86,000 for
the Industrial Home School for Colored
Girls.

Mr. HILL. I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota that
that project is provided for.

Mr. CASE. It seems to me that that
is a very urgent project.

Mr. HILL, The subcommittee agrees
thoroughly with the idea of the Senator
from South Dakota that it is an urgent
project. Provision is made in the bill
for an appropriation of $86,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Alabama that the committee
amendments be agreed to en bloc? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

The amendments agreed to en bloc
are as follows;

On page 1, line 8, after the word “and”, to
strike out "“$8,600,000” and insert "$11,000,-
M<“

Under the heading “General administra-
tion,” on page 3, line 21, after the word “in-
vestigations”, to strike out *“$316,000” and
insert “$327,540."

On page 4, line 1, after the word “ex-

. to strike out “$5,000” and Insert
*$10,000."

On page 4, line 11, after the name *“Co-
lumbia”, to strike out “$340,000" and insert
**$356,000.”

On page 4, line 13, after the word “Divi-
slon”, to strike out “$134,000" and Iinsert
*$186,750.”

On page 4, line 15, after the word “Ap-
peals”, to strike out "$23,000" and insert
“$23,700.”

Under the heading "“Fiscal service,” on
page 4, line 19, after the word “Office”, to
strike out *"$1,872,000" and insert “$2,012,-
000"; and in line 20, after the word “which",
to strike out “$28,000” and insert “'$28,300.”

Under the heading “Regulatory agencies,”
on page 6, line 21, after the word “samples’,
to strike out “$111,000” and insert "$117,-
200.” i

On page 6, line 22, after the word “Parole”,
to strike out “$81,000" and insert '$86,200.”

On page 6, line 24, after the word
*“morgue”, t0 strike out "“$64,000” and insert
+$64,800."

On page 6, line 25, after the word “Insur-
ance”, to strike out *$83,000" and insert
*'$90,500." .

On page T, line 6, after the word “only”,
to strike out “$175,000" and insert “$183,000."

On page 7, line 7, after the word “Bureau”,
to strike out “$85,000” and insert “$87,100.”

I am not asking for
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On page 7, line 9, after the word “Board”,
to strike out “$75,000” and insert $82,100.”

On page 7, line 11, after the word “guards”,
to strike out “$249,000" and insert "'$257,000.”

On page 7, line 13, after the word
“catchers”, to strike out “$45,000" and insert
nm'm-u

On page 7, line 14, after the word “Com-
mission”, to strike out “$147,000"” and insert
“$148,400."

On page 7, line 15, after the word "Com-
mission”, to strike out "$37,000" and insert

Under the heading “Public schools—Oper-
ating expenses,” on page 7, line 24, after the
word “athletic”, to strike out “clothing and
equipment” and insert “apparel and acces-
sories”; and on page 8, line 14, after the word
“Agriculture”, to strike out “$18,915,000"” and
insert “'$19,315,000.”

On page 9, line 8, after the word “amended”,
to strike out “'$247,000"” and insert “$262,324.”

On page 9, line 10, after the word “vehicles”,
to strike out “'$4,840,000” and insert '‘$4,-
900,000.”

Under the heading “Public Library,” on
page 11, line 4, after the numerals “1945"”, to
strike out “8$1,440,000” and insert “$1,515,000.”

Under the heading “Recreation Depart-
ment,” on page 11, line 9, after the name
“Columbia”, to strike out “$1,560,000” and
insert “$1,562,5600.”

Under the heading “Metropolitan Police,”
on page 13, line 9, after the word “otherwise”,
to strike out “£9,750,000" and insert “$10,-
250,000"; and in lina 10, after the word
“amount”, to strike out *$1,280,000" and
insert “$1,360,000.”

Under the heading “Fire Department,” on
page 14, line 15, after the word “grounds”,
to strike out "“$5,150,000" and insert "§5,~
2177,000.”

Under the heading “Veterans’' services,”
on page 14, line 23, after the word “veterans”,
to strike out “§80,000" and insert “$120,000."

Under the heading “Courts,” on page 15,
line 7, after the word * ners"”, to strike
out *“$1,100,000" and insert “$1,164,300."

Under the heading “Health Department,”
on page 16 line 24, after the word “automo-
bile”, to strike out *“$2,675,000" and insert
“$2,915,000."

On page 17, line 15, after the word
*“grounds”, to strike out *$2,450,000” and
insert "$2,521,000.”

On page 17, line 19, after the word
*“grounds”, to strike out “§5,400,000" and
insert "$5,5632,000."”

On page 18, line 6, after the word "In-
curables”, to strike out “8600,000" and in-
sert “'$676,875"; and in line 7, after the word
“gxceed”, to strike out “£9” and insert “$10.”

Under the heading “Department of Cor-
rections,” on page 18, line 13, after the word
“gentence”, to strike out *$4,000,000" and
insert "'$4,125,000."

On page 19, line 21, after the word “prop-
erty”, to strike out *“$65,000" and insert
*8$85,000.”

Under the heading “Public welfare,” on
page 20, line 13, after the word “services”, to
strike out “$100,000” and insert “§109,000."

On page 21, line 22, after the word “build-
ing”, to strike out ''$4,560,000" and insert
*$4,615,000.”

On page 23, line 9, after the word “ve-
hicles”, to strike out “$3,040,000” and insert
*$3,236,000.”

On page 23, line 15, after the figures
“£810,000", to insert a semicolon and “and
for plans and specifications for an Industrial
Home School for Colored Girls to replace the
National Training School for Girls, $86,000;
in all, 896,000.”

Under the heading “Public works,” on page
24, line 2, after the word “Incorporated”, to
strike out “$78,000" and insert “$81,400.”

On page 24, line 4, after the word “Archi-
tect”, to strike out *“$110,000" and insert
*“$118,500."
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On page 25, line 18, after the word “board”,
to strike out *“$800,000” and insert *“8879,=

On page 26, line 9, after the word “thereto”,
to strike out “$1,675,000" and insert “$l,=
%55,000.”

On page 26, line 17, after the word “kinds”,
to strike out “$78,000” and insert “$143,000.”

On page 26, line 20, after the word “busses’,
to strike out *“$100,000" and insert “$110,-
100.”

On page 26, line 25, after the word “roads”,
to strike out “and cleaning snow and ice
from streets, sidewalks, cross walks, and
gutters, in the discretion of the Commis-
sloners”; and on page 27, line 6, after the
word “vehicles”, to strike out *'$2,620,000"
and insert “'$2,722,000."”

On page 28, line 17, after the word “Com-=-
missioners”, to strike out *$4,374,000” and
insert “$5,0566,000"; and on page 31, line 12,
after the word “expense”, to insert a colon
and the following additional proviso: “Pro-
vided further, That this appropriation and
the appropriation “Operating expenses, Street
and Bridge Divisions,” shall be available for
advance payments to Federal agencies for
work to be performed, when ordered by the
Commissioners, subject to subsequent ad-
justment.”

On page 32, line 2, after the word “exam-
iners", to strike out *‘#1,175,000" and insert
““$1,265,000."

On page 33, line 8, after the word “fund”,
to strike out “$325,000” and insert “$366,800."

On page 33, line 10, after the word “fund”,
to strike out “$90,000” and insert “$120,000.”

On page 33, line 16, after the word
“dumps"”, to strike out *'$4,475,000” and in-
sert “$4,538,000"; in the same line, after the
word “which”, to strike out “$95,000” and
insert “$100,000"; and in line 17, after the
word “fund”, to insert “for cleaning snow
and ice from streets, sidewalks, crosswalks,
and gutters, and for marking electric-light
poles incidental to traffic control during pe-
riods of ice and snow, in the discretion of
the Commissioners.”

On page 34, line 19, after the word “Basin”,
to strike out “$1,492,000” and insert *$1,582,-
000.”

On page 35, line 25, after the word “taxes”,
to strike out “$2,365,000" and insert “$2,480,=
000." "

Under the heading *“Washington Ague-
duct,” on page 36, line 25, after the word
“water”, to strike out “$1,930,000” and in-
sert “$1,953,000."

Under the heading “National Guard,” on
page 39, line 5, after the word “purposes”,
;,30 s';,trike out "“$105,000” and insert *“$115,-

Under the heading “National Capital
Parks,” on page 40, line 6, after the word
“wagons”, to strike out "“$1,975,000" and in-
sert *$2,092,000.”"

Under the heading “National Capital Park
and Planning Commission,” on page 41, line
4, after the word “matters”, to strike out,
*$90,000"” and insert “$108,200.”

Under the heading “General provisions,”
on page 44, line 21, after the word “exceed"”,
to strike out “$55,000” and insert *‘$59,000.”

On page 45, line 6, after the word “exceed”,
to strike out “$15,000" and insert *“'$17,000.”

On page 45, line 24, after the word “limi-
tations”, to insert “and hereafter the salary
of the Budget Officer of the District of Co-
Iumbia shall be at the rate of grade GS-16
in the General Schedule established by the
Classification Act of 1048.”

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

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time,
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The bill (H. R. 7216) was read the
third time, and passed.

Mr, HILL, Mr, President, I move that
the Senate insist on its amendments,
request a conference with the House of
Representatives thereon, and that the
Chair appoint the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. HiLr,
Mr. O’'MaHONEY, Mr. McCrLELLAN, Mr.
FErRcUSON, Mr, McCaArRTHY, and Mr. HUNT,
conferees on the part of the Senate.

EXERCISE OF THE VOTING FRAN-
CHISE BY FEDERAL PERSONNEL
AND MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 1605,
Senate bill 3061,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be stated by its title, for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S,
3061) to permit and assist Federal per-
sonnel, including members of the Armed
Forces, and their families, to exercise
their voting franchise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Texas,

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration with
amendments.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I re-
ported this bill from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to which it
was referred. The report of the com-
mittee was unanimous, recommending
passage. There were twbd minor amend-
ments which I do not think need to be
drawn to the attention of the Senate.
They involve only phraseology.

There are 2,500,000 men and women
who are eligible to vote in their respec-
tive States, many of whom will not be
able to vote unless the law is changed,
either by their States or by the Congress.

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

Mr., GREEN. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Does the bill
leave it up to the States to decide how
the voting shall be done, in cases in
which the States have laws, or does the
bill interpose a Federal method of pro-
cedure?

Mr. GREEN. The committee empha-
sized the fact that it was very desirable
that the voting be done so far as pos-
sible under State laws, in cases in which
the State laws make it possible to vote.
In such cases the laws of the State pre-
vail. In other cases there should be a
Federal ballot, simply for Presidential
flectors and Senators and Representa-
ives.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If the State
laws prevail, will the members of the
armed services be permitted to vote for
governor?

Mr. GREEN. Certainly; also for other
State officers, if the State laws prevail.

The bill carries a long series of recom=
mendations which it was hoped the offi-
cials of the States would follow, Some
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of the States have followed the recom-
mendations, and some have not. A little
less than half of the States have made
entirely satisfactory provisions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the first committee
amendment.

The first amendment of the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration was, on
page 9, line 17, after the word “provide”,
to strike out “as part of the established
information and education programs in
their respective departments informa-
tion" and insert “instructions.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 11,
after line 4, in the third line of the in-
structions, after the word “complete”,
to insert “military.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HICKEENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I should like to ask the Senator from
Rhode Island a question about the bill.
I am unable to obtain a copy of it at
the moment.

Does the hill prescribe the type and
kind of ballot? Is it a universal bal-
lot, or what is the provision?

Mr. GREEN. In the first instance, the
Secretary of Defense must receive word
from the States as to what their pro-
visions are; and in those States in which
there are no practical provisions, or in
which the time allowed in the State law
is not sufficient for members of the armed
services to obtain ballots and return
them—which it is estimated would re-
quire 45 days—then the Federal Gov-
ernment will provide a ballot, the form
of which is preseribed.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. What is the
form of the ballot? The reason I ask the
question is that during World War II it
was proposed and seriously urged—and
the proposal was almost adopted—that a
ballot be sent to members of the Armed
Forces permitting them to vote for the
office of President, the ballot merely ask-
ing the question, “Who is your choice for
President?” without listing the names
of candidates, or anything of the kind.
That was a most offensive situation. I
wonder whether the ballot which is to be
sent out in this instance is to be a pre-
scribed form, listing all the candidates
for President, as well as all the candi-
dates for the offices for which members
of the Armed Forces are permitted to
vote.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, does the
Senator have before him a copy of the
hill?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do.

Mr. GREEN. The Senator will find
the official Federal ballot on page 15 of
the bill. I may state that the person
concerned may use the State ballot, and
that, if he should have both ballots, the
State ballot would prevail.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like
to invite the Senator’s attention to the
fact that I had no idea that this bill
would be considered before tomorrow,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The major-
ity leader made an announcement last
evening with respect to the pending bill,
and the acting majority leader made an
announcement with respect to it this
morning, The Senator from Iowa has
had notice of the fact that the bill would

_ be considered today.
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I must have
missed notice of it, and I was informed
that the bill was to be taken up tomor-
row, instead of today. We are con-
fronted with the fact that it is almost
6:30 o'clock in the evening. I invite
attention to the fact that the official
and legal ballot lists places for the writ-
ing in of a serviceman’s choice for Presi-
dent, Senator, and Representatives.
There is no provision in the ballot for
giving service personnel a list of the
candidates of the various parties.

Of course, the manifest benefit of a
ballot like this is always to the incumbent
in office because he is the only one that
service people in far distant places read
about. That was the objection to the
same type of procedure which was at-
. tempted to be followed during World
War II. I believe Members of the Sen-
ate had better take a long look at the
ballot form before they vote on the bill.
I want to give the men and women in
the service the right to vote, but I want
them to have a ballot which lists the can-
didates of their respective parties, not a
ballot which merely gives them an oppor-
tunity to write in their choice.

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

Mr. GREEN. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say to
the Senator from Rhode Islanc that I do
not doubt that the bill is acceptable. I
have been reading very hastily through
the bill to find a provision which would
authenticate the State ballot when such
& ballot is permitted.

I went through an experience when I
was Governor of Massachusetts, just as
the Senator from Iowa did when he was
Governor of his State, with respect to a
similar situation. We had a consider-
able difference of opinion with the Fed-
eral Government at the time, which was
worked out through the secretaries of
state of the States and the Government.
It was worked out very carefully to make
certain that the State ballot was the
ballot which prevailed, provided the
Btate took advantage of the Federal law
and adapted its own provisions to the
Federal law. I should like to make cer-
tain, as would the Senator from Iowa,
whether the State ballot would be con=
sidered the valid ballot. I hope that the
acting majority leader will let us look
at the bill overnight,

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I have
no objection. I want the Senator from
Massachusetts to be entirely satisfied as
to the whole question. There is a dis-
tinet provision that where both ballots
are cast—perhaps in an unusual case—
that the State ballot shall prevail and
the Federal ballot shall have no validity
whatever.

.Mr, SALTONSTALL. I should think
that in such an instance the Federal
ballot—speaking very hastily—should
not have been sent to the man in the
first instance. If I were a boy in Korea,
and I received two ballots, one from
the State and one from the Federal Gov-
ernment, it would be very difficult to
decide which one to use.

Mr. GREEN. Both ballots would not
be sent in instances where the State laws
applied. It would be only in the other
cases where the Federal ballot would
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be sent. Full information would be
given in a circular prepared by the Sec-
retary of Defense, stating what a serv-
ice person’s rights are under the ballot
and how to use the ballot.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I appreciate the spirit in which the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is speaking.
Probably I shall agree with him and offer
no objection to the bill when it is con-
sidered tomorrow. I hope that consid-
eration of an important bill of this kind,
which concerns the fundamental rights
of American citizenship, will be post-
poned overnight, so that we may exam-
ine it more carefully.

Mr. GREEN. I would not wish to
take advantage of the lack of informa-
tion which the Senator from Massachu-
setts feels there is at this time.

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

Mr. GREEN. I yield.

Mr. CASE. Mr., President, I notice
that in one place the bill provides that
persons associated with the Government
of the United States in a civilian capacity
may use the ballot. Does that provision
extend a new privilege to civilian em=-
ployees of the Government?

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
from South Dakota realize that there are
175,000 such persons in foreign lands?

Mr. CASE. Does the provision apply
to persons in foreign lands, or does it
apply to civilian employees in the United
States who are away from their homes?

Mr. FERGUSON. What does the bal-
lot provide?

Mr., CASE. The ballot, under the oath
of the elector, states:

I am associated with the Government of
the United States in a civillan capacity.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, Will the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. GREEN., I yield.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. May I have the
Senator’s assurance that he will give us
an opportunity to study the bill over-
night?

Mr. GREEN. I am willing and I am
very glad to do it, although I am sorry to
have to do it, because we are eager to
have the bill passed. I assume it will
remain the unfinished business.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not know how the Senator
from Iowa could have gained the impres-
sion that assurance had been given that
the bill would not be considered until
tomorrow.

I invite his attention to the announce-
ment which the majority leader made
yesterday. It appears at page 75629 of
the Recorp. I make this statement not
for the purpose of pressing the consid-
eration of the bill at this time, but so
that Senators will not say they have not
been informed of what will be considered.
The majority leader made his announce-

ment with respect to the pending bill,.

and the announcement was repeated by
me at the beginning of the session today.
I should like to read the announcement
made by the majority leader to the Mem-
bers of the Senate who were present yes=
terday. I suggest that Senators who
were not present take notice of the an-
nouncement, because tomorrow we shall
consider two or three other bills fol-
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lowing action on the bill now under con-
sideration. The majority leader said:
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Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I do not
Enow how long consideration of the ecivil
functions bill will require, but there are two
or three little bills with respect to which I
should like to give notice, so that Senators
may be informed as to our intention to have
them considered.

The first is Senate bill 3061, Calendar
1605, a bill to permit and assist Federal per-
sonnel, including members of the Armed
Forces and their families, to exercise their
voting franchise, regardless of State laws.

Another is Senate Joint Resolution 151,
Calendar 1651, a joint resolution approving
the Constitution of the Commonwesalth of
Puerto Rico, which was adopted by the peo-
ple of Puerto Rico on March 3, 1952,

Another is House bill 7406, Calendar 1854,
to extend to June 30, 1957, the authorization
period for appropriations to establish a hos-
pital center in the District of Columbia.

Mr. President. at the time the an-
nouncement was made I conferred with
the then acting minority leader, and I
understood that it was agreeable to him,
in view of the fact that a unanimous
report had been made on the bill by the
committee, to proceed with its considera-
tion as soon as the appropriation bills
had been disposed of.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I wish to say that I was not raising any
particular complaint or taking any um-
brage on that point. I said I did not
know about it. Undoubtedly it is my
fault for not reading the Recorp. I am
not objecting to the general spirit of
the bill. I am in favor of providing the
fairest way possible for servicemen and
th:ir wives and others in the service to
vote.

However, I do object to attempting to
pass the bill tonight at 6:30, when it
contains some objectionable features, as
I see them now.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Senator
from Texas is not insisting that we pro-
ceed with the consideration of the bill,
but he is insisting that the Senator from
Jowa has no right to say that he was
given assurance that the bill would not
be taken up until Friday. I want Sen-
ators on the other side of the aisle to
be aware of the bills which we have
cleared with the minority leader for con-
sideration, so that they will not say to-
morrow evening, “We had no idea that
the bill would be taken up today. Let
us have another day or two before it is
considered.”

By the time we get around to all 96
Senators, we shall not have the calendar
cleared up before it is time to adjuorn.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator from Texas will
yield again, let me say that another ele-
ment is involved. We have spent all day
today on the appropriation bill for eivil
functions of the Department of the
Army. I do not know that any Senator
was notified that there would be a night
session tonight or that the session would
continue past 5 or 5:30 p. m. The result
is that by this time a number of Members
of the Senate have left the Chamber
and have left Capitol Hill, for they have
been under the impression that the ses=-
sion would not continue into the night.
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, every Member has been informed
of the intention to have the Senate pro-
ceed to consider the bill which now is
before the Senate.

In view of the request which has been
made by the Senator from Massachu-
setts and the Senator from Iowa, I shall
now move that the Senate take a recess
until tomorrow. However, I wish the
Recorp to show that no one gave the
Senate any assurance that this bill
would not be taken up before Friday.

The Recorp should also show that
not only shall we proceed with the con=-
sideration of this bill tomorrow; but if
we are able to pass this bill tomorrow, we
plan to take up, on tomorrow, two other
bills.

I wish to repeat that statement, so
that all Senators will be informed.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask the
Senator’s pardon if he feels offended by
anything I have said.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. No one feels
offended. I simply wish to make sure
that all Senators have this information.

Mr. HICEENLOOPER. Does the Sen-
ator from Texas expect to have the Sen-
ate pass bills after 6 o'clock tomorrow
night?

Mr. JOHNSON cf Texas. I am not
attempting to have the Senate pass bills
either tonight or tomorrow night. We
shall endeavor to have the Senate pro-
ceed to a reasonable hour tomorrow.
‘We hope we can dispose of these bills in
a short time, since there have heen
unanimous reports on them from the
committees, and since due notice has
been given, and since neither the leaders
nor any other Members have voiced ob-
jection.

It may very well be that all day to-
morrow will be taken by the considera-
tion of these bills, in which case we shall
go over until Saturday, when the calen-
dar will be called. Following the call of
the calendar on Saturday, these bills, if
they have not previously been disposed
of, may be taken ur then—on Saturday.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I believe
the Senator from Iowa will find the an-
swer to his question on page 2 of the bill,
in section 103, which reads as follows:

Bec. 103. Nothing in this act shall be
deemed to restrict the right of any person
to vote in accordance with the law of the
State of his residence.

Mr. HICEKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand that, because if the
State permits its residents who are serv-
ing in the Armed Forces to vote by ab-
sentee ballot, each of them will receive
from his State an absentee ballot, and
then the ballot provided for in this
measure will not be valid.

Mr. GREEN. That is correct. The
ballot provided for in this bill will not
even be sent to the residents of any
State which has such provisions of law.

I believe that 24 or 25 of the States
would not qualify under the provisions of
this measure, and therefore the absentee
servicemen from those States would be
sent these ballots.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, T wish to say that I am thankful
to the Senator from Texas for agreeing
to let the further consideration of this
measure go over until tomorrow.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant
reading clerk, announced that the House
had greed to the concurrent resolution
(S. Con. Res, 84) authorizing the holding
of ceremonies in the rotunda of the
Capitol for the acceptance of a bronze
replica of the Declaration of Independ-
ence.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R, 5990) to amend the
Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, and
it was signed by the Vice President.

RECESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I now move that the Senate stand
in recess until tomorrow at 12 o’clock
noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 33 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
June 20, 1952, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 19 (legislative day of June
10), 1952:

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force, in the grades
indicated, with dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Alr Force, un-
der the provisions of section 506, Public Law
381, Eightieth Congress (Officer Personnel Act
of 1847); title II, Public Law 365, Eightieth
Congress (Army-Navy-Public Health Serv-
ice Mcdical Officer Procurement Act of
1947); and section 307 (b), Public Law 150,
Eighty-second Congress (Air Force Organiza-
tion Act of 1951), with a view to designation
for the performance of duties as indicated:

To be majors, USAF (medical)

Jack F. Burnett, AO3030009.
George R. Steinkamp, AO483774.
To be captains, USAF (medical)
Benjamin R. Baker, AO1906890,
EKenneth H. Burdick, AO1807000.
Frank W. Chandler, AO1906679.
Robert G. Dawson, AO2212597.
Charles E. Gibbs, AO1906848.
Herman 8. Parish, Jr.,, AO1735284.
Charles M. VanDuyne.
Donald J. Warren, AO1907262.
John R. Woodyard.

To be captains, USAF (dental)

Alphonse E. Carrino, AO1716754.
Richarc A. Grzeczkowskl, AO958917.
Arthur L. Hayden, AO1716543.
James T. Jackson, AO938971.
Howard W. Zellers, Jr., AD2212882,

To be first lieutenants, United States Air
Force (medical)
Joe W. Boyd, AO926600.
John E. Coles, AO434642.
Edward H. Currie, AO2032339.
James A. Cutter, AO2238746.
James 8. Denning, AO2056918.
John A. McChesney, AO971619,
Hugh P. McGrade, AOB64678.
‘Walter W. Melvin, Jr., AO975899,
Perry B. Miller, AO2239833.
Lawrence T. Odland, AO2238749.
Charles R. Rosewall, AOT33468.
William W, Thompson, AO799098.
Willlam R. Turpin, AO669637.
Otis L. Vaden, A01912462,

June 19

James F, VanPelt, Jr.,, AO390421,
William E. Wallace, AO544484.
Homer E. Woosley, Jr., AO2238735.
Ernie A. Young, AO1906322.

To be first lieutenant, United States Air
Force (dental)

Robert N. Weaver, AO650424,

The following-named distingulshed officer
candidates for appointment in the Regular
Air Force, in the grade indicated, with dates
of rank to be determined by the Secretary of
the Air Force, under the provisions of sec-
tion 506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress
(Officer Personnel Act of 1947):

To be second lieutenants

Thomas L. Hair, Jr., AO2218910.
Robert E. Lambert, AO2218955.
Charles C. McGehee, Jr., AD2218970.
Edwin T. Naden, Jr., AO2218988,

The following-named distinguished officer
candidate for appointment in the Regular
Air Force, In the grade indicated, with date
of rank to be determined by the Secretary
of the Air Force, under the provisions of sec-
tion 508, Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress
(Officer Personnel Act of 1947); and section
301, Public Law 625, Eightieth Congress
(Women's Armed Services Integration Act
of 1948):

To be second lieutenant

Arlene Atler, AL2218831.

The following-named distinguished avi-
ation cadets for appointment in the Ragular
Alr Force, in the grade indicated, with dates
of rank to be determined by the Secretary of
the Alr Force, under the provisions of section
506, Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Of-
ficer Personnel Act of 1947):

To be second lieutenants

Joseph C. Beck Miles C. McDonnell
Robert V. Carlson Donald L. Monchil
Clarence M. Davis James H. Norman

Carlos V. del Mercado
George F. Duborg, Jr.
Michael Fatiuk, Jr.

Richard G. Hamilton

John R. Pizzi, Jr.
Mason L. Ripp
Paul E. Shortal, Jr.
Robert B. Smith

James J. Kasparek
Robert L. Kirk John A. Ward III
Michael Erak, Jr. Nelson N. Williams, Jr.
Harley W. R. Lake, Jr. John D. Winters
James A, McDivitt

Bubject to physical qualification and sub-
ject to designation as distinguished military
graduates, the following-named distin-
guished military students of the Air Force
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, for appoint-
ment in the Regular Air Force, in the grade
of second lleutenant, with dates of rank to
be determined by the Secretary of the Air
Force, under the provisions of sectlon 508,
Public Law 381, Eightieth Congress (Officer
Personnel Act of 1947):

Harvey B. Bennett, Jr. Billy J. Mills
Richard E. Bertrand Warren E. Montgom-
Robert L. Blackmon, ery

David J. Novick
Charles F. Parr
Andrew F. P. Peerson
Lincoln A. Perry
Philip C. Peterson
Robert B. Riddle
Vernon R. Sage
James W. Sherrod
Charles B. Shive, Jr.
Joseph W. Steede, Jr.
Robertrand L. Tate

Glen E. Wampler

Jr.
Charles C. Blanton
Donald L. Bouguet
Norman Braslau,

AQ2216344
David C. Brotemarkle
Edward P. Callaway
Robert T. Carpenter
Robert J, Chambers
Harold T. Chandler
Clarence 3. Davis, Jr.
Richard A. DeLong Lloyd E. Thomas
William J. Donohue, John A. Thurman

Jr. Edward L. Tixler
Milton Evans, Jr. Allen L. Trott, Jr.
Oliver W, Fix Ray K. Troutman
Robert A, Harrington Troy N. Washburn
Donald M. Hartman William B. Weaver
Richard D. Hawk Floyd C. Williams
Albert R. Hughes Jonathan W. Wilson
Howard W. Jackson Noel E. Wilson, Jr.
Anders P. Larson Robert J. Wilson
Michael D. Lubin Walter M. Wondrack
Charles W. McComb  Albert H. Wuersz, Jr.
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\ In THE MARINE CORPS

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps for permanent appointment to
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Gildo S. Codispotl Laurence A. Ballinger
Paul M. Moriarty Walter R. Miller
Eenneth J. Houghton Cyril D. Jeffcoat
ERaymond F. Garraty, Marion J. Griffin
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Grover B, Btewart, Jr.
George M. Dauphine
Herschel G. Connell
Curtis D. Jernigan

Herbert N. Rapson
Joseph Northrup
William J. Eopas
George H. Elias

the grade of colonel:

Raymond B. Hurst

Robert E. Cushman,
Jr.

Robert A. Black

Gordon E. Hendricks

Richard D. Hughes

Charles O. Bierman

Frederick A. Ramsey,
Jr.

William N. McGill

Charles W. Shelburne Kenneth D. Eerby

Richard G. Weede

Carl A, Laster

The following-nanmved officers of the Marine

Corps for permanent appointment to the

grade of lieutenant colonel:

Willlam A. Wood
William H. Atkinson
John S, Dewey
John D, Bradbury
Robert A. Churley
William H. Junghans,
Jr.
Harvey M. Miller
John R. Barreiro, Jr.
Willlam McReynolds
John E. Sundholny
Robert W. Glickert
John L. Hopkins
Henry W. Seeley, Jr.
Henry G. Lawrence,
Jr.
James G. Eelly
William C. Ward, Jr.
John T. Bradshaw
Robert E. Colller
Alexander A. Elder
Ward K. Schaub
Maurice L. Appleton,
Jr.
Alvis H. Allen
Robert K. McClelland
Clifford F. Quilicl
Rufus D. Sams, Jr.
Thomas M. Burton
Vietor R. Bisceglia
James H. Tatsch
Robert ¥. Stratton

Ralph H. Currin
Arthur H. Haake
Oscar F. Peatross
Frank E. Garretson
Norman R. Nickerson
George A. Rickert
Norman Pozinsky
Fraser E. West
Stanley S. Nicolay
Darrell D. Irwin
James K. Dill
Stephen J. Zsiga
Vernice 8. Calvert
Robert E. A. Lillie
Anthony J. Dowdle
Granville Mitchell
Paul B. McNicol
Charles C. Campbell
George C. Axtell, Jr.
Harold B. Penne
Walter J. Carr, Jr.
Charles Kimak
Wallace G. Fleissner
Robert H. Gray
Eugene V. Boro
Louie N. Casey
John J. Wade, Jr.
Earl N, Smith
Horace C. Parks
Bernard W. McLean
Olin W. Jones, Jr.
John L. Frothingham

Nathaniel Morgenthal Chester L. Christen-

Louis G. Ditta
Gerald F. Russell
John T. O'Neill
Tom N. Hasperis

son

Horace E, Enapp, Jr.

Stephen C. Munson,
Jar.

Ernest L. Medford, Jr.Henry H. Reichner, Jr.

Frederick J. Mix, Jr.

Edwin B. Wheeler

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps Reserve for permanent appolntment
to the grade of lleutenant colonel:

James F. Coady
Willlam R, Watson,

Jr.

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for permanent appointment to the

grade of major:

Charles W. Boggs, Jr.
Richard F. DeLamar
oI
John B. Bristow
Martin J. Sexton
Cobunn Marston
Frederick J. Cramer
Willlam L. Sims
Ellsworth T. Nobles
John A. Creamer
Daniel M. Manfull
Lelon L. Patrow
Alex H. Sawyer
George K. Parker
Richard J. Buckley
James P. O'Laughlin
Robert J. Fairfield
Philip N. Pierce
Bernard G. Thobe
Richard R. Bucher
Augustine B. Reyn-
olds, Jr.
David Foos, Jr.
Robert G. Willard
Clifford J. Robichaud,
Jr.
Jake B. Hill
Remmel H. Dudley
Albert Woed

Clarence F. Zingheim
Donald L. Mallory
Thomas J. Branighan
Fred A. Steele
Christopher M. Spur=
lock
James J. Bott
Louls P. Penney
Tillman E. Bishop
Gilbert N. Powell
Elmer L. Starr
George W. Doney
Andrew J. Stroh-
menger
Fletcher R. Wycoff
Dudley F. McGeehan
Donald L. Herrick
Milton A. Hull
Julian Willcox
Robert A. Thompson
James K. Linnan
James C. Norris, Jr.
Ross T. Dwyer, Jr.
James F. McInteer, Jr.
Samuel Jaskilka
John A. Lindsay
Franklin L. Smith
Robert M, Jenkins
David H. Lewis

Jr.
Roy L. Wood, Jr.
Albert B. Atkinson
John R. Fields
Justin B. Johnson, Jr.
Charles D. Garber
"K” "K" Bigelow
Warren P. Nichols
Charles E. Call
Patrick Harrison
Edward C. Eicklighter
Wendell O. Livesay
Stanley N. McLeod
Albert J. Sinuec
George R. Burke
Russell Hamlet
Raymond L. Valente
Wesley C. Noren
Lawrence L. Graham
Donald D. Pomerleau
Henry W. Stankus
Richard C. Euhn
Hudson G, Birming-

ham
Glenn E. Ferguson
Willlam D. Porter
Ralph E. June
Armand G. Daddazio
Lawrence H. Bosshard
George K. Reid
Carl L. Sitter
Richard E. Roach
George C. Westover
Eeigler E. Flake
Ralph L. Widner

Herman H. Jones
Gerald E. Goss
John H. McGuire
Paul F. McLellan
Albert J. Gunther
Aaron M. Rottenberg
Thomas B. Wood
Louis H. Steman
Alfred T. Moret, Jr.
Homer L. Daniel
Paul A. LeMaire, Jr.
“H" Leverett Jacobi
Willlam H. Irvin, Jr.
Richard Morton
Harold P. Willlamson
Anthony R. Epplin
Tom S. Parker
Maurice E. Flynn
Paul L. Allen
John D. McLaughlin
George J. Kovich, Jr,
Richard M. Remington
Hector G. Risigari-
Gal, Jr.
John J. O'Donnell
Michael D. Benda
Bernard M. Boress
Richard M. Hunt
Robert B. Jeter
Raymond H. Spuhler
Warren A. Leitner
Lawrence E. Kindred
Junius M. Lowder, Jr.
John F. Mentzer

The following-named officers of the Ma-

rine Corps

for permanent appointment to

the grade of major for limited duty:

Hubert G. Bozarth
Paul R. Paquin
Howard C. Frazer

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps for permanent appointment to

the grade of captaln:

Jack A Miller
Kenneth G. Fiegener
Donald A. Panska
Charles C. Angle
Guy “M" Washburn
Lenhrew E. Lovette
Richard J. Sullivan
Robert F. Warren
Roderick J. Munro
Henry G. Holmes, Jr.
Ruel H. Corley, Jr.
Harry F. Painter
John M. McLaurin, Jr.
Urban A. Lees
William Bradford
Clarence H. Schmid
Bernard J. Stender

Charles D. Dawkins,

Jr.
Lewis E. Bolts
Donald F. Mileson
Oliver J. Koester
Ward L. Hooper
Robert B. Robinson
Alexander Wilson
Robert D. Green
Dwain L. Redalen
Jefferson A, Davis, Jr,
Robert J. Wright
Harold G. McRay
Kenneth L. Anstock

Russell G. Patterson,

Jr.
Richard B. Newport
Harvey E. Wendt
Harry O. Taylor
Robert J. Graham
Varge G. Frisbie
John F. McMahon, Jr.
Jack H. Hagler
James W. Ferrls
Robert King, Jr.

Reland B, Heilman
Henry J, Jadrich
William L. Atwater, Jr.
Walter E. Daniel
Daniel P, Githens, Jr.
Forrest “1” Townsend
William H. Bortz, Jr.
Harry G. C. Henneber=
ger
William Whitehill
Earl A. Trager, Jr.
Williams P. Brown
Robert “J” Zitnik
Arnold W. Barden
William H. Roley
Don G. Derryberry
Crawford B. Malone
John J. Hill III
George Mottl
Joseph B. DeHaven
Dan C. Holland
Sylvester F. Leis
James E. Meehan
Willlam R. Lucas
Robert E. McCarville
Walter N. Roark, Jr.
John O. Eaylor
Richard H. Peacock
Thomas E. Mulvihill
Otis R. Waldrop
Clark Ashton
Thomas H. Hughes
Casimir C. Esycewskl
William J. Peter, Jr.
Donald 8. McClellan
Joseph F. Kirby, Jr.
Elmer F. Koehler
John L. Greene
Dail D. Fine
Eenneth L. Fellows
Judson J. Bradway
Raymond H. W. Pett

James Sharp II
Myron P. Wieczorek
John B, Marshall, Jr.
Gustave F. Lueddeke,
Jr.
Dwaine Wise
Charles C. Ward
Robert Wade
Willlam A. Lutnick
Owen V. Gallentine
Ernest L. Engelkes
Ernest R. Doyle, Jr.
Nicholas M. Seminoff
Robert H. Cook
Robert J. Craig

- Cloyd V. Hines

Elmer A, Krieg
John C. Boulware
James W. Luther
Arthur 8. Tarkington
Marshall 8. Campbell
Victor E, Johnson, Jr.
Dewey F. Durnford,
Jr.
Noble L. Beck
Leroy V. Corbett
Clyde P. Guy
Henry A. Checklou
Leslie L. Davenport
Gene Robertson
James P. Bruce
Clyde B. Shropshire
John D. Cotton
Taylor H. Wagner
Robert W. Minick
Anthony Edwards
Lud R. Tucker
William H. EKellogg
Robert C, Evans
Marion H, Deckard
Charles H. Ludden
Lawrence McGlade
John P. Flynn, Jr.
Duane A. Swinford
Edgar A. Monroe
Willilam N. Gustafson
Stanley B. Voth
John Padach, Jr.
Thomas G. Elder
Harold V. Deering
Anthony R. DiGio=
vanni
Eugene T. Card
Hugh D. Argo
Calvin Wall
Donald M. Winters
Charles A. Broudy
Martin Capages
Beryl B. Sessions
William W. Bryant
Allen L. Phillips

Harry B. Stuckey
Rex A. Deasy

Robert N. Welch
Dean Caswell

Harold R. Foltz
John B. Mason
Clifford A. Allison
Danny “W" Johnson
Murray V. Harlan, Jr.
William H. Mulvey
Robert 8. Robertson
Louis E. Dunning
John H. Cavalero
Walter Panchision
Marshall 8. Austin
Chester J. Foppa
Lewis C. Street III
Leo J. Corboy, Jr.
Glenn L. Ferguson, Jr.
William J. Long
Lawrence J. Holmeist~

er,
Joe “B" Henson
Theodore R. Moore
Thomas J. Jones
James R. Weaver
Clarence H. Pritchett
William L. Walker
Thomas O. Weghorst
Floyd H. Butler, Jr.
Richard H. Bushnell
Douglas D. Petty, Jr.
Wayne H. Hoereth
James H. Berge, Jr,
James M. Weldner
Thomas L. Sullivan
Danjel Greene
Thomas R. Egan
Charles E. Street, Jr,
Donald H. Foss
Cecil B. LaFayette
Eerwin W. Jacobs
George D. Eew
Don M. Perkins
James T. Cronin
Lawrence C. Norton
Poul F. Pedersen
Harold L. Haley
George H. Green, Jr.
Thirl D. Johnson
Russell A, Davidson
Stuart V. Schuyler
Ernest E. Poor
James L., Dumas
Coleman C. Jones
Roger C. Lawson
Harry F. Abbott
Jack H. Adam
John V. Hanes
James R. Coltrane

The following-named officers of the Ma-
rine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of first lleutenant, subject to qual-
ification therefor as provided by law:

Ernest B. Altekruse
Tilton A. Anderson
Maurice C. Ashley, Jr.

Raymond L. Barrle, Jr.

Robert J. Barton
William D. Bassett, Jr,
Wendell O. Beard
John G. Belden
James J. Boley
Thomas G. Borden
Eenneth A. Bott
Philip C. Brannoa
Derrell C. Briden
Ralph H. Brown
William J. Budge
Ivil L. Carver
Henry, A. Commisky,
Sr.
James J. Connors, Jr.
John F. Conroy
Andrew B. Cook
Robert H. Corbet

Eelly J. Davis, Jr.
Harold L. Dawe, Jr.
Thomas J. Deen, Jr,
Robert D. Dern
Lewis H. Devine
John R. Dickson
Thomas E. Driscoll
John L. Eareckson
Richard C. Ebel
Bamuel E. Englehart
Clyde L. Eyer
Charles D. Fay
Matthew C. Fenton,
oI
Richard H. Francis
Walter A. Gagne, Jr.
Samuel P. Gardner
James R. Gober
John C, Gordy, Jr.
Prancis A, Gore, Jr,
Fred Grabowsky
George H. Grimes
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Thomas I. Gunning
John W. Haggerty, IIL
Arthur J. Hale
Wayne L. Hall
Robert T. Hardeman
Allen S, Harris
Robert P. Harris
Harold A. Hatch
George A. P. Haynes
George E. Hayward
Richard G. Heinsohn
Thomas P, Hensler, Jr.
Hans W. Henzel
John K. Heppert
Carlton H. Hershner
Irven A. Hissom
Miles “M" Hoover, Jr.
Henry Hoppe III
Robert G. Hunt, Jr.
Mallett C. Jackson,
Jr.
Charles V. Jarman
John M. Johnson, Jr.
Charles M. C. Jones,
Jr.
Nick J. Kapetan
David 8. Earukin
MacLean Eelley
Charles R. Kenning-
ton, Jr.
Calhoun J. Killeen
Robert H. Erlder
Randlett T. Lawrence
Alan M. Lindell
Robert L. Lockhart
Bernard 8. MacCabe
James H. MacLean
Byron L. Magness
Robert F. Malden
David G. Martinez
Charles P. McCallum,
Jr.
John F., McCarthy, Jr.
Richard S. McCutch-
en
Francis E. McDonald
Robert L. McElroy
John F. Meehan
Willard D. Merrill
Max A. Merritt
John H. Miller
Richard R. Miller
William Morse, Jr.
Edgar F. Musgrove
Robert C. Needham
Harry J. Nolan
Edward J. O'Connell,
Jr.
Lawrence G. O'Con-
nell, Jr.
Charles H. Opfar, Jr.
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Tom D, Parsons
Raymond C. Paulson
Roger W. Peard, Jr.
Willard S. Peterson
Charles R. Petty
Richard L. Prave
Raymond R. Rall, Jr.
Thomas C, Redfern,
Jr.
Plerre D. Reissner, Jr.
Theophil P. Riegert
Thomas E. Ringwood,
Jr.
Archie R. Ruggierl,
T

Jr.
usn "E" Sanslng
William F. Saunders,
Jr.
Kenneth W. Schiweck
Merlin F. Schnelder,
Jr,
Robert L. Scruggs
Richard W. Sheppe
Warren C. Sherman
Warren J. Skvaril
Albert C. Smith, Jr.
Charles 8. Smith
Thomas G. Snipes
Willlam F. Sparks
Eugene O. Speckart
William A. Speer
Robert G. Stafiney
James W. Stanhouse
Eenneth R. Steele
James C. Stephens
Paul F. Stephenson
Allan M. Stewart
Charles B. Sturgell
Leonard C. Taft
Joseph Z. Taylor
Robert W. Taylor
Jack E. Townsend
Luther G. Troen
Henry W. Tubbs, Jr.
Eenneth E. Turner
Thomas W. Turner
Dan C. Walker, Jr.
Theodore R. Wall
Littleton W. T. Waller
15y
William Wentworth
Richard “H"” West
Robert H. White
Thomas B. White, Jr.
Henry M. Whitesides
Charles S. Whiting
James 8. Wilson
John O. Wolcott
James F. Wolfe, Jr.
Harry D. Woods

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for permanent appointment to the
grade of first lieutenant for limited duty:

Henry T. Dawes William M. Dwiggins
Calvin C. Miles IIT  Harry N. McCutcheon
Roger D. Buckley Herbert G. Cantrell
James M. Riley, Jr. Henry 8, Jozwicki
Robert E. Boze John L. Self

Ewing B. Harvey Herbert E. McNabb
Harold Bartlett Derilas A. Moore

The following-named women officers of the
Marine Corps for permanent appointment to
the grade of first lieutenant subject to quali-
fication therefor as provided by law:

Eleanor M. Russell Essie M. Lucas
Doris V. Eleberger Betty J. Preston

EOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuurspAy, JUNE 19, 1952

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D, offered the following prayer:

God of all grace, as we turn our
thoughts toward Thee in the sacred atti-

tude of prayer, we are beseeching Thee
to lead us to the deep inner springs of
wisdom and power.

Grant that we may enter upon each
new day with faith and courage, confi-
dent that the glorious vision of a better
world can never be eclipsed and that
Thy righteous purposes can never be
defeated.

We pray that we may inspire and en-
courage men and nations to cultivate
those finer feelings of good will and co-
operation upon which the hope of hu-
manity depends.

Show us how we may bring the mem-
bers of the human family into a closer

. and more brotherly fellowship. May

they see that the things which they
have in common are far more wonderful
and precious than the things which
divide and separate them.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Landers, its enrolling clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 7960. An act making appropriations
to supply urgent deficlencies in certain ap-
propriatlona for the fiscal year end.lng June
30, 1952, and for other purposes.

The nressage also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill; requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr, McEKEeLLAR, Mr, HaypEN, Mr., Rus-
SELL, Mr. McCARRAN, Mr. O’MAHONEY,
Mr. BripgEs, Mr. FErcusoN, Mr. CorpoN,
and Mr. SALTONSTALL to be the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu-
tion of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 84. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the holding of ceremonies in the
rotunda of the Capltol for the acceptance
of a bronze replica of the Declaration of In-
dependence.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 658) entitled
“An act to further amend the Commu-
nication Act of 1934"; requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr. McFarLaND, Mr. HUNT,
Mr. Jounson of Colorado, Mr. TopBeY,
and Mr, CapEHART to be the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 1539) entitled
“An act to amend an act entitled ‘An
act to provide extra compensation for
overtime service performed by immi-
grant inspectors and other employees of
the Immigration Service’, approved
March 2, 1931”; requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. JounstoN of South Carolina, Mr,
PasTorE, and Mr. BENNETT to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1953

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 7314) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Agriculture for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1953, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments there-
to, disagree to the Senate amrendments,
and agree to the conference asked by
the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and appoints the fol-
lowing conferees: Messrs. WHITTEN,
Heprick, MarsHALL, CannNoN, H. CarL
ANDERSEN, HORAN, and TABER,

AMENDMENT TO COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1934

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (S. 6568) to fur-
ther amend the Communications Act
of 1934, with House amendment thereto,
insist upon the House amendment, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. Priest, HAaRrls,
THORNBERRY, WOLVERTON, and HINSHAW.

AMENDMENT TO CIVIL DEFENSE
ACT OF 1950

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H. R.
5990) to amend the Federal Civil De-
fense Act of 1950.

The Clerk read the conference report.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

CoNFERENCE ReEporT (H. REPT. No. 2197)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5980) to amend the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950, 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 amend-
ments and agree to the same.

CARL VINSON,
CArRL T. DURHAM,
DEwEY SHORT,
Managers on the Part of the House.
LestEr C. HUNT,
JoHN C, STENNIS,
RusseLr. B. LoNg,
STYLES BRIDGES,
Rarpr E. FLANDERS,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5990) to amend
the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, sub-
mit the following statement in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by
the conferees and recommended in the ace
companying conference report:

LEGISLATION IN CONFERENCE

The bill passed the House on May 5, 1952.
It passed the Senate in amended form on
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May 12, 1952, The House disagreed with the
Senate amendments and asked for a con-
ference.

The House bill provides authority for the
Federal Civil Defense Administration to lease
real estate. Heretofore, subsections 201 (e)
and (h), Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950,
have restricted the Administrator from ac-
quiring any land or buildings or any interest
therein without specific authorization of
Congress.

The Senate amended the bill by striking
all after the enacting clause and inserting
the following language:

“That, in accordance with the provisions
of subsection 201 (h) of the Federal Civil
Defense Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 1249; 50 U. 8. C.
App. 2281), the Federal Civil Defense Ad-
ministrator is hereby authorized to acquire
by lease or license, for civil defense purposes,
not to exceed a total of three hundred and
fourteen thousand gross square feet of ware=
house space situated in or near the follow-
ing places: Sikeston, Missourl; Zanesville,
Ohio; Downingtown, Pennsylvania; and Paw
Paw, West Virginia.”

The Senate amendment would have granted
author'ty to lease only four specific ware-
houses and in the future the Civil Defense
Administration, when desirous of leasing
space, would have been required to obtain
specific congressional authority for each
transaction.

The Senate conferees agreed that the Sen-
ate language was too restrictive and that the
House bill should prevail. The Senate re-
cedes,

The Senate also amended the title of the
bill to conform with the Senate amending
language., As amended by the Senate, the
title would read:

“A bill to authorize the Federal Civil De-
fense Administrator to acquire, by lease or
license, warehouse space for civil defense
purposes at Bikeston, Missouri; Zanesville,
Ohlo; Downingtown, Pennsylvania; and Paw
Paw, West Virginia, respectively.”

Inasmuch as the Senate agreed to accept
the House version of the bill, there no longer
existed any necessity for a change in the
title of the bill as it passed the House. The
Benate recedes,

Cary VINSON,

CarL T. DURHAM,

DEWEY SHORT,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FIXING THE PERSONNEL STRENGTH
OF THE UNITED STATES MARINE
CORPS

Mr. VINSON submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (S. 677) to fix the personnel strength
of the United States Marine Corps, and
to establish the relationship of the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff:

CoONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 2199)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amrendment of the House to the bill (8. 677)
to fix the personnel strength of the United
States Marine Corps, and to esablish the re-
lationship of the Commandant of the Marine
Corps to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 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
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follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the House amendment insert the
following: “That the first sentence of section
206 (c) of the National Security Act of 1947
is hereby amended to read as follows: “The
United States Marine Corps, within the De-
partment of the Navy, shall be so organized
as to include not less than three combat
divisions and three air wings, and such other
land combat, aviation, and other services as
may be organic therein, and except in time
of war or national emergency hereafter de-
clared by the Congress the personnel strength
of the Regular Marine Corps shall be main-
tained at not more than four hundred
thousand."

“SEec. 2, Section 211 (a) of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (61 Stat. 505), as amended,
is hereby further amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new paragraph:

“'The Commandant of the Marine Corps
shall indicate to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff any matter scheduled for con-
sideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staff which
directly concerns the United States Marine
Corps. Unless the Secretary of Defense, upon
request from the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for a determination, deter-
mines that such matter does not concern
the United States Marine Corps, the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps shall meet
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff when such
matter is under consideration by them and
on such oceasion and with respect to such
matter the Commandant of the Marine Corps
shall have co-equal status with the mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl.’

“Sec. 8. Section 2 (b) of the Act of April
18, 1046 (60 Stat. 92), is hereby repealed.”

And the House agree to the same,

CarL VINSON,
OvVERTON BROOES,
Carr T. DURHAM,
DEwWEY SHORT,

LesLie C. ARENDS,
Managers on the Part of the House.
EsTES EEFAUVER,

Joan C. STENNIS,

RussELL LoNG,

LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,

RavrrH E. FLANDERS,
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. 677) to fix the personnel
strength of the United States Marine Corps,
and to establish the relationship of the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps to the Joint
Chiefs of Stafl, submit the following state-
ment in explanation of the effect of the ac-
tion agreed upon by the conferees and recoms-
mended in the accompanying conference
report:

LEGISLATION TN CONFERENCE

S. 677, a bill to fix the personnel strength
of the United States Marine Corps and to es-
tablish the relationship of the Commandant
of the Marine Corps to the Joint Chiefs of
Btaff, was passed by the Senate on May 4,
1951,

Subsequently, the House Committee on
Armed Services, after detalled hearings,
struck all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill and inserted substantially dif-
ferent provisions governing the personnel
strength of the Marine Corps and the status
of the Commandant with reference to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Section 1 of the Senate bill provided that
the United States Marine Corps, within the
Department of the Navy, would include four
full-strength combat divisions, four full-
strength air wings and the required support-
ing units organic thereto and placed & per-
sonnel ceiling of not more than 400,000 on
tclze personnel strength of the regular Marine

rps.
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As amended by the House, section 1 pro-
vided that the United States Marine Corps,
within the Department of the Navy, should
include not less than three full-strength
combat divisions, three full-strength air
wings and supporting units which were or-
ganic thereto. The House version further
provided a personnel floor of 220,000 regular
enlisted personnel and prescribed that the
authorized enlisted strength of the active
list of the regular Marine Corps should be
not more than 400,000, such celling to be
suspended during time of war or national
emergency declared by the Congress.

The House version further prescribed the
formula for computing the commissioned
strength of the actlve list of the regular
Marine Corps and provided that such
strength would be attained not later than
24 months after the date of enactment of
the legislation. Obviously there were sub-
stantial differences in the two versions of
section 1 of the bill,

The agreement reached by the conferees
on the different provisions governing Marine
Corps personnel provides that the Marine
Corps, within the Department of the Navy,
shall be so organized as to include not less
than three combat divisions and three air
vrings, and such other land combat, aviation,
and other services as may be organic thereto,
and except in time of war or national emer-
gency hereafter declared by the Congress, the
personnel strength of the regular Marine
Corps shall be maintained at not more than
400,000. The net result of this action is that
the three Marine Corps divisions and three
alr wings are to be combat divisions and
air wings but the “full strength" require=
ment of the House version has been deleted.
The numerical floor of 220,000 regular en=
listed personnel has likewise been deleted.
However, the section states that there will be
not less than three combat divisions and
three alr wings and while the numerical
floor of 220,000 has been deleted, it is the
obvious intent of the language that the
minimum divisions and wings prescribed in
the section will be maintained at whatever
strength the Congress may determine
through the appropriations which it grants
in support of Marine Corps personnel.

Heretofore the United States Marine Corps
has had no statutory organization in the
normally accepted sense of the word. Marine
Corps proponents have consistently ex-
pressed the fear that they would be reduced
to and maintained as regimental combat
teams or even units of less size and impor-
tance. When it is recognized that the Ma-
rine Corps personnel had decreased to a total
of approximately 70,000 at the time of the
outbreak of the Korean war, their fears are
understandable. As a result of the confer-
ence agreement the Marine Corps is assured,
for the first time in its history, of a division
organizational structure. The 400,000 per-
sonnel ceiling which appeared in the original
provisions of both the Senate and House bills
and remains in the conference agreement is
to insure that there is no intention of con-
verting the Marine Corps into a second land
army. The managers on the part of the
House are cognlzant of the outstanding com-
bat accomplishments of the United States
Marine Corps but would be remiss if they
failed to point out their conviction that this
oustanding record is largely attributable to
the fact that the Marine Corps has hereto-
fore largely been maintained on a voluntary
basis. It necessarily follows that if the Ma-
rine Corps should be established and main-
tained at a size which could not be sup-
ported by voluntary enlistments that the
high morale and the accomplishments of the
Marine Corps would be adversely affected.

Section 2 of the Senate bill provided that
the Commandant of the Marine Corps would
be a consultant to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
on all problems before the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, And provided that on matters in
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which the Marine Corps was concerned the
Commandant would be permitted to be heard
and file a supporting memorandum for con=-
sideration by the Secretary of Defense and
the President.

The House version amended the National
Security Act of 1947 and provided that the
Commandant of the United States Marine
Corps would be a member of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

With reference to the Senate version, it
seemed to the House conferees that there
was no justification for making the Com-
mandant a consultant to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff on all problems before the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. That provision appeared to
reguire the Commandant to attend all meet-
ings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, whether or
not the matter under discussion concerned
the Marine Corps. It also appeared to the
House conferees that the Senate version, in
providing that the Commandant would be
heard and could file a supporting memoran-
dum for consideration by the Secretary of
Defense and the President, on matters con-
cerning the Marine Corps, gave the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps a latitude
which was not even permitted to the mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who must
submit supporting memorandums to the
Becretary of Defense and the President
through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. The conference agreement provides
that “The Commandant of the Marine Corps
shall indicate to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff any matter scheduled for con-
sideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staff which
directly concerns the United States Marine
Corps. Unless the Secretary of Defense, upon
request from the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff for a determination, deter=
mines that such matter does not concern the
United States Marine Corps, the Comman-
dant of the Marine Corps shall meet with the
Joint Chiefs of Staff when such matter is
under consideration by them and on such
occasion and with respect to such matter,
the Commandant of the Marine Corps shall
have co-equal status with members of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.”

This conference agreement recognizes that
the Commandant of the Marine Corps, by
virtue of his broad experience in land, sea,
and air warfare, is best able to present mat-
ters of direct concern to the Marine Corps
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. And it is the
clear intent of the language that on those
occasions when matters directly concerning
the Marine Corps are before the Joint Chiefs
of Staff for consideration that the Com-
mandant shall appear, not as a consultant,
but with status co-equal to that of members
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, except for mem-
bership in the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

While there may be a fine line between
co-equal status and membership, the House
conferees recognize the difference. It sim-
ply means that when the Commandant of the
Marine Corps meets with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on a matter of direct concern to the
Marine Corps which is under consideration
by the Joint Chlefs of Staff, that the Com-
mandant shall sit as a co-equal with the
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, he shall
have the right to be fully heard and, if a
vote is taken, to vote in the same manner
as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
Congress has been repeatedly told that
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff do not
vote. Whatever they may do in reaching a
decision, it is the intent that the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps enjoy those
same prerogatives when meeting with mem-
bers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on a matter
of direct concern to the Marine Corps. By
the same token if is fully intended that he
shall be bound in the same manner as the
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in pre-
senting his appeal to an adverse decision
through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
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Stafl to the Secretary of Defense and the
FPresident.

It is obvious that it will be necessary
for the Commandant of the Marine Corps
to recelve a copy of the agenda of the Join%
Chiefs of Staff. Otherwise he would be in
a position of being unable to know whether
or not a matter directly concerning the Ma-
rine Corps was under consideration by the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. It should also be
noted in this connection that numerous
items on the agenda of the Joint Chlefs
of Stafl are defined at lower levels by the
other three services, such as the Joint Stra-
tegic Survey Committee, the Joint Strategic
Plans Committee, etc. The House conferees
do not attempt to precisely define or indl-
cate the exact staff levels and agencies, com=~
plementary to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to
which the Commandant of the Marine Corps
should have staff representation. But it is
clear beyond all doubt that the Comman-
dant will be in a most difficult position to
determine whether or not matters directly
concern the Marine Corps unless he is ac-
corded a reasonable staff representation at
appropriate supporting echelons of the Jolnt
Chiefs of Staff.

It is important to note in the conference
apgreement ¢én this section that the initial
decision as to whether or not a matter is of
direct concern to the United States Marine
Corps lies with the Commandant. There
may be those who fear an abuse of this au-
thority. However, the following provisions
of the section provide that after the Com-
mandant has indicated to the Chairman of
the Joine Chiefs of Staff that a matter sched-
uled for hearing by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff directly concerns the Marine Corps, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff may
refer that request on the part of the Com-
mandant to the Secretary of Defense for a
decision as to whether or not the matter
in question does in his opinion directly con-
cern the Marine Corps. And so the pro-
vision as drawn provides a system of checks
and balances as between the Commandant
on the one hand, and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on the other which, in the opinion of
the House conferees, will insure that each
will adhere to the principles enumerated and
exercise the greatest of caution to insure
that neither shall abuse the prerogatives of
the other. In the final analysis the Congress
is making an attempt to insure that matters
of national defense at the level of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff be decided on the basis of the
broadest military experience available,
Failure to implement this intent would
produce most unfortunate results. The
House conferees are confident that such re-
sults will not occur.

Section 3 of the conference agreement was
an original provision in the House version
but was absent in the Senate verslon. It
merely repeals existing law which relates the
strength of the Marine Corps to a percent-
age strength of the Navy. Having estab-
lished the strength of the Marine Corps in
section 1 of the conference agreement, there
is no longer a necessity to relate the strength
of the Marine Corps to the strength of the
Navy. Therefore, the House and Senate
conferees were in full agreement that the
conference agreement should include the
House provision in this respect.

CarL VINSON,

OVERTON BROOKS,

CarL T. DURHAM,

DEWEY SHORT,

LesiLiE C. ARENDS,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr, VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the conference report
on the bill (S. 677) to fix the personnel
strength of the United States Marine
Corps, and to establish the relationship
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of the Commandant of the Marine
Corps to the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, reserv=
ing the right to object, will the gentle-
man explain the agreement that was
reached on the important parts of this
bill?

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, no doubt
the House is very interested in the deci-
sion which was reached by the confer-
ees, I will briefly explain it to the House.

First. The United States Marine Corps
within the Department of the Navy will
be so organized as to include not less
than three combat divisions and air
wings and supporting units. The actual
size of these units will be determined by
the Congress through its appropriations
for Marine Corps personnel.

Second. The numerical floor which was
in the original House bill has been de-
leted.

Third. The ceiling of 400,000, which
was in both the House and Senate bills,
remains in the conference agreement,
except in time of war or national emer-
gency declared by the Congress, when it
would automatically be suspended.

Fourth. The result of the conference
agreement will establish for the first
time a statutory division organizational
structure for the Marine Corps.

With reference to the status of the
Commandant and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the conference agreement pro-
vides:

First. That the Commandant will in-
dicate to the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff when a matter before the
Joint Chiefs of Staff directly concerns
the Marine Corps.

Second. That when such a matter is
under discussion by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the Commandant, unless over=
ruled by the Secretary of Defense, will
attend such meeting and present his
case, at which time he will have coequal
status with members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff except for membership on the
Joint Chiefs of Staif.

Third. This means that the Comman=
dant must receive a copy of the agenda
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; that he must
have staff representation in appropriate
numbers and appropriate levels of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff supporting organi-
zations; and that he will not attend any
meetings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ex-
cept on matters directly concerning the
Marine Corps, and that his decision that
a matter directly concerns the Marine
Corps may be overruled by the Secretary
of Defense, in which event he would not
attend. It is obvious that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff may ask the advice of
the Commandant on other matters, in
which event the Commandant would at-
tend the meeting for the sole purpose
of giving his advice and not participating
1{; tlée deliberations of the Joint Chiefs of

aff,

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, as the
House well knows, I have long been
keenly interested in the enactment of
legislation which would fix the size and
the status of the Marine Corps in our
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national defense structure. Many of us
have worked long and hard to bring this
about, not because we have any particu-
lar interest in the Marine Corps as such
but because we so earnestly believe that
such legislation is a primary defense
need.

The conference report now hefore us
is the culmination of these efforts, I
am pleased to have been able to con-
tribute, as a member of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and one of the conferees,
to the final agreement. In reaching this
agreement I have been obliged to yield
on some very definite convictions I have
as to what should be the status of the
Marine Corps. But this legislation is
better than none at all, and I believe is
an improvement over the bill passed by
the other body.

You will recall that the bill passed by
the House provided that the Marine
Corps Commandant shall be a perma-
nent member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
I still hold to that opinion. The Senate
bill, on the other hand, provided that he
shall be a consultant to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Under the Senate version the
Commandant would, to all intents and
purposes be in virtually the same status
he now is. He may or may not be con-
sulted.

The important thing is to make cer-
tain that the Marine Corps Commandant
has a definite voice in all matters which
affect or concern the Marine Corps. To
accomplish this the Commandant must
have opportunity to determine for him-
self whether a matter being considered
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff does or does
not affect or concern the Marine Corps.

The language agreed upon by the con-
ference committee does not give the
Commandant any official status as a reg-
ular or associate member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, but it has the merit of
making certain that he is advised of
every matter to be considered by them
and that he has the opportunity to ex-
press his views on it where he feels that
the Marine Corps is concerned.

This is indeed a distinet improvement
over the existing situation. And, as set
forth in the statement on the part of
the House managers, it is understood
by all of us that in carrying out this law
the Marine Corps Commandant will have
representation on the subordinate eche-
lons of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Un-
less he has such representation the Ma-
rine Corps Commandant cannot pos=
sibly have a real voice in the considera-
tions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Not
infrequently decisions are made in the
lower echelons, such as by the Joint
Strategic Survey Committee, the Joint
Strategic Plans Committee, and so forth,
which do not become part of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff official agenda. And yet
these decisions may very vitally con-
cern the Marine Corps.

We fully expect that in carrying out
this law the services will make certain
that the Marine Corps has a voice in all
stages of the Joint Chiefs of Staff de-
liberations, and that the Marine Corps
itself have complete opportunity to de-
termine for itself whether it is affected
or concerned in any way. As an indi-
vidual member of the Armed Services
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Committee, and I am sure this is the
attitude of the entire committee, I in-
tend to do what I can to see that this
intent is carried out.

Just a word as to the size of the Ma-
rine Corps. By this legislation we are
seeking to guarantee that we have a
highly integrated, mobile striking force
in readiness for any emergency that may
arise. The Senate bill provided for four
full-strength divisions and four full-
strength air wings, with a ceiling of
400,000. The House bill provided for
three full-strength divisions and three
full-strength air wings, with both a nu-
merical floor and ceiling. The House
bill had the protective advantage of defi-
nitely fixing a floor.

That is the important feature retained

in the conference report agreement,
While it sets the size at three combat
divisions and three air wings, it does not
stipulate the strength numerically ex-
cept as to the ceiling. But it does stip-
ulate a floor of not less than three com-
bat divisions and three air wings.
* While this conference report may not
be what we want or would like to have, it
is nonetheless a distinet improvement
over the existing situation. I believe if
will add materially to our national de-
fense. It being the primary responsi-
bility of the Congress to determine the
kind, type, and nature of defense we
shall have, by this legislation we are
making such a determination, and I be-
lieve the President should approve it.
If the President should for any reason
veto this bill, he will be arrogating to
himself a constitutional prerogative of
the Congress.

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Speaker, fur-
ther reserving the right to object, under
the outline as now given by the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, does the Marine mem-
ber now have a right to vote under the
conference report?

Mr, VINSON. The Commandant of
the Marine Corps will have whatever
rights the other members of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have, whether it is voting
or anything else, with coequal status,
when matters of direct concern to the
Marine Corps are before the Joint Chiefs
of Staff.

Mr. EEARNEY. Is that any different
than the set-up today?

Mr. VINSON. Oh, yes; entirely dif-
ferent. Today he is not on coequal
status; he does not attend the meetings
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff unless he is
invited to express his opinion or give
advice, -

Mr. KEARNEY, Unless he is invited,

Mr, VINSON. Unless he is invited.

Mr. JACESON of California. Mr.
Speaker, further reserving the right to
object, my understanding of the agree-
ment reached in conference is that in ad-
dition to establishing a maximum
strength, that a statutory floor has also
been placed under the agreement.

Mr, VINSON. No numerical floor is
in it. It is left entirely to the Congress
to maintain the three-combat-division
strength, three combat air wings and
other units set out in the conference re-
piosrtl.ﬂat. such strength as it may deem ad-
visable.
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Mr. JACKSON of California. But the
House bill said it should not be less than
three full strength combat divisions and
three full strength air wings; is that not
correct?

Mr. VINSON. The actual size of the
units will be determined by the Congress
through its appropriations. While the
conference agreement leaves it to the
Congress to determine by the appropria-
tions it makes what strength of the Ma-
rine Corps shall be, it cannot exceed
400,000. But we have said that the
Marine Corps shall be so organized as to
include not less than three combat di-
visions, three air wings and other units,
As to whether or not they will be main-
tained at full strength it will be entirely
up to the Congress when the Marine
Corps appropriations are considered.

Mr. JACKSON of California. I think
this conference report falls far short of
the intent of the House.

Mr, VINSON. It may be true, but I
will say, Mr. Speaker, it takes the agree=
ment of both bodies to get a bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Reserving the
right to object, Mr. Speaker, and I do not
intend to object, I am very much dis-
satisfied with this bill, although I rec-
ognize the fact that you have had quite
a tinie getting what you did get out of
the conference.

Mr. VINSON. That is right.

Mr. MANSFIELD. However, for the
record I want to make sure that it is
the intent of the Congress that the floor
shall be three combat divisions and three
air wings?

Mr. VINSON. That is right. The
statement of House managers goes into
details and states the intent of the
House conferees, so that there will be no
doubt as to what the House conferees
intended.

Mr. ARENDS. There will be no mis-
understanding as to what the Congress
is thinking about.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, in view
of the fact that the statement of the
managers on the part of the House is
very lengthy and has already been
printed in the Recorp, I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the state-
ment be dispensed with.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

METHOD OF COMPUTING PARITY
PRICES FOR BASIC AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H. R. 8122) to
continue the existing method of com-
puting parity prices for basic agricul-
tural commodities, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,
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The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Re-
serving the right to object, Mr, Speaker,
I would like to have the gentleman ex-
plain this bill and just what it does.

Mr. COOLEY. I shall be very glad to
do so, Mr. Speaker.

The bill continues the existing method
of computing parity for basic agricul-
tural commodities for a period of 2 years.
It has another provision which con-
tinues the 80-percent price support pro-
gram for two additional years on the
basic agricultural commodities, when
the producers of such commodities have
not disapproved the marketing quotas.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Has
the Senate passed a similar bill?

Mr. COOLEY. The Senate commit-
tee has reported favorably a bill con-
taining one of the provisions contained
in this bill, the one which deals with
new and old parity formula which is in
the act of 1949. The House Committee
on Agriculture gave very careful con-
sideration to this measure and had ex-
tended hearings. My recollection is that
the bill was unanimously reported, and
it is considered urgent.

Mr. AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. In view
of the urgency of this legislation, I will
not object at this time to the considera-
tion of the bill, but I think for the fu-
ture it would be advisable to have more
discussion on a measure of this impor-
tance so that the Members can under=-
stand it, and also so that those on the
outside who might be interested will
have the benefit of the real purpose and
intent of the legislation.

I withdraw my reservation of the right
to object, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
intention to object at this time, and I
want to serve notice to that effect on the
chairman of the committee.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman withhold his objection?

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman
from New York is going to object, it
would appear there is nothing to galn by
further discussion.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I will
withdraw the objection at this time, but
I will reserve the right to object in order
to get an explanation of the measure.

Mr. COOLEY. It may be that some
member of the committee can clarify
the situation, and give the gentleman
from New York such information as he
may desire concerning this measure. It
is considered very important. Prices are
now being supported at 90 percent of
parity, and this is actually not going to
materially change the situation for the
current year.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, that is en-
tirely up to the Speaker as to whether
the Speaker will afford time for adequate
discussion. It seems to me this is a basic
change in agricultural policy, which is
the law, and therefore I shall be con-
strained to object unless the Speaker
will afford adequate time for a complete
explanation.

Mr. COOLEY. I will give you a com=-
plete explanation. The gentleman
stated that this constituted a drastic
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change. Itis nota drastic change. Itis
a continuation of the policy now in op-
eration.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, I want to assure the gentleman
from New York that this is merely a
continuation of the present 90 percent
program and prevents supports on our
basies from going down possibly to 75
percent.

Mr. COOLEY. That is right.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. If it were
not for this, our prices may go down
materially due to the sliding scale as
provided by law.

Mr. COOLEY. That is exactly right.
If the gentleman from New York will
only stop to realize that all his Republi-
can colleagues on the committee are
utterly in favor of the measure, and
thoroughly understand it. There is
nothing complicated about it.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, I sincerely hope that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Javirs] will
not object.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker. will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
want to direct a question, if I may, to
the chairman of the committee. Per-
sonally, I do not think the measure now
before us goes far enough. As the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture knows, I have in-
troduced a bill calling for 100 percent
parity. The chairman will recall that
he has promised me he will hold hear-
ings on my measure as soon as feasible.
As I understand the present bill, it will
continue for a 2-year period—90 percent
of parity on certain selected agricultural
products whereas if the gentleman from
New York objects, it means there is a
good possibility we will go back to the
sliding scale which will reduce parity
payments on these products below the
present 90 percent.

Mr, COOLEY. That bill, of course,
will be considered at the proper time,
but it will not be affected in any way by
this bill because this is a continuation
of the 90-percent program which is in
effect.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I hope the gentle-
man from New York will withdraw his
objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
a question of the chairman of the com-
mittee? 1Is it not a fact that if this bill
is not passed, then the law will be in
effect as to a sliding parity from 75 to
90 percent, and if this bill is passed, for
the next 2 years, it is fixed at 90 percent?
Is that not a fact?

Mr, COOLEY. The situation is that
unless we pass this bill, the Secretary
of Agriculture could put into operation
the sliding scale. I can say to the gen-
tleman from New York that frankly I
have no fear that the Secretary of Agri-
culture would use the sliding scale at
this particular time, when the Nation is
making such unprecedented demands on
the farmers of this Nation to step up
production.
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Mr., JAVITS. This does change the
law in that regard?

Mr. COOLEY. It only extends the 80-
percent program two additional years.

Mr. JAVITS. I understand. Mr.
Speaker, I object.

The SPEAKER., Objection is heard.

EXTENDING VOTING RIGHTS TO
MEMBERS OF THE ARMED
FORCES—COMMUNICATION FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 513)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
President of the United States, which
was read and referred to the Committee
on House Administration and ordered to
be printed:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
WasHINGTON, June 19, 1952.
Hon. Sam RAYBURN,
Spealker of the House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. SpEaker: I urge that the
Congress give early and favorable at-
tention to the measures now pending be-
fore it to enable the men and women in
our armed services to exercise their
right to vote. Close to a million mem-
bers of our armed services may be un-
able to cast their votes this year unless
the Congress acts on these matters be-
fore adjournment.

On March 28, in a message to the
Congress, I recommended that certain
steps be taken to facilitate the exercise
of the franchise by our service men and
service women, and by certain Federal
personnel serving overseas, These rec-
ommendations were based on a careful
study made by an expert committee of
the American Political Science Associa-
tion. A hill to effect improvements in
existing law, in accordance with these
recommendations, was introduced as
H. R. 7571 by Representative McCorMACK
in the House and as S. 3061 by Senator
GRreEN in the Senate.

The study made by the committee of
the American Political Science Associa-
tion pointed out the obstacles to soldier
voting that are are presented by the laws
of many of our States. The committee
recommended prompt remedial action by
these States, and special Federal action,
for this year only, to aid service men and
women from States that fail to take ac-
g:n to improve their laws before Novem-

T.

In a letter to me on April 30, 1952,
which I transmitted to the House Com-
mittee on Administration, the Secretary
of Defense described the efforts he was
making to encourage the States with in-
adequate legislation to improve their
laws, but concluded that since the major-
ity of the States in this eategory would
not convene their legislatures in 1952,
the prospects for further State action
this year were not bright.

There is another important reason
why Congress should take early action.
The basic legislative affirmation in our
Federal laws of the right of service people
to vote is contained in two provisions of
the servicemen’s voting law of 1946,
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which are effective only in time of war.
Since the Japanese Peace Treaty came
into effect on April 28, 1952, thereby ter-
minating the state of war, these provi-
sions, together with other war and emer-
gency powers, have been temporarily ex-
tended from time to time by the Con-
gress, on the last oceasion to June 30.
However, the pending measure for the
permanent continuation of some of these
war and emergency powers—House Joint
Resolution 477—does not include these
provisions affirming the right of members
of our armed services to vote, Therefore,
unless action is taken on H. R. 7571 and
S. 3061, the very declaration of the right
of our soldiers to vote will disappear from
the Federal statutes. When we have
soldiers overseas defending the cause of
freedom it is unthinkable that we should
go backward instead of forward in en-
abling them to exercise the rights which
all citizens possess.

In addition to enunciating the basic
rights of our service people to vote, H. R.
7571 makes a series of recommendations
for State action; preseribes certain steps
for Federal agencies to follow, particu-
larly with respect to posteard applica-
tions for State ballots; provides for a
temporary Federal ballot for use in those
States which do not give service people
an adequate opportunity to vote; and
contains a number of important miscel-
laneous provisions, such as those making
voting matter postage free, and protect-
ing against fraud and undue influence in
voting in the Armed Forces,

All these provisions are important if
we want our service people to exercise
the rights they are defending for us. I
hope the Congress will take prompt ac-
tion to pass this vital legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Harry S. TRUM*N.

EXPLANATION OF VOTE ON SOCIAL
SECURITY

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I take this opportunity to clear
up, for the benefit of my colleagues and
anyofie else interested, any gquestions as
tw why I did not vote for the bill
H. R. 7800. In the first place, Members
of the House must realize that by the
time my name was called on the record
vote, the bill had carried with an over-
whelming majority; therefore my vote,
which was merely a protest, could not
keep the beneficiaries of the social-secu-
rity system from reaping the meager
benefits which the bill provided.

I have no desire to criticize the mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee,
who undoubtedly did their best under
the circumstances. However, from my
own constituents who are directly af-
fected I have received many complaints,
and in responding to them I have
promised the quickest possible remedial
action.
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I was very much disappointed that in
programing H. R. 7800 there was only
40 minutes allowed for debate and no
opportunity was given for amendments.
I wanted to make clear the feelings of my
people in regard to some of the features
of the law. The increase provided is
very meager indeed. It might provide
a bare existence if the beneficiary could
hold some kind of a job in order to draw
the amount necessary to keep body and
soul together. In some cases the $70
limit provided by the bill might do it.
In many others it cannot. Since the
beneficiaries have contributed to their
own social-security fund, I see no reason
why they should not be permitted to em-
ploy themselves gainfully either with-
out any limit or at least to the extent
of $100. I believe the House should
consider under certain circumstances
lowering the retirement age to 60 for
men and 55 for women, with suitable ad-
justments in benefits.

I have many complaints from women
as to the inequities and the differences
in payments to a widow and to a
widower. :

I have found in my district, which is
largely agricultural, that there is a great
deal of confusion as to just who is and
who is not covered. It would be much
the best for the farm workers if lan-
guage in connection with the agriculture
coverage could be clarified and any
doubt eliminated as to whether there
would be benefits eventually returned to
the employee.

The objection of housewives to col-
lection of taxes covering domestics may,
to some, seem a trivial matter. How-
ever, I believe that it is by no means
trivial, and the constant nagging of this
thorn in the flesh could be eliminated
to the advantage of the entire social-
security program.

I voted with regret not to suspend the
rules to pass the bill as it now stands.
If it could be liberalized, or if we could
at least air our opinions and state the
cases for our constituents, I would feel
very differently about it. Under the
present circumstances, I cannot give
them their day in court.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address the
House today for 5 mrinutes, following the
legislative business of thie day and any
other special orders heretofore entered.

ST. LAWRENCE RIVER POWER

Mr. EILBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to ineclude at this
point in the REcorp a short letter to the
President.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

(The letter is as follows:) *

CoNGRESS OoF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Wagshington, D. C., June 19, 1952,
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.
My DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I was greatly dis-
appointed, as I know you were, with the
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vote in the Senate recommitting the St.
Lawrence seaway bill. This means that this
great project is dead for this year.

As you know, in 1948 New York State ap-
plied to the Federal Power Commission for a
license to develop the power jointly with the
Province of Ontario.

Now, it seems to me that the logical thing
to do is to allow New York State and the
Province of Ontario to jointly develop this
power. This would not cost the Federal tax-
payer a penny. It would give New York
State and New England much needed power
which is now golng to waste. As I under-
stand the situation, it needs the approval
of the Federal Power Commission and the
International Joint Commission. It would
not need action by the Congress. The
Province of Ontario and the State of New
York can then construct the dam jointly
and develop the power. New York State is
ready to go ahead and the Province of On-
tario has already given its approval.

I respectfully urge, sir, that you use your
Executive power and influence with these
two commissions to have this project ap-
proved immediately so that New York State
and the Province of Ontario can proceed. I
might add that New York State will charge
enough for the power so that the project
will be self-ligquidating.

Respectfully yours,
CLARENCE E. KILBURN,
Member of Congress.

GENERAL EISENHOWER'S HAND IN
OUR AIR POWER REDUCTION

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There was no objection.

Mr, REECE of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, in 1946 the air power of the
United States covered the globe and sup-
ported our world policy. But from this
time until the Korean war began in 1950
our military air strength was steadily
and tragically reduced. On its own re-
sponsibility and against the best advice
of military men the Democrat admini-
stration under the banner of economy
imposed one cut after another on our
air forces.

Of course, everybody was for economy.
If the air strength of the United States
could be cut safely—and the President
mit?s it could—most people favored the
cuts.

Acting for the President, Secretary of
Defense Johnson claimed that he was
merely cutting “fat” off the military and
that the muscle was left unharmed.
Military units were disbanded, orders
were canceled, and badly needed mili-
tary equipment was denied the men who
should have been training to use it.
Many flying officers were grounded,
many Reserve officers were sent home
from active duty, and skilled technicians
of many years of service were fired from
the military installations where their
services were so badly needed.

All of these things were done under
the pretense that only luxuries were be-
ing eliminated.

But the Iluxuries continued. The
bureaucrats, the five percenters, the ac-
tivities to curry favor of local communi-
ties flourished without interruption.
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Meanwhile the happy economizers
chopped away at the bone and sinew of
our military strength in order to have
more money to spare in the budget for
New Deal schemes and other socialistic
projects designed to keep the admini-
stration in power.

Today, when our best jet fighters are
outrumbered 5 to 1 in Korea, it seems
ineredible that men who carried so heavy
a responsibility would be so positive in
their assurances'that adequate air power
was being provided. In order to make
sure that their actions would not be
criticized, the strictest gag rule was
placed upon military men of all
branches. It was made quite clear to
the top military men that their appoint-
ment to higher position would be far
more likely if they backed the admin-
istration’s views on false economy. Mili-
tary expenditures gave way to spending
for socialistic schemes. It was the
tempo of the time.

MILITARY LEADERS SERVED AS STALKING HORSES

Military leaders, who had long served
as a stalking horse for the State Depart-
ment whenever it wished to announce
some new scheme for foreign aid, now
became an advocate of budget slicing.
General Bradley helped to influence the
Congress against voting more funds for
air power than the administration would
approve. He stated that a defense bud-
get of more than $14,000,000,000 would
bankrupt the country and reassured
everyone that the Communists were not
likely to cause us any immediate trou-
ble. He did this despite the fact that a
few months previously he had signed a
document informing the Secretary of
Defense that if the budget were cut
below $18,000,000,000 the United States
would be in no military position to carry
out its world-wide commitments.

While false assurances were fairly con-
vineing to the general public, they did
not fool Members of Congress who were
wise in the ways of New Deal-ish poli-
ticians. Against these false assurances
and false economies recommended in
the defense budget by the administra-
tion, the Eightieth Congress authorized
an Air Force of 70 groups and provided
funds for these groups only to hear the
President and his military advisers say
a 48-group Air Force was enough and
then refused to use the money Congress
had provided for that purpose. The
Eightieth Congress authorized an ex-
panded Naval air program, including a
super aircraft carrier upon which work
had begun and then ordered stopped at
a dead loss of twenty nrillion. Also, the
Eightieth Congress fixed the size of our
Armed Forces at 2,040,000 men and pro-
vided ample funds to support those
forces. The Eightieth Congress was far
ahead of the President and his advisers
in preparing for the national defense.

GENERAL EISENHOWER CALLED IN TO BACK

DEFENSE CUTS

In an effort to allay the fears and sus-
picions of Members of Congress that
great risks were being taken in cutting
our military strength, and particularly
the air power, it was necessary to use
the prestige of top military men to back
up these cuts. General Eisenhower was

called in from his post at Columbia Uni-
versity to help effect an agreement
among the services on a heavily cut
budget in 1949.

In his typical role as a “welder,” Eisen-
hower simply tried to keep everybody
happy regardless of consequences. In
order to get agreement on the budget
he presided over the Joint Chiefs of Staff
while the allocations were split almost
equally among the three services. For
this he gave the prestige of his name
and record to the emasculated budget
which he and all conscientious military
men knew could not provide adequate
defense. 3

On June 17, 1949, he passed the word
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that the mil-
itary budget would be limited to $14,-
000,000,000 to be divided among the three
services. The strength of the Air Force,
he told them, was set at 57 groups, and
the Navy carrier strength was reduced
from 8 to 6. The services replied within
a few days that these forces could not be
provided under the monetary ceiling he
had given.

Consequently, on June 21, Eisenhower
sent a memorandum to the Chairman of
the Budgei Advisory Committee direct-
ing the Committee to restudy the figures
and reduce the strength of the military
services to bring them within the budget
ceiling he had previously given. Gen-
eral Eisenhower’s memorandum con-
tained the following sentence:

You may attempt jointly to agree upon a
revised recommendation for reduced sums
for aircraft procurement.

The same memorandum stated that
the annual flying hours should be re-
duced by each service just as low as it
could be reduced without causing an
increased number of accidents, and also
that pilot training should be cut down.

The first proposal was called Eisen-
hower plan No. 1.

The second proposal for cutting the
Air Force and the Naval Air arm was
officially referred to as Eisenhower plan
No. 2. It cut the Air Force from the 57
groups to 50 groups, and cut the Navy
from 6 carriers to 4.

These terrific cuts in the Nation’s air
strength, just a year before the Korean
war began, were sold to the Congress as
the Eisenhower budget. They were ac-
cepted, to a large extent, because they
carried the then magic Eisenhower name
with them. General Eisenhower had
lent his name and his professional repu-
tation to the project of slashing the Na-
tion’s air strength at a time when Com-
munist air strength was being increased
by leaps and bounds. But this was not
all the damage done by Eisenhower, who
stoutly protests he is a friend of air
power.

One year later the administration
again needed Eisenhower’s help to put
over its gamble with the the security of
the Nation.

GENERAL EISENHOWER SAID 48 GROUP SAFE

MINIMUM

In March of 1950—on March 29 to be
exact—General Eisenhower was called
before a congressional committee and
questioned about the adequacy of the 48-
group Air Force under a budget which
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had already been reduced to $13,600,000,-
000 for all military activities. He told
the committee: “In the world situation,
48 well-equipped regular groups, and
some dozen in the National Guard, would
probably be a safe minimum."”

The world situation at that time was
that which immediately preceded the
Eorean war. After 5 months of combat
in this war, General MacArthur did not
have sufficient planes at his disposal to
risk bombing Manchuria, according to
the testimony of General Vandenberg,
the Chief of Staff of the Air Force.

Yet this was the same Air Force that
General Eisenhower had declared ade-
quate.

Thus, the administration was able to
employ General Eisenhower to cover up
its fatal gambling with our security.
The public, and to a large extent even
the Congress, had been fooled. How
could a man who undoubtedly knew
what the Communists were building
against us say that so small a force was
adequate, even for a very small war,
much less for a big war that might even
yet lead to the devastation of our
country?

The answer is easy. The general is
famed among his military associates as
a great diplomat—as a man who is able
to please everybody at once—regardless
of the issues. He is known as the great
welder. General Eisenhower as Chief of
Staff solved the budget problem not by
any great strategy or even by any great
influence but simply by splitting the
budget equally among the three services
and thereby getting an agreement. Asa
result, largely on Eisenhower’s advice,
the United States now finds, its Armed
Forces in pitiful shape to fight the Ko-
rean war. The statements I have made
are not mere hearsay or conjecture.
They are well documented and are part
of the graphic history of this country in
those months prior to the Korean war
when a few of our top military men—
notably General Eisenhower—were will-
ing to sell themselves to the administra-
tion in order to give popular and pleas-
ant assurances to the American people
that their defenses were ready for any
attack,

THE GENERAL'S ROLE IN DEFENSE DRAMA

The blast of public indignation that
followed the exposure of our military
weakness in the Korean war blew the
Secretary of Defense out of office and will
remove the administration responsible
in the elections in November. The es-
sential part played by General Eisen-.
hower in this tragic drama has largely
been overlooked.” He was rewarded for
his backing of the untimely cuts that
wrecked our defense and our air strength
by the job in Europe that kept him in
the public eye. ;

But when we listen today to his as-
surances about future $40,000,000,000
cuts in the budget and his great op-
timism concerning how he can bring
peace to the world and settle all our
problems so cheaply, let us remember
that just 3 years ago his great strategy
was simply to split the budget three ways
and that just 2 years ago he was assur-
ing the Congress and the public that 48
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air groups were sufficient for the present
world situation.

Two years later we have 91 air groups
but still we do not have enough to dare
to cross the Yalu River even though
Americans are being killed almost every
day by planes coming from the other
side of that river. General Eisenhower
has never been a politician and certainly
he has never been a statesman. His
prestige is based largely upon his suc-
cess as a military man in World War II.
But it is world war III which may have
already kegun that concerns us now
and before we select the great general
to keep us out of war, this time, let us
reexamine the record of his advice and
his influence in the weakening of our
strength which led to the Korean war
and which after 2 years of struggle
leaves us still unable to win that war.

Possibly more than those of any other
one man, Eisenhower's views are re-
fleeted in our present Defense Establish-
ment,.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. O'KONSEKI asked and was given
permission to address the House today
for 1 hour, following the legislative busi-
ness of the day and any other special
orders heretofore entered.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their

names:
[Roll No, 108]

Aandahl Evins Powell
Abernethy Fenton Prouty
Albert Frazier Reed, Ill.
Allen, La, Gore Richards
Anfuso Hébert Sabath
Bates, Ky. Heffernan Sasscer

Beall Herter Scott,
Beckworth Hope Hugh D., Jr.
Bender . Kilday Shafer
Buckley McVey Stanley
Burdick Mack, I, Steed

Butler Morris Stigler
Carlyle Murdock Sutton
Carnahan Murphy Tackett
Celler Norblad Thomas
Chatham Patman Welch
Clemente Patten Wickersham
Cole.N. Y. Phillips Wigglesworth
Dawson Pickett Wilson, Ind.
Dingell Poulson

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 367
Memb-=rs have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consenf, further pro-
cesdings under the call were dispensed
with.

DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1952

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union for the further con=-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 8210) to
amend and extend thé Defense Produc=
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tion Act of 1950, as amended, and the
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as
amended,

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 further
consideration of the bill H. R. 8210, with
Mr. Mivis in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The CHAIRMAN. Wkhen the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday the Clerk had read
the first section of the bill. If there are
no amendments to this section, the Clerk
will read.

Mr, DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I have requested this
time so that I might ask the chairman
of the Banking and Currency Committee
a question. On page 28 of the commit-
tee report on House bill H, R. 8210, there
is a paragraph under the caption “Cer-
tain technical violations,” which reads
as follows:

Your committee has received several com=
plaints concerning the general ceiling price
regulation affecting lumber distributors in
southern areas with respect to which your
committee believes relief must be afforded.
The general ceiling price regulation was is=
sued in January 1951 shortly after the gen=-
eral price freeze. The provisions of the reg=
ulation as it affected such distributors was
ambiguous in many respects, and attempts
were immediately made to bring this to the
attention of the agency. However, a period
of a year elapsed before a new regulation
was issued correcting and clarifying the
matters complained of. During this period
it is the understanding of your committee
there were some technical violations of the
general ceiling price regulation of a nonwill-
ful character. Such technical violations
would not be violations of the order now
in effect and but for the long period of time
it took to issue the current order would
probably never have occurred. It is not the
intention of your committee to condone will=-
ful violations of any price regulation or order
in this instance or any other. But in view
of the circumstances of these cases it is the
opinion of your committee that there should
be no prosecution of technical viclations,
which were nonwillful, and which would not
constitute any violation of the order cur=-
rently in effect.

This paragraph points out that the
provision of the regulation as it affected
such distributors—and the paragraph
mentions lumber distributors—was am=
biguous in many respects, and that at-
tempts were immediately made to bring
this to the attention of the agency. It
further points out that a period of a year
elapsed before a new regulation was is-
sued correcting and clarifying the mat-
ters complained of, and that during that

period the committee understands that.

there was some technical violations of
the general ceiling price regulation,
which were not violations of a willful
character. Such technical violations
would not now be violations of the order
subsequently issued, and the committee
points out that except for the long period
of time it took to issue the current order,
such technical violations probably never
would have occurred. The committee
recommends under the circumstances
that there should be no prosecution of
such technical violations, which were
nonwillful, and which would not consti-
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tute any violation of the order currently
in effect.

While this paragraph does not men-
tion the wood treating and preserving
industry, it seems to me that the wood
treating and preserving industry should
be included in this paragraph of the
committee report, along with lumber dis-
tributors. The wood treating and pre-
serving industry is in the same situa-
tion in practically every respect with
reference to this question as the lumber
distributors or wood forest products dis-
tributors. The lumber distributors buy
wood forest products, that is, timber, and
the wood treating and preserving indus-
try buys timber, which they convert to
finished products such as poles, cross
ties, cross arms, and so forth. That in-
dustry buys all of its raw materials. It
does not produce any of it, With ref-
erence to the prices they were charging
during their base period, the wood treat-
ing and preserving industry accumulated
that inventory anywhere from 5 months
to a year prior to that time, from the
raw materials. It therefore does not
reflect at all the cost of raw materials
now being used. That industry is in the
same position substantially as the wood
forest produets distributors or wholesal-
ers, in that they had to replace in-
ventory during the base period for
deliveries a few months thereafter at
much higher prices.

The agency has not as yef, I under-
stand, promulgated the regulation yet
for the wood treating and preserving in-
dustry. They have been working on it,
trying to get it pushed through. It has
been prepared, but not yet promulgated.
In view of the similarity in the situation
of these two industries, the lumber dis-
tributors and wood treating and rreserv-
ing industry, I would like to ask the
chairman if he does not think that this
industry, namely wood preservers sell-
ing pressure and nonpressure treated
forest products, should also be included
in this paragraph along with lumber
distributors?

Mr. SPENCE. I believe the wood
treating and preserving industry is
within the spirit of that direction and
that they will not be subject to the
penalties, imposed. If, because of the
obscurity or indefiniteness of the act,
they were not able to know their rights
and they were violated without any in-
tention, I think they are exempt. I
think they come within the spirit of that
law, and would be exempt.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman. I simply wanted to ask that
question for the purpose of getting it
into the REcoORD.

I thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman of Georgia has expired.

The Clerk read as follows:

TiTLE I—AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE PrRODUC-
TION AcCT oF 1950, AS AMENDED

Sec. 101, Section 101 of the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1050, as amended, is hereby
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “Nor shall any re-
striction or other limitation be established
or maintained upon the species, type, or
grade of livestock killed by any slaughterer,
nor upon the types of slaughtering opera-
tions, including religious rituals, employed
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by any slaughterer; nor shall any require-
ments or regulations be established or main-
talned relating to the allocation or distribu-
tion of meat or meat products unless, and
for the perlod for which, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall have determined and certi-
fied to the President that the over-all sup-
ply of meat and meat products is inadequate
to meet the civillan or military needs there-
for: Provided, That nothing in this act shall
be construed to prohibit the President from
requiring the grading and grade marking of
meat and meat products.”

Mr. SADLAK., Mr. Chairman, T offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SAbpLAK: Sec-
tion 101 of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following: “When all re-
quirements for the national defense, for the
stockpiling of critical and strategic materials
and for military assistance to any foreign
nation authorized by any act of Congress
have been met through allocations and pri-
orities it shall be the pollcy of the United
States to encourage the maximum supply of
raw materials for the civilian economy, in-
cluding small business, thus increasing em-=
ployment opportunities and minimizing in-
flationary pressures. No authority granted
under this act may be used to limit the do-
mestic consumption of any material in order
to restrict total United States consumption
to an amount fixed by the International Ma-
terials Conference.”

Mr, SADLAK. Mr. Chairman, the
Sadlak amendment revised from its
original presentation incorporated in
H. R. 7517 and just read by the Clerk is
presented for consideration at this time
in order to resolve a parliamentary sit-
uation which has arisen due to the con-
flict in the so-called Ferguson-Fulbright
amendments presently integral parts of
the Senate Defense Production Act
passed last Thursday.

The purport of the Ferguson amend-
ment introduced as S. 2873 was com-
pletely misunderstood even though de-
bated within the limits of the procedure
of the other body and passed by a vote
of 43 to 40. And because, apparently, it
was not made clear that the provisions
in no way affect the CMP, or Controlled
Materiuls Plan, the inevitable conclu-
sion was that the Senate believed that
the CMP was placed in jeopardy. Conse=
quently to avert what appeared to be a
threat to the CMP, Senator FULBRIGHT
presented his amendment calling for the
appointment of a representative to the
International Materials Conference ap-
pointed by the President with the con-
sent of the Senate; and in the second
part of his amendment, which I will read
from the Recorp of June 11, at page
7033—the second part of the Fulbright
amendment read as follows, and I point
that out because it had been put in here
specifically to protect the Controlled Ma-
terials Plan which I say again was not
in any way affected by the Ferguson
amendment. The Fulbright amendment
to which I alluded continues as follows:

(b) Subject to the provisions of subsec-
tion (a) of this section, nothing contained
in this act shall impair the authority of the
President under this act to exercise alloca-
tion and priorities control over materials
both domestically produced and imported,
and facilities to the Controlled Materials
Plan or other methods of allocation,
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After the usual debate this proposal
was adopted by a vote of 46 to 31.

Mr. Chairman, Senator FERGUSON
wished to bring to the attention of the
Senate the effects of the IMC, or the
International Materials Conference, in-
dicates its origin, its illegal existence and
operation, showing that it had no United
States constitutional or statutory au-
thority, its entitlements for consump-
tion, which become the limits of our allo-
cations, and put a stop fo this super car-
tel. During general debate on yesterday
I tried to explain the same organization
and acquaint the members with its ae-
tivities; I also referred to the parliamen-
tary situation that has arisen in the Sen-
ate version of the new DPA. The Sen-
ate, I menticned, had passed the Fergu-
son amendment on June 4; and the
debate, as far as I am concerned, clear-
1y shows that its purpose was to prevent
the use of the Defense Production Act to
implement the decisions of the Interna-
tional Materials Conference.

In the debate on June 11 in the other
body many arguments were advanced
that the Ferguson amendment could be
construed in such manner as to limit the
authority of the Defense Production Ad-
ministration to operate the Controlled
Materials Plan. This was debated by
the Senate on June 4, and I am sure
Senator FErcUsoN believed that it could
not have this effect.

The Ferguson-Fulbright amendments
have grown to very controversial stature
and I have, therefore, during long hours
of the past few days endeavored to pro-
duce an amendment that would not only
reconcile and resolve the difficulty buf
could be accepted in lieu thereof. My
amendment is recommended and I shall
gratefully appreciate your attention to
my remarks.

Mr. Chairman, referring to the di-
lemma in which the Senate found itself
with respect to these amendments, I
want to read what Senator FULBRIGHT
said about his amendment, and this is
taken from pages 7023-7024 of the Con=-
GRESSIONAL RECORD:

Our attention was focused upon the In-
ternational Materials Conference, and it was
thought that the principal effect of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Michigan would be in regard to the Inter-
national Materials Conference. I did not
realize in the course of that debate that it
would have the effect of destroying the con-
trolled materials plan. I do not believe the
Senate and the Congress really desire to
destroy the controlled materials plan. I
leave only this thought, that if the Senate
should adopt my amendment, it would not
automatically nullify the Ferguson amend-

_ment. The only effect would be that there

would be in the bill two inconsistent amend-
ments which would have to be reconciled,
and an acceptable result obtained.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut has expired

(By unanimous consent Mr. SaprLax
was allowed to proceed for five addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. SADLAK, Mr. Chairman, read-
ing further from the statement by Sen-
ator FULBRIGHT:

That will have to be done. It could be

done by the House, or, more likely, in
conference.

June 19

Reading further from the statement
of the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas:

If, after such a process of deliberation I
should be proved to be wrong, and the mat-
ter could not otherwise be straightened out,
my amendment could be eliminated, because
it would be in conflict with the amendment
of the Senator from Michigan. But I think
we at least owe that much difference to the
leading and responsible members of this
administration, who are trying to adminis-
ter the defense production program. So I
submit that even for those who think that
I may not be entirely correct, they still are
justified in voting for my amendment, in
order that the question involved may be
given further study.

What I have just read, Mr. Chairman,
clearly indicates that the Senate did not
nullify the Ferguson amendment on
June 11. It wanted to protect the con-
trolled materials plan.

As I said on yesterday, my amendment
in no ways affects the CMP. The con-
trolled materials plan is not affected, and
I specifically say so in this amendment.
As concerns small business, the Sadlak
amendment in no way affects the opera-
tions of the CMP or distribution within
the United States of any material as be-
tween big business and little business,
All of the powers of allocation within
the act at present are left unchanged.

My amendment merely states that
these powers cannot be used for the sole
purpose of restricting the total United
States consumption of any material to a
ficure fixed by the IMC. You cannot
help little business by keeping the ma-
terials out of the country.

As concerns oil, the Sadlak amend-
ment in no way interferes with CMP. It
also in no way interferes with the do-
mestic allocation of imported fuel oil by
the PAD within the United States. I
in no way intend to interfere with PAD.
Our problem is to bring the oil into the
country, oil which otherwise would be
lost. Disposition, or dividing the prod-
uct, rests solely with DPA. The purpose
of this amendment is to bring the oil into
the country.

Will the elimination of the Interna-
tional Materials Conference ruin our
mobilization effort? The answer is
“No,” and this answer I give you from
page 7022 of the Recorp of June 11, at
which point Senator FurLBrIGHT read a
letter written by the former Adminis-
trator of Defense Production, Mr,
Fleischmann. )

This is what Senator FuLBrIGHT quoted
from the letter of Mr. Fleischmann writ-
ten on June 10:

I reiterate what I said as to the Interna-
tional Materials Conference-—that its elimi-
nation, insofar as this country is concerned,
although in my opinion most unfortunate,
would not result in a collapse of our mobili-
zation effort. At the same time I concur
fully with Mr. Fowler's statement that the
effect of this amendment would be to make
the operation of the Controlled Materials
Plan impossible, and that, I believe, would
have disastrous effects on our mobilization
program.

I think I have already touched on the
CMP matter therein referred to.

One other thing, Mr. Chairman, The
IMC has seriously affected our stockpile.
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On yesterday I read from the release of
June 17 by Mr. Fowler, of the Defense
Production Administration. On page 4
of that release it reads as follows:

To help maintain even this low level it
became necessary in the third quarter of
1951 to suspend the stockpiling.

I am anxious, Mr. Chairman, to have
the maximum freedom of enterprise to
obtain materials which might not other-
wise be available so as to keep the United
States economically strong. Inmy opin-
ion, we can do away with the Interna-
tional Materials Conference because, as
I have stated, not once but many times,
as has been brought out in statements
and in testimony given by Mr. FERGUSON,
myself, and many others, it is an organi-
zation which has no statutory authority;
and if they say that it is vital and neces-
sary to our defense production, then I
say they should come in here before the
proper committees of the Congress, lay
their cards on the table, instead of doing
things under the table.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SADLAK. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. CELLER. Did I hear the gentle-
man correctly when he said that there
is not use for the IMC? Did the gentle-
man say that?

Mr. SADLAK. Isay to the gentleman,
as I have said repeatedly, that the Inter-
national Materials Conference has no
statutory authority.

Mr. CELLER. Well, does the gentle-
man think we need the IMC to control
disposition of these strategic materials
throughout the world?

Mr. SADLAK. I say emphatically
“No,” but I will add to that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut has again
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SADLAK
was allowed to proceed for two additional
minutes.)

Mr. SADLAK. I say in addition that
if the authorities who are administering
our defense production will come before
the Congress of the United States, which
I feel sure has the authority, and will
lay their cards on the table, whether it
be the House Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs or the House Committee on Armed
Services, because stockpiling of stra-
tegic materials is affected, if they will
come before the proper committees with
full and open hearings and conferences
that this has to be done and there is no
alternative and our proper committee or
committees of the Congress agree, then
I shall be for it.

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman will re-
alize that unless these strategic mate-
rials, like lead and cobalt, and so forth,
are controlled in some way by interna-
tional agreement, then the Soviet au-
thorities, by secret agents, will be en-
abled, if there is no control, to grab up
all these strategic materials to our own
serious disadvantage and to the disad-
vantage of our own stockpiling plans.
An adequate stockpile of these highly im-
portant metals is manifestly essential
for our security and defense. Thus, IMC
is essential for our security and defense,
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Mr. SADLAK. In reply I will say to
the gentleman, from my study of the In-
ternational Materials Conference, that
there are only seven committees dealing
with materials, There are some 38 stra-
tegic materials which we need, and I
would leave that to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Duraam], who is
well qualified, to answer that. But there
are only seven or eight materials which
come within the purview of the Inter-
national Materials Conference,

Mr. CELLER. But it is essential to do
something now and not wait until we can
get authority in the way that the gentle-
man speaks of. There is, however,
plenty of authorization for IMC imbed-
ded in basic statute, and the defense au-
thorities have gone ahead and made these
arrangements with various countries pri-
marily to enable us to get a stockpile
and, secondly, to prevent Russia from
getting these materials which we des-
perately need.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Connecticut has again
expired.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

(On request of Mr., Spence, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON was al=-
lotwed to proceed for five additional min-
utes.)

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment as I
believe it would confuse and damage, if
not destroy, the operation of the con-
trolled materials plan under the Defense
Production Act we now have under con-
sideration.

As a member of the House Small Bus-
iness Committee I have had opportunity
to examine the operations of CMP and
have seen it bring order out of chaos
and secure a fair distribution of searce
materials for civilian needs after caring
for defense requirements.

If this amendment should be adopted
I do not see how CMP could be admin-
istered effectively.

Take copper for instance, in which I
believe our good friend from Connecticut
is particularly interested. Two-thirds
of our requirements come from domestic
production—one-third imported. How
could an equitable distribution be at-
tained unless we have effective control of
the imported one-third? It is my guess
small, nonintegrated business would
again suffer as they did before the estab-
lishment of CMP.

While I entered this debate in defense
of equitable distribution of scarce ma-
terials to small as well as large firms we
find oursleves involved in the deep water
of international agreement.

We have subscribed to the North At-
lantic Pact and the Mutual Security Act.
How can we properly support these proj-
ects unless we undertake some plan, such
as IMC, for orderly distribution of stra-
tegic materials in short supply and basic
to the common effort.

If we decline to share with the free
nations the materials of which we are
the principal producer we cannot expect
them to share such vital items as nickel
and cobalt used throughout our defense
production program and particularly
vital for use in jet engines.
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The most serious effect of this amend-
ment would be the repudiation of an
agreement with our teammates, whereas
we must promote cordial cooperation
with the free nations.

It would put us in open competition
with our associates which would result
in inflated world prices with no increase
in supply, not to mention the complete
disorganization of an orderly supply
system, and we must bear in mind that
most of these materials are being dealt
in dollars.

If we disrupt defense plans of the free
nations we imperil our own defense.

As to authority, and that question was
raised yesterday, the Defense Production
Act, title I, gives the President authority
to make priorities and allocations in the
interest of national defense.

This is the same authority as given by
the Second Powers Act, title I, under
which the President entered into agree-
ment with Great Britain and Canada for
the operation of the combined boards
allocating raw materials, finished prod-
ucts, shipping space, and food supplies in
‘World War II.

If authority b~ lacking we had better
provide the necessary authority, as ap-
parently is the thought of the other body
when it passed the Fulbright amend-
ment June 11.

As a practical matter we should not go
into unorganized competition with the
free nations for these materials needed
for defense and we do not want to dis-
rupt world markets in a manner that
may enable unfriendly governments to
obtain these materials.

Copper is in short supply. We have
not been getting our full allotment
through no fault of IMC but because
OPS ceiling has been below world mar-
ket. I suspect this is probably the most
important reason for this amendment
being presented. This has been be-
latedly corrected and I believe we will
get our full quota without endangering
friendly relations and upsetting inter-
national markets as I believe this amend-
ment would do.

Mr, Chairman, I trust that this amend-
ment will be defeated in our own self-
interest as well as that of the free na-
tions of the world, as we have a common
interest.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield.

Mr. CELLER. Am I correct in stat-
ing that if this amendment prevails, it
will militate against our acquisition of
appropriate strategic materials for the
purposes of stockpiling, and, secondly,
would it not enable Russia through its
secret agents who roam throughout the
world, if there are no controls through
this central authority, to get as much of
these strategic materials as she wishes;
and she can reach out her long arm with
vast sums of money and bid against
everybody else and successfully corral
most of this material?

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I have yielded to the
gentleman from New York, and I will
yield to the gentleman from Indiana
next.
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Mr. HALLECK. Has the gentleman
from New York concluded?

Mr. CELLER. I have concluded.

Mr. HALLECE. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CELLER. I would like to get an
answer to my question.

Mr. . May I interpose my
answer to that statement? In the first
place, my opinion is that if this amend-
ment passes, this bill will get more of
the materials that we need and should
have. Secondly, in respect of whether or
not it will make it permissible or possible
for Russia to reach out and get these
materials, let me say only in reference to
that that the nations involved in this
arrangement are supposed to be free,
democratie, friendly nations. Certainly
there is some responsibility upon them
to see to it that Russia and our enemies
do not get the materials that we should
have; and certainly if they want to do
this by way of this arrangement, it is not
going to make any difference. Now, will
the gentleman answer my question.

M. BURTON. I will say to both gen-
tlemen that it is a matter of opinion as
to just what will result, but in my opin-
jon it will disrupt the orderly and planned
arrangement under which we get a lib-
eral share of these much-needed mate-
rials, for which in turn we agree to sup-
ply these necessary materials to those
who are cooperating with us. To what
extent that will open these materials to
the Russians or allied countries, I would
not know. But if you disrupt a plan to
which you have agreed, I should say that
would certainly not make a favorable im-
pression upon our friends and would tend
to open markets to the iron-curfain
countries.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I will gladly do so.

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman
speaks of agreeing to a plan and he used
the word “you.” Maybe he meant that
for all of us, but so far as I am con-
cerned, I never agreed to this plan and
I do not think the Congress of the
United States ever agreed to it. As a
matter of fact, the committees of the
Congress held hearings on the whole
matter and consistently refused to report
any legislation sanctioning it. I think
the record discloses instead of approving
it, the Congress constantly disapproved
it.

Mr, BURTON. Pardon me if I misin-
terpreted the gentleman's position.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. 1 yield.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Did we not have
plenty of evidence before the commit-
tee that some of these foreign countries
were sending in these articles composed
of copper and brass and other things
much to the harm of our local, small
business, particularly let me say in the
State of Connecticut?

Mr. BURTON. I am afraid I did not
quite get the gentleman’s question.

Mr., NICHOLSON. I asked if there
were not plenty of people who appeared
before our committee who testified that
they were getting brass and copper in
foreign countries and sending them here,
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competing against us; and that they
were able to get these materials which
are in short supply.

Mr. BURTON. I would say in answer
that as regarding copper, it is not a
matter of competition because our do-
mestic supply amounts to only approxi-
mately two-thirds of our needs and we
must import the additional one-third.
We have not been getting our full al-
lotment under the IMC agreements.
This is not due to IMC restriction but to
the fact that we have had a domestic
ceiling price which has made importa-
tion unprofitable. We do not have the
domestic produection, and we must im-
port copper. We have not been import-
ing copper because it has been unprofit-
able to the importers.

I am not defending this situation. I
think it is most unfortunate. It is be-
ing corrected, and I think being cor-
rected in the proper manner. I do not
believe this amendment is the proper
solution.

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. SADLAK. I have two brief ques-
tions. Does the gentleman say that the
International Metals Conference has
been legally established?

Mr. BURTON. I say it is established
under the same authority that prevailed
in World War II when, under the Sec-
ond War Fowers Act, title I, the Presi-
dent entered into agreements with
Great Britain and Canada for the opera-
tion of the Combined Boards, which allo=
cated raw materials, finished products,
shipping space, and food supplies.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. MULTER, In further answer as
to the legislative authority for IMC, I
think the gentleman has already covered
it, but to emphasize the point, in the
declaration of policy it says in so many
words, and this is broader language than
was used in the second War Powers Act
in World War II. There has been no at-
tempt to change this.

It is the intention of the Congress that
the President shall use the powers conferred
by this act to promote the national defense,
to meet properly the requirements of the

military in support of our national
security and the foreign policy objectives.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

(On request of Mr. SaprLak, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON was al-
lowed to proceed for five additional
minutes.)

Mr, BURTON. I will answer further
to that question that satisfies me as to
the authority. But if it does not already
exist we should provide the necessary
authority for an orderly agreement
among friendly and free nations,
that we may have equitable distribution.

Mr. SADLAK. I am in entire accord
with the remarks the gentleman has
made, that we should have orderly pro=
cedure. Therefore, I say they should
come before the Congress and show us
that they have to have IMC.
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Let me ask one further question: Does
the gentleman agree that the Defense
Production Act, with which we are now
working, is the vehicle by which IMC is
being implemented?

Mr. BURTON. The legal question you
have asked I am going to refer to the
chairman.

Mr. SADLAK. The gentleman said he
was so interested in this he ought to
know whether the answer should be yes
or no,

Mr. BURTON. My approach to this
was through CMP. Aschairman of com-
mittee No. 3 of the Small Business Com-
mittee, I had an opportunity to examine
the operations of CMP and find that they
have brought order out of chaos, and
that enables your small businesses
throughout the Connecticut Valley to
work when they were unable to work be-
fore the operation of CMP. I believe
your amendment would destroy that op-
eration.

Mr., SADLAK. I in no way disagree
with CMP.

Mr. BURTON. In your original
amendment as placed before the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, this
would have seriously embarrassed New
England in the importation of these ma-
terials.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. SPENCE. The Fulbright amend-
ment in the Senate provided for the ap~
pointment of members to the IMC, and
provided that appointment should be
confirmed by the Senate. Will the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Sabrak]
be in favor of that bill?

Mr. SADLAK. Indeed not. I stand
g_jr\:I my amendment. That is bringing in

C.

Mr. SPENCE. Then the gentleman is
not interested in legalizing it, and that
seems to be the argument.

Mr, SADLAK. Not in this manner, I
will say to the affable gentleman,

Mr. BURTON. Does that answer the
gentleman’s question? I will say this in
further answer, that had the committee
passed the orginal amendment as sub-
mitted by you to the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee it would have greatly
embarrassed New England in the im-
portation of oil and gasoline, it would
have disrupted distribution to small
business, it would have served largely to
nullify anything that might be done for
butter and cheese under the Andresen
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

(On request of Mr. McCorMACK, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. BURTON was
allowed to proceed for three additional
minutes.)

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield.

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, the gen=-
tleman knows of my high regard for
him; he and I served on the Small Busi-
ness Committee together. The gentle-
man recognizes, of course, that the gen-
tleman’s amendment as here presented
is not what he talked about before the
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committee;
amendment.

_The reason it has been changed is to
make it completely positive so that the
operations of the controlled-materials
plan, which is a part of our domestic
policy, be not interfered with. His pres-
ent amendment was drafted to avoid
that very criticism, and I think it com-
pletely avoids it and is the sole question
that now remains having regard to our
international situation, of course, the
inherent part which is supposed to be
contained in that just might be subject
to question as to its implementation, but
the primary purpose is to bring more
materials to this country that we need
in order that the small businesses pri-
marily in which the gentleman and I
are interested may have more of the ma-
terials they need. The controlled-mate=
rials plan would still operate to see to
it here on the domestic front that once
we get the materials they are allocated
in such manner as to protect the inter-
ests of small business.

Mr. BURTON. While I generally see
things with my friend, I may say that,
although I am fully aware of the change
in this amendment—which, by the way,
was only presented to us this morning—
I do not see it as the gentleman does.
I believe it will disrupt the operation of
CMP, which I think is exceedingly im-
portant; and if it is important that we
have orderly distribution of these impor-
tant defense materials domestically, is it
not the more important that we have an
orderly plan for their distribution among
the free nations?

While I entered this from the CMP
angle, yet we have the IMC involved, and
although I am no authority on inter-
national matters, I am convinced that
we will make a very serious mistake if
we adopt this amendment.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I am going
to quote from Defense Production Ad-
ministrator Manly Fleischmann, whom
I believe to be one of the most outstand-
ing men in America in his line. Here is
what he says:

The fact of the matter is that this amend-
ment dealing with priorities and allocations
will not prevent American participation in
the International Materials Conference, but
it will effectively destroy the operation of
the Controlled Materials Plan, without
which the successful conduct of the mobili-
gzation effort in the current supply situation
becomes Impossible.

In addition, the second sentence of the
amendment will eﬂ’ectively tie the Nation's
hands in the international competition for
strategic materials without which no nation
can survive in the modern armaments race.

it is not the Ferguson

I am quoting from a man who is an
expert.

This is a bad amendment. I ask you
to vote against this amendment,

Mr. BURTON. I also have a report
from a rather distinguished citizen, Gen-
eral Eisenhower, which I think supports
my viewpoint.

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman :from
Rhode Island?

There was no objection.

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, the
Sadlak amendment, under pretext of
striking at the International Materials
Conference, would kill the controls un-
der which the mobilization program is
operating and would strike a crippling
blow at American industry, particularly
small business. As a Rhode Island Rep-
resentative in Congress, I am conscious
of the staggering effect the amendment
would have in my State. Inasmuch as
only two-thirds of our copper supply is
produced domestically the amendment
would free the one-third which we im-
port from allocation controls. Thus the
small firms in the jewelry industry which
is centered in my State would have their
supply of copper cut off while such an
industrial colossus as General Motors
would be able to corner the foreign cop-
per supply. Rhode Island is already suf-
fering from unemployment to the point
where it has been declared a distress
area. Let us not legislate to make this
situation worse.

Likewise the hundreds of other small
fabricators in New England would face
disaster in this time of scarcity, while
selfish giants bought up the foreign
supply.

Great emphasis has been laid on the
copper situation. Let us be mindful that
it probably applies likewise to petroleum
preducts. Aviation gas production con-
trols might have to be abandoned. Resi-
dential and industrial users of residual
fuel, now receiving substantial quanti-
ties of residual fuel oil from the Vene-
zuela area might well go without supplies.

I am mindful that in times of scarcities
and inconveniences it is popular to strike
at anything which has the word “inter-
national” in its title.  This amendment,
capitalizing on this device, would in one
stroke make it impossible for us to get
the cadmium, columbium, nickel, tung-
sten, and cobalt which we must import if
we are to make jet engines, and simul-
taneously would cripple small businesses
and all industries except the most gigan-
tic combinations,

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words. R

Mr. Chairman, I do not have as much
information about this particular
amendment as my colleague from Vir-
ginia, because he served on the commit-
tee that studied the matter. However, I
am a member of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency and we heard several
witnesses with reference to it.

I have here a letter I want to read
which is addressed to the chairman of
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, Mr. SpENcE. The letter is dated
June 19 and is from the Munitions
Board, signed by J. D. Small, Chairman.
It reads as follows:

MunITIONS BOARD,
Washington, D. C., June 19, 1952.
Hon. BRENT SPENCE,
Chairman, Banking and Currency
Committee, House of Representatives.

Dear Mg, Spence: I have been informed
that there will be proposed an amendment
to section 101 of H. R. 8210, as amended,
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containing the following sentence: “No au-
thority granted under this Act may be used
to limit the domestic consumptlon of any
material in order to restrict total United
States consumption to an amount fixed by
an international materials conference.”

The current military program is consum-
ing large quantities of such materials as
nickel and cobalt particularly for the jet
engine, ammunition and tank programs.
Supplies of these materlals are almost ex-
clusively from forelgn sources and are al-
located by the International Materials Con-
ference, In addition, it is of the utmost
importance to increase the strategic stock-
pile of these materials as rapidly as pos-
sible in order to support the tremendous
demands which would be faced under full
mobilization.

The operations of the International Ma-
terials Conference have been effective in
assuring the availability of these materials
for the military programs. Should the ef-
fectiveness of the Conference be destroyed,
the reliability of our sources of supply would
bhe seriously jeopardized. The amount of
these materials which might disappear into
undesirable channels with the breakdown
of the presently operating system could very
easily result in serious deficits which would
have to be absorbed by the Department of
Defense current production and stockpiling
programs since the civillan economy is
presently under maximum restrictions.

Sincerely yours,
J. D. SmaLL,
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I do not profess to be
an expert on this but it seems to me that
to completely strike out and remove
the International Materials Conference
would result in two things. I believe I
know the reason for this amendment.
It would take away from small-business
men the copper they need and give it
to big business. That is the object in
plain English. Small business through-
out the country, would have to com-
pete with the buying power of the great
corporations. This amendment has in
it the great danger of crippling the mil-
itary program.

Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me to
be very unwise at this particular time to
adopt this amendment in light of all the
faets and in view of the statement made
by the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr, MARTIN of JTowa. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. DuraAM]
be permitted to speak for 10 additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, here is ex-
tension after extension after extension
of time and I do not know how the time
will ultimately be allocated. I shall not
object at this time but unless they shift
it a little bit I am going to object to the
next request.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa for
asking for an extra 10 minutes for me
to try to explain this problem we face.
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I cannot go fully into the matter in that
length of time, but I think we should
examine the question closely. The De-
fense Production Act we set up in 1950
gives allocation and priority, also price
confrol. Under the act, also, of course,
we gave authority to Defense Produc-
tion people to initiate programs to se-
cure more of these materials here in
America. To date they have not done
a very good job. We have made some
effort and taken some steps to up the
production of quite a number of pro-
grams for securing different types of
materials. This part of the act is highly
important to the American people.

I doubt whether any Member of the
House has read one of their reports fully.
If not, you should read it and see what
we are getting into. It is set up with
28 countries participating in it through-
out the world, and it just does not apply
only to strategic and critical materials
but could be applied under present pro-
cedure to any material. The Congress
should not, in my opinion, write out
a policy if we are to have one of this
kind. I find myself in agreement with
the objective but not on the basis on
which they are proceeding today.

Congress laid down a policy in this
country from a national-defense stand-
point. We adopted the Stockpiling Act.
We appropriated $5,000,000,000 or more
since 1946 for this program. Now what
has happened to it? We have unobli-
gated $648,000,000 and we have unex-
pended in that fund $2,654,000,000, over
$3,000,000,000 that we have been unable
to put into the stockpile materials which
the national security of our Nation de-
pends upon. We get letters every day,
and I have got one here in my pocket
that I received yesterday from a boy in
Eorea because of the fact that they do
not have mortar shells,. We all know
why that is, We are the ones that have
to manufacture all this material. You
cannot do it in Africa; you cannot do it
in other countries under this agreement.
They do not have the manufacturing
capacity. Now we should go out and set
this thing up with a sensible plan, not
the plan that it is operating under today,
with full authority to do anything they
desire to do. According to the report,
they make no report to anybody, either
the Congress or anybody else. I would
like to have more time to go into this
matter because it is so far-reaching, but
let me show you how this thing is set up.

Mr. Chairman, it is probable that few
Members of this House have ever heard
of the International Materials Confer-
ence, There is good reason for this. It
is an organization which was not set
up by Congress, has no basis in law, and
has only rarely come to the attention of
Members of this body. We should not,
however, allow ourselves to believe,
because of the little attention the IMC
has received, that its importance is small,
Indeed, exactly the opposite is true. It
may be that the shortages of critical and
strategic materials in the United States
arises for the most part out of the opera-
tions of this nebulously constituted body,
It is time, indeed it is well past the time,
that Congress should take cognizance
of the existence of the IMC in order that
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the military effort of this country, to-
gether with the maintenance of a rea-
sonable level of civilian production, be
no longer impaired by its operations.

They have taken over the Defense Pro-
duction Act; they have taken over all
authority over our stockpile program
and said: “We are going to allocate these
materials; we are going to set up priori-
ties, we are going to fix prices, we have
import and export authority, and we will
control it."”

‘This is how the International Mate-
rials Conference came into being.

In 1944, the State Department issued
its proposals to the United Nations for
an International Trade Organization.
These proposals contained provisions for
intergovernmental co! agree-
ments. Various drafts of the proposals
were made from 1944 through 1947.

In 1947, the Senate Finance Commit-
tee held hearings on the proposed Inter-
national Trade Organization. Senator
MuLixiN, the Chairman, specifically
asked whether any such agreements, if
consummated, would be submitted to
Congress for approval. The present
Secretary of State, who was then Acting
Secretary, in a letter to the committee
said:

Insofar as such commodity agreements
impose any obligations on the United States
requiring legislative implementation in any
way, it is the intention of the Department
that they should be submitted to the Con-
gress.

In 1948, the nations met at Habana and
a charter for the International Trade Or-
ganization was the result of their delib-
eration. Chapter 6 of this charter dealt
with intergovernmental commodity
agreements. The charter was submitted
for approval and hearings were held be-
fore the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
House of Representatives, during the
Eighty-first Congress, to approve the
charter. The hearings closed on May 12
and the committee never reported any
action to the House. In December, the
Department announced that no further
efforts would be made to secure approval
for the ITO. Between May and Decem-
ber Congress passed the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 which granted allocation
and price-control powers. In January of
1951, following Prime Minister Attlee's
visit to the United States, the govern-
ments of United Kingdom, France and
the United States announced that an In-
ternational Materials Conference would
be formed to deal with the allocation of
scarce commodities, not just critical
materials.

This was the birth of the International
Materials Conference. There was never
any legislative sanctities for its activ-
ities, and none exist today.

The Assistant Secretary of State, Mr.
McFall, in a letter to Representative
Bupee on January 24 of this year said:

There is no specific statutory authority
for the participation of the United States in
this Conference as it 1s one of the many
activities carried out in furtherance of the
forelgn policy of the United States.

I want to say that I am one of the
Members of this House that has sup-
ported the foreign policy down the line
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almost completely until this present
operation.

I know what we face on many of the
strategic and critical materials. Most
of them are basic elements and are be-
coming scarcer all the time. I took the
floor in support of the wheat to India
bill in order that we might secure some
of these materials and have supported
all mutual aid to these countries.

This conference consists of govern-
mental representatives from 28 nations
who are determining the distribution of
the world’s materials not only for de-
fense but for civilian usage as well. It is
obvious that any group having this power
has the power to determine the living
standards in each of the countries of the
world, their military potential, their na-
tional income, and the level of employ-
ment in their respective countries. Up
to this time, the International Materials
Conference has dealt with only seven
groups of commodities. However, it is
free at any time in accordance with its
own statements to establish new groups
to deal with such additional commodities
as in its judement require consideration.
‘While the Congress of the United States
has never sanctioned our participation in
the International Materials Conference,
this organization describes its powers in
the following words in its report on op-
erations for 1951 and 1952:

The committees were created as autono-
mous bodies in the interest of expediting
action and allowing the countries which were
primarily concerned with the commodities
in question to deal with the problems in-
volved without being subject to review by
any other body.

This is rather sweeping language and
it implies that these commodity groups
are not subject to review by the Congress,
The only possible excuse for the exist-
ence of such groups in a period such as
we are going through would be that they
furthered our defense effort.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kentucky.

Mr. SPENCE. Does the gentleman
mean to imply that the International
Materials Conference sets the price on
materials?

Mr. DURHAM. It can do it. It has
done it.

Mr. SPENCE. It could only do it by
agreement.
Mr. DURHAM. It can do it because

you give them price-control authority
in this bill, and that is what we are
acting on today.

Mr. SPENCE. They cannot even al-
locate without the consent of this Gov-
ernment. It is purely a voluntary agree-
ment.

Mr. DURHAM. They have been do-
ing it.

Mr. SPENCE. They cannot fix any
price or even allocate materials.

Mr. DURHAM. They have already
done it on materials, as shown in their
report.

Mr. SPENCE. They cannot do it un-
less the Government of the United
States agrees to it.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. DURHAM. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. SHAFER. I want to read just a
paragraph of their report. The gentle-
man says we have not read this. I have
read it. Here is the plan of organization
and operation of this committee:

The committees were created as autono-
mous bodies in the interest of expediting
action and allowing the countries which
were prinecipally concerned with the com-
modities in question to deal with the prob-
lems involved without being subject to re-
view by any other body.

Mr. DURHAM. That iscorrect. That
is what they say in the report. If you
will refer to page 24 of their report you
will find that they have suggested none
of this material go into the stockpile.
Where is the $3,000,000,000 that we have
got down here going to be used for na-
tional security of our country if such a
policy is continued and they have done
very little in trying to up production
here at home and the record for past 2
years now under the Defense Production
Act proves very little has been accom-
plished.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURHAM. I yield.

Mr. COX. I have asked that the gen=-
tleman yield in order that I might em-
phasize the importance of the members
fellowing the discussion which the gen-
tleman is now engaged in because he is
making a very important argument on a
very important subject, which is now
bzfore the House.

Mr. DURHAM. I thank the gentle-
man.

However, an examination of their re-
ports shows that these groups have ac-
tually suspended the stockpile program
authorized by Public Law 520 without
any authority whatsoever to do so. Their
report on operations contains the fol-
lowing amazing statements with refer-
nce to the United States stockpile pro-
gram.

Your stockpile today in the last 30 days’
report shows that it is not 35 percent
completed under the authorization of
this Congress, and there are billions of
dollars down there today unexpended.
The gentleman who just spoke, who pre-
ceded me, ought to read the report on
manganese here. You do not have
enough manganese in the stockpile of
this country today to run the steel mills
to produce steel for the next 12 months,
and the gentleman knows it.

In developing plans of distribution for the
metals it was necessary for the committees
to consider what policy should be followed
in allowing materials for stockpiling pur-
poses during a period of scarcity. The prob-
lem was discussed in several of the com-
modity committees and many differences of
opinion were expressed as to whether stock-
piling should continue to be pursued under
existing circumstances. The Copper-Zinc-
Lead Committee and the Manganese-Nickel-
Cobalt Committee decided, in connection
with their fourth quarter allocations, to rec-
ognize, in principle, the requirements for
strategic stockpile purposes; but, in view of
the tight supply, they recommended a spe-
cial allowance for such requirements in the
plans for copper, zinc, and cobalt only to
the extent of a small percentage of consump-
tion during a given base pericd.
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That is their recommendation in their
report.

In the case of commodities where the
shortage was more acute (nickel, tungsten,
and molybdenum), the committees were un-
able to recommend any speclal allowance for
stockpiling.

That only affects stockpiling, but
it affects every manufacturing plant in
this country, and every laboring man in
the United States.

In the allocation plans for the first quarter
of 1952, the copper-zinc-lead and the man-
ganese-nickel-cobalt committees found it
inadvisable to provide any special allowance
for stockpile purposes—

This is an English magazine. It isin
this report. It contained the following
statement—
but malntained the principle of making such
provisions in connection with further allo-
cations when the supplies were sufficient to
permit it.

An article in the magazine Freedom
and Union last April referred to the
stockpile program and contained the fol-
lowing statement:

When the IMC came into being and it be-
gan planning allocations on the basls of
data made available on the needs and sup-
plies of both producers and consumers, the
committee members were confronted with the
fact that there just did not exist sufficient
quantity of the commodities under consider-
ation to satisfy all needs, however justified.
Further stockpiling, whether by the United
States or by any other country, threatened
to bring about an economie crisis. By com-
mon agreement, certain commodities were
taken off the stockpile list, to be followed
by others whenever the situation required
such a measure. The last to be thus tem-
porarily taken off the list is copper, and no
provisions for the stockpillng of this com-
modity were made on the allocations for
1952's first quarter.

The President of the United States
has already issued, I believe, three orders
taking copper out of the stockpile of this
country, which today is far short of the
objective for today and if not increased,
in case of all out war, it would be a
calamity.

The effect of these decisions has been
to force the diversion of material under
contract of the stockpile to domestic in-
terest as the allocations given to this
country by the IMC were insufficient to
permit stockpiling or military produc-
tion and acceptable levels of civilian em-
ployment.

Only this week, the officz of Defense
FProduction Authority announced new
policies for the pricing and allocation
of copper which would make possible
foreign purchasss up to the limit of IMC
entitlements.

I have said that many, many times
on the floor of this House over the last
4 or 5 or 6 years.

Mr. Fowler, however, closes his six-
page releasc with the statement that—

I wish to emphasize that, unfortunately,
evcn with the anticipated increase in im-
ports, both stockpiling and civilian use will
be at a low level.

If there were no IMC entitlement lim=-
its, this would not necessarily be the case.
The IMC have allocated abcut the
same proportion of copper to the United
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States today as we received prior to
Eorea.

It is obvious that this country is doing
the greatest part of the world's military
production. If the United States re-
ceives the same amount of copper as it
did prior to Korea and the other nations
of the world receive what they were get-
ting prior to Korea, the result must be
to reduce our civilian economy more
drastically than the civilian economy of
the other nations of the world. If we
are not willing to take the consequences
of such a drastic reduction, then we ob-
viously are going to stop stockpiling.

This is precisely what is happening.
Unless the United States is freed from
the unauthorized restrictions of the In-
ternational Materials Conference, it will
have to stop its stockpiling program or
reduce its production of civilian goods
more drastically than any other country
in the world. If such decisions are to
be made, they should be made by the
Congress and not by a group who are
described by Mr. Standley, its press offi-
cer and an employee of our State De=-
partment, as a rather loose set-up; IMC
can hardly be called an organization in
the usual sense of the word, since it has
no charter, no binding treaties, and no
machinery for the enforcement of its
recommendations—just a “gentlemen's
agreement.”

The proponents of IMC maintain that
international allocations are necessary
so that this country may receive the
many critical and strategic materials
which we do not produce and which must
be imported from overseas. Mr. Fleisch=
mann, in his testimony before the Senate
Banking Committee, said we needed 38
materials which were strategic and criti-
ca’ from other countries. Only eight of
these materials are under IMC jurisdic-
tion. The IMC does nothing to insure
our receiving any of the remaining 38
materials. It merely sets limits on our
consumption of the materials with which
it is interested. It is significant that the
London Economist, in a very friendly
article last December discussing the work
of the IMC, said that the IMC member
countries are, in fact, “on their own.”

As I stated above, it is time, and well
past the proper time, for Congress to take
appropriate action for the elimination
of the authority of this organization or,
in the alternative, to investigate its func-
tions and if they are found to be neces-
sary to pass legislation giving the IMC
a legislative basis and confer on it such
authorities or impose such limitations as
Congress feels are proper.

Mr. BURTON, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURHAM. I yield.

Mr. BURTON. May I say we have not
taken our allocation of copper. We have
allocated 133,000 tons a month, and we
have only been taking 106,000 tons for
the last 3 months. I am with you, I
want to see the stockpiling. The ques-
tion is: How will we help our stpckpil-
ing, by a disorderly operation or an
orderly operation?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.

-DurraM] has expired.
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Mr. DURHAM. There could not be
any way more disorderly for building and
preparing for an emergency stockpile
than the present procedure under IMC.
I ask that we adopt this amendment.

Mr. MARTIN of ITowa. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I take the floor to call
attention to the fact that you have just
heard a discussion here by a Member
of this House who really knows this sub-
ject and who has known it from the
beginning of our program of stockpiling
strategic and critical materials. I know
that personally, and I know that he
knows what he is talking about when it
comes to strategic and critical material
stockpiling for national defense. If we
keep national defense as our No. 1 ob-
jective, we will not ride roughshod over
his recommendations in this legislation.

I have not had an opportunity in re-
cent years to keep up as carefully and
as much in detail on stockpiling as I
could during the years I spent on the
Committee on Military Affairs with the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
DurHAM], but I do have tremendous re-
spect for his continuing that work and
his bringing to us his analysis of the
situation confronting us. His warning
to the House today that we are on thin
ice, in dangerous territory, when we have
as a Nation discontinued all stockpiling,
that we have only 35 percent of the
stockpile objective that was set up in
Public Law 520 in 1946, when we contem-
plated then getting 100 percent of that
stockpile in 5 years’ time is a dire warn-
ing indeed. If you are still willing to
dally along with inadequate protection
through stoppage of stockpiling to meet
our needs, I say you should stop and
think. This International Metals Con-
ference has ridden over some of the poli-
cies of the Stockpiling Act. They have
subordinated American needs to the in-
ternational piecture, and I cannot go
along with that at all. We wrote and
enacted Public Law 520 in the Seventy-
ninth Congress and we really meant to
set up an adequate American defense.
The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr: DurEAM] has been the main guard-
ian of that program and is guarding it
today. Anyone who advocates running
roughshod over that program, should
bear in mind that we have only 35 per-
cent of that stockpile objective; that we
have over $3,000,000 down here, unable to
spend it for further acquisition of stra-
tegic and critical materials. It is un-
used, although it is there waiting to be
used. I think Mr. Small, head of the
Munitions Board, had better sit up and
take notice and reexamine the law under
which he is functioning, I do not ap-
preciate for 1 minute his sending letters
to Congress saying what he said in the
letter read by the gentleman from Ala-
bama. Mr. Small had better reexamine
his own responsibility. He knows I do
not think he has accomplished the mis-
sion that he was given to do by the Con-
gress: He had better get the stockpile
together and preserve it, instead of gut-
ting it. Who authorized him to go in
there and take out copper from the
meager supply we have? He will tell
you that President Truman told him.
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But they bypassed Congress and all of
our objective of an adequate stockpile,
They cannot lawfully distribute to for-
eign countries these materials that
should be added to our stockpile, as long
as men like CarL DurraM stand guard.
If you are inclined to go along easily
and knock down American self-suffi-
ciency, then you had better reexamine
your own appraisal of things that are
first in the matter of national defense.

The The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I seek recognition on the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Mr,
Chairman, this amendment brings be-
fore this body one of the most impor-
tant subjects which can confront us in
connection with the bill now before the
commiitee, I wonder how many of us
realize that our Department of State is
the agency of Government which has
created this International Materials
Control, and that in creating it they did
s0 to accomplish a foreign-policy objec-
tive of our country. To say the least,
this objective is uncertain and I believe
is unknown to any of us. In creating the
International Materials Conference they
have given our country one vote, one
vote only out of 28, thereby making cer-
tain that any 14 or 15 out of those 28
countries can be sure that if there is fto
be unemployment in the world it will not
be in another country; it will be in the
United States.

This very day materials are being
taken from our country, shipped abroad
for use over and beyond quantities they
have had in the past to the detriment of
the workingmen in Michigan, Pennsyl-
vania, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and
a number of other States. It is not right
to say that it is being done to help in
the war effort, for that is not true. It is
being done to carry out what was at-
tempted in the foreign-policy commit-
ments or objectives of our State Depart-
ment. What those are, I repeat, are un-
certain, It is an example parallel fo the
International Trade Organization in
connection with which our Government
spent many hundreds of thousands of
dollars. Setfting up an organization
which it was planned to have the Con-
gress of the United States approve at
the behest of the State Department, and
creating an International Trade Organi-
zation to handle in detail the guestion
of imports and exports for our coun-
try and other countries of the world.

Well, Mr. Chairman, you know how
the Congress rose up and emphatically
defeated that proposal in advance of its
submission here, for to date the Inter-
national Trade Organization has not
been brought before us. The Depart-
ment of State knows that we would de-
feat it, that this body believes in the
preservation of jobs for American work-
ingmen that we put that over and
above these international foreign-policy
commitments which have been made by
Mr. Acheson and others who seem to be
more interested in helping people abroad
than they are in protecting what we
have here,
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All this amendment does is to say—
and it is the last sentence which is the
most important—that no authority
granted under this act may be used to
limit the domestic consumption of any
material or restrict total United States
consumption to an amount fixed by the
International Materials Conference.

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. In
just a moment.

What I say is that we should never
put our country in the noose of an In-
ternational Materials Conference where
the vote is 28 to 1, and which would per-
mit a group of majority votes to take
from us any strategic material we have,
and to send it somewhere else in the
world,

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, without some plan,
some arrangement with these other
countries what would you do for cobalt,
nickel, and other materials that they
produce and we do not?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
will answer the gentleman by saying
that we have always got them in the
past before we got into the International
Materials Conference, and we will get
them in the future. What I am afraid
of is that we may not get it through this
International Materials Conference, for
14 out of 28 could impose limitations,
restriction, and demands to the detri-
ment of our own people. &

Mr. VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
yield.

Mr.  VORYS. The International
Trade Organization has never been ap-
proved by this House for one reason, be-
cause legislation submitted to the For-
eign Affairs Committee seeking approval
of it never was submitted to a vote of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, for a prelim-
inary poll showed that the legislation
could not get out of that committee.
But I understand the principles involved
there not connected merely with stra-
tegic materials are inserted in this
International Materials Conference.

Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania. Cer-
tainly that great committee of the House
would not have approved it, nor would
any other committee if we had a vote on
the issue itself.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close at 2:30 o’clock.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Eentucky [Mr. SPENCE]?

Mr. SHAFER. Mr, Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments thereto close
at 2:30 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlema:n from Michigan [Mr.
SHAFER].

(By unanimous consent, the time al-

lotted Mr. Gross was given to Mr.
SHAFER.)
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Mr, SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I am
very much in favor of the Sadlak amend-
ment. Inmy opinion, it must be adopted
if we are going to defend our stock-
piling program under the public laws
which we have placed on the statute
books.

The International Materials Confer-
ence has been justified by its proponents
as a device to further our defense pro-
gram. It is supposed to make it easier
for this country to secure materials for
our defense which of necessity must in-
clude our stockpiling,

Other Members have examined the
workings of IMC so far as it affects our
civilian economy and employment op-
portunities within the United States.
I have examined the IMC from the
standpoint of our military security. I
am speaking today as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, and I in-
tend to give the House the facts which
my research has uncovered and which
I find most disturbing,

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAFER, 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I want to add
for the information of the Members that
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Suarer] rendered a very distinguished
service as chairman of the subcommittee
in the Eightieth Congress when the Re-
publicans had that responsibility.

Mr. SHAFER. Ithank the gentleman,

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. The gentle-
man performed an outstanding service.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, the
Munitions Board, under authority of
Public Law 520, Seventy-ninth Congress,
is charged with the determination of the
materials which are to be classified as
strategic and eritical under this law. In
its most recent report to the Congress,
dated January 23, 1952, the Board shows
that cobalt, copper, lead, manganese,
molybdenum, nickel, tungsten, wool, and
zine are on the strategic list and are to
be acquired for the stockpile pursuant
to =ection 3A of Public Law 520. These
materials are alse among the commod-
ities under consideration by the Inter-
national Materials Conference. The
Board showed that while obligations to-
taled $3,900,000,000, as of last December
expenditures totaled only $1,800,000,000
and unliquidated obligations totaled $2,-
000,000,000. In other words, Mr, Chair-
man, although Congress has appro-
priated the money, and contracts were
made for delivery of materials to the
stockpile, more than $2,000,000,000 worth
of ordered material remained undeliv-
ered. The Board advised the Congress
in its report of last January that it was
drected by the Defense Production Ad-
ministration o divert to industry sched-
uled deliveries of a number of materials
covered by stockpile contracts.

On page 9 of its report, it said:

Materials affected by such directives in-
clude 45,000 short tons of aluminum, 100,000
pounds of columbite, 163,500 short tons of
copper, 8,000 short tons of acid grade fluor=
gpar, 6,000 short tons of lead, 9,900 long tons
of metallurgical manganese ore, 2,200,000
pounds of nickel, 1,778,000 pounds of tung-
sgten, and 26,900 short tons of zinc. This
represents a loss of more than $120,000,000
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worth of materials to the stockpile. The
shortage of some materials became so acute
that quantities already in the stockpile were
released for allocation to industry pursuant
to Presidentlal orders recommended by DPA
and the Office of Defense Mobllization
(ODM). Such releases included 10,000 short
tons of aluminum, 55,000 short tons of cop-
per and 30,000 short tons of lead, having a
total value in excess of §40,000,000.

While the Munitions Board is charged
with the basic responsibility of our stock-
piling program, they cannot be blamed
for failure of the program to reach its ob-
jectives. The Board in its report to Con-
gress stated:

The aciloms necessary to accomplish the
stockpile objectives extend far beyond the
basic Munitions Board authority. Interna-
tional and domestic allocation of available
supplies, as well as supply expansion pro-
grams, are not the immediate responsibility
of the Muni'ions Board but have a direct
bearing on the accomplishment of the ob-
Jectives of the Stockpiling Act. These pro-
grams of other agencles are reported here
only insofar as they directly affect the stock=-
piling activity.

I was curious as to who was respon-
sible for the international allocation of
available supplies and I found that the
IMC was the group which placed a
ceiling upon this country’s share of the
world’s materials in spite of our defense
program. I need not remind the Con-
gress that the details of our stockpile
program are supposed to be a closely
guarded secret. Apparently our pro-
gram has been discussed with the other
countries in the International Materials
Conference. Some of them are declared
neutrals in the present struggle against
communism.

The April issue of Freedom and Union,
a magazine published by the “one-
worlders,” contained an article on the
IMC, and I want to read what it said
about the stockpile:

When the IMC came into being and it
began planning allocations on the basis of
data made avallable on the needs and sup-
plies of both producers and consumers, the
committee members were confronted with
the fact that there just did not exist a suffi-
clent quantity of the commodities under
consideration to satisfy all the needs, how=
ever justified. Further stockpiling, whether
by the United States or by any other coun=-
try, threatened to bring about an economic
crisis. By common agreement certain com-
modities were taken off the stockpile list,
to be followed by others whenever the situa-
tion required such a measure. The last to
be thus temporarily taken off the list is
copper, and no provisions for the stockpil-
ing of this commodity were made in the
allocations for 1052's first quarter.

When the IMC published its own offi-
cial report last month, it confirmed
these statements in their entirety.

Last March Mr. Ticoulat, then our
principal representative on IMC, filed a
statement with the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency with reference to
our allocations from the IMC. The
statement in reference to copper con-
tained the following:

The method back of the IMC distribution
plan was a prlority for direct defense re=-
quirements, provision for minimum stra-
tegic stockpiles, and the distribution of the
remaining supply for civillan requirements
on the basis of consumptlun in 1850. In
the first quarter of 1952, owing to the acute
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shortage, no specific provision was made for
stockpiling (p. 1504).

Mr. Chairman, imagine the IMC de-
ciding that no provisions shall be made
for stockpiling copper in the United
States. I want to close with just one
specific example as to how the IMC has
actually operated to keep material away
from the United States and out of the
stockpile.

On September 28, 1951, the IMC an-
nounced its allocations for the fourth
quarter for zine. Its release stated:

The allocations for each participating
country are in the form of a total “entitle-
ment for consumption"—the amount of pri-
mary metal which may be processed or con-
sumed by the country concerned, either
from domestic production or imports.”

The release continued:

In accepting the plan governments as-
sume the responsibility for seeing that their
allocations are not exceeded.

How did the United States go about
doing this? Mr. Chairman, I want to
tell you we deliberately set ceiling prices
on zinc below the world price. On Sun-
day, September 30, just 2 days after the
IMC acted, the Office of Defense Mobili-
zation announced price ceilings on zine
imports. The release contained the fol-
lowing statements:

“The establishment of a ceiling which 1is
somewhat below current world prices in-
volves the calculated risk of some decrease
in imports. This action will thus tend to
reduce the pressure of United States de-
mand on free world supplies, ease the prob-
lems of friendly consuming countries, and
make any international allocation arrange-
ments more effective.

Mr, Chairman, on February 1, just 4
months to the day from the time we an-
nounced we were going to take a calcu-
lated risk of some decrease in imports,
the New York Times carried a news story
on zinc. Let me read from this story:

Some 29,000 tons of zinc will be withdrawn
from the stockpile to be diverted to defense
production in the next 6 months, the Office
of Defense Mobilization disclosed today.
Falilure of zinc lmports to reach normal
volume was given by C. E. Wilson, Director
of the Office of Defense Mobilization, as the
reason for the diversion of the metal. With-
drawals from the stockpile require Presi-
dential approval which was obtained by
Mr. Wilson before he made today's an-
nouncement,

There was no doubt how the calculated
risk would turn out.

Mr. Chairman, the International Ma-
terials Conference has not aided the
United States in preparing itself to meet
communistic aggression. On the con-
trary, it has drained away vital ma-
terials for the civilian economies of other
nations. To carry out the real purpose
of the Defense Production Act, we should
adopt the Sadlak amendment so that
no unauthorized international group of
bureaucrats may usurp the powers which
the Congress has specifically conferred
by law on our own Military Establish-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Bowl.

(Mr. Gwinn asked and was given per-
mission to yield the time allotted to him
to Mr, Bow.).
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Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, the Inter-
national Materials Conference evolved
from a meeting in December 1950 be-
tween President Truman and Clement
Attlee, then Socialist Prime Minister of
Great Britain. It is now a formal world-
wide body with 28 non-Communist na-
tions as members. The IMC functions
through a headquarters organization
called the central group and seven stand-
ing commiitees. The commitiees are:
copper, zine, and lead; sulfur; tung-
sten and molybdenum; manganese,
nickel, and cobalt; cotton and cotton
linters; wool; pulp and paper.

The committees have placed the fol-
lowing basic materials under alloca-
tion—sulfur, tungsten, molybdenum,
copper, zinc, nickel, and cobalt. Zinc al-
locations were dropped on May 29, 1952,
but the others are still in effect. In ad-
dition, so-called emergency allocations
of newsprint have been made to a num-
ber of individual nations.

The effect of establishing allocation
systems is to tell the United States and
other nations—member and nonmem-
ber—the amount of each material it may
consume, Thus, IMC is in control of a
considerable portion of the resources
and activities of the non-Communist
world.

THE LEGAL ISSUE -

From the standpoint of IMC's legality,
there are two main issues:

Pirst. Is there any legal standing, un-
der American law, for United States par-
ticipation in IMC?

Second. Are the powers conferred on
the President by the Defense Production
Act being misused by him in implement-
ing domestically the global decisions be-
ing made by IMC?

NO AUTHORITY FOR IMC

The first question about IMC from a
legal viewpoint is simply this: Was it
ever authorized by the Congress?

The answer was stated in a letter
dated January 24, 1952, from Assistant
Secretary of State Jack K. McFall, to
Representative Hamer H. Bupce, of
Idaho:

There is no specific statutory authority for
the participation of the United States in thils
conference (IMC), as it is one of the many
activities carried out in furtherance of the
foreign policy of the United States.

What Mr, McFall is saying in effect is
that the President has unlimited au-
thority to do as he pleases so long as he
is dealing with foreign nations.

The President has indeed stretched
the concept of his powers to extreme
lengths. It was only a few weeks ago
that the Supreme Court of the United
States rejected the theory that the Presi-
dent possesses inherent powers beyond
the Constitution and declared that the
President has only the powers that are
granted to him by the Constitution and
the Congress. Yet, in the case of the
International Materials Conference, the
President has taken a leading part in or=-
ganizing a body that was never author-
ized by the Congress, and his adminis-
tration has participated in all of the
activities of that body.

When Manly Fleischmann, then De-
fense Production Administrator, ap-
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peared before the Senate Banking Com-
mittee on May 15, 1952, he was asked:

Under what authority does the IMO, so far
as American participation is concerned, op-
erate?

Mr. Fleischmann replied:

It operates first under the authority of the
Defense Production Act, and secondly under
the authority of the President to conduct
foreign affairs.

Then Mr. Fleischmann was asked:

The second one has nothing to do with the
Defense Production Act. If you had no De-
fense Production Act, could you have op-
erated the IMC as you did?

Mr. Fleischmann replied:
No, sir; it could not be made effective.

First, it is seen that Mr. Fleischmann'’s
answer was considerably different from
Mr. McFall's.

Second, the Congress never intended
that the powers conferred on the Presi-
dent by the Defense Production Act
should be used to carry out the orders of
IMC. Such a use of the Defense Produc-
tion Act was not mentioned in the debate
regarding the bill and was never fore-
seen by the Congress. The powers con-
ferred on the President were intended to
serve an entirely different purpose, and
those powers have been misappropriated
by the President.

Legally, then, IMC boils down to this:

First. IMC is, from the standpoint of
the United States, an extra-legal organi-
zation.

Second. United States participation,
through the device of the Defense Pro-
duction Act, is a shocking misappropria-
tion of Presidential powers.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. May I cite in corrob-
oration of that point that the report of
the operation of the IMC states:

The committees were created as autono-
mous bodies in the interest of éxpediting ac-
tion and allowing the countries which were
principally concerned with the commodi-
ties in question to deal with the problems

involved without being subject to review by
any other body.

In other words, not even the Congress
of the United States could review the de-
terminations made.

Mr. BOW. The gentleman is correct.

IS IMC VOLUNTARY?

A frequent answer to criticism of
United States participation in the In-
ternational Materials Conference is that
IMC actions are purely voluntary. This,
I submit, is just the opposite of the
truth.

As far as the Truman administration
is concerned, IMC pronouncements have
the force of law. In fact, they are obeyed
much more literally than many of the
statutes that have been enacted by the
United States Congress.

We need only look at the IMC release
of December 20, 1951, announcing copper
allocations. This release speaks of “en-
titlements for consumption” and defines
an “entitlement” as follows:

The amount of metal which may be proc-
essed or consumed by the country concerned,
either from domestic production or imports.
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That language is crystal clear, If ad-
ditional proof is needed, it is another
sentence in the same release, which
reads:

In accepting the distribution plans, gov-
ernments assume the responsibility for see-
ing that their allocations are not exceeded.

There is nothing voluntary about
that—especially to the many thousands
of American men and women who have
been thrown out of jobs because of IMC.
This was made plain in testimony be-
fore the House Newsprint Subcommittee
on February 8, 1951, by Theodore L.
Sweet. Mr. Sweet bore the titles of Chief
of the Combined Materials Branch of
ECA and United States representative
on the sulphur committee of IMC. He
was asked by Representative James I.
Dorriver of Iowa:

Your particular group—

The IMC’s sulphur committee—

does not undertake to say what shall be done;
you merely suggest what should be done?

Mr. Sweet replied:

They make recommendations to the gov-
ernments. Naturally, since the governments
have representatives on the committees, the
representatives are not supposed to make
recommendations which they do not think
the governments will accept.

The IMC, too, has inadvertently ex-
ploded the argument that its allocations
are voluntary. Its report on operations,
covering the period February 26, 1951-
March 1, 1952, says:

Each country is entitled to 1 vote, a ma=
jority of the members of a committee con-
stituting a quorum.

If all these doings are voluntary, why
the necessity for voting, except to deter-
mine whether there is unanimity?

The IMC report goes on:

Formal recommendations are made to
member governments in writing by unani-
mous consent of the members of the com-
mittees. If unanimity cannot be reached on
& point, a majority recommendation or re-
port may be made, accompanied, if so re-
quested, by an adequate presentation of
minority views.

Agalin, if all this is voluntary, how can
there be a majority and a minority?

An article in the London Economist,
December 29, 1951, that was highly
friendly to IMC, cites two instances of
IMC actions that were anything but
voluntary to some of the ecountries con-
cerned. One of the examples:

The significant point about the tungsten
allocation was that a recommendation was
passed by a majority vote instead of being
unanimous. For the allocations in the last
3 months of this year, the [IMC allocation]
committee recommended that the price for-
mula should be retalned. Bolivia, a tungsten
producer, objected, but the objection was
defeated on a vote.

The assertion that IMC decisions are
voluntary is a false and unscrupulous
piece of propaganda that will fool no one
who looks into its operations.

A SUPERCARTEL WITH UNLIMITED POWER

The powers which the IMC has he-
stowed upon itself are staggering. For
example, the article in the London Econ-
omist states:

Both In membership and In territorial ex-
tent, the IMC is larger than such organs of
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cooperation as the Organization for European
Economic Cooperation and the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. Its organization is as
loose and flexible as that of the British Com-
monwealth and its constitution almost as
unwritten. It relied, not on legal formulas
but on the will to cooperate.

The IMC's report on operations puts
it even more explicitly with the state-
ment that the IMC’s seven commodity
committees “were created as autonomous
bodies, without being subject to review
by any other body.”

Thus, it is seen that the IMC is liter-
ally a power unto itself and that any
legal formulas that might place some
restraint on its actions are regarded as
quaint relics of the past.

The IMC report on operations con-
tinues:

The seven commodity committees are re-
sponsible for considering methods of estab-
lishing a better balance between supply and
demand of certain strategic materials and
recommending to the governments con-
cerned the specific action which should be
taken in the case of each commodity, in
order to expand production, increase avail-
ability, conserve supplies, and assure the
most effective distribution and utilization of
supplies of materials among the consuming
countries. Within this framework they may
consider any aspect of existing shortage prob-
lems for the commodities under their
review.

What this means, in so many words,
is that IMC may do as it pleases regard-
ing the essential materials under its con-
trol. With this power the IMC is in a
position to be the absolute czar over the
economies, the national income, and the
living standards of the non-Communist
countries.

Does this make IMC a cartel of far
greater magnitude than any in previous
history? Of course it does. When Mr.
Fleischmann appeared before the Senate
Banking Committee on March 21, 1952,
he denied the IMC is a cartel. But then
he went on to give the following defini-
tion of a cartel:

As I understand cartels in the legal sense,
they refer to agreements among both pro-
ducers and consumers as to what they will do.

The above guotations from the IMC
report prove this is precisely what IMC
does. Some IMC agreements go far be-
yond questions of allocation. For in-
stance, IMC has attempted to impose di-
rect controls on the price of tungsten.
The IMC report on operations states
that in imposing an allocation plans for
the third quarter of 1951, “an arrange-
ment was introduced whereby the spot-
purchase price of tungsten was to be not
less than $55 f. o. b. per short ton unit
and not higher than $65.”

It is ironic that each time the ques-
tion of price control comes hefore the
United States Congress, there is pro-
longed, wide-open debate before a de-
cision is reached. But IMC has imposed
world-wide price control by holding se-
cret meetings and telling the public
nothing of its deliberations.

If a group of private individuals or
companies in the United States ever had
the temerity to engage, even on a small
scale, in the kind of market-splitting,
price-fixing, and other monopolistic
practices of the IMC kind, they would
premptly be subject to criminal prose-
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cution for violation of the antitrust laws.
But those practices, when conducted by
IMC, are vociferously defended and
ardently blessed by the Truman admin-
istration. '

It is clear to me that the IMC is re-
pugnant to American tradition and the
spirit of American law, and that the
countries who have prompted cartels in
the past are the countries now mired in
economic stagnation. Let us learn from
their experience and recognize the IMC

supercartel for the sure death it is to

our system.,

SIMILAR PROGRAM REJECTED TWICE BY
CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES

The IMC is the brainchild of the
United States State Department.

Back in 1947 the Senate Finance Com-
mittee was holding hearings on a charter
for the proposed International Trade
Organization. As Senator HomER FER-
Guson, of Michigan, has pointed out, this
body was to have a program remarkably
similar to the present program of the
IMC, with so-called intergovernmental
commodity arrangements filling the role
now played by the IMC's entitlements
for consumption.

One of the witnesses before the Senate
committee was William Taylor Phillips,
Acting Chief of the International Re-
sources Division of the State Depart-
ment. Testifying on the origin of the
intergovernmental commodity arrange-
ments, Mr. Phillips was asked whether
they were a definite part of the State
Department policy. He replied:

Yes. sir. It is not only the Department’s
policy, but, as you know, it has been approved
by the other Government agencles that were
engaged in compiling it, getting it together,
thinking it out. It has gradually merged
over a perlod of years. This particular
chapter first appeared in the proposals; then
in the United States suggested charter; then
in the London draft; and more recently in
the New York draft—with, I think, the im-
portant provisions unchanged, or relatively
unchanged.

Shortly after, Senator EUGENE MILLI=
KiN, of Colorado, committee chairman,
requested reassurance from the State De-
partment on the question of congres-
sional approval of such internatior -’
agreements. Dean Acheson, then Act
Secretary of State and now Secretary .
State, replied as follows on April 15,
1947:

Insofar as such commodity agreements im=-
pose any obligations on the United States
requiring legislative implementation in any
way, it is the intention of the Department
that they should be submitted to the
Congress.

United States participation in IMC
does require legislative implementation—
by the Defense Production Act—yet the
IMC’s commodity agreements have never
been submitted to Congress. Nor was
any approving legislation reported fol-
lowing the Senate committee hearings.

In 1950, the House Foreign Affairs
Committee took up the final draft of the
ITO charter, which had been written in
Habana. This committee too declined
to recommend approval of the ITO
charter.

Yet today, despite the refusal of two
congressional committees to accept the
ITO charter and despite Mr. Acheson's
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promise, the very intergovernmental
cartels proposed by ITO have come into
being through the IMC.

THE ROLE OF THE U. N.

The United Nations, like the State
Department, has been busily promoting
the idea of supercartels, As Senator
FERGUSON has shown, the U, N. established
in 1947 an Interim Coordinating Com-
mittee for International Commeodity Ar-
rangements to lay the groundwork for
this pet project. To give an idea of the
kind of thinking represented on this U. N.
committee, Senator Ferguson quoted the
following from its 1951 report in regard
to tea: :

The present tea agreement covers the four
producing countries of Ceylon, India, Indo-
nesia, and Pakistan. The agreement regu-
lates the acreage to be devoted to tea and
prohibits the export of tea-planting material
to countries not party to the agreement.

This quotation shows that U. N.-spon-
sored cartels are the same as any other
cartel—they are devoted to restricting
production and freezing the status quo.

Various U. N. bodies have taken addi-
tional actions in behalf of international
commodity deals, but it is sufficient here
to quote from a booklet titled “Measures
for International Economic Stability,”
published by the U. N. Department of
Economic Affairs in 1951. The authors
are stated to be a group of experts ap-
pointed by the Secretary General.

The report recommends a series of
commodity arrangements of various
types as a means of keeping short-term
movements of primary product prices,
both upward and downward, within rea-
sonable bounds, and of helping to sta-
bilize the international flow of cur-
renicies.

Among the main types of possible ar-
rangements mentioned in the report are
agreements covering maximum produec-
tion quotas, maximum export quotas,
maximum import quotas, minimum and
maximum prices, and buffer stock
schemes.

How would such an all-embracing car-
tel be set up? Very simply; it is already
in existence. The report says:

We do not believe that any new Interna-
tional agency to administer a comprehensive
scheme for a range of different commodities
is necessary or practicable. The arrange-
ments needed differ from commodity to com-
modity, and must be worked out and put into
effect by the countries mainly concerned in
each case. Coordination of general structure
and policy amongst the various schemes is
important, but international bodies—such as
the Interim Coordinating Committee for In-
ternational Commodity Arrangement and the
International Materials Conference—already
exist and can be used for this purpose.

With such clear-cut evidence, who can
doubt that the IMC is intended to
fit into a much larger pattern for
turning over gigantic powers to world-
wide organizations who will be responsi-
ble only to themselves? Could this be
the pattern for world socialism?

THE ROLE OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT

I have shown above that the State
Department is primarily responsible for
taking the United States into IMC. The
State Department's avid interest in IMC
continues down to this moment, IMC's
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offices in Washington were in a State
Department building for a time. IMC’s
telephone number in Washington, Re-
public 5600, is the number of the State
Department. The first important speech
defending IMC was the one made by Ed-
mund Getzin, Office of Materials Policy,
of the State Department, in New York
on February 19, 1952.

When Mr. Sweet appeared before the
House Newsprint Subcommittee on Feb-
ruary 8, 1951, he was asked whether the
IMC alloca.tion committees had been set
up by ECA. He replied:

No. They were set up by the United States
Government through the State Department.
They report now to a central group—that
{s, the individual members report to DPA,
which is the Defense Production Administra-
tion. DPA acts only in an advisory capacity.

All the evidence points to the fact that
the State Department has been the driv=
ing force behind United States participa=
tion in IMC and that the State Depart-
ment's activities in this regard are a
natural result of the Department’s deep-
seated socialistic tendencies.

HAS IMC STABILIZED PRICES?

The best answer to this question is
found in a recent publication by the In-
ternational Monetary Fund comparing
prices in different countries as of Janu-
ary 1952. Copper varied from 24.5 cents
in the United States to 60.8 cents in Italy.
Lead varied from 19 cents in the United
States to 26.8 cents in France. Zinc
varied from 21.3 cents in the United
States to 30.3 cents in the Netherlands.

At first glance, it might appear that
the United States was benefiting from
the lower prices prevailing here. How=-
ever, it must be kept in mind that a large
part of the funds used by foreign coun-
tries to bid for these metals came from
the United States in the form of foreign
aid, From July 3, 1948, to June 30,
1951, ECA supplied $326,000,000 to Euro-
pean countries for the purpose of buying
copper, $78,000,000 for zine, and $57,-
000,000 for lead. In other words, United
States dollars were used by European
countries to obtain the materials we
needed, and the United States taxpayers
who furnished the dollars in the first
place were paid off in unemployment.

IMC BLOCKS STOCKPILING

A key part of our defense effort is the
program for stockpiling scarce materials,
Congress, in enacting this program,
placed responsibility for it in the Muni-
tions Board.

One of the most appalling aspects of
IMC is that it has in effect assumed
eontrol of a substantial portion of our
stockpiling program and that it has de-
cided in a number of instances that there
will be no stockpiling. This is best told
in IMC’s own words, on pages 24 and 25
of the report on operations:

In developing plans of distribution for
the metals it was necessary for the com-
mittees to consider what policy should be
followed in allowing materials for stockpil=-
ing purposes during a perlod of scarcity.
The problem was discussed in several of the
ecommodity committees and many differ-
ences of opinion were expressed as to whether
stockpiling should continue to be pursued
under existing circumstances. The Copper=
Zine-Lead Committee and the Manganese-
Nickel-Cobalt Committee decided, in connec-
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tlon with their fourth quarter allocations,
to recognize, in principle, the requirements
for strategic stockpile purposes; but, in view
of the tight supply, they recommended a
special allowance for such requirements in
the plans for copper, zinc, ahd cobalt, only
to the extent of a small percentage of con-
sumption during a given base period. Inthe
case of commodities where the shortage was
more acute (nickel, tungsten, and molyb-
denum}), the committees were unable to
recommend any special allowance for stock-
piling. In the allocation plans for the first
guarter of 1952, the Copper-Zinc-Lead and
the Manganese-Nickel-Cobalt Committees
found it inadvisable to provide any special
allowance for stocpkile purposes, but main-
tained the principle of making such provi-
sions in connection with future allocations
when the supplies were sufficient to permit it.

It is almost belond belief that control
of our stockpiling would be turned over
to 27 foreign countries and that these
countries would include not only those
who have expressed an anti-Communist
policy, but a number of countries as well
who have made a point of being neutral.

I wish to call to the attention of the
House Armed Services Committee the
activities of the IMC in this regard. Our
committee views the IMC’s actions as a
distinet and ominous threat to our mili-
tary security.

UNITED STATES MAKES THE SACRIFICE

Previousereports by the three other
committees of Republican Representa-
tives have shown a number of specific in-
stances of how the United States share
of IMC materials is less than the propor-
tionate share we consumed before the
Korean war. There should be no sur-
prise about this inasmuch as there are
a host of indications that our willingness
to sacrifice is not matched by many
other countries. The London Economist,
which, we repeat was highly friendly to
the IMC, declared:

The United States set the example by mak=-
ing the first contribution. Britain's record
in this body is unfortunately not untarnished
because materials like tin and rubber, which
the sterling area produces and the United
States consumes, were not brought into the
orbit of the conference.

It is no wonder, then, that conditions
like those described in the following As-
sociated Press story, dated November 13,
1951, have developed:

San Francisco.—Critical materials are not
as scarce in Europe as they are in this coun-
try, Stanley C. Allyn, president of Natlonal
Cash Register Co. sald here, and cash regis-
ters soon will be imported from England to
the United States. * * * He told re-
porters his company's six Eurcpean plants
can obtain materials easler than its three
North American plants. This is so, he said,
because Eurcpe is not as far advanced in its
defense-production effort as is this Nation.

Another foreign publication, the Swiss
Review of World Affairs, published in
Zurich, Switzerland, issue of April 1951,
had the following to say about France:

The general rearmament in which France
participates has until now burdened her
economy but lightly. After all, the new di-
visions now in the making will be equipped
with arms supplied by the United States for
the most part, and expenses like soldiers’
pay and maintenance will up to a percentage
also be covered by an American contribution.
In other words, the French is not
for the present required to undergo a drastic
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change from peace to all-out preparedness
conditions. In fact, it can continue to de-
vote itself largely to normal civillan produc-
tlon. It is not surprising therefore that
some see France in the role of a beneficiary
of the present world situation.

The article goes on to point out the
one thing missing if France was to con-
tinue to be a beneficiary of the present
world situation:

The obstacle which would have to be over-
come is not so much a shortage of la-
bor * * * asa shortage of raw materials.
For in this last respect France is very de-
pendent on foreign sources, and it is due to
this fact that the French Government has
early begun to urge an international regula~-
tion of the distribution of raw materials,

These quotations bring out one addi-
tional important point that has been
overlooked frequently—namely, that the
IMC is in the business of making alloca-
tions for civilian consumption as well as
for military consumption. IMC is con-
trolling not merely rearmament pro-
grams around the world, such as they
are, but living standards as well.

The IMC makes no bones about the
fact that in distributing materials for
civilian consumption, some countries
will be favored over others. Mr. Getzin,
of the United States State Department.
declared in his speech:

A fixed base does not allow for new indus-
tries or expanding economies and is, there-
fore, usually unacceptable to certain coun-
tries undergoing rapld economic develop-
ment. Usually the solution has been to ad-
Jjust the base in favor of such countries upon
the submission of acceptable evidence and
in recognition of a genuine need.

The IMC report on operations, in dis-
cussing the copper-zinc-lead commit-
tee, stated 1950 was selected as the most
representative base year. The report
added that for some countries 1950 was
not regarded as a typical year and that
these included countries with expand-
ing production. For these countries,
adjustments were made.

For each favor bestowed by IMC on
these privileged countries, some other
country had to suffer deprivation. The
evidence is abundant that the country
selected most often has been the United
States. Americans are being denied
civilian goods they need and want in
order that similar civilian goods may be
consumed by persons of foreign coun-
tries.

United States generosity extends
even to IMC’s operating expenses.
IMC’s staff is contributed by member
governments, but, according to the Re-
port On Operations, “during the first
year of operation the major portion of
personnel was supplied by the United
States.” Furthermore, the office equip-
ment used by IMC was contributed by
the United States.

Our committee cannot understand
why United States representatives on
bodies like IMC choose so often to for-
sake their own country. We recom-
mend some enlightened self-interest,
which will redound in the long run to the
kenefit of other countries as well as our
own.

HOW TO LOSE FRIENDS

Countries that do not belong to IMC

allocation committees are completely at
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the mercy of the committees because al-
locations are made for nonmember
countries as well as member countries.

For example, when the copper alloca-
tions for the first quarter of 1952 were
handed down on December 20, 1951, only
12 countries were members of the com-
mitfee. But the allocations applied to
no less than 39 countries. Twenty-
seven countries, therefore, had no part
in a decision that was of great conse-
quence to their economies. The non-
members included both large countries,
such as Argentina, Brazil, Japan,
Sweden, and Turkey, as well as smaller
countries, such as Cuba, Ireland, Israel,
Portugal, and others.

In our opinion, IMC’s rules of proce-
dure are a further violation of the rights
of individual nations. These rules pro-
vide a country may be admitted to mem-
bership on an allocation committee only
if it has a substantial interest in the
production or consumption of the com-
modity and if two-thirds of the com-
mittee members vote for admitting the
nation.

Another IMC rule is that nonmembers
who wish to argue their allocations may
appear in committee hearings. Accord-
ing to IMC’s report on operations, rep=-
resentatives of 31 countries appeared be-
fore IMC committees of which they were
not members. These rules of procedure,
in our opinion, merely serve to emphasize
the inferior and humiliating position to
which nonmember countries are rele-
gated by IMC.

Furthermore, the large number of
countries who have felt it necessary to
appear before a committee to plead their
cases likewise indicates the general dis-
satisfaction that inevitably arises when
sovereign nations are denied control
over themselves.

This business of favoring one friendly
nation and discriminating against an-
other friendly nation is extremely risky
for the United States. This is particu-
larly true when there is a confliet of in-
terest between producing countries and
consuming countries.

If the United States through its ac=
tions in IMC alines itself with consum-
ing nations, we will be laying the
groundwork for deterioration in our re-
lations with the producing countries.

The IMC report on operations admits
in a backhand way the serious conse-
quences that follow from diserimination
against one group of nations. The re-
port says:

The fear has been expressed on the part
of certaln producing countries that an allo-
cation system (for tungsten and molybde-
num) might prejudice the free flow of trade
and thereby weaken the bargalning positions
of certain exporting countries. This is par-
ticularly feared in cases where the countries
in guestion are themselves in urgent need
of other raw materials, whether under IMC
allocation or not.

The United States needs friends—
many friends—among the producing na-
tions, and it should not needlessly run
the risk of losing those friends.

A PERMANENT IMC?

There is an abundance of evidence

that the instigators of IMC wish to make
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it permanent and are bending every ef-
fort to make their wishes come true.

As we have shown on page 6, it has
been the long-standing policy of the
United States State Department to do
everything within its power to establish
such a body, not merely for a wartime
period like the present but for peacetime
as well. The speech by Mr. Getzin of
the State Department charts clearly the
course the administration intends to
follow, Discussing IMC's fufure, Mr.
Getzin said:

If the allocation work of the committees
is judged successful by participating coun-
tries, there is no reason why more ambitious
programs relating to conservation, develop-
ment and prices should not be considered.

Mr. Getzin ended his speech with the
statement that “member governments
seem to be convinced that the IMC
should be retained and strengthened.”
The word “strengthen,” when used by a
bureaucrat in discussing a Government
agency, always means to expand.

The U. N. booklet to which we have re-
ferred on page 7, after praising IMC as
a step in the right direction, continues:

The poeribility should be considered of
converting these emergency schemes into
permanent stabilization agreements.

Mr. Fleischmann, appearing before
the Senate Banking Committee on
March 21, 1952, spoke freely of his hope
of bringing still more commodities under
IMC allocation. Mr. Fleischmann was
asked:

Is it contemplated that additional stand-
ing committees covering additional materials
will be created?

His reply:

Frankly I should hope so, with some of
the most vital metals like the alloying metals
that we are so woefully short in.

The IMC report on operations, in dis-
cussing its remaining tasks, declares:

It appears that the shortages of several
commodities will continue for at least an-
other year and that the remaining work to
be done during that period will continue to
require the best efforts of the members
* * @+ The nature and extent of future
action by the committees will be dependent
upon the need for action as reflected in the
supply-demand position, and the desire of
the participating governments for interna-
tional consideration of and recommendations
on supply problems.

Through ii.is bureaucratic “bafiegab™
shines IMC’s determination to stay in
business for many a year.

Probably the best tip-off to IMC’s
plans is that none of its allocation ma-
chinery has been dismantled. The Cot-
ton-Cotton Linters Committee, the Wool
Committee and the Pulp-Paper Commit-
tee never have imposed any over-all
allocations, yet none of these committees
has gone out of existence.

In fact, the Pulp-Paper Committee, in
announcing on April 16, 1952, that no
additional emergency allocations to in-
dividual countries would be made at that
time, issued this warning:

All member countries have agreed to con-
sider recommendations for the resumption
of allocation plans should circumstances
require.

Zine was removed from allocation on
May 29, 1952, but the New York Times,
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in reporting this action on the following
day, carried the following:

Officials of the IMC were quick to insist
that the supply problem for zinc was excep-
tional and that today's move implied no
early termination of the restrictions which
still apply to international dealings among
anti-Communist nations in copper, sulfur,
tungsten, molybdenum, nickel, and cobalt.

The last sentence of the London Econ-
omist article puts the matter most
suceinetly:

The lesson that offers itself is that if
Britain, the United States, and France can
get the lead In raw material allocation, they
could do the same in the wider processes of
economic policy.

This sentence summarizes very well
the implications in IMC. The IMC is
determined to stay alive and to expand,
and its supporters in this couutry have
placed on the record their intention to
do everything within their power to
achieve that goal.

If this is permitted to happen the
United States will find itself committed
to a system of international controls
that can only grow and grow until, as the
Ecomomist says, it will take in economic
matters far beyond the distribution of
commodities.

I submit the following conclusions:

First. United States participation in
the International Materials Conference
has never been authorized by the Con-
gress, and IMC is, therefore from this
country’s standpoint an extra-legal
organization.

Second. Use of the Defense Production
Act to implement domestically the orders
of IMC represents an appalling misuse
of powers by the President.

Third. There is nothing voluntary
about IMC decisions. As far as the Tru-
man administration is concerned IMC
pronouncements have the force of law
and are obeyed.

Fourth. IMC is a supercartel respon-
sible only to itself. It has assumed stag-
gering powers. United States participa-
tion in such a super-cartel violates
American tradition and the spirit of
American law,

Fifth. No one suffers more from a
cartel than working people and this has
been true of IMC. Cartels are restric-
tive organizations that lead inevitably
to economic stagnation. IMC has
brought unemployment and suffering to
hundreds of thousands of American men
and women.

Sixth. The IMC is the brainchild of
the United States State Department
which has been endeavoring to establish
such a socialistic organization for many
years. The State Department is at pres-
ent the driving foree in this country be-
hind IMC, which is a long step toward
world socialism.

Seventh. Congressional committees
have twice refused to approve a similar
program when it was proposed in the
charter of the International Trade
Organization. Now, under the guise of
being a wartime emergency agency, the
IMC has come into being in defiance of
Congress.

Eighth. U. N, agencies have also been
promoting the concept of super-cartels
like IMC. They now view ILIC as a
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ready-made agency for imposing all-
embracing controls on the world’s econ-
omy.

Ninth. IMC has failed to stabilize
commodity prices. Stabilization was to
have been one of its major goals.

Tenth. The IMC, in defiance of the
United States Congress, has assumed
control over a large part of our stock-
piling program and has blocked that
program.

Eleventh. The theory of IMC is a
share-and-share-alike basis for dis-
tributing scarce commodities. But, as
IMC has in fact operated, the United
States has made most of the sacrifices.

Twelfth. IMC has violated the rights
of small nations by denying them a voice
in their own economic destiny. Fur-
thermore, by helping the IMC to set
consuming nations against producing
nations, the United Stafes is running the
risk of alienating friendly producing na-
tions—the very nations whose friendship
we need.

Thirteenth. There is an abundance
of evidence that the IMC is intended to
be a permanent organization that will
outlive the present emergency.

IMC presents a blunt challenge to the
United States Congress as well as to
every segment of our society—working
people, business of every kind, and farm-
ers. Is the President the law-making
agency or does that responsibility belong
to the Congress? If Congress is the law-
making agency, do we wish to attempt to
preserve freedom in the world by sup-
pressing it, as IMC has done?

The administration claims, in effect,
there is now something wrong with
Americans, some reason why Americans
are unfit to control their own lives.
This we deny.

The place where something is wrong
is in the administration—an administra-
tion which would turn the clock back to
the time before the Declaration of Inde-
pendence when Americans were subject
to a foreign }ower.

As long as IMC continues to exist, a
large part of our lives—jobs, income and
living standards—will be under the con-
trol of foreign countries.

There is only one course open to the
Congress—to order the administration to
end participation in the International
Materials Conference, once and for all:

This should be done immediately be-
cause the threat to our freedom and
security is too ominous to be tolerated
longer.

Mr, SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOW. I yield.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Can the
gentleman tell us who is financing the
work? Who pays for this IMC opera-
tion?

Mr. BOW. I understand it is being
paid for out of the funds of the State
Department to a great extent. There
is another committee that made that
examination. They have more infor-
mation than I have on that. Ours is con-
fined to the legality of the operation.

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. My under-
standing is that this organization is set
up very lavishly in the new Cafritz
Building downtown.
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Mr. BOW. It was originally in the
State Department, but they have moved
to the beautiful quarters they now have
in this new building.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, BOW. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. Would not the gen-
tleman say that the Wage Stabilization
Board falls in the same category as the
IMC?

Mr. BOW. In my opinion, it does.

Mr. DONDERO. Both are set up
without force of law.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. SMrTH].

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Sadlak
amendment.

The time has come for Congress to
take action to put the International
Materials Conference out of business. It
has no legal standing yet it functions
under the direction of the State Depart-
ment. It is doing indirectly what Con-
gress has said it should not do directly.
In 1950 the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs conducted hearings on what is
known as the ITO, or International
Trade Organization. These hearings
were conducted under House Joint Reso-
lution 236 and, notwithstanding these
hearings, the Foreign Affairs Committee
refused to report favorably on the Inter-
national Trade Organization.

Mr. Speaker, notwithstanding this ad-
verse position we find now that chapter
6 of the so-called Habana Charter has
been lifted from the Charter and is today
being used as the basis for the Interna-
tional Materials Conference. This is an
affront; this is an insult to every Mem-
ber of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a new prop-
osition. In 1947, the Senate Committee
on Finance held open hearings on trade
agreements system and the proposed
International Trade Organization Char-
ter. At this time, Senator MILLIKIN,
who was the chairman of the committee
suspected that the implications of the
charter on intergovernmental commodi-
ties agreements should be submitted to
Congress for approval. He insisted at
that time on written evidence on that
subject and on April 15, 1947, Dean Ache-
son, then Acting Secretary of State, sent
him a letter and I quote in part:

Insofar as such commodity agreements im-
pose any obligations on the United States
requiring legislative implementation in any
way, it 1s the intention of the Department
that they should be submitted to the Con-

gress.

Yet, Mr. Chairman, by a press release
on January 12, 1951, the Department of
State announced that the United States
had agreed to the creation of a central
group and a certain number of stand-
ing commodity groups subject to the in-
crease in number as the needs of the
free world would require. The collec-
tive name for all these groups was given
and as it is used today, the International
Materials Conference. All this, Mr,
Chairman, has been done without con-
sultation with or the approval of the
Congress, With no authority, this or-
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ganization has set itself up to judge the
needs of the nonmember countries of
the free world in the matter of alloca-
tions of strategic materials.

Mr. Chairman, I repeat again for em-
phasis that no legislation has passed
this Congress or any action taken for our
participation in the IMC, and no funds
have been allocated for payment for our
share of the expenses, that I can find.
It would seem that there is no way of
implementing the IMC decisions in the
United States, but, notwithstanding, this
organization is carrying on in a luxu-
rious suite in the Cafritz Building in
this city.

Mr. Chairman, it would seem that
nothing is impossible for the dreamy-
eyed planners who permeate the admin-
istrative agencies in our Government.

A brief investigation reveals that our
share of the expenses, which includes the
procurement of office equipment for all
of the participants, is made out of con-
tingency funds held in reserve by the De-
partment of State. It is rumored, but
I have not been able to confirm it, that
our share of expenses is paid from a
reserve set up to make emergency re-
pairs should any of our embassies abroad
be damaged by bombing.

Mr. Chairman, by somebody’s order
there has been decreed that our Defense
Production Administration is responsi-
ble for our participation in the Interna-
tional Materials Conference and that
the chief representative of the United
States on the central group of that or-
ganization is the Deputy Administrator
of the Defense Production Administra-
tion., The DPA domestic decisions on
priority, allocations, price and wage con-
trols are followed on International Ma-
terials Conference directives. The De-
fense Production Administration is a so-
called temporary special agency set up
by the executive branch of our Govern-
ment to administer the rules and re-
quirements of the Defense Production
Act of 1950, as amended. From all that
I can discover, Mr. Chairman, the In-
ternational Materials Conference, on the
contrary, does not appear to be a tempo-
rary group which will disappear when
the emergency conditions which followed
the outburst of fighting in Korea van-
ish. That emergency was only the ex-
cuse for helping to bring the Interna-
tional Materials Conference into being.

Mr. Chairman, while Congr-ss passed
Public Law 520 in the Seventy-ninth
Congress, the Strategic and Critical Ma-
terials Stock Piling Act, charging the
Munitions Board with the administra-
tion of the law, it is eclear now that the
International Materials Conference took
over stockpiling activities and through
the Defense Production Agency tells our
Munitions Board what they can or can-
not do. I am informed, Mr. Chairman,
that the Munitions Board is unable to
execute its mandate from Congress be-
cause of the interference from this in-
ternational group in which participa-
tion by the United States has never been
authorized.

Mr. Chairman, the International Ma-
ferials Conference is not a temporary
emergency organization. The global
planners have their feet in the doorway
and are determined that this is the time
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to impose an international cartel upon
not only the United States but the world.
Let me submit to you some evidence that
IMC is not a temporary organization:

In 1951, five experts, with an Amer-
ican as chairman, appointed by the Eco-
nomic and Social Council of the United
Nations, were instructed to report and
make recommendations on measures for
international economic stability—U. N.
document E/2156, ST/ECA/13, sales No.
1951.11.A.2. They reported on Novem=-
ber 27, 1951, and among the recommen-
dations for permanent international
economic stability was a strong plea in
favor of international commodity ar-
rangements. For the implementation of
these world governmental cartels the re-
port states—page 25:

We do not believe that any new interna-
tional agency to administer a comprehensive
scheme for a range of different commodities
is necessary or practicable * * * inter-
national bodies, such as the Interim Coor-
dinating Committee for International Com-
modity Arrangements and the International
Materials Conference, already exist and can
be used for this purpose.

On February 19, 1952, a representative
of the Department of State said in a
speech on the subject of IMC:

If the allocation work of the committees
is judged successful by participating coun-
tries, there is no reason why more ambitious
programs relating to conservation, develop-
ment, and prices should not be considered.

The last sentence of the summary in
the first annual report on IMC issued
in March 1952, reads as follows—page 3:

The need for longer range plans will de-
pend upon the committee’s evaluation of the
supply situation and on member govern-
ments’ decisions regarding the nature of in-
ternational action that may be required by
future developments.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion the Sad-
lak amendment should be adopted. Now
is the time to deliver the lethal blow to
the International Materials Conference,
an unauthorized agency which controls
the economic lifeblood of this country.

Mr. Chairman, it is my purpose to offer
a resolution to investigate the whole
structure of IMC. This is a job for the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
MEADER].

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
sire to call attention to one aspect of this
matter which I have not heard men=-
tioned in debate thus far. I refer to the
enforceability of the allocations which
are agreed upon by the International
Materials Conference.

As we all know, under the Defense Pro-
duction Act in the United States of
America, we have watertight enforce-
ment controls. Let me point out, when
you control materials, you control the
entire industry which is dependent upon
those materials.

The other countries participating in
this International Materials Conference
have nothing approaching in effective-
ness the controls we have in the United
States of America. So what is the effect
of it? It means that the allocations we
are given in this country are rigidly con-
trelled, but as to the other countries,
socme of them are as free as if there were
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no International Materials Conference,
and others are partially controlled to
a greater or lesser degree.

Mr. Chairman, I have been seeking in-
formation on this matter since last
March. I was given the run-around by
the various departments. I asked them:
Is it possible that we have entered into
an International Materials Conference,
and we do not know whether the other
countries have the means of making
their citizens observe the allocations
agreed upon? They said a survey was
being conducted. Just recently I re-
ceived, and I hold in my hand, the sur=-
vey of the control laws of other coun-
tries which are members of the Interna-
tional Materials Conference. I defy you
to find in this survey anything like the
degree of rigid control that we have in
the United States of America.

I do not know why this survey was
sent to me as a restricted document.
Because it is marked “Restricted,” I am
not going to quote from it directly. But
I am going to tell you that we do not
have any information on the control laws
of many of these other member nations
in the International Materials Confer-
ence. Many of them have no direct con-
trols, but rely upon indirect controls.

I say it is not fair for us to be bound
when the other parties to the agreement
are not bound in any effective way. In
general, anything of this nature which
controls the very life of an industry
should not be set up without statutory
authority. Congress ought to adopt the
Sadlak amendment. I do not think it
goes far enough.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
HALLECK],

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment, and I
hope it is adopted. I think it is one of
the most important matters that will
come before us. Reference has been
made to some effect this amendment
would have on the controlled materials
plan in its operation on the domestic
front, which is believed by much of small
business to be helpful. It should be un-
derstood that the amendment was re-
drafted to meet that very objection. As
it is now written and presented here, it
can have no conceivable effect on the
operations of the controlled materials
plan here at home.

It does not affect the Government's
present powers to operate the controlled
materials plan, nor does it affect the dis-
tribution of materials between big busi-
ness and little business within the United
States.

1 want to make this perfectly clear as a
member of the Small Business Commit-
tee which recently, by subcommittee,
made a report on the operations of the
CMP and recommended its continuation
until the supply position for copper and
aluminum is eased.

What this amendment does is elimi-
nate the International Materials Confer=
ence, and here is some background of the
IMC.

It is known by all of us, and particu-
larly by the people on the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, that for years the State
Department has sought these arrange-
ments for intergovernmental commodity
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agreements. The committee has heard
the arguments and then has refused to
go along.

Mr, VORYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HALLECK.,
utes.

Prime Minister Attlee came here. It
was all right for him to come. I am
glad he came. We want Britain to be
strong. We want to help them. But
shortly after he was here there was de-
veloped by the State Department, with-
out any statutory authority at all, this
IMC plan. I ask this, as far as the de-
fense of the free world is concerned, Do
they not look to us as the bulwark of that
defense? Shall we grant this confer-
ence, which has no statutory authority
from this country, the right to say to us
what our share of these materials shall
be? I happen to know that in many
countries there is no control at all over
the end use of these materials. But in
this country there is such control.

Let me point this out again. It has
been brought out before. Once we yield
to any such international group the
right to say to us what raw materials we
shall have, both for our defense needs, as
is here contemplated, and also for our
domestic needs, as is covered in this op-
eration, then we grant to this interna-
tional organization the right to establish
our military potential, the right to deter-
mine our standard of living, and the
right to determine the degree of unem-
ployment that may confront us. Yes, we
then grant to an international organi-
zation the right to control the very life
of our economy.

I supported a lot of these international
agreements that have sought to protect
the free world, and I make no apology for
it, but here is one that I say should never
have been created. But it has been cre-
ated without legislative sanction and it
has worked to the detriment of the
strength of the free world, in my opinion,
and is operating to the detriment of our
people at home in many respects.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Indiana has expired.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
McKinnon] is recognized.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to yield the time al-
lotted to me to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. McKINNON. Mr. Chairman, in
our own self-interest, let us put first
things first. The thing that concerns all
of us is an adequate supply of critical
materials. If adopting this amendment
would increase production in the next
year or two, I would be for it. But it
will not. ICM is giving us now a divi-
sion far in excess of what we are able to
buy. The problem is one of production,
and being able to get what we need,
How are we going to solve that prob-
lem? If we kick out IMC we have not
solved our problem, because then we will
have to go into the market and bid high-
er prices than we have been willing to
pay. If you want to pay higher prices
for these materials you can do it with
this materials control plan in effect, but

I have only 3 min-
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we do not increase the supply of these
strategic materials. If we pay more
money today it is not going to increase
production in the next few years, We
are simply going to add more cost to our
defense effort, to our taxes, and to do-
ing business generally, and we will not
have any more materials available.

We only have to turn back to 1950,
when the war broke ouft and our own
individual buyers went out independ-
ently to try to get tin. At that time, with
individual buyers from the United States
going out into the world markets looking
for tin, we succeeded, unhappily, in
boosting the price of tin from $1.03 to
$1.92 in a matter of weeks, but we did
not get any more tin. We still had the
same supply of tin available but we
nearly doubled the cost of tin for our
own producers. If you want to do that
to all these other critical materials, then
adopt this amendment. You will in-
crease the cost to the American consum-
er and you increase the cost of the Gov-
ernment, but you will not get any more
critical materials. Even though you
may not like the State Department, even
though we may think there are many
things wrong, let us put our own self-
interests first. If you have told your peo-
ple that you are for reducing the cost of
government and for keeping taxes down,
then you cannot, in good conscience, vote
for this amendment, because it is going
to increase the cost of our national de-
fense effort. It is going to boost the price
of a lot of critical materials in our war
effort. If you have told your small-busi-
ness men that you are for the continua-
tion of small business, then you cannot
vote for this amendment, because it is
going to make it impossible for many
small businesses to bid against big busi-
ness for the procurement of these criti-
cal materials.

If you have told your American house-
wives that you are for a stabilized cost
of living, then you cannot vote for this
amendment because it is going to in-
crease the cost of all of our durable
goods that use these critical materials.

Let us face the facts and realize the
problem we have before us today: That
the war effort has created a larger need
for critical materials than the mines
are able to supply.

The only way we are going to get our-
selves out of this situation is to work
cooperatively and for orderly buying in-
stead of individual competitive buying
which can only have the result of boost-
ing prices abnormally without increas-
ing production.

When RFC took over the buying of tin
we reduced the cost of tin considerably.
Let us follow that example and through
IMC continue on an orderly course of
buying; let us defeat this amendment;
let us keep down not only the cost of na-
tional defense, but also let us help our
own small businesses.

If we adopt this amendment we are
going to increase the cost of everything
that enters into the war effort. More-
over, if we adopt this amendment we
will have a chain reaction that will in-
crease the cost of everything regardless
of what the commodity is.
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Let me refer to one other thing to keep
the record straight, stockpiling. We dis-
continued stockpiling in the third quar-
ter of 1951. We did not enter into this
IMC until the fourth quarter of 1951.
Therefore the IMC had nothing to do
with our stockpiling program. How
can you stockpile when you do not have
enough materials to meet current needs?
How are you going to put money into a
savings account in the bank when you
do not have enough money to meet your
everyday needs? You cannot stock-
pile when you need the materials for
the war in Korea and for our defense
effort. This is a misleading amendment
and should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. Spencel is recog-
nized to close the debate on this amend-
ment.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, whether
or not there was adequate legal authority
to create the International Materials
Conference, certainly it was based upon
the principles of sound common sense.
There is no nation in the world that is
self-sufficient and we entered into an
agreement with 28 other free nations in
crder that we might in an orderly way
acquire those materials which are neces-
sary for ouvr national defense and which
we cannot produce.

What great principle did that violate,
I wonder?

Not long ago our Government traded
some steel to England for tin and alu-
minum. I do not know that there was
any statutory authority for it, but the
people directing our defense effort in
order to procure materials needed by us
at this time made the deal, and this
agreement is based upon the same sound
principle that caused the formation of
the International Materials Conference.
I think it not only furnishes some mate-
rials to us in an orderly manner but the
constant contact with the other free na-
tions of the world stimulates their
friendship and helps us, and I think that
if we were to withdraw from the Inter-
national Materials Conference it would
be looked upon as a not very cooperative
act by those upon whom we are relying
to preserve their own liberties and with
them ours.

If we withdraw from the International
Materials Conference, if we have a dis-
orderly competitive market in America,
who will get the things that are neces-
sary for their businesses and for their
prosperity? The financially strong and
powerful will get most of these materials
in the competitive market and the little
man will get few of them.

I am sure from what I have heard
in committee that it would be a most
disastrous thing to do away with the
International Materials Conference,
May I say also that Mr. Charles Wilson,
former Director of Defense Mobilization,
is earnestly in favor of this; Mr. Manly
Fleischmann, former Administrator of
the National Production Authority, is in
favor of it; and Mr. John Small, Chair-
man of the Munitions Board, who has
direction of the stockpile, has written
& letter that he wants it continued.

June 19

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California? 4

There was no objection. ;

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I
am very much in favor of the Sadlak
amendment to curtail the functions of
the International Materials Conference.
Last September I urged the House to
consider what the IMC was doing to our
sulfur supply and to our newsprint
supply.

The following is what I said in the
House on September 18, 1951, about the
International Materials Conference:

SrEecH or HoN. GorpoN L. McDONOUGH, OF
CALIFOENIA, IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 1851
Mr. McDowoucH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to

call the attention of the House to another
example of the incredible bureaucratic con-
fusion in our Government, and to the seri-
ous damage it is inflicting on both our econ-
omy and our liberty.

The administration has committed the
United States to a “globaloney” sulfur ex-
port plan that will seriously curtail the al-
ready critical newsprint supply and may
eventually cause one small newspaper after
another to go out of business in this coun-
try. The State Department, through ECA,
has set up what 1s known as the Inter-
national Materials Conference. The con-
ference has set up a sulfur committee with
representatives from 13 countries to con-
sider the problem of how to distribute
sulfur, principally produced in the United
States, to the rest of the world. This super-
annuated, superelite, superimposed Iinter-
national agency of a nebulous world govern-
ment which presumably does not exist has,
as the House might expect, decided that if
anybody must suffer a lack of sulfur it must
be America.

When our State Department through ECA
agreed to let the International Materials
Conference allocate approximately a million
tons of American sulfur for export to foreign
countries, we in effect guaranteed to the
world a cheap and bountiful supply of
sulfur at the expense of our own economy
and industry. Ironically, we also loan or
give outright to many of the couniries the
money to buy our sulfur,

As far as I am able to determine, there
is no other countiry which rations or con-
trols its sulfur once it has received the sul-
fur from wus. There are no American
controls as to the ultimate use of exported
sulfur. A foreign purchaser could buy sul-
fur for $26 a ton, American export price, and
resell 1t in forelgn markets for $60 a ton,
Italian export price. We could not stop
him.

These allocations of sulfur to foreign

countries at the low American prices will

only perpetuate world shortages, for as long
as the rest of the world is guaranteed a cheap
supply of sulfur by IMC from the United

States supply, they will not reopen their own

sulfur plants.

We have no stockpile of suliur in the
United States, nor is there a program of
stockpiling contemplated. We have only
10 to 20 years of present production left in
our known American sulfur deposits.

When I first began my investigation into
sulfur shortages in the newsprint industry
and traced the shortages to the International
Materials Conference, I found some rather in-
teresting facts that affect many basic ma-
terials. The International Materials Con-
ference now has seven commitiees whose
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recommendations control the following 13
important products and materials: Copper,
zine, lead, sulfur, cotton, tungsten, molyb-
denum, manganese, nickel, cobalt, wool, and
paper and pulp. It i{s significant to note
that the United States is the largest or sec-
ond largest producer of these materials under
international control, and in every case the
United States is the largest consumer.

But it becomes even more interesting to
note the vital commodities that are not con-
trolled by this so-called international ma-
chinery to solve world shortages.

There is no international machinery set up
to control the British monopoly of commer=-
clal diamonds, nor the South American mo=
nopoly of tin.

Nor is there any attempt by the Interna=
tional Materials Conference to touch the
British-Malayan crude rubber monopoly
which has been gouging United States tire
manufacturers for years.

Nor has there been a committee set up
for oll and petroleum. With the British and
Duteh having a combined output greater
than the United BStates, the British have
felt that there was no need for such inter-
national machinery. But now that the Brit-
ish have lost their oil holdings in Iran, our
State Department will shortly announce that
the United States will soon place her petro-
leum production into the hands of another
foreign committee,

‘We are in effect, through the International
Materials Conference, placing the economy
of the United States into the hands of a semi-
world government, giving away control of
basic materials vital to our American free-
enterprise system.

I urge the adoption of the Sadlak
amendment as a protection to our Ameri-
can labor and industry.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. SApLAK].

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. BurToN and
Mr. SADLAK.

The Committee divided; and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 169,
noes 102,

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. RAMSAY. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RaMsaY: Sec-
tion 101 of the Defense Production Act of
1950, as amended, is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new subsec-
tion:

“(c) Whenever priorities are established
or allocatlons made under section (a) with
respect to any raw material, and such priori-
ties or allocations operate to limit the pro-
duction of articles or products produced in
the United States, the President shall by
proclamation limit the importation, during
the period such priorities or allocations are
in effect, of any article or product in the
manufacture or production of which such
raw material is used to 100 per centum of the
average annual imports of such article or
product during the calendar years 1947
through 1949: Provided, That the Tarlff Com-
mission has reported to the President that
a substantial portion of the American pro-
ducers of such article or product, or an arti-
cle or product competitive therewith, has
requested such limitation on imports: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of Defense
has not certified to the President that the
American production of such article or prod-
uct is insufficient to supply the essential de-
fense needs therefor. Upon the application
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of any substantial American producer, the
Tariff Commission shall publish the fact of
having received such application, shall hold
public hearing thereon and shall report the
facts to the President within sixty days of
the receipt of such application. Such report
to the President shall include the article or
product on which the import imitation has
been requested, whether it contains any raw
material which is under priority or alloca-
tion control, whether a substantial portion
of the American producers thereof have re-
guested the above-specified import limita-
tlon, the maximum quantity of imports
which would comply with sald import limita-
tion and such other facts as the Tariff Com-
mission deems appropriate. A copy of sald
report to the President shall be submitted to
the Secretary of Defense. If sald report of
the Tarif Commission indicates that the
above-specified conditions have been met by
the applicant and the SBecretary of Defense
has not certified to the Presldent that the
American production of such article or prod-
uct 18 not sufficlent to meet the essential
defense needs, the President shall proclaim
such import limitation within thirty days
of his receipt of the report from the Tariff
Commission. If the Secretary of Defense has
certified that the American production of
such article or product is insufficient to meet
the essential defense needs therefor, the
President shall, by proclamation, limit the
imports of such article or product to such
quantity as the Secretary of Defense certifies
as necessary, in excess of American produc-
tion, to meet the essential defense needs.
All reports of the Tariff Commission and all
certifications of the Secretary of Defense
made hereunder shall be made public at the
time of their issuance.”

Mr. RAMSAY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment was originally the bill H. R.
6343, which is pending before the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee, and has
been changed from the bill in one par-
ticular. H. R. 6343 provides a quota
of 50 percent of the base period; the
amendment now offered provides a quota
of 100 percent of the base period. Those
of us who favor this amendment do not
want to injure the former market of
imports. Our aim is merely to protect
the pre-Korean competitive position of
domestic producers vis-a-vis importers.

There is involved in my amendment
the principle of the escape clause of the
reciprocal trade agreements, and I do
not see how any Member who supported
the escape clause can fail to support my
amendment.

Because of the controlled-materials
program, producers of many civilian con-
sumption items have had their output
severely curtailed because the Govern-
ment has diverted critical materials to
defense purposes. In theory—and I be-
lieve in actual practice—the National
Production Authority, in allocating
scarce materials, attempts to keep the
pre-Korean competitive position of do=-
mestic producers intact. The Govern-
ment properly feels that its restrictions
should fall, with equal force, on all pro-
ducers in any given field.

NPA, however, has no means to control
the production and movement of foreign
goods, That can only be done by the
President. The Congress, by enacting
the escape clause, has provided relief
from hardship resulting from trade con-
cessions, but in the problem presented by
the controlled-materials program, the
Tariff Commission has held that injury
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does not result, primarily, from trade
concessions.

It has been argued that this is faulty
reasoning on the part of the Tariff Com-
mission, but I believe they are on firm
ground. Further, withdrawal of trade
concessions would not solve the problem,
because the problem is not one of price
competition. It is a problem of inade-
quate production. Our domestic pro-
ducers of many items simply are not
permitted by the Government to manu-
facture enough articles to supply the
market. They are able to sell all they
can make. The vacuum in the market
is being filled by foreign producers.

The injury will come when we remove
restrictions and our domestic producers
attempt to recapture their normal mar-
kets. They will find new buying patterns
and history has shown it will be very
difficult to recapture that market.

The history of the domestic watch in-
dustry during World War II clearly
shows this. At the order of the Govern-
ment our watch industry devoted its ma-
chinery, its management know-how, and
its skilled labor to production of delicate
war instruments. Their market was lost
to imports, and to this day the pre-Pearl
Harbor competitive position has not been
recaptured.

This amendment, Mr. Chairman,
merely attempts to keep the pre-Korean
competitive position intact—as we do
with domestic producers in the operation
of the controlled-materials program. To
do this it sets up the machinery of the
escape clause. There is nothing auto=-
matic; domestic producers must prove,
conclusively, that a substantial portion
of any industry is losing markets because
of its inability to produce.

If, prior to the Korean action, United
States producers were splitting the mar-
ket with foreign competition, my amend-
ment will mean that as soon as the emer=
gency is ended and domestic producers
can obtain materials in the open market,
their pre-Korean share of the market
will be left intact.

This amendment is fair; it is needed.
It upsets no traditions and it cannot in-
terfere with the reciprocity program—
which I have supported since 1933,

I hope Members will support my
amendment.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Ramsay].

As a Member of Congress, I believe it
to be my proper responsibility to pro-
tect not only the lives but also the liveli-
hood of the people of my district. Many
of the industrial workers in my district
are facing a very critical situation. To
help provide jobs in private industry for
those who want to work is a responsibil-
ity of high priority with me.

My support of this amendment is based
upon my desire to provide job opportuni-
ties for those so desperately seeking gain-
ful employment. On May 7 of this year,
Mr. Raymond Boulais, president of loeal
union No. 947 in the plant of William
Prym, Inc., CIO Textile Workers Union
of Ameriea, appeared before the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee and urged
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the adoption of this legislation. In a
very straight-forward manner he sup-
ported this amendment in order to pre-
serve for the long-run pull the jobs of
the members of his union,

Many American producers in my own
district have seen their production cut
back by materials allocations. They
have watched imports rush in to take
up the market. When this situation is
allowed to develop the American worker
is the first to suffer.

It is my conviction that unless the
American producer is able to protect
himself from foreign imports taking over
his market while his own domestic pro-
duction is artificially limited, he may find
himself unable to get his market—or at
least a portion of it—back when the
emergency is over. In this type of situa-
tion, the American worker is once again
the one who suffers most.

If our defense needs require a cut-
back in the production of a nondefense
item, certainly our allies and partners
in defense should likewise cut back their
own production of this nondefense item.
I am not suggesting that we force any
other country to adopt similar produc-
tion cut-backs even though they may be
needed for mutual defense. By the same
token, I believe we must provide fair
treatment for our own producers who are
contributing so much to the defense ef-
fort. Certainly no foreign country could
have any valid reason for objecting to
our proportionately limiting imports to
the same extent that the American pro-
duction of an article is cut back by the
defense requirements.

There is nothing in this amendment
which would in any way limit the im-
ports of any raw materials or the im-
ports of any product or article made
therefrom which the Secretary of De-
fense certifies as essential to the security
and defense needs of the United States.

There is nothing in the amendment—
as I read it—which automatically limits
imports. It provides for a limitation
only when the American production of
a product is limited by raw materials
allocations by NPA and then only when
and if a substantial portion of the Amer-
jean producers of such products applies
to the Tariff Commission for such
limitation.

Adoption of this legislation would help
provide better job opportunity and thus
greater security for the many workers
in both the pin and wood-screw industry
in my district.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, Irise in
support o the amendment, and I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr, BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, the ob-
jectives sought in the amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Ramsay] are the same coh-
jectives that were sought by the Con-
gress 1 year ago when they wrote into
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
the so-called peril point and escape
clauses. We thought that would solve
the situation. The objective of Con-
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gress was to see to it that the interests of
small manufacturers were properly
safeguarded.

In an attempt to administer the Re-

.ciprocal Trade Agreements Act with this

escape clause and the peril point in it,
we have carried to the United States
Tariff Commission a series of cases. I
was much surprised some time ago to
find the Commission in one of its first
opinions handed down under the es-
cape clause saying to the people—I am
talking about the manufacturers of
wood screws—"“Your troubles are not
chargeable to the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act. They are chargeable
to the practice of the National Produc-
tion Authority in allocating certain crit-
ical materials to the defense effort and
denying them to the domestic producer
of civilian goods."

We are forced to take some steps at
this point. Otherwise the effectiveness
of your peril point and your escape
clause, as written into the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act, is absolutely
worthless.

All this amendment proposes to do is
to say to any nation who is importing
goods made from critical materials: “We
will go back to the pre-Korea period of
1949, 1950, and 1951, and we will take
the average amount of your imports, and
we will say to you that you cannot in-
crease that average import so long as
our American domestic producers are
living under these freeze orders in which
they cannot get critical materials.”

I want to show you just how the prop-
osition would work. I am sure that the
adoption of this amendment will greatly
remove the hazard that now faces par-
ticularly our small manufacturers
throughout the Nation.

This proposal merely sets up machin-
ery whereby a domestic industry, when
needed, can protect and maintain its
relative competitive position with im-
ports while the domestic production of
the article is being limited by NPA allo-
cations of materials.

There is nothing in the proposal to
restrict imports in such a way as to
change or improve the competitive posi-
tion of domestic producers., Actually it
favors imports.

There is nothing in the amendment
that would in any way limit the imports
of any raw material or the imports of
any product or article made therefrom
which the Secretary of Defense certifies
as essential to the security and defense
needs of the United States.

There is nothing in the bill which op-
erates automatically to limit imports. It
provides for a limitation only when the
American production of a product is lim-
ited by raw-materials allocations by NPA
and only when and if a substantial por-
tion of the American producers of such
article or product applies to the Tariff
Commission for such limitation. It is
assumed that the Tarif Commission
would determine the substantial por-
tion on the basis of unit volume or dol-
lar volume of production rather than the
number of producers. Presumably,
where it could be shown to the Tariff
C'ommission that a majority of the Amer-
ican producers, by volume, did not de-
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sire the import limitation, it would not
be necessary to impose such a limitation.

The proposed amendment adopts the
fair procedure and sets up machinery for
operation thereof which the NPA care-
fully uses and administers in order to
maintain the relative competitive posi-
tion between different producers of a
given product in a given American in-
dustry. It certainly would be unfair for
NPA to prohibit one producer of X com-
modity from further production and at
the same time permit his American com-
petitor to continue production and take
over the market. Obviously the first
American producer would be unable to
regain all or part of his market after the
emergency is over. The same would be
true if one American producer were lim-
ited more seriously in his production
than another. The same fair principle
should be applied to maintain the rela-
tive pre-Korea competitive relationship
between an American industry and im-
ports.

Many American producers have seen
their production cut back by materials
allocations and imports rush in to take
up the market. Unless the American
producer is able to protect himself from
imports taking over his market while his
production is artificially limited, he will
be unable to regain all or a portion of
such markets when the emergency is
over. Imports should be limited to ap-
proximately the same level as is the
American producers production so that
they both have a fair chance at current
competition and a fair chance of regain-
ing their markets after the emergency
is over.

One of the objections which will be
made by the free trade opponents is that
we should not deny the consumers of a
product if it is available through im-
ports. However, it is certainly fair and
the American way to distribute the bur-
den of national defense equally among
all of the citizens. If our defense re-
quirements call for a cutback in the pro-
duction of a certain article, because the
raw material therefor is required for de-
fense purposes, certainly the consumers
of that product should bear the burden
along with, and equitably with, the pro-
ducers thereof. It must be recalled that
all Americans who are consumers are
also producers. No person long con-
sumes unless he also produces. It would
be grossly unfair and un-American to ask
any given American producer or con-
sumer group to give up his product for
the benefit of the defense effort and not
ask other groups of producers and con-
sumers to bear a proportionate burden.

If our defense needs require a cutback
in the production of any given article
or product, certainly our allies and part-
ners in defense should likewise cut back
their production. However this has not
always been the case and frequently,
even though they may cut back the pro-
duction of such article, they will make
an exception for its production and ex-
port to the United States in the hopes of
gaining and retaining the United States
market by unfair advantage. We cannot
guarantee and certainly cannot force
any other country to adopt similar pro-
duction cutbacks even though they may
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be drastically needed for mutual defense.
However. it is only fair to protect our own
producers who are contributing the most
to national defense and mutual defense.

Certainly no foreign country, even the
most friendly, could have any valid ob-
jection to our proportionately limiting
imports to the same extent that the
American production of an article is cut
back by the defense requirements. This
proposed amendment proposes to limit
imports of articles made of allocated ma-
terials to only 50 percent of the pre-
Korean base period imports while most
American producers of nondefense ar-
ticles requiring allocated materials are
nmitted to substantially less than 50 per-
cent, 5

Articles using steel are limited to 50
percent and most articles using copper
and aluminum are limited to 30 percent
or less, those using nickel are limited to
less than 20 percent or entirely pro-
hibited. The limitation of 50 percent on
imports gives more than an even break
to imports. In the case of defense items
American producers usually get more
than the above-mentioned percentages
in order to encourage greater production
and in such cases, upon the certifica-
tion of the Secretary of Defense, this
proposed amendment would place no
limit upon imports of any article or prod-
uct needed for the defense effort.

I am the sponsor of the escape clause
which was written into the renewal of
the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
last year. The object of this escape
clause was to provide that domestic pro-
ducers be given an opportunity to prove
to the United States Tariff Commission
that their business was being injured by
foreign imports. This escape clause is
now section 7 of Public Law 50 of the
Eighty-second Congress.

The intent of the Congress was that
domestic producers suffering from too
much foreign competition would be able
to get relief. This was particularly true
of domestic producers who were being
denied the use of certain critical ma-
terials needed in the defense effort.
These people were being driven out of
business and their domestic market tak-
en over by foreign-made goocds because
they were unable to compete due to their
inability to buy these critical materials.

The domestic producers of wood screws
carried their case before the United
States Tariff Commission alleging injury
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act and asking for relief under section
7 of Public Law 50. They were denied
this relief and told by the United States
Tariff Commission that their troubles
were due not to the trade agreements but
to the action of the National Production
Authority in allocating to the defense
effort certain materials which the do-
mestic producers needed in order to car-
ry on their business.

If the United States Tariff Commission
is correct in their interpretation it is
vitally necessary that a large segment of
American industry needs the production
afforded by this amendment in order to
prevent their being driven out of busi-
ness.

The best illustration of how these
freeze orders in critical materials are in-
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juring domestic producers is the case of
the Wallace Corp. now pending before
the Tariff Commission. The Wallace
Corp. manufactures spring clothespins,
There is a freeze order on wire-tempered
steel needed in the manufacture of these
pins.

Last October this company was given
an allocation by the National Production
Authority of 76 tons of this highly tem-
pered steel wire. They were also given
an allocation for the first quarter of 1952,
an additional allocation of 76 tons. To
March 1, 1952, under both allocations
they had received only 23 tons of steel
They have, in the meantime, in order to
keep their plant operating and supply
jobs for 400 workmen, been buying highly
tempered steel wire from Belgium and
paying $13.05 per hundredweight. Had
they been permitted to buy this steel
wire at home, the domestic price would
have been only $7.40 per hundredweight.
They are on the verge of closing down
their plant because their profits are not
high enough to stand the losses in the
price they must pay for steel,

This legislation is not a new idea. The
producers of agricultural products in this
country are protected by quotas which
place a limitation on foreign imports of
agricultural products when these im-
ports interfere with the acreage alloca-
tion and the production procedures out-
lined by the Agriculture Department,
This exemption for the farm people will
be found in section 122 of the Agricul-
tural Production Act.

I sincerely hope that it will be the wis-
dom and pleasure of this committee to
accept this proposal in order that count-
less numbers of small producers will not
be driven out of business.

Mr. DEANE., Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there appeared before
our committee a representative group of
individuals on this particular point
These items would be involved: Cigarette
lighters, brass-band instruments, safety
pins, zippers, and fiashlights.

At no time during the consideration by

our committee did members on either -

the majority or minority side feel that
these men made a case sufficiently strong
to indicate that they were being injured
by virtue of the type of legislation that
is involved, at least no amendment was
offered.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEANE. In a moment.

Mr. TALLE. The gentleman made a
statement that is not true, if I under-
stood him correctly.

Mr. DEANE. The gentleman will have
an opportunity to reply.

Mr. TALLE. I thought the witnesses
referred to by the gentlemen did make a
good case.

Mr. DEANE. I was informed by the
Clerk that no such amendment was of-
fered. So I will proceed, if I may.

For example, in the case of cigarette
lighters, the total value of cigar and
cigarette lighters, other than those made
of gold or platinum, imported into the
United States was only $185,000. The
number of lighters imported in 1851 rose
slightly, but they came primarily from
Japan.
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In this letter berore nie from Secretary
Sawyer, it is an indication to me that in
passing this amendment we restrict the
economic development of nations we are
now paying millions of American dollars
in economic aid. In other words we un-
dercut the reciprocal trade agreements.
Let me quote from Secretary of Com-
merce Sawyer's letter:

Bpeaking broadly, I am deeply concerned
over the serious effects which this and other
current proposals for restriction of imports
into the United States would have upon
our own welfare and that of our friendly
trading countries. In the aggregate, these
import restrictions would not only reduce
the ability of foreign peoples to continue to
buy our exportable products in large vol-
ume, but would also materially Injure the
economlies of many important foreign coun-
tries, and render it difficult for themr to make
their respective contributions toward the
common defense program.

Mr, Chairman, I call your special at-
tention to what he says next:

Especially in view of our earnest efforts to
persuade friendly countries to curtail ex-
ports to the Boviet bloc, it would be incon-
sistent for us to take measures that would
at the same time curtail their markets in the
United States, thereby forcing them to seek
larger alternative outlets for their products.

Mr., Chairman, to pass this amend-
ment would result in another weakening
link in our effort to try to bring restora-
tion to some of these countries and in
view of the amount involved in dollars
and cents, as shown by the evidence be-
fore us, there is no competitive disad-
vantage to the respective manufacturers
in this country.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. TALLE. Perhaps I misunder-
stood the gentieman from North Caro-
lina, and if so, I wish to be corrected.

Mr. DEANE. I advised with the Clerk
and, as I understand, there was no
amendment offered. If the gentleman
submitted one, I offer an apology.

Mr. TALLE, It istrue that no amend-
ment was offered, but I thought the gen-
tleman from North Carolina stated that
no Member on the majority side or the
minority side thought that a case was
made. As far as I am concerned, I
thought a good case was made.

Mr. DEANE. I will alter it to that
effect, that no amendment was offered
by either the minority or the majority
when this matter was before the com-
mittee. Is that not right?

Mr. TALLE. That is correct.

Mr, BAILEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DEANE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. BAILEY. The gentleman will
have to acknowledge that there were
appearances before the committee in be-
half of this amendment.

Mr. DEANE. I admit that, but there
was no action on the part of the com-
mittee but I feel in view of the evidence
before our committee a case was not
made and I ask that the amendment b2
rejected.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment because I think it is basically
a fair proposition. What it boi's down
to is simply this: If an American man-
ufacturer is prevented from manufactur-
ing the normal amount of the output of
his plant due to a restriction on mate-
rials, this then restricts the importer to
100-percent import for the 3 years prior
to Korea. For instance, in the pottery
industry I am informed that cobalt is
restricted, which consequently restricts
the pottery manufacturers in coloring
their glassware. Cobalt is used in its
manufacture. Now, it does not seem fair
to me that an American industry and
the American workingman should make
all the sacrifices. We should be in this
thing together, and if we are going to
restrict certain vital materials as far as
our manufacturers are concerned, it just
simply does not make sense to me that
we should allow their competitors in
foreign countries to procure all of it they
can in a free and open market, manu-
facture those products, and send them in
here and take away the markets from the
people we are restricting in our own
country.

Mr. Chairman, I do not propose to
take a lot of the time of this committee,
but it seems to me that this is basically
a fair proposition. It is only lor the
duration of this act, and it is to offset
something that is happening to these
people as a result of this act. I hope the
Members will see their way clear to sup-
port this amendment,

Mr. SECREST. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strik= out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion if ever
there was an amendment before this
House that deserved favorable consider-
ation it is this amendment that is before
us here today. I think everyone in our

country and every industry, certainly in -

my district, is anxious to do that which
is necessary for the national defense, but
while we are spending billions abroad
we do not feel that it is fair to have in-
dustries abroad take our markets away
because of scarce materials. In the pot-
tery and glass industry cobalt, and many
other items essential to national de-
fense, is necessary in its manufacture.

I want to show you just what is being
done by giving you accurate statistics
from the Tariff Commission received on
the 10tk of June this year. In 1950,
23,000,000 pieces of glassware were im-
ported into this country. In 1951,
41,000,000 pieces of glassware were im-
ported into this country; just double
1950. At the rate imports are coming in
in 1952 more than 90,000,000 pieces of
glassware will be imported into this
country this year, which is four times
as much as came in in 1950. That means
that the glass workers in my district, in
West Virginia and in Pennsylvania and
all over this country are being thrown
out of work because of the scarcity of
materials, while the imports in 2 years
have gone up four times.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. JENKINS. Iagree absolutely with
what the gentleman says. He is making
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a good speech, and it is good old Repub-
lican doctrine, 5

Mr. SECREST. It is good old Ameri-
can doctrine, I think.

I want to give you some more statistics
on pottery. I have in my district many
excellent potteries. In 1949, 22,000,000
pieces of household pottery came into
this country. In 1951, 33,000,000 pieces
came in, In 1952, 40,000,000 pieces of
househoud pottery will come into this
country at the present level of imports.

In 1951, 65,000,000 pieces of household
chinaware came into this country, and
over 100,000,000 pieces of earthenware
and chinaware art and decorative articles
came into this country.

Mr. Chairman, imports of pottery have
multiplied three times in 2 years and
imports of glassware have multiplied
four times in 2 years. Over 200,000,000
pieces of pottery came into this country
last year, and this year over 90,000,000
pieces of glassware will come in. That
would furnish work for a long time to
every pottery and glass factory in the
United States.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. I am in sympathy
with what the gentleman is saying. Is
this merchandise coming in under the
reciprocal trade agreement or under
some other provision of law?

Mr. SECREST. It is coming in be-
cause in the first place they can get
scarce materials we cannot get, and that
applies especially to the better kinds of
glassware and pottery. In the second
place, this country has much higher
costs. In Japan, one of the large ex-
porters of pottery, they pay about 4 cents
an hour, and we pay $1.50 an hour aver-
age in my district.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Connecticut.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. Does the gen-
tleman have statistics as to how many
men are being put out of work because
of these imports?

Mr. SECREST. The glass factory in
my district has been working about half
time, or working half of the people full
time. I would say that half of the work
in the glass plant in my district, which
employs 700 or 800 people, last year
went abroad to people that export glass
here in competition with us.

Mr. SEELY-BROWN. The same situ-
ation is true in my State.

Mr. KEEARNEY., Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. I yield fo the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. EEARNEY. Does the gentleman
have any information as to how much
glassware comes from countries behind
the iron curtain?

Mr. SECREST. Supposedly we shut
out goods from countries behind the iron
curtain, but I can tell you that the biggest
exporter of glassware to this country
in 1950 was Czechoslovakia, behind the
iron curtain, with England second and
Sweden third. In 1951 again Czechoslo-
vakia was the largest exporter of glass-
ware to this country, then England, and
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then Sweden. Do you realize that the
money Sweden gets for glass sold in this
country they use in manufacturing steel
that is sold to the people behind the iron
curtain?

This amendment should be adopted,
Mr. Chairman.

(On request of Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN,
and by unanimous consent, Mr. SECREST
was allowed to proceed for one addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SECREST. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Is my
understanding correct that the purpose
of the amendment now before the Com-
mittee of the Whole is to give to the
glass and pottery workers the same con-
sideration the dairy farmers receive
under section 104?

Mr. SECREST, Yes.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Iam for it.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, may I
say that while I regret to have to do it,
I am going to object to any extension of
time from now on.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, there is considerable
difference between the actual effect of
this amendment and section 104. But,
I can easily understand how those who
want section 104 will also want this
amendment in the bill. None of us here
is desirous of curtailing American in-
dustry or American agriculture. I ad-
dressed my remarks yesterday during
general debate to this very amendment,
which we expected would be offered. I
am not going to take time now to elabo-
rate upon the subject, as I did yesterday.
I do want to call your attention to this.
Mention was made by the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. BamLey] to the
wood screw case. Nobody appeared be-
fore the committee to attempt to make
out a case for them, but when the gentle-
man referred to the matter of the wood
screw case before the Tariff Commis-
sion——

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. Not at the moment.

Mr. BAILEY. Then do not mention
my name unless you expect to yield fo
me,

Mr. MULTER. 1 will yield to the gen-
tleman in due time, if the gentleman will
give me a chance to complete my state-
ment. Please let me finish the sentence.

When the case was referred to in
committee, I asked the gentleman who
did refer to the case the following ques-
tion:

In the wood screw case, they did not deny
relief because of the underselling of the
market.

Mr. Breckinridge who was then testi-
fying on the subject in favor of this
amendment said:

You are correct on that, sir.

Let us understand this. Everybody
who has spoken in favor of this amend-
ment has made out a good case, a good
case for permanent legislation, which
should go to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs and should be brought to the
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House by that committee as a foreign af-
fairs bill. It has no place in this tempo-
rary legislation, or in this emergency leg-
islation. Every person who testified in
behalf of industry before our committee
was testifying not as to an emergency
and not as to any situation brought
about by an emergency, but was testify-
ing as to a condition which existed in his
trade and in his particular enterprise for
a long time. Some had been before the
Tariff Commission seeking relief, where
they should get their relief. You should
not give the relief this way. By at-
tempting to do it this way, by emergency
legislation, you are destroying at one fell
swoop everything we are trying to do in
our Mutual Security Program, and in our
NATO program. Let me give you this
quotation, please. Let us very clearly
have in mind exactly what you are going
to do, if you adopt this amendment. You
will protect, maybe—I say, maybe—em-
- phatically maybe—some American in-
dustry and some American enterprise,
but you will destroy our joint effort with
our allies to build up our defense against
the Communists, and you will force them
to trade with Russia. Let me read this
to you, if you please, from the Deputy
Director for Mutual Security, Mr. W.
John EKenny, in a letter of May 17 to
our distinguished chairman referring to

this specific amendment, the Ramsay

bill:

The bill could result in reducing
these earnings of Western Europe by as
much as $561,000,000 for the same period,
an amount equal to more than 30 percent
of Western Europe’s exports to the United
Btates in 1851. This staggering reduction
in projected dollar earnings would give the
European NATO countries and the United
States the choice of two undesirable alterna-
tive courses of action, to wit, a smaller NATO
defense effort or increased defense support
aid from the United States. Since the pres-
ent NATO defense program is already at
the minimum consistent with mutual se-
curity, a reduction in this program would
raise serious questions with respect to the
ability of the free world to defend itself
against aggression. On the other hand, the
granting of additional aid to fill the gap
created by the proposed legislation would
be in effect placing an unnecessary burden
upon the taxpayers of the United States.

Mr. EEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield.

Mr. KEARNEY. Iappreciate the gen-
tleman’s comment, but I would like to
refer back to the gentleman’s thought
that this should not come up at this
time, but it should have gone back to the
reciprocal trades agreement. I want to
call the gentleman’s attention to the
reciprocal trades agreement being a one-
way street, and that is why we in our
small county have 3,000 American work-
ing men and women out of work today.

Mr. MULTER. I say to the gentle-
man, let us make it a two-way street.
Let us correct the permanent legislation,
if that is where the defect is.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment. I
want to say in reply to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. MuLTER], who says
a case has been made for permanent leg-
islation, this bill is the thing that is put-
ting these people behind the “eight ball.”
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This is the particular legislation that is
hurting them, and I say the place to
give them relief is right on this bill.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I yield.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I want
to join with the gentleman in support-
ing this amendment, to protect the pro-
ducers of this country, and I hope we will
have an overwhelming majority for the
amendment.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the required number of
words.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment produces a rather amusing
situation. I am for the amendment, but
I well recall when the foreign dole was
before the House only a comparatively
few days ago, there was a provision in
that bill for a billion dollars of manda-
tory spending for products of foreign
manufacture, industry, and agriculture.
Offsnore procurement, they called it;
a perfumed title, for the buying of for-
eign products. I offered an amendment
to strike that billion-dollar mandatory
provision out of the bill and I was
overridden just as though I were not in
the House of Representatives. Yet you
come in here today squawking to beat
the band because the administration
permits reckless importing of foreign
products into this country. It does not
make any difference whether you buy
foreign products offshore or import
them. It all adds up to importing for-
eign labor. That foreign contract pro-
vision in the foreigners’ dole bill was
stricken in conference, but the situation
was made even worse because under the
bill as it stands today, not a billion dol-
lars but two or three billion dollars or
more can be spent under the foreign-dole
bill which you passed the other day.

Mr. Chairman, Congress long ago
ought to have started legislating in
terms of pro-American policies. I re-
fuse to be a party to the sell-ouf of
American industry, labor, or agriculture
in this or any foreign-dole legislation. I
repeat again that it is amusing to watch
the parade into the well of the House
today of those who voted for the for-
eign give-away schemes and yet who are
now pleading for legislative protection
against those whom only a few days ago
they gave several additional billion dol=-
lars.

How inconsistent can you get?

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. BURNSIDE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

Mr. BURNSIDE. We need to keep our
glass industry, our hand-blown glass in-
dustry, operating. They are now work-
ing less than half fime. In case of war
we will need this glass industry and need
it badly. I hope this amendment will be
agreed to.

Mr, STAGGERS. I thank the gentle-
man,

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take
just a minute to say in regard to the
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remarks of the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Secrest] that I know something
about the hand-made glassware situa-
tion. We have been getting a lot of this
glassware from behind the iron curtain.
They are cutting down on it now, but we
are still getting a small amount of it.

About 2 years ago evidence came to
me from a British trade journal that
Czechoslovakia was selling glassware to
the United States for one-quarter of
what it cost to produce it. I took that
evidence down to the Secretary of the
Treasury and asked him to invoke the
Anti-Dumping Act, which he had a per-
fect right to do. He promised to give me
a reply after his investigators had made
a report on this situation. That has
been almost 2 years ago, and I have not
had a report yet. We are still doing
business with Czechoslovakia.

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina.

Mr. RIVERS. Does the gentleman not
know that any decision the Secretary of
the Treasury makes with respect to for-
eign governments is enunciated by the
State Department? It makes no differ-
ence what the Secretary of the Treasury
tells you, it is the responsibility of the
State Department,

Mr. STAGGERS. Well, I do know——

Mr. RIVERS. Iagreewithyou. Iam
for the amendment, but it is the State
Department and mnot the Treasury
Department.

Mr. STAGGERS. No. I do not like
to disagree with the gentleman, but the
Anti-Dumping Act comes under the
Treasury Department.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. And
the dollars they are getting in Czecho-
slovakia are the same as providing dol-
lars for Russia?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Be-
cause they go to Russia; and, of ecourse,
Stalin wants more dollars.

Mr. STAGGERS. He has to have
more dollars.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. We might as well
be practical about this whether we like
it or not. If we propose to give as-
sistance to Czechoslovakia in the hope
that they will turn against Russia and
follow our policy—and that is certainly
the objective of the State Department—
anybody who agrees with that objective
would certainly not disagree on buying
goods from Czechoslovakia, putting dol-
lars in the hands of those people s0 they
could buy goods from us. I say that if
that is the objective, and I do not be-
lieve that anybody will deny that that
is the objective of the State Department
because we are continually passing bills
here to aid people behind the iron cur-
tain——

Mr. STAGGERS. Answering the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr., CRAWFORD],
I may say that I am not in the State

Chairman,
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Department and I am not in foreign
diplomacy. My belief however about
our foreign policy is this: I believe in
the mutual aid compact and I believe in
economic aid to those countries which
will be a help to us in times when we
may need friends. Iam just saying that
I do not believe in aiding any country
that is behind the iron curtain so that
they can get American dollars; and I
think that is the question that is in-
volved here and ene that bothers me.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I agree with that,
but I will not support the State Depart-
ment as to using its judgment as to
when to give goods and labor away in
the United States for the benefit of
somebody the State Department selects.

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 do not agree with
that philosophy; my philosophy is, that
we are obligated to help our friends when
they are in need. I want to congratu-
late the gentlemen from Ohio in their
statements on this glassware business
and to state that I will vote for the
amendment when it comes up.

Mr. KEARNS. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it certainly is very fine
that today this great body has an op-
portunity to take action on a measure
that we failed to take when the recipro-
cal-trade agreements extension was be-
fore us. Some 105 of us stood up here
and voted against the reciprocal-trade
agreements because we believed that the
President should protect American in-
dustry. Now we have this committee
coming in here and throwing mud fur-
ther in the eyes of Congress by saying
that we should ignore the American in-
dustry, deny Americans of their pay-
days, in order that we may go ahead
with this foolhardy program abroad.
Let us take the business of glass, pottery,
and cigarette lighters; and I want to
mention zippers because I have one of
the largest zipper producing firms in my
distriet——

Mr. KEARNEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEARNS. All right; I agree, al-
most as large.

Mr. EEARNEY. You can also include
gloves.

Mr. KEARNS, All right. We have
nearly 4,500 employees at Meadville, Pa.,
yet today 2,800 of them are idle. When
employed they get $1.86 an hour as ma-
chine operators. Today that company
cannot get copper or aluminum, yet they
can go down to Mexico and get both,
and for 35 cents an hour get their ma-
chine operators. They pay the 30-per-
cent duty, ship the goods across the bor-
der, and are able to compete here against
Japanese zippers, which are so inferior
that they are not to be mentioned in
the same breath with American zippers.

I want to congratulate those who have
sponsored this amendment. It is cer-
tainly a forward step in this country
when we protect American paydays and
American business,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. Ramsay].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. Javits) there
were—ayes 112, noes 43.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 102. Section 104 of the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1950, as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“Sgc. 104, Import controls of fats and olls
(including oil-bearing materlals, fatty acids,
and soap and soap powder, but excluding pe-
troleum and petroleum products and coco-
nuts and coconut products), peanuts, butter,
cheese, and other dairy products, and rice
and rice products are necessary for the pro-
tection of the essential security interests and
economy of the United States in the existing
emergency in international relations, and
imports into the United States of any such
commodity or product, by types or varieties,
shall be limited to such quantities as the Sec-
retary of Agriculture finds would not (a)
impair or reduce the domestic production of
any such commodity or product below pres-
ent production levels, or below such higher
levels as the Secretary of Agriculture may
deem necessary in view of domestic and in-
ternational conditions, or (b) interfere with
the orderly domestic storing and marketing
of any such commodity or product, or (c)
result in any unnecessary turden or expendi-
tures under an Government price support
program: Provided, however, That the Sec-
retary of Agriculture after establishing im-
port limitations, may permit additional im-
ports of each type and variety of the com-
modities specified in this section, not to
exceed 10 percent of the import limitation
with respect to each type and variety which
he may deem necessary, taking into consid-
eration the broad effects upon international
relationships and trade. The President shall
exercise the authority and powers conferred
by this section.”

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana, Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Boees of Loui-
slana: On page 2, line 12, strike out every-
thing beginning with line 12 on page 2 and
ending with line 14 on page 3, and insert
in leu thereof: “Section 104 of the Defense
Production Act of 1950, as amended, is hereby
repealed.”

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. Mr. Chair-
man, in the debate of a few moments
ago on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from West Virginia, the real
intent of the sponsors of section 104
was pretty well revealed and set forth.
The gentlemen who spoke on behalf of
the Ramsay amendment made the same
type of presentation when we adopted
year before last and the year bhefore
that the Reciprocal Trade Treaty Act.
The argument advanced by the gentle-
man from West Virginia was made at
that time before we had shortages caused
by the Korean war.

What you are really having here on a
so-called control bill is a direct attack
upon the established trade policy of the
United States of America in the recip-
rocal trade treaty program. If carried
on, this approach will wreck our foreign
trade; it will have disastrous effect in
New Orleans and every port in the coun-
try. I should like to address my re-
marks particularly to my colleagues who
come from the great agricultural areas
of the South and the West who are in-
terested in cotton, wheat, tobacco, and
countless other products which have be-
come the subject of trade agreements
mutually arrived at by the various coun-
tries which consume these products.

There comes to my mind an incident
which happened with the chairman of
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the Committee on Agriculiure some
years ago, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CoorLEY]. We were trav-
eling together in Europe. At that time
there was a large surplus of tobacco in
this country and the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], the good
and able Representative that he is, spent
a good bit of time negotiating on his
own to secure markets for his North
Carolina tobacco. We have had a sim-
ilar situation with cotton and with
wheat. As a matter of fact, one bale out
of every four that is grown on southern
farms is grown for export. You take
that export market away and our cotton
farmers will face the worst kind of a de-
pression.

I say to this body, if you want to use
this bill as a vehicle to repeal the recip-
rocal trade treaty program which has
been built up over a pericd of years as a
sound and a substantial policy, go ahead
and do it, but know what you are doing
when you do it. Do not do it under any
fake pretense of protecting cheese, or
glassware, or some other commodity.
Go ahead and say that it is the intent of
this body today to repeal the policy of
this Government which has been in effect
since that great Secretary, Mr. Hull, as-
sumed that responsibility some years ago.

I might say this, too, as a member of
the great Committee on Ways and
Means: I think that this debate properly
belongs before that committee. It has
been the subject of study by that com-
mittee. I see my fine friend, the gentle=
man from New York [Mr. ReEepl, who
has traditionally taken a policy as op-
posed to these trade treaties, but it has
been debated before men and women
who have devoted a lifetime to these
problems, and here we come today with
a temporary piece of legislation, its very
object of which is in doubt, and we pro-
pose to change a policy which is basic to
this Government, as I see it.

If you fine colleagues of mine from the
South want to remove our export market
for cotton, if you want to eripple our
export market for tobacco, if you want
to throw a real gap into that $18,000,=
000,000 of trade that we carry on with
other countries in free enterprise, then I
say go ahead and vote for these types of
amendments that are being offered.

Mr, BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana. I did not
interfere with the gentleman. I know
the gentleman's position. His position is
exactly the same as my good friends over
here in the Republican Party., Iam well
aware of it because the gentleman ap-
peared before the Committee on Ways
and Means in opposition to the recipro=
cal trade treaty.

Mr. BAILEY, In 1945, and I did not
get anywhere.

Mr. BOGGS of Louisiana, The gentle-
man sure did not, because we understood
what he was trying to do. The Members
did not understand that here a moment
ago, but that is what is involved here,
and I ask the Members of this body to
consider this amendment, see what is
involved, and then make your decision.
This amendment is sponsored by the
same people who for years kept an un-
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fair tax on oleo. It is a short-sighted
amendment.

In 1951 the United States exported
over $4,000,000,000 of agricultural prod-
ucts. This figure represents four times
the cash farm income received by either
New York, North Carolina, Indiana, or
Ohio. Foreign markets provide an out-
let for an amount of American agricul-
tural production that is considerably
greater than the total production of any
State.

Unlike the manufacturer producing for
export, the farmer usually does not deal
directly with his ultimate customer and
may never know that his product is ex-
ported. Many do not, therefore, realize
their important stake in the pattern of
foreign trade. Yet foreign countries
provided an outlet in 1951 for well over
one-third of the cotton, rice, wheat, dried
whole milk, and about one-fourtl: of the
tobacco, soybeans, and.lard. Almost as
large a proportion of the American pro-
duction of peanuts and grain sorghums
was exported. Exports of cotton were
valued in 1951 at $1,000,000,000; wheat
at $1,000,000,000; leaf tobacco at $325,-
000,000; fruits at $115,000,000; dairy
products at $150,000,000; and vegetables
at $84,000,000.

The major export commodities are of
great importance to farmers in practi-
cally every part of the country. The
American Farm Bureau Federation in
a recent statistical analysis has classified
25 agricultural commodities as being
greatly dependent upon exports. In
1950 more than half of the cash income
from crops of farmers in 35 different
States was from these products which
were especially dependent upon exports.
Such commodities included tobacco,
apples, peanuts, and dairy produects.

These large exports also tend to
strengthen the price of these commodi-
ties in the American market. Farmers
get higher prices for their products be-
cause of the additional demand created
by foreign purchases. It is evident, for
example, that if the $325,000,000 worth
of leaf tobacco and the $115,000,000
worth of fruit exported in 1951 had in-
stead been offered on the domestic mar-
ket a drastic decline in prices would have
followed.

If United States exports are to be
maintained, foreign countries must have
dollars with which to buy our products.
Since the end of the war the amount
of dollars foreign countries have earned
from our imports of goods and services
has been far short of the amount neces-
sary to pay for the exports we have sent
them. Farm exports have attained their
high level in part because of the dollar
aid we have been granting other coun=
tries. As our aid is reduced in the years
ahead our agricultural exports will,
therefore, be seriously affected if we do
not permit other countries to expand
their dollar earnings. Foreign coun-
tries which have a shortage of dollars
will be obliged to reduce imports of those
commodities which they need less or
which they can get from other sources.
In such circumstances a foreign country
would turn to other trading areas where
it can buy without using dollars or it
would attempt to produce the various
commodities even though they be inferior
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and higher priced. Exports of agricul-
tural products are particularly vulner-
able in this respect.

Legislation such as section 104 of the
Defense Production Act is adversely af-
fecting agricultural exports. Section 104
provides that there shall be no imports
of butter or certain other fats and oils,
cheese, other dairy products, if the Sec-
retary of Agriculture determines such
importation would have any of three
named effects. The quotas imposed
under section 104 have meant a decrease
of some 35 percent from 1950 level of
imports of cheese. Some of the affected
countries, particularly those which im-
port American agricultural products,
have already indicated that they must
reduce purchases of our goods because
of smaller earnings from cheese sales to
us. They are also seriously considering
withdrawing tariff concessions granted
us as a result of our withdrawal of tariff
commitments made to them.

Exports of fruit have already been
affected. Tobacco, vegetables, cotton,
and lard may also suffer. These risks
are being incurred unnecessarily, since
adequate safeguards were and are
already available to protect domestic
producers against serious injuty from
imports.

Exports of poultry and eggs, would
probably also be affected by a reduction
in United States exports of agricultural
products. In 1951 exports of eggs and
poultry from the United States amounted
to over $40,000,000.

Because of its long-term effect, sec-
tion 104 offers no real protection even
to the interests intended to be protected
and is harmful generally to American
agriculture. It is interesting to note
that in 1951 the value of United States
exports of dairy products was-over $120,-
000,000 while imports were valued at
only $25,000,000. This means that in
1951 there was an export balance in
dairy products of over $95,000,000.

The adverse impact of such restric-
tions as required by section 104 upon
United States agriculture is understood
by many farm leaders and their position
was ably presented by Allen B. Kline,
president of the American Farm Bureau
Federation in his testimony before the
Senate Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency during the hearings on bills to
amend and extend the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 (S. 2594 and S. 2645).
His testimony said in part:

We recommend that section 104 of the
Defense Production Act of 1850, as amended,
be eliminated. We firmly belleve that the
provisions of Public Law 50, Eighty-second
Congress, together with section 22 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, properly ad-
ministered, give adequate protection to pro-
ducers of agricultural commodities from ex-
cessive imports. A prosperous and expand-
ing agriculture in America is dependent on
a high volume of trade. Our exports exceed
our imports. The current exports of dairy
products exceed by about 25 times the im-
ports. We will insist that the provisions of
Public Law 50 and section 22 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act be promptly car-
ried out by the responsible administrative
agencies.

Among organizations which have ex-
pressed their opposition to section 104
are: Tobacco Associates, Inc.; American
Cotton Shippers Association; the United
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States Chamber of Commerce; National
Cotton Council of America; General
Federation of Women'’s Clubs; New Or-
leans International House.

In the present serious circumstances,
our foreign trade is especially vital to
the security of the United States and the
rest of the free world. Our imports in-
clude many commodities necessary to
enable us to meet critical national de-
fense requirements. Our exports pro-
vide goods desperately needed by free
nations to prevent economic instability.
Smaller dollar earnings by these coun-
tries weaken the capacity of our allies
to carry forward the program of re-
armament. As has been indicated, a
number of foreign governments have
protested the trade restrictions imposed
under section 104. We stand to lose
greatly in prestige and leadership as
well as in trade if section 104 is not
repealed.

It cannot be too often emphasized that
foreign trade is a two-way street. It is
essential that the United States import
if it is to continue to sell its products
abroad and not give them away through
the mechanism of foreign aid.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from IMinnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
gentleman undoubtedly misunderstood
the amendment. The amendment was to
strike out a section of the pending bill,
and the gentleman, I am sure, is not in
favor of striking out that section.

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am
in favor of the section to which the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDRESEN]
refers. My principal reason for arising
is to reply to my distinguished friend
from Louisiana [Mr. Boces] who has just
left the floor. He orates here eloquently
about reciprocal trade agreements. You
know, if the gentleman down here in
Washington that we call the Tariff Com-
mission and the President, Mr. Truman,
would do their duty we would not have
to be here today trying to dowhatwe have
done with reference to glass and pottery
and what we are intending to do with
reference tc cheese and butter and these
other commodities. These gentlemen
who are supposed to administer the law
have not performed their duty. For in-
stance, I know a very prominent lawyer
who has practiced before the Tariff Com-
mission for years. He has been trying
to get a decision upon which he can base
a case that he can appeal to the courts.
They get around him without giving any
reasons. He cannot get into the courts.
He can get no relief of any kind. What
is left for the people to do? They have
to come here to Congress as the Demo=-
cratic Members have done today, to get
protection for glassware and other com-
modities in which they are interested. I
voted with them and I shall vote with
other Democrats if necessary in order to
get justice. That is exactly what we
have to do. If we want justice, we have
to come to Congress. We cannot get it
out of the governmental organizations
that have the duty to do justice because
they refuse to do what the law requires
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them to do. I mean the White House
and all the rest of those responsible, in=-
cluding the Tariff Commission.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle=
man from West Virginia.

Mr. BAILEY. Is it not true that the
agricultural interests have a far greater
protection under the provisions of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, and is it
not also true that the gentleman from
Louisiana, who just addressed the
House, is familiar with the fact that his
State has an import limitation on the
amount of Cuban sugar that can come
in to protect his sugar farmers? I think
his ‘speech was entirely out of order.

Mr. JENKINS. I did not rise for the
purpose of raising any personal issue,
but I think the gentleman is absolutely
right.

Mr. Chairman, I want to impress this
on the Members of this House. There is
a great line of demarcation between the
Republican policy and the Democratic
policy with reference to the reciprocal
trade acgreements. This has been de-
bated for years. The House passed the
reciprocal-trade-agreement law several
years ago. If we had an honest admin-
istration of the law today, it would not
be necessary for us to be here asking for
these amendments. The law is not fairly
or honestly administered, and I have told
you the reason why we are here before
Congress trying to get a little bit of fair
play.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment, and ask unanimous consent
to proceed for five additional minutes.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I said
sometime ago I was going to object to
any requests for additional time, so I
object.

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, I am amazed at the attitude
of the gentleman from Louisiana in of-
fering this amendment. He has called
it the cheese amendment. I can say to
him that it involves much more than
cheese. If his amendment succeeds, it
means .unlimited imports of rice, fats,
and oils, peanuts, and many other prod-
ucts produced in his area. When I say
“unlimited imports” it means exactly
that, for imports will be brought into
this country under a policy that will
surely destroy production of essential
foods in the United States.

I am very much interested in this sec-
tion of the bill, which I sponsored a year
ago, known as section 104. It was ap-
proved by an overwhelming majority.
The amendment—section 104—con-
tained in the committee bill is a modi-
fication of section 104 approved in 1951,
to more nearly meet the situation at
home and also makes possible the correc-
tion of certain inequalities that have ap-
peared during the past 9 months in the
administration of existing law.

The Senate has considered the same
amendment. It was defeated inthe Sen-
ate on a tie vote, 38 to 38, because of the
absence of a few Senators who would
have voted for the amendment.

Your committee has made the revised
section 104 as a part of the bill by a ma-
jority vote of the committee. It should
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be approved to protect not only the pro-
ducers but the consumers in the United
States.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair=
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. It is my un-
derstanding that this amendment was
passed by a very good-sized majority in
the committee.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN.. Thatis
my understanding.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. It passed,
anyway. I am here to tell you that I am
supporting it as it appears in the bill. I
think we did right then, and I hope the
members of the committee who veted for
it then will vote for it now.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Ithank
the gentleman very much. I am glad to
hear that he is for this section of the bill,
His support of section 104 as it appears
in the bill will assure approval in the
House and also by the conferende com-
mittee. The farmers of this country owe
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Brown] a debt of gratitude for his
timely help to secure favorable action on
this section of the bill. The consumers
also owe him a sincere vote of thanks for
supporting policies which will assure
abundant production of vital food for
them. I can also assure the gentleman
that I will not forget his support of sec-
tion 104.

The gentleman from Louisiana has
tried to divide the House Membership
into sectional groups. He states that
section 104 should be stricken from the
bill so that the tobacco and the cotton
farmers will have a market throughout
the world. No one has fought harder
for the tobacco and cotton farmers than
Iin the many years I have been in Con-
gress. But apparently he is willing to
liguidate the peanut industry, the rice
industry, and the dairy industry in this
country to gain an advantage for cotton
and tobacco. Unfortunately, there are
too many people in this country who are
ready to liguidate or injure other Amer-
icans engaged in other lines of produc-
tion if they can make some money out
of it. Some day the gentleman may feel
different about if.

Let me show you what we have done
for cotton already. Since April 1948 the
taxpayers of this country have put up
$1,200,000,000 to pay for cotton to give
away to many countries in the world.
Tobacco has not been taking a back seat,
either. The American taxpayers have
put up $455,000,000 to pay for tobacco
to give away throughout the world. To-
bacco and cotton farmers are in excellent
financial condition. It therefore ap-
pears to me that the gentleman from
Louisiana and those who support his
amendment are making a terrible
mistake.

This is more than a cheese amend-
ment, I will say to my friends, because
it takes in all dairy produets. The re-
peal of section 104 would permit un-
limited imports of butter, cheese, pea-
nuts, fats and oils, rice and linseed oil,
flaxseed, and many other products.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield.
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Mr. CRAWFORD., So that we do not
get confused here, I ask the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BRown] and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota, now addressing
us, do you propose that we leave in the
bill the language on page 2, beginning
on line 14, and extending to page 3, in-
cluding line 18? Is that what you are
talking about?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Begin-
ning on line 12, at page 2, and ending
on page 3, line 14.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Your proposal is
that we leave that language in the bill?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. We
should leave that language in the bill.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wanted it to be
clear as to what you were talking about.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for two additional minutes.

Mr. SPENCE. "Mr. Chairman, I must
object to any extension of time.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Let me
again urge the defeat of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Louisiana.
His amendment proposes to strike sec-
tion 104 from the committee bill. This
section should be enacted into law. It
is urgent and vital to our domestic
economy to encourage maximum food
production.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, are we not operating
under a delusion in thinking we are ef-
fectively legislating for the country?
When I look at the afternoon paper, the
headlines of which read, “Truman says
Hill cannot make him use Taft-Hart-
ley,” I wonder if the representative of
the Department of Justice in presenting
the viessws of the Department in the Steel
case did not actually reflect the views
of the Chief Executive when he said that
the President was not bound by acts of
Congress and was his own interpreter of
the meaning of the Constitution.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this might
well be called the “cheese” amendment
beyond peradventure of doubt. Let us see
what the wording of this particular sec-
tion is. We have this unusual language,
namely, that these quotas and controls
on cheese and other products are neces=
sary for the protection and the essential
security interests and economy of the
United States. That is a rather preten-
tious cover or facade of protection.
Cheese is going to protect the internal
security of the United States. Imagine
cheese as one of our outer bastions. We
now have a fortress of cheese to protect
our security. I never heard of more
nonsense than that. It is like Don Quix-
ote tilting at windmills, Actually the
proponents of section 102, which amends
section 104 of the Defense Production
Act are just as wrong as a 2-foot yard-
stick. Only some 20 blue cheese manu-
facturers would benefit from this provi-
sion; benefit at the expense of all other
cheese manufacturers, benefit at the ex-
pense of a successful foreign policy, vis-
a-vis countries like Italy, France, Den-
mark, and Holland. That section is the
very negation of the foreign economiz
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policy of the United States. Some six
countries have already protested that
this provision violates the letter and
spirit of the General Agreement on Tariff
and Trade called GATT. Apparently the
cheese lobby, or the dairy lobby, cares
nothing for any kind or sort of interna-
tional agreement.

This provision violates the plan of the
Mutual Security Administration whereby
we seek to build up European exports.
The shipment of cheese to the United
States has been strongly encouraged by
ECA. So with one hand we seek to bring
some imports of cheese into this country
and with the other hand we say, “No.
We shall keep cheese out.”

Cheese is big business in little coun-
tries like Denmark, Holland, and Italy.
It means much fo them. Our exports
of cheese are minuscular in comparison
to our production of cheese and our con-
sumption of cheese. Our imports are
trifiing. They are a drop in the bucket,
particularly in comparison to our exports
of cheese. Domestic producers are not
endangered by imports. They have the
protection of tariffs, as well as many
other protective devices, and I shall in-
sert in the Recorp the many provisions
they can avail themselves of if they need
protection; but they need no protection.
There is protection under section 22 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, section
7 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act, and so forth. I say we export far
more cheese than we import. Cheese
imports during the past war years were
less than they were in 1939. Think of
it. We import less than 5 percent of our
production. Also less than 5 percent of
our entire production of cheese. It is
like great giants being frightened by pyg-
mies. All these protective acts, which
I place in the Recorp, guard the domestic
manufacturer against any kind of unfair
competition from abroad. Apparently
what these 20 blue cheese manufactur-
ers want is no competition whatsoever,
They want the Government to put all
manner and kind of crutches under them
to protect them in their inefficiency; to
protect them in their imagined fear that
there is going to be a tremendous amount
of cheese coming in from these little
countries whom we are trying to help,
which now with this kind of legislation
we effectively dam. We deprive the
American consumer from buying what
he wants. He has a taste for Gorgon-
zola, for Povero or Parmesan. He does
not want imitations.

It is hardly necessary to recall that
the current mutual-defense effort is
based, so far as Western Europe is con-
cerned, on the foundations built by the
EC.". program. In turn, the ECA pro-
grams were deeply concerned with the
establishment of the freest possible flow
of trade among the participating na-
tions and throughout the free world.
One of their major purposes was to
make a frontal attack on the so-called
international dollar gap, or dollar short-
age problem on the assumption that
only an expanding and well-balanced
pattern of foreign trade could give sta-
bility to Europe and strengthen Ameri-
ca’s first line of defense across the
ocean. Consequently, it was the de-
clared purpose of the ECA program fo
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help reduce the unbalance in the world
trade due to the dollar shortage stem-
ming in turn from the chronic excess of
United States exports over imports.

The ECA countries were assisted and
encouraged in the organization of dol-
lar-export drives. Steps were taken to
stimulate an increasing acceptance of
European imports in the United States.
The Italian Government, is extremely
anxious to reestablish a situation in
which Italy can earn and pay its own
way through the exports of products of
the skill and ingenuity of its enterprise
and manpower, rather than to continue
to rely on assistance.

These restrictions on cheese imports
militate against the Italian efforts to
improve her economic situation.

There have been indications that,
while the American Government con-
tinues to be fully committed to the prin-
ciple of trade liberalization, renewed re-
course is being made to restrictive prac-
tices, and that the inconsistencies be-
tween principle and practice, far from
disappearing, are once more increasing.
Should this new trend continue un-
checked, a very serious situation would
result. Much of the progress made
through GATT and other agreements
would be undone and many of the gains
of the Marshall plan would be wasted.
Such a prospect is naturally viewed by
the Italian Government with consider-
able alarm, and is a matter of major
concern, particularly under the current
unsettled conditions of the international
and European economy.

Italian exports to the United States
include to a very large extent food-
stuffs—such as olive oil and cheese—
certain farm products—such as al-
monds—and a number of specialties and
typical commodities. They have en-
joyed in recent years a moderate ex-
pansion which, however, has hardly
made a dent on the trade unbalance
between Italy and the United States. In
1951 Italian imports from the United
States exceeded exports to the United
States by over 6 to 1, representing a to-
tal deficit of more than $350,000,000.
The hopes and prospects of further de-
velopment, however, have been virtually
nullified by restrictions placed by the
United States Government on the im-
port of a number of commeodities which
are of vital importance to Italy’s econ-
omy.

The restrictions placed on Italian
cheese imports seem particularly inap-
propriate because Italian cheeses do not
compete, for the most part, with cheeses
produced in the United States. Being
produced from sheep’s milk—pecocino
and romano—or requiring many years
of seasoning—parmigiano and reggia-
no—Italian cheeses are not competitive
with their imitations which are pro-
duced in small quantity in the United
States.

Now, all this has grave economic and
political repercussions, Take the sit-
uation in Italy. Italy depends to a
major extent upon her exports of cheese
and her small amount of imports into
the United States. This kind of legisla-
tion is just grist to the Communist mill;
grist to the Fascist mill, particularly in
Italy. You may have read to your dis-
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may and to my dismay that the Fascists
are making great headway in the south-
ern part of Italy. The neo-Fascist party
has elected mayors in Naples, Bari, Pal-
ermo, and so on. What do you want
them to do? Do you want them to elect
more mayors, because the propagandists
on the Fascist side will make much of
this character of legislation. They will
say that the Americans do not practice
what they preach.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Boggs amendment, as I consider it
extremely detrimental to agriculture.
Personally, I cannot see how any Mem-
ber from that great Southland can sup-
port it. I am indeed much pleased to see
that the gentleman from Georgia [Mr,
Brown] and others from the South feel
that it is the wrong method of approach.
I think the way the committee has writ-
ten this revision of section 104 amounts
to a sort of compromise. Surely the
House is not going to go against the
action which it took last year, when it
said to agriculture throughout America,
“We are going to give you a certain de-
gree of protection against the influx
into this country of a great amount of
competing fats and oils which are apt
to put our own farmers out of business.”
Whether that is making grist for the
Fascist mill or not, I do not know and
I do not care. Just as I supported the
amendment which gave protection to
pottery workers and glass workers, be-
lieving that this Congress should keep
a certain degree of protection for its
own people, in contravention to trying
to do everything for those in other
countries at this time, in the same de-
gree I am supporting the Andresen pro-
posal to retain this particular provision
in the bill, I hope the House will reject
the Boggs amendment.

I was sorry to see my colleague was
shut off abruptly by the refusal of the
committee chairman to agree to the ex-
tension of his time. I consider the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. AvcusT H.
AwpreseN] as the greatest authority on
agriculture in this House, bar none—and
I am proud of him, coming from the
great State of Minnesota as he does. I
would like to ask him to elucidate fur-
ther upon the reasons as to why this
Boggs amendment should be defeated
and defeated roundly.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. H CARL ANDERSEN. I yield
to the gentleman with pleasure.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Ithank
my colleague for his kind words. Mr.
Chairman, it appears that the gentle-
man from New York who spoke just a
moment ago thinks, or at least seems to
believe, that you can turn on a spigof
and get milk out of it instead of having
cows to produce milk., He has men-
tioned blue cheese from Denmark in par-
ticular. I had hoped that he would not
get into that, because I dislike mention-
ing particular countries. However, I
must advise the committee that blue
mold cheese imports from Denmark have
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taken over nearly one-half of the pro-
duction and consumption of blue cheese
in the United States. During the last
year 49 percent of all the blue cheese
consumed in the United States was im-
ported, and about 95 percent of it came
from Denmark.

I am rather proud of the little Danish
blood I have in my system, but certainly
I am American enough to want to pro-
tect at least a part of our domestic
economy. Under the provisions of the
bill the Danes and people of other
cheese-producing countries will have
ample quotas to ship a very substantial
portion of their cheese into the United
States.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. If my col-
league will pardon an interruption, he
stated he was proud of his Danish an-
cestry. I also am proud of the fact that
my ancestry is 100 percent Danish; but
at the same time I do not intend to give
to Denmark concessions that belong by
all rights to the farmers of our own coun-
try, America.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. What
the gentleman has said is very appro-
priate at this time, and I thank him for
yielding tome. I would like to point out,
rince Denmark has been mentioned, and
it is a good country, they have a good
economy, they have hard money, they
are thrifty people, their credit is good in
the United States; but I was kind of sur-
prised when I read that they had received
a gift from the United States of $240,-
000,000 since 1948, $240,000,000 since
1948—8$240,000,000—nearly a quarter of
a billion dollars. They used $80,000,000
of that to pay off their national debt at
a time when our debt was going up and
our taxes were also going up. I do not
blame the Danish Government for get-
ting something from our give-away pro=
gram. Other countries did much better,
Let me say in the balance of the time
so kindly secured for me by my able col-
league from Minnesota, that we must do
something to protect the production of
vital foods in the United States. Dairy
products, which are covered by this bill,
are vilal foods. We must increase our
production here in order to safeguard
the welfare of the American people. Un-
limited imports of dairy products will
seriously injure domestic production.
The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana to strike section 104
from the bill must be defeated.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto conclude at 4:15.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like 5 minutes in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sees but
three gentlemen on their feet seeking
recognition. That would give the gen-
tleman 5 minutes.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Kentucky that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto conclude at 4:15?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. TALLE] is recognized.

Mr. TALLE. Mr. Chairman, as I pro=
ceed to speak, may I say that I do so in
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the spirit of one of our greatest Ameri-
can leaders, Daniel Webster, who passed
away a century ago. He won for himself
so high a place in the hearts of the
American people that some of his noble
words were selected to be engraved on
the panel resting high on the wall above
the Speaker’s rostrum in this Legislative
Chamber. Lifting my eyes as I sat here
yesterday, I read his immortal words:

Let us develop the resources of our land,
call forth its powers, build up its institu-
tions, promote all its great interests, and see
whether we also in our day and generation
may not perform something worthy to be
remembered.

I trust that in our consideration of this
bill, important as it is to our entire Na-
tion, we may do something worthy to be
remembered,

Mr. Chairman, you will recall the dis-
cussion of last year centering around
what is now current law, section 104,
which was adopted in this Chamber by
a good vote and enacted into law. This
year the administration demanded the
repeal of section 104. After careful con-
sideration, however, the Committee on
Banking and Currency adopted my
amendment to continue section 104 with
some modification, as specified in the
pending bill. I shall point out briefly
what section 104 in revised form pro-
vides. It does two things:

First. It permits the Secretary of Agri-
culture to relax import restrictions on
certain fats, oils, peanuts, rice, butter,
cheese, and other dairy products, up to
an additional 10 percent of the import
limitation for each type or variety.

Second. It clarifies the intent of Con-
gress to exempt from import controls
the noncompetitive types or varieties of
the specified commodities, as in the case
of certain types or varieties of cheese,

My amendment as contained in the
pending bill will continue to give protec-
tion to domestic producers of these prod-
ucts but will authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to modify import restric-
tions when advisable in the light of in-
ternational conditions and trade. I
urge that section 104 in this modified
form be retained in the bill.

Mr. Chairman, we often speak of car-
rying on a great missionary enterprise.
We are and can continue to be the lead-
er of the free world, if we carry on our
affairs in a sensible manner. Granted
that we are carrying on a great mission-
ary enterprise the world over, I want to
say that I have never known any mis-
sionary enterprise to succeed without a
strong home base. Our hcme base is
here in the United States of America,
and we must see to it that it remains
strong. If we do not guard, protect and
strengthen our home base—the great
missionary enterprise we are engaged in
throughout the world will fail, Let us
retain in the bill section 104 as revised.
Such action will, in my opinion, conform
to the objectives so clearly and forcibly
promulgated by Daniel Webster.

Mr. AUGUST H., ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TALLE, I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Due to
the limitation of time we have not had
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the opportunity to show here that if this
amendment succeeds and this section is
eliminated from the bill, the Govern-
ment support program, which provides
a support price for all of the commodi-
ties in the bill, may go into operation
immediately, and that the Government
will begin buying domestically produced
butter, cheese, peanuts, fats, oils, and
rice, and unlimited imports coming in
here will take over the domestic market,
and the cost to the American taxpayer
will be at least three or four hundred
million dollars or possibly more.

Mr, TALLE. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from California
[Mr. WERDEL].

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I hope
that the gentlemen of the fourth estate
were paying attention when the state-
ment was made here that the estab-
lished foreign policy of our country is
the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act.
If they were, they will recall that in
1943 a gentleman campaigning for the
Presidency traveled over this country be-
rating this Congress for passing the peril-
point provision in the Reciprocal Trade
Agreement Act. He went into the dis-
trict of the author of that peril-point
provision and defeated the man in his
district because he had caused unpatri-
otiz limitations to be placed upon the
Executive 4 years ago. I am particu-
larly interested in the remark because
1 think it is this same subject that caused
me to make my first appearance in the
well of the House. I had called the
State Department and wanted a copy of
the last reciprocal-trade conversations
in London. They told me that even
though under the Constitution it is the
power of the Congress, and their duty
and responsibility, to fix tariffs to pro-
tect our agriculture, our industry, and
our standard of living, that we had con-
veyed that power to the Executive, and
they took the position that individual
Members of Congress were not entitled
to know what the conversations were.

On my first occasion in this well I
pointed out that our mines in the West
would close unless they were protected
by tariffs to the extent of labor cost, and
I tell you today they are closed. In one
of my counties alone, mines that em-
ployed between five and ten thousand
people that did produce copper, that did
produce zinc, that did produce lead are
closed. Those people are seeking work
some place where they can make $18 a
day so that they can pay for the ice
boxes that are made in the industrial
areas that the gentleman from New York
supports. Yes; they are closed, and what
they produce, gentlemen, is out of the
world supply. So when you talk about
our manufacturers at home then you are
admitting the folly of your ways 4 years
ago, because we now must compete in
the world market for the materials nec-
essary to keep our industries going. We
are weakened, as Webster pointed out,
by the very fact that we destroyed our
ability to produce. It is one thing to
experiment with this in metals, but let
me tell the gentlemen from the metro-
politan areas, do not experiment with
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the food of the Nation. Let us not de-
stroy our ability to feed our people, and
that is what this amendment does. We
cannot have our standard of living unless
this Congress protects it, and I say to
you that the time is not far off when we
are going to be protecting the standard
of living of the men in your very indus-
trial areas with tariffs. Either you are
going to do it or we are not going to have
that standard of living,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr,
ABEBITT].

Mr, ABBITT. Mr. Chairmen, I want
to express my appreciation to the com-
mittee for its consideration of this mat-
ter. This is no new matter that has just
come before this body. For a number
of years we had a provision in the law
taking care of these imports, imposing
restrictions on them. That law was
fixed so that it expired every 2 years.
It so happened that the last expiration
date was last year, No hearings were
held on that. I know I introduced a bill
to extend it for 2 years. So did the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. AvcusT H.
ANDRESEN], and a number of other Mem-
bers who were interested in these con-
trols introduced similar bills, extending
the law. But they were not reported
out by the committee. When the De-
fense Production Act was here last year
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
AvcusT H. ANDRESEN ], myself, and others
introduced similar amendments, and the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota was adopted. That
amendment provided some small change
and provided for tighter controls than
had been in the original law. The
amendment, it is true, was acopted with-
out hearings. It was adopted by the
other body, and then became the law of
the land.

I realize there was some criticism
of the amendment in that it was too
harsh, it was too restrictive. Now our
great committee has given it new study
and gone into the matter and brought
out a revised form of the restriction we
imposed last year. This is not a Johnny-
come-lately matter. It is a matter that
has been enacted into law for a number
of years. The provision we have now
meets almost all the objections that have
been raised by the State Department.
It lodges great discretionary powers in
the Secretary of Agriculture. It gives
protection to our American farmer.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ABBITT. I yield.

Mr. HAYS of Ohio. In other words,
this is a compromise amendment de-
signed to meet the worst objections to
the amerndment that was incorporated
in the act last year?

Mr. ABBITT. That is right. I think
it goes a long way in legitimately meet-
ing those objections. We are not voting
here today for the striet amendment
that was passed last time, but it is one
that has been given due study by the
committee and I think fully meets the
objections that have been raised to the
law.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. ABBITT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr., AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
gentleman knows this amendment gives
authority to the Secretary of Agriculture
to limit imports of certain commeodities,
including peanuts.

Mr. ABBITT. That is right.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. May I
ask the gentleman if he can clarify this,
and he is a great expert on peanuts as
well as on other products: The support
price on peanuts in this country is 12
cents a pound in the support program,

Mr. ABBITT. That is correct.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The
average world price of peanuts today is
between 4 and 5 cents a pound. I am
informed by the Department of Agricul-
ture that the moment these controls
were removed on imports our country
would be flooded with possibly 1,000,000
to 2,000,000 tons of peanuts from Africa
and other countries that would be at-
tracted here on account of the higher
price, which would mean that the Gov-
ernment would buy the peanuts raised
in the United States at 12 cents a pound
and the foreign peanuts would come in a
little under the support price and take
over the market., Is not that right?

Mr. ABBITT. Yes. Last year be-
tween the time the regular law expired
and this act went into effect from 4
to 10 shiploads of peanuts were brought
into this country; that is, while the offi-
cials were getting ready to administer
this new act. That shows you the danger
we are facing.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If this
provision of the bill is adopted and be-
comes a law and is properly adminis-
tered, it will do justice to the importers
and it will also give fair treatment to
the American producers and consumers,

Mr. ABBITT. I agree with the gen-
tleman. It is a compromise that has
been worked out to protect our farmers,
to allow us as much free trade as pos-
sible.

I hope the amendment will be voted
down and the provision as reported by
this great Committee on Banking and
Currency will be placed in the law.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. Boges].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. CELLER) there
were ayes 25, noes 105.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MuLTER: On
page 3, line 13, after the word “trade” in-
gert “Provided jfurther, however, That the
provisions of this section shall be inoper-
ative as agalnst any import, the retall sell-
ing price of which is more than 10-percent
higher in American currency than the same
similar or simulated domestically produced
items,"

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I make a point of order
against the amendment, that the
amendment deals with price and is not
germane to this section. This section
deals exclusively with imports and au-
thority in the hands of the Secretary of
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Agriculture to limit imports under cer-
tain conditions, and it does not deal in
any manner with the price of the im-
ported commodity or its relationship to
the domestic price level for competitive
produets in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from New York desire to be heard
on the amendment?

Mr. MULTER. I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, obviously the amend-
ment is in order because it simply puts
in as one of the provisions that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture must consider the
differential in price between the im-
ported article and the domestic article.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Miris). The
Chair is ready to rule.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
MuvrteR] offers an amendment at page 3,
line 13, to which the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. AucusT H. ANDRESEN]
makes a point of order. The Chair has
had an opportunity to examine the
amendment, and the language of the bill
to which the amendment is made. The
Chair is of the opinion that the amend-
ment is germane, and overrules the
point of order made by the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment very simply takes at their
word every Member of this House who
has contended that he is not attempting
to keep out of this country any import
that is not in competition with a domes-
tic item. Section 104 has been referred
to as the cheese amendment because it
affects cheese more than anything else.
So let me tell you how it operates with
reference to cheese. I have before me a
schedule of retail prices on domestic and
imported cheese. I will not take the
time to read all of it now, but I will put
it in the Recorp as part of my remarks.
Let me give you some of the examples
as to how it would affect the imports if
this amendment of mine were adopted.
If the imported article is selling at more
than 10 percent of the price in American
currency, and I put in American cur-
rency because yesterday the gentleman
from Minnesota said the foreign curren-
cies are devaluated and we do not want
to compete with these devaluated foreign
currencies, to make it certain that we
are dealing with the price of the im-
ported article here in our dollars, I say
if the differential is 10 percent higher
on the imported article than the domes-
tic article, then this provision is inop-
erative.

Let us take some of the different types
of cheese. American Cheddar sells at 79
cents a pound. Canadian at 75 cents.
Therefore, the provisions would be op-
erative as to Canadian Cheddar.

As to blue cheese, the domestic is 75
cents a pound; the imported is 79 cents
a pound. Itis the blue cheese more than
any other that the cheese people ap-
parently are concerned with. There-
fore, the section will be operative as to
blue cheese.

Take Roquefort, there is no competi-
tion with imported Roguefort cheese.
So said every dairyman who has dis-
cussed the matter.

Take Italian cheese, the imported
cheese sells from 89 cents to $1.09 a
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pound. Domestic variety sells at from
59 to 79 cents a pound.

Domestic Swiss cheese sells at 59 to 79
cents a pound. Imported Swiss cheese
sells at $1.19 to $1.29 a pound.

So by this amendment we will elimi-
nate from the operation of this section
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any item that is not in competition with
your domestic item.
I am sure there can be no objection to
this amendment, and I urge its adoption.
The comparative prices of domestic
and imported cheeses of different types
are as follows:

Retail price June 19, 1952

A. Schur, [Nat Drucker,| Phil A]r.ert, Karton, 131
Chuite tyoe ‘Washington | Washington | 235 Fulton | Charles 8t,, | Composite of
yp Market, New | Market, New| St., New | New York |3 otherstores
York City York bily York City City
American Cheddar $0. 79 $0. 79 $0. 59
.75 .85 .69
i .79 .79
Domestic Blue. 78 .75
English Stilton 1. 69
French Roquefort. 1.29 1.29
Domestic Provoloni. eeeeeeeccecceaeemanenn .79 .79
Imported Provolonl. . __ 1.09 1.09
Domestic Par no .99 m
Imported Par 11,49 109
DAt BN o e n S .69 .65
Imported Swiss________ .. i - 129 129
Italian Pecorino Romano. 125
Domestic R S (U]
Argentine Romano. .00
Domestic Bwiss-type Gruyere LF W Bl RSN
[mported Gruyere 649
Domestic Bardo (hard-grating Romano
Bpe) s e L J2-.79
Argentine Sardo 72 .78

1 Not available,

# Italian,

1A tine.

4 When available,
 Rogular R
6 portions.

Pursuant to leave granted to me in
the House I desire to call the attention
of my colleagues to the following news
item which appeared in today’s Journal
of Commerce:

DECLINES IN EXPoRTS, IMPORTS LED BY
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS

WasHiNGTON, June 19.—A sharp drop in
the value of agricultural products shipped
out of this country in April was principally
responsible for the drop in total exports
which took place that month, the Census
Bureau disclosed today.

April exports totaled $1,321,800,000. This
was $82,700,000 below the March volume of
$1,404,500,000. During this time the drop in
value of major export products amounted to
£69,700,000.

ia Tahl

type tic) not av

GRAIN EXPORTS

Wheat exports dropped from $111,600,000
to $85,800,000. Corn exports fell off from
$21,400,000 to 815,000,000, Exports of other
grains amounted to only $20,500,000 in April
as agalnst $27,900,000 in March.

Cotton exports meanwhile declined in
value from $94,200,000 to $73,800,000 and
tobacco exports from $16,000,000 to $11,100,-
000. Lard exports which were $11,700,000 in
March amounted to only 86,800,000 the fol-
lowing month. Dalry product exports de-
clined from #7,200,000 to $5,200,000.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. MULTER].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. MULTER) there
were—ayes 30, noes 86.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment, which is at the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BorLrinGg: On
page 3, line 15, insert the following section:

“Sec. 103. Title IT of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, as amended, is amended

by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

“‘Sgc. 202. (a) Whenever the President of
of the United States, acting upon the written
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recommendation of the National Security
Council, shall find that the national defense
is endangered by a stoppage of production
or a threatened stoppage of production in
any one or more plants, mines, or facilities,
as a result of the present management-labor
dispute in the steel industry, the President is
empowered and authorized to take possession
of and to operate such plants, mines, or
facilities (hereinafter referred to as
“plants”).

“‘(b) During the period in which the
United States is In possession of any plant
under this section, the duly designated repre-
sentatives of the employees and the manage-
ment of the plant shall be obliged to con-
tinue collective bargaining for the purpose
of settling the issues in dispute between
them: Provided, That during such period, the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
shall continue to encourage the settlement
of the dispute by the parties concerned.

**(c) Whenever an agreement concerning
the terms and conditions of employment
ehall have been reached by representatives of
the employees and the management of a
plant in the possession of the United States
under this section, or whenever in the judg-
ment of the President it is no longer neces-
sary in the interest of the national defense
to continue possession and operation of any
such plant, the President shall return such
plant to the person lawfully entitled thereto:
Provided, That possession by the United
States ghall be terminated not later than 6
months after the date upon which possession
of the plant was taken initially under this
section, unless the period of possession is
extended by an act of Congress.

“‘(d) (1) When possession of any plant
has been taken by the United States under
this section, a compensation board of five
members shall be established, to be appoint-
ed by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The compensa-
tion board shall determine (i) the amount
to be paid as just compensation to the owner
of any plant of which possession Is taken and
(i1) fair terms and conditions of employment
of the employees in any such plant for the
period of operation by the United States,
other than changes relating to union shop,
maintenance of membership, and similar ar-
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rangements between employers and em-
ployees: Provided, That such terms and con-
ditions shall be consistent with wage and
price stabilization policies under this act.

“*(2) The President shall make provision
for such stenographie, clerical, and other as-
sistance and such facllities, services, and
supplies as may be necessary to enable the
compensation board to perform its functions.

“‘(e) During the period in which the
United States is in possession of any
plant under this section, the President shall
maintain such terms and conditions of em-
ployment with respect to the employees in
the plant as may be determined from time
to time by the compensation board under
the authority of subsection (d), but he shall
not enter into any contract governing such
terms and conditions with the representa-
tives of such employees.

“*(f) Whenever any plant is in the pos-
session of the United States under this sec-
tion, it shall be the duty of the officers and
employees of the plant to cooperate fully
with the United States in the efficlent opera-
tion of the plant, and it shall also be the duty
of the officers of any labor organization whose
members are employees of such plant to
encourage such employees to give their full
cooperation to the United States in the
operation of the plant.

“‘(g) Nothing in this act shall be con-
strued to require an individual employee to
render labor or service without his consent,
or to deny any person whose property has
been taken over by the United States under
this act the right to a judicial determination
of just compensation.

“*(h) When the President shall have re-
turned to its lawful owner any plant posses-
slon of which is taken under this section, he
shall transmit to the Congress a full and
comprehensive report of all the proceedings
in the case, Including the events leading up
to the taking of possession by the United
States, together with such recommendations
as he may see fit to make."”

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment
is out of order on the ground that it is
not germene to this section or to this
bill; that it is affirmative legislation not
within the purview of the jurisdiction
covered by the language of this act.

Mr. BOLLING. Will the gentleman
reserve the point of order?

Mr. FULTON. I will be glad to re-
serve it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania reserves his point of
order. The gentleman from Missouri is
recognized.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Chairman, the
fact that a point of order is to be made
against this amendment is but a clear
indication that as the Supreme Court,
or at least certain Justices of the Su-
preme Court, have pointed out in their
decision deciding that the President did
not have authority to seize the steel
plants, the unwillingness of Congress to
meet the situation which confronts us
today when we find ourselves in a con-
dition where our people are denied the
advantages of steel production, where
the whole defense effort is affected by
lack of steel production; the cruecial is-
sue that confronts the Congress today is
restoring production in the steel plants.
Equally crucial, equally important in the
consideration which the Congress should
give to this subject is the manner of the
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restoration of steel production; it should
be the most equitable,

Until recently we have maintained
steel production by various methods,
methods based on the patriotism of
management and labor, and on the ef-
forts of the President of the United
States. Now, after a period of more
than 150 days after contract reopening
we find ourselves once more without steel
production. I think it is very significant
that the Supreme Court took cognizance
of the fact that the Congress, although
having received two messages from the
President, had taken no action.

I understand why so many Members
are anxious to avoid affirmative action
in this matter; it seems to me very
clear, and I am entirely sure that the
American people understand why the
Congress does not desire to settle this
matter affirmatively and fairly. There
needs to be no explanation on the floor
of this House why that is. The Ameri-
can people know what year this is and
what month this is and what the Con-
gress is doing. But it seems to me im-
perative that we now recognize that al-
though Korea is 2 years in the past, in
its beginning it is still with us, that the
world situation today is no less grave
than it was 2 years ago, that we must
in this country, if we are to have an ade-
quate defense for ourselves and our
allies, have a continuing production of
steel.

And we must do more than give lip
service today in this year of our Lord,
1952, to the principle which we all know
with great joy, equality of sacrifice.

We have permitted ourselves to get in
a position where, in the eyes of the
world and in the eyes of many Ameri-
can people, the Congress of the United
States is acting on behalf of one side
of a labor-management dispute.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, T re-
new the point of order and ask unani-
mous consent to speak on the point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be
glad to hear the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania on the point of order, which
does not require unanimous consent.

Mr. FULTON. - Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania may address the
Chair, if he desires to do so, on the point
of order.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, what
was the gentleman from Missouri speak-
ing on?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Missouri was speaking on his
amendment because the gentleman from

Pennsylvania decided to reserve his
point of order.
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-

man, a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr, SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, the point of order is that the
amendment is not germane to the pend-
ing bill, it involves labor legislation ex-
clusively within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, my
point of order is pending.
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania renew the point
of order?

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
new the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Missouri desire to be heard
on the point of order?

Mr. BOLLING. I do nof, Mr. Chair-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule on the point of order.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, may I
be heard on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready
to rule. If the gentleman wants to be
heard further on the point of orde- the
Chair will be glad to hear the gentleman.

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
BoLrme] offered an amendment to page
3, line 14, of the bill, The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FurTon] makes
a point of order against the amendment
on the ground it is not germane.

The Chair has had an opportunity to
study the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. Borring] and
it is the opinion of the Chair that the
amendment proposes to make basic
changes in our labor legislation. The
amendment proposes further to amend
title II of the Defense Production Act
of 1950, which is the authority to requi-
sition property. The amendment goes
beyond, as the Chair understands the
amendment, the mere requisition of
property and, as the Chair has stated,
proposes to make changes in our labor
laws.

In view of the fact that it goes be-
yond the scope of title II of the Defense
Production Act of 1950, the Chair is
constrained to sustain the point of order
made by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Furron]. The point of
order is sustained.

Mr, FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the question has come
up here, not only on the point of order,
but the reasons behind the point
of order. As you all know, I come from
a great industrial area and know, I
think, a little about what is happening
on the strike front. If I can say any-
thing in disagreement, I say this strongly
in disagreement of the statement by the
previous speaker when he says that Con-
gress should decide to settle this pres=
ent dispute. Congress should stay out
of the steel strike, and should not dic=
tate the terms of settlement to either
side. It is not your job and it is not my
job as legislators.

The steel strike should be settled by
collective bargaining, by agreement be-
tween the parties sitting a. the collec-
tive-bargaining table, and the more Gov-
ernment stays out of collective bargain-
ing the better it is going o be for every-
body. Our current trouble is that there
has been too much interference by the
executive department of the Govern-
ment. When a Member gets up on the
floor of the House and says it is the duty
of Congr: ss to administer the law,I think
he is misguided. It is the duty of the
Executive to administer the laws, be-
cause this body of 435 Members cannot
vote on wages and hours and prices and
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conditions of employment in each case
that comes up. That is for business,
management, and labor to sit together
and discuss. They know the steel busi-
ness, and politics and Government inter-
ference will ruin it. We in Congress set
the method for collective-bargaining
procedures. Congress has provided
ample legislation for the method for the
handling of labor-management disputes,

‘although I agree there is room for

amendment in the interests of efficiency,
and expediting even-handed justice.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Does the public have any
interest in the steel strike?

Mr. FULTON. The public certainly
has an interest in the steel strike. The
public has enough interest that it wants
to see management and labor sit down
and collectively bargain and settle the
steel strike and protect and supply our
men in Korea. But why should anyone
try to put the burden on the Congress?

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman from
Missouri speaks of the failure of the
Congress to deal with the matter of
seizure. I would point out to him that
provisions for seizure have been before
the Congress and they have been turned
down by the Congress. Now, I, too, be-
lieve in the right of labor and manage-
ment to bargain collectively. That is
the cornerstone of our competitive enter-
prise system. These folks who prate of
their great love for labor and manage-
ment bargaining collectively ought to
recognize that resort to seizure, as a gen-
eral proposition, dealing with labor dis-
putes, will be the death knell to collec-
tive bargaining.

Mr. FULTON. I agree with the gen-
tleman from Indiana and thank him for
his support. I opposed seizure strongly
from the time the question of seizure
came up and spoke against it in this
House. I represent the great southern
portion of the city of Pittsburgh and
Allegheny County and, with the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania jointly repre-
sent the city of Clairton, a tremendous
steel-producing area of this country.
Seize steel and you seize the whole city.
We in Pittsburgh and Clairton do not
want to operate our basic industries un-
der the Government; we do not want to
nationalize the steel industry. In Eng-
land they seized the basic industries one
time more than they gave them back.
They legislated and investigated the pri-
vate owners right out of existence. The
British Government investigated steel
and coal and management was backed
against the wall, and they interfered
until there was no security for either
labor or management. But the British
Government did it for the best of mo-
tives to be helpful, but with disastrous
results to labor, management, the pri-
vate owners, as well as the whole British
€conomy.

My policy all along has been that
Congress should set the method and then
say to business, industry, and labor, “You
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do your own settling and make your own
contracts, and stay away from the Con-
gress.” If the President and the Federal
mediation agencies are not doing their
job in assisting these people toward
their own agreed settlement, I am very
sorry that the President feels it should
be turned into the lap of the Congress,
because ours is a legislative job and not
an executive job.

Mr. McCORMACK.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. The main ques-
tion is the question of the production of
steel. On the question of collective bar-
gaining, I think very few would disagree
with the position taken by the gentle-
man. The important thing in the emer-
gency of today that confronts our coun-
t-y and the world is the question of the
production of steel and that is lost sight
of. I would like to ask my friend this
question. The Supreme Court has said
that the President did not have the power
to seize. Congress does have the power
to pass legislation. I want to ask my
friend, Does he think the President
should use the provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act?

Mr. FULTON. I believe this—

Mr. McCORMACK. Does he?

Mr. FULTON. I believe this——

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, I will
withdraw my question.

Mr. HALLECK., The gentleman does
not need to worry about withdrawing it.
Let me say that I have said before, and
I say again, the President of the United
States ought to use the law of the land
that was worked out by the Congress
after careful consideration to deal with
national emergency strikes. Whether he
likes the law or not, he ought to use it.

Mr. McCORMACK, Does the gentle-
man think the President should use the
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act? The
gentleman can say “Yes” or “No.”

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-
pired.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes.

Mr, SPENCE. Iobject, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for two
additional minutes.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I am
going to follow the statement I made
earlier, I am going to object to any ex-
tension of time.

Mr. FULTON. Let it be on the record,
I may say to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, that I have
honestly tried to answer the question.

Mr. HO of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. HorFrmaN of Michigan moves that the
Committee do now rise and report the bill
back to the House with the recommendation
that the enacting clause be stricken out.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I have never voted for any
control legislation and I do not want to

Mr. Chairman,’
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do so now. But here we are writing a
bill that will have in it something other
than controls as originally intended.

There are some things which will be
written in this bill in which I believe,
For example, I believe that the Presi-
dent should use the law on the books.
He took an oath that he would enforce
the law, not part of the law—not part of
the law. He said that after the Taft-
Hartley law was adopted he would en-
force it, yet he does not do it.

Then he came up here and asked the
Congress to tell him what to do. Com-
mon decency, common courtesy, re-
quires that we answer him, and I am in
favor of telling him to go ahead and per-
form his sworn duty by using the Taft-
Hartley Act. He said he would. I want
by our action on this bill to assure the
people and have him assure the people by
his action, not words, that he is a man
of veracity, a man of his word, that he
will enforce the law.

We will get an amendment to this bill
which will require the President, or re-
quest the President, to enforce the Taft-
Hartley Act. I like that. It is a kindly
respectful answer to his request, to a
man in trouble. I would like to see it go
through.

We will get an amendment then cur-
tailing the powers of the Wage Stabiliza-
tion Board, I like that. I would like to
vcte for that. The Sadlak amendment
isin. Ilike that. I voted forit. There
are three things that will be in the bill,
and probably half a dozen more if the
amendments go through, that I like, that
I want to vote for. But I do not want to
vote for controls. I hope someone dur-
ing the evening or the night, and before
tomorrow morning will give me a word
of advice on how I can escape the dilem-
ma in which I find myself.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr., McCormack]l asked our colleague
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ForTon] wheth-
er he was in favor of enforcing the Taft-
Hartley Act or asking the President to
do so. If you ask me, my answer is,
Sure I am. Is the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack] not in
favor of that? Why, he ought to be.
Now he is going to take 5 minutes here
to give us one of those long, pleasing, and
instructive political discourses.

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle-
man want me to answer the question?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, If the
gentleman desires to do so.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Does the gentle-
man ask me, am I?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Yes.
Mr. McCORMACE. No.
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. There

you are. He is not in favor of suggesting
to the Chief Executive, who ignores his
sworn duty, who said that he would en-
force the law but does not do it, he is not
in favor of coming along and politely
just requesting his President and my
President to comply with his oath of
office. He is welcome to take that posi-
tion before the House and before the
country. I want none of it. The gen-
tleman said that what we needed is the
production of steel,. Why is not steel be-
ing produced now—today—why? Oh,
let us be realists. There is only one rea-
son and we all know that answer. The
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President has entered inte—I will not
say a foul or a vile conspiracy, we will
call it a holy alliance to go along with
the union leaders to serve the purpose of
Phil Murray. Look: Lo and behold who
comes to his aid? John L. Lewis who
had a judgment of the Supreme Court
rendered against him personally at one
time for contempt of the law. Did he
not pay a fine for defying the law and the
courts? He should have gone to jail.
But here he is again. John says that he
will contribute to those who are now re-
fusing—refusing I say to the gentleman
from Massachusetts—to produce steel
which is needed to carry on the war
effort, he will contribute what is it?
Ten million dollars to those steelworkers
to aid them in staying off the job of pro-
ducing steel. Where did he get it? He
got it out of the consumers of coal after
the men who mined the coal had been
paid their wages and John had levied his
tribute on each and every pay check a
miner received—that is on the wages
ultimately paid by the consumers of coal,

We are not getting steel today because
of this political alliance between the
President of the United States and the
president of the CIO, backed up by that
defier of the law, John L. Lewis, who
you will remember contributed better
than a half million dollars to the cam-
paign of President Roosevelt at one time
when he mistakenly thought, let it be
said to the credit of President Roosevelt,
that he was going to have something to
say about the policies of that adminis-
tration as they applied to labor.

If our Armed Forces are short of steel,
if this country is short of steel, for do-
mestic use, it is becauvse the President of
the United States has betrayed the peo-
ple and has refused to go along with
the law which the Congress has written,
and which he said he would take and
he now refuses to use. He refutes and
goes back on his own solemn oath, on
his promise made after the Taft-Hartley
Act was passed. He refuses to do his
duty to the men he has sent to Korea.

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the motion.

Mr. Chairman, this is a little interest-
ing interlude which has brought a great
deal of pleasure to the Members. The
gentleman from Michigan has made his
usual remarks about John L. Lewis. I
wonder how John L. Lewis feels about
being attacked by a Republican when
John L. Lewis supported the Republican
Party in 1940, 1944, and 1948, But that
is his problem and not mine. John L.
Lewis is a man with whom I have not
always agreed. He is a man of strong
character and I have a great deal of
respect for him, because he has done
much good for the mine workers and
their families. I can remember in 1933,
as a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, when I voted to report out
the bill creating the Bituminous Coal
Commission. The mine workers and
their families are deeply indebted to the
Democratic Party for that measure
which saved them economically.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr, McCORMACK. I yield.

Mr, FULTON. In April of 1948 and in
June of 1948 and in February 1950,
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President Truman used the Taft-Hartley
law against the coal miners and against
John L. Lewis.

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle-
man answer my question now. Are you

in favor of the President invoking the

Taft-Hartley Act now?

Mr. FULTON. Were you in favor of
the President using the Taft-Hartley
law in April of 1948 against the coal
miners and in June 1948, against the
coal miners, and in February 1950,
against the coal miners? Do you agree
that the President was right on those
occasions?

Mr. McCORMACEK. The President
exercised his authority under those con-
ditions. There was not a 6 months’ wait
and a 6 months voluntary delay on the
part of the leadership of the miners as
there is in this case. President Tru-
man has obtained cooperation for 6
months.

Mr. FULTON. What do you think of
the current steel situation?

Mr. McCORMACK. President Tru-
man has obtained for a period of 6
months the voluntary cooperation on
the part of Phil Murray and the mem-
bers of the steel workers union. Fur-
thermore, they have not received an in-
crease in pay since December 1950,
Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania
deny that fact? Furthermore, if they
got the increase in pay now recoms=
mended by the Wage Stabilization Board,
they would not be receiving the salary
that the General Electric Co. pays its
employees now.

Mr. FULTON. I agree with you that
the steel workers have cooperated volun-
tarily to keep production going, and that
they should have a retroactive pay in-
crease at this time through collective-
bargaining procedures.

Mr. McCORMACE. One of the rec-
ommendations was a 12'%-cent in-
crease, retroactive to January of this
year, with a 2%2-cent increase starting
July 1 of this year, and another 2'.-cent
increase starting in January, 1953.
There are certain fringe benefits recom=
mended.

How many of you realize that the steel
workers do not get 1 penny for a holiday
throughout the year? The General
Electric workers, in their union contract,
receive pay for seven holidays through-
out the year. One of the fringe sugges-
tions made was that the steel workers
receive six holidays’ pay throughout the
year.

On March 21, the very day after the
Wage Stabilization Board made its
recommendations, the General Electric
Co. management issued a state=
ment to its employees and in a letter
sent out stated that even with the wage
increase recommended by the Wage
Stabilization Board, the employees of
the General Electric Co. were get-
ting higher wages and better fringe
benefits.

President Truman has urged the lead-
ers of the steel workers not to resort
to a strike. The 80 days under the Taft-
Hartley Act would have transpired long
ago. President Truman has more than
accomplished the provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act by continuing production
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of steel from the steelworkers, while the
Wage Stabilization Board panel was re=
ceiving evidence. Instead of being crit-
icized, Phil Murray has shown that he
is a man of outstanding ability and has
cooperated in every way possible.

I do not want to get into any criticism
of management. There are questions
in dispute that should be adjusted
around the table through -collective
bargaining. Irecognize the question of a
union shop; what kind of a union shop is
a matter of collective bargaining. That
was a recommencation that should be
subjected to collective bargaining, but
the fact remains that as far as wages
are concerned, the Wage Stabilization
Board never recommended a 26-cent
an hour increase. They recommened
1215 cents an hour retroactive to Jan-
uary 1, 2% cents further increase on
July 1, and 2'5 cents further increase
in January 1953. In any event, let us go
forward with this bill. I think it is wise
that nothing involving labor one way
or the other be put into this bill. Let
it come out in separate legislation from
the committee and let the House con-
sider it as a separate bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

The question is on the motion offered
by the gentleman from Michigan.

The motion was rejected.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr, Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this
time for the specific purpose of giving
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FuLTon] an opportunity to answer the
question that he wanted to personally
answer, which was put to him by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc-
CormMAck]. If the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania is ready, I will yield to him to
give him an opportunity to answer that
question.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, when
the Congress passed the Taft-Hartley
law I voted for the Taft-Hartley law.
I felt the President would impartially
use the powers of his office in disputes
between management and labor and
would act impartially, but it has been
aimed against certain groups. I find the
President has used the Taft-Hartley law
nine times; used it nine times, beginning
with atomic energy in March of 1848,
Then, in June 1948, he used it on the
meat-packing industry. Two times he
used it in 1948, and once in 1950 on the
coal industry. In addition to that, he
used the law in econnection with the
long-distance telephone lines in May of
1948.

Also on the east and west coasts and
in the Great Lakes maritime industry he
used the law in August of 1948, In ad-
dition to that in 1951 he used the law on
the copper mine unions. Under those
circumstances where the President him=
self has said the law was a valid instru-
ment for assisting collective bargaining
procedures and not for repressing human
rights, on that basis I say the President
in his discretion should use the Taft=
Hartley law, except where it will cause
undue hardship. That is his discretion.
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It is not the duty of this Congress to say
what the contract should be or to ad-
minister any law, including the Taft-
Hartley law.

In the present steel industry dispute
the President did not quickly move to do
anything, and when he did move he
moved toward an unconstitutional ac-
tion, seizure. Of course, the Supreme
Court struck down this seizure action.
The Supreme Court, in its opinion, said
the President had not yet exhausted his
statutory remedies. That was correct.

I believe that when the parties in the
steel dispute have cooperated for the
length of time which they have in this
current dispute, that the Government
should take no severe action or interfere
with the collective bargaining, when the
parties are so near agreement. Neither
the 2xecutive department of the Govern=-
ment nor Congress should permit the
steel strike to be used as a political foot-
ball in this election year. Public safety
and our troops in Korea demand a
prompt negotiated settlement of the steel
dispute.

I might say to you what I have al-
ready said to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr, Smite] so that the majority
leader carn see that I am impartial about
this situation. I agree with the majority
leader that there should be no basic
labor-management legislation change in
this present law. I said to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. Smita] that I
likewise would raise a point of order
to his amendment and if the amendment
were put in would vote against it.

If the President cannot administer
every law impartially, then we need a
Republican President in November, and
I hope the majority will agree.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from California yield that
I may ask a question of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. McDONOUGH. I yield.

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that
in not one of the nine instances the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has re-
ferred to where the Taft-Hartley Act
was invoked, in not one instance has the
union or the workers withheld action
and withheld striking for 119 days as
they did in the steel industry?

Mr. FULTON. Does not the gentle-
man think it is dishonest to the workers
because they have been led on for these
119 days by the White House?

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I
refuse to yield further.

Mr. MULTER. They have not been
led on, but it would not be fair to them
to ask them to wait another 80 days.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr, Chairman, I
decline to yield further.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is abundantly
evident that if the President in the be=-
ginning of the steel strike had justifia-
bly exhausted all legislative means at
his command the situation would be
much different and we would be produc-
ing steel today; but because he did not,
his action in seizing the steel industry
was properly declared unconstitutional
by the Supreme Court.

Mr. MEADER. Mr, Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows?

Amendment offered by Mr. MeApeR: Page 3,
after line 14, add a new section as follows:

“Sec. 103. Title I of the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950 as amended, is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new section to
read as follows:

“‘Sge. 106. No authority 1s conferred under
this act to participate in international allo-
cations of commodities or materials and the
provisions of this act may not be used to
enforce or effectuate any such allocations.'™

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment relates to the bill. It is a
technical, drafting, perfecting amend-
ment to carry out what I believe is the
will of the House of Representatives as
expressed a few minutes ago in connec-
tion with the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Sap-
Lak].

Mr. Chairman, I spoke in support of
the Sadlak amendment and said at that
time that I did not think his amend-
ment went far enough because it lim-
ited its application only to the Interna-
tional Materials Conference. The In=-
ternational Materials Conference has no
statutory basis or foundation. It was
something that was created out of the
ether by the executive branch of the
Government.

The Sadlak amendment would pro-
hibit the earrying out of any allocations
fixed by the International Materials
Conference. But what guaranty do we
have that there will not be a new com-
mission or committee set up in the ex-
ecutive branch without authority of law
dealing in this field of allocating mate-
rials on an international basis and using
the enforcement procedures of this act
to carry them out in this country, even
though they may not be carried out in
other countries?

My amendment would simply close the
door so that there would be no authority
to engage in the international alloca-
tion of commodities or materials, and
would deny the enforcement provisions
of this act in carrying out any such al-
locations. The amendment ought to be
adopted by the committee as a perfect-
ing amendment in order to fully carry
out the will that the committee ex-
pressed by a vote of 169 to 102 within
the last hour or hour and a half.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
MEADER].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, with
deep regard for my colleague who has
proposed this amendment I believe it is
too far-reaching and could hurt us. I
am sure that the gentleman has no such
intention, but I think that will be its
effect in terms of the future of the United
States and especially in terms of the
defense program, and for this reason:
What we do not seem to realize here, and
I do not think we have decided this ques=
tion—I do not think this is a perfecting
amendment—is that this amendment
would cut us off from international co-
operation in respect to very scarce mate=
rials. What we fail to realize is that we
do not control the world in this partic=
ular field; the world controls us. May
I repeat that, we do not control the
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world in this particular field; the world
controls us.

When it comes to tin, rubber, zine,
lead, copper, and many other items, we
get much of these supplies from the
world. My best recollection is that 74
percent of all the strategic materials
which are used in connection with the
defense program come from overseas and
these can be cut off from us if the world
should feel we are getting too insular in
our economic thinking. A good deal of
them could conceivably be diverted to the
Communists and in addition and what
is more important these materials can
cost us very much more money than
they do now.

We know what happened on mercury
from Spain, where the price went up
astronomically once the defense emer-
gency was upon us. We were similarly
in trouble on the price of tin. We
started to be in for a similar situation
for a while on rubber and we could be
“taken” on every other similar com-
modity if we blindly cut ourselves off
completely from all international co-
operation in respect to strategic ma-
terials.

This is a matter of the most vital
importance. We must not take a short-
sighted point of view because it will
raise prices and raise over-all cost of
defense. You can strike against what
you do not like in respect to international
agreement in strategic materials, and
you have done that in these other
amendments, but I do not believe it is in
the interest of the country or in the
interest of the defense program to cuf
ourselves off from the possibility of inter-
national economic cooperation on strate-
gic materials. Many time we have seen
amendments go through, nobody talk-
ing against them, just proposed and
passed, which we thought were somewhat
in line with what we did a little while
ago. Then we have had a situation we
did not want or contemplate. We will
have just such a situation here, I be-
lieve, if this amendment passes and I
would be derelict in my duty if I did not
warn the Members of the House in such a
situation.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the pending
amendment will not be agreed to. By
legislation it ties the hands of the Gov-
ernment so that it cannot take the proper
methods for securing to us the materials
that are so essential in this time of
emergency. It not only ties the hands
of the Government today, for tomorrow,
and for 2 years, if we extend it for a
year, Now what could be more ill-
considered than to say to the agencies
of Government, “You cannot take the
necessary steps to purchase the thines
that we need.” We have largely nulli=
fled the International Materials Con-
ference, and now we go further. We say
that they cannot enter into these in-
ternational agreements. Certainly you
do not mean to do this, No one here
knows how far-reaching that amend-
ment will be or what might be its reper=
cussions if trouble abroad came to us.

Mr, YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? i
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Mr, SPENCE. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The appropriations sub-
committee, of which I am a member, has
before it now the question as to whether
or not the Atomic Energy Program
shall be expanded by $3,900,000,000. It
has been presented to our commitiee
that almost all of the uranium needed
for that program comes from countries
other than our own. Who can say but
what the effect of this amendment will
be to cut off the supply of uranium to
this country.

Mr. SPENCE. Of course it will. It
will tie our hands not only to get these
materials, but it will tie our hands in
national defense. The bill should pass
as it was presented to the House, and
this amendment, if you wish to preserve
our security and give the national au-
thorities the right to take such action as
may be necessary for that purpose, should
be defeated. I venture to say that no
Member knows how far-reaching the
effect of the amendment may be.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr, MEADER].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. MEADER) there
were—ayes 9, noes 67.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BLATNIEK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, a few minutes ago
there was quite a colloquy here regard-
ing the steel-wage-price controversy.
Coming from the large iron ore area in
northeastern Minnesota, we have over
16,000 very patriotic, sincere, hardwork=-
ing iron ore miners. I feel constrained
to make a few remarks here at this time
in answer to the allegations made by the
speakers on the other side of the aisle,

No. 1. It was implied that either the
President or the steelworkers leadership,
the great labor-statesman, Mr. Phil
Murray, head of the United Steelwork-
ers, CIO, had “led on” these workers.
I want the Recorp to show here and now,
and clearly that if there was any lead-
ing on by anybody it was done by the
representatives of the steel industry of
these United States. For over 90 days
the leadership of labor, democratically
elected by the organization, sat patiently
by, urging representatives of the steel
industry that they get around the table
and engage in sound, effective collective
bargaining., After a long delay during
which time steel representatives refused
to bargain at all, finally it was upon the
invitation of representatives of the steel
industry itself that the labor representa-
tives went to New York, where they were
left to cool their heels for 3 days in the
hotels, waiting for collective bargaining
sessions to begin—and I wish the gentle-
men on the other side of the aisle would
listen while the labor representatives
were waiting to start negotiations in
good faith, the steel industry spokesmen
in the meantime were going out through
the back door, contacting former De-
fense Mobilizer, Mr. Wilson, hoping to
get a reasonable assurance that there
would be a substantial increase in the
price of steel before they would engage
in honest negotiations with labor.
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What followed is now a matter of public
record—Mr. Wilson being unable to pro-
duce on any steel price hike he may have
tentatively agreed to, resigned; and labor
was right back where it started from
way last December—irying to get the
steel industry to bargain in good faith.

The distinguished majority leader, the
gentleman from Massachusetts, pointed
out, and correctly so, the real facts in
the whole labor situation when he quoted
facts from a letter circulated by the
management of General Electric. I
have a photostatic copy of that letter.
It is dated March 21, 1952, and entitled
“Employee Relations News Letter, for
Cireculation Among General Electric
Management.”

Here GE management summarizes the
steel recommendations made by the
Wage Stabilization Board. They say
that the pay increase is not the so-called
package increase of 27! cents but is
instead a 124 cents per hour pay in-
crease as of January 1, 1952, with a 215
cents per hour pay increase as of July
1, 1952, and a final 215 cents per hour pay
increase as of January 1, 1953.

Fringe benefits include, for example,
six holidays with pay. The steelworkers
have none at the present time. There
were other minor fringe benefits.

Then the General Electric manage-
ment letter goes on to compare the sit-
uation with that of their own employees,
and this is what management says in its
letter:

Comparison: So far as our situation is
indicated in the above, the catch-up with
us is after our 3.58-percent increase, and be=
fore our current offer.

It has been about 15 months since the
steelworkers had an adjustment. In that
time General Electric hourly employees have
averaged over 15 cents pay increase allowed
and another possible 2 to 8 cents offered
currently.

This General Electric price increase
dces not include any fringe benefits.
They mention the fringe benefits fur-
ther, and I continue to quote from the
letter:

You will note the fringe benefits—even
with the new additions—are only being
brought up into the neighborhood of those
we have already. Our seven pald holidays,
for instance, are now costing us almost 5
cents per hour.

So the head of General Electric, at
that time the Defense Mobilizer, would
deny to the CIO steelworkers that which
he had months ago thought fair and
equitable to the employees of General
Electric. .

This whole thing merely proves that
the steelworkers’ requests are modest
and sincere. They are trying to catch up
to the advances made in all other major
segments of industry.

The President has a law called the
Taft-Hartley law. It has not been made
clea:, even by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, when he was asked point blank
to answer ‘“yes” or “no,” whether or not
that law should be invoked. There were
only rather general references made to it.
President Truman told Congress that
the Taft-Hartley law is a permissive
piece of legislation which could not be
effective in this situation, which is ex-
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tremely critical bacause of the world
situation,

In plain, simple, straight-forward lan=
guage the President explained this whole
controversy to Congress and asked for
the necessary legislation to enable him
to work out a solution fair to both parties
and at the same time continue an unin-
terrupted flow of vitally needed steel.
Congress neither granted the President
such authority, nor did it have any al-
ternative approach toward the settle-
ment of this serious and critical prob-
lem—the President was merely told by
the other body to invoke the Taft-Hart-
ley law. It reminds me of a surgeon
being instructed to use a clumsy meat
cleaver in place of a precision scalpel
with which to perform a delicate emer-
gency operation.

Mr. FULTON. I would be glad to an-
swer if the gentleman has time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota has expired

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate on this section, section
102, and all amendments thereto do now
close.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Is that debatable,
Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. The motion of the
gentleman from Kentucky is not debat-
able.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Is not the gentle-
man going to submit a unanimous-con-
sent request, so that we can find out
what it is all about?

Mr. SPENCE. I am perfectly willing
to ask unanimous consent that all de-
bate on this section and all amendments
thereto do now close.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman, are there any
further amendments pending?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not
aware of any further amendments pend-
ing to section 102.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Would the Chair en=
tertain a parliamentary inquiry as to
whether there are any further amend-
ments pending?

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
from Michigan desires to submit such a
parliamentary inquiry, the Chair will be
glad to entertain it.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Will the Chair in
turn ask the committee if there are any
further amendments to section 102?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
make the statement that if there are no
further amendments to section 102 the
Clerk will read.

Mr, WOLCOTT. I think that is the
better way of handling it.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 103. The first sentence of section 302
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended, is amended by inserting before the
period at the end thereof the following:
# and manufacture of newsprint.”

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr, Chairman, I
offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ForreEsTER: On
page 3, after line 18, insert the following new
subsection:

“Section 104, paragraph 2 of subsection D
of section 402 of the Defense Production Act
of 1950, as amended, is amended by inserting
after the first sentence thereof the following
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new sentence: ‘No regulation or order shall
be issued or remain in effect, under this title
which prohibits the payment or receipt of
hourly wages at & rate of $1 per hour or less’.””

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Chairman, a
point of order. I make the point of or-
der that the amendment is not germane,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be
very glad to hear the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. ForresTER] on the point of
order.

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr., Chairman,
this is an amendment to a section which
deals directly with wages and this
amendment absolutely relates to wages.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman,
I withdraw the point of order.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle=
man from Georgia yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas for a parliamentary

inquiry?
Mr. FORRESTER. I yield, Mr.
Chairman,
Mr. HARRIS. Is the gentleman’s

?menMEnt to section 103 or section
042

Mr. FORRESTER. It is a new sec=-
tion, which would be added at page 3,
after line 18, to insert a new subsection.

Mr. HARRIS. Would the gentleman
yield for a parliamentary ingury fur-
ther, if I ask that it not be taken out
of the gentleman’s time?

The CHAIRMAN. The time is run-
ning against the gentleman.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I think
the amendment is offered in the wrong
point in the bill, but we have no objec-
tion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-
man from Georgia yield for a parlia=-
mentary inquiry?

Mr. FORRESTER. 1 yield.

Mr. HARRIS. Does this mean we
have passed over section 103 already?

Mr. FORRESTER. They have read
through section 103.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I raise
the point that section 104 has not been
read, if the gentleman is offering an
amendment to section 104.

Mr. FORRESTER. This is a new sec=-
tion before you get fto section 104.

The CHAIRMAN. Permit the Chair
to advise the gentleman from Arkansas
that the gentlemaa from Georgia has
offered an amendment at page 3, after
line 18, to insert a new section. The
amendment has been read and the Chair
has recognized the gentleman to proceed
with debate. The gentleman in turn
yielded to the gentleman from Arkansas
for a parliamentary inquiry, The point
of order comes too late.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, is the
Chair holding that we have already
passed section 103?

The CHAIRMAN. It seems that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia comes at the proper place.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr, Chairman, we ac-
cept the gentleman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Georgia may proceed. The Chair
will advise the gentleman that the time
consumed on the point raised by the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. HARRIS]
is not being taken out of his time. F
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Permit the Chair to inquire of the
gentleman from Arkansas if he has an
amendment to section 103?

Mr, HARRIS. No, Mr. Chairman; but
I did want something to say on section
103.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
have the opportunity to speak on sec-
tion 103.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a parlia-
mentary inquiry?

Mr. FORRESTER. 1 yield.

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, is
this on section 104 of the bill?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk has not
yet read section 104.

The genileman from Georgia may
proceed.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
be given the proper 5 minutes of time,
as he has not had a chance to speak one
word on his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no ob-
jection, the Chair will now recognize the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. FORRES-
TER] for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, we
would like very much to hear the gen-
tleman’s speech, but the committee will
accept his amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must
advise the gentleman from Georgia that
time is running against the 5 minutes
for which he has been recognized.

Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Chairman, I
decline to yield further.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
had reserved the right to object, simply
to tell the gentleman that I think he
should take his 5 minutes, with the
knowledge that there is no objection to
his amendment on this side.

Mr. FORRESTER. I am delighted to
hear that. I am extremely grateful that
the gentlemen on both sides of the aisle
accept this amendment. I would like to
tell you a little about the amendment.
This will relieve a lot of administrative
procedure on the part of your people,
whatever State you come from, and give
you an opportunity to increase wages up
to $1 per hour, without having to resort
to the Wage Board. I believe every one
of you are for it. I appreciate the fact
that you are accepting the amendment
on both sides of the aisle.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr, FORRESTER].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this section?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, there
are other amendments to this section, I
am sure. I know of one Member who
expected to offer a very important
amendment at this point. Relying upon
assurance which I had no right to give
him, that the Committee was going {o
rise at 5:30 and that his amendment
undoubtedly would not be reached to-
day, he has left the floor. Inasmuch as
it was the intention, as I understood it,
for the Committee to rise at 5:30, to
protect that situation if there are no
other amendments pending, I suggest to
the Chairman that the Committee do
Jnow rise.
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NEWSPRINT—EXTENSION OF DEFENSE
PRODUCTION ACT

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move

~ to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to comment on
the importance of this section and em-
phasize what it means to the American
people. By this section 103, newsprint is
included as necessary to our national
defense., This extends the lending pro-
vision by Government to expansion of
newsprint production. This is sorely
needed. It is a reflection on our ingenu-
ity to be so dependent on foreign supply
of this necessary product.

Currently United States consumption
of newsprint is about 6,000,000 tons an-
nually. This is supplied by some 1,050,=
000 tons of domestic production, 4,750,-
000 tons imported from Canada, and
200,000 tons imported from Scandinavia.
Slightly under 80 percent of total supply
is derived from Canada.

Current United States newsprint man-
ufacturing capacity is about 1,100,000
tons, while that of Canada is some
5,500,000 tons, Plants are presently run-
ning slightly over theoretical capacity.

For some few months and right at the
moment there appears to be approximate
balance between over-all United States
supply and demand. At best, however,
the situation is none too easy and there
is imbalance among publishers. Con-
sumption is estimated to be on the in-
crease in the amount of some 600,000
tons in the next 6 years and 1,000,000
tons in the next 10 years. Canadian
manufacturers estimate that principally
through speed-up of older facilities they
will have little difficulty in increasing
capacity to meet this estimated increased
demand.

A basic problem is inherent in the ex-
tent to which both present United States
demand and the projected increase in
demand is dependent upon Canadian
sources for its meeting. At the time of
the First World War most of the United
States consumption was met domesti-
cally. Not only was the subsequent in-
crease met by the building of plants in
Canada, but United States mills con-
verted to other types of paper making so
that today we have less newsprint capac-
ity than 30 years ago.

Actually, this situation, as we have
seen, has been accompanied by & series
of price increases by Canadian manufac=
turers, the latest of $10 a ton just now
going into effect, so that the total is now
$126 per ton, or twice that of 6 years
ago. At the moment this country ap-
parently has little alternative to the ac-
ceptance of such increases. Their grave
effect, however, upon the ability of news-
papers to continue in unfettered opera-
tion, is quite obvious.

The newsprint subcommittee of the
House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, accordingly, has ex-
plored the possibilities of expansion of
United States newsprint manufactur-
ing capacity. A major deterrent to such
expansion is the present high cost of
construction, estimated at two and a half
to three times the installed cost of most
plants now in operation.

Some assistance to would-be manufac-
turers is contained in the accelerated tax
amortization provisions of section 124
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(a) of the Internal Revenue Act, but in
nearly 2 years now only 375,000 tons of
new capacity has been projected by this
route, although-the Defense Production
Administration itself has sponsored a
program totaling 494,000 tons increase.

The subcommittee, therefore, is
pleased to note that in the extension of
the Defense Production Act, as reported,
the Banking and Currency Committee
has approved the inclusion of a provision
in section 302 of the act which endorses
the principle of a free press as essential
to defense by making it possible for new
newsprint manufacturers to secure fi-
nancial assistance through direct Gov-
ernment loans for this purpose. This
provision needs specific spelling out, as
hitherto defense agencies have not con-
strued their authority under this sec-
tion as broad enough to cover the ex-
pansion of newsprint facilities.

Mr., McCORMACK, Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. In order that I
may advise the membership of the
House, I wish to state that when we go
back into the House I shall ask unani-
mous consent that when we adjourn to-
day we adjourn to meet tomorrow at 10
o'clock. I wanted to make that an-
nouncement of my intention, with such
a full membership.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure the membership is glad to have the
information and I thank the majority
leader. We have all heard about the
very difficult situation with regard to
newsprint. I wanted to commend the
Committee on Banking and Currency for
including this amendment.

Mr. SPENCE. I am very sure under
the circumstances the committee is very
appreciative of those kind words.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Mrirs, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that the Committee hav-
ing had under consideration the bill
(H. R. 8210) to amend and extend the
Defense Production Act of 1950, as
amended, and the Housing and Rent Act
of 1947, as amended, had come to no
resolution thereon.
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanmimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet
at 10 o'clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO DE-
FENSE PRODUCTION ACT OF 1950,
AS AMENDED

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and to include an
amendment which I expect to offer in
the Committee of the Whole tomorrow,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I am directing the attention of the mem-
bership of the House that on tomorrow
when the bill, Defense Production Acts
of 1952, is read for amendments, I shall
offer an amendment, unless a Member
secures recognition with a similar
amendmert before I am recognized.
The proposed amendment reads as
follows:

After the words “Sec. 104”, insert “That
section 402 (f) of the Defense Production
Act of 1950 is amended by inserting imme-
diately before the period at the end thereof
a colon and the following: “Provided, how-
ever, That the ceiling price of any material,
which by its nature is not susceptible to
speculative buying and not more than 10
percent of which is purchased with Govern=-
ment funds for defense purposes, shall be
suspended as long as: (1) The material is
selling below the ceiling price and has sold
below that price for a period of 6 months;
or (2) the material is in adequate or surplus
supply to meet current civilian and military
consumption and has been in such adequate
or surplus supply for a period of 6 months,
if such material requires expansion of pro-
ductive facilities beyond the levels needed to
meet the civilian demand as set forth in
section 2 of this act. For the purpose of this
proviso, a material shall be considered in
adequate or surplus supply whenever such
material is not being allocated for civillan
use under the authority of title I of this act.”

I take this means of calling the atten-
tion of the membership to my proposal
in order that you may be familiar with
its content and meaning when it is sub-
mitted for your consideration.

It is my belief, Mr. Speaker, that this
amendment really carries out the intent
of Congress when the Office of Defense
Production of 1950, was approved.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

Mr. GRANT of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on Agriculture may have un-
til midnight tonight to file a report on
the bill (H. R. 8243) to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate
with the States and local agencies in the
planning and carrying out of works of
improvement for soil conservation, and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

i e

RESIGNATION FROM CONGRESS

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communications which
were read by the Clerk:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1952,
don. Sam RAYBURN,
Speaker of the House of Representia=-
tives, Washington, D. C.

Dear MR, SPEAKER: I beg leave to inform
you that I have this day transmitted to the
Governor of Texas my resignation as a Rep-
resentative in the Congress of the United
States from the Seventh District of Texas,
effective midnight June 30, 1952.
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A copy of my letter to the Governor is en-
closed herewith.
Respectfully yours,
Tom PICKETT,
Member of Congress,
[Enclosure.]

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D, C., June 18, 1952,
Hon. ALLAN SHIVERS,
Governor of Texas, Austin, Tez.

Dear GoveErNOR: I hereby tender to you my
resignation as a Member of the Hotise of
Representatives in the Congress of the
United States from the Seventh District of
Texas, effective midnight, June 30, 1952,

Respectfully yours,
Tom PICKETT,
Member of Congress.

BRONZE REPLICA OF THE DECLARA-
TION OF INDEFPENDENCE

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 84.

The Clerk read the title of the reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate concurrent resolution, as
follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep=
resentatives concurring), That the Joint
Committee on the Library is hereby author-
ized to hold ceremonies in the rotunda of
the United States Capitol for the acceptance
of the bronze replica of the Declaration of
Independence, the gift of Michael Francis
Doyle, of Philadelphia, such ceremonies to
be held on July 2, 1952, the one hundred
and seventy-sixth anniversary of the adop-
tion of the resolution of Richard Henry Lee
for the Declaration of Independence by the
Continental Congress in Philadelphia.

The Architect of the Capitol is hereby au-
thorized to make the necessary arrangements
for the ceremonies, the expenses of which
shall not exceed the sum of $1,000, to be
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
the Joint Committee on the Library.

The Senate concurrent resolution was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts [Mrs, Rocers] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend and revise my remarks and to
include extraneous matter,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

DISCRIMINATION

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I again wish to bring before
the House the matter of discrimination
that I think is practiced against New
England, and I have reference particu=-
larly to Massachusetts, in the awarding
of Government contracts. I refer also
to discrimination against helping those
industries after the contracts have been
awarded to complete the contracts, even
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to the extent of forcing an industry or
industries to go into bankruptey, whereas
a little help, a little patience, and a
little more in the way of loans would
enable business to progress. These loans
will be repaid in full as was the case
in World War II. People will be able
to work.

I have in mind one company in par-
ticular that makes a very vital defense
product. When an industry goes into
bankruptey it requires about 9 months
for another industry to take over and
make the product which is needed =o
vitally in our national defense. It is
incredible to me and I cannot under-
stand why this is done.

Many people in the Department of
the Army want to help, and people in
other departments want to help, but
someone steps in and stops their efforts
and it is all over. People are thrown out
of work and there is experienced great
difficulty on the part of creditors to get
their money and, of course, there is great
lack of production for national defense.

Mr. Speaker, I find that the Navy does
not seem to ke practicing this discrimi-
nation to the same extent. The Navy
awards seem to be more justly given.
I know of a case in my district where a
man was $20,000 low in his bid on a cot-
ton product yet he was not awarded the
contract on account of a very flimsy
technicality, a false excuse. If he had
the will to fight, I am sure the Comp-
troller General would have agreed with
him and he would have had a $250,000
order. But he was afraid to fight the
Government. That seems like Russia—
not free America.

I do not know why the Army Depart-
ment seems to be more difficult in this
respect than the Navy. There is confu-
sion in many of the special commissions
that are appointed. They want to do all
they can, but, in my opinion, many of
them simply go around in circles. They
get to the point of getting an industry
started or they will help an industry,
then the whole project collapses. There
are numerous board meetings where
nothing is accomplished; in the mean-
time we are lacking many items in our
defense production.

Mr. LYLE. Mr, Speaker, will the gen-
tlewoman yield?

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LYLE. Ihave watched the gentle-
woman for a number of years and I al-
ways admire the interest which she has
in her great State of Massachusetts. It
is a wonderful thing to love and fight
for your country. But, you know, I have
also heard people say that if the Gov-
ernment assists industry, it is socialism
and if they do not, it is tyranny. Of
course this does not apply to the able
gentlewoman from Massachusetts.
What would the gentlewoman suggest
we do? It is socialistic if Government
agencies assist industry and loan them
money, and if they do not, it is tyranny,
and throwing them into bankruptey.

Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman very much, Iknow
that he has always been interested in
public and national affeirs. They are
in many instances helping industry by
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loans in different parts of the country.
Massachusetts should have its fair share
of loans.

Mr. LYLE. But it has been said on
the floor that any time the Government
undertakes to assist industry, that is
either fraud or socialism.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Not
always. I will say to the gentleman that
many areas secure many loans for indus-
try and many contracts are awarded
when New England cannot receive them,
I have never said that it is fraud or so-
cialism to help war industries.

Mr. LYLE. The gentlewoman will find
that statement in the REcorb.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
have spoken on the floor frequently and
I have never so stated that.

Mr. LYLE. Not the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts. But, you understand,
the cry is made.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Not
that I am doing it personally.

Mr. LYLE. No; never have I heard the
gentlewoman say that, but the cry is
made that if the Government attempts
to assist industry, that that is socialism;
they ought to go to the banks; they ought
to borrow from the RFC and let the peo-
ple completely alone. And, if they do
not do it, it is tyranny, and they run
them into bankruptcy. So, actually, to
the detriment of many small businesses,
they are often relegated to take some
great industry, well financed and well
engineered, and give them the prime
contract, and then let it dribble down to
small industry.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
think it is very confusing, I will say to
the gentleman from Texas. I think
there is a lack of coordination and co-
operation, and above all great favoritism
is shown to certain areas of the country.
I doubt very much if the Secretary of
National Defense has much power him-
self. The whole national-defense sys-
tem today is ineffective.

The SPEAKER. Under previous or=
der of the House, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. O'KonsKi1l is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, I re-
gret that official business detained me
in the District so that I could not be
here to speak under the special order I
had for Tuesday, June 17.

It was my intention on that date to
insert in the REcorp a reply from Henry
J. Kaiser to the charges I made in the
House of Representatives on May 21,
1952,

I strongly feel that whenever charges
are made against any person or group
that ample opportunity should be given
to enable that person or group to make
reply through the same channels as
those through which the charges were
made. This is the American way.

As soon as the charges were made,
Henry J. EKaiser's offices informed me
that a reply would be made. On Thurs-
day, June 12, I received the reply con-
taining some 85 pages. In keeping with
the principles of good Americanism that
anyone against whom charges are made
should be given an opportunity through
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the same channels to make adequate
reply I intended to insert Henry J.
Kaiser’s reply in the ReEcorp on Tuesday.
It has already been inserted by one of
my colleagues.

I wish to state at this time I had hoped
to make some additional statements,
However, due to the length of the reply
and the press of my regular duties I have
not had sufficient opportunity to study
the reply.

Until such time as I have had ample
opportunity to study the reply it is im-
possible for me to make any further
statements on this matter at this time.

I have no objection to my colleague,
Congressman JaMmes MorrisoN, of Louisi-
ana, inserting the Kaiser reply for I
would have done that if I had been here
on Tuesday. However, all other state-
ments attributed to me should have been
released by me personally and only at
my own discretion, The obvious reason
for this being the fact that I did not
have ample opportunity to study the
reply and hence could not reach any
conclusions. For that reason I request
that all of these statements attributed to
me will be expunged from the record.
And because of lack of opportunity to
study the reply at this time I am com-
pelled to disown all such statements.
Until a close study can be made of the
reply any retractions or further state-
ments would not be in order and mean-
ingless.

I respectfully call the attention of the
Members of the House to this reply and
after I have made a thorough study of it,
I shall have a further statement to make
on this subject.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Vinson, for 10 days, on account of
important business.

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana (at the request
of Mr. Brooks), for 10 days, on account
of illness in his family.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the Appendix of the
RECORD or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted as follows to:

Mr. BARTLETT and to include an address
delivered at the University of Alaska by
Hon. John C, Wright.

Mr. HArRT and to include an editorial.

Mr, O'NerLL and to include a letter
received from Dr. V, Stefan Krajacovic.

Mr. Moranvo and to include a tribute
to James L. McGovern.

Mr. AucusT H. ANDRESEN the remarks
he will make in Committee of the Whole
and to include extraneous matter.

Mr. BEamer and to include an editorial,

Mr. SEeLY-BrRowN and fto include an
editorial.

Mr. McDonovucH, the remarks he will
make in Committee of the Whole and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Bocas of Delaware in two instances
and to include extraneous matter,

Mr. Hanp the remarks he will make in
Committee of the Whole and to include
extraneous material,
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Mr. Horan and to include a newspaper
article.

Mr. HoFFMaN of Michigan in two in-
stances and also the remarks he will
make in Committee of the Whole and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. MorTER the remarks he will make
in Committee of the Whole and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. MuLTER in two instances.

Mrs. Borron relative to the recent
effort of two constituents to be heard on
a matter greatly affecting fire and police
widows and to include extraneous matter.

Mr. McCormack and to include a letter
received from William Green, president
of the American Federation of Labor, and
an enclosure in relation to the extension
of the Defense Production Act.

Mr. BOLLING.

Mr. Woobp of Georgia in two instances
and to include extraneous matter in one
instance.

Mr. McCormMAcK and to include a mag-
azine article written by Beardsley Ruml,
notwithstanding the fact that the Pub-
gfsg'rinwr estimates the cost will be

Mr. Price and to include a record on
mine safety, notwithstanding the fact
that the Public Printer estimates the
cost will be $448.

Mr. S1EmINsKI and to include extrane=
ous matter.

Mr. Rivers to extend his remarks un-
der the authority of general permission
granted on 8. 658 amending the Com-
munications Act, and include two ad-
dresses by a former Member of Congress,
the Honorable Robert F. Jones, one de-
livered at Columbus, Ohio, on May 1,
ggcl the other at Pittsburgh, Pa., on May

Mr, Gavin,

Mr. KersTEN of Wisconsin in three in-
stances, in each to include extraneous
material.

Mr. BAKEwELL and include extraneous
material.

Mr, ScHENCK and include an editorial
from a Hamilton, Ohio, newspaper.

Mr. Jenison and include a report.

Mr. DonpeEro (at the request of Mr.
JENISON) and to include a report.

Mr. BresEM and to include the text of
a citation on the awarding of a medal
of honor to a boy in his distriet.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. STANLEY, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.5990. An act to amend the Federal
Civil Defense Act of 1950.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LYLE. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o’clock and 38 minutes p. m,) the
House, under its previous order, ad-
journed until tomorrow, Friday, June 20,
1952, at 10 o'clock a. m.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

1579. A communication from the President
of the United States, relative to urging that
the Congress give early and favorable atten-
tion to the bills H, R. 7571 and S. 3061 now
pending before it, which would enable the
men and women in our armed services to
exercise their right to vote (H. Doc. No. 513);
to the Committee on House Administration
and ordered to be printed.

1580. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, United States Army, dated
April 10, 1952, submitting a report, together
with accompanying papers and illustrations,
on a cooperative beach-erosion-control study
of the shore line of the State of Connecticut,
area 4, Connecticut River to Hammonasset
River, prepared under the provisions of sec-
tion 2 of the River and Harbor Act approved
on July 3, 1930, as amended and supple-
mented (H. Doc. No. 514); to the Committee
on Public Works and ordered to be printed,
with illustrations.

1581, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled “A bill to authorize the
loan of certain naval patrol type vessels to
the Government of Japan"; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC 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. VINSON: Committee of conference. S.
677. An act to fix the personnel strength
of the United States Marine Corps, and to
establish the relationship of the Comman-
dant of the Marine Corps to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff (Rept. No. 2199). Ordered to he
printed.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H. R. 7654. A bill to
amend section 508 of title 14, United States
Code; without amendment (Rept. No. 2200).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr, LANE: Committee on the Judiclary.
5. 3195, A bill granting jurisdiction to the
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon certain claims; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2220). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HART: Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries. 8.241. An act to amend the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to
further promote the development and main-
tenance of the American merchant marine,
and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2221). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture.
H. R.8243. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to cooperate with States and
local agencies in the planning and carrying
out of works of improvement for soil con=-
servation, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2222). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. JONAS: Committee on the Judiclary.
S.1422, An act for the relief of Jerry J.
Lencionl; without amendment (Rept. No.
2201). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
B.2232. An act for the relief of the Detroit
Automotive Products; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2202). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. MILLER of New York; Committee on
the Judiciary. H.R.1T11. A bill for the
relief of Mrs. Margaret D. Surhan; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2204). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. FINE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.2075. A bill for the relief of the A. C.
Israel Commodity Co., Inc.; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2205). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House,

Mr. MILLER of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H.R.2171. A bill for the re-
lief of Robert E. Robinson; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2206). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House.

Mr. JONAS: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R.2181. A bill for the relief of the Trust
Association of H. Eempner; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2207). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.2780. A bill for the relief of Clara
Gabriel; without amendment (Rept. No.
2208). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.2972. A bill for the relief of Harold Joe
Davis; with amendment (Rept. No. 2209).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.3268. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Jane
P. Myers; with amendment (Rept. No. 2210).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.3502. A Dill for the relief of Arthur
Btaveley; with amendment (Rept. No. 2211).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.4296. A bill for the relief of Franklin
Jim; with amendment (Rept. No. 2212).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiclary.
H. R.4398. A bill to confer jurisdiction upon
the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon certain claims of the
Columbia Basin Orchard, the Seattle As-
soclation of Credit Men, and the Perham
Fruit Corp.; without amendment (Rept. No.
2°13). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H. R. 5207. A bill for the relief of Julio Mer=
cado Toledo; without amendment (Rept. No.
2214). Referred to the Committee of the
YWhole House.

Mr. JONAS: Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R.4909. A bill for the relief of Arthur J.
Boucher; with amendment (Rept. No. 2215).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.5538. A bill for the relief of Alexel
Frank; with amendment (Rept. No. 2216).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 6738. A bill for the relief of Mary Fox;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2217). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House,

Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.6788. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Muriel
J. Shingler, doing business as Shingler’'s
Hatchery; without amendment (Rept. No.
2218). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House,
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Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.7094. A bill for the relief of Pio Valen-
sin; with amendment (Rept. No. 2218). Re=
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MILLER of New York; Committee on
the Judiciary. House Resolution 685. A
resolution providing for sending to the
United States Court of Claims the bill
(H. R. 8159) for the relief of P. Diacon
Zadeh; without amendment (Rept. No. 2203).
g,eierrad to the Committee of the Whole

ouse.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R.82083. A bill to authorize the nego-
tiation and ratification of separate settle-
ment contracts with the Sioux Indians of
the lower Brule and the Crow Creek Res-
ervations in South Dakota for Indian lands
and rights acquired by the United States for
the Fort Randall Dam and Reservoir, Mis-
sourl River development; and to authorize
an appropriation for the removal from the
taking area of the Fort Randall Dam and
Reservoir, Missouri River development, and
the reestablishment of the Indiens of the
Yankton Indian Reservation, 8. Dak.; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HART:

H.R. 8204, A bill to authorize the con-
struction of a ships’ base for the Coast and
Geodetic Survey, Department of Commerce;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

H.R.8295. A bill to authorize the con-
struction of two surveying ships for the
Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of
Commerce, and for other purposes; to the
Cc;mmltt.ee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

By Mr. KENNEDY:

H.R.8206. A bill to establish the Federal
Agency for Handicapped, to define its du-
ties, and for other purposes; to the Commit=
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BOGGS of Delaware:

H.R.8297. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a postage stamp in commemoration
of 150 years of highway freight transporta-
tion progress; to the Committee on Post Of=-
fice and Civil Service.

By Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL:

H.R. 8298, A bill to provide pensions for
all World War I veterans; to the Committee
on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. McMILLAN:

H.R.8299. A bill to provide that a tax-
payer may elect to have section 340 of the
Revenue Act of 1951 (relating to family part-
nerships) apply to certain taxable years be-
ginning after 1938; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOGGS of Delaware:

H. Res. 701. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Ways and Means to conduct a
comparative study of the different kinds of
employees' benefits available to persons in
public and private employment; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN of California (by re=
quest) :

H.R.B8300. A bill for the relief of Jose
Cristiano Vieira; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ASPINALL:

H. R.B301. A bill for the relief of Peter A.

Pirogov; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. BERRY:

H. R. 8302, A bill for the relief of Wendelin
Bchweitzer and family; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. DOUGHTON:

H.R. 8303, A bill for the relief of Spain-
hour Furniture Co., Inc.; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

. By Mr. DOYLE:

H.R.8304. A bill for the relief of Rosa
Huch; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R.8305. A bill for the relief of Hilde-
gard Helena Stern; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FURCOLO (by request) :

H.R.8306. A bill for the relief of Joseph
Strani; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HEFFERNAN:

H. R. 8307. A bill for the relief of Chaim
Borgenicht; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.8308. A bill for the relief of Sylvia
Klein; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R. 8300, A bill for the relief of Maria
Adam (Maria Adam Schattauer); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R. 8310. A bill for the relief of the Jew-
ish Theological Seminary of America; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. McMILLAN:

H. R.8311. A bill for the relief of Pallie D,

Brown; to the Committee on the Judleiary.
By Mr. RABAUT:

H.R.8312. A bill for the relief of Ruth
Mangold; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. RIBICOFF':

H. R. 8313. A bill for the relief of Margher-
ita Gentile; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mrs, ST.. GEORGE.

H.R. 8314. A bill for the relief of Epani-
nondos Zhoustis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

764. Mr. GROSS presented a petition sub-
mitted by Mrs. John Frisbie, of Eldora, Iowa,
and 33 other citizens supporting House bill
2188, which was referred to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

SENATE
Fripay, June 20, 1952

(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 10,
1952)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

Rev. F. Norman Van Brunt, associate
pastor, Foundry Methodist Church,
Washington, D. C., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Almighty God, the Father of us all,
we pause in this moment to praise Thy
glorious name. We would reaffirm our
faith and allegiance in the things unseen
which, from the beginning, have been
the fabric and fiber of our Nation’s life.
Help us to plant the seeds of confidence
in spiritual things wherever we may go.
Assist us to strengthen the bulwark of
liberty by a serene trust in the things
that cannot be shaken. Help us not to
be torn asunder or put to flight by the
utterances of little men, but rather en-
able us to stand strong in the faith that
we know is able to encompass and over-
come all lesser things, because it is of
Thee. We pray in the name of Fim who
came to make all things new. Amen,
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THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, June 19, 1952, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on June 19, 1952, the President had
approved and signed the following acts:

S.97. An act to authorize the construc-
tion, operation, and maintenance of facili-
ties for generating hydroelectric power at
the Cheatham Dam on the Cumberland
River in Tennessee; and

S.1828. An act to confirm the status of
certain civillan employees of nonappropri-
ated fund instrumentalities under the
Armed Forces with respect to laws admin-
istered by the Civil Service Commission, and
for other purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr., Chaffee, one of ifs
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

S. 677. An act to fix the personnel strength
of the United States Marine Corps, and to
establish the relationship of the Comman-
dant of the Marine Corps to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff; and

H.R.6201. An act to amend section 218
(f) of the Social Security Act with respect
to effective dates of agreements entered into
with States before January 1, 1954.

CONVENTION AND RECOMMENDA-
TION OF INTERNATIONAL LABOR
ORGANIZATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO. 516)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States, transmitting an au-
thentic text of a convention (No. 94),
and an authentic text of a recommenda-
tion (No. 84) concerning labor clauses
in public contracts, adopted on June 29,
1949, by the Intermational Labor Con-
ference, at Geneva from June 8 to July
2, 1949, which was read, and, with the
accompanying papers, referred to the
Commititee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

(For text of President's message, see
House proceedings of today.)

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On his own request, and by unani-
mous consent, Mr. Ives was excused from
attendance on the sessions of the Sen-
ate beginning at 3:30 this afternoon un-
til Tuesday, June 24, 1952,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ators may make insertions in the REc-
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orp and transact other routine business,
without debate.

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

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE
PAPERS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate a letter from the Archivist
of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a list of papers and docu-
ments on the files of several depart-
ments and agencies of the Government
which are not needed in the conduct of
business and have no permanent value
or historical interest, and requesting ac-
tion locking to their disposition, which,
with the accompanying papers, was re-
ferred to a Joint Select Committee on
the Disposition of Papers in the Execu-
tive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
JoHNsTON of South Carolina and Mr.
LanceEr members of the committee on the
part of the Senate,

THE POINT 4 PROGRAM—LETTER
FROM PAUL C. EMPIE

Mr, WILEY., Mr. President, I havere-
ceived a copy of an important message
to the senior Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. McKeLLAr], sent by the executive
director of the National Lutheran Coun-
cil, Paul C. Empie. This letter points up
the importance of continued adequate
appropriations for the point 4 pro-
gram for aid to underdeveloped areas,
particularly in Asia. I for one believe
that point 4 holds immense possibili-
ties for humanitarian and intelligent aid
to these various foreign peoples. I ask
unanimous consent that the letter be
printed in the Recorp at this point and
be thereafter referred to the Appropria-
tions Committee.

There being no objection, the letter
was referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

NATIONAL LUTHERAN COUNCIL,
New York, N. Y., June 18, 1952,
The Honorable KENNETH MCEELLAR,
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, the United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEaR Sir: In connection with your con-
sideration of this bill, I want to stress the
deep interest the church people of America
have in the point 4 program. In annual
meeting the National Lutheran Council
adopted the following resolution:

“That the National Lutheran Council ex-
press its appreciation for the underlying
Christion idealism in the ‘point 4' program
of the United States Government, and for
the increasing emphasis and support being
given by the Government to programs of
technical assistance which help the peoples
of economically underdeveloped areas to-
ward a fuller realization of their desires for
& better economie, social and cultural
future.”

I note that the Congress has already made
& substantial cut from the administration’s
askings for point 4. Further, I understand
that the largest cut in the whole bill, 32.6
percent, was voted on the request of the
Administration for the point 4 program in
Asia. It is our hope that the Congress will
now appropriate the full amount authorized
for these positive programs of the point 4
type which give s0 much promise in the
present world situation.
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