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copy of an interstate civil defense compact,
as entered into and ratified by the State of
Colorado, pursuant to subsection 201 (g) of
the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 (Public
Law 920, 81st Cong.); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Minnesota, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relating to legislation integrating the study
of soil conservation into grade- and high-
school education which is now before’the
Congress; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

FRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BENTLEY:

H.R.4560. A bill for the rellef of Janusz
Plucinski; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

By Mr. BURDITK:

H.R.4561. A bill for the relief of Paul E.

Haller; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. DORN of New York (by re-
quest) :

H.R.4562. A bill for the relief of Ellin M.

Mulholland; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mr. FINE:

H.R.4563. A bill for the relief of Zabel
Vartanian; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. FORAND:

H.R.4564. A bill for the relief of Julie
Nicola Frangou; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H.R. 4565. A bill for the relief of Cornelis
Zyderveld; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. EEOGH:

H. R.4566. A bill for the relief of Mario

Iannuzzi; to the Committee on the Judiclary,
By Mr. ELEIN:

H.R.4567. A bill for the relief of Ignaz
and Feiga Gruwnzweig; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H. R. 4568. A bill for the relief of Ng Hing;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H. R, 4569. A bill for the relief of Mieczy-
slaw Labocha; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa:

H.R.4570. A bill for the relief of Marle
Louise C. Parker; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LESINSKI:

H.R.4571. A bill for the relief of Ahmed

Mokbil; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, O'HARA of Minnesota:

H.R.4572. A bill for the relief of George
Kitaguchi; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. PHILLIPS:

H.R.4573. A bill for the relief of Neil De
‘Wilde; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.4574. A bill for the relief of Ul
KErabbe; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.4575. A bill for the relief of Erich
Wolf, also known as Ladislov Wolfenstein;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R.4576. A Dbill for the relief of Karin
Elisabeth Lang and Jurgen Michael Peter
Lang; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SBAYLOR:

H.R.4577. A bill for the relief of Edith
Maria Gore; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. SAYLOR (by request) :
H.R. *!5'1’8 A bill for the rellef of Erle
Haak; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, SCOTT (by request) :
H.R.4579. A bill for the relief of Panagl-
otis Kousounis and Athena Kousounis; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. SIKES:

H. R. 4580. A bill for the relief of the Flor-
ida State Hospital; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TABER:

H.R.4581. A bill to legalize the entry of
Solomon Joseph Sadakne, a native of Syria;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WILSON of California:

H.R.4582. A bill for the relief of Eileen
Beatrice Wilson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAHAM:

H. J. Res. 238. Joint resolution granting
the status of permanent residence to cer-
tain aliens; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIIT,

165. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Suema Matsuyama and 99 others, Kumamoto
Junior College, Kumamoto, Japan, request-
ing release of the Japanese people who are
serving prison terms as war criminals, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

SENATE

‘WEDNESDAY, ApriL 15, 1953

(Legislative day of Monday, April 6,
1953)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

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

O merciful God, whose law is truth and
whose statutes stand forever: We be-
seech Thee to grant unto us, who in the
morning seek Thy face, fervently to
desire, wisely to trace and obediently to
fulfill all that is pleasing unto Thee.
Grant unto Thy servants who here serve
in the ministry of public affairs, by the
will of the people, that laying aside any
mere partisan divisions they may be
given tallness of stature to see above the
walls of prideful opinion the good of the
largest number.

In these days so freighted with destiny
grant that those who here speak to the
Nation may be so true to their high call-
ing as servants of the common good, that
radiant joy may transfigure the drudg-
ery of duty and that on this new day
appoinfed tasks may be met with purity
of purpose, without moral compromise
or craven fear. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of yesterday,
April 14, be dispensed with.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection——

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. Yes. Reserving the
right to object——

Mr, TAFT, Mr, President, I withdraw
my request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request
is withdrawn.

<
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Chaffee, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H. R. 710. An act for the relief of Dr. Louis

J. Sebille;

H.R.788, An act for the relief of Beryl
Williams;

H.R.813. An act for the relief of Jane
Loraine Hindman;

H.R.814. An act for the relief of Lt.
Thomas C. Rooney and Mrs. Thomas C.
Rooney, his wife;

H. R. 888. An act for the relief of Francesca
Servello;

H.R.889. An act for the relief of Scarlett
Scoggin;

H. R. 937. An act for the relief of the estate
of Frank DeNuzzi and Cecelia Melnik Burns;

H.R.1103. An act for the relief of Maria
Buffoni and Emma Botta:

H. R. 1127. An act to validate a conveyance
of certain lands by the Central Pacific Rail-
way Co. and its lessee, Southern Pacific Co.,
to the Union Ice Co. and Edward Barbera:

H.R.1128. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to issue to Jake Alex-
ander a patent in fee to certain lands in the
State of Alabama;

H. R, 1180. An act for the relief of Virgil
N. Wing;

H.R. 1187. An act for the relief of Mother
Anna DiGiorgi;

H.R.1200. An act for the relief of Ronald
J. Palmer and Ronda Kay Palmer:

H.R.1456. An act for the relief of Susan
Eay Burkhalter, a minor;

H.R.1482. An act for the relief of Hilde-
gard Schoenauer;

H. R, 1495. An act for the relief of Louis
M. Jacobs;

H. R.1517. An act for the relief of Cpl.
FPredrag Mitrovich;

H.R. 1695. An act for the relief of Irene
Prolos (nee Vagianos);

H,R.1752. An act for the relief of Willlam
Robert DeGrafit;

H.R.1769. An act for the rellef of Oscar
F. Brown;

H.R. 1780. An act for the relief of Edward
F. Bhea;

H.R. 1880, An act to authorize the sale of
certain public lands in Alaska to the Catholic
bishop of northern Alaska for use as a mis-
sion school;

H.R. 1887. An act for the relief of Marjorie.
Goon (Goon Mei Chee);

H.R. 1888. An act for the relief of Gary
Matthew Stevens (Kazuo Omiya);

H. R. 1952. An act for the rellef of Cecile
Lorraine Vincent and Michael Calvin Vin-
cent;

H.R.2018. An act for the relief of Daryl
L. Roberts, Ade E. Jaskar, Terrence L. Rob-
bins, Harry Johnson, and Frank Swanda;

H. R.2154. An act authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to Leona Hungry;

H.R.2176. An act for the relief of Norma
Jean Whitten;

H. R. 2201. An act for the relief of Con-
stantinous Tzortzis;

H.R.2214. An act for the relief of Jaro-
slav, Bozena, Yvonka, and Jarka Ondricek;

H.R.2364. An act to terminate restric-
tions against alienation on land owned by
Willlam Lynn Engles and Maureen Edna
Engles;

H. R.2368. An act for the relief of Richard
E. Rughaase;

H.R.2881. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Rosaline Spagnola; :

H.R.3012. An act for the relief of the
Sacred Heart Hospital;

H.R.3042. An act for the relief of Anna
Bosco Lomonaco;
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H.R. 3244. An act for the relief of Patricia
Ann Dutchess;

H.R.3275, An act for the relief of the
Bracey-Welsh Co., Inc.;

H.R.3276. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Margaret D. Surhan;

H.R. 3358. An act for the relief of Erna
Meyer Grafton;

H.R. 3678, An act for the relief of George
Prokofieff de Seversky, and Isabelle Proko-
fieff de Seversky;

H. R.3724. An act for the relief of Anthony
Lynn Neis;

H. R.3757. An act for the relief of Dorothy
Kilmer Nickerson;

H. R. 3758. An act for the relief of Stavrula
Perutsea; and

H.R.3832. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Orinda Josephine Quigley.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

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

S. 147. An act for the relief of Sizuko Kato
and her minor child, Meechiko;

8.516. An act for the relief of Ronald Lee
Oenning;

8. 6682. An act for the relief of George Rod-
ney Giltner (formerly Joji Wakamiya); and

5.954, An act for the relief of Robert
Harold Wall.

OFFICIAL AND JOURNALISTIC IN-
DIFFERENCE TO ETHICAL DE-
TERIORATION IN HIGH PLACES

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement of last
Monday, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NEeLY] is recognized.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President——

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from West Virginia yield?

Mr. NEELY. I yield.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I make the point of
no quorum,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from West Virginia yield to the
Senator from Kentucky for the purpose
of suggesting the absence of a quorum?

Mr. NEELY. Certainly, if I may do
so without losing the floor. Therefore,
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to yield without prejudice,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? The Chair hears none; the Sen-
ator from West Virginia may retain the
ﬂolx;r, and the Secretary will call the
roll.

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

Alken Ferguson Johnston, 8. C.
Anderson Flanders Eefauver
Barrett Frear Eennedy
Beall Fulbright Kerr
Bennett George Kilgore
Bricker Gillette Knowland
Bridges Goldwater Kuchel
Bush Gore Langer
Butler, Nebr, Green Lehman
Byrd Griswold Long
Capehart Hayden Malone
Carlson Hendrickson  Mansfield
Case Hennings Martin
Clements Hickenlooper Maybank
Cooper Hill McCarran
Cordon Hoey MeCarthy
Daniel Holland McClellan
Dirksen Hunt Millikin
Douglas Ives Monroney
Duff Jackson Morse
Dworshak Jenner Mundt
Eastland Johnson, Colo. Neely
Ellender Johnson, Tex., Pastore
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Payne Smith, Maine - Tobey
Potter Smith, N. J. Watkins
Purtell Smith, N. C. Welker
Robertson Sparkman Wiley
Russell Stennis Willtams
Saltonstall Symington Young
Bchoeppel Taft
Smathers Thye

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce

that the Senator from Maryland [Mr,
BuTLER] is necessarily absent.

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHAvez] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
Hunrt] is absent by leave of the Senate
because of a death in his family.

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
MacNUsoN] is absent by leave of the
Senate because of official committee
business.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
Mvurray] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Busu
in the chair). A quorum is present.
The Senator from West Virginia has the
floor.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, 2 years
ago a Senate subcommittee, of which it
was my privilege to be a member, made
a report of extensive hearings it had
held on a resolution proposing the estab-
lishment of a Commission on Ethics in
th> Federal Government. That report
was unanimously signed by Chairman
DoucLas, Senators HUMPHREY, AIKEN,
Morsg, and me. It contained many
things, including the following medieval
English stanza relative to the nobility’'s
outrageous misuse of public lands—
The law locks up both man and woman
Who steals the goose from off the common,
But lets the greater felon loose
Who steals the common from the goose.

With these lines for my text, let me
supply a recent illustration of a new var-
iation of stealing the common from the
goose and also of what appears to be a
rapidly growing journalistic and official
indifference to ethical deterioration in
high places.

It is a notable fact, which the press
has treated with profound silence, that
during the 7 weeks that have passed
since the so-called Wes Roberts scandal
became known throughout the Nation
not a single prominent Democratic offi-
cial in Washington has attempted to
make capital of this Republican visita-
tion. The circumstances of the case
were such as to render the temptation
to Democratic exploitation alluring, but
those on this side of the aisle resisted it
and declined to emulate the conduct of
their Republican predecessors by raising
a hue and ery about a Kansas gang, or
demanding a congressional investigation
of the artificer of the latest 10-percent
racket.

From the beginning of this session of
the Congress to the present hour the
Democrats subject to few, if any, ex-
ceptions have meticulously refrained
from contributing fuel to the flames of
Republican discord, disappointment and
distress that have persistently plagued
the Eisenhower administration, which
the world now knows is being operated
by neophytes without experience in civil=-
ian governmental affairs and who do not
know where they are going or what t.lraey
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ought to do if they should eventually
happen to reach their unknown destina-
tion.

I would not discuss the Republican
National Chairman Roberts scandal were
it not for the fact that the press has
already begun to distort the matter and
write its history in a manner designed to
relieve not only the President but also
the Republican Party of any responsbil-
ity in relation to this deplorable affair.

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

Mr. NEELY. I yield, if I may do so
without losing the floor.

Mr. TOBEY. The Senator is a gen-
tleman and a scholar. I refer to the old
Latin proverb, “De mortuis nil mnisi
bonum.” [Laughter.]

Mr. NEELY. For fear that some on
the Republican side of the aisle may not
understand the learned and distin-
guished Senator’s Latin quotation, I
venture to ask him to translate it.

Mr. TOBEY. I am glad to translate
it: “Concerning the dead, nothing but
good.”

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, anyone
who thinks I have contended that the
Republican Party is dead—particularly
in the Senate—has completely misun-
derstood me.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from West Virginia yield to me?

Mr. NEELY. Yes; I gladly yield, if
I may do so without losing the floor. :

Mr. MORSE. Am I correct in under-
standing that all the Senator from West
Virginia is trying to do is cover up the
smell?

Mr. NEELY. For once the able Sen-
ator from Oregon is mistaken. The
Senator from West Virginia is endeavor-
ing to reveal—not conceal.

In view of the vast amount of decep-
tive political writing during the past
4 years—especially during the last cam-
paign—both patriotic duty and political
decency demand that an effort be
promptly made to end the widespread
journalistic practice of distorting politi-
cal history and perverting political
truth so as to make Democratic white
as black as ink and Republican black
as white as snow.

Every mature and thoughtful reader
of the New York Herald Tribune must
have been amazed at its comment on
the resignation of Republican National
Chairman Roberts on the 29th of March.
It was as follows:

He (Roberts) immediately submitted his
resignation and President Eisenhower, who
had meticulously avoided prejudging the
case or attemptlng to influence its outcome
by public statements, applauded the wisdom
of the decision. It was an unhappy situa-
tion to confront the Republicans so soon
after their victory, but it has been met with
vigor, speed, and effectiveness by the party
leadership.

Before these myths about the role of
the President and his party leaders in
this matter are completely crystallized
into face-saving devices for the present
and testimonials of political virtue for
use in future campaigns, let us correct
the record by substituting fact for fiction
and by restoring truth to its throne from
which it has been exiled by the minions
of misrepresentation.
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First, it is clear that Mr. Roberts’ ap-
pointment as chairman of the Republi-
can National Committee had President
Eisenhower’s wholehearted support.
-On the 17th of January the reliable New
York Times reported the Roberts nomi-
nation as follows:

Wesley Roberts, of Kansas, was nominated
without oppoaition yesterday to be chair-
man of the Republican National Committee
and the choice received the immediate and
hearty approval of his fellow Eansan, Gen,
Dwight D. Eisenhower, the President-elect.

Second, with unfeigned regret, candor
compels me to say that the famous, fair,
and usually thoroughly dependable Her-
ald Tribune’s assertion that the Presi-
dent “meticulously avoided prejudging”
the Roberts case is in complete conflict
with the truth. The fact is that the
White House waited less than 24 hours
to express its entire satisfaction with
Chairman Roberts’ personal explanation
of his conduct in his sale to the State of
Kansas of a building which was revert-
ing and which would inevitably have
completely reverted to the State without
cost. In the belief that the Herald
Tribune’s error was unintentional and
that it must have been due to a hiatus in
its files, let me read an account of the
statement made by the White House as
it appeared in Colonel McCormick’s
Washington Times-Herald on the 14th of
February, as follows:

The White House said yesterday it is satis-
fied with Republican National Chairman
Roberts’ statement explaining compensation
he received in connection with the sale of a
building to the State of Kansas.

In response to reporters’ questions, Presi-
dential Press Secretary Hagerty said Roberts
covered the matter in a statement Thursday
night and that the White House had no fur-
ther comment. Asked if the White House
was satisfied with Roberts’
Hagerty replied, "Yes, sir.”

If anyone knows that the White House
called for a full inquiry, or any inquiry
into the Roberts case, let him speak, for
‘him have I offended. If anyone knows
that the White House said the President
withheld judgment until all the facts in
the case had been ascertained, let him
speak. If anyone knows that the White
House made or had anyone else to make
an investigation of the misconduct which
culminated in Chairman Roberts' resig-
nation, let him speak, for him have I
offended.

No, Mr. President, so far as the public
knows, all that was said by the White
House about this matter after the press
reported Roberts’ explanation was to the
effect that it was satisfied. The Times-
Herald concluded its report with the
following:

Hagerty's comments indicated the White
House regards the case as a closed incident.

A number of other press reports were
similar to that carried by the Times-
Herald. Happily for the country, the
people of Kansas did not consider the
Roberts case “a closed incident,” as at-
tested by the fact that former Republi-
can presidential candidate, Alf Landon,
said:

President Eisenhower's satisfaction with
the ridiculous explanation of * * * Rob-

erts * * * does not satisfy the people of
Kansas by a long shot.

statement,
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The Kansas Legislature investigated
the building sale, and found that Mr.
Roberts, in failing to register under the
Kansas Lobby-Registration Act, violated
the spirit, if not the letter of the law,
and that “the protection which it was
designed to afford the people of the
State was deliberately and intentionally
frustrated by Wes Roberts.” This is, of
course, the same Roberts who recently
retired as chairman of the Republican
National Committee.

The foregoing findings have been writ-
ten in the official records of Kansas, and
as usual,

The moving finger * * * having writ,

Moves on; nor all your piety nor wit

Shall lure it back to cancel half a line,

Nor all your tears wash out a word of it.

Third, it is unquestionably clear that
at no time, either before or after the
committee of the Kansas Legislature
issued its findings, did the President or
any other prominent Republican leader
in Washington demand, recommend, or
suggest an investigation of the case
or a reproof, suspension, or removal
of Mr. Roberts as chairman of the Re-
publican National Committee. In the
circumstances, to say that President
Eisenhower or the party leadership met
the situation “with vigor, speed, and ef-
fectiveness,” as the Herald Tribune as-
serted, is simply to distort the facts and
mangle the truth. Both Mr. Roberts
and the President in their public state-
ments made it crystal clear that the
gentleman’s resignation was in no way
requested, prompted, or encouraged by
the President. Said Mr. Roberts:

My decision Is my own personal one, and
I have been influenced bv no one in reach-
ing it.

The President said:

Resignation was decided upon by Mr. Rob-
erts on his own initiative.

The President further said that he had
read Mr. Roberts’ “forthright public
statement” regarding his resignation;
and that Mr. Roberts “was selected for
that post”"—the chairmanship—"“in
January by the Republican National
Committee with my concurrence because
of our confidence in his abilities, in-
tegrity, and character.” But the Presi-
dent did not say that he had read the
findings of the legislative committee of
the State of Kansas, or that his con-
fidence in Mr. Roberts’ “integrity and
character” had been shaken in the
slightest degree by the findings of the
Kansas committee. The = President
merely accepted Mr. Roberts’ resignation
with the observation that it was “a wise
one,”

Ordinarily natural reluctance to the
discharging or rebuking of a subordinate
whom one has chosen or approved is
understandable and praiseworthy. Buft
President Eisenhower is in a special
category and in circumstances quite un-
usual. He not only led a political party
to victory, but also a moral crusade to rid
the Nation of every taint of political
wrongdoing,

This great crusader said in a speech
in Knoxville, on the fifteenth of October:

Ladies and gentlemen, the purposes of
those who are associated with me in this
crasade—and my purposes—are simple and
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are simply stated. * * * We want to sub-
stitute good government for bad govern-
ment.

At Des Moines, on the eighteenth of
September, the great crusader said:

When it comes to casting out'the crooks
and their cronies, I can promise you that we
won't wait for congressional proddings and
investigations. The prodding this time will
start from the top.

This presumably meant that it would
start from President Eisenhower. Yet
in his statement a few days ago he em-
phasized the fact that there had been no
prodding from the top to bring about the
resignation of Mr. Roberts,

At Worcester, the crusader said on the
20th of October:

I believe that corruption in government
is not something to be shrugged off. I fur-
ther believe that when corruption is dis-
covered the faster and more firmly it is
rooted out, the less likely it is to appear
again.

Not only did the President fail to
root out firmly or otherwise the wrong-
doing in the case of Mr. Roberts, but he
has so far failed to utter a single word
of censure of Mr. Roberts’ deliberate
and intentional frustration of the laws
of Kansas.

On the second day of September, the
crusader said at Miami:

If charges of corruption were ever made
against anyone serving by your appeint-
ment, would you allow those charges to be
stifled or buried? Would you wait 18 months
until someone forces the corruption into
the open? You wouldn't wait 18 minutes.
Neither would I.

That was a very lofty, patriotic state-
ment, which was generally endorsed.
All would have applauded if the Presi-
dent had lived up to it in the Roberts
case. But it now appears that it was
made solely for campaign purposes with-
out the slightest intention of conform-
ing to it after the White House had been
recaptured by the Republican Party.

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

Mr. NEELY. I will, if T may do so
without losing the floor.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, I
ask that the Senator from West Virginia
be allowed to yield without losing his
right to the floor.

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

Mr. ENOWLAND. I would first like
to ask the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia whether he is familiar
with the fact—as I assume he is—that
this administration has been in power
less than 90 days?

Mr. NEELY. I am aware of that fact.
But it has seemed to be a much longer
time,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished Sen-
ator, since I assume that he wants to be
fair and accurate in his statement——

Mr. NEELY. That assumption is
thoroughly justified.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to
ask whether or not he is familiar with
the fact that this alleged representa-
tion—or activity—of Mr. Roberts did not
take place while he was national chair-
man, did not take place while he was
Republican State chairman, or holding
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any position of responsibility in the Re-
publican Party, or in the Government,
either nationally or in Kansas. Is the
Senator familiar with that fact?

Mr. NEELY. He is.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I should like to
ask the distinguished Senator whether
he is familiar with the fact that Mr,
Roberts is no longer national chairman
of the Republican Party.

Mr. NEELY. The world knows that.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would now like
to ask the distinguished Senator whether
he is familiar with the fact that, on
September 2, 1939, information was
brought to the Government of the
United States, then under the Roosevelt
administration, and to its State Depart-
ment, that Alger Hiss was a part of a
conspiracy——

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I refuse
to yield to the Senator for the purpose
of dragging a communistic red herring
across the Roberts trail.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President——

Mr, NEELY. Mr, President, I refuse
to yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, the

Senator yielded to me. And it took 9
years——

Mr. NEELY. No, Mr. President, I do
not yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. It took 6 years to
get him out of the Department.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for
the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The regular
order is that the Senator from West
Virginia has the floor.

Mr. KNOWLAND, Mr. President——

Mr. NEELY. Mr, President, I will not
yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I do not wonder
that the Senator does not yield.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask that
the Senator from California take his
seat, and that he be required to remain
in order while I continue my address.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia will pro-
ceed.

Mr. NEELY. Mr, President, according
to the Washington Daily News, our mod-
ern crusading Peter the Hermit, General
Eisenhower, as he boarded the train at
Denver on the third of last July bound
for the Republican National Convention
in Chicago, said: “I'll tell you this. I'm
going to roar clear across the country
for a clean, decent operation. The
American people deserve it.” This
threatened roaring was to be against
certain Republicans who were cpposing
the crusader’s nomination, as indicated
by a statement made by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Ohio, “Mr.
Republican,” himself, which appeared
in The New York Times as follows:

I only hope that he roars out against
Truman, Acheson, and Brannan * * * as
well as against Republicans,

The Roberts case afforded the Presi-
dent an unusual opportunity to “roar
out” against corruption and impropriety
and in favor of the purity of politics for
which he erusaded during the campaign.
But if he has, at any time or place,
“roared out” against the disgraced and
displaced chairman of the Republican
National Committee, he has done it after
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the manner suggested by the bumpkin
Bottom in Twelfth Night—he has roared
about Roberts “as gently as a sucking
dove.”

So far as the crusader’s action rela-
tive to the unlawful and unethical con-
duct of Chairman Roberts is concerned,
it is in harmony with that of those an-
cient ones who stood idly by while
recreant governmental officials turned
loose the felon who stole the common
from the goose. And please note that
there is little difference between stealing
the common, on the one hand, and, on
the other, collecting an $11,000 commis-
sion for selling public property to the
State that owns it or is in the process of
acquiring it without cost.

Mr, President of the United States,
you ean, with unlimited pride and unsur-
passable justification, declare that from
a military point of view you have, like
the great apostle, fought a good fight.
But in the Roberts case you cannot de-
clare that you have kept the faith by
living up to your profuse campaign
promises which millions of the American
people accepted as gospel truth.

As one of the minority, it is my hope
that during the remainder of your ad-
ministration you will redeem your pre-
election pledges with a zeal comparable
to the diligence and eflfectuality with
which you made them, and if you justify
this hope, your every effort to render an
official service to a majority of the
American people will, in my opinion, re-
ceive unstinted and enthusiastic demo-
cratic support.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that the Senator from
West Virginia was unwilling to yield a
few moments ago, I thought that for the
benefit of the Recorp, because the testi-
mony came out a few days ago before the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I should
say that on September 2, 1939, informa-
tion was first brought to Mr. Berle, then
as Assistant Secretary of State, in the
State Department, that Mr. Alger Hiss
belonged to a group dealing in the trans-
mission of official documents of the Gov-
ernment of the United States into the
hands of the Soviet Union and the Com-
munist. Party.

Six years later, in February 1945, still
representing the Government of the
United States, Mr. Hiss sat as a member
of the American delegation at Yalta.
Six months later he was serving, by selec-
tion of the Truman administration, as
the General Secretary of the United Na-
tions, in the city of San Francisco.

This is a very remarkable story, Mr.
President, because not 60 days or 90 days
had elapsed from the time the informa-
tion had been given to the Government
of the United States, but 6152 years had
passed. But, despite the fact that the
files of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion had the information, and the State
Department had it, the Government of
the United States did not take steps to
remove Mr. Alger Hiss. He was allowed
to retire voluntarily from the Govern-
ment of the United States.

Mr. President, I would not have raised
this question save for the fact that the
spokesman for at least a group of Sena-
tors on the other side of the aisle, the
Senator from West Virginia, in the gen-
eral technique of Charley Michaelson,

3095

was attacking the President of the
United States because of an incident
which did not involve the Federal Gov-
ernment. It did not involve Mr. Roberts
at a time he held any position in the
Government of the United States, and it
did not involve a period of time when
he was a holder of either an official posi-
tion in the Republican Party in the
State of Kansas or in the Republican
Party as a national party.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from California yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I do not excuse
what Mr. Roberts has done. The Legis-
lature of the State of Kansas, a Repub-
lican legislature, went into the matter
and made its report. Mr. Roberts re-
signed, his resignation has been accepted
by the Republican National Committee,
and there is a new chairman of the Re-
publican Party. But in view of the fact
that the Senator from West Virginia has
attacked the President of the United
although a period of less than 90 days
has elapsed since he assumed office, I
think the record should be clear that
6!2 years passed in the Alger Hiss case,
and neither the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia nor any other Sen-
ator on the other side of the aisle rose
in the Senate to suggest that there
should have been accelerated action in
that case.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair). The Chair would remind
the Senate that the order of yesterday
entitles the Senator from Alabama to
the floor.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I think it
is only fair that the Senators conclude
the discussion. I am glad to yield if I
may do so without prejudicing my rights
to the floor.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I inquire who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Alabama has the floor, and
has yielded for a few questions without
prejudicing his rights to the floor.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Alabama may yield without preju-
dicing his rights to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I will say
to the Senator from California [Mr.
Knoweranp] that I completely agree with
the observations he has made with re-
gard to the Hiss case. No brief can he
held for the failure of the Democratic
Party to clean up that matter. Does
not the Senator also think that at that
time the now Secretary of State, Mr,
Dulles, ought to have familiarized him-
self with the Hiss case instead of sup-
porting Mr. Hiss, as the record shows he
did, in the position he occupied in con=
nection with the Peace Foundation?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator from Oregon that it is my in-
formation and belief that the informa-
tion which was delivered to Mr. Berle
at the time by Mr. Whittaker Chambers
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was not made available to Mr. Dulles.
There was a considerable number of
“persons in the State Department to
whom it was not made available, but it
was in the Department of State, Since
access was not given to certain of the
files dealing with both corruption and
communism in fthe Government, it is
entirely possible that Mr. Dulles had no
knowledge whatsoever of the matter.

Mr. MORSE. It is a question of
chronology, and I respectfully suggest
that an examination of the chronology
will show that Mr. Dulles certainly had
due notice of it at the time he made his
recommendation of Mr. Hiss. I think
wise precaution would have caused Mr.
Dulles to investigate the facts before he
gave that recommendation.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I think it
is only fair, since I yielded to the Sena-
tor from Oregon, that I now yield to the
Senator from West Virginia, without
prejudicing my rights to the floor.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, let me

say, in response to the statement made
by the Senator from California [Mr.
Enowranp] regarding the time when
-the present Secretary of State learned
of Alger Hiss' misconduct, that, to the
best of my knowledge and belief, Mr.
Dulles recommended Hiss after the first
Hiss trial. It is my further under-
standing that after that trial the
Carnegie Peace Foundation, of which
General Eisenhower was then a member,
also recommended Hiss. Of course, I
-had no firsthand information about the
internal affairs of the Department of
State. Senators at that time were not
administering them.

No one regrets more than I that Alger
Hiss was ever a Government employee.
In my opinion, he should have been
convicted of treason and punished for
«that infamy to the limit of the law.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I may say to the
Senator from West Virginia that, in my
judement, Mr. Hiss never would have

~ been tried and convicted had it not been
for the action of a House committee
upon which then served our present col-
league, the junior Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Munprl, the present Vice
President of the United States, and cer-
tain other Representatives who, by con-
gressional action, finally cleaned up the
situation which was endangering the
security of the United States,

I may say to the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia—and I desire no
longer to trespass upon the time of the
Senator from Alabama—that inasmuch
as the Senator from West Virginia has
made so much ado about the fact that
for a period of less than 90 days a gentle-
man served as chairman of the Repub-
lican National Committee who is no
longer chairman of that committee, and
as to whose activities, if any, the Kansas
Legislature raised some question, the
genfleman was not engaged in such
activities during the period of time when
he held either an official position in the
United States Government, or a party
position in either Kansas or in the Na-
tional Republican Party.
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For the enlightenment of the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia,
I will furnish a documentation of the
length of time that was taken to get
action on a number of persons holding
high positions in the United States Gov-
ernment. I think the Senator, in all
fairness, will agree that it took far more
than 90 days for the Truman adminis-
fration to move in these cases.

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, let me re-
mind the distinguished Senator from
California that intellectual illumination,
like charity, ought to begin at home. I
shall not need the documents to which
he has referred.

The Truman administration doubt-
less made mistakes. But they were not
superimposed upon a basis of Nationwide
roaring for transcendental political pu-
rity, or extravagant promises of usher-
ing in a political millennium overnight.
Furthermore, two wrongs, even though
one of them be Democratic, can never
make a right.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield so that
I may ask the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia a question?

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield.

Mr., WELKER. I regret that I missed
a portion of the Senator's remarks, but
I have been informed that they had to
do with one Wesley Roberts, from the
State of Kansas.

Able lawyer that he is, can the Sen-
ator tell us what the President of the
United States could have done with re-
spect to a violation of purely a State
statute in the State of Kansas?

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, he could,
like the prophets of old, have cried out,
or, in the President’s words, “roared out,”
against the misconduct of Mr. Roberts
and demanded that he bring forth fruits
meet for repentance. The President
could have thus preserved his popularity
and encouraged the people to help him
eradicate political impurity from ocean
to ocean.

Mr. WELKER. Will the Senator from
West Virginia be so kind as to advise
me when the report was made by the
Kansas Legislature, a report that did not
find Mr. Roberts guilty of any crime,
but, as I understand, found that he had
violated the spirit of a State statute but
not the letter of a State statute?

Mr., NEELY. I do not remember the
date of the report. The Ilegislature
found that Mr. Roberts had frustrated
the antilobby law of Kansas.

Mr. WELKER. He violated the spirit
of the antilobby law of Kansas. I will
ask the Senator from West Virginia if
it is not a fact that upon the very day
of the action of the Kansas Legislature
Mr. Roberts resigned voluntarily?

Mr. NEELY. Mr. Roberts did resign.
The President stated that the resigna-
tion was “a wise one.”

Mr. WELKER. Does the distin-
guished Senator desire to leave with
this body the impression that President
Eisenhower had adequate information
on the subject prior to the action on
the part of the Kansas Legislature?

Mr. NEELY, I make no such imputa-
tion because I do not know when the
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President first leamed of the Roberts

- matter.

Mr. WELKER. The Senator certainly
has spoken many words which so indi-
cate.

Mr. NEELY. The Congress generally
knew about it. But I do not pretend to

- know when the President first learned of

either the Roberts misconduct or the
action in relation to it which was taken
by the Legislature of Kansas,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. Does the Senator desire
to make an insertion in the REcorp?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. HILL. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator from Alabama will yield
for a general request?

Mr. HILL. Without prejudicing my
rights to the floor, I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader for the pur-
pose of allowing him to make any request
he desires to make.

Mr. TAFT. I ask unanimous consent
that, without the Senator from Alabama
losing the floor, Senators may have the
right to present petitions and memo-
rials, to introduce bills, submit resolu-
tions, make unanimous-consent requests,
and present other matters that would
be in order during the morning hour,
their speeches not to exceed the usual
2-minute limit.

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

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

REPEAL OF CERTAIN ACTS RELATING TO COOPER=
ATIVE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION WORK

A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to repeal certain acts relating to cooperative
agricultural extension work and to amend
the Smith-Lever Act of May 8, 1914, to pro-
vide for cooperative agricultural extension
work between the agricultural colleges in the
several States, Territories, and possessions
recelving the benefits of an act of Congress
approved July 2, 1862, and of acts supple=
mentary thereto, and the United States De-
partment of Agriculture (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

DisPoSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United
States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of papers and documents on the files of sev-
eral departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment which are not needed in the con-
duct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with ac-
companying papers); to a Joint Select Com-
mittee on the Disposition of Papers in the
Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr,
CarrLson and Mr. JomnstoN of South
Carolina members of the comm.ittee on
the part of the Senate,
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A Jjoint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee on
Finance:

“Senate Joint Resolution 17

“Joint resolution relative to motor wvehicle
fuel taxes collected by the Federal Gov-
ernment
“Whereas a critical need exists for im-

mediate modernization of the highways of

the Nation for the security and economic
welfare of the people; and

“Whereas additional funds are sorely
needed to accomplish this vital improvement
of our highways: and

“Whereas the Federal Government is im-
posing taxes on motor vehicle fuels for gen-

eral purposes, constituting an invasion of a

tax resource that might better be reserved to

the States which have demonstrated their
ability to collect motor vehicle fuels taxes
effectively and economically; and

“Whereas the general principle that reve-
nues collected from highway users as such
ghould be expended for their benefit on the
highways, roads and streets is recognized
by the Federal Government in its dealings
with the States but is violated by the Federal

Government in its own fiscal policy; and
“Whereas in the interests of the national

economy and defense it is desirable that Fed-

eral ald for highways should, at the very
least, equal the amount of motor vehicle
fuels taxes collected by the Federal Gov-
ernment: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and the Assembly
of the State of California (jointly), That the

Legislature of California urgently requests

the Federal Government to abandon the field

of excise taxes on motor fuels or, in the
alternative, to provide that the amount of

Federal ald for highways be increased at

least to the amount of motor vehicle fuels

taxes collected by the Federal Government,
and that such increase in Federal aid be
distributed among the individual States in
proportion to the amount of motor vehicle
fuels taxes collected in such States; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen-
ate is directed to transmit copies of this
resolution to the President of the Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
and to each Senator and Representative from

California in the Congress of the United

States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee on
Public Works:

“Senate Joint Resolution 22

“Joint resolution relative to flood-control
works on Butte and Little Chico Creeks

“Whereas the lives and property of the
residents of the city of Chico, the town of
Durham, and the Durham Land Colony, as
well as extensive lands bordering on the
upper Butte and Little Chico Creeks in Butte
County, are threatened by the ravages of
floods; and

“Whereas Congress, by the Flood Control
Act of December 22, 1944, as amended by
the Flood Control Act of May 17, 1950, has
authorized remedial flood-control works as
a part of a project referred to as ‘Sacramento
River, major and minor tributaries’ for con-
struction in cooperation with the State of
California, which would afford protection to
the people in this area; and

“Whereas the California Legislature has,
by the State Water Resources Act of 1945,
authorized the works contemplated by Con-
gress; and

“Whereas Congress has made #$946,000
available to accomplish authorized work on
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the lower reaches of Butte Creek, which work
has been completed; and

“Whereas it is estimated that $700,000 of
additional Federal funds will be required to
complete the authorized works on the upper
reaches of Butte Creek and the diversion
structure on Little Chico Creek; and

“Whereas the Legislature of California has
made available all funds necessary to carry
out the State's participation in the construc-
tion of the works; and

“Whereas the additional work contem-
plated by the congressionally authorized
project is necessary if more than minimum
protection is to be afforded to the residents
in the area concerned; and

“Whereas the State water resources board
has included in its recommendation to Con-
gress for Federal flood-control funds for the
1954 fiscal year, sufficient funds to complete
the flood-control works on the Butte and
Little Chico Creeks, thus recognizing its im-
portance to the welfare and safety of the
people of this State: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That Con-
gress is urged to make avallable the neces-
sary funds to complete the construction of
the vitally needed ficod-control works on the
Butte and Little Chico Creeks; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen-
ate is directed to transmit a copy of this
resolution to the President of the United
States, the President of the Senate, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, to
each Senator and Representative from the
State of California in the Congress of the
United States, and to the Chief Engineer of
the United States Army."

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; ordered to lie on the
table:

“Senate Joint Resolution 26

“Joint resolution relative to submerged
lands

“Whereas the several States have from
their inception claimed and exercised full
ownership and control of the lands and
resources beneath both inland and offshore
waters within their historic boundaries; and

“Whereas, the several States, Including
many municipalities, public port authorities
and private individuals acting under au-
thority granted by the States, have spent
enormous sums of money reclaiming and
improving these lands and natural resources
relying on the validity of their titles; and

“Whereas under this State and local con-
trol the constitutional powers delegated by
the States to the Federal Government re-
specting national defense, navigation, com-
merce, and international relations have in
no way been impaired; and

“Whereas in three separate lawsuits
brought by the United States against Califor-
nia, Texas, and Louisiana, the United States
Supreme Court held that these States had
no rights of ownership in the so-called mar-
ginal sea belt or the lands and resources
beneath it; and

“Whereas the Supreme Court also held
that the Federal Government has para-
mount rights in and full dominion and
power over the submerged lands and re-
sources beneath this marginal sea belt by
which it can take, without compensating
the owners, any resources of value that
might be discovered; and

“Whereas these decislons overrule earlier
decisions and are contrary to the spirit of
the fifth amendment to the Constitution
which prohibits taking private property for
public use without just compensation and
the 10th amendment which protects the
sovereignty and rights of the several States;
and

“Whereas this ‘paramrount rights’ doctrine
threatens the nationalization of all natural
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resources and lands, including forests, min-
erals, and fisheries, whether State or privately
owned; and

“Whereas the jurisdiction of several Cali-
fornja State agencies, including the fish
and game commission, public utilities com-
mission, and lands commission, has already
been encroached upon by the Federal Gov-
ernment under this ‘paramount rights' doc-
trine; and

“Whereas Congress has the constitutional
right and power to enact legislation fully
restoring the rights of the States: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Congress of the United States is respectfully
memoralized to enact such legislation as
will be necessary to restore the ownership
of the States to all lands and resources be-
neath navigable waters, both inland and off-
shore, within their historic boundaries; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen=
ate is directed to transmit copies of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to each
Member of the United States Congress.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska; to the Committee on
Appropriations:

“Senate Joint Memorial 21

“To the President of the United States, the
Presgident of the Senate, and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives of the
Congress of the United States, the Attor=
ney General, the Postmaster General, the
Secretary of the Interior, the Director of
the Public Buildings Administration, and
the Delegate to Congress from Alaska:

“Your memorialist, the Legislature of the
Territory of Alaska, in 21st regular sessiuon
assembled, respectfully represents that:

“Whereas on a night in December of the
year 1940, the combined courthouse, jail, and
Federal building at Valdez, Alaska, was totally
destroyed by fire; and

“Whereas ever since the above occurrence,
the town of Valdez and embracing area has
been without adequate facilities for housing
or maintaining prisoners and holding terms
of the district court; and

“Whereas all pertinent records and valu=
able documents pertaining to the Depart-
ment of Justice, Post Office Department and
other Federal agencies located at Valdez are
scattered throughout the town in various
frame buildings, with a constant threat of
fire endangering their safekeeping; and

“Whereas the population of Valdez has
trebled over the past 3-year period; and

“Whereas to cite a relative example, the
volume of mail received at the Valdez Post
Office has Increased to the point wWhere fa-
cilities available do not afford the postmaster
or her assistants opportunity to make avall-
able to the public the usual efficient dis=
persing of the mails to the public when ship-
ments of mail are being assorted, nor, do the
present facilities allow the usual safety from
theft that citizens of the United States gen=-
erally accept as being in keeping with the
high standards of the United States postal
service; and

“Whereas in reply to previous memorials
directed to them by the Alaska Legislature,
the Secretary of the Interior, the Attorney
General, and the Postmaster General of the
United States have individually recognized
the necessity for construction of a fireproof
Federal building at Valdez, Alaska:

“Now, therefore, your memorialist, the
Legislature of the Territory of Alaska, re=
spectfully prays that the United States offi~
cers and Delegate to Congress from Alaska,
to whom this memorial is submitted, lend
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their united effort toward obtaining a con-
gressional appropriation enabling the con-
struction of a combined courthouse, jail,
postoffice, and general Federal office building
at Valdez, Alaska.

“And your memorialist will ever pray.”

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the Territory of Alaska; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency:

“House Memorial 15

“To the Congress of the United States; the
Chairman of the United States Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs; the Secretary of the Interior; the
Administrator, Housing and Home Fi-
nance Agency; the Administrator, Fed-
eral Housing Administration; and the
Delegate to Congress from Alaska:

“Your memorialist, the House of Repre-
sentatives of the Territory of Alaska, In 21st
regular session assembled, respectfully sub-
mits that:

“Whereas by congressional act (48
U. S. C. A. 434, 62 Stat. 58) the legislature
was authorized to create a public corpora-
tion under the name of the Alaska Housing
Authority; and

“Whereas by said act the Congress of the
United States appropriated the sum of $15
million, in addition to funds appropriated by
the Territory of Alaska, to be used as a re-
volving fund, for the development of housing
facilities in areas of housing shortage in
Alaska; and

“Whereas under sald act, the Legislature
of the Territory of Alaska adopted enact-
ments extending and supplementing the au-
thority conferred, and created a public cor-
porate authority to promote, construct, and
administer development of the housing pro-
gram in Alaska; and

“Whereas the housing needs of the Terrl-
tory of Alaska have been alleviated by the
Authority principally in the heavily popu-
lated areas through mass housing projects;
and

“Whereas Alaskan capital available for
financing individual housing development is
limited and home loans insured by the Fed-
eral Housing Administration through Alas-
kan banking institutions have been made
principally to preferred risks in the larger
centers of population; and

“Whereas loans in excess of $500 by the
Alaska Housing Authority through congres-
sional act are limited to public agencies, pri-
vate nonprofit or limited dividend corpora-
tions, or private corporation, or private cor-
porations which are regulated or restricted
8 to rents on sales charges, capital struc-
ture, rate of return and methods of opera-
tions by the Authority; and

“Whereas the housing needs of the Terri-
tory could be met more effectively through
individual loans administered by and
through the Alaska Houslng Authority, thus
enhancing the economy of the Territory by
the utilization of small Alaskan contractors
and local manpower:

“Now, therefore, your memorialist, the
House of Representatives of the Territory of
Alaska, urges that congressional act (48
U. 8. C. A. 484, 63 Stat. 58) be amended to
provide for mortgage loans to individuals
through the Alaska Housing Authority, and
providing for commitment limits as pre-
scribed by the Federal Housing Administra-
tlon, for housing development in Alaska,
which are now limited in amounts to $500
per dwelling in order that:

*1. Housing requirements may be met on
an individual basis.

“2, The smaller villages and communities
of Alaska may participate in the program
to alleviate the obvious housing shortages
which now exist.

“3. Local Alaskan contractors and local
manpower might be utilized in the home de-
velopment program, thus enhancing the
economy of the Territory of Alaska.

“And your memorialist will ever pray.”
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A letter from the Director, Colorado Civil
Defense Agency, Denver, Colo., notifying the
Senate of a civil-defense compact entered
into between that State and other States and
the District of Columbia (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the City of Redonda Beach, Calif., urging
the appropriate agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment be requested to take the necessary
steps to provide offshore rescue facilities for
airplanes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

CITATION OF RUSSELL W. DUKE FOR
CONTEMPT OF SENATE

Mr. McCARTHY., Mr. President, from
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, I report favorably an original res-
olution citing Russell W. Duke for con-
tempt of the Senate, and I submit a re-
port (No. 143) thereon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BusH
in the chair). The report will be re-
ceived, and the resolution will be placed
on the calendar.

The resolution (S. Res. 103) was placed
on the calendar, as follows:

Resolved, That the President of the Senate
certify the report of the Committee on
Government Operations of the United States
Senate as to the willful default of Russell W,
Duke in failing to appear to testify before
the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations of the United States Ben-
ate In response to a subpena, together with
all the facts in connection therewith, under
the seal of the United States Senate, to
the United States Attorney for the District
of Columbia to the end that the said Russell
W. Duke may be proceeded against in the
manner and form provided by law.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, April 15, 1953, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S. 147. An act for the relief of Sizuko Kato
and her minor child, Meechiko;

S.516. An act for the relief of Ronald Lee
Oenning;

5. 682. An act for the rellef of George Rod-
ney Giltner (formerly Joji Wakamiya): and

B8.954. An act for the relief of Robert
Harold Wall.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. MARTIN:

5.1633. A bill authorizing the appropria-
tion of funds to provide for the completion
of certain projects for flood control and
related purposes in the Columbia River
Basin; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. THYE:

S.1634. A bill for the relief of Alton

Bramer; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HOLLAND:

5. 1635. A bill to exempt State departments
of agriculture and State marketing bureaus
from the increase in postage rates on third-
class mail provided by section 3 of the act
of October 30, 1951; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. FREAR:

8.1636. A bill to require a determination
by the Tax Court of the existence of a prima
facie case of fraud prior to the administrative
imposition of an addition to an income-tax

April 15

deficlency based upon fraud; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.
By Mr. KEERR (for himself and Mr.
MONRONEY) &

S.1637. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands to the State of Oklahoma; and

S.1638. A hill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands to the State of Oklahoma; to the
Committee on Public Works.

S.1639. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands to the State of Oklahoma; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request) :

S. 1640. A bill to amend the act of April 29,
1941, to authorize the waiving of the re-
quirement of performance and payment
bonds in connection with certain Coast
Guard contracts;

S.1641. A bill to retrocede to the State of
Oklahoma concurrent jurisdiction over the
right-of-way for U. 8. Highways 62 and 277
within the Fort Sill Military Reservation,
Okla,;

S.1642. A bill to authorize the Secretaries
of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force,
with the approval of the Secretary of De-
fense, to cause to be published official regis-
ters for their respective services;

5. 1643. A bill to authorize the Post Office
Department to designate enlisted personnel
of the Army, Navy, Alr Force, Marine Corps,
and Coast Guard as postal clerks and assist-
ant postal clerks, and for other purposes;

5. 1644. A bill to amend the act of May 27,
1940 (54 Stat. 223), as amended, to remove
the limitation upon the rank of the director
of musiec, the leader of the Military Academy
Band, and for other purposes;

S.1645. A bill to clarify the status of citi-
zens or nationals of the Republic of the Phil-
ippines who are retired members of the uni-
formed services and 1'ho hold offices of profit
or trust under the Republic of the Philip-
pines, and for other purposes;

5.1646. A bill to amend section 301, Serv-
icemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, to fur-
ther limit the jurisdiction of boards of review
established under that section; and

5. 1647. A bill to amend the act of August
3, 1950, as amended, to continue in effect the
provisions thereof relating to the authorized
personnel strengths of the Armed Forces; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

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

SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS TO STATE

OF OEKLAHOMA FOR PARK PUR-
POSES

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, and my colleague, the junior
Senator from Oklahoma [(Mr. Mon-
RONEY], I introduce for appropriate ref-
erence three bills which pertain to the
acquisition of Federal lands by the State
of Oklahoma for park purposes.

I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment by N. R. Graham, vice chairman
of th2 Oklahoma Planning and Resources
Board, be printed in the REcorp at the
conclusion of my remarks on this sub=-
ject. Mr. Graham's statement fully ex-
plains the purpose of the bills and the
programs of the State of Oklahoma for
developing State parks and recreational
areas.

Oklahoma is becoming very conscious
of her recreational resources and is set-
ting the pattern for development of
these resources by the States themselves,
with a minimum of assistance from the
Federal Government.

The ‘May issue of Holiday magazine
features the State of Oklahoma. If
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you will acquire a copy and read the
article, you will understand why Okla-
homa has been so successful in develop-
ing her State parks system.

We take great pride in the fact that
Lake Texoma on Red River in Oklahoma
had over 3 million visitors during the
last calendar year—more than any other
recreational or park area in the United
States.

My colleague [Mr. MoNRoONEY] has
joined me in the introduction of the
bills and we hope that prompt action
can be secured in their passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the state-
ment will be printed in the REcorp.

The statement referred to is as fol-
lows:

STATEMENT OF N. R. GRAHAM, VICE CHAIRMAN,

OKLAHOMA PLANNING AND RESOURCES

BoARrRD, OKLAHOMA CI1TY, OKLA,

The government of the State of Oklahoma
has engaged in a major way in the develop-
ment of State parks and recreational areas
since 1685. This is being accomplished both
through substantial State appropriations
and by the sale of self-liquidating bonds
with which to construct modern lodges and
cabins. To date the State of Oklahoma has
in excess of $5 million invested in State
parks, exclusive of land and roads.

The first of these bond projects was con-
structed at Lake Murray State Park at a
cost of $850,000. Income from concessions
have far exceeded bond requirements, the
demands being so large as to require an
additional investment of $480,000 for addi-
tional air-conditioned rooms and other im-
provements.

Based on this experience the legislature
has authorized the issuance of approximately
$5 million in self-liquidating bonds for the
construction of modern recreational facili-
ties at 4 other State parks, 3 of which are
located on lands adjacent to Corps of Engi-
neer projects and 1 on land adjacent to a
Bureau of Reclamation project.

These projects have been carefully engi-
neered as to economic feasibility and bond
buyers have agreed to take the issue under
certain circumstances. The properties will
be leased to private operators and will be
operated by them on a concession basis.
The principal requirement of the bond
buyers is that permanent structures bullt
from their funds be located on land owned
by the State. It is also a requirement of
Oklahoma law.

At present the State of Oklahoma now
holds long-term leases on the Federal lands
involved in these parks, The State has In
some cases purchased lands back from the
shoreline when necessary to round out the
park area.

Desirable location of the proposed lodges
is naturally dictated by topography. In
each case the desirable site is on a high ele-
vation but close to the water edge. While
there are many sources of attraction for
recreation seekers in the semiarid Southwest,
the predominant attraction is water; hence
our desire to build in the indicated locations.

In the case of Sequoyah Park on the Fort
Gibson Dam and Reservoir project, the State
needs to purchase approximately 50 acres of
land, all of which is above the flood pool.
In the Texoma area on the Denison Reser-
voir project our needs call for the purchase
of some 70 acres, while at Lake Altus under
the Bureau of Reclamation, we will need to
buy some 87 acres.

Of course, we expect the Federal Govern-
ment to retain all authority necessary to
protect the Federal interest in these projects
and to further protect the public by requir-
ing that the land purchased by the State
be used only for public-park purposes.
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Time has not permitted a search of old
records to find the cost of this property to
the Federal Government but whatever it be,
the State will be glad to reimburse the
Treasury, Since the State now holds long-
time leases on this and surrounding land, it
can have no other value.

In conferences with the Corps of Engi-
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation, it has
been determined that the recreational de-
velopment proposed by the State in no way
interferes with their operation, but comple-
ments it.

Because the payment of interest is in-
volved, time is an important element. It
will take nearly a year to build these proj-
ects. Our vacation season starts in May.
If the cost of interest during construction
is not to become excessive, we must be ready
to serve the public not later than May 1,
1954.

It is, therefore, our sincere hope that the
legislative authority for the sale of these
small tracts to the State of Oklahoma can
be expedited.

The bills, introduced by Mr. Kerr (for
himself and Mr. MONRONEY), Were re-
ceived, read twice by their titles, and re-
ferred as indicated:

8. 1637. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands to the State of Oklahoma; and

8. 1638. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands to the State of Oklahoma; to the
Committee on Public Works.

S. 1639. A bill to authorize the sale of cer-
tain lands to the State of Oklahoma; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

ARMED SERVICES LEGISLATION

Mr., SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
by request, I introduce for appropriate
reference eight bills relating to the
Armed Services,

Each of the bills is accompanied by a
letter of transmittal from the depart-
ment concerned which explains the pur-
pose of the bill.

I ask that the accompanying letters in
each case be printed in the REcorp im-
mediately following the listing of bills
introduced.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bills
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred:; and, without objection, the let-
ters will be printed in the REcorb, as re-
quested by the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

The bills introduced by Mr. SALTON-
sTALL, by request, were received, read
twice by their titles, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services, as fol-
lows:

8.1640. A bill to amend the act of April
29, 1941, to authorize the waiving of the re-
quirement of performance and payment
bonds in connection with certain Coast
Guard contracts.

The letter to accompany Senate bill
1640 is as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, March 25, 1953,
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.

Bimr: There is enclosed a draft of proposed
bill “to amend the act of April 29, 1941, to
authorize the waiving of the requirement of
performance and payment bonds in connec-
tion with certain Coast Guard contracts.”

The act of April 29, 1941, 56 Btat, 147
(40 U. 8. C. 270e), authorizes the Secretary
of the Army and the Secretary of the Navy,
in their discretion, to waive the require-
ments for performance and payment bonds
contained in the act of August 24, 1935, 49
Stat. 793 (40 U. 8. C. 270a—d), the so-called

-Miller Act, with respect to contracts for the
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manufacturing, producing, furnishing, con=
struction, alteration, repair, processing, or
assembling of vessels, aircraft, munitions,
materiel, or supplies of any kind or nature
for the Army or the Navy. The Miller Act
requires performance and payment bonds in
connection with any contract exceeding
$2,000 for the construction, alteration, or
repair of any public buildings or public work
of the United States. The purpose of the
proposed bill is to permit the Secretary of
the Treasury to waive these regquirements
for performance and payment bonds on Coast
Guard contracts to the same extent and
under the same circumstances as is now
authorized in connection with the contracts
of the Army and Navy.

A proposed bill relating to the same sub-
ject matter was submitted to the 82d Con=
gress by the Treasury Department, and was
introduced in the House of Representatives
as H. R. 2394 and in the Senate as S. 948,
After holding hearings on H. R. 2394, the
House Committee on the Judiciary reported
the bill favorably, with amendments making
the legislation applicable to the Depart=-
ment of the Air Force, and expressly authora
izing waiver of Miller Act bonds on cost-
plus-a-fixed-fee contracts (H. Rept. No. 2689,
82d Cong.). The bill, as amended, was
passed by the House of Representatives on
April 2, 1951. The proposed legislation now
submitted by the Treasury Department is in
the form in which H. R. 2394 was passed
by the House of Representatives, except as
hereinafter indicated.

The Coast Guard's procurement procedure,
like that of the Navy, Army, and Air Force,
is established pursuant to the Armed Serv-
ices Procurement Act of 1947, 62 Stat. 21 (41
U. 8. C. 151-161). One of the alms of that
act was to provide for uniformity in pur-
chase procedures by the armed services.
Contractors bidding on Coast Guard require=-
ments, who also supply similar needs of other
branches of the armed services, justifiably
expect the basic procurement procedures of
the Coast Guard to be in conformity with
the procedures followed by the other armed
services. In some instances contractors
have declined to perform services for the
Coast Guard on any different basis from that
established for use by the other services.
Contractors in certain cases have refused to
furnish the Coast Guard with performance
and payment bonds, citing the fact that such
bonds are not required for similar work for
the Army or Navy.

Since both the Navy and the Army have
invoked the waiver authority contained in
the act of April 20, 1941, with respect to
certain types of contracts, it becomes in-
creasingly more difficult for the Coast Guard
to require contractors to furnish perform-
ance and payment bonds in cases where such
bonds are not required on similar Army or
Navy contracts.

At the request of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission, that Commission has been included
within the provisions of the proposed legis-
lation. The Atomic Energy Commission
has advised that it Is now engaged In a
major construction program which will in-
volve the expenditure of several billions of
dollars in the course of the next few years;
that much of this work will be performed
under cost-type contracts; and that as the
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of
Representatives pointed out in H. Rept.
269, B2d Congress, there is adequate assur-
ance under cost-type contracts that ma-
terialmen and workmer. will be paid, and
that Miller Act payment bonds are, in such
situations, unnecessary and a waste of Gov=
ernment money. Accordingly, the Atomic
Energy Commission desires express authority
to waive the requirements of the Miller Act
to the same extent as such authority would
be possessed by the Departments of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and the Coast Guard,
under this proposed legislation.



3100

It would be appreciated, therefore, if you
would lay the proposed bill before the Sen=-
ate. A similar proposed bill has been trans-
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

The Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that there is no ob-
jection to the submission of this proposed
legislation to the Congress.

Very truly yours,
H. CHAPMAN ROSE,
Acting Secretary of the Treasury.

5.1641. A bill to retrocede to the State of
Oklahoma concurrent jurisdiction over the
right-of-way for United States Highways 62
and 277 within the Fort Sill Military Reser-
vation, Oklahoma.

The letter accompanying Senate bill
1641 is as follows:

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
oF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., April 7, 1953.
Hon. LEVERETT SALTONSTALL,
Chairman, Committee on Armed
Services, United States Senate.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation “To retrocede
to the State of Oklahoma concurrent juris-
diction over the right-of-way for United
States Highways 62 and 277 within the Fort
Sill Military Reservation, Oklahoma."

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1953 and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that it
has no objection to the presentation of this
proposal to the Congress. The Department
of Defense recommends that it be enacted.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This proposed legislation will retrocede
to the State of Oklahoma, upon aceceptance
thereof, concurrent jurisdiction over the
right-of-way for United States Highways 62
and 277 within the Fort Sill Military Reserva-
tion. The United States now has exclusive
jurisdiction over this area, ceded by the
State of Oklahoma March 17, 1913 (Okla-
homa, Sessions Laws, 1913, ch. 52, p. 90).
Permission to use a part of Fort Sill Military
Reservation as highway right-of-way was
granted to the State of Oklahoma by the
Assistant Secretary of War by permit dated
October 13, 1832. This measure will permit
proper control of the highway, jointly, by
the Federal Government and the State,
thereby obviating problems which might
arise out of military policing of highways
heavily traveled by the civillan publie. At
the same time concurrent jurisdiction will
allow appropriate military control of an area
within a military reservation.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, ACTION AGENCY

The Department of the Army has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation,

Sincerely yours,
RoGer KENT,
General Counsel.

5.1642. A bill to authorize the Secretaries
of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force,
with the approval of the Secretary of De-
fense, to cause to be published official Reg-
isters for their respective services.

The letter accompanying Senate bhill
1642 is as follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1953.
Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY,
President of the Senate.

Dear MRr. PresmenT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation, *To author-
ize the Secretaries of the Army, the Navy,
and the Air Force, with the approval of the
Secretary of Defense, to cause to be pub-
lished official registers for their respective
.services.” :

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1953 and
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‘the Bureau of -the Budget has no objection
to the presentation of the proposal to the
Congress. The Department of Defense rec-
ommends that it be enacted.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The Army and Navy Registers are men-
tioned in various laws, parts of laws, and
resolutions dating as far back as 1812. The
only legal basis for the publication of an
Ailr Force Register is an assumption that
the laws relating to the Army Register are
applicable to the Air Force, and the refer-
ences to an Air Force Register in sections
201 and 301 (a) of Public Law 810, 80th
Congress. (62 Stat. 1081)., This proposed
legislation would repeal the miscellaneous
statutes relating to the contents of the regis-
ters and enact one provision of law applicable
to all the military departments.

The statutes or parts thereof which are
repealed by section 2 of the attached draft
require the following information to be in-
included in the appropriate register:

(a) Lineal rank for each arm; enlisted
service; volunteer service of Regular Army
officers.

(b) Highest volunteer rank of Regular
Army officers.

(c) Retired officers of the Army.

(d) Disabled emergency officers of the
Army and of the Navy and Marine Corps.

(e) Names of certain persons who sub-
mitted to yellow fever experlments (Army
Register).

(f) Retired Regular Army and Regular Air
Force officers,

(g) Retired officers of the Army of the
United States and the Alr Force of the
United States other than Regulars.

(h) Retired Navy officers.

(1) Warrant officers of the Navy.

(J) Members of uniformed services who
are on a temporary disability retired list.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

Legislation Identical with this proposal
was included in the Department of Defense
legislative program for consideration by the
B1st Congress’ second session, approved by
the Bureau of the Budget, and introduced
in the Congress (5. 3390 and H. R. B08T).
No further action was taken by the B8lst
Congress with respect to S. 3390 and H. R.
8087.

It was resubmitted for consideration by
the 82d Congress and was introduced (S. 321
and H. R. 1183). The House of Representa-
tives passed H. R. 1183, without amendment,
on June 18, 1951, but the Senate did not act
upon either bill.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

The average annual cost of this legislation
will approximate $94,000 per year. This fig-
ure does not represent any increase in cost
for the publication of the Army Register and
the Navy Register, but does contemplate an
expenditure of $22,000 for the publication of
the Air Force Register.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION AGENCY
The Department of the Army has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation.
Sincerely yours,
Rocer KENT.

5. 1643. A bill to authorize the Post Office
Department to designate enlisted personnel
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
and Coast Guard as postal clerks and assist-
ant postal clerks, and for other purposes.

The letter accompanying Senate bill
1643 is as follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1953

‘Hon, ALBEN W. BARKLEY,

President of the Senate.

DEAR Mg. PRESIDENT: There is. forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation, *To authorize
the Post Office Department to designate en-
listed personnel of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
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Marine Corps, and Coast Guard as -postal
clerks and assistant postal clerks, and for
other purposes,” and a sectional analysis
thereof. ] .

This proposal Is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1953 and
the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to
the presentation of this proposal to the Con=-
gress. The Department of Defense recom-
mends that it be enacted.

FPURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This proposal is to authorize the United
States Post Office Department to designate
as postal clerks and assistant postal clerks
certain enlisted personnel of the Army, Navy,
Air Force, Marine Corps, or Coast Guard who
have been selected for such designation by
the Secretary of the Department concerned.
Such designated personnel shall be author=
ized to receive and open pouches and sacks
of mail addressed to the post offices, stations,
vessels, and installations of the Departments
concerned; deliver such mail; sell postage
stamps; make up and dispatch mails; and
perform other postal duties authorized by
the Postmaster General in accordance with
prescribed rules and regulations.

Each postal clerk or assistant postal clerk
s0 designated shall take a proper oath and
shall give bond to the United States in such
penal sum as the Postmaster General may
direct. However, the Secretary of the serv=
ice concerned may terminate such bond and
is authorized specifically to waive the giving
of any bond by such postal clerks or assistant
postal clerks. ¥

The proposed legislation further provides
that the Department concerned shall an-
nually reimburse the Post Office Department
for funds and postal stocks embezzled, or
lost through negligence, errors, or defalca-
tions on the part of unbonded postal clerks,
unbonded assistant postal clerks, persons
acting in those capacities, or commissioned
or warrant officers of the Army, Navy. Air
Force, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard who
have been designated as custodians of postal
effects by the appropriate commanding of=
ficers. Relmbursement shall be made also
for funds expended by the Post Office Depart=
ment in payment of claims arising from such
losses occasioned by such personnel, and the
Secretary concerned is authorized to proceed
against such personnel to recover amounts
50 paid.

At present, the Departments of the Army
and the Air Force are confronted with an
undesirable factor of the law (the act of
August 21, 1841, ch, 392, 55 Stat. 656, as
amended, 39 U. S. C, 138), which requires
that persons performing the duty of mail
clerk or assistant mail clerk be bonded. This
requirement often creates inequities, retards
expeditious handling of the mails, increases
administrative costs, and brings about an
injustice in many instances. In the latter
connection there have been instances in
which the service concerned has found a
mail clerk or assistant malil clerk to be en=
tirely free of blame for the shortage of funds
and the Post Office Department has subse-
quently made demand for payment upon
the surety. In such Instances it Is incum-
.bent upon the individual to make final set=
tlement with the surety notwithstanding the
finding of his innocence.

The Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard
operate their postal services pursuant to the
act of May 27, 1908 (ch. 206, 35 Stat. 417-
418), as amended (39 U. S. C. 134), and sec-
tion 8 of the act of August 24, 1912 (ch. 389,
37 Stat. 554), as amended (39 U. S. C. 135).
The latter act was amended by the act of
July 2, 19456 (ch. 226, 59 Stat. 3156), to provide
that the Secretary of the Navy may waive
the giving of bond by Navy malil clerks and

.assistant Navy mail clerks. It is provided

further that the Post Office Department shall
be reimbursed annually by the Department

.of the Navy for funds embezzled or claims

peaid, arising from errors, losses, or defalca-
tions by such clerks, The Department of
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the Navy advises that the handling of maill
pursuant to the act of July 2, 1945, has been
most satisfactory.

This proposal is designed along the same
basic lines as the above-cited acts of May
27, 1008, and August 24, 1912, as amended,
in order that the equities and procedures
therein established may be extended uni-
formly to the other services.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

Legislation identical with this proposal
was included in the Department of Defense
Legislative Program for 1951 and, with the
approval of the Bureau of the Budget, was
presented for the consideration of the 82d
Congress (H. R. 5066 and 8. 1995). The Con-
gress took no further action on the bills.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

It is estimated that this proposal would
obligate the United States with respect to
the Army and Air Force for an amount of
approximately $£35,000 per annum. It is fur-
ther estimated that this amount would be
set off by savings resulting from decreased
administration costs. As the Department of
the Navy and the Treasury Department (in-
sofar as the Coast Guard is concerned) have
been operating under procedures similar to
those provided for in this legislation, no
additional cost to the Government will result
with respect to these Departments.

CEPAETMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION AGENCY

The Department of the Army has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
RoceEr KENT,
General Counsel.

BECTIONAL ANALYSIS OF A BiLL To AUTHORIZE
THE PosT OFFICE DEPARTMENT To DESIGNATE
ENLISTED PERSONNEL OF THE ARMY, Navy,
Amr Forcg, MARINE CoRPs, AND CoasT GUARD
As Postarn CLERKS AND ASSISTANT POSTAL
CLERKS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Section 1 provides that enlisted personnel
of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps
and Coast Guard, and. the reserve compo-
nents thereof, may upon selection by the
Secretaries of the Departments concerned be
designated by the Post Office Department as
postal clerks and assistant postal clerks who
shall be authorized to perform the usual
duties of a postal clerk and any other postal
duties as may be authorized by the Post-
master General. The duties would be per-
formed in accordance with rules and regu-
lations as may be prescribed by the appro-
priate Army, Navy, ‘Air Force, Marine Corps
or Coast Guard authority. These postal
clerks and assistant postal clerks would be
required to take the oath of office prescribed
for members of the postal service and would
be required to give bond to the United
States in such amount as the Postmaster
General may deem sufficient. The Secretar-
ies concerned, however, may waive the giv-
ing of bond.

Section 2 provides that the Post Office De-
partment be reimbursed annually by the
department concerned for losses chargeable
to unbonded postal clerks and assistant pos-
tal clerks, persons acting in these capacities,
or commissioned or wararnt officers who have
been designated custodians of postal effects.

Section 3 would require that postal clerks
and assistants shall be amenable to the
discipline of the respective services except
that as to their dutles as such clerks they
shall be governed by postal rules and regu-
lations of the United States and of such
supplemental ‘postal directives and regula-
tions as may be prescribed by appropriate
authorities.

Section 4 would provide for the termina=
tion by the secretary of the department con-
cerned, of any bond given by Army, Navy or
Coast Guard mail clerks or by Army, Navy,
Air Force, Marine Corps or Coast Guard pos=
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-of Defense legislative program for 1953.
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-tal clerks or assistant postal clerks. Such
‘termination of bond would not affect the

liability of any person or surety thereunder

‘for losses occurring prior to such termina-
-tiom.

Section 5 would direct the Secretaries of

‘the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Treasury to

take appropriate action to effect recovery of

-amounts paid under the provisions of this

legislation from the persons responsible for
the losses or shortages.

Section 6 repeals laws and parts inconsls-
tent with this legislation.

S.1644. A bill to amend the Act of May 27,
1940 (54 Stat. 223), as amended, to remove
the limitation upon the rank of the direc-
tor of music, the leader of the Military
Academy Band, and for other purposes.

The letter accompanying Senate bill
1644 is as follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., Jan. 5, 1953.

Hon. ALBrN W. BARKLEY,

President of the Senate.
Dear Mgr. PrEsipENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation, “To amend

-the act of May 27, 1940 (54 Stat. 223), as

amended, to remove the limitation upon the
rank of the director of music, the leader of
the Military Academy Band, and for other
purposes.”

This proposal is a part of the Depnrtmr;l;t

e
Bureau of the Budget has advised that there
is no objection to the presentation of this

.proposed legislation for the consideration of

the Congress. The Department of Defense

recommends that it be enacted.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION
The act of May 27, 1940, as amended (10

‘U. 8. C. 1086), provides that “the teacher of

music, the leader of the Military Academy
Band, shall have the rank of captain * * *
and shall be entitled to receive the pay and
allowances of an officer in the grade of cap-
tain.” It is the purpose of this proposed
legislation to amend that statute to author-
ize the teacher of music and leader of the
band at the Academy to have such rank as
may be prescribed by the Secretary of the
Army and to save the retirement and other
benefits to which he and his dependents are
now entitled under the present provisions
of that act.

The present statutory limitation is not
only unduly restrictive but also unjustly dis-
criminatory against the present incumbent
of that position. The officer currently occu=-
pying that position was apjointed thereto in
1934 after having been selected from among
several hundred aspirants for the post and
has held the rank of captain since the ef-
fective date of the act, May 27, 1940. BSince
no authority exists for the promotion of this
officer, he has been forced to remain in that
grade for more than 12 years without any op-
portunity for advancement, even though he
is qualified for and deserving of promotion.

In addition the responsibilities of the
teacher of music and leader of the band at
the Military Academy include command au-
thority over a detachment of considerable
size, duties of teacher of music for the cadet
corps, and the leadership of a professional
band of national importance, and clearly
warrants his advancement to a grade com-
mensurate with his responsibilities and pro-
fessional attainments.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

With one exception, H. R, 6138, 82d Con-
gress, is identical to this proposed legislation
and to a draft of proposed legislation which
the Department of Defense recommended to
the Congress on March 7, 1952, as a part of
its leglslative program for 1952. That excep=-
tion is the inclusion in this proposal of a
provision requiring at least 6 months' service
in grade in order to retire in the highest
grade in which the officer served.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION AGENCY
‘The Department of the Army has been des-
ignated as the representative of the Depart-
ment of Defense for this legislation,
Sincerely yours,
Rocer KENT.
(Enclosure.) v

S5.1645. A bill to clarify the status of citl-
zens or natlonals of the Republie of the Phil-

-ippines who are retired members of the uni-

formed services and who hold offices of profit
or trust under the Republic of the Philip-
pines, and for other purposes.

"The letter accompanying Senate bill

_'1645 is as follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1953.

“Hon. ALBEN W. BARKLEY,

President of the Senate.

Dear MRr. PreESIDENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation, *“to clarify
the status of citizens or nationals of the
Hepublic of the Philippines who are retired
members of the vniformed services and who
hold offices of profit or trust under the Re-
public of the Philippines, and for other
purposes.”

This proposal is a part of the Department

.of Defense legislative program for 1953 and

the Bureau of the Budget has no objection
to the presentation of this proposal to the
Congress. The Department of Defense reg-
ommends that it be enacted.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

This proposal is designed to provide stat-
utory authority for retired members of the
uniformed services of the United States who
are nationals or citizens of the Republic of
the Philippines to accept under certain con-
ditions offices and emoluments from the
Phillppine Republic. Retired members of
the regular components and some of the

.nonregular compcnents of the Armed Forces

of the United States are prohibited from
accepting such offices and emoluments by
article 1, section 9, clause 8 of the United
States Constitution, wherein it is provided:
“No title of nobility shall be granted by
the United States: And no person holding
any office of profit or trust under them,

_shall, without the consent of the Congress,
_accept of any present, emolument, office, or

title, of any kind whatever, from any king,
prince, or foreign state.”

This proposal would eliminate that pro-
hibition, so far as concerns Philippine na-

‘tionals who are on retired status from the

uniformed services of the United States, in-
cluding the Philippine Scouts, by giving
congressional consent to such employment.
The proposal will specifically affect Philip-
pine nationals who are retired personnel of
the Philippine Scouts, whose retired status
is provided for under laws of the United
States and whose retired pay is authorized
to be paid from funds approprlsted by the
Congress.

This bill is made retroactive to July 4,
1946, the date of the President's proclama-
tion declaring the Philippine Commonwealth
to be a free and sovereign nation. By mak-
ing this proposal retroactive, it would vali-
date payments which may have been made
to such persons who, since the date of
Philippine independence, may have accepted
.and held offices or received emoluments
from the Philippine Republic.

It i1s belleved that this legislation will
result in a benefit to the Philippine Re-
public and may be an important factor in

fostering favorable American-Filipino rela-

tions and the continued influence and in-
terest of the United States in that country.

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES
Legislation identical to this proposal was

Included in the Department of Defense leg-

islative program for 1952, was approved by
the Bureau of the Budget, and introduced
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in the 82d Congress (H. R. 6337). The
Congress took no further action on the
proposal.
COST AND BUDGET DATA
This proposal would cause no increase in
budgetary requirements for the Department
of Defense.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION AGENCY

The Department of the Army has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
RoGer KENT,
General Counsel,

S. 1646. A bill to amend section 301, Serv-
icemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, to fur-
ther limit the jurisdiction of boards of re-
view established under that section,

The letter accompanying Senate bill
1646 is as follows:

AssSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1953,
Hon. ALBeN W. BARKLEY,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mr. PresmeENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation, to amend
section 301, Servicemen’s Readjustment Act
of 1944 to further limit the jurisdiction of
boards of review established under that sec-
tion.

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1953. The
Bureau of the Budget has advised that there
is no objection to the presentation of this
proposed legislation for the consideration of
the Congress. The Department of Defense
recommends that it be enacted.

PURPOSE OF THZ LEGISLATION

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to remove the review of punitive discharges
or dismissals from the armed services as the
result of court-martial sentences from the
Jjurisdiction of the so-called Discharge Re-
view Boards established under the provi-
sions of section 301 of the Servicemen's Re-
adjustment Act of 1944. The effect thereof
would be to limit the jurisdiction of such
boards to a review of administrative separa-
tions from the service and to limit the re-
view of punitive discharges or dismissals, ex-
cept as noted below, to the procedures pre-
scribed in the Uniform Code of Military Jus-
tice (Public Law 506, 81st Cong.).

At the time of enactment of the Service-
men's Readjustment Act of 1944, the only
discharges and dismissals from the Army,
including the Air Corps, resulting from
court-martial sentences were those based
on sentences of general courts-martial, the
review of which was expressly excluded from
the jurisdiction of the discharge-review
boards established under section 301 of that
act. Title IT of the Selective Ssrvice Act of
1948, the effective date of which was Febru-
ary 1, 1949, introduced the bad-conduct dis-
charge to the Army and the Air Force as an
additional punitive discharge. This bad-
conduct discharge has been continued under
the new Uniform Code of Military Justice
for all three services; and it may be imposed
by sentence of either a special or a general
court-martial, whereas the dishonorable
discharge may only be imposed by sentence
of a general court-martial. Thus, a bad-
conduct discharge, if imposed by a special
court-martial, in addition to the reviews pro-
vided by the Uniform Code of Military Jus-
tice, is also subject to an additional review
by a discharge-review board under section
301 of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of
1944. As the Uniform Code of Military Jus-
tice clearly provides for the finality of court-
martial judgments with appropriate appel-
late review, it is considered neither appro-
priate nor desirable that the additional re-
view afforded by the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act, in the case of bad-conduct dis-
charge imposed by reason of special court=
martial sentences, be continued in effect.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

It should be noted that under section 12
of the act of May 5, 1950, the first section
of which is the Uniform Code of Military
Justice, the Judge Advocate General of any
of the Armed Forces is authorized, inter alia,
to substitute for a dismissal, dishonorable
discharge, or bad-conduct discharge, a form
of discharge authorized for administrative
issuance, in any court-martial case involv-
ing an offense committed during the period
of World War II and until May 31, 1951, pro-
vided the accused submits a petition before
May 31, 1952, or within 1 year after comple-
tion of appellate review of his case, which-
ever is the later. In addition, the enactment
of this proposal would not affect the review
authority conferred by section 207 of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, under
which the Secretaries of the military depart-
ments, acting through boards of civilian of-
ficers or employees, may correct military or
naval records where necessary to correct an
error or remove an injustice. This authority
has been considered to extend to the review
and correction of entries in records result-
ing from the action of courts-martial and to
the issuance of a new discharge. Thus,
there are other means by which possible in-
Justices resulting from punitive discharges
may be corrected, in addition to the review
authority presently afforded by section 301
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of
1944 in the case of bad-conduct discharges
imposed by sentence of special courts-
martial,

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES

This proposed legislation was presented for
the consideration of the 82d Congress as part
of the Department of Defense legislative pro-
gram for 1952. It was introduced in the
House as H. R. 6769 and in the Senate as
?9 2;30, and it passed the House on May 5,

52.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION AGENCY

The Department of the Army has been
designated as the representative of the De-
partment of Defense for this legislation.

Sincerely yours,
Rocer KENT,

8. 1647. A bill to amend the act of August
3, 1950, as amended, to continue in effect the
provisions thereof relating to the authorized
personnel strengths of the Armed Forces.

The letter accompanying Senate bill
1647 is as follows:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D. C., January 5, 1953.
Hon. Arpen W. BarkLEY,
President of the Senate.

Dear Mg, PresmeENT: There is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation, “To amend
the act of August 3, 1950, as amended, to
continue in effect the provisions thereof re-
lating to the authorized personnel strengths
of the Armed Forces.”

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1953. The
Bureau of the Budget has advised that there
is no objection to the presentation of this
proposed legislation for the consideration of
the Congress. The Department of Defense
recommends that it be enacted.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The proposed legislation is designed to
extend until July 31, 1958, the provisions of
the act of August 3, 1950 (Public Law 655,
8lst Cong.; 64 Stat, 408), as amended by
section 3, 1951 Amendments to the Universal
Military Training and Service Act (Public
Law 51, 82d Cong.) which suspended until
July 31, 1954, the limitation on the author-
ized active-duty personnel strength of the
Armed Forces of 2,005,882, as well as other
limitations on the authorized personnel
strength of other components and branches
of the Armed Forces.

In many respects the international situa-
tion under which this suspension was origi-
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nally granted has not changed—at times it
approaches the critical. The Armed Forces
must achieve and maintain a strength com-
mensurate with United States commitments,
the world situation in general, and the capa-
bilities of our allies. Operations in Korea
must be aggressively supported and essential
civil affairs and military government services
must be provided in active combat areas
under United States military commanders
and in certain currently occupied areas. The
Armed Forces must be assured of an adequate
military capability necessary to support
United States foreign policy for a period
which at this time is indefinite,

Failure to continue the suspension of the
limitation on tke authorized active-duty
personnel strength of the Armed Forces
would automatically force the strength of
the Armed Forces downward to 2,005,882,
This would mean the demobilization of ap-
proximately one-half of the active combat
and supporting elements and cause our pres-
ent commitments to be completely unac-
ceptable from a military security point of
view. It is believed that in view of the need
for long-range Department of Defense plan-
ning in this area and the fact that the
Department of Defense program for the fiscal
year 1853 is based upon an active-duty per-
sonnel strength which is greatly in excess of
2 million, the further suspension of the
authorized personnel strength of certain
components and branches of the Armed
Forces should be for a minimum of 4 years.
The Congress has declared that an adequate
strength must be achieved and maintained
to insure the security of this Nation. The
continued suspension of the limitations on
the authorized active-duty strengths is es=
sential to the achievement of that goal.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ACTION AGENCY

The Office of the Secretary of Defense is

the representative of the Department of De-
fense for this legislation,

Sincerely yours,
RoGER EKENT.

TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS—AMENDMENTS

Mr. IVES submitted amendments in-
tended to be proposed by him to the
amendment proposed by Mr. ANDERSON
as a substitute for the committee sub-
stitute for the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
13) to confirm and establish the titles
of the States to lands beneath navigable
waters within State boundaries and to
the natural resources within such lands
and waters, and to provide for the use
and control of said lands and resources,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
submit amendments intended to be pro-
posed by me to the Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 13. The amendments follow a sug-
gestion made yesterday by the junior
Senator from Kansas [Mr., Carrson]
when he spoke about the rights of the
State of Kansas.

The amendments provide that, if Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 13, granting 100
percent of all oil revenues from the vari-
ous States to the States that happen
to be on the coast, is passed, the same
privilege shall extend to the States of
the interior.

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendments be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments intended to be proposed by Mr.
ANDERSON to Senate Joint Resolution 13
were ordered to lie on the table and to
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be printed, and to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

On page 19, line 14, Insert “Titles I and
II of”, after “Nothing In.”

At the end of such joint resolution insert
the following new title:

“TrrLe IIT
“REVENUES FROM PUBLIC LANDS

“Sgc. 12. Notwithstanding any provisions
of law other than those contained in this
joint resolution—

“(a) Ninety percent of all revenues re-
ceived after the date of the enactment of this
joint resolution from any public land of
the United States, including revenues from
the sale, lease, or use of such lands or the
products thereof, bonuses, rentals, royalties,
permits, licenses, or any other source, shall
be paid by the Secretary of the Treasury at
the end of the fiscal year in which received
to the State or Territory in which such land
is situated to be used by such State or
Territory for any purposes it may deem

roper; and

“(b) Ten percent of all such revenues shall
be covered into the Treasury of the United
States as miscellaneous receipts.”

Amend the title so as to read: “Joint reso-
Jution to confirm and establish the titles
of the States to lands beneath navigable
waters within State boundaries and to the
natural resources within such lands and
waters: to provide for the use and control
of said lands and resources; to confirm the
jurisdiction and control of the United States
over the natural resources of the seabed of
the Continental Shelf seaward of State
boundaries; and for other purposes.”

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

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

H. R. 7T10. An act for the relief of Dr. Louls
J. Sebille;

H. R. 788. An act for the relief of Beryl
Williams;

H. R. 813. An act for the relief of Jane
Loraine Hindman;

H. R. 814. An act for the relief of Lt.
Thomas C. Rooney, and Mrs. Thomas C.
Rooney, his wife;

H. R. 888. An act for the relief of Francesca
Servello;

H. R. 889. An act for the relief of Scarlett
Scozgin;

H. R. 937. An act for the relief of the es-
tate of Frank DeNuzzl and Cecelia Melnik
Burns;

H. BR. 1103. An act for the rellef of Maria
Buffoni and Emma Botta;

H. R. 1180. An act for the relief of Virgll
N. Wing;

H. R. 1187. An act for the relief of Mother
Anna DiGilorgi;

H. R. 1200. An act for the relief of Ronald
J. Palmer and Ronda Kay Palmer; .

H. R. 1456. An act for the relief of Susan
Kay Burkhalter, a minor;

H. R. 1482. An act for the rellef of Hilde-
gard Schoenauer;

H. R. 1495. An act for the relief of Louls
M. Jacobs;

H. R. 15617. An act for the relief of Corp.
Predrag Mitrovich;

H. R. 1695. An act for the relief of Irene
Proios (nee Vaglanos);

H. R. 1752. An act for the relief of William
Robert DeGrafit;

H. R. 1769. An act for the relief of Oscar
F. Brown;

H. R. 1887. An act for the rellef of Mar-
jorie Goon (Goon Mei Chee);

H. R. 1888. An act for the relief of Gary
Matthew Stevens (Kazuo Omiya);

H. R. 1952. An act for the relief of Cecile
Lorraine Vincent and Michael Calvin Vin-
cent;
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H. R. 2018. An act for the rellef of Daryl
L. Roberts, Ade E. Jaskar, Terrence L. Rob-
bins, Harry Johnson, and Frank Swanda;

H, R. 2176. An act for the relief of Norma
Jean Whitten;

H. R. 2201. An act for the relief of Con=-
stantinous Tzortzis;

H. R. 2214. An act for the rellef of Jaro-
slav, Bozena, Yvonka, and Jarka Ondricek;

H.R. 2368. An act for the relief of Richard
E. Rughaase;

H.R.2881. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Rosallne Spagnola;

H.R.3012. An act for the relief of the
Sacred Heart Hospital;

H.R.3042. An act for the relief of Anna
Bosco Lomonaco;

H. R.3244. An act for the relief of Patricia
Ann Dutchess;

H.R.3275. An act for the relief of the
Bracey-Welsh Co., Inc.;

H.R.3358. An act for the relief of Erna
Meyer Grafton;

H. R.3678. An act for the relief of George
Prokofief de Seversky and Isabelle Proko-
fieff de Seversky:

H. R.3724. An act for the relief of Anthony
Lynn Neis;

H. R.3757. An act for the relief of Dorothy
Kilmer Nickerson;

H.R.3758. An act for the relief of Stavrula
Perutsea; and

H.R.3832. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Orinda Josephine Quigley; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

H. R.1127. An act to validate a conveyance
of certain lands by the Central Pacific Rail-
way Co., and its lessee, Southern Pacific Co.,
to the Union Ice Co. and Edward Barbera;

H.R.1128. An act authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to issue to Jake Alexan-
der a patent in fee to certain lands in the
State of Alabama,

H.R.1880. An act to authorize the sale of
certain public lands in Alaska to the Catholic
Bishop of Northern Alaska for use as a mis-
sion school;

H. R. 2154. An act authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to Leona Hungry; and

H.R.2364. An act to terminate restrie-
tions against allenation on land owned by
William Lynn Engles and Maureen Edna
Engles; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

H. R.1780. An act for the relief of Edward
F. Bhea; and

H.R.3276. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Margaret D. Surhan; to the Committee on
Finance.

TEMPORARY ECONOMIC CON-
TROLS—PERMISSION TO SUBMIT
MINORITY OR INDIVIDUAL VIEWS

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, as a member
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, I may submit my individual views,
and that the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Brickerl, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BENNETT], and the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GoLbwATER], members of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, may
submit minority views on the bill (S.
1081) to provide authority for temporary
economic controls, and for other pur-
poses,

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I hope
the Senator from Indiana will not leave
the room for a moment. I should like
to repeat on the floor of the Senate what
I said in committee, that no man could
have been more fair, more open-minded,
than was the distinguished Senator from
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Indiana in the hearings on the controls
bill.

Mr. CAPEHART.
from Illinois.

I thank the Senator

ADDRESSES,
CLES, EIC,,
APPENDIX

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
were ordered to be printed in the Appen-
dix, as follows:

By Mr. BUSH:

Address entitled “Justice for Poland,"” de-
livered over the radio by Hon. John Lodge,
Governor of Connecticut, before Polish-
American Congress, together with introduc-
tory remarks by Paul Flak.

By Mr. MUNDT:

Transcript of discussion of academic free-
dom on the American Forum of the Alr, in
New York City, April 12, 1953.

By Mr. BYRD:

Article regarding a memorial to Rocham-
beau, written by Charles Parmer, and pub-
lished in the Washington Post of Sunday,
April 12, 1953.

By Mr. MARTIN:

Editorial entitled “Two Different Things,”
published in the Qil City (Pa.) Derrick of
April 13, 1953, relating to the St. Lawrence
seaway and power project.

By Mr. THYE:

Editorial entitled “The Embarrassed Cow,”
published in the Farm Journal for May 1953,
dealing with prices of dairy products,

EDITORITALS, ARTI-
PRINTED IN THE

OFFEHORE OIL—INCREASED INTER-
EST RATE ON LONG - TERM
GOVERNMENT BORROWING—IN=-
CREASED COST OF HOME LOANS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Iask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp a commendatory
article entitled “Offshore Oil,” written
by Mr. Marquis Childs, and published in
this morning’s Washington Post.

The article is an analysis of the argu-
ment made by the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucras]. While I have the cppor-
tunity to present this very worthy ar-
ticle for the REcorp, I desire to commend
the Senator from Illinois for what I con-
sider to be one of the most brilliant
presentations I have ever read, and part
of which I heard, upon this very vital

‘and important question.

I think the debates on the question of
offshore oil have been outstanding, and
my statement applies to both the pro-
ponents and the opponents of the Hol=
land joint resolution.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the body of the Recorp an
article entitled “Eccles Warns of Eco-
nomic Dangers,” written by Marquis
Childs, and published in the Washing-
ton Post of April 14, 1953.

This article points out that Marriner
S. Eccles, a very distinguished American,
and a former member of the Federal
Reserve Board, and for some time Chair-
man of the Board, makes note of the fact
that the economic pressures in the Amer-
ican economy at the present moment are
deflationary rather than inflationary.

I note what Mr. Eccles has to say in
regard to the recent decision of the
Treasury Department increasing the in=
terest rates on Government bond issues,
namely, that the justification in the
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main, or at least the partial justifica-
tion, is that at least some inflationary
pressures are indicated and may be con-
tinuing.

Further, T ask unanimous consent to
have included at the same point a fea-
ture article entitled “Increase in Cost of
Homes Seen in Suspension of Govern-
ment’s Purchases of VA and FHA Paper,”
published in the Wall Street Journal of
April 14, 1953.

This article relates to one aspect of the
interest-rate problem. The Government
has suspended the purchases of Veterans’
.Administration, GI housing-loan paper,
and FHA paper. The article points out
that the agency best known or commonly
known as “Fanny May '—FNMA—will
suffer a very serious loss. I point out
that some economies we are now at-
tempting to make—economies that go to
agricultural research and soil conserva-
tion; economies that may go into every
aspect of our vocational education and
health program — are being totally
erased, first, by a rise in interest rates;
and, second, the losses to some of the
loan agencies of the Government because
of finagling of the fiscal policy.

I desire the REcorp to speak for itself.
The article in the Wall Street Journal
is conclusive proof of the events to which
I invite attention.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed in the Recorp at the same point
a statement entitled “National Debt
Policy—Long-Term Implications of Rise
in Interest Rate Examined,” written by
.Seymour E. Harris, an eminent econo-
mist, of Harvard University, and the
author, among other books, of The Na-
tional Debt and the New Economics.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAsE
in the chair). The Chair wishes to ad-
vise the Senator from Minnesota that the
2-minute time limit has expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to be allowed at
least to complete my statement. I shall
be finished in a moment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE, I think the 2-minute
requirement is a good one, but my par-
liamentary inquiry is whether it applies
to the total number of items a Senator
desires to place in the REcorp or to each
item.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Ciiair is advised that under the order it
applies to each particular item.

Mr. MORSE. In that event, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota is just starting an-
other item, and the 2-minute limitation
would not have run against him,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair had not submitted to the Senate
any unanimous-consent request with re-
Jation to the first item. The Chair was
endeavoring to find out whether the
Senator from Minnesota made a unani-
mous-consent request.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the RECORD
will reveal that I asked unanimous con-
sent to have each item printed in the
EKecorp as I spoke of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is a very rapid
speaker, At the time he submitted his
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request the attention of the Chair was
diverted by conversation with the dis=
tinguished minority leader [Mr. JOHN=
son of Texasl, and the request was sub-
mitted to the Senate. The Senator from
Minnesota then went on to review the
statement in some detail, and the Chair
was uncertain whether or not the Sen-
ator wished to obtain unanimous con-
sent to have the item printed in the
REecorp. Without objection, such con-
sent is granted, and the first two items
mentioned may be printed in the REc-
ORD, as requested.

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

OFFSHORE OIL DEBATE—ATTACE BY DOUGLAS
SHOWED CHARACTERISTIC SKILL
(By Marquis Childs)

One of the most vigorous opponents of
the measure to transfer title to the offshore
oil from the Federal Government to the
States is Senator Paur H. DoucLas, Demo-
crat, of Illinois. With characteristic skill in
marshaling facts and figures, DoucLas talked
for 2 days against the administration’s bill.

Yet, his remarks caused scarcely a ripple
in the stream of the news. A deep source
of frustration to those fighting to block
what they denounce as a colossal giveaway
is their inability to stir any widespread public
excitement over the issue.

The most effective weapon has been the
Hill amendment which provides that the
royalties paid to the Federal Government
for sale of the oil would go to all the States
for education, thereby helping to make up
for the gaping financial deficit in almost
every State educational system. The States
off whose shores the oil lies would receive
a much larger share.

Some progress has been made in alerting
the States that have no offshore wealth,
The legislatures of five States—West Vir-
ginia, Rhode Island, Minnesota, Tennessee,
and Arizona—have adopted resolutions call=-
ing on Congress to reject the oil bill. These
resolutions refer to the urgent need for school
funds. The resolution passed by the Ari-
zona House of Representatives says it is esti-
mated that Arizona alone needs $120 million
“to take care of urgent school needs.” The
Tennessee House in its resolution referred
to the proposal as “detrimental to the school-
children of Tennessee.™

The Tennessee Senate adopted a resolu-
tion taking the opposite line. But both
houses in Arkansas supported the Hill
amendment to use the oil revenues received
by the Federal Government for education.

The States with the vast oil wealth off
thelr shores—California, Texas, Loulsiana,
and Florida—are naturally determined to
keep what they insist has always been theirs.
The revenue they would receive would go a
long way to ease the tax burden and provide
new and modern schools. In Texas, oil from
school lands has been a bonanza for higher
education.

One reason for the public apathy is the
legal tangle which surrounds the issue, Dis-
cussion is likely to be lost in complexities
about historic boundaries and the Continen-
tal Shelf which merely confuse the average
citizen.

The administration has maintained a con-
sistent wviewpoint in pressing for action to
live up to President Elsenhower’s stand for
States rights on the oil issue during the
campaign., Attorney General Herbert Brow-
nell, both able and conscientious, has sought
to limit action to the historic boundaries.
He is concerned, of course, lest Congress go
so far as to make it probable that the Su-
preme Court would reject on constitutional
grounds a law granting to the States au-
thority beyond the historic boundaries. On

8-mile limit.
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the point of outright ownership Brownell
in his testimony had this to say:

“My recommendation would mean, In legal
terms, that instead of granting the States a
blanket quitclaim title to the submerged
lands within their historic boundaries, the
Federal Government would grant to the
States only such authority as required for
the States to administer and develop their
natural resources.”

Some of the most ardent proponents of
the transfer of the oil wealth have also con-
sistently taken this position. Thus Senator
SPEssarD HorLLanp, Democrat, of Florida, in
his bill proposes that the Federal Govern-
ment quitclaim to the States only the sub-
merged lands within their historic bound-
aries. For California, this boundary is the
Texas and Florida claim a
10)4 -mile limit by virtue of the terms under
which those States were admitted to the
Union.

By far the greater part of the potential oil
wealth, however, lies in the Continental
Shelf beyond even the 10';-mile boundary.
The United States Geological Survey has es-
timated the value of potential reserves in
the Continental Shelf off California, Texas,
and Louisiana at £37,800 million.

The pressure from powerful interests with
a well-organized lobby in Washington is to
get the jurisdiction of the States extended
beyond the historic boundaries on which the
Eisenhower administration stands. There
are suspicious souls who believe a quitclaim
bill within the historic limits is only the first
step. The second step would be control over
the Continental Shelf. Among both Repub-
licans and Democrats in Congress are advo-
cates, under the same States’ rights princi=
ple, of turning over the public lands in the
West, or the mineral wealth of those lands,
to the individual States. That could be step
No. 3.

The Rhode Island Legislature has granted
authority for a suit to be carried through the
Federal courts challenging the first step. So,
in any event, the Supreme Court will pass
once more on & question long in controversy.

EccLEs WARNS oF EcoNoMICc DANGERS
(By Marquis Childs)

All through the inflationary boom of the
Truman administration a wiry little man
with a far-reaching knowledge of finance
provided a sober commentary for those who
cared to listen on the mistakes that he
thought were being made. That was Mar=
riner S. Eccles, of Salt Lake City, Utah, a
Governor of the Federal Reserve Board, who
finally came into prolonged and bitter con=
flict with President Truman and his Secre=
tary of the Treasury, John Snyder.

In the controversy over interest rates
Eccles felt that the independence of the
Board was at stake. He resigned in July of
1951, although his term as a member of the
Federal Reserve did not expire until 1958.

After an unsuccessful effort to defeat
Utah's Senator ARTHUR V. WATKINS in the
Republican primary, Eccles became chair=
man of the board of the First Security Corp.,
the system of banks he and his brother built
up in Utah, Wyoming, and Idaho. Back in
Washington the other day for a visit, he
talked with old friends the same kind of
shrewd realism about the course of the
American economy.

But now Eccles feels that most of the in=-
fluences are in the direction of a deflation.
In the annual report of his company Eccles
expressed it as follows, after pointing out
that the budget-balancing, tax-cutting pro=-
gram of the Eisenhower administration is
in itself deflationary:

“Other developments which indicate that
we may be approaching a very advanced stage
in the business cycle may be enumerated as
follows: Production, employment, and in-
come are at new highs after a prolonged
and spectacular rise; money rates have been
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gradually tightening for several years In spite
. of the fact that individual and corporate
savings—including depreciation, depletion,
and retained earnings—have been increas-
" Ing and are now running at the high com-
bined total of about $40 billion annually;
inventories are being maintained at high
levels and are not likely to be increased;

automobile and consumer durable goods gen- -

erally are being produced as fast and in many
cases faster than they can be absorbed by
the market; the peak of home building has
been reached and houses are now being bullt
in many areas more rapidly than they are
being sold; Government expenditures are
scheduled to reach their peak this year and
then start to decline; the capital outlay of
American business has been running at
abnormally high levels since the end of the
war and will likely taper-off this year."

~ In his report, Eccles implied criticism of
the new administration for undertaking at
this time to shift a large part of the short-
term debt to a long-term basis at higher
interest rates. Privately, in his talks here,
he was much more critical of the policy now
being pursued by the Treasury, feeling that
it will add one more deflationary pressure to
those he listed.

To some this may seem to concern only a
few Wall Street bankers and brokers—the
‘Wall Street which is a favorite target for
demagogues. Actually the state of the Amer-
ican economy and whether it will be sus-
tained at more or less the present high levels
is directly related to high policy and high
politics at home and abroad.

The specialists searching for motives for
the peace drive launched by Russia’s new
Premier, Georgli Malenkov, have studied

- closely a speech made by Malenkov in No-
vember of 1949. That was at the time when
there were signs of a slump in this country.
Unemployment had begun to increase.

Malenkov in his speech gloated over these
signs of decline. He held out hope to the
Moscow Soviet that he was addressing that
the long-awalted American depression was
about to begin.” Communismy would prove,
sald Malenkov, that it was the superior sys=-
tem. He went on to give the familiar
mish-mash of claims and statistics.

But it is quite possible that one of the
principal targets for the peace offensive is
American prosperity. A fixation of Com-
munist thinking is that this prosperity is
dependent on war or preparation for war,

8o, with the whole world watching—and

the free nations conscious of a direct re- .

lationship “with America's economic well-
being—it is supremely important to show
that peace and prosperity are compatible,
The robust, unflinching optimism of Secre-

tary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks may be a

helptul tonie.
- But something more than this is neces=
sary from Government. In the past decade
Government has Intervened on a colossal
scale, Largely with the aid of Government
tax writeoffs and with Government war and
defense contracts, total production has been
increased 214, times. After that kind of inter-
vention for war and preparedness the Gov-
ernment cannot just walk away while in-
voking natural economic laws. A little com-
mon sense of the Eccles variety will be help-
ful at this point.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle from the Wall Street Journal to
which I have referred be printed in the
RECORD.

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

MORTGAGE RATES—INCREASE TN CoST oF HoOME

LoANS SEEN IN SUSPENSION OF GOVERN=

MENT'S PURCHASES OoF VA AND FHA PAPER

WASHINGTON.—Government mortgage rates
soon will be boosted.
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= Such was the strong implication of an -~

announcement yesterday that the Federal
National Mortgage Assoclation had tempo-
rarily suspended purchases of mortgages in-
sured by the Federal Housing Administra-

" tion or guaranteed by the Veterans’ Admin-

istration.

The FNMA merely said its “action was a
precautionary measure pending a necessary
review of the purchase policies of the asso-
ciation in a changing market.”

Interest rates now are fixed at 4 percent
on VA mortgages and 4!; percent on FHA
loans. Buillders and morigage bankers for
months have complained that these rates
are unreallstic in terms of the presenf. in-
vestment market.

OVER-THE-COUNTER PURCHASES AFFECTED

. The FNMA action applies to over-the-
counter purchases by the agency. It does
rot affect mortgages covering defense, miil-
tary, disaster, or Alaska housing, nor does
it apply to mortgages covered by FNMA com-
mitment contracts or dellvered against
FNMA purchase receipts.

Government officlals—who asked not to
be named-—said the FNMA has stopped buy-
ing the 4 percent and 4!4 percent FHA
mortgages “so it wouldn't be stuck with
more milllons of such home loans when
rates are boosted.”

These officials explain that if VA rates are
raised, say, to 44 percent, FNMA couldn't

“sell its vast holdings of 4-percent VA loans

except at a discount. Such selling would
mean a loss to the association. At present
FNMA holds $2.3 billion of mortgages, about
85 percent of which are 4-percent VA loans.
The other 15 percent are 4!j-percent FHA
loans.

If these officlals are correct in predicting
a boost in Government mortgage rates, the
Administration must decide what
must do with its mortgage holdings.

Sale of its present holdings at 2 or 3 cents
off on the dollar would mean that FNMA
could sell its holdings and raise cash with
which to buy new mortgages.

On the other hand, FNMA could simply
hold onto its present mortgages until they
mature, which would mean that no loss
would result. If such is the case, Federal
appropriations might be necessary to provide
money to FNMA to buy new mortgages.

Housing officials said that FNMA has about

- $170 million available to buy mortgages in

the open market. It has some $313 million

_already committed for the purchase of mort-

gages, and these commitments will be carried
out.
BUILDERS AND BANKERS FAVOR BOOST

Builders and mortgage bankers have re-
peatedly asked the present and past admin-
istrations to boost the VA and FHA rates in
line with rising interest rates in other sectors.

Heavy demand for loans, far in excess of
supply, has brought about a “tight” money
situation and increased interest rates. Gov-
ernment borrowing costs have been rising for
months and business borrowing charges have
pretty much followed suit.

With such heavy demand by borrowers,
lenders have ample places to loan their
money at fancler ylelds than the 4-percent
and the 414-percent Government mortgage
rate, Since these Government mortgage
rates have not risen with other yields,
builders and mortgage bankers have com-
plained that lenders have shied away from
making such loans.

The Treasury decision to issue a 30-year
81;-percent bond issue—the highest rate in
nearly two decades—has made the need for a
mortgage rate boost “even more certain,”
according to one high source, *“Such a cou-
pon recognizes that borrowing costs have
gone up, so overall fiscal policy, to be uni-
form, must recognize that a 4-percent mort=

~ gage is ridiculous in these times,” he adds.
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HIGHER BATE SEEN AID TO MARKET | '

A ‘decision to boost VA and FHA ratea—-
1f it comes—would help the housing mar-
ket, according to builders and mortgage
bankers. With a more “realistic” yield, in-
surance companies and savings and loan as-
sociations would be more interested in lend-
ing their money to finance new homes and
therefore provide a stimulus to the building
industry.

A boost In mortgage rates would also
mean, proponents argue, that FNMA would
have to buy fewer mortgages. With the
higher rate, private investors would be more
interested.

Also, a higher rate on VA loans could mean
that the Veterans® Administration would
‘have. to make fewer direct home loans, In
rural areas, if a veteran cannot obtain a
home loan from private sources then the
VA is empowered to lend him the money
directly. A higher rate presumably would
mean private sources would be more willing
to make such loans and the Gowvernment
could be eased out of the direct lending
fleld, according to proponents of a higher
rate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I also ask unani-
mous consent that the article by Dr.
Seymour E. Harris, entitled “National
Debt Policy—Long-Term Implications of
Rise in Interest Rate Examined,” be
printed in the Recorp at this point as
a part of my remarks.

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

Narrowan DepT Poricy—LoNG-TERM IMPLI=
CATIONS OF RISE IN INTEREST RATE Exam-
INED I
(The writer of the following letter is pro-

" fessor of economics at Harvard University.

He i{s the author, among other books, of The
National Debt and the New Economics.)

"To the EprTor oF THE NEw Yorx TIMES:

The  new policy of debt management
should be scrutinized by top administration,
by Congress, and by citizens generally. This
is the time to do it. Higher interest rates
are crucial not only for management of the
debt but the whole economy.

In 1946 the average rate on United States
Government long-term bonds was 2.19 per=
cent. Now the market is beginning to an-
ticipate a long-term issue of 3 or 3!4 per-
cent, or roughly 1 percent above that of
1946, (The New York Times, on March 26,
reported yleld of 2.195 percent on one long-
term issue.) Even by late 1952 Treasury bill
rates had risen from .351 percent at the end
of 1845 to 1.837 percent, and certificates of
indebtedness from .875 to 1.890 percent.

Within 9 days of assumption of responsi-
bility the present administration had offered
an exchange of 17 -percent certificates of
indebtedness for 215-percent certificates of
indebtedness, and for some other issues,
The market awalts still higher rates.

What is behind this new interest-rate
policy?

PRICE OF GOVERNMENT SECURITIES

First, there is the new administration's
penchant for the free market. But in the
management of the public debt there has
been no free market. The price of Govern-
ment securities depends upon the amount of
money outstanding; and the latter in turn is
largely determined by monetary authority.
It has always been a manipulated market.
In fact, many economists hold the theory
that control of the interest rate is a price
that has to be paid to assure freedom in
cther markets.

Second, the authorifes seem to believe
that it is sinful for the banks to hold large
amounts of securities., Therefore, they hold,
it is necessary to raise rates to a point where
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the public will be tempted to buy the securl-
ties and the banks to dislodge them. But
- I would remind the authorities that since
1914 purchases of securities by banks have
accounted for about two-thirds of all rises in
earning assets of banks and have been the
most important monetary factor in financing
& rise of money income of 4 to 5 times.
Perhaps the monetary authority will tell us
where, in the absence of bank purchases, the
money is to come from which will be required
over the next 25 years on the conservative
assumption that real income would rise by
100 percent and prices by only 50 percent
(less than 2 percent a year). For when the
banks buy, additional deposits are created.

CONTROLS FOR CREDIT

Third, the new policy is supposed to deal
with the problem of inflation. But surely
since early 1951 the inflation has been a mini-
mum (less than 3 percent a year in the cost
of living, and a decline in wholesale prices)
given the task of mobilizing resources for
our military economy. Whatever the case
for higher rates in earlier years, it is diffi-
cult to believe that, in the absence of the
extension of war, higher rates are the appro-
priate policy in the next few years. If some
classes of borrowers are abusing use of credit,
there are alternative policies to higher rates
which do not demoralize the Government
bond market.

Defenders of the new policy will tell you
that it was the Federal Reserve-Treasury
concord of early 19851, with its repudiation
of the debt-support policy, that stopped the
rise of prices. To this I would reply, What
about the reversal in the speculative rise of
raw materials? The Increase in taxes?
What about the cumulative effects of record
level of Investments (and hence saturation
of markets)? What about allocations of
materials and price control? What about
the excessive speculation in the first 8
months of the Korean war? What about the
difficulties of the soft-goods industries? All
of these also can account for the flattening
of the rise of prices.

The new administration should go slow in
reversing the policies of the Roosevelt-
Truman administration in this field. Man-
agers of the public debt have learned since
1933 to tailor securities to the needs of dif-
ferent segments of the market, to give
enough assurance to the market so that in-
vestors could safely hold long-term securi-
ties and hence be satisfied with lower rates,

- Compare the uncertainty today, with in-
vestors disposing and waiting until they are

sure they make the best possible bargain. -

Had rates In the last 20 years been those of
the twentles, the cost of the national debt
would have increased by more than 8§50
billion.

RISE IN COST

I hope that the new administration will
be cautious. The national debt now costs
$1 billion per year more than at the end of
the war, though the size is roughly the same.
Should the administration continue with its
present policies and bring rates back to the
level of the twenties, the cost over 25 years
may well be $100 billion. I have not heard
Senator BYrp say a word about economies in
managing the debt,

It is also well to observe that a rise in
the rate by 1 percent gives the banks an addi-
tional return of $600 million per year ulti-
mately.

The Congress is meticulous about appro-
priations of even $50,000 for the pay of econ-
omists whose task it is to study the 2350
billion economy as a whole. Yet they allow,
without any restrictions, full discretion to
the managers of the debt even though one

- policy might cost from one to four billion
dollars a year more than another,

Again I urge a careful appraisal of the
leng-run implications of the new debt and
interest rate policy. Not only the tax bur-
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den but also the state of our economy is
involved.

SEYMOUR E.
CaMERIDGE, Mass., March 30, 1953,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Concluding my re-
marks in reference to Dr. Harris’ article
and the editorial which I have brought
to the attention of the Senate, I recog-
nize the importance of the Treasury De-
partment being very much alive and
alert to the threat of inflation. I con-
gratulate the Department upon any
measures which it has taken to curb in-
flation. I commend the Department for
such action. My point the other day in
addressing the Senate on a statement
made by several Senators was that this
fiscal adjustment, the interest rate ad-
justment upward, had been made with-
out consultation with the Congress or
with the Council of Economic Advisers.

I conclude by saying that on the one
hand we talk of balancing the budget
and we talk of economies in the depart-
ments of Government, but I submit that
the new interest rate policy of this Gov-
ernment will make such economies seem
puny and meaningless, We try to cur-
tail expenditures for the farmers or for
the school children in connection with
vocational education, to the tune of a
few million dollars. Then we impose
upon ourselves by Executive fiat, not by
congressional action, literally hundreds
of millions of dollars in increased inter-
est, which will go to the few and not to
the many.

HUMBLY WE PRAY—POEM BY
STELLA HALSTEN HOHNCKE

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I desire
to bring to the attention of the Senate a
poem written by an outstanding poet of
the Northwest, Mrs. Stella Halsten
Hohncke, State poetry chairman for
North Dakota, of the National League of
American Pen Women, Inc. Recently
she wrote an outstanding poem. I ask
that the poem be printed in full in the
body of the Recorp. It is very brief. I
believe that if every Senator will read
the poem we shall have harmony in
the Senate between the Democrats and
the Republicans.

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

Dear Lord:

I meant to say a word today

To my neighbor who lives across the way,
‘Who bears, alone, her recent grief,

But I did not speak, and the day was brief,

I meant to do a deed today

For one who stumbled on the way;

A friendly hand meant the battle won,
But I did not act, and the day was done.

Forgive me for the things I meant to do
But left undone. Too late, I knew
I missed the joy of life's golden hour
By neglect of the good within my power.
Amen.
—=Stella Halsten Hohncke,

CONFIRMATION OF CERTAIN
EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, there are
three new reports on the Executive Cal-
endar. My understanding is that there
is no objection to any of these nomina-
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tions. If there is, T shall not press the
request at this time. I ask unanimous
consent that, as in executive session, the
Senate consider and confirm these nomi-
nations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will state the nominations in
order.

RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE
CORPORATION

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Kenton R. Cravens to be Administra-
tor of the Reconstruction Finance Cor=
poration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

FEDERAL HOUSING COMMISSION

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Guy O. Hollyday to be Federal Hous-
ing Commissioner,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Raymond Blattenberger to be Public
Printer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed. Without objection, the Presi-
dent will be immediately notified of all
nominations confirmed this day.

TITLE TO CERTAIN SUBMERGED
LANDS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 13) to
confirm and establish the titles of the
States to lands beneath navigable waters
within State boundaries and to the
natural resources within such lands and
waters, and to provide for the use and
control of said lands and resources.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorp an editorial en-
titled “The Senate Tidelands Bill,” pub-
lished in the Shreveport Times of March
29, 1953.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE SENATE TIDELANDS BILL

The tidelands bill approved by the Senate
Interior Committee—the Holland bill, with
39 other Senators joining the Florida Sen-
ator in sponsoring it—ocarries out the cam-
paign pledges of President Eisenhower, in
our opinion. It also fulfills the pledge of the
Republican platform and grants the coastal
States the offshore rights which formed the
basls of their first demands for title,

The Times agrees with Louisiana Senators
RussELL LoNg and ALLEN ErLLENDER that the
Senate bill should be enacted into law be-
fore approaching the question of title, tax-
ing, policing power and other issues involving
the Continental Shelf, which is 50 to 200
miles offshore and has popped up as & new
question. Nothing in the Holland bill—as
approved by the Senate committee in an 11
to 4 vote—prevents the States from seeking
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title, or lesser jurisdiction, over the Con-
tinental Shelf resources later. But that is
a separate problem and one that rightly
should be postponed, as Senator LOoNG pro-
poses, until the Holland bill is enacted into
law, with the signature of President Eisen-
hower.

There can be no question that the Presl-
dent will sign the Senate bill if it goes
through Congress. The bill conforms to the
GOP platform, which states on this issue:

“We favor restoration to the States of
their rights to all lands and resources be-
neath navigable inland and offshore waters
within their historic boundaries.”

That also is what President Elsenhower
pledged, as a candidate, in his speeches at
New Orleans and in Texas. And it is what
the Holland bill provides. As to whether the
historic boundaries are the 3 mile limit for
Louisiana and California and 1015 miles for
Texas and the gulf coast of Florida, the
States have a right to seek new definition, by
legislation or by court action, on that point.

But the first step is to get a Federal law
that establishes the principle of the rights
of States to both offshore resources and those
under inland navigable waters not flowing in
federally-owned land.

Louisiana Attorney General Fred LeBlane
in a statement yesterday emphasized that
there 18 no unfairness to Loulsiana in com-
parison to Texas and Florida in the pending
bill, and that the first step must be to get
this bill enacted into law. He put it this
way:

“Texas and Florida may have been more
voluble than Louisiana with respect to sea-
ward boundaries during the present fight in
Congress for our submerged lands, com-
monly but erroneously called ‘tidelands,” but
the time to talk, argue, contend, strive, and
act on that point must necessarily follow the
enactment of legislation which recognizes
the coastal Btates as having title to all areas
within their historic boundaries.”

*Mr, HILL. WMr. President, yesterday
afternoon my good friend the distin-
guished majority leader [Mr. TarT] com-
mented on the amount of time which
had been consumed in debate on the
pending joint resolution. I invite atten-
tion to the fact that the preponderance
of time, certainly by far the larger part
of the time, has been consumed by the
proponents of the joint resolution, and
definitely not by the opponents.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for exact figures on that
question?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my good friend.

Mr. TAFT, Up to the end of last
week, it is true that the proponents had
consumed 17,700 lines of the CoNGREs-
s10NAL RECORD, and the opponents 16,697.
However, on Monday and Tuesday the
opponents passed the proponents by a
good many thousand lines, so they are
now ahead.

Mr. HILL. I think if my distinguished
friend were to count the lines embodying
questions of the proponents of the joint
resolution he would find a different re-
sult. It is not merely a question of who
has the floor, or who is making the
speech, but a question of who is con-
suming the time. Every time a Sena-
tor rises to ask questions—although I
welcome questions and have no objec-
tion to them—time is consumed.

Mr. TAFT. In making this calcula-
tion the time was charged to whoever
held the floor at the moment, whether he
was asking the question or whether he
was answering a question, in each case,
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Mr. HILL. The Senator recognizes, of
course, that questions often require go-
ing over material which the speaker has

already covered, and which he would not .
ordinarily repeat. Sometimes a speaker,

although he wishes to conclude his
speech, must indulge in what we might
call iteration, reiteration, and damnable
reiteration. So it is the questions which
have been asked by the proponents of
the joint resolution that have consumed
so much of the time.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President——

Mr. HILL. Yesterday I heard the
speech of the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. AnpErsoN]. He made
a very fine, able speech. In that speech
he made the law so clear that he who
runs ought to be able to understand it.
After he had laid down all the proposi-
tions and quoted from the cases, making
a clear, specific case, some of the pro-
ponents came forward and began to ask
questions. Of course, the Senator from
New Mexico, being courteous, as the Sen-
ator from Alabama and other Senators
always try to be, was compelled to go
back over material which he had already
covered, to retrace his steps, to say again
and again and again what he had already
said.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Illinois, and then I will yield to the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, while
I do not have the computing machine our

.good friend, the Senator from Ohio, ob-

viously has, in arriving at the figures of
16,000 lines of the REcOrD consumed,
nevertheless, is it not a fact that the
proponents of the bill have taken ap-
proximately 4'2 days, namely, 2 days by
the distinguished senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corpnonl, 1 day by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Florida [Mr.
Hovrrannl, 1 day by the very able junior
Senator from Texas [Mr, Danier], and
then a half day of speeches by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Califor-
nia [Mr. KucHeL], and other Senators.

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

Mr. I JUGLAS. No; not just now.

Mr, HILL. I have the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Whereas the senior
Senator from Illinois took 2 days, the
Senator from New Mexico 1 day, and
other Senators a half day. So that in
terms of days, the proponents have taken
415 days to 3% days by the opponents.

There is this difference, is there not,
that in the days when the opponents
were speaking, the majority leader kept
the Senate in session for more hours than
while the proponents were speaking? I
will not go into the motives as to why the
Senate was kept on a prolonged working
day when the opponents were holding
forth, but does not that account for the
length of time our good friend from Ohio
has so efficiently computed during the
hours of the night between the session
yesterday and the session today?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is absclutely
correct. Everything he has said is ab=
solutely borne out by the REcorbp.

I shall have to yield to the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon; then I shall yield to
the Senator from Minnesota, and then
to the Senator from South Carolina,
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, there are
tw; or three questions I should like to
ask.

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with me that the state-
ment made to the Senate this morning
by the distinguished majority leader
concerning the length of time that has
been used in the debate now proceeding
is one of the most novel statements the
Senator from Alabama has heard in
connection with the subject of free de-
bate on the floor of the Senate on an
issue involving the public interest?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is absolutely
right. We have here a great issue, in-
volving billions of dollars of the people’s
property. It ought to be debated. God
forbid that the time shall ever come
when Members of this great last refuge
and citadel of free debate shall be stifled,
and Senators ecannot rise on this floor
and do exactly what has been done in
the recent days. Not only opponents,
but proponents also, have argued and
debated the question before the Senate.

I wish to make one statement about
figures.. They do not always tell the
truth. There is no man in the Senate
in whose integrity I have greater confi-
dence than-in that of the Senator from
Ohio. I have said time and time again
that with all his great ability, with all
his fine character, and after all is said
and done, the shining virtue of the Sen-
ator from Ohio is his integrity. His com=-
ments on the use of fizures reminds
me of what Disraeli said. He stated,
“There are statistics and statistics and
statistics, and then there are ordinary
liars.,” [Laughter.]

The trouble is that fizures do not al-
ways tell the truth. They do not give
the whole story. Before a witness testi=-
fies in a court he takes an oath to tell
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing
but the truth. Figures, however, do not
always give the whole story. For in-
stance, the figures cited this morning
do not tell how many times opponents
of the joint resolution have had to go
back over and over and over what they
have already said because of the ques-
tions of the proponents of the measure.

Mr. TAFT and Mr. MORSE addressed
the Chair.

Mr, HILL, T yield to my friend of
great and unimpeachable integrity, the
senior Senator from Ohio. [Laughter.]

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I am
greatly complimented by the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama, with
whom I have always cooperated, and am
cooperating today. The Senator made
the broad statement that many more
words were spoken by the proponents
than by the opponents of the pending
measure, and I happened to have the
fizures showing that that was not actu-
ally the fact, The figures are as I stated
them.

However, Mr. President, that is a side
issue. What I said yesterday was that
in the 34,000 lines, containing, I calcu-
late, about 250,000 words, plus 50,000
more, at least, in the last 2 days, every-
thing had been said that is going to be
said during the remainder of this debate.
I venture to reiterate the statement that



3108

the subject before the Senate has been
very well covered. I do not blame either
side for taking too much time. I merely
express the opinion that from now on,
while Senators naturally wish to state
things in their own way, I do not believe
they are going to add any arguments or
any substantial thoughts to the very
brilliant speeches which have been made
on both sides of the issue up to this
time.

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

Mr. HILL. I have the floor. I have
just paid the Senator from Ohio a

.great compliment. Really, I would have
thought he would have returned it in
kind. [Laughter.] There is nothing
more I can say. All the poor Senator
from Alabama can do is to rise and
parrot what somebody else has said!
[Laughter.]

I have a deep devotion to the Senator
-from Ohio. He and I served on what
was the old Committee on Education
and Labor, which afterward became the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and we have been close and fast friends.
I have even often referred to the Sen-
-ator from Ohio as my lawyer. Then to
have him rise here and talk about his
client! I did not speak about my
friend’s generosity, but I really would
have thought he would be more generous
to the Senator from Alabama than that.
[Laughter.]

We see here again, Mr, President, an
illustration of what I have been dis-
cussing, I rose with the idea of not
making a very lengthy speech, but the
Senator from Ohio, who desires to
shorten the debate, now compels the
Senator from Alabama to take the time
necessary to demonstrate that the Sen-
ator from Alabama can say something
on the joint resolution, can make some
points on it which have not been made
before. It is a perfect illustration of the
very matter I have been discussing.

Let me ask, Had the Senator from
Oregon concluded his questions?

Mr. MORSE. I have just started.
[Laughter.]

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I have only
one question to ask.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Minne-
sota has only one question. I desire to
be perfectly courteous to the Senator
from Oregon; and if it would be agree-
able to him, I yield to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, my only
reason for rising was to make a comment
in connection with the remarks of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas]
when he said that the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Corpon] took 2 days in
presenting his views. I recall distinectly
that the Senator from Illinois interro-
gated the Senator from Oregon at such
length that the Senator from Oregon

- finally had to beg that he might be re-
lieved from answering any further ques-
tions while he could have an opportunity
to get his lunch. So the memory of the
Senator from Illinois is very short if he
_does not realize that on the 2 days the
Senator from Oregon was speaking on
the Senate floor, most of the time was

taken in answering questions which were

propounded to him by the distinguished
Senator from Illinois.
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Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield so that
I may reply to that?

Mr., HILL. I think it is only fair,
since the Senator from Minnesota has
spoken about the Senator from Illinois,
to let the Senator from Illinois make a
brief statement in reply, so, without
prejudice to my rights, I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, it is
true that I asked certain questions of
the Senator from Oregon. However, I
would point out that in the course of my
speech on the pending measure I was
asked many questions by the very able
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL-
ranp] and the very able junior Senator
from Texas [Mr. DanieL]. Both those
Senators have conducted their argu-
ments with great ability and great po-
liteness. I yielded in the case of each

-Senator, and a large portion of my time

was taken up in at least attempting to
answer the questions of these estimable
Senators. The only difference between
my situation and that of the senior Sen-
ator from Oregon was that he was able
to leave the floor and get his lunch,
whereas I was not; I was held here all
afternoon, for 2 days. [Laughter.]

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CASE
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Alabama yield to the Senator from
Oregon?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I have several questions
to ask. Before I ask the first one, let me
say I am sorry that my good friend, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl, has left
the floor, for I wished to ask one of the
questions in his presence. However, in-
asmuch as he is a careful reader, I am
sure he will read my question as it will
appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,

I wish to say that I share the views
of the Senator from Alabama about the
Senator from Ohio. In fact, I have such
a high regard for the Senator from Ohio
that I deeply regret that at the time of
the Republican National Convention I
made the mistake of not supporting him
for the Republican presidential nomina-
tion. If I had it to live over and the
choice was between Eisenhower and
Tart I would choose Tarr. At least he
intends to be fair and he tries to be fair.

I am sure he always means to be fair,

although the results of many of his pro-
cedural actions against me produce un-
fair results.

Furthermore, Mr. President, since the
Republican National Convention the
Senator from Ohio has proved that he
possesses greater qualities of statesman-
ship than I had detected in him prior
to the convention.

Be that as it may, I wish to respond
at this time to what I regard as a very

- fallacious argument, or at least an argu-

ment with very undesirable implications,
as contained in the statement presented
to the Senate today by the Senator from
Ohio in connection with the statistics he
mentioned. I think it would be most un-
fortunate if the debate in the Senate
were to be limited by any such statistical
persuasion as that which the Senator
from Ohio has tried to use today.
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So I wish to ask this question of the
Senator from Alabama: Is it not the
understanding of the Senator firom Ala-
bama that the value of the property in-
volved in the issue now before the Sen-
ate is between $40 billion and $65 billion,
which belongs to someone—either to all
the people of the United States or to the
people of the particular States involved?

Mr. HILL. Yes. The distinguished
Senator from Illinois presented testi-
mony, which I do not think anyone suc-
cessfully challenged, showing that the
property values involved in this matter
are anywhere from $50 billion—that
amount being made up of $40 billion for
the oil and $10 billion for the gas—all
the way up to $300 billion.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama share my view that when Con-
gress finally passes the measure on this
subject which I believe will be passed,
and when that measure becomes law,
the effect of that action will be to trans-
fer this property to the States? When
the President finally signs that meas-
ure, as I believe he will do, that will net
at all end this issue, but there will still
be a prolongation of this problem, not
only in future Congresses, but in the
courts of America.

Mr, HILL. I think the Senator from
Oregon is absolutely correct.

As he knows, and as I expect to discuss
in a few minutes, this question tran-
scends in importance any question of
property. Great as is the value of the
property involved, and even though it
may be much greater than we now re-

‘alize, this question really goes to the

whole issue of the sovereignty of the
Federal Government and the relation-
ship of our Nation to other nations.
Many, many, most important questions
are involved in this matter; and the im-
portance of many of them transecends in
many ways the importance of the very
valuable property affected, even if we
accept the value which we now believe
the property to have.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with me that when the
long course of litigation runs through
the courts, they will be very much inter-
ested in the legislative history of the
particular legislation?

Mr. HILL. I think that is unques-
tionably true. That is one reason why I
believe it is so important that we make
the record full and complete.

The Senator from Oregon, great law=
yer that he is, and a former distin-
guished dean of the University of Ore-
gon Law School, well knows that many
many times the courts, as they should
do, turn to the record of the congres=
sional debates, and seek to ascertain the
legislative history regarding the particu-
lar question then before the courts. So
it certainly behooves us to write the leg-
islative record in such a way that it will
be clear, full, and definite.

Mr. MORSE. In my judgment the
Senator from Alabama is a lawyer second
to none among the Members of therSen-
ate. Since he is such an able lawyer,
I should like to ask him another gques-
tion.

Mr. HILL. I am glad the Senator
from Oregon is so much kinder to me
than was my good and wonderful friend,
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the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarrl. The
Senator from Oregon compliments me.
[Laughter.]

Mr, MORSE. Does the Senatcr from
Alabama, able lawyer that he is, agree
with me that the courts of our country,
and particularly the United States Su-
preme Court in some of its leading de-
cisions in which the question of the
legislative history has become at issue,
sometimes have pointed out in their de-
cisions, by means of various language
forms—although the meaning is clear—
that not 1 Senator, not 2 Senators, but
a large number of Senators during the
course of the debate on the particular
measure involved expressed a legislative
intent, in keeping with the conclusion
reached by the Court as to what was the
legislative intent of the Congress?

Mr. HILL, The Senator from Ore-
gon is exactly correct. We can find that
in many cases which have been decided
by the courts.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama then agree with me that in the
presentation of our opposition to this
measure, which we believe is not in the
public interest, we, as individual Sen-
ators, have a responsibility to express
for the record, in behalf of the people
we represent, our views as to the un-
desirability of this measure from the
standpoint of sound public policy?

Mr. HILL. I think we would be dere-
lict in our duty and we would fail to
perform our duty, as it is imposed upon
us as the representatives of the people
whose rights and property and interests
are involved, if we did not make the
record full and complete.

Mr. MORSE. My last question is this:
Therefore, does the Senator from Ala-
bama agree with me that, loving the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] as we do,
nevertheless we must not be diverted by
his eloquent, persuasive tongue into
stopping our fight for what we consider
to be the people’s cause in connection
with this great issue, until we are satis-
field in our own hearts and minds that
we have made the legislative record
which needs to be made in opposition to
this measure, so that when the courts
come to pass upon it, there can be no
question or shadow of doubt in the minds
of the members of the United States Su-
preme Court as to exactly what was the
legislative intent?

Mr. HILL. I agree entirely. The
Senator from Oregon is a deep student
of American history, and he knows that
on many occasions the position of the
minority at one time has become the
wis?, proper, and true course of the ma-
jority at a subsequent time. As has
been said, one on the side of God is a
majority.

One who feels that he is in the right,
that he is on the right side, should cer-
tainly make clear and definite his posi-
tion, and should build the record for the
courts and for the future,

I wish to thank the Senator from
Oregon for the guestions he has asked.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to me for
a question?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend the
Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that
the purpose had in mind by all of us
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who oppose enactment of the Holland
joint resolution is twofold, namely, first,
to make the record, so that when the
case reaches the courts, as it undoubted-
ly will, the courts may know what was
the legislative intent and what was the
legislative thinking in the case of the
members of the legislative body who
spoke against the measure; and, second,
to educate the American people, to take
them into the confidence of the Members
of the Senate?

I can say to the Senator from Ala-
bama that, in my opinion, until 2 weeks
ago only a very small number of the
American people had the slightest ink-
ling of the implications of the pending
measure or the complications which
might ensue from its enactment,

I believe we have made great progress
in bringing home to the understanding
of the American people just what is in-
volved in the pending measure.

If we can continue this debate, as I
hope we shall be able to do, on a high
plane, and without recourse to any ir-
relevant debate, I believe we shall gain
the support of the people, possibly to an
extent sufficient to result in our win-
ning the battle. I think we have made
great gains, and are going to continue
to make great gains in educating the
people, and I believe that is one of the
great functions of the Congress of the
United States.

Mr, HILL. I think the Senator from
New York is absolutely correct. Cer-
tainly all he says applies particularly to
this case, about which there Las been
much misrepresentation and much spu-
rious propaganda, referring to it, for
instance, as a tidelands measure, when
Senators know that tidelands have noth-
ing whatever to do with it. Long ago,
as we know, in a case in Alabama in 1895,
the tidelands question was settled. Yet
time and time again responsible persons,
responsible members of the press, and
responsible mediums of communication
have spoken of this as the tidelands
question, That is but one illustration
of much of the spurious and misleading
propaganda put out in behalf of this
measure.

Mr. ANDERSON rose.

Mr, HILL. I yield tothe distinguished
Senator from New Mexico, who led such
a gallant fight against this measure in
committee and who made such an ex-
traordinarily able and fine speech yester-
day on the floor of the Senate against it.

Mr. ANDERSON. I was going to ask
the Senator from Alabama whether he
is aware of the fact that in the first
hearings ever held on this proposal,
starting in 1937 and 1938, the areas in
question were always referred to as sub-
merged lands. I spoke about 5 hours
yesterday and did not get a chance to
cover the subject adequately. I certain-
ly did not have an opportunity to pre-
sent certain evidence I wanted to pre-
sent, which consisted of records of the
hearings in 1937 and 1938, in which the
area was always referred to as sub-
merged lands. It was only when the
hearings were held that it became appar-
ent that the law of the country took care
of tidelands for the States, but did not
take care of submerged lands; neverthe-
less, the transposition from submerged
lands to tidelands has been made, If
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the Senator would follow that transposi-
tion, he would find it was a very shrewd
propaganda move, because of which
those of us who have opposed the meas-
ure have always suffered. I wanted to
ask the Senator a question.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, before the
Senator asks the question, I desire to
thank him for what he said. I know
that his statement is absolutely correct,
and I know there is no one who has given
more time to the subject or who has
expended greater effort in a study of all
the records and hearings than has the
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I ask whether the
Senator from Alabama is not a member
of the Senate Committee on Appropria«
tions?

Mr. HILL. Yes; the Senator from Ala-
bama is.

Mr. ANDERSON, Prior to coming to
the Senate, the Senator from Alabama
served in the House of Representatives,
did he not?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ala-
bama did.

Mr. ANDERSON. During all that time,
did the Senator ever hear of an appro-
priation that ran to more than a billion
dollars, and that might run to as much
as $10 billion, that was not considered by
the Appropriations Committee?

Mr. HILL. Of course not.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does not the Sena=
tor recognize that this in essence is real=
ly an appropriation measure?

Mr. HILL, That is the way I look at
it. I may say to the Senator, when he
made that point, I thought he was emi-
nently correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. I say it should have
heen referred to the Appropriations
Committee, to see whether it was a
proper appropriation at a time such as
this, when there are other demands for
money aggregating many billion dollars.

Mr. HILL. The Senate Appropriations
Committee is now wrestling with the
very difficult, tortuous problem of under=-
taking to get the budget of the United
States in balance. 1 do not need to per-
suade the Senator from New Mexico of
the importance of balancing the budget.
The fact is, the people of the United
States will buy so many bonds, and be-
yond those which they buy, as we know,
we have to look to the banks to purchase
the bonds. When the banks purchase
them, they have the right to issue cur-
rency against them, and therefore the
country is flooded with currency, which
cheapens it, inviting and making for
inflation. |

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will th&
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend from.
New York. |

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that
this measure not only is in essence an
appropriation bill, as pointed out by the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico,
but is also the greatest giveaway meas=
ure that has ever been proposed in this
country or in any other country in the
world, because it proposes to take away
from 159 million people and from the 48
States the rights which belong to them
as parts of the Nation, and to give those
rights, of great value, to but 3 States?

Mr. HILL. Certainly it is the greatest
giveaway measure the Senator from
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Alabama knows anything about, I may
say to the Senator from New York.

When the Senator from Ohio, the dis-
tinguished majority leader, counts the
lines in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD to-
morrow morning, I hope he will count
the fact that the Senator from Alabama,
the speaker, contributed only a minor
number of those lines, and that many
of them came from other Senators, all
of whom have asked very appropriate
and very intelligent questions, and all of
whom have made real contributions to
this debate.

Mr, ANDERSON. That is the purpose,

when debate takes place.
° Mr. HILL. Certainly; that is the
whole purpose. I may say to my friend
from New York, and I think he will agree
with me, that whenever debate in this
body is impaired, there is a change not
only of the basic character of the Senate
of the United States but also a change
in the Government of the United States.
This is the great citadel, I may say, for
the preservation of the rights of the peo-
ple of the United States, because a Sen-
ator may rise on this floor and present,
without limitation, to the Senate and to
the people of the country the facts, and
all the facts, involved in a particular
matter.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
would say to the Senator from Alabama
that while I did occupy the floor for ap-
proximately 5 hours, I think that every-
thing I said was pertinent to the pend-
ing measure. I hope it was pertinent, at
least. As to some of the things which I
had and could have read at great length,
I merely inserted them in the REcorp as
statements. I had taken the trouble to
dictate nearly every line that went in
them, even though the task of dictating
it and then having it transcribed in
time was somewhat tedious. I hope we
will not reach the point in the Senate
where the number of lines of the RECcorDp
a Senator takes to express the convic-
tions which he has, after listening to
more than 2,500 pages of testimony, and
after sitting in a committee for 500
hours, are to be counted.

I started on this matter, I may say to
the Senator from Alabama, out of my
desire to see the derricks begin working
on the gulf coast. I had no feeling ex-
cept that something which belonged to
Texas might be about to be taken away
from Texas, and I felt that I wanted
perhaps to help when the time came to
prevent that being done. I want to see
the derricks start working. As a result
of the long hours of the hearings, I came
out perhaps with different convictions;
but it is not my conception of the pur-
pose of the United States Senate that
the lines of the REcorp which it took me
to express those convictions should be
counted. Probably, had I been trained
as a lawyer, I could deal with these legal
cases quicker, but when an individual is
born a Swede—and we frequently re-
fer to the “dumb Swedes”—when one
is born a Swede, the son of immigrant
parents, it takes him a little longer to
understand the niceties of Supreme
Court decisions. I therefore took more
lines than I should have taken. If that
be treason, the Senator from Ohio will
Jjust have to make the most of it.
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Mr. HILL. Mr. President, T cannot
agree with my friend; I cannot agree
with him at all. I have not heard a more
pertinent, a more germane or a more
relevant speech than the speech he
made, or one that was spoken with more
conciseness, or that went more directly
to every point he raised, without any
persifiage, without any unnecessary lan-
guage or anything of that kind.

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

Mr. HILL., I yield to my friend from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me
take but a few minutes to say to my
friend from New Mexico that I have
already expressed myself of the states-
manlike speech delivered yesterday.
His speech and that of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucrLas] were two of the
greatest speeches I think I have heard
in the Senate. But I am not going to
let the Senator from New Mexico, even
though he be a Swede, leave for the Rec-
orp the comments he has made about his
national origin and the great nation
which was the land of his forebears. I

know of no people on the face of the -

earth with a native intelligence higher
than that of the Swedish people. But
they are cautious, they are thorough,
they are careful to get their facts—just
as is the Senator from New Mexico—and,
once they have the facts, they are not
to be diverted from the course of action
they think is right, because of any ap-
peal to selfish motives, or because of any
proposal of expediency.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I thor-
oughly agree with what my very distin-
guished friend from Oregon has said
about Swedes. If there are any people
who stand hitched, if I may use a good
Alabama colloguialism, who stand fast
for the right as they see the right, it is
our good friends the Swedes and those of
Swedish descent.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I tried very hard
yesterday to keep from dragging in ex-
traneous issues. I am sorry that I have
dragged in this issue. I want to hear
the discussion of the pending joint
resolution.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, when my
friend makes reference to the Swedes,
those of us, like the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. MorseEl, who know the Swedes
and hold them in such high esteem and
admiration are moved to give expression
to our esteem and admiration.

Mr. President, I have had the floor for
35 minutes, and I hope that when the
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr,
Tarr] counts the lines in the morning,
he will remember that I did not use up
all the lines. I hope that anyone who
is the majority leader of the Senate has
more important business than that of
counting lines, and I am sure he must
have had someone count the lines for
him.

Mr. President, the fundamental un-
soundness of the approach to the sub-
merged lands problem represented by the
so-called Holland bill, the principles of
which are now incorporated in Senate
Joint Resolution 13 of the 83d Congress,
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is brought into focus sharply by the
very language used in the title of the
pending measure.

The title of Senate Joint Resolution
12 states that its purpose is to confirm
and establish the titles of the States to
lands beneath navigable waters within
State boundaries.

In this connection, it is appropriate to
point out that the act of confirming a
title to land presupposes the existence
of an outstanding title in a grantee, a
doubt as to the validity of that title, and
a desire upon the part of the grantor to
remove any possible doubt concerning
the validity of the title by taking formal
action to remedy whatever defect might
be thought to exist in the prior con-
veyance.

An analysis of Senate Joint Resolution
13 indicates that it covers within its
scope three types of submerged lands sit-
uated within the boundaries of the re-
spective States:

First, the beds of navigable inland wa-
ters, such as bays, lakes, and rivers.

Second, tidelands—that is, lands
which are situated between the line of
mean high tide and the line of mean low
tide, and thus are covered and uncovered
by the flow and the ebb of the tide.

Third, the portion of the Continental
Shelf underlying the marginal or terri-
torial sea, which begins at the line of
mean low tide along the coast wherever
land areas meet the open sea, or at the
mouths of bays, rivers, and other inland
walers wherever they meet the open sea,
and then extends seaward to the duly es-
tablished territorial boundaries of the
respective coastal States.

Insofar as the beds of navigable inland
watiers, such as bays, rivers, and lakes,
are concerned, and insofar as tidelands
are concerned, the premise of Senate
Joint Resolution 13 is unsound because
there is no doubt whatever concerning
the validity of the titles of the respective
States to such categories of submerged
lands within their boundaries, and,
hence, there is no occasion for the Con=-
gress to purport to confirm the titles of
the respective States to these categories
of submerged lands.

A long line of Supreme Court deci-
sions, going back to 1842 in the case of
the beds of navigable inland waters, and
going back to 1845 in the case of tide=
lands, make it plain that each State
owns any of these lands that are situ-
ated within its boundaries.

The initial Supreme Court case ine
volving the question of the ownership of
the bed of a navigable inland water was
Martin et al. against Waddell, which
was decided by the Supreme Court in
1842 and which is reported in volume 16
of Peters’ Reports, beginning at page
367. That has been over a century ago—
111 years. That case involved a con-
troversy over the title to an oysterbed
on the bottom of Raritan Bay in the
State of New Jersey. The Supreme
Court held that all rights in the beds
of navigable bays and rivers within the
limits of the American Colonies, includ-
ing New Jersey, had been vested in the
Crown of England prior to independ-
ence; that when the Thirteen Original
States, as a result of the Revolutionary
War, became free and independent, they
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severally succeeded to the rights pre-
viously held by the Crown of England in
the beds of navigable bays and rivers
within their respective boundaries; and
that the rights in such submerged lands
were not transferred from the Thirteen
Original States to the Federal Govern-
ment at the time of the adoption of
the Constitution. Accordingly, the Su-
preme Court decided that the State of
New Jersey was the owner of the bed
of Raritan Bay; and that the State had
the authority to grant exclusive licenses
for the taking of oysters from the bed of
the bay.

" (At this point Mr. HirL yielded, suc-
cessively to Mr. MorsE and Mr. DANIEL,
whose remarks were ordered to be print-
ed at the conclusion of Mr. HILL'S
speech.)

My, HILL. All these many cases, be-
ginning in 1855 and continuing down
through the years, confirm the Waddell
case, the Raritan Bay case, to which
I have referred, and also confirm the
case of Pollard’s lessees versus Hagen,
to which I have referred. This long
line of cases confirms the decisions in
those cases, namely, that the beds under
inland navigable waters and the tide-
lands belong to the States without any
question whatsoever. Many subsequent
Supreme Court decisions have held that
the beds of navigable inland waters,

such as bays, lakes, and rivers, situated -

within the boundaries of a State belong
to the State. For the purpose of show-
ing the extent to which this doctrine is
firmly ingrained in our constitutional
law, I shall now furnish a list of cases
in which the Supreme Court has clearly
upheld this proposition, indicating in
each instance the year in which the de-
cision was rendered and where the re-
ported decision of the Supreme Court
may be found:

Smith against Maryland, decided in
1855 and reported in volume 18 of How-
ard’s Reports, beginning at page 71.

Walker against The State Harbor
Commissioners, decided in 1873 and re-
ported in volume 17 of Wallace’s Re-
ports, beginning at page 648.

Weber against Harbor Commisioners,
decided in 1873 and reported in volume
18 of Wallace's Reports, beginning at
page 47.

County of St. Clair against Loving-
ton, decided in 1874 and reported in
volume 23 of Wallace's Reports, begin-
ning at page 46.

Barney against Keokuk, decided in
1876 and reported in volume 94 of the
United States Reports, beginning at page
324,

MecCready against Virginia, decided in
1876 and reported in volume 94 of the
United States Reports, beginning at page
391.

Packer against Bird, decided in 1891
and reported in volume 137 of the United
States Reports, beginning at page 661.

Then the case about which we have
heard so much discussion in this debate,
Illinpis Central Railroad Company
against Illinois, decided in 1892 and re-
ported in volume 146 of United States
Reports, beginning at page 387.

Shively against Bowlby, decided in
1894 and reported in volume 152 of the
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United States Reports, beginning at
page 1,

St. Anthony Falls Water Power Com-
pany against St. Paul Water Commis-
sioners, decided in 1897 and reported
on volume 168 of the United States Re-
ports, beginning at page 349.

Mobile Transportation Company
against Mobile, decided in 1903 and re-
ported in volume 187 of the United
States Reports, bezinning at page 479.

United States against Mission Rock
Company, decided in 1903 and reported
in volume 189 of the United States Re-
ports, beginning at page 391.

McGilvra against Ross, decided in
1909 and reported in volume 215 of the
United States Reports, beginning at
page T0.

Scott against Lattig, decided in 1913
and reported in volume 227 of the United
States Reports, beginning at page 229.

United States against Chandler-Dun-
bar Water Power Company, decided in
1913 and reported in volume 229 of the
United States Reports, beginning at
page 53.

Appleby against City of New York,
decided in 1925 and reported in volume
271 of United States Reports, beginning
at page 364.

United States against Holt State Bank,
decided in 1926 and reported in volume
270 of the United States Reports, begin-
ning at page 49.

Massachusetts against New York, de-
cided in 1926 and reported in volume 271
of the United States Reports, beginning
at page 65.

Fox River Company against Railroad
Commission, decided in 1927 and re-
ported in volume 274 of the United States
Reports, beginning at page 651.

United States against Utah, decided in
1931 and reported in volume 283 of the
United States Reports, beginning at
page 64.

Most of the cases to which I have re-
ferred involved States admitted to the
Union after independence had been won.,
The Supreme Court has held that such
States stand on an equal footing with the
Thirteen Original States so far as the
ownership of the beds of navigable in-
land waters, such as bays, rivers, and
lakes within their boundaries are con-
cerned. This means that the States
which were created by the United States
out of Federal territory automatically
received from the United States title to
such submerged lands upon being ad-
mitted to the Union, the title having
theretofore been held by the United
States in trust for the future States to
be created out of the Federal territory;
and that Texas, when it came into the
Union through the process of annexa-
tion, retained the ownership of the sub-
merged lands comprising the beds of its
navigable inland waters—with such
specific exceptions as may have been
provided for in various acts of admis-
sion. That applies not only to Texas,
but to any other State, if there is some
specific exception.

In view of this long line of Supreme
Court decisions holding unequivocally
and without a single exception that the
respective States own the beds of the
navigable bays, rivers, and lakes, and
other navigable inland waters within
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their boundaries, it would be the height
of absurdity to argue that there is any
real necessity for the Congress of the
United States to enact a measure pur-
porting to “confirm” the titles of the
States to such submerged lands. I en-
close the word ‘“confirm” in quotation
marks, because that word is taken from
the title of the Holland joint resolution.

Similarly, it would be absurd to con-
tend that it actually is necessary for the
Congress of the United States to “con-
firm" the titles of the States to tidelands
situated within their respective bound-
aries, since the Supreme Court has al-
ready made it clear, beyond the shadow
of a doubt, that each State owns any
tidelands—that is, any lands regularly
covered and uncovered by the flow and
ebb of the tide—within its boundaries.

The question of the ownership of tide-
lands situated within the boundaries of
a State was first presented to the Su-
preme Court in the case of Pollard's
Lessee against Hagan and others, which
was decided by the Supreme Court in
1845 and is reported in volume 3 of
Howard’s Reports, beginning at page
212. That case involved a controversy
over a tideland area comprising part of
the shore of a tidewater section of the
Mobile River in Alabama. This is the
cornerstone case. This is the basic case
in connection with the question of tide-
lands. In this case it was held by the
Supreme Court that when Alabama
ceased to be a territory and was ad-
mitted into the Union as a State in 1819,
she was thereby placed on an equal foot-
ing with the Thirteen Original States:
that the Thirteen Original States had
succeeded to the rights of the British
Crown in the tidelands within their
boundaries and had not surrendered
such rights to the Federal Government
when the Constitution of the United
States was adopted; and that, as an in-
cident of this status of equal footing
among the several States, the ownership
of the tidelands within the boundaries
of the new State was automatically
transferred from the United States to
Alabama when the latter came into the
Union.

She came in on an equal footing with
the 13 States which had fought and won
the war of independence and then
formed the Federal Union. The court
said that Alabama was placed upon an
equal footing with the Thirteen Original
States, which had succeeded to the rights
of the British Crown to the tidelands
within their boundaries, and had not
surrendered such rights to the Federal
Government when the Constitution of
the United States was adopted. We re-
call that the States reserved to them-
selves or to the people—which meant
the people of the States—all rights not
given or delegated to the Federal Gov-
ernment. The Supreme Court held that
the right to the tidelands and ownership
of the tidelands were still held by the
States, and had never been in any way
granted or given to the Federal Govern=
ment. [

Subsequent Supreme Court decisions
have uniformly adhered to the view that
the respective States or their grantees—
that is, anyone to whom the State might
have given a grant of any particular
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tidelands—own the tidelands situated
within the States’ boundaries. For the
information of the Senate, I shall fur-
nish a list of these decisions, by way of
emphasizing the certainty which now
exists concerning this point of constitu-
tional law.

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

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Of course, the Sen-
ator from Alabama realizes that if he
supplies such a list, it will represent lines
to be counted against him.

Mr. HILL. I appreciate the fact that
it will represent lines to be counted
against me, but in the service of truth
I shall have to suffer the obloquy in-
cident to putting those lines in the Rec-
orD, because I think the justice of this
case, and the need to make the case
full and complete, not only that the Sen-
ate may have all the facts and the law
with reference to the case, but that the
facts may be available to all the people
of the country, require that I cite the
cases and bear whatever burden I may
have to bear for adding those lines to
my remarks in the RECORD.

These are cases in the highest court
in the United States, the Supreme Court
of the United States. Surely it is in-
conceivable that any Senator would ob-
ject to the citation of cases from the
Supreme Court of the United States, par-
ticularly on a question so extremely im-
f:rtant as is the question now presented

us.

As the Senator from New Mexico
knows, the Supreme Court is the citadel
which the framers of the Constitution
established to protect the rights and in-
terests of the people of the United States.
Can it be that a Senator is guilty of some
terrible offense if he cites cases from
this third great branch of our Govern-
ment? As the Senator knows, we have
three coordinate branches of govern-
ment. There is the executive branch,
to administer and execute the laws; the
legislative branch, to enact laws; and
the judiciary, including the Supreme
Court of the United States, to protect
the people in their rights, to make cer-
tain that neither the executive branch
nor the legislative branch in any way
transgresses upon those rights or denies
those rights or takes away those great
rights from the people of the United
States.

Surely it would be a sad day if we in
the legislative branch could not make
reference to and cite cases from the
third branch, the Supreme Court of the
United States. We may not always
agree with the decisions of the Supreme
Court. I myself have not always agreed
with the Supreme Court, but that is the
great citadel under our system of gov-
ernment. We call it a system of checks
and balances. Perhaps Amos and Andy
would call it “check and double check.”
We all check. What a wonderful sys-
tem. As Mr. Gladstone said, it is the
greatest system ever devised by the
genius of man. We check the Court.
The Court checks us. We check the
Chief Executive. The Chief Executive
checks us.

The Founding Fathers who wrote the
Constitution had a profound knowledge
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of human nature. They knew the dis-
position and the urge of human nature
which causes people to reach out and
grab for more power all the time, to
arrogate unto themselves more and more
power and set themselves up as the great,
mighty, and final authority. Those wise
men who met in Philadelphia gave us
the greatest system ever known in all
the hundreds of thousands of years of
human history, the great system of
checks and balances.

Mr. President, I cited the basic case,

the cornerstone case, the case of Pol-
lard’'s Lessee against Hagan, a case in my
own State of Alabama, involving some
land in the city of Mobile, where in the
old days the tides used to flow over the
land. ‘
We have heard much about tides and
water. I believe that if we will consult
our geologists, our friends who have
studied the formation of the earth, the
processes of the earth’s formation, the
development of the earth, the evolution
of the earth, up to date, we will find that
the very ground on which we now stand
was once under water.

Iremember when I was a boy and came
to Washington the authorities were
building the ground on which stands the
magnificent memorial to Abraham Lin-
coln. As the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincToN], who sits before me,
well knows, that was very marshy,
swampy land then. Soil was taken from
the bed of the Potomac River to fill the
site on which now stands that magnifi-
cent marble monument to Abraham
Lincoln.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Alabama has referred to some of the
cases, and the importance of under-
standing them.

Mr. HILL. I was going to cite them.
Would the Senator rather have me cite
them now?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I was merely
wondering whether the Senator’s atten-
tion had been called at any time to the
testimony of the attorney general of the
State of Tennessee when he 'was before
the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. If it has not been, I
should like to call his attention to it.
On page 98 of the hearings the Senator
will find that I was questioning the
attorney general of Tennessee, who was
appearing not only in behalf of himself,
but was appearing in behalf of the Na-
tional Association of Attorneys General,
These are the lawyers who have decided
so frequently that the States should own
the areas lying offshore in the open
ocean.

I asked the attorney general of Ten=-
nessee something about the Illinois Cen-
tral case, which, as the Senator from
Alabama knows, has probably been
quoted and misquoted and applied and
misapplied more than almost any other
case in this debate. I asked the dis-
tinguished attorney general of Tennes-
see whether he recognized that the Court
had decided the Illinois case was on
pretty sound ground, and he said, “I am

_not entirely familiar with the case.”
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Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor knows that that case is a landmark
case. I cannot understand how any
man could appear before a committee or
court to testify on this matter without
having studied and understood that
great landmark case.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is exactly the
point I was trying to make. I wondered
how anyone could come to the conclu-
sion that the States owned the land lying
out in the open ocean if he had never
studied the decisions of the Supreme
Court. That is why I was asking the
Senator about it.

If the Senator will indulge me further,
I thought I ought perhaps to outline to
the attorney general of Tennessee what
was in that case. I said:

I had better not try to outline it to you,
not being a lawyer,

Mr. Beeler, the attorney general of
Tennessee, said: ¢

I think you would do a pretty good job
of it.

Then I asked him this question:

Do you think the State of Illinois had a
right to go out on the lakeshore area and
grant to the Illinois Central Railroad rights
which it does not itself possess?

This is the reply, to which I hope the
Senator from Alabama will listen, be=

. cause it illustrates how carefully these

cases have been studied. The attorney
general of Tennessee, appearing in be-
half of all the attorneys general, said:

That was in litigation for years up there,
and the courts decided first one way and
then the other. It finally ended up some
way. I do not know how.

- I merely wish to ask the Senator from
Alabama whether he thinks that is a fair
indication of the amount of research
that has seemingly been made into this
question by the attorneys general, when
the attorney general of Tennessee said,
in answer to my question:

That was in litigation for years up there,
and the courts decided first one way and
then the other. It finally ended up some
way. I do not know how,

That had reference to the Illinois Cen=
tral case. He said it ended up some way,
he did not know how. They got through
with it. They got “shut” of it, I suppose
would be the expression in the Senator’s
section of the country. The Court took
some action. It was either for or against.
He did not know whether it involved land
or water, but somehow the Court ended
it up, the Court got through with it, he
did not know how it came out, but any=
way, it supported the point that the
States own the land out in the ocean. I
hope the Senator from Alabama will tell
me whether he thinks that is a good basis
on which to claim the lands in the open
ocean.

Mr. HILL. It seems to me the at-
torney general of Tennessee defeated his
own testimony when he said he did not
know how the case ended, when, as the
Senator from Alabama has said, this is
one of the landmark cases on the very
question before the Senate, to which we
are now addressing ourselves, It is in-
deed surprising testimony. The witness
seems to have been very much con-
founded and confused. He hardly knew
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exactly where he was. That would be
the indication. Therefore, it will not be
surprising when I call the Senator's at-
tention to the fact that the assembly of
the Legislature of Tennessee subsequent-
1y passed a resolution against the meas-
ure now pending in the Senate. The as-
sembly evidently took time to find out
about this joint resolution, to get the
facts, and, after getting the facts, the
house of represenfatives of the legisla-
ture acted, and passed a resolution
against the pending measure.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. As I recall when I
was a young man going to church and
Sunday school we used to sing a hymn
which started with the words, “Take
time to be holy.” Perhaps it might be a
good thing to take time to become in-
formed, and perhaps it might have been
better if the attorney general of Ten-
nessee and attorneys general of the vari-
ous States had taken time to read the
Illinois Central case.

I am sure the Senator from Alabama
recalls that yesterday when I was dis-
cussing this matter, I spent a good deal
of my time on questions that seemed
to flow from the Illinois Central case.
There was a State which tried to give
the Illinois Central Railroad the lake-
front of Chicago. Some time in the
sixties they tried to give it to them, and
they thought they had given it to them,
but in 1890 the Supreme Court came
along and said, “You cannot give away
what is held in trust for all the people.”
That is the very point in controversy
now: Can we give away land that is held
in trust for all the people?

It strikes me that anyone who really
desired to know what the law was would
have read the Illinois Central case,
which laid down the ruling that the
States cannot give away what is held in
trust.

In that case the words “particularly
land submerged” were used. The Court
was dealing with land off the Chicago
lakefront which formerly had been sub-
merged. Thank heaven that in that de-
cision, which was rendered in 1890 by a
Court which no one can say was a mod-
ern court or a New Deal court or a politi-
cal court, the Court saved the lakefront
for the people of Chicago and for the
enjoyment of the citizens of the Stafe
of Illinois and of this great Nation,

Mr., HILL. That Court was even be-
fore the ‘“nine old men.”

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, yes; it was
away back in the days when everything
was conservative and sound. So how
can a lawyer who is trying to understand
the law on this subject read the Illinois
Central case, which probably is the most
important single case which should be
considered, and then say, after reading
that case, “The case was before the
Court, and the Court decided it one way
or the other. The case came out some-
how, but I don't know how.”

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator from
New Mexico for his contribution, for he
knows that perhaps the main documents
of propaganda favorable to the pending
measure, and opposed to the position
taken by the Senator from New Mexico
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and myself, have been the documents of
the attorneys general. In this instance,
the Senator from New Mexico has shown
how little concept and how little under-
standing the attorney general of Ten-

_nessee had of this matter, and how little

study he had given to it, and the fact
that he did not even know the great,
basie, landmark case in this connection.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama permit me to
go a step further?

Mr. HILL. I yield again to my friend,
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Let me point out
that it was testified that one State had
contributed $40,000 to the fund which
kept that group going on its propaganda
work. Of course, that State was obtain-
ing revenue from oil. If some of the
other States could have a little revenue
from oil, they could make magnificent
contributions to scientific foundations,
and so forth.

Mr. HILL. Yes; and they could print
all kinds of pamphlets, and could have
many friends on their side.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; and when we
got through, we would find that some of
the statements contained in the pam-
phlets were just about as far from the
mark as were some of the statements
made at that hearing.

At the hearing, I believed I would be
able to carry on, to the best of my abil-
ity, an intelligent conversation with that
witness, who was a very pleasant per-
son. In fact, he even said that if I
would come to his State, he would see
to it that I was admitted to the bar in
his State—although I do not know what
I would do after I got there. However,
he was very pleasant.

I was trying to find out what the man
selected by all the attorneys general,
the man picked to read to the commit-
tee the paper which the president of
that organization had thoughtfully and
carefully prepared, knew about the mat-
ter. However, he did not even know how
the most important case came out.

Mr. HILL. Does the Senator from
New Mexico mean to say that the wit-
ness did not even understand the paper
he was sent to read before the com-
mittee?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would not go that
far. I would only say that he reminded
me of an incident which cecurred in the
Grand Canyon area of Arizona many
years ago. A prospector had entered the
canyon to do some prospecting; and
once he got there, he had to stay all
winter. There was to be a very impor-
tant fight between two well-qualified
prizefighters; it was the Jeffries-John-
son fight, as Irecall. At any rate, it was
a very important fieht, and great inter-

est in that ficht was manifested in all -

parts of the country.

Approximately 6 months after that
fight occurred a group of tourists visited
the Grand Canyon and entered it at a
point opposite the one where the pros-
pector had entered the canyon. Across
the canyon they saw the prospector wav-
ing his hat and shouting something to
them, although they could not hear what
he was saying. Of course, there were
no loudspeakers in those days. The
tourist finally decided that the prospec=
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tor must be in a desperate predicament;
perhaps he was out of water or out of
food. So, at great trouble, they crossed
the canyon, and finally reached the point
where the prospector was standing. Im-
mediately they asked him what the trou-
ble was. He replied, “How did that fight
come out?”

The tourists had no idea what fight
he meant, for he was referring to the
fieht which had taken place 6 months
before then. But, of course, since radios

“had not then been invented, and since

the prospector had been entirely with-
out communication of any sort, he did
not know how the fight resulted, and he
was curious about the outcome.

Mr. President, curiosity is a very fine
characteristic in some persons. It oc-
curred to me that that witness, being the
attorney general who was selected by
the organization to speak to the com-
mittee for all the aftorneys general,
should have been very curious to know
how that case came out. However, he
was not interested in how it came out.
He simply knew there was such a case,
and that one side won it, but he did not
know how the case resulted.

Mr. HILL. Although he did not know
how the case resulted, he was before the
Senate committee to tell it what it and
the other Members of the Congress
should do regarding this matter.

Mr. ANDERSON. Oh, the case proved
his side—although he did not know
which side it was; but it proved it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. HILL. Yes; I yield to my friend,
Epe Senator from Minnesota, for a ques-

ion.

Mr, HUMPHREY. T listened with in-
terest to the collogquy between the Sen-
ator from Alabama and the Senator from
New Mexico; and in that connection I
am interested in the porfion of the hear-
ings ‘on page 98, to which the Senator
from New Mexico referred. At that
point Mr. Beeler was answering ques-
tions asked by the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. ¢

Subsequently, on pages 100, 101, and
102, we find some interesting exchanges
of questions and answers. For example,
the case which was in question was {he
case of Pollard against Hagan. The
questions the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERsoN] was directing to Mr.
Beeler were predicated on that case.

Then question arose as to the situation
in Mobile Bay and Mobile River. I
gather that the Senator from Alabama
is guite familiar with that area.

Mr. HILL. That case is another land-
mark case, just as is.the Illinois Central
case. In fact, the Mobile Bay and Mo-
bile River case is the basic case and the

‘cornerstone case, so far as tidelands are

concerned, I say to my friend, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. ;

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct;
and I am glad the Senator from Alabama
has made that point perfectly clear, be-
cause when, at the hearing, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
asked:

You do not recognize the difference be-

land

tween land under the open sea and
under navigable rivers?
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Mr. Beeler replied:

No. Wouldn't you say that land out in
the Mobile Bay and down at the mouth of
the Mobile River was in the open sea?

The Senator from New Mexico replied:
No.

Then Mr. Beeler said:

That is where you and I just do not quite
agree, but I am not going to fall out with
you. You may be right.

Apparently Mr. Beeler did not recog-
nize that Mobile Bay is yet a bay, and
therefore is classified as an inland water.

I read now from page 102 of the hear-
ings:

Senator ANDERsON. You said the opinion
_or decision in 1845, Were you referring to
the Pollard case?

Mr. BEELER. Pollard v. Hagan's Heirs,

Senator ANDERsON. Did the Pollard case
deal with the land beyond the tidelands in
the open ocean?

Mr. BEELER. It dealt with the lands at the
mouth of the Mobile River and Mobile Bay.

I am endeavoring to point out that the
man who was representing at the hear-
ing the Attorney General, on the one
hand, was not sure whether Mobile Bay
and Mobile River were open sea or inland
waters or tidewaters.

Later, as shown on page 102 of the
hearings, he recognized that the . case of
Pollard against Hagan deals with that
matter. Of course, in that case there is
express reference to inland waters.

However, the witness was still in doubt
as to whether Mobile Bay is open sea
or is properly classified as an inland
water.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Minne-
sota is entirely correct. The testimony
to which he has just referred is quite
typical of a great deal of the propa-
ganda and misleading and spurious
documentary material which have been
issued in connection with this matter,
in an effort to have this giveaway joint
resolution enacted into law.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield fur-
ther to me?

Mr. HILL. Yes; I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to
read further from page 102 of the hear-
ings:

Senator ANDERsON. Submerged lands, not
tidelands, lands beyond the tidelands in the
open ocean.

You are presenting this paper in behalf of
the president of the group of attorneys gen-
eral, and it says all these attorneys general
have taken this position. Will you put Into
the record the dates on which the various
States have claimed the lands beyond the
tidelands in the open sea, as against the
claim of Thomas Jefferson when he claimed
it in behalf of all the people of the country?

Mr. BEELER. I wrote a paper about Thomas
Jefferson, and delivered it at the Presbyterian
Church down In Nashville a while back. I
think he is the greatest President who has
ever sat over in the White House.

Senator AnDErsoN. Good. You said you
“were a Jeffersonian Democrat.

Mr. BeerLer. But I do not want to have to
go out and do this work.

_ In other words, the witness was refer=
ring to the dates about which the Sen-
ator from New Mexico had inguired.

‘to.
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T read further from the hearings at
that point:

Senator ANDERSON. Why Is not somebody
willing to put that into the record? You
say the States did own this land all these
years without question. Why will not some~
body put into the record when one of these
States entered its claim in contravention to
the claim of Thomas Jefferson when he was
Secretary of State one-hundred-and-some-
odd years ago?

Mr. BEELER. They did not have to exert any
claim to it. When these lands were granted
by the Crown of England and by Spain and
France, those things went with that grant.

Senator ANDERsoN. The land in the open
ocean?

Mr. BEELER. Along the 3-mile belt,

I think it is about time that we clari-
fied the record on that point. As T re-
call, from my knowledge of international
affairs and some international law, it
was Thomas Jefferson who claimed the
3-mile belt.

Mr, HILL. That was in 1793.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a matter of fact,
British maritime law did not claim a
3-mile belt, and yet here is the man who
represents the attorneys general, who
is trying to say that the 3-mile-belt
claim grew out of the very transfer of
the lands from the Crown of England and
{rom the Crown of Spain to the Colonies,
which later became the States of the
United States of America. I shall only
say that the gentleman speaking did
not know the law, and, what is worse,
he flunked history; and history is per-
fectly clear, because I do not think any-
one will represent to the Senate, to a
court, or even to an eighth-grade civics
class, that the Crown of England claimed
a 3-mile belt. We claim that as a unique
and a distinet product of American law
and American political policy, through
Thomas Jefferson.

Mr. HILL. What the Senator from
Minnesota says is absolutely correct.
The question was considered by the Su-
preme Court of the United States. The
Senator will remember the decision in
the California case, in which it said this
claim was a nebulous suggestion at that
time. It was not even a nebulous sug-
gestion, because, as the Senator has so
well said, it was Thomas Jefferson who
first made the claim, who pioneered, we
may say, who broke the ground, as it
were, and endeavored to assert the 3-
mile claim for the United States, and
to get the other nations of the world to
recognize it. Of course, the Senator
knows that, ordinarily, when one has 3
strikes against him, he is out—and I
refer to the decisions in the California,
Louisiana, and Texas cases as the 3
strikes—but here the proponents of the

‘Holland measure are seeking to have a

fourth strike—that is what it amounts
The Court fully considered all these
matters, as a careful reading of the
California, Louisiana, and Texas cases
will show. The Court did not write
lengthy, verbose decisions, but that the
Court considered these matters there
can be no doubt about that.

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

Mr, HILL. In a moment. When
Thomas Jefferson made his claim of 3
miles, did any Senator representing any
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State—and remember at that time Sen-
ators were elected by their legislatures—
declare that the 3-mile belt belonged to
his State?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. HILL. My great predecessor, one
of the greatest men who ever sat on the
floor of the Senate, a man who en-
visioned and worked for many years to
achieve the building of the oceanic
canal, John T. Morgan, of Alabama, did
not get much credit for it, because Theo-
dore Roosevelt, all honor to his memory,
accomplished what we might call the
Panama coup. He moved in. But it was
John T. Morgan who sat on this floor,
year after year, proclaiming the neces-
sity of building an oceanic canal, and
urging the building of it. He worked
for the building of an oceanic canal.

I may say to my friend from Missouri
[Mr. SymiNeTON], the former great Sec-
retary of the United States Air Force,
that history may well prove that John
T. Morgan was right when he urged not
only the building of an oceanic canal
but building it across the Isthmus of
Nicaragua as a sea-level canal, rather
than building it across the Isthmus of
Panama, which requires locks and dams.
I am sure the Senator from Missouri,
who speaks with such authority on mili-
tary matters, particularly regarding air
power, and the capacity of air power for
destruction, will agree that one well-
placed bomb—merely one well-placed
bomb—could put the Panama Canal out
of commission for many months, at a
time when it might be vital to our
country to have that interoceanic pas-
sageway in operation. The Nicaraguan
route advocated by John T. Morgan was
a sea-level route far, far more difficult
to destroy, if not almost incapable of
being put out of commission with bombs.

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

Mr, HILL. I will yield to my friend in
a moment. I had started to ask, Did
any Senator from any State rise on this
floor to challenge Thomas Jeflerson or
say to him, “You are claiming 3 miles
for the Nation. You are claiming some=
thing that belongs to us. The 3-mile

area belongs fo us"? History does not

record it. The Senator knows that, with
all the money which has been spent to
pass this giveaway measure, with all the
time, effort, and toil which have been de-
voted to the effort to secure its passage,
had there been one scintilla of evidence
to the effect that any Stafe protested
Jefferson’s declaration with respect to
the 3-mile belt for the United States of
America, surely that evidence would have
come to light.

I now yield to my friend the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Alabama has made the
most devastating argument in reference
to the State claims of the 3-mile limit,
or 3-mile boundary, that could possibly
be made, because the time to have chal-
lenged the decision of the national sov-
ereignty regarding the 3-mile limit, I
might say to the Senator from Alabama,
was on the day of its initiation. In my
very limited knowledge of the history of
the Senate, it has never been a body that
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was under the control of the executive
branch. Even in the days of Thomas
Jefferson, some Senators found time to
condemn George Washington, the Presi-
dent, and they even picked on the Sec-
retary of State. It is an old American
habit. It came to this country in the
early days of our Republie, and it is really
a sort of badge of American independ-
ence. So, if Thomas Jefferson was able
to make that declaration and come out
with his scalp and skin intaet, I think he
made a declaration that was accepted.

Mr. HILL. What the Senator is saying
is that when Senators really wish to
show their independence as a separate,
independent arm of the Government,
they proceed to kick the posterior of the
Secretary of State. Is not that correct?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed. That has
been one of the great intellectual exer-
cises of Senators from the beginning of
the country, and I would not want to
stop it now. Itis a fine tradition. I may
say to the Senator that the argument of
Mr, Beeler about history is an effort on
his part to cloak this specious argument
of the present with things of the past.
That is what it means, They are trying
to cloak the present argument in behalf
of the State claims to the submerged
lands by appealing to the past history of
this Republic. But history is not on the
side of the grab. History is on the side
of the Nation, on the side of national
sovereignty. I submit that no Senator
on this floor can prove that, with refer-
ence to the Louisiana Purchase, or to the
areas we obtained by treaty from Mexico,
.or from Spain, or from England, never
once was it suggested to the Government
of the United States that the land within
the 3-mile limit was land which belonged
to the States.

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

Mr. HILL. I will yield in a moment.
I have very serious doubts whether, even
had any State claimed the 3 miles, that
claim would have been valid, and
whether it could have heen recognized;
and I will tell the Senator why. The
Court, in dealing with the Raritan Bay
case, the Waddell case, away back in the
torties having to do with the bed of an
inland river, in the case of Pollard
against Hagan, the big cornerstone
case—the case that we in Alabama call
the “mud-fill” case—laid down the
proposition that the right of the States
to the beds of inland navigable waters,
came about as an attribute of sover-
eignty—an attribute of what we might
call State internal sovereignty. Follow=-
ing the rationale of those decisions, the
Supreme Court in the California, Lou-
isiana, and Texas cases held that the
rights to the bed of the sea out in the
international domain, out where we deal
with other members of the family of
nations, were in the Federal Govern-
ment, as an attribute of the national
sovereignty of the Government of the
United States.

Let us return to the Pollard case for a
moment, because it is very fundamental.
We must remember that in the Pollard
case the Court was talking about tide-
lands. The State gets its rights to the
tidelands, to the beds of the inland navi-
gable waters, as an attribute of sov-
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ereignty. It was a case which affected
the rights of other nations. The Fed-
eral action was brought for that very
reason. One reason why the founding
fathers wrote the Constitution and
formed the Federal Union, was there
might be sovereignty to deal with other
nations. We would not want to have
Balkan states in the United States.

Let us look at the Pollard case, Mr.
President, which is so fundamental.
Listen to what the Court said in that
case:

The right to the shore between high- and
low-water marks is a sovereign right, not a
proprietary right.

Not such a right as the Senator from
New Mexico or the Senator from Min-
nesota or the Senator from Washington
might have if they had title to modest
homes in the city of Washington. It is
not a proprietary right. The Federal
Government and the States have rights
which individual citizens do not possess.
They are sovereign rights, and the Gov=-
ernment and the States are the trustees
of the rights of all the people.

The question of forts came into the
picture because the Federal Government
undertook the job of national defense.
They were thinking a great deal about
the Indians. One reason why we built
so many forts in the country was to pro-
tect against the Indians who might come
and scalp people while they slept. I do
rot mean they would actually tomahawk
the Senator from New Mexico and the
Senator from Minnesota while they
slept, because, with the diligence of the
Senator from New Mexico and the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, I am sure they
would awaken before the tomahawk fell;
but they might be asleep when a
treacherous band of Indians appeared.

That great statesman from South
Carolina, John C. Calhoun, returned
from a visit to find the bodies of his own
dear mother and his older brother stark
and dead, scalped by Indians.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield at that
point?

~Mr. HILL, I yield. Sl

" Mr. HUMPHREY. I appreciate the
analogy the Senator has given, because
it shows the dangerous situation in which
we live at all times. The danger of
scalping by Indians is now well under
control, but there is a new kind of tom-
ahawking and scalping going on. That
is what worries the Senator from Min-
nesota. Are we going to be scalped of
our submerged resources and be toma-
hawked off the coast lines of the United
States and have the vast and rich de-
posits of oil and gas turned over to some
new kind of band that would use them?

The Senator from Alabama moved me
deeply with his analogy, but I must say
a kind word for the Red Man, the Amer-
ican Indian. He has always respected
and abided by the Supreme Court de-
cisions, [Laughter.] All I am asking
is that we in the Senate do exactly the
same thing and live by the badge of
honor that those fine real Americans
have established for all of us.

Mr, HILL. I may say that there were
bad Indians and good Indians, just as
there are bad Americans and good Amer=

AT
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icans. No Member of the Senate respects
more than I do the fine, sterling quali-
ties which so many of our Indians pos-
sess and which is such a challenging ex-
ample to us—their great courage and
their will to carry through.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Since the spokes-
man for the attorneys general tried to
cloak the argument with the respecta-
bility of history, I am interested to note,
since the subject of the Indians has
arisen on the floor of the Senate, that
never once did the original inhabitants
of this land claim 3 miles from shore.
They put up a little resistance when we
reached the shoreline, but they were
willing to wait until the nation was or=
ganized as one nation.

Mr. HILL. So far as I know, they did
not even come out 3 miles to try to hold
back the people they thought were
coming to take their lands.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As a matter of
fact, the original inhabitants of the
States are not claiming 3 miles now.
They are fair, and I want to pay them a
well-deserved tribute for having been
most generous with the Government,

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I desire to
read a few words from the Pollard case,
but if the Senator from New Mexico
wishes at this time to ask me a question,
I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I wondered if the
Senator from Alabama, if he is going to
bring up the awful things that happened
in connection with scalping by the In-
dians, should not let some other Senator
bring up that subject. [Laughter.]

Mr. HILL. The Senator from New
Mexico must have seen me on television,
which I think is one of the most mar-
velous things of which I know, because
it is a medium whereby the people are
given the facts about matters such as
we are discussing here today. But ap-
pearing on television is very hard on
those of us who do not have a good crop
of hair, New Mexico produces cotton,
and we produce it in my State, and we

know the boll weevil gets into the crop

and eats it. i

Mr. ANDERSON:- I thought the Sen-
ator from Alabama had lost some of his
natural resources, and I wanted to point
it out.

I ask the Senator, as he comments on
the Pollard case, to comment on what
was discussed in the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs. As the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. [Mr. HUMPHREY]
has so well reminded us, the Pollard case
was under consideration in the hearing,
and I tried to find out whether the land
involved was out in the open ocean or
whether it was under inland waters.

I asked the witness if he did not ree=-
ognize the difference between land in the
open seas and land under navigable
rivers, and he said, “No.” I asked him
if he claimed that land in Mobile Bay
and in the Mobile River was in the open
sea, and he said, “No.” I thought the
Supreme Court had passed on it, and I
wonder if the Senator from Alabama will
discuss the kind of land it was that was
in dispute.

. Mr, HILL, I am coming to that now.

Mr. ANDERSON. I said that if it was
in the bay I failed to understand how
it was in the open sea. I was asked if I
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had ever been to Mobile, and I was proud
to say that I had. The witness said the
wind kicked around the gulf and whipped
up the water.

1 should like to have the Senator from
Alabama tell us just how far the wind can
whip up water on the particular piece of
property that was involved in the Pollard
case. My understanding was that it was
a city lot.

Mr, HILL. The Senator is exactly cor-
rect. It was between two streets, Bound-
ary Street and Church Street, within
the city limits of Mobile, Ala.

Mr. ANDERSON. Has the Senator
ever seen the wind whipping up the water
there?

Mr. HILL. No, I have never witnessed
that. The truth is that where the city is
now the lot is really not even on Mobile
Bay. Itis on a part of the Mobile River.
It is not far from where the Mobile
River flows into Mobile Bay. Sometimes
the wind is rather strong, of course, we
have the ebb and flow of the tide, but
there is nothing like high water rushing
over that piece of land between Bound-
ary and Church Streets.

Mr. ANDERSON. Any Senator in-
terested in this matter might want to
know something about the geography.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly
correct. I am about to discuss the very
matter of geography. Recently there
was much discussion in the Senate about
the Rodgers case. What was the Rodgers
case about? It concerned a criminal of-
fense, one person assaulting another
person with a dangerous weapon.
Where? On the Detroit River.

Mr. ANDERSON. I cannot imagine
anything more pertinent to the discus-
sion of oil in the open ocean than one
fellow hitting another with a dangerous
weapon on the Detroit River.

Mr. HILL. I should like to read the
Magna Charta of this case.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to my brilliant
and distinguished friend, the junior Sen=-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Alabama for his compli-
ment. During my short time in the
Senate, I have come to look upon the
distinguished Senator from Alabama as
a leader, as a man of enormous intel-
lect and courage. However, his elo-
quence about the scalping expedition,
of the bad Indians which he intimated
were abroad——

Mr. HILL. Nof today, I may say to my
friend. ¥

Mr. GORE. I am glad to have that
assurance, because I was apprehensive
lest they were abroad today, and I
wondered to whom freshmen Senators,
like my distinguished colleague, the
junior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
BymInGeTon], and I, should look for pro-
tection. Must we sleep with one eye
open, or should we look to the leadership
of the distinguished senior Senator from
Alabama to protect our scalps?

Mr. HILL. So far as the loss of Ten-
nessee’s rights as a member of the Fed-
eral Union to the oil and gas in the sub-
merged lands is concerned, the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee had
better sleep with both eyes open.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will -

the Senator yield to me for a question?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought that be-
fore the Senator from Alabama returned
to a discussion of the case he was about
to read, I should like to have the REcorp
show that about 2 months ago both
houses of the Arkansas Legislature
passed a resolution endorsing the Ander-
son hill and the so-called Hill amend-
ment, sponsored by the Senator from
Alabama, although our attorney gen-
eral some years ago—I believe it was in
1947 or 1948—had also joined with the
group of attorneys general in their at-
titude toward the disposition of the sub-
merged lands. I think that experience
and the one in Tennessee strengthen the
theory advanced by the Senator from
Alabama and other Senators who were
engaged in the debate that the views
of the attorneys general were not neces-
sarily representative of the attitude of
the people of the various States.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is certainly
correct. I am delighted that he has
brought to our attention the action of
his own State legislature. Arkansas has
acted, as has at least one house of the
Arizona Legislature. I have already
spoken of the house of representatives
of the Tennessee Legislature. At least
one house of the Rhode Island Legisla-
ture has acted, perhaps both houses.
These actions by State legislatures have
occurred only in the past several weeks,
because it is only now that they are
beginning to realize that there has been
so much said and so much propaganda
disseminated on the other side, so much
talk about the use of tidelands that has
been absolutely mistaken and a mis-
representation, so far as this case is con-
cerned. Now the State legislatures are
acting rapidly, as the Senator from
Arkansas has suggested that his State
legislature has acted.

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

Mr. HILL. I am delighted to yield to
my friend, the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I merely desire to
add to the list of State legislatures which
have acted, the House of Representatives
of the Minnesota Legislature. As I
pointed out a few days ago in colloquy
with the junior Senator from Texas
[Mr, DaNIEL], 2 years ago the legisla-
ture of my State favored the Holland
resolution. But after real debate in the
legislature this year, the house of repre-
sentatives, by a vote of 2 to 1, voted for
the Anderson bill with the Hill amend-
ment.

I also wish to point out that not once
do I recall an attorney general of the
State of Minnesota discussing this issue
with the people. We have had some
closed corporation, closed shop proce-
dure, by which certain persons got to-
gether and said, “Let us see whether we
superlegal minds can figure this thing
out to take away submerged lands from
the Federal Republic, the United States
of America.” But once the matter was
brought to the attention of other at-
torneys—and we have a number of at-
torneys in our legislature, some of them
Yery able, and some, indeed, very, very

April 15

able—when they went into the legal
issues of the case, what did they come
up with? Also represented in the legisla-
ture are farmers, housewives, attorneys,
and businessmen. Despite the fact that
the leading political leaders of the State
supposedly were in favor of the Holland
resolution, the legislation of the State
voted 2 to 1 for the Hill amendment.

I say that whenever these matters
are brought to the attention of State
legislators and the people, particularly
the PTA, mothers, and fathers, who are
concerned about the education of their
children, believe me, they respond.

So we all owe a debt of gratitude to
the Senator from Alabama for his work
and leadership in this field, which have
really brought the subject to the atten-
tion of the public, and, as the attorney
general from Tennessee said in his testi-
mony, have taken it out of the smoke-
house. He referred to the fact that he
hoped that no one would steal any-
thing from their smokehouse; namely,
that the Federal Government would not
take away the rights of certain States.
I submit that the smokehouse is where
this matter was conjured up.

Mr, HILL. I thank the Senator from
Minnesota for all he has said. I wish
to express gratification for his having
placed in the REcorp his statement of
the action taken by the Legislature of
Minnesota. I had heard of that action,
but I am delighted to have the Senator’s
statement in the Recorp. It should be
in the Recorp, and I am delighted that
it will appear there.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may ask one
further question?

Mr. HILL, I yield to my friend from
Arizona.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. From Arkansas.

Mr. HILL. I beg the Senator’s pardon,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I assure the Sena-
tor that I am not in the least offended
by his mistake,

Mr. HILL. Both are great States.
None is greater than Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
Senator’s compliment.

Mr. HILL. My friend, the Senator
from Minnesota, suggests that the States
are on an equal footing,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is one ques-
tion that troubles me greatly, because
some of the main advocates of the pro-
posed legislation have in the past been
identified with rather conservative views
in our Government, both as to the sub-
stantive legislation and as a matter of
procedure. The attorneys general sup-
posedly are learned in the law. They
are supposed to have been officers of
the court. I assume they were, even
though some may have been admitted
by motion, just as the Senator from New
Mexico indicated a moment ago he was
offered that privilege by the attorney
general of Tennessee, What disturbs
me is that the rather conservative legal
lights are advocating one of the most
revolutionary principles I have come
across. They are really ignoring the
function of the Supreme Court and are
advocating challenging the Court. In
effect, the attorneys general are trying
to reverse the Supreme Court. They are
not willing to accept in good faith the
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decisions of the Supreme Court and
have been proceeding on the theory that,
under the Constitution, only legislative
functions are performed by Congress.

It seems to me that the approach of
the advocates of the proposed legisla-
tion is a challenge to the very basic prin-
ciple of the separation of powers in our
Government. I am disturbed, to say the
least. I do not understand how they
can justify their approach to this
subject.

Mr. HILL. I believe the Senator is
correct. I have tried to draw attention
to the very proposition the Senator has
stated.

Furthermore, no Senator has devoted
more time and attention or greater
ability to the field of foreign affairs than
has the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas. I am sure that he realizes,
perhaps better than do any of the rest
of us, the full import of what the Hol-
land joint resolution would mean so far
as our foreign affairs are concerned, so
far as our relations with other nations
are concerned, so far as concerns our
renouncing, as it were, the 3-mile ter-
ritorial limit for the United States and
pushing out to 1014 miles or heaven only
knows how far. What would that mean?

As the Senator knows, this whole pro-
posal is predicated not on the question
of property rights, as we think of them,
or proprietary ownership. The pro-
posal, both with respect to the States
in their ownership of the tidelands and
ownership of the beds of inland navi-
gable waters, as well as with respect
to the rights of the Federal Government
in submerged lands, turns on the ques-
tion of sovereignty. The rights of the
Federal Government in the submerged
lands have been declared by the courts
to be an inseparable attribute of na-
tional sovereignty. When we get out
into the submerged lands, as I tried to
show earlier, we are getting out into
the international domain. We are pet-
ting out where we rub elbows with other
nations, where we have contacts with
other nations, and agreements or dis-
agreements, We are getting into the
field of the family of nations. One of
the very purposes of bringing the Fed-
eral Union into being and drafting and
ratifying the Constitution was that we
might have a sovereign Nation to deal,
on behalf of all the States and all the
people of all the States, with other na-
tions in the matter of international rela-
tions out in the international domain,
Is not that correct? )

Mr, FULBRIGHT., The Senator isen-
tirely correct. It seemed very odd to
me to find among some of the strong-
est advocates of this measure those who
at other times have been more conserva-
tive in their views on the question of
_sovereignty and the question of our Con-
stitution. Some of them have prided
themselves on being constitutional Dem-~
ocrats. Yet when it comes to applying
the Constitution specifically in these
cases they are extremely radical, if not
revolutionary.

. Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
As the Senator suggests, this is not an
ordinary land matter, involving proprie-
tary inferests, or ordinary title, such as
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that involved in most transactions, in
which some individual conveys property
to another individual, or perhaps even
involving the question of the Federal
Government holding a proprietary own-
ership, and conveying land or holding
land. This is a great constitutional
question that we are discussing today.

I was referring to language in the case
of Pollard against Hagen to confirm what
the Senator has been saying, and what I
have been trying to say. A right to the
shore between high- and low-water mark
is a sovereign right, not a proprietary
one. By the treaties of 1803 and 1819, the
treaties under which Alabama came into
the Union, there is no cession of river
shores, although lands, ports, and so
forth, are mentioned. Why? Because
rivers do not pass by grant. We do not
make out a deed of grant to convey the
title to a river or river bed, because, as
the Court says, rivers do not pass by
grant, but as an attribute of sovereignty.

The right passes in a peculiar manner.
It is held in trust for every individual
proprietor—that means every citizen—
in the State or the United States. The
word “State” is used because we are
dealing with a State matter, namely,
tidelands in the State of Alabama. This
right requires a trustee of great dignity.
Rivers must be kept open.

I emphasize the word “open.” We
talk about open seas, and se forth.
‘When we use the word “open” in con-
nection with waters in this connection,
we are talking about the principle that
rivers must be kept open. Rivers must
be kept open, just as a street must be
kept open, so that people may have in-
gress and egress to pass up and down the
street, to go back and forth to work, and
to attend to other business, ineluding
the many details of life that must be at-
tended to. That is what we mean when
we talk about a river or a road being
“open.”

We have had a great deal of discus-
sion here about the open sea. What does
that mean? What does the Court mean
when it uses that term? It means open
to you and me and every other ecitizen
of the United States. If means that we
may have free passage back and forth.

I realize that there is another conno-
tation. Ordinarily, when most of us
think about the open sea, we think about
the vast Atlantic Ocean, in contradis-
tinction to the Detroit River or some
other inland river. But when the Court
talks about the open sea, it means open
to you and me and everyone else who
wants to travel up and down that high-
way. In fact, the Court in one of its
decisions draws an analogy between open
water and an open highway, and says
that a highway is a passage on land
which is open, a passage where people
may travel back and forth,

Sometimes, when we think about a
highway, we may think about a four-lane
road; but in the terms of the decisions of
the courts, it does not necessarily mean
a four-lane highway. The Senator from
Arkansas and I have both sat around
country stores in Arkansas or Alabama,
and have heard someone say, as he rose
to leave, when someone asked where he
was . going, “I am going on down the
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highway.” Perhaps it was a very nar-
row, winding, country road. But it was
a highway. It was open. He could go
down that road. The Senator from
Arkansas could go down it. Any other
citizen could go up and down such a
highway.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This is a thought
which had not occurred to me until the
Senator made the point. Suppose the
Holland joint resolution were passed,
granting these rights of ownership to the
sea off Louisiana. Would the State of
Louisiana then have the power to au-
thorize obstructions at the entrance into
the Mississippi River?

Mr. HILL. I must be perfectly frank
and say, as the Senator knows, that the
United States Government has the power
over interstate commerce, which we usu-
ally speak of as navigation. I ecannot
believe that any court would hold that
anything in the nature of a waterway
would not be subject to the servitude of
the Federal Government, and the right
of the Federal Government to control
and regulate interstate commerce or
navigation. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is that sufficient
assurance? The Supreme Court has al-
ready held three times that such lands
do not belong to the States; yet it is pro-
posed to ignore those decisions.

Mr. HILL. If Congress can overrule
the Supreme Court on one issue, it can
overrule the Supreme Court on another.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If we are assum-
ing authority to reverse or change a
solemn decision of the Supreme Court in
three cases, why can we not authorize
the blocking of the entrance to the Mis-
sisl.sippi River with derricks to extract
oil?

Mr. HILL. If we can overrule the
Supreme Court in one matter, we can
overrule it in another.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is proposed to
;exegut.e a quitclaim with respect to this
ana.

Mr. HILL., As the Senator says, if we
disregard——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is fo pre-
vent the State from drilling wells at the
mouth of the Mississippi?

Mr, HILL. If we were to disregard the
decisions of the Court and say, ‘“we over=
rule you; we will arrange matiers the
way we want to arrange them,” the re-
sult might be what the Senator suggests.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. After the Supreme
Court decided the question in the Cali-
fornia case, Louisiana and Texas went
ahead and granted leases, and proceeded
just as though there had been no case in
California.

Mr. HILIL. They were parties to the
California case. They came in as amici
curiae, argued the case, and presented all
the law they knew, and all that anyone
else knew, that they could find. It was
all presented to the Court, and after the
Court rendered its decision in the Cali-
fornia case Texas and Louisiana con-
tinued to make leases.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. And collect the
money.

Mr, HILL. The Senator is correct.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. On the same the-
ory, could they not erect huge derricks
in the mouth of the Mississippi River?
The Senator has seen many pictures of
such derricks in the newspapers. If the
State of Louisiana should erect such
huge structures in the mouth of the
Mississippi River, what could we do about
it?

Mr. HILL. If the Congress does not
overrule the Court, and see fit to take
from the court its power of decision in
these controversial cases, of course the
Court would grant an injunction to stop
any such thing as that, I take it. Then
it would be up to the power of the Fed-
eral Government to enforce such an in-
junction.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. How could the
Federal Government enforce it against
a State, any more than it did in the Cali-
fornia case? It found it rather difficult
to enforce the decision in the California
case. How does the Senator think it
would be much more successful in en-
forcing such an injunction?

Mr. HILL. I believe such an injunc-
tion could be enforced.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
mean by using the Army?

Mr. HILL. After all, the Senator
knows that one citizen can take another
citizen’s property, and the citizen ag-
grieved has to go into court in order to
get his property back. Let us say it is
personal property, and he has to replevin
it, or something of the kind. It takes a
little time to go into court and go through
the procedures to get back the property.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator
not recognize some difference between
dealing with individuals and dealing
with States?

Mr. HILL. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Itis rather difficult
to enforce a claim against a State.

Mr. HILL. Itisdifficult, and I am glad
the Senator is asking the questions he is
propounding, because he is so well and
so ably pointing out the difficulties, the
‘problems, which will be presented if
Congress sees fit to override the three
decisions of the Supreme Court cited and
shall pass the so-called Holland joint
resolution.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
yield for one more question?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In my opinion, the
theory of many of the advocates of the
Holland joint resolution is basically
false. The newspapers have given the
impression that the land in the ocean
belongs to the States, which is a chal-
lenge'to the integrity of the Supreme
Court. It 'seems to me the only permis-
sible theory for civilized people living
under our system to follow is the accept-
ance of the Supreme Court’s decisions,
then deal with the question of public
policy as to what should be done.

The Chamber of Commerce issued a
letter, which came to my desk in the last
few days, referring to the submerged
lands as belonging to the States. That
is a revolutionary theory. They are sim=
ply saying, “Your Supreme Court has no
longer any authority or power.”

Mr, HILL, The Senator knows that is
erroneous, but it is in keeping with much
of the spurious data which have been
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given out on the question before the
Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT It is a dangerous
theory to advocate if we expect to con-
tinue on a constitutional theory of gov=-
ernment.

Mr. HILL, I thank the Senator for his
views and I am grateful to him for the
contribution he has made to my speech.

Mr. President, I was reading from
some language to ke found in the deci-
sion in the case of Pollard’s Lessee ver-
sus Hagan.

Why is there no cession of river shores?

Because rivers do not pass by grant, but as
an attribute of sovereignty. The right passes
in a peculiar manner; it is held in trust for
every individual proprietor in the State or
the United States, and requires a trustee of
great dignity. Rivers must be kept open.

As T said, that is where we get the idea
of “open river” and “open sea.”
They are not land which may be sold, and

the right to them passes with a transfer of
sovereignty.

This decision cites the case in 16 Peters
367, which is the Waddell decision to
which I referred, the case involving Rar-
itan Bay in New Jersey, a navigable bay.

It follows from this decision that the
rights over rivers became severed from the
rights over property. In Pennsylvania, after
the Revolution, an act was passed confiscat-
ing the property of the Penn family.

Senators recall, of course, that under
Royal Charter most of Pennsylvania was
given to the Penn family, and therefore
they owned that property at the time of
the Revolution.

But no act was passed transferring the
soverelgnty of the State., The reason is that

no act was necessary. Sovereignty trans-
ferred itself.

When we won the Revolution, the
British Crown, George III, lost the
sovereignty, and it was transferred to the
original 13 States.

When this passes, the right over rivers
passes too. Not so with public lands,

But we are talking about waters. As
I said earlier, I shall not undertake to
read the language of the Court unless
some Senator desires to have me do so,
but the Court said in the California case
that in the Pollard's lessee against
Hagan case, and in the Raritan Bay case,
one dealing with land under inland navi-
gable waters, the other dealing with
tidelands, the rationale was that the sov-
ereignty of the State over those lands
carried with it an attribute, and that at-
tribute is the ownership of those lands.

The rationale of that case as applied
to the international domain, or area, is
that the sovereignty of the Federal Gov=
ernment has, as an attribute, the para-
mount right in the submerged lands
underneath the international sea.

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

Mr. HILL, I yield tothe Senator from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it not a fact
that up until very recently the theory
as to the origin of this ownership, as
distinguished from public lands, was
recognized in the State of Texas? Texas
listed its public lands until recently, and
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it never included the lands under the
sea. 3

Mr, HILL. The Senator is correct.

Mr:; FULBRIGHT. So that theory
was accepted by Texas until recently.

Mr. HILL. The minority views con=-
tain a delineation of public lands by the
Texas constitutional convention. The
Senator will not find any reference what-
ever to submerged lands. He will find
that the first time the submerged lands
were ever listed by the official agency of
the State government of Texas was as
recently as 1941. By then they knew
there was oil in Texas under the sub-
merged lands, so that they began to list
the lands. The resolution admitting
Texas was passed by Congress in March,
1845, and Texas raised the Stars and
Stripes in 1846, For 100 years we do
not find in the records any listing by
Texas of the submerged lands.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As is set forth in
the case just referred to by the Senator
from Alabama, of course, the prevailing
theory and the prevailing law are now
as they were then, namely, that t.hat
land does not belong to Texas.

Mr. HILL. Of course, Texas had the
paramount rights to that land when
Texas was an independent republic with
national ‘sovereignty. However, when
Texas entered the Union, she entered the
Union, as the Court said, on an equal
footing.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. HILL. Of course, the situation in
the case of “equal footing™ is rather
queer. In the case of the States which
entered the Union following its forma-
tion, their rights to and ownership of
tidelands and the beds of navigable riv=-
ers, bays, inlets, and so forth, are predi=
cated and based upon the equal-footing
theory. .Tust as the equal-footing the-
ory has obtained for those States their
rights to and ownership of the tidelands
and the beds of the inland navigable wa-
ters, so—in the converse—the national
sovereignty of the Government of the
United States, as trustee for all the peo=
ple in the national domain, is the basis,
as the Senator from Arkansas knows, for
the paramount rights of the Federal
Government in the submerged lands.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like fo
refer to another point, although I am
sure the Senator from Alabama will cov-
er it. It is already covered in the minor-
ity views. I believe it is quite reasonable
to believe that the assertion of that right
by Texas in 1941 was in response to the
assertion by the United States that it
had those rights; and the United States
then directed the Attorney General to
proceed to claim those rights for the
United States.

Mr. HILL. Yes; and we heard a great
deal about that matter. It was in Au-
gust 1937 that the first official action re-
garding this matter was taken by any
branch or department of our Govern-
ment, and that was done when the reso=-
lution which had been unanimously re-
ported by the Senate committee, was
unanimously approved by this body, thus
asserting the claim of the United States
to these submerged lands, and directing
the Attorney General to take action to
press these claims on the part of the
United States.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. If I may be per-
mitted to say so, I should like to state
that it seems to me that the point the
Senator from Alabama has made has
completely shown the lack of impor-
tance in the case of the theory of the
traditional ownership of the submerged
lands by any of these States.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator from
Arkansas for the contributions he has
made, They have been most helpful and
very, very constructive and very fine.

Mr. President, when I first yielded to
my colleagues, I was about to list some
of the cases which have sustained the
decision of the Supreme Court in the
case of Pollard against Hagan. As I re-
call, that case was in 1845. It is inter-
esting to observe how, ever since 1845,
and down through the years, the Su-
preme Court of the United States has
stood squarely and adamantly in support
of its decision in the case of Pollard
against Hagan.

I now list the subsequent cases:

Goodtitle against Kibbe, decided in
1850, and reported in volume 9 of How-
ard's Reports, beginning at page 471_.

Den against Jersey Company, decided
in 1853, and reported in volume 15 of
Howard's Reports, beginning at page
426.

Mumford against Wardwell, decided in
1867, and reported in volume 6 of Wal-
lace’s Reports, beginning at page 423,

Walker against The State Harbor Com-
missioners, decided in 1873, and reported
in volume 17 of Wallace’s Reports, be-
ginning at page 648.

San Francisco City and County against
LeRoy, decided in 1891, and reported in
volume 138 of United States Reports,
beginning at page 656.

Knight against United States Land
Association, decided in 1891, and re-
ported in volume 142 of the United
States Reports, beginning at page 161.

Shively against Bowlby, decided in
1894, and reported in volume 152 of the
United States -Reports, beginning at
page 1.

Mann against Tacoma Land Company,
decided in 1894, and reported in volume
153 of the United States Reports, be-
ginning at page 273.

Mobile Transportion Company against
Mobhile, decided in 1903, and reported in
volume 187 of the United States Re=
ports, beginning at page 479.

United States against Mission Rock
Company, decided in 1903 and reported
in volume 189 of the United States Re=-
ports, beginning at page 391.

Port of Seattle against Oregon and
‘Washington Railroad Company, decided
in 1921, and reported in volume 255 of
the United States Reports, beginning at
page 56.

Borax, Ltd., against Los Angeles, de-
cided in 1935, and reported in volume
296 of the United States Reports, begin-
ning at page 10.

Of course, I do not know whether the
Borax case related to the famous 20-
mule team.

Mr. President, the decisions in all these
cases confirm the decision in the case
of Pollard against Hagan, and confirm
the ownership of the States in the tide-
lands, in the same way that the Waddell
case, to which I previously referred, con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

firmed the ownership of the States in
the beds of the rivers and inlets.

Not only have the decisions in these
cases again and again and again con=~
firmed that ownership; but if we read
the decisions of the Supreme Court in
the California case, the Louisiana case,
and the Texas case, we find that the
entire purport and intent of those de-
cisions, as was so clearly brought out
yvesterday by the able and distinguished
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
ANDERSON] was to confirm the deecisions
in the previous cases, following the de-
cision in the Pollard case.

I shall not now take the time of the
Senate to read from the decisions in
those cases; but yesterday the Senator
from New Mexico in his very able ad-
dress referred to the fact that not only
do all the decisions of the Supreme
Court which I have cited, prior to the
decision in the California case, sustain
the decision in the Waddell case, which
relates to the ownership of the bed of
the bays and rivers and inland waters,
but they also sustain the decision of the
Supreme Court in the case of Pollard
against Hagan, which relates to the
ownership by the States of the tidelands.

I am delighted to see that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico honors me at
this time by returning to the Chamber,
after being detained on important pub-
lic business. Yesterday he read from
the decisions in the California case and
the other cases the very language used
by the Court, showing the purpose and
intent of the Court in its decisions to
sustain and support the decisions in the
other cases.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr, HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does not the Sen-
ator from Alabama think that one of
the interesting points is that in some
of those cases the philosophy behind

the decisions, giving paramount rights

to the States over their inland waters,
was continued in the subsequent deci-
sions of the Supreme Court?

Much has been said to the effect that
the Supreme Court suddenly reversed
its position, that after having held one
way for a long period of time, it then
began to hold the other way.

However, the actual fact of the matter
is that the Court consistently followed
a definite pattern; it continued to follow

the pattern it earlier established in the
‘Pollard case and the other cases to which

the Senator from Alabama has referred.
I think that is very reassuring, be-
cause in the case of property rights,
which frequently are dealt with by the
Supreme Court, and with respect to
which the Supreme Court is the court of
last resort, certainly we find that up to
the present time the Supreme Court has
continued the line of reasoning it previ-
ously followed for many generations.
Mr. HILI. The Senator from New
Mexico is entirely correct. As he pointed
out yesterday, the decisions of the Su-
preme Court in the Louisiana, Cali-
fornia, and Texas cases did not in any
way raise any question about or cast
any shadow on the two basic, landmark
decisions I have cited, namely, the
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Court’s decisions in the Waddell case
and in the case of Pollard against Hagan.
On the contrary, the decisions in the
Louisiana, California, and Texas cases
clearly confirm and ratify, as was so ably
demonstrated yesterday by the Senator
from New Mexico, the decisions by the
Supreme Court in the Waddell case and
in the case of Pollard against Hagan.

Mr. President, I do not wish to repeat
what has already been clearly set forth.
Therefore, I shall not read the decisions
in those cases. Yesterday they were
covered very thoroughly by the Senator
from New Mexico, who cited the deci-
sions to which I have referred, and
showed how clearly and how absolutely
the Supreme Court in its decisions in
those cases confirmed its previous deci-
sions to the effect that the ownership
of the tidelands and the beds of the
inland waters, bays, lakes, inlets, and
rivers is absolutely in the States. Yes-
terday the Senator from New Mexico did
such a fine piece of work in making that
point so very clear that I shall not now
take the time of the Senate to read again
what the Senator from New Mexico yes=
terday so well brought to the attention
of the Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me at
this point?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBERIGHT. I am not at all
sure that the Senator from Alabama
should not now read from those deci=
sions, not because the Senator from New
Mexico did not make the point clear, but
because, as the Senator from Alabama
well knows, many persons in the United
States believe that the Supreme Court
has reversed its position. Many persons
have been so told by the Attorneys Gen-
eral and by others who support the same
view, and have been told it day after day,
in all sorts of pamphlets, broadcasts, and
so forth. So I am afraid that a great
many persons—whether they constitute
a majority, I do not know—believe that
the Supreme Court has reversed its
previous position.

Does not the Senator from Alabama
believe it is true that many persons take
that view?

Mr. HILL. Oh, there is no doubt
about that. The testimony of some of
the Aftorneys General, some of whom
have been impeached, has been read here
this morning by the Senator from New
Mexico, particularly. They have made
such suggestions time and again, The
cases of California, Louisiana, and
Texas, decided by the Supreme Court,
have raised a doubt about ownership.
They cast a shadow over State owner-
ship. Why has it been said that the
Supreme Court has reversed its position?
It has been done deliberately, for the
purpose of trying to get the inland
States to join hands in this give-away
proposition. The Senator is entirely
correct about that. There can be no
question about it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Sen-
ator would be well justified in reiterating
that to some extent. In some way or
other the people of America ought to
know what is being done to them by this
Pproposed legislation,
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. Mr, HILL. I may say to my friend
from Arkansas that I do not want to
read the entire California decision. The
Senator from California brought it out
very beautifully in the excerpts which
he quoted yesterday. He made it very
definite and very clear that the Court,
instead of in any manner raising doubts
or questions, confirmed and ratified pre-
vious decisions of the Court on the ques-
tion of ownership.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? y

Mr. HILL, I yield to my friend from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I regret that I missed
that part of the speech of the Senator
from Alabama and I missed that part
of the speech of the Senator from New
Mexico. I wish the Senator from Ala-
bama would digest it for me.

Mr, HILL.  If the Senator is request-
ing me to read this whole case, I may say
I do not care to do that at this time,
since the Senator from New Mexico cov-
ered it so well yesterday. But I may say
to my friend from Oregon that the Sena-
tor from New Mexico read to the Sen-
ate the language of these cases, confirm-
ing and ratifying the ownership of the
‘States with respect to the tidelands and
the beds of navigable inland streams. I
think there can be no question about
that, on the part of anyone who will read
the cases. But that is the whole trouble,
‘Instead of reading the cases to learn
what the law is, our opponents are seek-
ing to try their case all over again, to try
it de novo, as though there had been no
previous decision of the Court.

As I remarked earlier in my speech
today, when one has three strikes
against him, as our opponents have in
this case, in the opinions of the Court in
the California, Louisiana, and Texas
cases, he is out. But they do not want
three strikes only; they want a fourth
strike. They want the Congress to over=-
rule the Supreme Court. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Senators really
.watnt a change made in the rules, do they
not? .

Mr. HILL. They want to change the
constitutional law. As I have said time
and time again, this question involves
no ordinary rule of law. We are not here
dealing with an ordinary rule of property
law. We are not dealing with a question
of ordinary law in the sense of ordinary
proprietorship. We are dealing with a
great question of constifutional law, a
question upon which the Court has three
times passed.

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

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. It is not only a case of
wanting to change the rules, but also of
wanting to change umpires, substituting
a congressional or political umpire for
a judicial umpire. Is not that correct?

Mr. HILL. That is correct, because,
with all due respect to the Congress of
the United States—and no one has
greater respect and appreciation for the
Congress than I—the Senate was set
up as a political body. It is a political
body. The original intent was that it
should be a political bedy. The found-
ing fathers in writing the Constitution
provided that Members of the House of
Representatives should stand for reelec=
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tion every 2 years. At that time, as we
know, the difficulties of fransportation
were very great. “One could not travel by
air or by streamlined trains. As a mat-

“ter of fact, it then required more time

for George Washington to travel from
Mount Vernon to New York, to be sworn
in as President of the United States,
than it would now require to fiy to Cali-
fornia. The sessions of the Constitu-
tional Convention did not begin on the
date fixed by proclamation, because the
delegates did not arrive on time, because
the difficulties and handicaps, the bar-
riers to transportation were so great
that they could not do so. It was neces-
sary to wait until such time as a quorum
could be obtained, before convention
could proceed to its work. So the Found-
ing Fathers said the Congress should be
a political body, political in the highest
and best sense, responsible to the people.
It was also provided that appoiniments
to the Supreme Court should be non-
politieal. In order to insure that they
would be nonpolitical, two things were
done. They provided life tenure, sub-
ject to removal only throusgh impeach-
ment proceedings instituted by the
‘House of Representatives, and trial by
the Senate, requiring a two-thirds vote
ifor conviction. No Supreme Court jus-
tice has ever been tried and removed.
The justices were given life tenure, so
that they might be absolutely inde-
pendent. 2

The Founding Fathers did another
thing. They included within the Consti-
tution a provision, which is very inter-
esting and to which some do not give
much thought. They provided that the
remuneration of a justice could not be
reduced during his tenure of office. In
effect, they said to the Senate, to the
House of Representatives, and to the
President, “We intend to make the Su-
preme Court independent. Not only are
we going to provide life tenure for the
justices, but we are going to guard
against the possibility that, in retalia-
tion for an unpopular decision, a whip
might be held ever them in the nature
of a threat to reduce their compensa-
tion.” The Founding Fathers therefore
saw to it that the judges would be en-
tirely independent.

Our opponents have had three strikes
against them in the form of decisions
from this independent judicial body, the
Supreme Court of the United States, and
they now seek to have the action of the
Court overruled by a political body.
They want the Congress to overrule our
independent judiciary, in this case the
Supreme Court of the United States.

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

Mr, HILI., I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. To carry out the
baseball analogy still further, is it not
true that the proponents of this meas-
ure not only want to change the umpire
and not only want to provide for 4
strikes, but they also want to say that
a foul ball shall be a home run.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct, : :

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

Mr, HILL, I yield.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, in put-
ting my question at the end of my com-
ment, I wish to say for the record, in
dead earnestness and sincerity, that the
Senator from Alabama has just com-
mented on what I think is one of the
most vital prineiples connected with this
question. It goes to the very essence of
our American philosophy of constitu-
tional government. It goes to the matter
of a three-branch system of government
with each branch coordinate and co-
equal. The word “coequal” needs great
emphasis.

So that no Senator can raise a par-
liamentary point against me, I put my
comment in the form of a question.  Does
the Senator from Alabama agree with
me that there has been developing in
this country in recent years a serious
and, I say, dangerous trend, namely,
that when various econcmic pressure
groups seeking only to serve their selfish
interests do not happen to like a decision
of the United States Supreme Court
which is rendered in accordance with
our constitutional system of having the
judiciary determine and protect prop=-
erty rights and personal rights, they un-
dertake to use political pressure upon
politicians in the Congress of the United
States to get them to turn themselves
into a political Supreme Court and to
pass legislation which seeks to reverse
the judicial decision of the United States
Supreme Court? Has not the Senator
from Alabama noticed that trend in re-
cent years?

Mr. HILL. I should like to say to my
friend from Oregon that he has placed
his hand on what is a very definite trend.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with me that if this trend
continues and the people of the country
do not make clear to the politicians that
they want it stopped, there is danger
that the whole doctrine of separation of
powers under the Constitution of the
United States will be so weakened and
endangered that we shall lose our coor-
dinate, coequal, three-branched system
of government and we shall have a sys-
tem of government in which Congress
becomes supreme, so far as the deter-
mination of rights in this Nation is con-
cerned?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
Earlier in my speech I stated that al-
though we might not always agree with
decisions of the Supreme Court, after
all, the Supreme Court is a citadel to
protect the rights of the people. What is
there, after all, that would keep the Con=-
gress from passing a bill of attainder,
which is an outrageous and abominable
thing? If a great deal of pressure were
brought to bear by special interests,
what would become of the individual?

Around that great Court sitting yon-
der in the temple of justice the found-
ers of this Republic, the authors of the
Constitution, threw every safeguard and
protection possible in order that it might
remain free and independent, and might
be, in truth, a citadel for the protection
of the rights of the people.

What would the Bill of Rights be worth
if its enforcement and the protection it
affords were left to a political body?
Would we not revert to those terrible
times when men had no rights?
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Mr. MORSE. I agree completely with
the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
Alabama yield further?

Mr. HILL. I yield, but, first, let me
say that those rights are worth little or
nothing unless there be some strong arm
to enforce them and to protect the peo-
ple in their enjoyment. That is why the
founders established the Supreme Court
of the United States.

Mr. MORSE, The Senator is correct.

Mr. President, will the Senator from
Alabama yield further?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama agree with me that in the his-
tory of the United States, when individ-
ual courts from time to time have ren-
dered decisions which subsequent events
showed to be erroneous, the judicial pro-
cedure contemplated by the Founding
Fathers was for the courts to reverse
themselves on the basis of able legal
argument made in the sanctity of the
courfrooms of America, and that they
should not be reversed on the basis of
political arguments made on the floor of
the two Houses of Congress? Does the
Senator agree with me that that is the
proper concept of judicial reversal under
the Constitution, if we are to protect the
separation-of-powers doctrine?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Oregon
is a former dean of a great law school,
the Oregon University Law School. He
is a deep student of our constitutional
system, a profound constitutional law-
yer. I think he is absolutely correct.

Mr. MORSE. I plead innocent to the
generous flattery of the distinguished
Senator from Alabama, but if we are go-
ing to preserve for future generations of
Americans the precious doctrine of the
separation of powers, if we are going to
protect the sanctity of the judicial sys-
tem from political reversal of decisions,
if we are going to keep faith with the
constitutional theory that the place to
reverse the United States Supreme Court
is in the Supreme Court Chamber, by
able legal argument, if legal counsel can
show that the Court is in error, if we
are going to keep that kind of a consti-
tutional system, let me say that the joint
resolution which is pending before the
Senate ought to be defeated by this body
by an overwhelming majority, because
it is, in essence, an attempt at a political
reversal of the United States Supreme
Court.

I say with all solemnity on the floor of
the Senate, that I think it threatens our
very judicial system and the doctrine of
the separation of powers.

I believe a continuation of the debate
to a point where the American people
will come to comprehend the basic con-
stitutional issue involved will result in
such a reaction across the country that
the joint resolution will be defeated.
We should take the time, irrespective of
the pressure being put upon us by the
majority leader, to make the facts
known to the American people. I believe
the separation-of-powers doctrine is be-
ing placed in jeopardy by this joint reso-
lution,

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator for
emphasizing the importance of this de-
bate. It goes to the very heart of our
tonstitutional system. It goes to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

question of our relations with other na«
tions in this day and hour when we are
trying our best to bring nations together,
to effect a concord among nations, and
to lay a foundation for the building of a
permanent peace.

I thank the Senator from Oregon for
his able and fine contribution.

Mr. HUMPHREY and Mr. ANDERSON
addressed the Chair.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I now yield
to the Senator from Minnesota, and
then I shall yield to the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As the Senator
from Alabama well knows, article III of
the Constitution, in sections 1 and 2,
sets forth the judicial powers of the
courts, district courts, circuit courts, ap-
pellate courts, and the Supreme Court.
I make note of the fact that the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. Morse] has stated
it very forcefully and cogently, and it
has been stated earlier in the debate by
the Senator from Alabama. But I ask
the Senator from Alabama to recall
what he said about sovereignty when it
comes to matters of international rela-
tions.

The Senator will note that under sec-
tion 2 of article III the Constitution de-
seribes the judicial power, its nature,
and extent. The first part of section 2
provides:

The judicial power shall extend to all
eases, in law and equity, arising under this
Constitution, the laws of the United States,
and treaties made or which shall be made,
under their authority—

And so forth. In a separate paragraph
in section 2, the Constitution provides:

In all cases affecting Ambassadors, other
public ministers and consuls, and those in
which a State shall be party, the Supreme
Court shall have original jurisdiction.

Let me digress for a moment to note
the kinds of cases in which the Supreme
Court has original jurisdiction, where,
again, the emphasis is upon the separa-
tion of powers, with original, exclusive
jurisdiction being in the Supreme Court.

Ambassadors are symbols of the attri-
butes of sovereignty. Am I not correct?

Mr. HILL. They represent the Chief
Executive of the Nation, who in foreign
affairs more nearly encompasses the
sovereignty in international affairs.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, the
Executive, as head of the state, is sym-
bolic of the sovereignty of the Nation
state.

Mr, HILL. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The next category
comprises “other public ministers and
consuls,” which again represents the
symbolical attributes of the sovereignty
of the Executive head of the Nation
state.

Third, “And those in which a State
shall be party.”

That means where there is a conflict
between the sovereignty of the State, on
the one hand, and the sovereignty of the
Nation state, on the other hand. The
Federal system includes a dual sover-
eignty, namely, a sovereignty which is
limited in the sense of the sovereignty of
a State, and a sovereignty which is like-
wise limited in respect to the sovereignty
of the Nation state.
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I think the point about sovereignty
which the Senator from Alabama has so
well stated, and the point with respect
to the jurisdiction of the Court and the
integrity of the separation of powers
which has been made by the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Mogrsel bear well on
this case. The place where the Con-
stitution places responsibility for set-
tling issues such as a conflict between
the Nation and a State, not in a district
court, not in a circuit court, but in the
original jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court of the United States. Surely that
excludes the sovereignty of the Congress
of the United States when there is a dis-
pute between the powers of the Federal
Government, on the one hand, and the
power of a State government, on the
other hand.

In conelusion, I submit that no matter
what Congress may do, the Supreme
Court will still have the final word. The
Governor of Rhode Island has ordered
the Attorney General of Rhode Island,
in case the Holland joint resolution is
passed and becomes law, to contest its
validity in the Supreme Court. Congress
cannot stop the Supreme Court from
hearing the case or from accepting
original jurisdiction and handing down
a decision.

I remind Senators that when former
President Truman exceeded his jurisdic-
tion in the steel seizure case, some of the
very Members of the Senate who today
are trying to override the Supreme
Court decisions in the oil cases were the
very first to proclaim the authority and
integrity of the Supreme Court in the
so-called steel strike case. It simply de-
pends upon whose ox is being gored,
whose chickens are being snatched, or
whose 0il is being tapped.

I think it is about time to return this
case where it belongs—to the courts—
and not to fool around with it on the
floor of the Senate.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator'yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Does it not also depend
on whose scalp is being taken?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not wish to
mention anything more about scalps
while I am standing alongside the Sena-
tor from Alabama. [Laughter.]

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am very happy
that there was an opportunity for the
Senator from Oregon to express clearly,
as he did, the real issue in this case,
which is that an attempt is being made
to override the Supreme Court of the
United States, and that we are taking a
brand new tack by trying to say that if
we like a decision of the Supreme Court,
as many people liked the decision in the
Steel case, then it is wonderful; but if
we do not like a decision, we pick up our
marbles and say, “We won't play here
any longer. We are going to change the
rules of the situation ia our own way and
in our own halls.”

I for one have always regarded the
Supreme Court as a place where, if I
were placed in jeopardy, I might be sure
that the last, final answer I might get
would be one based upon justice, and not
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one based upon political expediency. I
think the Supreme Court based its de-
cision on justice in the Oil cases. The
Court tried to give substantial justice,
and it did so fairly. The very fact that
the Court forgave millions of dollars of
bonuses which had been collected, and
forgave millions of dollars of rentals, was
pretty good evidence of their desire to
do justice. However, even after the
Court tried to do justice, we still find
some persons who are not satisfied. They
say, “There is another court to which we
can go, and, on the basis of political bal=-
lots, and we can get what we need.”

I think that strikes at our country,
and I am glad the Senator from Oregon
praised the Senator from Alabama for
his suggestion, because in this situation
it has appealed most strongly to me.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. It seems to me that if
the theory with regard to the jurisdiction
of the Supreme Court of the United
States which has been expressed so ably
by the Senator from Alabama, the Sen-
ator from Oregon, and the Senator from
Minnesota is correct—and I am con=-
vinced that it is correct—does it not, in
the opinion of the Senator from Alabama
necessarily follow that if we pass the
Holland joint resolution and give a quit-
claim to the States, it will completely
prevent the early development of the
valuable oil lands, a development which
is in the interest of the entire country,
and which is so greatly needed today for
the defense of our country and the de-
fense of the free world?

Mr. HILL. Undoubtedly it will invite
further litization of all kinds. I have in
mind particularly the resolution of the
house of representatives of the legisla-
ture of the great State of Rhode Island.
Such litigation would require time, and
it would entail more and more delay.

I rejoice that the Rhode Island House
of Representatives has passed a resolu-
tion on this subject. Surely if the Hol-
land joint resolution passes, the ques-
tions involved should be considered by
the Supreme Court of the United States,
It is necessary to see whether those who
seek the submerged lands for the States
can have three strikes, and then return
to the political arm of our Government
to have a fourth strike, particularly
when there is involved a great constitu-
tional question such as is here involved,
which might really—and I measure my
words when I say this—go to the very
. essence of our Federal Government in its
dealings with other nations, and might
even lead to war. Nations have fought
before over the question of boundaries,
of territories, and of territorial waters.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. As the Senator
from Alabama knows, Congress has
some jurisdiction over the judicial
branch in the sense that it regulates sal-
aries and in the sense that it approves
the number of courts that may be estab=
lished. Wherever there are appellate
courts and distriet courts, Congress has
such control. Congress even has control
of the salaries of members of the Su-
preme Court and of the number of Jus-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tices. But when it comes to an adjudi-
cation between a State or several States
and the Federal Government, the Con-
stitution precisely, concisely, and defi-
nitely provides that the Supreme Court
shall have original jurisdiction.

Today in the Senate I utter a word
of warning that if the power of the Su-
preme Court in its original jurisdiction
between the Federal Government and
State governments is altered, adulter-
ated, breached, or abated by any action
of Congress in a case such as this, those
who today stand on this floor proclaim-
ing States rights—and we have heard
many speeches on the floor of the Senate
about States rights—may very well find
that they have set a precedent in the
Senate to overrule our Federal system
of government, a system which is pro-
tected by the 10th amendment to the
Constitution.

The 10th amendment to the Constitu-
tion prescribes, in precise language,
that—

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

I point out that the purpose of the
original jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court in cases involving the Federal Gov-
ernment and State governments was to
protect the integrity of the Federal sys-
tem. I remind the Senator from Ala-
bama of the history of that particular
provision, which is discussed in one of
the Federalist papers. I cannot recall
for the moment which one, but I shall
obtain the citation.

I submit that those who are today
hungry for the submerged lands on be-
half of the States may find that by the
action which they are trying to put
through the Congress they will so com-
pletely weaken the powers of the court
and respect for the decisions of the
Court that the so-called States’ rights
doctrine will become a myth; and it will
have congressional approval of its
mythology.

The courts of the United States are the
final bulwark in the protection of the
Federal system. An Executive or a Con-
gress may run rampant, but, thank God,
we have judges on the Supreme Court
who hold office for life, who are immune
from political pressure, who are there to
dispense justice after hearing the facts,
I submit that the Court has ruled, as the
Senator has so well put it in his analogy
to a baseball game, “Three strikes and
out.” As our friend the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Doucras] put it so beauti-
fully, the principal rule change now be-
ing sought is a rule to make a foul ball
a home run.

I have no further comment on the Fed-
eral system, except to bring it to the at-
tention of a man who has spent a great
deal of time in the protection of what he
believes to be the legitimate rights of
both Federal and State governments.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator for
his eontribution. Earlier in my remarks
I sought to emphasize what the Senator
has so well emphasized in his remarks,
I deeply appreciate his contribution.

Mr. President, we were talking about
how the Texas, Louisiana, and California
cases confirmed the decision of the Su-
preme Court as to ownership by the

April 15

States in tidelands and inland waters. I
wish now to read one or two excerpis
from those cases. I read first from the
California case:

Not only has acquisition, as it were, of the
3-mile belt been accomplished by the Na-
tional Government—

It was accomplished under the lead-
ership of Thomas Jefferson, as we have
said time and again. He began that
battle in 1793.

Not only has acquisition, as it were, of
the 3-mile belt been accomplished by the
National Government but protection and
control of it has heen and is a function of
national external sovereignty.

The Court cites the case of Jones v.
United States (137 U. S. 202); and the
case of In re Cooper (143 U. S. 472, 502),

The Court continues:

The belief that local interests are so pre-
dominant as constitutionally to Trequire
State dominion over lands under its land-
locked navigable waters finds some argu-
ment for its support.

That confirms what was said about
land-locked water. The interests of the
State being paramount, the argument is
for State ownership.

The Court continues:

But such can hardly be sald in favor of
State control over any part of the ocean or
the ocean’s bottom. This country, through-
out its existence, has stood for freedom of
the seas, a principle whose breach has pre-
cipitated wars among nations.

A few minutes ago I said that we were
dealing with a question so profound, so
complex, and so far reaching that we
might even be dealing with the question
of war or peace.

The Court continued:

The country’s adoption of the 3-mile belt
is by no means incompatible with its tradi-
tional insistence upon freedom of the sea,
at least so long as the Natlonal Govern-
ment’s power to exercise control consist-
ently with whatever international undertak-
ings or commitments it may see fit to as-
sume in the national Interest is unencum-
bered.

The Court continues:

The 3-mile rule is but a recognition of the
necessity that a government next to the
sea must be able to protect itself from dan-
gers incident to its location. It must have
powers of dominion and regulation in the
interest of its revenues—

That is, its tariffs, its import taxes,
and so forth—
its health—

That is, to keep yellow fever, small-
pox, typhoid, and other plagues from
entering this country—

and the security of its people from wars
waged on or too near its coasts. And insofar
as the Nation asserts its rights under inter-
national law, whatever of value may be dis-
covered in the seas next to its shores and
within its protective belt, will most natu-
rally be appropriated for its use.

That is, the Nation’s use.

But whatever any nation does in the open
sea, which detracts from its common useful-
ness to nations, or which another nation may
charge detracts from it, is a question for con-
sideration among nations as such, and not
their separate governmental units.

Under our Federal system are Texas,
Louisiana, California, and other States
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to negotiate with other governments
about the 3-mile limit, and what may be
done within it?

As I have said time and again in this
speech, one of the very reasons for for-
mation of the Union was to have a single
national sovereignty to handle interna-
tional relations, in order that we might
not have a land of what we might call
Balkan States.

The Court continues:

What this Government does, or even what
the States do, anywhere in the ocean, is a
egubject upon which the Nation may enter
into and assume treaty or similar interna-
tional obligations.

The Court cites the case of United
States v. Belmont (301 U. S. 324, 331-
332).

Listen to this:

The very oil about which the State and
Nation here contend might well become the
subject of international dispute and settle-
ment.

But whatever any nation does in the open
sea, which detracts from its common useful-
ness to nations, or which another nation may
charge detracts from it, is a question for
consideration among nations as such, and
not separate governmental units.

If we have some question with Great
Britain, we do not take it up with Wales,
Scotland, or England. We take it up
with the head of the British Govern-
ment, representing all of the British Em-
pire.

Listen to this:

And as peace and world commerce are

the paramount responsibilities of the Na-
tion, rather than an individual State—

We do not look to Texas, Louisiana,
or California to keep the peace for us.
We look to the Government of the
United States.

So, if wars come, they must be fought by
the Nation.

They must be fought by the leader-
ship, the brains, the capacity, the Army,
the Navy, and the Air Force of the Na-
tion. They must be fought by all the
agencies, engines, and resources of the
Nation.

The court continued:

The State is not equipped In our constl-
tutional system with the powers or the fa-
cilities for exercising the responsibilities
which would be concomitant with the do-
minion which it seeks. Conceding that the
State has been authorized to exercise local
police power functions in the part of the
marginal belt within its declared bounda-
ries, these do not detract from the Federal
Government’s paramount rights in and
power over this area.

Then note these further words:

The marginal sea is a national, not a State
concern. National interests, national re-
sponsibilities, national concerns are in-
volved. The problems of commerce, na-
tional defense, relations with other powers,
war, and peace, focus here. National rights
must therefore be paramount in that area,
that area in contradistinction to the internal
area.

The Court has again and again said,
and once more in this case confirmed
and ratified, that the States have the
sovereignty over, and as an attribute of
that sovereignty the ownership of the
tidelands and the land in the beds of
inland waters.

e
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Mr. HUMPHREY., Mr. President——

The FRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeaLL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to the Senator from
Minnesota?

Mr. HILL. T yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to have the
Senator really nail down the last argu-
ment he has made, as we say, because
it is very compelling and conclusive.
The Senator has used words which have
been employed again and again in the
debate, for example, “‘boundaries,” “sub-
merged lands,” “marginal sea,” “police
powers.” But the real portent of what
the Senator from Alabama is stating is
that, regardless of whether a State may
have a seaward boundary, regardless of
whether it may exercise certain police
powers, regardless of whether or not it
may enjoy the rights and privileges of
the outer sea and the marginal sea, and,
despite the individual States’ exercising
and utilizing some of the privileges and
prerogatives which may appertain in this
marginal sea area, the paramount rights,
the final dominion, jurisdiction, and ul-
timate control in this area, belong to the
Nation and not to any particular unit
in the Nation.

I believe, then, that we get this mat-
ter in proper focus, because I must con-
fess that during the debate, as I have
listened to the arguments on both sides,
there have been times when I have been
led to say, “The boundary, they say,
is out here 3 leagues, or 3 miles,” or
“they fish, they canoe, they use yachts
and boats.” It is said, ‘“The police pow-
er of the State extends this far out.”
But, as the Senator from Alabama is
pointing out, while all that may hap-
pen, the truth is that by the very sov=-
ereign power of the Republic, the Nation
State, in the relationships between one
nation and another, as free and inde-
pendent nations, the Federal Govern-
ment, the central Government, has
unique, paramount, overriding powers in
the marginal sea, the open seas, and,
of course, in the submerged lands, which
are nothing more nor less than the bot-
tom of the sea.

I think that if we get the picture in
proper focus it really adds up, because
it is an exclusive jurisdiction when and
if the Federal Government wishes to
make it exclusive. It can be a shared
jurisdiction when and if the Federal
Government wishes to share it in any
such areas, but it cannot be shared in-
sofar as our relationships with other na-
tions are concerned.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It looks as if the
sky has opened up, and I have seen the
truth, and I wish to say to the Senator
that I have heard no better statement
of the core of the argument, and the
truth that is involved, than the Senator
from Alabama has just expounded. He
has been kind enough to bear with me
as I have restated it for my own good,
because it is by repetition that I learn.

Mr. HILL. I wish to thank the Sena-
tor from Minnesota for his confession of
faith. He has stated the matter more
clearly and more forcefully and more
eloquently than I have been able to state
it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?
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Mr. HILL. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not the point
which the Senator from Alabama has
been developing, and which the Senator
from Minnesota has just emphasized,
borne out in the two fishing ecases,
Skirotes against Florida, and another
case involving both South Carolina and
Florida, in which the Supreme Court
held that since the Federal Government
had not made regulations regarding the
taking of sponges and fish, respectively,
and since there was a vacuum created
in those regards, it was proper for the
States to move into the vacuum so long
as the vacuum existed, but that if the
Federal Government wished to exercise
Jurisdiction over these fields, it could do
s0?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Illinois
is exactly correct. In other words, the
paramount, supreme, and primary power
is in the Federal Government, but if the
Federal Government has not exercised
its power, and does not see fit to exer-
cise it, it is well and good for the States
to act.

For instance, as we know, in the waters
close to the shores, the several States
exercise certain police powers. The
United States Government has its Coast
Guard along those shores. The Coast
Guard is not only a great life-saving
agency, it is also a political agency. But
the fact that we have our Coast Guard
there does not mean that we are not glad
to have the State help police the area in
regard to matters which may concern
the particular State.

Mr., DOUGLAS. In the case just
cited, the Supreme Court, upon motion
of the executive branch, has decided that
the Federal Government has paramount
rights in ownership of and title to the
submerged lands, and therefore the Fed-
eral Government has asserted and main-
tained its right, and there is no vacuum
into which the State may move.

Mr. HILL. When the Federal Gov-
ernment went into the Court, through
its duly constituted officials, the At-
torney General of the United States and
the Solicitor General, acting, I may say,
under the inspiration and direction of a
resolution passed by the Senate of the
United States, the Federal Government
then and there asserted its right and its
power over the domain to which the Sen-
ator has alluded.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. Is it not a fact that in
the several decisions of the Supreme
Court recognition has been given to the
fact that the Federal Government has
both paramount rights and full domin-
ion? It is not one or the other; it is
both, paramount rights and full domin-
ion.

Mr. HILL. I am glad the Senator has
raised that question, because much has
been said about the Supreme Court mere-
ly talking about paramount rights. No
one knew exactly what paramount rights
were, I desire to nail this proposition
down here by quotations from the Court.

I admit that the California decision,
ably and beautifully written as it was,
did not go quite so far in regard to this
question as did the Texas case, and I
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have no doubt the Texas case went fur-
ther because, after all, Supreme Court
Justices are human beings, and they
read newspapers, and know what is go-
ing on. A great furor was being raised,
and there was a storm about the fact
that the Court had merely said ‘“para-
mount rights,” and nobody knew exactly
what paramount rights were.

If one will consult any good law dic-
tionary, such as Bouvier’s, he will find
that the word “dominion” means “per-
fect and complete ownership in a thing.”
Blackstone’s dictionary says that in the
old civil law the word “dominion” meant
ownership in property in the largest
sense, including both the right to the
property and the right of possession or
use. The Cyclopedia Law Dictionary
states that “dominion” means ‘“perfect
and complete”—and notice the word
“complete”—"“property and ownership in
in a thing.” Then follows the definition
a “Dictionary of English Law,” where
“dominion” is defined to be equivalent to
ownership.

In its decision in the Texas case, the
Court also said:

But there is a difference in this case which,
Texas says, requires a different result, That
difference is largely in the preadmission his-
tory of Texas.

The sum of the argument is that prior to
annexation Texas had both dominium (own-
ership or proprietary rights) and imperium
(governmental powers of regulation and con-
trol) as respects the lands, minerals, and
other products underlying the marginal sea.
In the case of California we found that she,
like the Original Thirteen Colonles, never
had dominium over that area. The first
claim to the marginal sea was asserted by the
National Government.

- L - L] -

The “equal footing"” clause, we hold, works
the same way in the converse situation pre-
sented by this case. It negatives any im-
plied, special limitation of any of the para-
mount powers of the United States in favor
of a State. Texas prior to her admission
was a republic. We assume that as a re-
public she had not only full sovereignty over
the marginal sea but ownership of it, of
the land underlying it, and of all the riches
which it held. In other words, we assume
that it then had the dominium and 1m-
perium in and over this belt which the
United States now claims. When Texas came
into the Union, she ceased to be an inde-
pendent nation. She then became a sister
State on an “equal footing” with all the
other States. That act concededly entailed
a relinquishment of some of her sovereignty.
The United States then took her place as
respects foreign commerce, the waging of
war, the making of treaties, defense of the
shores, and the like, In external affairs the
United States became the sole and exclusive
spokesman for the Nation.

In short, Texas gave away the right to
make treaties with foreign nations, the
right to levy taxes imposts and excises,
the right to control interstate commerce,
and other rights, although at the same
time she obtained great benefits. As in
the case of most contracts, considerations
moved from both parties, so to speak,
Texas gained great assets at the same
time she lost some rights.

Then the Court said:

We hold that as an incident to the trans-
fer of that sovereignty any claim that Texas

may have had to the marginal sea was re-
linquished to the United States.
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Mr. President, there is the story. I
could go on and on with it, of course.
For instance, we recall that thereafter
the Court said:

We stated the reasons for this In United
States v. California, page 35, as follows:

In other words, the reasons why the
marginal sea was under the control, the
rights and, really, the dominium of the
United States, rather than of the States.
The Court added:

“The 3-mile rule is but a recognition of
the necessity that a government next to
the sea must be able to protect itself from
dangers incldent to its location. It must
have powers of dominion and regulation in
the interest of its revenues, its health, and
the security of its people from wars waged
on or too near its coasts. And insofar as the
nation asserts its rights under international
law, whatever of value may be discovered in
the seas next to its shores and within its pro-
tective belt, will most naturally be appro-
priated for its use. But whatever any na-
tion does in the open sea, which detracts
from its common usefulness to nations, or
which another nation may charge detracts
from it, is a question for consideration
among nations as such, and not their sep-
arzte governmental units. What this Gov-
ernment does, or even what the States do,
anywhere in the ocean, is a subject upon
which the Nation may enter into and assume
treaty or similar international obligations.
See United States v. Bzlmont (301 U. S. 324,
331-332). The very oil about which the
State and Nation here contend might well
become the subject of international dispute
and settlement.”

And so although dominium and imperium
are normally separable and separate, this is
an instance where property interests are so
subordinated to thie rights of sovereignty
as to follow sovereignty.

So, Mr. President, as the Supreme
Court said in its decision in the case of
Pollard against Hagen, the cwnership of
the tidelands is an attribute of sov-
ereignty of the States. As the Supreme
Court has said, the ownership of the sub-
merged lands is an attribute of sov-
ereignty of the United States.

I am sorry that my distinguished
friend, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucras], was not in the Chamber when
I referred to the decision in the Pollard
case, because from the decision in that
case I read language regarding a sub-
ject we heard about the other day,
namely, the open sea. The decision in
that case makes it very clear that when
reference is made by the Court to the
“open sea,” the Court is mot referring
to what we commonly conceive as a great
body of open water, such as an ocean;
but the Court means a body of water
that is open to anyone for use, in the
same way that an avenue is open to use,
The Court draws a parallel between a
water route and a highway. That is
what the Court means when it uses the
word “open” in that connection—not
perhaps that such a body of water is not
enclosed, in the way that one of our
Great Lakes is enclosed within the land
territory of the United States, but that
the water is open, so that in a boat any
person can travel on it as he pleases, up
or down that highway. That is our
right.

That is the fundamental basis upon
which the Court in its decision in the
Pollard case and in its decision in the
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‘Waddell case held that this ownership is
an attribute of sovereignty. The Court
held that it is an element or attribute of
sovereignty, and that in that connection
the National Government must protect
the people of the Nation, so that no one
will erect a fence or a bridge and then
will say to all others, “You cannot come
through here without paying me for the
privilege of doing so.”

Oh, no, Mr. President; the National
Government holds the rights to that
water and to the bed of that water, so as
to make sure that it is open for use to
every citizen. That is what is meant by
the Court in its use of the word “open.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield to me?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am very happy
the Senator is devoting the time he is to
this discussion of sovereignty. If I cor-
rectly understand the 3-mile boundary,
as it was originally referred to, it was
for the purpose of enabling a country to
maintain its sovereignty. In other
words, that was a belt which was felt to
be of sufficient width to enable the coun-
try to ward off any attempt of encroach-
ment on the part of an unfriendly power
which might seek to come to its shores.
Is not that correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is abszolutely
correct. Let me say here that my eyes
happen to fall upon the portion of the
decision of the Supreme Court in the
California caze, where the Court said:

The ocean, even its 3-mile belt, 1s thus
of vital consequence to the Nation in its de-
sire to engage in commerce and to live in
peace with the world; it also becomes of
crucial importance should it ever again be-
come impossible to preserve that peace.

I ask my colleagues to notice the use,
at that point in the decision, of the word
“vital.” Could there be a stronger word
in that connection?

Mr. SPARKMAN. After all, the word
“vital” means “the very life.”

Mr, HILL. Yes, “the very life.” So
here we are dealing with the life of the
Nation.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

A few minutes ago the Senator was
reading from the decision of the Su-
preme Court in the California case, at
the point where the Court brought out
that the preserving of that life is an
obligation of the Federal Government,
rather than of the States which might
abut the particular area. Is not that
correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is absolutely
correct,

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is the very
essence of sovereignty.

Mr. HILL. That is entirely correct.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That leads me to a
question which I should like to ask, al-
though I realize that my colleague, able
lawyer and able analyst of constitutional
law that he is, may intend to reach this
point. However, this question has been
considerably in my mind: Everyone con-
cedes that the Congress of the United
States can give away property of the
United States, if it desires to do so, but
does the Congress of the United States
have the right to cede sovereignty and
to cede this belt, or grant this belt, or
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quitelaim this belt, whatever term may
be used, or attempt to convey this belt,
which allows the United States to main-
tain its sovereignty and to sustain its
very life? Could such an attempt suc-
ceed, under the Constitution?

Mr. HILL. I am glad my colleague
asked that question. I may say to him
that further on in my remarks I intend
to deal with that very question. But I
may say briefly that I think there is a
very serious doubt; and I place my opin-
jon somewhat on the Illinois Central
case. The State of Illinois, by reason of
its sovereignty held as an attribute of
sovereignty certain land in connection
with Lake Michigan. The Court said
that the State of Illinois could not cede,
could not grant away this atiribute of
sovereignty. If Illinois could not grant
away its attribute of sovereignty with re-
spect to inland water, I do not believe
the Federal Government can grant away
its attribute of sovereignty in the inter-
national domain.

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

Mr. HILL., I yield.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. A few moments
ago, in addressing the Senator from Iili-
nois, my colleague used the term “trus-
tee.” In the Illinois case, did not the
court in effect hold that Illinois was a
trustee for its its citizens?

Mr. HILL. That is correct.

Mr, SPARKMAN. And would not the
United States be the trustee for all the
citizens of the United States?

Mr. HILL. It would be a trustee for
all of its citizens; that is correct. In the
case of Pollard against Hagan, which
was the basic case on the tidelands, as
the Senator knows, and in the Alabama
case involving Mobile Bay, the Court not
cnly said that the State was the trustee,
but also said that there must be a trus-
tee of great dignity. In other words,
what we are dealing with here today is
not merely a question of giving an indi-
vidual or to a group of individuals cer-
tain land or property, or something of
that kind: We are dealing with a great
fundamental constitutional proposition
which goes to the sovereignty of our Na-
tion and to the entire qguestion of our
rights in the field of international re-
lations.

Mr, SPAREMAN. In all fairness, I
may ask the Senator, did not the Attor-
ney General of the United States so ad-
vise the committee when he appeared
before it? Did not the Attorney General
apparently take that line in his testi-
mony before the committee?

Mr. HILL. The Attorney General was,
in my opinion, in a most difficult posi-
tion. He was in a most embarrassing
situation. He was like the bride of only
a few brief weeks, who was asked to
stand out before all the world publicly
and to repudiate the beloved bridegroom.
Only a few days previously, he had been
appointed Attorney General of the
United States, The President of the
United States, who had appointed him
had made him Attorney General, amid
the heat and stress and passions of the
political campaign, without having had
an opportunity to study this subject,

had taken a position on this matter.
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‘this measure in terms of the land that is

Here was the Attorney General of the
United States, a constitutional lawyer, as
I judge he must be, for surely it is incon-
ceivable that the President of the United
States would call to Washington to be-
come the Attorney General of the United
States and chief law officer of the coun-
try, any man who was not well versed in
constitutional law. Here was the At-
torney General, trying to steer between
Scylla and Charybdis, on the one hand
the Constitution and great American sys-
term of government, which the Senator
from Oregon so graphically and so elo-
quently depicted for us on this floor a
few moments ago—here he was, trying
to stand by the Constitution he had
sworn to uphold and defend, and, on the
other hand, trying not to repudiate, not
to give offense to, not to do harm to the
President who had appointed him Attor-
ney General. Oh, my heart went out to
the Attorney General. I knew what em-
barrassment he was in, because I had

studied this matter, and I knew that

every compass pointed in a direction op-
posite to the direction in which the Presi-
dent of the United States had committed
himself to go. I remember, during a
campaign in Alabama, a candidate for
Congress was pictured with one foot on
a horse going south, with the other foot
on another horse going north. There he
was, trying to ride those two horses, one
going north, the other going south. And
so my heart went out to the Attorney
General of the United States.

Mr. MORSE and Mr. DOUGLAS rose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield; and, if so,
to whom?

Mr. HILL. I yield ﬁrst to my friend
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. In asking my question
I do so with a great hesitancy after the
eloquence to which I have just listened.
I think the Senator from Alabama is
making one of the most eloquent pleas
on the floor of the Senate this afternoon
that I have ever heard in defense of the
people’s cause. But I want to ask a
question in regard to the discussion the
two Senators from Alabama had only a
few moments ago on the question of
sovereignty. Does the Senator, as a law-
yer, agree with me that when any issue
gets before a court, particularly when
this issue in question gets before the
United States Supreme Court—as I am
sure it will—it must be considered in rela-
tion to operative facts? We do not find
courts considering a problem in a vac-
uum, nor in a mere form of abstraction.
Is not that correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct, of course. There must be, I
think the Court says, a justiciable issue
presented to the Court.

Mr. MORSE. And when the Court
comes to consider this problem of sover-
eignty, whi the two Senators from
Alabama have raised this afternoon, I
venture the prediction that in their dis-
cussion of sovereignty in connection with
the issue that will inevitably come before
the Supreme Court in the not-too-dis-
tant future, if this measure passes, the
Supreme Court will consider the question
of sovereignty in relation to the opera-
tive facts which have been presented by
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transferred. Is not that correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is, I think,
entirely correct.

Mr. MORSE. So the issue of sover=
eignty will be in part considered in terms
of the claims that were granted by the
Congress and approved by the President,
if the pending measure passes and the
President signs it. The issues will have
to be reviewed in light of the precedents
of the United States Supreme Court on
the question of sovereignty, of which the
Pollard case is the mother case. Is not
that correct?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct.

Mr. MORSE: During the last session
of the Congress, when this issue was be-
fore the Senate, in our division of work
in that debate, I assumed the responsi-
bility of discussing the Pollard case, I
pointed out, as I shall do again when I
give my major oration on this measure,
sometime next week, that the Pollard
case basically involves the issue of
sovereignty in relation to State sover=
eignty, pertaining to rights over tide-
lands.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is 100 percent
correct. I do not wich to go over it again,
but the Senator from Oregon had to be
oft the floor for a few minutes. I read
from the Pollard case a little earlier. I
desire to reiterate a few words, if I may.
The following language is found in that
case:

A right to the shore between high- and
low-water mark is a sovereign right, not a
proprietary one. By the treaties of 1603 and
1819—

Those are the treaties under which
Alabama came into the Union—
there is no cession of river shores, although
land, forts, etc., are mentioned, Why?

Why no cession of shores? Iread:

Because rivers do not pass by grant, but
as an attribute of sovereignty. The right
passes in a peculiar manner; it is held in
trust for every individual proprietor—

I think today the Court would use the
expression “every individual citizen”—
in the State or the United States and re-
quires a transfer of great dignity.

Not by a mere human being who will
pass on and whose importance may be
great today and small tomorrow, but by
a great government, such as the Federal
Government or a State government.

Then the Court goes on to say:

Rivers must be kept open—

We have heard much about what the
Court meant by “open”—

Rivers must be kept open. They are not
land which may be sold and the right to them
passes with the transfer of sovereignty.

That means that citizens can go up
and down them like an open street or an
open higchway. The Court cifes 16
Peters, the Waddell case, holding that
the State has title to the bed of Raritan
Bay. But listen to this, confirming what
the Senator says:

It follows from this decision that the
rights over rivers became severed from the
rights over property. In Pennsylvania, after
the Revolution, an act was passed confiscat-
ing the property of the Penn family—
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We recall that by the royal charter
all the land in Pennsylvania was given
to the Penn family—
but no act was passed transferring the sov-
ereignty of the State.

When George Washington received
the surrender at Yorktown we became a
free Nation of 13 States, and there did
not have to be a transfer.

Mr. MORSE. That is the essence of
the case.

Mr. HILL. The court said that sov-
ereignty transferred itself, and that
when it passes, the right over rivers
passes, too.

The court said:

Not so with public lands,

Showing the distinction hetween rivers
‘and public lands. It is necessary to keep
.these waterways open. They are an at-
tribute of sovereignty.

We heard much a few days ago about
the Rodgers case. Does the Senator
from Oregon know the locus of that
case?

Mr. MORSE. No, I do not recall.

Mr. HILL. It was the Defroit River.
. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield..

Mr, DOUGLAS. Is it not also true
that it referred to a crime committed on
board ship in the Detroit River, on the

Canadian side?

Mr. HILL. It did indeed refer to a
crime committed on the Canadian side,
8 violation of a criminal statute under
admiralty laws, where a person attacked
another person with a dangerous weap-
on. The question was whether the ju-
risdiction of the United States applied,
since the ship was not within the juris-
diction of any one of our States, and,
therefore, not within the police powers
of any one of our States. Thz question
was whether the jurisdiction and the
police powers of the Federal Government
extended to the ship so that the person
who sought to attack the other person
with a dangerous weapon could be tried
on a criminal charge.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield further at
this point?

Mr. HILL. T yield.

Mr. MORSE. Let me say that the
discussion of the Pollard case by the
Senator from Alabama is unanswerable,
My last question to the Senator is this:
Does he not agree that when the Court
has before it a set of operative facts,
it raises a question of whether the land
involved is Federal land or State land?
An act of Congress is not going to de-
termine it, but the constitutional con-
siderations of the meaning of Federal
sovereignty will determine it. If the
land falls within the meaning of Fed-
eral sovereignty, then the Senate of the
United States has no power to tear up
the Constitution of the United States
and say that it can determine the sov-
ereign rights of 160,000,000 people. That
remains the function of the United
States Supreme Court, does it not?

. Mr. HILL, The Senator is 100 per-
cent correct, There can be no guestion
about that. I take it that when we
take an oath to support and defend the
Constitution of the United States we
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are not thinking only about the Polit-
buro in Russia or some enemy from
without; we are thinking also of domes=-
tic affairs which are covered by the
Constitution of the United States.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield at that
point?

Mr. HILL., I shall be happy to yield
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator
be willing to have provided a little poetic
relief from some of the constitutional
questions which ‘have been raised?

Mr, HILL. Yes,

Mr., DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Alabama has described the very difficult
situation of the Attorney General of the
United States, an honorable and com-
petent man, who was torn between the
Constitution, going north, and political
situations, going south. Did it not re-
mind him of the words of George Mere-
dith which popped into my mind when
I heard the Senator describe that di-
lemma? Meredith said:

In fragle life, God wot,
No villain need be! Passions spin the plot:
We are betray'd by what is false within,

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator for
the poetic quotation. I felt that this
speech, dealing witk constitutional law
questions, needed a little poetry. I re-
call that not many years ago some of
us who had the honor of sitting in this
body prided ourselves on the knowledge
of peetry and of the great literature not
only of this country but of the world.
Some Senators often illuminated, bright-
ened, and ornamented their speeches
with apt and beautiful quotations. I
recall that when I first became a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives one
of the distinguished Members of the
Senate was Senator Bruce, of Mary-

'land, and when Senator Bruce was

going to speak on the floor of the Senate,
if there was any way for me to get away
from my duties in the House, I would
come to the Senate to hear him, be-
cause no man was better versed or more
gifted with apt quotations and beautiful
poems than was the Senator from Mary-
land. His speeches were studded with
gems from great poets and great writers
in our literature and the literature of
the world.

I thank my distinguished friend from
Illinois for the contribution which he
has made.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I say to the
Senator from Alabama that when we
discuss the topic of submerged lands
it is like Pandora’s box. When we open
it, something else pops out. I took a
quick look into the index of the hear-
ings and again reviewed the testimony
of Mr. Brownell. On page 925 of the
hearings there is most revealing testi-
mony, in the light of the joint resolu-
tion which came out of the committee.
Here was the chief legal officer of the
Government of the United States. His
dilemma has been appropriately de-
scribed, and I do not think anyone could
more appropriately describe the very
paradoxical and peculiar situation in

which he found himself in trying to
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serve two masters, the head of a politi-
cal party and the Constitution of the
United States. I should like to point out
that when he testified he apparently
was received cordially. Great respect
and dignity were accorded to the gentle-
man.

Mr, HILL. As there should have been,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; but the joint
resolution has no relationship to the
testimony. 'The committee pursued

‘their course, the Attorney General not-

withstanding. The Attorney General
made it quite clear that he did not wish
to see the Federal Government lose
ownership of the submerged lands. He
had a convenient gimmick. His opening
statement is very short, comprising
about a page and and half or 2 pages
of the hearings, _He pointed out:

For the purpose of minimizing constitu-
tional guestions—

The Attorney General is'a shrewd man.
He knows what is coming. He sees full
employment for every lawyer in the
country. He said:

For the purpose of m!nlmizlng consti-
tutional guestions I consider'it of primary
importance that any statute combine a pro-
gram (a) authorizing the States to admin-
ister and develop the natural résources from
the submerged lands within a line marking
their historic boundaries with (b) specific
authorization to the executive branch of the
Federal Government to develop the lands
outside of that line,

I may say to the Senator from Ala-
bama that those two precise, definite
admonitions shed a little hope as to
minimizing the constitutional questions
which we know will arise as surely as the
dawn. He advised the committee, but
cne can look through the joint resolu-
tion from now until the 4th of July—and
we are likely to be looking at it for that
length of time, if these questions be-
come any more complicated—and he
will not see where the Attorney Gen-
eral’s advice was followed. There is no
specific provision in the joint resolution
for the Federal Government to develop
the Continental Shelf. There is pro-
vided a quitclaim to the property. The
Attorney General advised, first, that the
Federal Government should have ab-
solute, sharp, and precise authority for
the development of the Continental
Shelf. Second, he advised that the
States should not be given ownership.

So the committee, first, ignored three
Supreme Court decisions. Not only did
they reject the constitutional precedents
as established by the court, but here was
a brand new, fresh, untainted Attorney
General, having new ideas and a new
mandate, coming before the committee,
being treated well with respect and dig-
Eity.’ and the commitiee said, “Good-

ye.’

All that is necessary is to read the
colloquy in the hearings from that point
forward, and it will be seen how un-
happy some people were. *“Unhappy”
is hardly the word, because what Mr.
Brownell, as Attorney General, proposed
was not only ignored ; it was unpalatable.
The committee did not even want to
taste it, because the Attorney General
was too wise a man to sacrifice what the
Senator from Alabama has described
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today, namely, the sovereignty of the
United States.

The Attorney General tried—oh, how
he tried—to steer the course which the
Senator from Alabama described. But
when he had concluded, he found him-
self in the inevitable trap of trying to
be able to placate and please, on the one
hand, those who wanted to get the re-
sources from this land, and, on the other
hand, the citizens of the United States.

I submit that the Attorney General
took an oath to defend the Constitution;
he did not take an oath to be able to
help, by some sort of gyrations, those
who desired to become great political
artists in a most difficult case. I advise
everyone to read that particular testi-
mony.

My only question is, Can the Senator
from Alabama point to anything in the
testimony of the Attorney General which
denies the supreme sovereignty of the
Federal Government in external affairs
or in the open seas or the marginal seas?

Mr. HILL. I can point to nothing at
all. As the Senator suggests, when the
Attorney General came before the com=-
mittee and had to be faithful and loyal
to the Constitution, as he was—and I
commend him for his position—the com-
mittee proceeded to wash their hands of
him, turned their backs on him, and said
to him, “We will have none of that.”

In that connection the Senator from
Minnesota has given me a thought. It
will be very interesting to note the kind
of memorandum the Attorney General
may send to the White House for the
Chief Executive if and when the joint
resolution is passed. As I understand,
it has been the custom heretofore, when
a joint resolution of this nature is passed,
and before the President of the United
States signs it or vetoes it, to have the
Attorney General submit a memorandum
with respect to the measure. I shall be
very much interested, and I am going to
watch with great alertness if the joint
resolution is passed, to see the kind of
memorandum the Attorney General
sends to the White House. I shall re-
gquest a copy of the memorandum.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Just as the Senator
from Alabama in classical language has
shown the dilemma of the Attorney Gen-
eral as being between Scylla and Charyb-
dis, and just as the Senator from Tlli-
nois has tried to illustrate poetically the
difficulties of the situation, could not the
dilemma also be illustrated by a quota=
tion from the New Testament, namely,
cur Saviour's statement:

No man can serve two masters.,

Ye cannot serve God and mammon.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is absolutely
correct. That is the position in which
the Attorney General of the United
States found himself. Whom would he
choose? Would he choose Caesar or the
Lord? Am I not correct?

n:r. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor
Iec : -

Mr. HILL. The Attorney General has
already given his testimony. If the joint
resolution should be passed, he will have
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to write a memorandum and sign his
name to it. He might be asked, “Under
which banner do you stand? With whom
are you standing? Are you standing with
the Lord or with Caesar?”

It will be most interesting to observe
what he says.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not either in
the mood or intellectually equipped to
quote classical gems similar to those
which have been recited this afternoon.
But in my State, we would simply say
that the Attorney General was in a heck
of a fix. He tried to do his best to get
out of it, but in the course of trying
to get out of it, by trying to satisfy every-
cne, he satisfied no one. That is exactly
what the situation resolves itself into.
The Attorney General did not satisfy the
Senator from Louisiana, the Senator
from Texas, or the Senator from Florida.
He satisfied no one. He has not satisfied
the Senate.

1, too, will be interested to observe the
word which will be used to describe his
action. Formerly when we really wanted
to confuse anyone, we used language
which was called “gobbledygook.” I
wonder what kind of new word, similar
to “gobbledyvgook,” will be used to ex-
plain a position that is contrary to terms
of the joint resolution.

But perhaps the joint resolution will
not be signed. There is a ray of hope.

Mr. HILL. Is the Senator saying, as
lawyers say, “How shall he confess and
avoid?” Is that the idea?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

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

Mr. HILL. Iyield to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. If this measure is en-
acted, I do not know whether or not
the President will sign it. However, I
may say to the distinguished Senator
from Alabama that if the people of the
United States knew what was contained
in the joint resolution, and knew the
consequences and dangers to which we
should be subjecting ourselves by reason
of the great losses that would inevitably
follow its enactment, they would rise in
their wrath and would direct their rep-
resentatives in Congress, whether in the
Senate or the House of Representatives,
to vote against the joint resolution.
That is why I am so happy that the Sen-
ator from Alabama, and other colleagues
in the Senate, are placing the facts be-
fore the people for the first time. I am
sure that if the people really understand
the facts, implications, and conse-
quences, we shall win, and the joint
resolution will be defeated.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senator. I
think he is absolutely correct. I know
of no better evidence of the fact that
he is correct than the fact that within
the past few weeks bodies of the legis-
latures of the several States, such as
Rhode Island, Tennessee, Arkansas, Ari-
zona, and Mississippi, have acted, pro-
testing the passage of the joint resolu-
tion and urging that it be not passed,
and that Congress follow the constitu-
tional way, the wise way, the constructive
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way, the way of the statesmen, and pass
the Anderson bill with the aid-for-edu-
cation amendment.

I was reading excerpts from the de-
cision in the California case. I shall
not continue, except to read one sen-
tence, which I think is very significant.
I commend it to the consideration of
Senators:

We know not what tomorrow will bring.

Just think of the men who sat in the
Senate in the early days—how little they
could conceive of a constitutional de-
bate such as we have had, over a gues=
tion such as this. How little they could
have conceived of such a question. So
how can we project our minds into the
future? How can we know what to-
morrew will bring?

So I read this as the last sentence I

‘shall read at this time from the Cali-

fornia case:
The very oil about which the State and
Nation here contend might well become the

subject of international dispute and settle=-
ment.

Who knows? I do not want to antici=
pate what I shall say, but in a few
minutes I shall go into the question of
the value of the oil. I shall speak of
the oil which may be found off the coast
of Alaska. When we think about inter-
national questions, does not Alaska
bring to the mind of Senators a very spe-
cial picture? It lies in close proximity
to the shores of Communist Russia.
Shall we do something here now which
might encourage, precipitate, or hasten
some dispute which might lead to a
dread catastrophe in our relations with
Communist Russia?

We know not where this action may
lead us. We know that the only wise
course, the only safe course, is to hold
fast to the Constitution of the United
States. Whenever we do violence to that
great document we invite trouble; we
invite disaster.

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

Mr, HILL. I yield to my colleague
from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. This may not be
relevant at this particular time, but I
happened to think of it because the
Senator mentioned the possibility of oil
off the shores of Alaska,

Of course, it is generally believed that
Hawaii may become the 49th Stfate. I
am not sure as to the exact mileage from
one end of Hawaii ta the other, but I
understand that it may be something
like 1,500 miles from the uppermost tip
of the northernmost island to the south-
ernmost tip of the southern island.
Where would the line come, as affecting
the State of Hawaii?

Mr, HILL, I am not sure that anyone
could tell where the line would come.
The Senator by his question poses one
of the very problems which this measure
raises. Who knows where the line
would be?

Mr. SPARKMAN. It would lead to
endless litigation, would it not?

Mr. HILI. The Senator is absolutely
correct, No one can tell where the line
might come.

I am glad the Senator asked that ques=
tion., He has pointed out one of the
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many difficulties which we invite, one of
the treacherous problems which we take
to our bosom if we pass the pending
joint resolution. The very question the
Senator asks might turn out to be an
adder which we are taking to our bosom.

Up to the present time in my address,
insofar as I have not incidentally dis=
cussed other matters, we have shown
that any  attempt by the Congress to
confirm the titles of the respective States
to the tidelands and the beds of navigable
inland waters such as bays, rivers,
and lakes within their respective bound-
aries, would be sheer surplusage, since
many Supreme Courf decisions—and I
have adverted to many of them—have
given to the States titles respecting these
categories of submerged lands a degree of
certainty that is hardly matched any-
where else in the whole field of consti=
tutional law.

I ask my distinguished friend from
Oregon [Mr. Morse], former dean of
the University of Oregon Law School and
a great constitutional lawyer, if he
knows of a decision in any case in our
constitutional law which is a better,
more profound, more Gilbraltar-like
landmark decision on any question, than
is the case of Pollard’s lessee against
Hagan on the ownership of tidelands.

- Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr., MORSE. Dissenting only from
the Senator’'s personal references to the
Senator from Oregon, the Senator from
Oregon wishes to respond to the question
by saying that he thinks the Pollard case
is one of the great hallmarks of the con=
stitutional decisions of the Supreme
Court in the whole field of sovereignty.
I venture the prediction that when the
United States Supreme Court comes to
pass upon the constitutionality of this
measure it will not be able to sustain
it from the standpoint of its sovereignty
implications.

Mr. HILL. I thank the Senafor. I
wish to express to him my appreciation
for his very splendid contribution. I
think it is important, as we go along in
the debate over this question and the
discussion of the joint resolution, not to
neglect the great constitutional argu-
ments involved. AsIsee it the tragedy—
and I emphasize the word “tragedy”—is
that instead of reading these cases and
studying them, recognizing the consti=-
tutional questions involved and the deci-
sions as to those constitutional questions,
the proponents of the joint resolution
have busied themselves with sending out
all kinds of propaganda and disseminat-
ing all kinds of spurious data over the
land in an effort to decide this case de
novo, so to speak, in the Congress of the
United States, as though there had been
-no Supreme Court decision, and as
though under the Constitution it were
our duty, rather than the function of
“the Supreme Court, to decide this case,

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

Mr, HILL, I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wonder if the Senator
agrees with me that one of the great
problems we seem to have in the United
States today so far as public opinion is
concerned is a failure on the part of the
American people fully fo appreciate the
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relationship between their basic sov-
ereign rights, their basic constitutional
rights, their basic procedural rights, and
the various prizes which political groups
hold out to them to induce them to sell
their great constitutional birthrights for
a little materialistic gain, whether it be
oil lands or an attempt to take the public
domain away from the people of the
United States and turn it over to selfish
interests which would exploit it, or
whether it be a plausible but dangerous
proposal to sacrifice the heritage of the
American people in their ownership of
the streams of America, with all the po-
tential kilowatts of power to be found in
those streams, and turn it over to the
private utility monopolies? We already
hear whispered proposals to take thou-
sands of acres of the very valuable shale
land now on the public domain and turn
that property, belonging to all the people,
over to private selfish interests in the
name of private enterprise. Likewise,
other proposals are made, such as the
Hoover proposal the other night, to turn
the people’s property in Federal power
projects over to the private utilities.

I say that no matter what the selfish
proposals may be—and they are many,
and they seem to be growing in number
week by week, so far as this administra-
tion is concerned—nevertheless, the duty
which the Senator from Alabama, the
Senator from New York, the Senator
from Illinois, the Senator from Oregon,
and all others Senators have is to stand
here and protect the basic principles of
a constitutionalism so precious to the
welfare of our people, and, irrespective of
the criticism which may be aimed at us
from time to time, to stand up against
proposals which place materialistic
values above the value of perpetuating
our constitutional form of government.

Does not the Senator agree that that
is the challenge which is facing us on the
floor of the Senate this afternoon in
connection with the pending measure?

Mr. HILL. I agree thoroughly with
the Senator from Oregon, and I wish to
thank him for saying what he has said.
He has given expression to a most im-
portant and timely thought.

I wish to add that if the people are not
so sensitive as we would like to have them
be about many of these matters, if per-
haps they are not so conscious of the im-
port of these matters or the consequences
which may ensue, it is because in many
instances they have been bombarded
with all kinds of partisan, selfish, mis-
leading, spurious propaganda. Many
times they have not been given the true
picture.

I say to the Senator from Oregon that
I fully share his feelings—and I know his
feelings are deep—that we as Senators
of the United States have a very defi-
nite responsibility and duty to stand on
this floor, and to stand in every other
forum that may be available to us, to
give the facts and proclaim the truth to
the people of the United States. :

Let me add that I have been in Wash-
ington for a long time. I came here in
what were thought to be the halcyon
days of Coolidge and Hoover, those old
days when everybody thought that every-

“one was prosperous. Yet there were

great questions before us then, just as
we have them before us today, and the
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majority was overcoming the minority.
There was a stampede to take care of
the favored ones. ButI saw a few Sena-
tors, notably, that great old roman from
Nebraska, God bless him, George W.
Norris, stand on the floor of the Senate
and meet all the hosts of greed and self-
ishness. George Norris stood single-
handed, alone, and fought the exploiters
and the robber barons. Because of the
battle he waged, today we have the great
Tennessee Valley Authority in my State,
and in 6 other States, with all the mani-
fold benefits and blessings that institu-
tion has brought, not only to the people
of the Tennessee Valley, but to all the
people of the United States from Maine
to California.

He stood here year after year fighting
what seemed to be a hopeless, oh, such
a desperate battle, yet he had the cour-
age and the will and the dedication to
fight that battle, and because he did
fight it, the people of the United States
were finally enlightened as to the facts,
as to what was involved in the great
struggle, and in the end, the people,
through George Norris and his leader-
ship, won the battle fought with the
selfish interests of the country. :

Mr. MOCRSE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, JEN-
NER in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to the Senator from
Oregon?

Mr. HILL. T yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to commend the
Senator from Alahama for the great
tribute he has just paid that great liberal
conservationist, George Norris. Does
the Senator agree with me that in our
day in the Senate we now have the obli=
gation to fight to protect and preserve
the great accomplishments of Georze
Norris? There are voices in responsible
positions in American Government today
who are trying to sell the American
people the political soap that such great
Federal projects as the Tennessee Val-
ley Authority constitute creeping social-
ism, and that we ought to turn those
great projects over to so-called private
enterprise. What they mean is the
monopolistic control of selfish private
utilities which want the consumers to
pay tribute to the monopolies, Does the
Senator agree? d

Mr. HILL. I agree with the Senator,
and I wish to say that a few minutes
ago I read the language of the Court in
which the Court said that the contest
today is over royalties, but tomorrow it
may well be over some other thing.

That brings to my mind the thought
that when George Norris was standing
on this floor fighting the battle to save
the great power in the Tennessee River
for the people, for the United States of
America, he could not foresee that be-
cause of his battle and his devotion and
his efforts we were to develop that power
and make it possible for us to produce
most of the aluminum which went into
the airplanes with which we defeated
the tyranny of Hitler and of the Japa-
nese war lords.

I am quite certain that George Norris
went to his rich reward never having
heard of atomic energy. He knew noth-
ing of atomic energy. ¥Yet because he
had fought his battle on the floor of the
Senate, because he had saved that great
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heritage which God Almighty had given
to the people of the United States, the
power was there in the Tennessee River,
making it possible to establish the Oak
Ridge plant, which is one of the great,
basie, fundamental plants for the devel-
opment of the atomic bomb.

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. Again I wish to asso-
ciate myself with the observations the
Senator has just made with regard to
the significance of the work of George
Norris. I share his views about the great
record of Norris, and that is the reason
why I am in the course, week by week,
of delivering on the floor of the Senate
a series of 12 speeches dedicated to the
great liberal from Nebraska, who I
think left a great monument of service
in protecting the interests of the people
of the natural resources of the United
States.

My question is, Does the Senator from
Alabama agree that if the people of the
United States desire to protect and pre-
serve their natural resources, and the
national defense which goes along with
and arises out of the natural resources,
they had better pay attention to the facts
which are being brought out in just such
a debate as this one on the submerged
lands measure, because it deals with one
of the last great defense reserves re-
maining in the possession of the people
of the country, namely, the last great
oil reserves?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Oregon
is absolutely correct. Later in my re-
marks I shall deal with that question.

The Senator from Oregon knows that
today oil is indispensable to any national
defense machine, whether it be a bomb-
carrying airplane or a tank or a ship or
a submarine, After all, a bomb is as
worthless as a zero without a rim around
it, unless there is an airplane to carry
that bomb. Is not that correct?

Mr. MORSE. Of course that is true,

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

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Alabama share the view that one of the
great acts of statesmanship of the pre-
ceding President, Harry Truman, was
the action he took in the closing days of
his administration, when he issued the
order which placed the lands in dispute,
the lands involved in this joint resolu-
tion, under the jurisdiction of the United
States Navy, to be maintained by the
Navy as a great oil reserve in our na-
tional defense program?

Mr. HILL. I do, indeed. As I have
said, later on I shall treat with the ques-
tion of national defense.

We know that today we are importing
more than one billion barrels of oil every
day; and we know that if Russia were to
obtain control of the oil in the Middle
East, all the productive machinery of
Europe would be worth nothing, for then
it would be imposible for the countries
of Europe to operate that machinery.
That would then be the sad state of af-
fairs in Europe, despite the fact that our
Nation has spent great sums of money in
helping build up the industrial capacity
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of Europe. But none of Europe’s engines
of production could operate without oil,

Mr. President, in my opinion never be-
fore have we been faced by so dangerous
a threat or by so implacable and danger-
ous foe. Yet now it is proposed that
we give away this precious oil, one of our
most precious resources, without which
we would have no assurance that we
could defend ourselves in case of war.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield for a fur-
ther question?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Is the Senator from
Alabama aware of the faet that, for ex-
ample, in my State of Oregon the Fed-
eral Government has title to a great
many thousands of acres of forest land?

Mr. HILL. Indeed,Iam aware of that.
I wish to say to the Senator from Oregon
that I have had the pleasure of visiting
some of those forest lands. My trip there
was not only delightful, but I would say
that it was awe-inspiring. It was most
thrilling to see those magnificent trees.
So magnificent are they, that when one
drives through those forests, one is al-
most compelled to say, “Stop this car”;
there is an almost irresistible desire to
stand amid those mighty sentinels of the
forest and thank Almighty God for them.

Then one is suddenly pulled up sharply,
almost as sharply as if by a lasso, by the
dreadful thought, “What would happen
to these trees if they were removed from
the trusteeship of the Government of the
United States, and were made subject to
exploitation, depletion, and destruction
by selfish hands?"
~ Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish
I had the ability to express my feelings
as I go through the great virgin forests
of my State, in the way the Senator
from Alabama has expressed his feel-
ings, as he has related his experience
in taking a trip through my State.

I was very glad to have him, in re-
counting his experience, mention the
Creator, and the fact that when he vis-
ited those forests he felt close to the
Creator. I believe he implied that in
his remarks. That is the feeling I have
every time I visit those forests, and I
certainly share my colleague’s concern
with respect to the great loss our people
would suffer if a conservation program
for those forests were not maintained.

Let me say that the State of Oregon
receives only a very small percentage
of the Federal Government's income
from those forests. Does not the Sen-
ator from Alabama believe that if the
pending joint resolution is enacted into
law, I shall be presented with the prob-
lem of determining whether I owe it
to the people of my State, as one of
their representatives in the Senate, to
do what I can to obtain for them, not
the small percentage they now receive
of the income the Federal Governmentg
derives from these Federal timberlands,
but 100 percent of the income, minus
the administrative costs?

In fact, I suppose there would be
those who would say that I owed it to the
people of my State to do what I could
to have those lands transferred outrighit
to the State of Oregon,
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Does not the Senator from Alabama
agree that that problem would be pre-
sented?

Mr. HILL. Of course the Senator from
Oregon would be faced with that prob-
lem, as would every other Senator repre-
senting a State having great forests or
a State having public lands or a State
having mineral deposits or other great
natural resources. All Senators from
such States would be confronted with a
demand to obtain those properties for
their States, if this joint resolution were
enacted into law. Following the enact-
ment of the pending joint resolution,
that situation would certainly develop,
as surely as night follows day.

Mr. MORSE. In other words, the
constituents of those Senators would
demand that they also reach into the
grab bag, would they not?

Mr. HILL. Yes; certainly the Senator
from Oregon is entirely correct. The
people of Oregon would say to the Sen-
ator from Oregon, “Why have you not
reached your good, long arm into that
grab bag? We know how strong and
powerful your arm is. Why have you
not reached into that grab bag for us?”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not that sit-
uation lead to the Balkanization of the
United States of America?

Mr. HILL. It certainly could lead di-
rectly in that direction.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr., HILL. I was going to refer to
what happened to our forests; but at
this time I yield to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. LEEHMAN. Mr. President, New
York does not have the great forest re-
serves or the great mineral resources
which are possessed by many of the
western States or many of the other
States. But New York State has a great
interest in the development of the Na-
tion as a whole, particularly the develop-
ment of the great power resources of the
Southwest and Northwest. New York
has always been willing to do more than
its share. As I have often said on the
floor of the Senate, the people of my
State believe as I do, which is one of
the reasons why they have sent me here,
that what is good for one part of the
country must necessarily be good for Lhe
country as a whole.

If this grab bag develops, as it will,
all Senators will be placed under the
pressure to which my colleagues have
referred. If great natural resources are
turned over to certain States, then the
people of the other States, including the
people of New York State, will say, I am
convinced, “You have taken away from
us the enjoyment of the natural re-
sources of the country to which we are
just as much entitled as are the people
of Oregon or the people of Texas or the
people of Florida or the people of Louisi-
ana or the people of California. You
have taken those away from us against
our will, and therefore we are not going
to continue to contribute the amount of
money we have been providing for the
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development of the counfry. You can-
not take away from a State—any State—
great natural resources without paying
the price for that action.”

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

Mr. HILL., I yield to my friend from
Oregon. :

Mr. MORSE. I want to join immedi-
ately in approval of what the Senator
from New York has just said, and I
should like to take just a minute to ap-
ply what he has said to the problem in
my State. It is equally applicable to
other States in which natural resources
are found:; but I am perfectly willing to
limit its application, for the moment, to
my State.

I raised this point a moment ago with
the Senator from Alabama in order that
this Recorp might disclose for future
reference what the problem is today.
Of course, the State of New York and
other great eastern States have spent
millions of their taxpayers’ dollars on
the natural resources of the great west-
ern States, including, for example, some
of the lands, which really when we think
of the Federal jurisdictions concerned,
are involved in the pending measure.

Let me say to the Senator from New
York, I have taken this position as a
Senator from Oregon, though not for
Oregon in the first instance, but as a
Senator from Oregon for the Nation. I
ran for the United States Senate in two
campaigns upon the pledge that I would
sit in the Senate in a dual capacity, so
to speak, and desired the people of
Oregon to vote for me only if they
wanted to send me to the Senate of the
United States as a Senator for the
Nation: for that is what the constitu-
tional fathers intended when this legis-
lative body was created. .

In 1950 my opponents thought they
were going to defeat me on the so-called
tidelands issue. They quoted all over
my State, night after night, and day
after day, in a hot campaign, the state-
ments I had made on the floor of the
Senate against the so-called tidelands
measure. I said to the people of my
State in that campaign, in more than
200 major speeches up and down my
State, “Do not vote for me if you want
to send me to the Senate of the United
States to vote to take away from all the
people of the United States the so-called
submerged lands, The submerged lands
on the coast of Oregon do not belong to
the people of Oregon. They belong to
all the people of the United States. I
cannot read the Supreme Court deci-
sions any other way, and I pledge to you
in this campaign that I will not vote in
the Senate of the United States for any
bill that seeks to take away from all the
people of the United States”—and that
includes the people in the State of the
Senator from New York—“their para-
mount interests in the submerged lands
on the Pacific coast of the State of Ore-
gon.” I said further in that campaign,
“I carry the fight to the reactionary ma-
chine against me on this issue, and you
decide it at the polls.”

Let me tell you, Mr. President, that in
the Republican primary in the State of
Oregon in the spring of 1950 the Repub-
lican voters of the State decided in my
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favor by a vote of about 2 to 1, and in
the general election in November, 1950,
the people of the State of Oregon de-
cided in my favor by 76 percent of the
votes cast.

‘When I stand on the floor of the Sen-
ate I believe I happen to know what the
overwhelming majority of the people of
Oregon think about this measure; and
what they think about it is not in ac-
cordance with the proposal of the former
Governor of the State, now Secretary of
the Interior, Governor McKay. In my
judgment, the people of my State of
Oregon do not support the position taken
by the Secretary of the Interior on this
joint resolution. They do not support
the proposals made by the Republican
machine of my State regarding tide-
lands or submerged lands. They have
answered to that effect, I think clearly,
by the crosses they put on their ballots
in 1950, when the junior Senator from
Oregon took this fight to the people of
Oregon; and I am satisfied they gave him
a clear mandate to fight, as I have been
fighting, against taking away from the
people of New York and every other
State in the Union what I consider to be
their vested constitutional rights in the
natural resources of the country, in-
cluding these submerged lands.

That is my answer to the pressure
groups that are trying to induce me to
place in a grab bag the natural resources
of the United States. If we lose in this
instance, I shall still fight to protect what
is left of the natural resources belonging
to all the people, and I shall pray that
the Supreme Court will hand down a de-
cision, which I think it inevitably must
hand down, namely, that this measure,
if it becomes law, will violate the con-
stitutional sovereign rights of the people
in their natural resources.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, knowing
the magnificent courage of the Senator
from Oregon, I am sure that he will fisht
on and on, to the end. If need be, he
will stand at Thermopylae, and there he
will stay.

Mr. JACKSON rose.

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, a
neighbor of the Senator from Oregon,
the Senator from Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. Supplementing what
the Senator from Oregon said a moment
ago, I may say that I happen to come
from a coastal State. During the many
years I served in the House, I voted
against the giveaway bill. I think the
people of the State of Washington, Re-
publicans and Democrafs alike, are suffi-
ciently intelligent to know what this is-
sue is all about. I may say that last
summer oil was discovered off our coast.
Despite the fact that much was made of
that discovery, the good people of the
State of Washington supported me in
my position favoring the Federal own-
ership of assets that belong to all the
people of the United States.

It should be of interest to our friends
on the other side of the aisle to know
that many people in the State of Wash-
ington feel very deeply about the pro-
gram, with respect to natural resources,
and the way in which it is being carried
on. The people of my State would like
to believe that the new administration
will follow the leadership of one of the

April 15

greatest Republican Presidents, Theo-
dore Roosevelt, who stopped the raid on
the Federal domain. He was aided and
abetted by another great American, a
great Republican Governor, Gifford
Pinchot, of Pennsylvania, who was Chief
Forester under Theodore Roosevelt.

It occurs to me that as the people of
the country better understand what is
at stake here, the result will in the end
be in the public interest. I think we
have the task and the assignment of
placing the true picture before the
American people. Millions of Repub-
licans in the western part of the United
States are very much interested in what
is happening in the Senate at this time,

I compliment the Senator from Ore-
gon upon his statement about the atti-
tude of the people of the Northwest.
Inasmuch as both of us come from great
coastal States, I do not think it can be
said that we are arguing from a preju-
diced position.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Wash-
ington is a distinguished member of the
Subcommittee on Public Lands of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, the committee which handled the
pending joint resolution and conducted
hearings on it. The Senator from Wash=-
ington has made it his business to study
this joint resolution, to study the ques-
tions involved, as they are presented to
the Senate today, and he has taken his
position because he knows what is not
only for the best interests of the people
of Washington but also what is for the
best interests of the people of the whole
Nation.

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

Mr. HILL., 1yield to the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. I appreciate the kind
statement of the Senator from Alabama,
I think it should also be said that in
connection with the management of
these resources the western States de-
rive a very substantial bounty from the
sale of our timber, especially in the State
of Oregon, from that on the O. and C.
lands. The State of Oregon gets vir-
tually all the receipts from the sale of
the timber. I believe that not many
people understand that the Anderson
bill provides for giving to the States 371%
percent of the receipts.

Certainly that makes a very substan-
tial difference, and our people should
better understand that it is an equitable
proposition. It is not a case of trying
to deprive the States of anything.

Whoever heard of a person winning a
lawsuit and getting a judgment which
involves an award of between $25 billion
and $50 billion worth of very important
assets, and then giving them away? In
the interest of equity and fairness and
in the interest of consistency in the
management of our natural resources, it
should be remembered that the Ander-
son bill proposes to give to the States
37 percent of the receipts which will
be obtained from the sale of oil which
may be developed in the submerged
lands.

Mr. HILL., As the Senator has said,
it is a most generous gift, because, of
course, the Senator realizes that at least
some of the reasons applying to the 372
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percent gift of mineral receipts from
public lands do not and could not apply
to submerged lands.

I thank the Senator from Washington
for the contribution he has made.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
fenator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I am very happy, in-
deed, again to receive assurances, as I
have on so many other occasions, that
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Jacksonl
concur in my point of view as to the
duty of a Senator to represent not only
his own State, but the Nation as a whole.
I have fought against the so-called tide-
lands legislation as a member of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, and I am glad to fight it with all
the force at my command.

1t has been charged by some of the
proponents of the Holland joint resolu-
tion that I stand alone among the high
officials of my State in opposition to the
Holland joint resolution and in support
of the Anderson substitute and the Hill
amendment. They point out that the
Governor of the State of New York favors
the joint resolution, that the mayor of
the city of New York favors it, and tk_le
park commissioner, Mr. Moses, favors it.
It may be that that is correct. But I
repeat what I have so frequently said on
the floor of the Senate, that I am con-
vinced that in spite of the position they
have taken, and which I cannot under-
stand, the vast majority of the people 91
the State of New York support me in
fichting this joint resolution and in sup-
porting the Anderson substitute and the
Hill amendment.

They are gradually getting to know
the facts. That is why we have to bring
out, so long as we have the power, the
actual facts.

The people of New York want nothing
that they are not willing to give to the
people of Mississippi, Alabama, Texas,
Oregon, and California. We never have,
and I pray God we never will. The peo-
ple know that the great natural resources
in question belong to the Nation as a
whole, and not to only three States.
Therefore, they are unwilling to relin-
quish those resources. I have not the
slightest doubt that if the submerged
lands are turned over to three States,
the next move will be to turn over the
natural resources in the public domain,

1 am convinced that the people of New
York want this joint resolution to be
defeated, They want the Hill amend=-
ment, which will not benefit the chil-
dren of the State of New York any more
than it will benefit the children of Mis=
sissippi or any other State. We believe
education is the greatest asset a nation
can have. W want to see good, sound
education given to the children of Mis-
sissippi, Alabama, Arizona, and New
Mexico just as we want the children of
our State to have such education.

Here is an opportunity for the chil=
dren of the Nation to receive the educa-
tion to which they are entitled and
which would prove to be the greatest
kind of an asset to the entire Nation.

I repeat what I said yesterday, the
day before yesterday, and again this
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afternoon, that if the people knew what
was going on here, if they knew the im-
plications and the complications of the
Holland joint resolution and the evil
consequences of its passage, they would
rise in their power and say to their Sen-
ators and their Representatives, “No; you
cannot deprive the Nation of what be-
longs to all the people. You cannot take
it away from us to give it to three States
of the Union.”

I have no doubt whatsoever that that
would be their attitude.

Mr. HILL, I thank the Senator from
New York for his contribution and for all
he has said, and I particularly desire to
congratulate him on the very courageous
and fine position he has taken. I happen
to know of some of the pressures which
have been brought to bear upon the
Senator from New York. I happen to
know some who claim to speak for the
people of New York, the great Empire
State. They have sought nct only to
pressure the Senator on this matter, but
they have sought to embarrass him and
bring him all the trouble that is pos-
sible because of the very fine and cour-
ageous stand he has taken. I warmly
congratulate him,

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. MONRONEY. I was tremendously
impressed by the colloquy between the
Senator from Alabama and the Senator
from Oregon regarding the quitclaim
deed to the marginal sea as being a trail
blazer and a blueprint of things to come,
possibly at no very distant time, because
an amendment has been presented pro-
viding that the Congress quitclaim cer-
tain lands in western States.

Is it not true that the title by which
the people of the United States hold a
paramount interest in the marginal sea
is the result of the Supreme Court deci-
sions, and that the title has as much
finality, and gives as much right of own-
ership and as much right of control as
does the title the people of the United
States have in all the public lands now
held in the western States.

Mr. HILL. I will say to the Senator
that that is correct. When it comes to
property rights, when there is conflict
between parties as to who owns property,
who has the title to it, who has the right
of use and possession, where are we, if
we are not willing to accept a decision
of the Court?

Mr. MONRONEY. Assuming that, as
a result of decisions of the Supreme
Court, the Nation has the same property
rights in the marginal sea as it has in the
public lands, would there not be more
cogent and compelling reasons for Con-
gress to quitclaim the public lands and
the mineral resources in the various
States to the States which are com-
pelled, because the lands lie within their
boundaries, to furnish police protection,
education, highways, and many other
expensive services?

Yet when it comes to the marginal
sea I know of no surfaces all along the
coast in these areas as to which Texas,
or Louisiana, or any other State is com-
pelled to spend its funds, This has been
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an area of public domain, which all the
people have been determined to own. It
is policed and maintained at Govern-
ment expense. The harbors, port facil-
ities, lighthouses, and inland canals are
all maintained at Government expense.

If it comes to the question of deciding
which part of the public domain we shall
give away or quitelaim, it seems to me
that the public-land States of the West
could make a far better case for their
entitlement to a quitclaim deed than can
the States now contending for a quit-
claim deed.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Okla-
homa is exactly correct. Surely from
this standpoint the rights of the Federal
Government in the submerged lands are
derived as an attribute of sovereignty,
whereas the rights of the Federal Gov-
ernment in the public lands are derived,
as we know, from proprietary ownership.
As I conceive the rights of the Federal
Government in the submerged lands, ac=
cording to the decisions of the Supreme
Court, they are much higher, greater,
and more supreme because of their being
an attribute of sovereignty, than are the
rights of the Federal Government in the
public-land States.

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator from
Alabama has made a thorough study of
this matter. Could he inform me of any
similar case in which an appeal literally
has been taken from the Supreme Court
to the floor of Congress in order to re-
verse a decision of the highest court of
the land?

Mr. HILL. If there be a precedent of
that kind, even with property rights in-
volved, I have not been able to find it. If
there be such a case, it is hidden in dark,
deep recesses, and no light has been shed
to enable one to find it.

Mr. MONRONEY. If the proponents
of the joint resolution had wished to fol-
low through by enabling legislation the
development of the tidelands, they
should have used a formula, or perhaps
changed the percentage of the share as
between the Federal Government and
the State governments, corresponding
somewhat to the Anderson amendment,
or even to the suggestion made by the
distinguished Attorney General of the
United States. At least, that would not
have been in the nature of an overruling
by Congress of a decision by the highest
Court.

Mr. HILL. Certainly it seems to me
that the Attorney General of the United
States made what might be called the
maximum suggestion. What else could
we call it? It was the maximum to which
we could even contemplate going.

Mr. MONRONEY. The proposed leg-
islation, as it is now drawn, in fact be-
comes a reversal of a judicial deecision
rendered by the highest court of the land;
does it not?

Mr. HILL., Tt does, indeed. Not only
does the language run counter to the
proposal of the Attorney General, but,
as I shall show later, it runs counter
to the foreign policy of the United
States, a policy which has been so well
expressed by the present Secretary of
State, a representative of the Eisen-
hower administration.

Mr. MONRONEY. May I also ask the
distinguished Senator who has very ably
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outlined the protection afforded by the
three coordinate branches of Govern-
ment, whether, if the 83d Congress sets
a pattern for destroying the delicate
boundary lines which have existed
through tradition and usage, and the
comity existing among the three
branches of our Government, and af-
firmatively begins to have the legislative
branch impinge upon the judicial branch
or the legislative branch upon the ex-
ecutive, we may not be responsible for
beginning a pattern which may lead to
the very downfall of our great consti-
tutional system?

Mr. HILL. The Senator is correct.
Such action could not only well plague
us in future years, but it could well carry
within it the very seeds of destruction
of our great American constitutional
system of government, a subject to
which I sought to avert earlier in my
remarks, and which the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] so graphically and
eloguently described. Ours is a mar-
velous system of government, one to
which we often refer as a great system
of checks and balances. Under it we
have a free and independent court, the
members of which hold life tenure, and
there is in the Constitution a provision
that their remuneration cannot be re-
dueced during their terms of office.

The Founding Fathers threw every
protection around our system of govern-
ment to make it basically free and in-
dependent, in order to protect the in-
dividual rights of every citizen. If Con-
gress should overrule the Court, if Con=-
gress should see fit to pass a bill of at-
tainder, where would the citizen find
protection from such unconstitutional
actions on the part of Congress?

Mr. MONRONEY. Where would be
the finality of judicial decision in this
land which prides itself on having per-
haps the finest system of justice to be
found anywhere in the world.

Mr. HILL. I suppose that if that time
ghould ever come, the great Federal
system, the great system of three sepa-
rate, independent branches of Govern-
ment, the great system of checks and
balances, would have been destroyed.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to no one
in my respect and love for the Senate
and the House of Representatives, but I
cannot bring myself to believe that with-
in the legislative halls there rests all the
omnipotence of our great country, with
its system of legislative, executive, and
judicial branches as designed by the
Founding Fathers.

Mr. HILL. Was it not that basie,
fundamental thought that caused those
wise men to meet in Philadelphia to draft
the Constitution which gives us the very
system we now have?

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is
exactly correct.

Mr. HILL. The Founding Fathers
knew the weakness of human nature, the
temptations of human nature, and the
natural urges, we might say, of human
nature, to throw its grappling hooks
ahead and to reach out and grapple al-
ways for more power.

Mr. MONRONEY. As I see it, we as
a legislative body would be deﬂnltely in-
viting danger by overriding and over-
ruling the Supreme Court and invading
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their functions, just as, perhaps, we:

would be overruling the Executive by
trying to assume executive functions.

The executive branch also has a man-
date from the people of the United
States, and a threat of expanding in an
ever-broadening sphere a legislative
power that could develop into an all-
powerful oligarchy, and override even
treaties of our great country, could lead
us into paths of great danger and con-
fusion, so that no one would be able
to say what the pattern of constitu-
tional government might be.

Mr, HILL. I thank the Senator from
Oklahoma for his contribution to this
debate, He is familiar with the history
of the world and the old story of the
rise and fall of despots and despotism.
He is aware of the consequences if one
agency or one branch of the Govern-
ment, feeling that it has all the wisdom,
should assume and take unto itself all
power, whether it be a dictator in the
form of a Hitler or a-dictator in the
form of the tribune that assumed power
after the French Revolution. The Sen-
ator is exactly correct.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAPEHART in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Alabama yield to the Senator
from Minnesota?

Mr. HILL. I shall be glad to yield in
a moment to my friend from Minnesota.

I suggest to the Senator from Okla-
homa that if he has not yet had the op-
portunity to do so he should read the
story of Pierre Vergerginaud, written by
Claude Bowers, that great writer of his-
tory from Indiana. Of course, the Sen-
ator is familiar with the works of Claude
Bowers. He has written a story of the
life of a man about whom I had heard
little. When we think of the French
Revolution we think of Danton, Mira-
beau, and others. I commend that story
of the life of Pierre Vergerginaud to the
Senator's reading. It deals with a
French tribune which attained more and
more power. The more power that group
attained the more despotic it became,
and the more heads were cuf off.
Finally all the leaders of the French
Republic, those who had led the revolu-
tion and won freedom from the Louises
for the people went to the guillotine.
Pierre Vergerginaud was one of those
men. Claude Bowers’ story is the story
of a really devoted democrat—and I
spell that word with a small “d”—a real
friend and champion of the people. The
French tribune finally became a body of
despots. Because Pierre Vergerginaud
tried to stand up against their auto-
cratic, tyrannical power and defend the
rights of the people, they sent him to the
guillotine. That is the history of one
democrat.

I now yield to my friend from Min-
nesota,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, my
comment to the Senator from Alabama
centers around what I consider to be
the counterproposal which has been
offered by the Senator from Alabama
and the Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
ANDERSON], In a great deal of this de-
bate, those of us who are attempting
to defend the public interest, the great
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national domain, and the submerged
lands under the sovereignty of the Re-
publie, have been explaining and criti-
cizing the Holland joint resolution. In
fact, we are not here merely to condemn,
We are here with a positive and concrete
proposal.

I should like to make one addition to
the remarks of the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Jackson] by pointing out
that when he said the Anderson bill
provided that 3715 percent—as under
the Mineral Leasing Act—of the reve-
nues should go to the coastal States
where the oil wells or gas wells were
within the 3-mile limit, he was only par-
tially correct, because if the Hill amend-
ment is adepted, they not only will get
37)2 percent of the royalties, but they
will also get their pro-rata share of the
national trust fund which the Hill
amendment would establish for purposes
of education,

Mr. HILL. A little later in my speech
I shall take up that question. I intend
to show what all this wealth means in
terms of some of the States which now
seek to grab off the oil in the submerged
lands.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is a great trag=
edy that throughout America, except for
the work of those of us who have been
trying to debate this question and bring
it to the attention of our constituents
through our visits back home, the aver=
age American is led to believe that the
only proposal before the Congress is the
proposal to quitelaim these great re=
sources to the so-called coastal States.
It is around that proposal that all the
propaganda has centered. I have had
to go out to my State of Minnesota, from
county to county, from town to town,
from PTA to PTA, and explain what this
is all about.

I recall the splendid work of the Sena=
tor from Illinois [Mr. Doucras], but little
of it really came to the attention of the
American public. I am not condemning
the press for that, because I know that
the material is complicated. It is diffi-
cult to explain in 3 or 4 paragraphs.

The issue really is whether or not the

Congress is to start to kill off the great
public-land policies and the great con-
servation policies to which the Senator
from Washington [Mr. JACKSON] re-
ferred as being established under the
leadership of Theodore Roosevelt and
Governor Pinchot.
- A former President of the United
States, Herbert Hoover, says, “Let us get
rid of the power dams, and all the great
publie resources.” There have been sug=
gestions even to sell the post offices.
It has been suggested that atomic energy
be turned over to private interests.
There have been suggestions to open up
more timberland, and suggestions to
turn over more grazing land to private
interests. It seems that there is an in-
satiable appetite on the part of some to
devour the great public resources of tha
United States.

The issue in this debate can be simply
put. Shall all the people of the United
States share in these resources, or shall
only a few share? Shall a few States
have more privileges than other States,
or shall they have equal privileges? Did
the States as they entered the Union
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come in under special privileges, or on
an equal footing? Does the Supreme
Court of the United States have jurisdic=-
tion, or does it not?

Those are simple issues. There is no
need to go into a long treatise on the
law. This is basically a fight over public
policy. When the Attorney General was
before the committee the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. MaroNe]l asked him some
questions. I urge all Senators to read
that testimony. The Senator from
Nevada asked the Attorney General, “If
you are willing to turn over these lands
to the coastal States, why do you not
turn over the public lands in our State
of Nevada fo the State of Nevada?"”

What did the Attorney General reply?
He said, “We are not talking about that
now. We are talking about submerged
lands.”

I agree with the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Jackson] that if there is any
justifiable claim to the public lands, it
is on behalf of the States. I refer to
the internal public lands. The public
lands involved in this discussion are the
external public lands, which are under
the general control and supervision of
the Federal Government.

I thank the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. President, it is a source of regret
to me that when a debate such as this
is in progress and we look around at the
96 chairs in the Senate Chamber, we see
very few of them occupied. I remind
the American people that we are talking
about $50 billion, $100 billion, or more.

Mr. HILL. It may be $300 billion,

Mr. HUMPHREY. If some Member
of Congress offers a little two-bit amend-
ment in the name of economy, to cut off
$25 million from the school lunch pro-
gram, or $100 million from the soil con-
servation program, that makes him a
hero for economy. Here is a chance for
the Congress of the United States to save
the American people from $50 billion to
$100 billion, at the minimum, and to
save it for all the people.

Where are the 96 Senators? The
number present is very small. Only a
few moments ago one side of this Cham-
ber was entirely vacant.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator make it clear that it was the
other side of the aisle?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It was the other
side, the Republican side of the aisle.
Finally, the majority leader returned
and gave us the benefit of his presence.
He again returns to receive further in-
formation. The distinguished Senator
from Michigan [Mr. FErcuson], who is
now occupying the seat of the majority
leader, is receiving information. One of
the leading newspapers of his State, the
Detroit News, proclaimed its support of
Federal ownership of the submerged
lands, It, too, saw the light.

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

Mr, HILL. T yield.

Mr. JACKSON. In view of the fact
that former President Hoover has an-
nounced that he would like to see the
Federal power projects sold, I wonder
what' suggestion the former President
would have with reference to the further
change of name of Hoover Dam? First
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it was Boulder Dam, and then Hoover
Dam. What is the name of the dam go-
ing to be when it is sold in accordance
with his suggestion?

Mr, HILL. I could not tell the Sena-
tor what the name would be, but, of
course, if the suggestion is carried.out,
I take it that it will no longer be known
as Hoover Dam.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It will be
public be damned.”

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

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. The reason I asked
the question is that in the 80th Congress
there was a strong feeling that proper
credit had not been given to the Repub-
lican Party for the great contribution it
had made in developing the first great
multiple-purpose Federal power project.
So the name of the dam was changed
from Boulder Dam to Hoover Dam, in
order to perpetuate the remembrance of
the contribution which had been made by
the former President of the United

“The

‘States.

Now the former President of the
United States desires to change the
whole policy. He wants to sell his dam,
and I am wondering whether he wants
to convey the name that goes with the
dam as a part of the title to the prop-
erty of the Hoover Dam project. Itis a
very interesting development.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Alabama will yield a moment,
I do not believe the Senator wants to
do an injustice to the former President
of the United States. My clear recol-
lection of the statement I read was that
the sale related only to single-purpose
dams, constructed for the generation of
power alone, not to multiple-purpose
dams. 4

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I will be
frank with the Senator from Ohio and
say that I did not so construe the lan-
guage of the former President. I have
been following the matter of dams for
some time, and the truth is that power
is an incident to flood control and navi-
gation, as a rule. The dams are built
for the purpose of holding back water
either for flood control, irrigation pur-
poses, or navigation purposes.

We have been speaking about attri-
butes of sovereignty. Power is more of
an attribute of a dam which is basically
and usually built for some other pur-
pose. Does the Senator from Ohio know
of dams built only for power?

Mr. TAFT. I think many such dams
have been built by private companies,
and that many such dams have been
built by the Government.

Mr. HILL. With all respect for the
former President—and I would not be
disrespectful of him for a moment—Mr,
Hoover was not talking about dams built
by private companies. He was talking

-about dams built by the United States

Government which he wants turned over

‘to private companies.

There are many dams on the Ohio
River. When I first came to Congress I

-voted for appropriations to help finish
the chain of dams on that river.

: _ They
were built basically for navigation pur-

‘poses, and it is my understanding that
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practically all those dams built by Gov-
ernment funds and by the Government
were built. for navigation, for irrigation,
for flood ‘control, and not just simply
and solely for the generation of power.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. HILL. Iyield to the Senator from
‘Washington.

Mr. JACKSON. I certainly wish to
be fair to the former President. It is my
understanding, however, that in his
statement he said he wanted to get the
United States Government out of the
power business. Perhaps he merely de-
sires to sell the best part of the dams,
the power part of the dams. If that be
the case, of course, he is placing the
Federal Government in a very difficult
position,

I might add that if that is his program
now, why did he not suggest it at the
time Hoover Dam was authorized, at the
time the project was constructed? Cer-
tainly his suzgestion comes a bit late,
many years late, announcing that the
Federal Government ought to get out of
the power business, when he was the
author of the project, so to speak—and
I give him credit for that, as I did a
moment ago to Teddy Roosevelt, who
started the great power and reclama-
tion and irrigation programs in the
West, for getting these Federal pro-
grams under way. It seems to me it
does not make much sense, if the pro-
posal is applicable only to the power
feature involved in the great multiple-
purpose dams.

As a matter of fact, in order to build a
good power dam, it is necessary to have
multiple-purpose features in it. When
power is being generated, floodwater
may be controlled, navigation may he
aided, and in the West the owners of arid
farms may be assisted by providing of
water for their land. I believe the pro=
gram is sound, and I think it would be
regrettable indeed if Mr. Hoover's sug-
gestion were carried out.

I have watched the newspapers very
closely, and I do not recall that up to
the present any leaders of the Republi-
can Party have announced their ap-
proval of former President Hoover’s pro=
posal. Some of them have talked to me
privately, and have indicated that they
are much concerned about the state-
ment of the former President.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President——

Mr. HILL. I will yield to the Senator
in a moment. Of course, I hold Mr. Hoo=
ver in great respect as an ex-President,
and I desire to accord him full credit for
all he did in helping to make possible the
building of the Hoover Dam by support-
ing the construction of that dam and
signing the bill.. I accord him great
credit. But that dam was a project of
such magnitude that it was not possible
for any one man, even had he had all the
power and prestige of the President of
the United States, to build it.

Since I was a Member of Congress at
the time the legislation was passed, and
know at first hand its history, I wish
1o say that the then great Senator from
California, that fighting Senator, Hiram
‘W. Johnson, waged an indefatigable bat-
tle for the building of that dam, and at
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the other end of the Capitol, in the
House of Representatives, no man could
have contributed more, could have been
more faithful or more indefatigable in
his efforts, than the then Representative
from California, Philip Swing. So,
whereas we accord great honor and
credit to Mr. Hoover for the dam, justice
requires that we also pay tribute to the
late Senator Hiram Johnson and the late
Representative Philip Swing, and the
contribution they made toward the
building of the dam.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield?

Mr. HILL. I an glad to yield to my
colleague.

Mr. SPARKMAN. In connection with
the suggestion by ex-President Hoover
as to the disposal of the power dams, I
have been much interested in the thought
which has been injected by the very dis-
tinguished majority leader that the ex-
President limited his idea to single-pur-
pose dams, dams which, I understand
to be those designed only for the pur-
pose of generating power. Certainly I
believe the REecorp ought to be very
clear with reference to that, because I
did not get such an impression from
the statement.

I should like to ask my colleague two
brief questions. He has been a Member
of Congress a long time. He has com-
pleted 30 years’ service.

Mr, HILL. I came to the Congress
as a very young man.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I know that to be
true; he was almost as young as the
Constitution would allow. What I wish
to ask is, does the Senator know of a
single dam that has been built by the
Federal Government for the sole purpose
of generating power?

Mr. HILL. I will say to my colleague,
as I stated a little while ago, because
of our interest in the Tennessee River,
and other streams in Tennessee and Ala-
bama, he and I have been very much in-
terested in dams. I know of no dam
built merely for the purpose of gener-
ating power. Dams were built either
for navigation, flood control, municipal
water cupply, or irrigation. They have
been built for other purposes along with
the generation of power, perhaps, but
the generation of power has been more
of an incident.

As I have said, we have been talking
about attributes of sovereignty. Power
has been more of an attribute of the
other purposes for which the dams have
been built.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
my colleague yield to me, to permit me
to ask a second question?

Mr. HILL, I yield.

Mr. SPARKMAN. As a matter of fact,
does the Senator understand that under
its decisions the Supreme Court of the
United States has ever determined that
the Federal Government could build a
dam solely for the purpose of generating
power?

Mr. HILL. According to my knowl-
edge of the Supreme Court’s decisions,
the Court has always held that the build-
ing of a dam was proper and constitu-
tional if the dam was built for some
purpose other than the generation of
power. If there is any Supreme Court
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decision which holds that it is proper for
th: Federal Government to build a dam
solely and exclusively for power purposes,
I am not familiar with such a decision.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Was not that the
substance of the decision in the Ash-
wander case?

Mr. HILL. That is entirely correct.
Of course, that case dealt with the TVA.

Mr. SPARKMAN. In that case that
great issue was presented to the court.

Mr. HILL. Yes. That great issue
was presented by very able lawyers, one
of whom, a distinguished lawyer from
Alabama, received a $50,000 fee—which
was a very large fee in 1933 and 1934—
for arguing a case before the Supreme
Court.

Mr. SPAREMAN. He is a very able
lawyer, and probably his services were
worth that fee.

Mr. HILL. Yes; I agree that he is
one of the best lawyers in the United
States.

Mr. SPAREMAN. 1 agree with my
colleague.

Mr. HILL. The decision in that case
turned on the question of the power
of Congress to have such dams built for
power-generating purposes.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Tennessee, who is very
familiar with these matters.

Mr. GORE. Assuming that a single-
purpose dam were built for the sole pur-
pose of the generation of electricity, and
assuming that such a purpose were in
compilance and in conformity with the
Constitution, would we not still come
face to face with the basic problem of
the correctness of a policy of expending
the people’s money for the building of

.electrical-generation facilities, and then

the giving to a private-power monopoly
the right to distribute the power derived
therefrom?

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ten-
nessee is entirely correct. Unless a dam
were built in connection with some na-
tional-defense activity—for instance,
some of the past developments in con-
nection with the work of the Atomic

‘Energy Commission—we would face the

very proposition the Senator from Ten-
nessee has so well posed by the question
he has asked.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield further to
me?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Of course, the same re-
sult would be arrived at by a proposal
now pending in the other body. I refer
to a proposal which would deny the
funds necessary for the construction of
transmission lines. Without the neces-
sary transmission facilities, the Federal
Government is at the mercy of a com-
pany which has sufficient financial re-
sources to enable it to build the neces=
sary transmission lines.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ten-
nessee is entirely correct. By prohibit-
ing the construction of transmission
lines by the Federal Government, Con-
gress would render ineffective the sec-
tion of the Flood Control Act of 1944
which gives a preference to municipal-
ities and to farm and rural cooperatives
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in the case of the power generated by the
Government at Government-financed
and Government-built dams,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the state=
ment made by the distinguished former
President of the United States assumes
an importance beyond the mere words
used by him, because as surely as the
distinguished Senator from Alabama is
now debating the basic issue of the sub-
merged lands guestion, there is bound to
come before this body a basie issue on
the question of public power. The state-
ment which has been made by the dis-
tinguished former President of the
United States is a part of the pattern
that is being woven regarding a matter
about which this body will eventually
be called upon to make a decision. Iam
reez_dy to face the making of that de-
cision, and I will join the stalwart senior
Senator from Alabama in trying to have
the correct decision reached.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ten-
nessee is exactly correct, Mr. President.
He and I will stand together on the battle
line, fighting for the people. We will
meet these enemies at Armageddon, and
will battle for the Lord.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think we should
make note of the fact that the remarks
of the distinguished former President of
the United States, Herbert Hoover, re-
lated directly to having the Federal Gov-
ernment get out of the generation and
distribution of electric power.

In that connection let me say that I
have before me a press release on that
subject. It says:

The former President urged the Federal
Government, in a speech last night before
the diamond jubilee convocation of the Case
Institute of Technology, to “get out of the
business of generating and distributing
power as soon as possible.” Then he spoke
of selling the dams and the distribution and
generation facilities,

Of course I am sure the Senator from
Alabama will be happy to know that
Herbert Hoover is just one of the many
members of the Republican Party who
today is speaking in our country for that
party.

In connection with this matter, there
seems to be a certain bargain counter,
because this morning the Secretary of
the Interior, Mr. McKay, said, “Oh, no;
we are not thinking of doing that.”

Incidentally, I recall that recently, on
a Meet the Press program, Mr. Richard
Wilson, one of the reporters for the
Minneapolis Star-Tribune, a Cowles
publication, asked Mr. McKay a series
of questions, at the end of which he said
to Mr. McKay, “Well, your position is
about the one which was taken under the
New Deal and the Fair Deal.”

Mr. McEKay replied, “I do not know
about that, but I continue to believe in
public development of power and public
transmission of power.”

What we have here is Herbert Hoover
pioneering for the Republican Party for
the return of those facilities to private
enterprise and to the so-called free
economy.

Mr. President, let us make no mistake
about it; in that connection Mr. Hoover
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has some stalwart cohorts, one of whom
is Charles Wilson.

Mr. HILL. The Senator refers to the
Charles Wilson who formerly was con-
- nected with the General Electric Co.,
does he not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. GORE. The ex-stockholder of
that corporation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

In a recent issue of the U. S. News &
World Report, Mr. Wilson pointed out, in
a splendid article, that he believes the
Federal Government should divest itself
of all these power-generating and
power-transmitting facilities.

In this connection, let me say that
recently the President recommended
that 28 synthetic rubber plants be sold.
Incidentally, I shall be quite interested
in the price that will be paid for them.

Mr. MORSE. Probably it will be
about 2 cents on the dollar.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In addition, we
have the proposal that the Federal Gov-
ernment close the RFC and get out of
the direct-loan business.

So, one after another, these various
proposals are made. Lef us make no
mistake about it, Mr. President: If the
Holiand joint resolution is enacted into
law, the result will be, as was stated a
little while ago, that the camel will get
his nose under the tent. Such action
will be the beginning of the end of an
era in American public life, if that ac-
tion is permitted.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Minne-
sota knows that I have sought to support
the administration and I have the most
kindly and friendly feeling toward the
President of the United States. I wish
to support him. I wish to save him from
some of those around him and about him
and some of those who seek to lead him
astray, as he was led astray in the case
of the pending joint resolution.

Certainly I hope this administration
will not build a record of a sort which
will cause it to go down into history as a
giveaway administration.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield further to
me?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I cannot quite agree with
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota that the great former President of
the United States is pioneering. The
80th Congress pioneered in this field. It
was the 80th Congress that undertook
the bus-bar policy in the case of power,
and it was upon the 80th Congress that
the American people rendered a verdict
which I dare say will be repeated, should
the policy now proposed be put into
effect.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ten-
nessee is absolutely correct. He and I
have some poignant feelings about the
80th Congress, for in that Congress the
junior Senator from Tennessee was
fighting very hard, as a Member of the
House of Representatives, for the ap-
propriation of funds for the New John-
sonville steam plant, in the Tennessee
Valley. In spite of the importance of
the TVA to our national defense the
House of Representatives at that time
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refused to appropriate those funds for
that great arsenal of defense.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield further to
me?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend, the
Senator from Tennessee,

Mr. GORE. Not only was the present
junior Senator from Tennessee then
working, as a Member of the House of
Representatives, on matters relating to
the TVA, but it was then my privilege
to be a member of the Interior Depart-
ment Subcommittee of the House Ap-
propriations Committee, which dealt
with the appropriations for reclamation
projects and for public-power projects
in the great West and Southwest. It was
in that committee, as well as in action
relating to the TVA, that the bus-bar
power policy was spelled out and written
into law, upon which the American peo-
ple rendered a decision.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct. In other words, there was an
effort to meat-ax the »reference given
in the Flood Control Act of 1944 to mu-
nicipalities and cooperatives and to
make it absolutely definite and certain
that selfish interests would be the bene-
ficiaries of the capital investment which
came out of the pockets of all the people
of the United States.

Mr. JACKSON and Mr. MORSE ad-
dressec the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Alabama yield, and if so,
to whom?

Mr. HILL. I first yield to my friend
from Washington, after which I shall be
glad to yield to my friend from Oregon.

Mr. JACKSON. . Mr. President, I am
glad the Senator from Alabama has
made reference to the preference clause
in the Flood Control Act of 1944. Many
persons think the preference clause
started with the New Deal. The truth of
the matter is that the author of the pref-
erence clause was none other than the
late President Theodore Roosevelt.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct.

Mr. JACKSON. It has been called a
socialistic scheme to give preference in
the sale of power from the great Federal
dams to muniecipalities, to cooperatives,
and to public bodies. Former President
Theodore Roosevelt, in 1903 or 1904, rec-
ommended to the Congress of the United
States that the preference clause be writ-
ten into the Reclamation Act, so that
surplus power could be sold for munic-
ipal purposes. It was the 80th Congress
that turned its back on President Theo-
dore Roosevelt. Today, we find former
President Hoover not only turning his
back on the late President Theodore
Roosevelt but also abandoning his own
position in connection with the building
of a great Federal power project such as
Boulder Dam, Hoover Dam, or whatever
it may be called, tomorrow.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is entirely
correct. We find that the preference
clause, after a debate on the floor of the
Senate, was written into the 1944 Flood
Control Act. But, as the Senator so well
says, its genesis, was in Theodore Roose=
velt's day, when, as President, he him-
self recommended and urged it, and used
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-all the weight and power of his position

as President to have it written into the
law. In that connection, I commend to
Senators the reading of a most inter-
esting and excellent historical address
delivered several weeks ago on the floor
of the Senate by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse]l, in which he took the
time to relate the history of the pref-
erence clause.

I now yield to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I simply desire to say
that I think the Senator from Wash-
ington is completely correct when he
points out that the principle of the pref-
erence clause has existed in this coun-
try for almost a half century, and of
course, its father was Teddy Roosevelt.
But, speaking of the proposals of ex-
President Hoover to turn public dams
over to private industry, when he really
means monopoly, I wonder whether the
Senator from Alabama would agree with
me, after reading the Chio speech of ex-
President Hoover, that it rather brings
to mind a new politiecal slogan, so apro-
pos of the distinguished ex-President,
with a slight modification.

We might say now that prosperity is
just around the corner for the monop-
olists, but depression is hot on the
heels of the common people of America.

Mr. HILL. I think it is so hot on the
heels of the common people that they
can feel the heat on the backs of their
necks, I may say to the Senator from
Oregon, and, unless the Members of the
Congress, both in the House and in the
Senate, stand up to fight the battle and
stop this stampede, the people will lose
precious rights, blessings, and benefits
which have meant so much to them in
the past, and which hold so much of
promise for them in the future.

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

Mr. HILL, I yield to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think we ought
now to lay down the challenge, as the
Senator from Oregon has done, that at
any time any political leaders, former
ones, or present ones, want to join issue
on the policy relative to public lands,
public power, and the preservation of
our national resources, we welcome it.
Ah, I can think of nothing that would
be more delightful, IfIcan be sure that
my opposition in my next campaign will
concentrate on the issues of public policy
relating to public lands, public power,
and conservation of our natural re-
sources, I will pay their filing fees merely
for the privilege of having the fight.
I would welcome it—make no mistake
about that.

Mr. Hoover may make the headlines,
but his appeal to the American people
comes from one whom they respect as a
former President of the United States.
It is not a leadership appeal. Oh, how
I would welcome the opportunity to have
any group, in or out of Congress, raise
some of these issues. They have already
got something cooking on the stove, for
instance, interest rates, the public power
guestion, and the submerged lands ques-
tion. Everyone of these issues is tailor
made, and I repeat what I said before,
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that I welcome in my State, as the Sena-
tor from Oregon does in his State, a po-
litical battle with any and all kinds of
competition on the submerged lands is-
sue. My opponent would not have
enough votes even to be elected county
precinct judge, much less to be able to
be elected to an office in the city of
Washington or even in the State legisla-
ture.

Mr. HILL. As we say in Alabama, he
would not have a “shirttail full.,”

Mr. HUMPHREY. He would not have
that many.

Mr. HILL. I now yicld to my friend,
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota makes me very
happy. I do not mean to imply that he
has not been of the same mind from the
beginning, but it is encouraging to me
to hear the commments from this side of
the aisle which I have heard this after-
noon from many of my colleagues, com-
ments that show that now there is a
recognition of the fact that the issue is
joined. I have been trying to point out
in the Senate of the United States since
January 3 that the issue has been joined
for months. I have been trying to point
out that with the coming into power of
the present administration, the issue is
the joint issue of liberalism seeking to
protect the interests of all the people,
and reactionaryism, seeking to exploit
the interests of all the people. That is
the issue that has existed ever since this
administration came into power,

I say, most respectfully and good-
naturedly, that I have heard a little too
much talk on the part of a great many
of my colleagues about. a honeymoon.
It seems to me today there has been
pretty much of a recognition that the
honeymoon is over, and that at long last
we are beginning to take positions in the
Senate; we are beginning to recognize
that the ultraconservatism of the Eisen-
hower administration, as represented, for
example, the other night by the speech
about which we have been talking, the
Hoover speech in Ohio, is already en-
trenched. The time has come for the
liberals, who represent, I say, the interest
of all the people, to take their positions
with respect to this joint resolution and
to carry on the fight against, and with
a united front. It is a symbol, in my
judgment, of what this administration is
up to, and if we let it get by with this
measure without a fight, the administra-
tion will assume it will be easier to win
on the next issue and the ones to fol-
low—and it will be, of course. The only
way to stop it, in my opinion, is to fight
this measure for as many days as it will
take to get the facts to the American
people. I say to the Senator from Min-
nesota that I think we are marching to-
gether as liberals against the reaction-
ary policies of the Eisenhower admini-
stration.

Mr. HILL. The Senator from Ore-
gon is sounding the battle ery. He is
saying that the enemy is on the march,
“To your tents, O Israel.” I say to my
friend from Oregon that we will harken
unto that battle cry. We shall certainly
smite them hip and thigh.

Mr. President, we have been talking
about our great natural resources and
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about one of the great men in the his-
tory of our country, Theodore Roose-
velt. I would this afternoon admit my
debt to him for the inspiration he gave
me as a boy when he was waging battles
for the rights and welfare of the people,
battles to preserve the God-given herit-
age of the people of the United States.

While we speak of Theodore Rosevelt
and of our great natural resources, I
want to invite attention to the fact that
in the days hefore Theodore Roosevelt
we allowed our natural resources to
waste with startling rapidity because of
those who grabbed, spoiled, and then
ran.

By the turn of the century, in 1900,
for example—and I hope the Senator
from Washington [Mr., Jackson] will
give me his attention, because I am using
some facts which he has very kindly
given to me and to the Senate—by the
turn of the century, 800 million acres of
original virgin forest had been reduced
to 200 million acres.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l
spoke about the wonderful forests in his
State, and I said to him that I had
visited those forests and had been so
awe inspired by them that I felt like
saying to the man who was driving the
car in which I was riding, “Stop this ecar,”
for, standing amid those magnificent
trees which God Almighty had placed
there, I felt liize getting on my knees and
thanking God for giving us those won-
derful trees. I am referring to the Cas-
cade Forest in the great State of Oregon.

As I have said, by the turn of the
century we had permitted some 800 mil-
lion acres of magnificent forests to be
reduced to approximately 200 million
acres. That is 75 out of every 100 trees
to be destroyed and wiped out, by the be-
ginning of this eentury.

Mr. President, we know that erosion
follows the destruction of trees. Trees
are great umbrellas which God Almighty
has placed to break the fall of water and
to protect the precious soil from the
wash of the water. We may find a cop-
per mine where we can dig more copper:
we may find bauxite and produce more
aluminum; we may find clays and out
of them burn and process bricks, but
when the rich topsoil is washed away to
the sea, it is lost and gone forever. We
know it takes literally centuries for
Mother Nature to produce suck soil un-
der the best of care and protection and
the kest of husbandry.

I do not want to delay the Senate, but
after all is said and done, if we read the
history of the world we find there have
been two forces which have destroyed
nations and ecivilizations. One is the
invading army which takes over a nation
and destroys its civilization. The other
is the destruction of the soil.

I do not think we would have the
terrible worries, and headaches, and
problems which we have with Commu-
nist China were it not for the destruc-
tion, through the years, of the soil of
China. China has turned to commu-
nism. Why? Because China has mil-
lions of persons it cannot feed. There
is no adequate diet for millions of people
in China. The Yellow Sea was not a yel-
low sea in the beginning, but its name
was changed to Yellow Sea because of
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the rich topsoil of China which had
washed down the river and made it
yellow.

Theodore Roosevelt, finding this tragic
situation in this country which carried
with it threats and dangers to the very
life of our Nation, appointed a commis-
sion which he called the Inland Water-
ways Commission. That commission
made a report in May 1907, approxi-
ma