2382

Charles M. Johnston, of Maryland.

William Eane, of Virginia.

Andor Klay, of Ohio.

Walter E. Kneeland, of Texas, *

Archie 8. Lang, of New York.

Chas, E. Laurendine, of Alabama,

Mrs. Ruth A. Lovell, of California.

R. Glynn Mays, Jr., of Maryland.

Carl J. Nelson, of Virginia.

William V. M. Owen, of the District of
Columbia.

James C. Powell, Jr., of Texas,

Miss Catherine A. Rock, of Pennsylvania.

Lawrence W. Sharpe, of Ohio.

Charles G. Sommer, of Ohio.

Donald 8. Spigler, of Pennsylvania.

Erwin C. Thompson, of California.

Henry T. Unverzagt, of Virginia.

Jack L. Vrooman, of California.

The following-named Foreign Service offi-
cers for promotion from class 6 to class 5:

Miss Gloria E. Ablouness, of Virginia.
James E. Akins, of Ohio.

Robert N, Allen, of Oklahoma.

Daniel N. Arzac, Jr., of California,

G, Michael Bache, of Maryland.
George M. Barbis, of California.
Robert E. Barbour, of Tennessee.
Richard W. Barham, of Texas.
Malcolm R. Barnebey, of Texas,
Robert 8. Barrett IV, of Virgiania.

John A. Billings, of Missouri.

Richard J. Bloomfield, of Virginia.

Lewis W. Bowden, of the District of Co-
Ilumbia,

William G. Bradford, of Illinois.

‘William R. Brown, of Ohio.

Robert T. Burns, of Indiana.

Charles B. Cook 3d, of Pennsylvania.

Joseph H. Cunningham, of Nebraska.

Thomas A. DeHart, of California,
Walker A. Diamanti, of Utah,

Thomas I. Dickson, Jr., of Texas.
William B. Edmondson, of Nebraska.
Alfred J. Erdos, of Arizona,.

Leo Espy, of Oregon.

Miss Barbara C. Fagan, of New York,

John E. Peissner, Jr., of the District of
Columbia. -

Robert T. Follestad, of California.

William Lee Frost, of Connecticut.

Fred J. Galanto, of Massachusetts.

Samuel R. Gammon III, of Texas.

John L. Gaw{, of Colorado.

Charles A. Gendreau, of Minnesota.

H. Eent Goodspeed, of California.

Richard C. Harmstone, of the District of
Columbia.

Donald 8. Harris, of Connecticut.

William C. Harrop, of New Jersey.

Roy T. Haverkamp, of Missouri.

Robert T. Hennemeyer, of Illinois.

Martin B. Hickman, of Utah.

Howard Hill, of Missourl.

David C. Jelinek, of Wisconsin,

Robert W. Eent, Jr., of California.

C. Dirck Eeyser, of New Jersey.

Burton EKitain, of New Jersey.

Miss Paulina C. Kreger, of Ohio.

Paul H. Ereisberg, of New York.

Lyle F. Lane, of Washington.

Myron Brockway Lawrence, of Oregon.

Edwin D. Ledbetter, of California.

Samuel W. Lewls, of Texas.

Charles E. Lilien, of Illinois.

.Ralph E, Lindstrom, of Minnesota.
John A. Linehan, Jr., of Massachusetts,
John Liloyd 3d, of New Jersey.

-Alan W. Lukens, of Pennsylvania.
John G. MacCracken, of California.
Julian P. MacDonald, Jr., of Ohio.
John C. Mallon, of Eentucky.
Timothy M. Manley, of Connecticut.
David P. Mann, of the District of Columbla.
8. Douglas Martin, of New York.

H. Freeman Matthews, Jr., of Virginia.
Nicholas V. McCausland, of California,
Miss Ruth A. McLendon, of Texas.
John E, Merriam, of California,
Dudley W. Miller, of Colorado.

8. Paul Miller, Jr., of California.
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John L. Mills, of Georgia.

Harry J. Mullin, Jr., of Eentucky.
Michael H. Newlin, of North Carolina.
Emmit E. Noland, Jr., of Georgila.
Donald R. Norland, of Iowa.

Hugh B. O'Neill, of Connecticut.
Frank V, Ortiz, Jr., of New Mexico.
Richard B. Owen, of Michigan.
Russell R. Pearson, of Minnesota.
Frederick P. Picard, III, of Nebraska.
Laurence G. Pickering, of Nebraska.
Richard St. F. Post, of Connecticut.
Arthur W. Purcell, of Massachussets.
Jess F. Reed, of Washington.
James F. Relph, Jr., of California.
Robert A. Remole, of Minnesota.
Don W. Rogers, Jr., of Ohio.

Leo J. Ryan, of Florida.

Theodore Sellin, of Pennsylvania,
Robert G. Shackleton, of Ohio,
Allen C. Siebens, of Ohlo.

Paul K. Stahnke, of Illinois.
Joseph F. Starkey, of California.
Lawrence L. Starlight, of New York.
Francis R. Starrs, Jr., of California.
Birney A. Stokes, of New Jersey.
Willlam A. Stoltzfus, Jr., of Minnesota.
Jean R. Tartter, of Massachusetts.
Charles W. Thomas, of Illinois.
Richard D. Vine, of New York.
Robert B. Warner, of Michigan.
Robert H. Wenzel, of Massachusetts.
Lewis M. White, of New York.
Victor Wolf, Jr., of New York.

Dan A. Zachary, of Illinois.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 5,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Robert M. Balthaser, of Pennsylvania,

Willlam D. Calderhead, of Texas.

‘Robert Alexander Campbell, Jr., of the
District of Columbia.

Miss Eathryn O. Clark, of the District of
Columbia.

Miss Alice W. Clement, of Pennsylvania,

Eiler R. Cook, of Florida.

Jeflery R. D. Crockett, of the District of
Columbia.,

Robert W. Day, of Maryland.

George Falk, of Maryland.

Jack Friedman, of the District of Columbia.

Robert J. Gibbons, of Ohio.

Clifford H. Gross, of New York,

Ernest 8. Guaderrama, of California.

Nez C. Hallett, Jr., of Texas,

Alfred Harding IV, of New York.

Gerrit J. W. Heyneker, of Massachusetts.

Edward C. Howatt, of Virginia.

Miss Marie A. Johnson, of Minnesota,

John Edward Earkashian, of California,

Kenneth W. Enauf, of Wisconsin.

Charles W. McCaskill, of Virginia,

Allan F. McLean, Jr., of Texas.

Miss Mary Louise Manley, of the District of
Columbia,

Charles Willis Naas, of Massachusetts,

James M. E. O'Grady, of the District of
Columbia.

Onesime L. Plette, of Virginia.

William R. Roof, of South Carolina,

Gerald Schwab, of New Jersey.

Richard G. Smith, of Florida.

Edward O. Stellmacher, of Maryland.

Raymond Thomsen, of Colorado.

Vladimir I. Toumanoff, of New Hampshire.

Ray E. White, Jr., of Virginia.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 6,
vice consuls of career, and secretaries in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America:

Cralg Baxter, of Ohlo,

Arthur E. Breisky, of California.

Thomas R. Buchanan, of Illinois,

Miss Helen E. Eavan, of Ohlo,

Robert V. Eeeley, of Virginia,

Btephen Low, of Ohio.

David A. Macuk, of New Jersey.
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Charles E. Marthinsen, of Pennsylvania.
Byron B. Morton, Jr., of New Jersey.
David W. K. Peacock, Jr., of New Jersey.
Miss Allene M. Roche, of Connecticut.
Samuel H. Weaver, of New York.

Miss Suzanne S. Willlams, of Ohio.
Raymond W. Eiselt, of California.

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

Arthur A. Bardos, of Callfornia,

Henry L. Davis, of New Jersey.

Elmer 8. Dorsay, of Colorado.

John V. Lund, of California.

Stanley J. Prisbeck, of Pennsylvania,

Garland C. Routt, of Indiana.

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

William A. Erauss, of California,

Irvin S. Lippe, of Ohio.

George A. Tesoro, of Maryland,

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

Saxton E. Bradford, of Arizona.

Daxid W. Smyser, of Maryland.

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

Basil A. Beardsley, of Ohlo.

Francis J. Jeton, of Massachusetts,

A. Grima Johnson, of Louisiana.

Charles M. Shannon, Jr., of Virginia.

Michael Tanes, of Massachusetts.

COLLECTOR OF CuUSTOMS

Frank D, Yturria, of Texas, to be collector
of customs for customs collection district No.
23, with headquarters at Laredo, Tex.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

‘WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend Fred Carl Wolf, Jr., St.
John'’s Episcopal Church, Corsicana,
Tex., offered the following prayer:

O God, the fountain of wisdom, whose
statutes are good and gracious and whose
law is truth, grant us, we beseech Thee,
Thy guidance that we may build upon
the surest foundations, that peace and
happiness, truth and justice, religion and
piety may be established among us for
all generations to the glory of Thy name
and the welfare of Thy people. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes~
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Tribbe, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
mﬁnt a bill of the House of the following
title:

H. R. 6043. An act to amend section 216 (b)
of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amend-
ed, to provide for the maintenance of the
Merchant Marine Academy.
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: The message also announced that the
-‘Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H. R. 7588) entitled “An act
for the relief of Jane Edith Thomas,”
disagreed to by the House; agrees to the
conference asked by the House on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. KILGORE, Mr.
EasTLanp, and Mr. WargiNs to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

SWEARING IN OF A MEMBER

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
.man from Pennsylvania, Mr. ELMER J.
HoLranp, be permitted to take the oath
of office today. The certificate of elec-
tion has not arrived, but there is no con-
test, and no gquestion has been raised
with regard to his election.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas~-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. ELMER J. HOLLAND appeared at
the bar of the House and took the oath
of office.

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZA-
TION—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
(H. DOC. NO. 329)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read and, together with accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary and ordered printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Throughout our history immigration
to this land has contributed greatly to
the strength and character of our Re-
public. Over the years we have provided
for such immigration because it has been
to our own national interest that we do
so. It is no less to our national interest
“that we do so under laws that operate
equitably.

The Secretary of State, the Attorney
General, and the Commissioner of Im-
migration and Naturalization have made
a thorough study of the operation of our
present immigration laws, and have ad-
vised me concerning the changes and
additions which they consider necessary
in the national interest. I have care-
fully reviewed their findings and concur
in their eonclusions. The recommenda-
tions now made are based on those find-
ings and conclusions.

This message takes up four separate
and distinet subject matters respecting
our immigration policies: (1) the quota
system and the use of national origins,
(2) the private-relief-bill system of han-
dling hardship cases, (3) unnecessary
restrictions and administrative provi-
sions of our immigration laws, and (4)
judicial review in deportation. FEach
such subject matter is treated separately
because the problems in each are wholly
distinet from the others. Accordingly,
the recommendations as to each subject
matter will, I hope, be considered sep-
arately and each on its own merit.

L

‘The Immigration and Nationality Act
cf 1952 was developed essentially as a
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codification of many separate, and some-
times overlapping and inconsisent, im-
migration and nationality laws. It was
thought inappropriate, in connection
with that legislation, to revise our basic
immigration policies. Moreover, at that

-time 1950 census information was in-

complete.

The time has now come to consider
those policies. Experience in the post-
war world demonstrates that the present
national-origins method of admitting
aliens needs to be reexamined, and a new
‘system adopted which will admit aliens
within allowable numbers according to
new guidelines and standards.

The Congress has traditionally formu-
lated our basic immigration policies, and
will doubtless wish to make its decision
as to what new system should be estab-
lished only after its own study and in-
vestigation of all possible choices. There
are many factors that must be taken into
consideration. Among these are: the
needs of this country for persons having
specialized skills or cultural accomplish-
ments; close family relationships; the
populations and immigration policies of
countries sending immigrants to this
country; their past immigration and
trade relationships with this country;
and their assistance to the joint defense
of the friendly free nations of the world.

Pending the completion by the Con-
gress of such study and investigation, it
is essential that we take interim meas-
ures to alleviate as much as possible in-
equities in the present quota system.
Accordingly, I recommend the immediate
enactment of the following proposals.

First, the present quota system sets
a maximum annual authorization of
154,657 quota immigrants. This figure
is derived from a formula based upon
the 1920 population. I recommend that
total population as shown by the 1950
census be used as the base for deter-
mining the overall ceiling. I believe
that economic growth over the past 30
years and present econom.ic conditions
justify an increase of  approximately
65,000 in quota numbers. I recommend
that Congress provide for such an in-
crease by fixing the overall ceiling in
terms of a percentage of total popula-
tion as shown by the 1950 census. The
new ceiling recommended would be ap-
proximately 220,000 gquota numbers
annually.

In order to eliminate some of the in-
equity resulting from the fact that sev-
eral countries have large quotas which
they do not use while others have small
quotas which are usually oversubscribed,
I recommend that the additional quota
numbers—i. e., those over and above the
154,657 numbers now provided for—be
distributed among countries in propor-
tion to their actual immigration to this
country since the establishment of the
quota system in 1924.

This method of allocation will help to
alleviate the problem of oversubscribed
quotas. At the same time no country
will have a lesser number of quota num-
bers allocated to it than at present.

Second, I recommend that the Con-
gress set aside from the increased annual
quota 5,000 numbers to be available for
admission of aliens without regard to
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nationality or national origin. Use of

‘these numbers would enable us to meet

some of the needs of this country which
develop from time to time for persons
with special skills and cultural or tech-
nical qualifications.

The existing immigration law recog-
nizes somewhat similar criteria for quota
immigrants by giving a preference to
those whose services are determined by
the Attorney General to be needed ur-
gently in the United States because of the
high education, technical training, spe-
cialized experience, or exceptional abil-
ity, and to be substantially beneficial
prospectively to the national economy,
cultural interests, or welfare of the
United States. Our needs and require-
ments should be determined on the bhasis
of consultation among the various de-
partments and agencies of the Govern-
ment, and also with the advice and festi-
mony of private organizations.

This special pool has further value as
an experimental plan departing entirely
from our present system of distributing
quotas on a basis of nationality or place
of birth. It also would enable us to give
greater assistance to persons abroad who
have undergone suffering and hardship
resisting Communist aggression, who
would make beneficial contributions to
this country, and who will not have the
benefit of the Refugee Relief Act after
that act’s termination.

Third, quota numbers that are unused
by countries to which they are allocated
should be made available for use else-
where. Under our present law quota
numbers which are unused by any par-
ticular country in the year in which they
are available become void and may not
be used by any other country.

I recommend enactment of legislation
that will permit the utilization of unused
quota numbers in the succeeding year,
This should be done by pooling the un-
used quota numbers in each of the fol-
lowing areas: Europe, Africa, Asia, and
the Pacific Ocean area. These pooled
quota numbers would then be distributed
during a 12-month period on a first come,
first served basis among eligible appli~
cants of the area, without regard to
country of birth within the area. These
quotas should be limited to aliens who
qualify for preference status under exist-
ing law—persons having special skills or
close relatives in the United States.

There is a further inequity in the quota
system by virtue of the so-called mort-
gage on guotas resulting from the issu-

-ance of wvisas under the Displaced Per-

sons Act and other special acts. The law
provides that visas issued under these
acts are chargeable against quotas au-
thorized under the Immigration Act.
The result is that the quotas of many
countries are mortgaged far into the fu-
ture. For example, 50 percent of the
quota for Greece is mortgaged until the
year 2017; for Lithuania, until 2090; for
Latvia, until 2274. The total number so
mortgaged for the year 1955 amounted to
about 8,000, and over the total span of
years the aggregate could be as much as
328,000. I recommend the elimination
of this unfairness, This is consistent with
the action of the Congress in enacting
the Refugee Relief Act of 1953, Congress
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did not then impose additional mort-
gages on quotas but provided special non=
quota visas for eligible refugees.

II

For some time I have considered that
undue and largely useless burdens are
placed upon the Congress and the Presi-
dent by the avalanche in recent years of
private bills for the relief of aliens. The
number of these bills is strikingly high in
comparison with the number of public
enactments. In the 1st session of the
84th Congress private immigration en-
actments alone accounted for 413 of 880
enactments, public and private; 3,059
such bills were introduced. During the
83d Congress private immigration enact-
ments accounted for 753 of 1,788 enact-
ments, both public and private; 4,797
such bills were introduced. At the begin-
ning of the present session there were
2,159 private immigration measures
pending.

The Congress, in the performance of
its constitutional duties, must consider
the worthiness of each private immigra-
tion bill introduced. The President, in
the performance of his constitutional
duties, must consider the worthiness of
each bill enacted. The Nation’s interest
would surely be better served if the bulk
of these private immigration claims were
handled through suitable administrative
machinery and if the Congress and the
Executive could thus give their full at-
tention to more urgent national prob-
lems.

Under the private bill system of han-
‘dling individual immigration cases,
many persons fail to obtain the very
relief which others have received, be-
cause Congress has not had the time
to take up and act on the bills intro-
duced for their benefit. Indeed there are
many whose plight has not even come
to the attention of the Congress.

For these reasons it is my belief that
action is called for to provide the neces-
sary administrative authority to take
care of such cases. I hope that such
action will be taken without delay so
that it may be of help this year. The
enactment of such authority, in my
opinion, would substantially eliminate
the need for private legislative redress in
this area. I suggest that there should
be vested in the Attorney General
limited discretionary powers to grant re-
lief with respect to admission and de-
portation of aliens. Such discretion
should be limited to aliens with close
relatives in this country, to veterans, and
to functionaries of religious organiza-
tions, regardless of the technical statu-
tory ground on which the alien is in-
admissible or subject to deportation.
These classes of cases embrace the great
bulk of the hardship cases which appeal
to our sense of fairness. However, no re-
lief ought to be accorded aliens whose
presence here would be dangerous to the
safety and security of the United States.
An appropriate charge against the ap-
plicable quota would be made in each
case where relief is granted.

It should further be provided by the
Congress that there shall be a ceiling on
the number of cases in which such dis-
cretionary authority may be exercised.
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Experience under the existing immi-
gration law has established that there
are a number of changes, aside from the
quota provisions, which should be made
in the Immigration and Nationality Act
of 1952. Some provisions create unnec-
essary restrictions upon travel to the
United States, while others inflict great
hardships upon the aliens affected.
Consequently, I make the following rec-
ommendations:

Under the present law, every alien
applying for a visa must be finger-
printed; and every alien admitted with-
out a visa and remaining in the United
States for 30 days or longer, even if
here temporarily, must be fingerprinted.
Although in our minds no stigma is
attached to fingerprinting, it is not a
requirement of travel in other countries.
We should be the first to remove fravel
obstacles which hamper the free ex-
change of ideas, cultures, and commerce.
Further, expéerience over the last 3 years
has shown that this requirement does
not significantly contribute to our na-
tional safety and security. The law
should be amended to permit the Sec-
retary of State and the Attorney Gen-
eral to waive the requirement of finger-
printing, on a reciprocal basis, for
aliens coming here for temporary pe-
riods.

We must recognize the tremendous
increase in air and surface travel in
recent years. Aliens traveling from one
country to another often find it neces-
sary to pass through the United States
without any intention to remain in or
even visit this country. A South Ameri-
can flying to or returning from Europe,
for example, will often pass through the
United States. He should not be re-
quired to meet all of the standards for
admission, coupled with inspection and
examination, that normally apply.
These requirements result in unneces-
sary hardships to the traveler, expense
to the carrier, and loss of good will,
without proportionate benefit to the
United States. The law should be
amended accordingly.

The present statute contains a restrie-
tive requirement which makes it neces-
sary for immigration authorities to in-
spect and apply all grounds of exclusion
to aliens seeking admission to the main-
land of the United States from Alaska
and Hawaii. This requirement results
in expense to the Government and causes
delays and inconvenience in travel. It
must be remembered that, by definition
in the law, these Territories are part of
the United States, and aliens who have
entered or are present in them are sub-
ject to all the provisions of the act. If
the alien was deportable before he came
to the mainland, he remains deportable,
I recommend the elimination from the
law of this unneeessary restriction upon
travel.

The immigration laws presently re-
quire aliens to specify race and ethnic
classification in visa applications. These
provisions are unnecessary and should be
repealed.

A large group of refugees in this coun-
fry obtained visas by the use of false
identities in order to escape forcible re-
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patriation behind the Iron Curtain; the
number may run into the thousands.
Under existing law such falsification is a
mandatory ground for deportation. The
law should be amended to give relief to
these unfortunate people.

The inequitable provisions relating to
Asian spouses and adopted children
should be repealed.

The Immigration Act grants special
naturalization benefits to veterans of our
Armed Forces who have completed at
least 3 years’ honorable service, and who
can submit proof of admission for
permanent residence. Many have been
unable to submit this proof. I recom-
mend that proof of admission be not re-
quired in such cases.

The present statute is unnecessarily
restrictive as to aliens who marry United
States citizens. It forbids adjustment to
permanent residence if the alien has
been in the United States less than 1
year before the marriage. This disrupts
the family and is expensive for the alien
who must go abroad to obtain a non-
quota visa, without proportionate bene-
fit to the United States. I recommend
that the requirement of 1 year's presence
in the United States before marriage be
repealed.

The above covers the principal changes
which I recommend as a minimum to-
ward amelioration of the immigration
laws. Others will be suggested by the
Attorney General.

Iv

Just as the Nation’s interests call for a
larger degree of flexibility in the laws for
regulating the flow of other peoples to
our shores, there is at the same time a
significant need to strengthen the laws
established for the wholesome purpose of
ridding the country of the relatively few
aliens who have demonstrated their un-
fitness to remain in our midst. Some of
these persons have been found to be
criminals of the lowest character, traf-
ficking in murder, narcotics, and subver-
sion. Constitutional due process wisely
confers upon any alien, whatever the
charge, the right to challenge in the
courts the Goverment's finding of de-
portability. However, no alien who has
once had his day in court, with full rights
of appeal to the higher courts, should be
permitted to block his removal and cause
unnecessary expense to the Government
by further judicial appeals the only pur-
pose of which is delay. I am concerned
by the growing frequency of such cases
involving as they often do the depraved
and confirmed criminal. Accordingly, I
have asked the Attorney General to sub-
mit to the Congress, a legislative pro-
posal that will remedy this abuse of legal
process.

I believe that these changes in our im-
migration and nationality laws, together
with the amendments to the Refugee Re=
lief Act which I have heretofore recom-
mended to the Congress, not only will
advance our own self-interest, but also
will serve as living demonstrations that
we recognize our responsibilities of world
leadership. I urge their careful consid-
eration by the Congress.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE HoUsg, February 8, 1956.
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JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC
ENERGY

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the resolution (H. J.
Res. 514) relating to the compensation
of the executive director of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution,
as follows:

Resolved, etc,, That section 206 .of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1854 is amended by
inserting after the first sentence thereof a
new sentence as follows: “The Joint Com-
mittee 1s authorized to fix the compensation
of an executive director at a gross rate not
in excess of $18,000 per annum, and such
executive director shall be in addition to the
employees whose compensation may be fixed
at basic rates in excess of $8,000 per annum
under the provisions of any other legislative
authority.”

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossétl and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH AND

SCIENCE

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, at
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr, PriEsT], chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, I ask unanimous consent that
the Subcommittee on Health and Sci-
ence may be permitted to meet this aft=-
ernoon during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman ifrom
Michigan?

There was no objection.

BOY SCOUT WEEK

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
uanimous consenft to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and to
to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Speaker, as all
of you know, this is Boy Scout Week.
Each of us has been honored to have
young members of this great organiza-
tion visit us this week. One of the proud
and happy moments of the week was
when young Martin Delaney, of Alexan-
dria, Va., came by our office and honored
me with this smile and a Boy Scout lapel
button. He is a fine, bright-eyed young-
ster. These young folks and their sis-
ters throughout the land are our greatest
national assets. We are very proud of
them.

For some 14 busy years I was honored
to be officially connected with the circuit
court in one of the judicial circuits of
Arkansas. Among other things, that
court had jurisdiction over criminal
cases. Iam proud to say that during all
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those years, no boy or girl who had been
or was a Boy Scout or Girl Scout came
before me charged with a criminal
offense. What a tribute that is to the
great organization which we honor this
week.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Haysl, usually makes a
statement at this time about Boy Scout
Week. However, his aged father is crit-
ically ill at home in Arkansas, and he has
gone to his father’s bedside. Mr. Haysis
a great and good friend of the Scout
movement and through me extends his
love and affection to the members of
the organizaiton,

Mr. Speaker, as a part of my remarks,
I wish to insert a letter from President
Eisenhower as follows, and one from the
Honorable J. Edgar Hoover, Chief of the
FBI:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
February 4, 1956.
To the Boy Scouts of America:

On the occasion of the 1956 observance of
Boy Scout Week I extend warm greetings and
congratulations to you and your leaders.

I am, of course, delighted that the number
of Cubs, Boy Scouts, Explorers, and adult
leaders now totals more than 4 million.
‘This growth gives heartening assurance that
in the years to come our Nation will con-
tinue to have citizens prepared in body,
mind, and character to serve it and to further
its strength and progress.

In preparation for citizenship—for the ex-
ercise of its rights and the discharge of its
obligations—spiritual training plays  a
major part. I therefore congratulate you on
the fact that your organization will round
out its first half century with the 4-year
program, “Onward for God and my coun=
try"—a program which will strengthen your
knowledge of our heritage and your capacity
to contribute to the welfare of your fellow
man and of the Republic.

As you begin work under this program I
wish all of you the greatest possible suc-
cess.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
FeEBRUARY 6, 1956.
To the Boy Scouts of America:

Present and past members of the Boy
Scouts of America have every reason to be
proud of the s movement's earned record.
Since 1910, you and former members have
rendered voluntarily services that have
greatly enriched the Nation.

There are many reasons why the Boy
Scouts of America enjoy widespread respect
and approval. The fact you live the Scout
oath and law, day by day, is one of them.

Your new 4-year program, “Onward for
God and my country,” is most timely and
needed. It is created to prepare boys to live
in today's world, carry their full share of
responsibility, give them opportunities to
develop physical fitness, self-reliance, and
personal courage, a spirit of helpfulness and
an understanding of our Government’s
democratic processes. Most important, you
constantly affirm the need for spiritual
strength in all you do.

I am informed that your current member-
ship is now more than 4,100,000 Cub Scouts,
Boy Scouts, Explorers, and adult leaders.
Your grand total membership of 24,500,000
since 1910 is both impressive and inspiring.

My assoclates joln me in congratulating
the members of the Boy Scouts of America
on its service, Integrity, and patriotism. You
have set a great example. We are proud of

you.
J. Epcar HOOVER.

In closing, let us give a hand salute to
all Scouts everywhere.
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FEDERAL PAYROLL

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing, at the request
of the Subcommittee on Manpower Utili-
zation and Departmental Personnel
Management, Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, legislation which
will assist in controlling the number of
employees on the Federal payroll.

‘Today we have about 2,360,000 Federal
civilian employees on the Government
payroll as contrasted to 1,943,000 just 6
years ago. That is an increase of over
400,000 employees and an increase in
payroll costs of abeut $1.8 billion.

As I have stated on numerous occa=-
sions, I am firmly convinced that the
essential functions of our Government
can be performed with 2 million or less
employees.

This legislation will require the execu~
tive branch of the Government to fur-
nish full information on the manpower
required in connection with pending or
proposed legislation. This information
will indicate to the Congress the impact
that substantive legislation can and
often does have on the Federal payroll.
Meanwhile, I suggest that all committees
require manpower data on pending legis- -
lation in order that this information will
be available for floor discussion on such
legislation, :

The bill I am introducing will give the
Congress the information needed for aid-
ing in controlling the size of the Federal
payroll. It will give the Congress better
information on proposed manpower
costs. I strongly urge that this bill be
given prompt consideration. In the in-
terim, I respectfully suggest that all
committees require full disclosure from
the executive branch covering planned
manpower inecreases result.ing from
pending legislation.

IS NEW DISABILITY PENSION FOR
SOME A ROADBLOCK TO BAR
PENSIONS FOR ALL “WAR VETS
AT 62?

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorbp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I am ﬁrmly
convinced that we should provide pen=
sions of $100 a month for all honorably
discharged war veterans when they
reach the age of 62, without any dis-
ability or means test.

In the light of this personal declara-
tion, I want to discuss certain phases of
H. R. 7886, the modified disability pen-
sion bill. It is also known as the war
veterans security bill which is apt to
give the misleading impression that it
applies to all older veterans.
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Any pension bill which is an improve-
ment on existing legislation, is deserving
of support. But if it is an adroit maneu-
ver to head off mounting demands for
a general pension for all war veterans
reaching the age of 62, then we must
Pproceed carefully.

It is no secret that the present VA law
is defective in some respects.

. The Veterans’ Administration has too
much discretionary power; either to lib-
eralize or tighten up on pensions—that
are given only to some older war vet-
erans—under the rating system.

__ By the VA’s yardstick a few undeserv=
ing veterans manage to get on the rolls,
while a few deserving veterans are dis-
couraged from applying for the pensions
that are due them.

The new bill provides that “a person
shall be deemed to be permanently and
totally disabled upon reaching the age
.of 65 years.”

At first glance, this might seem to ap-
ply to all veterans reaching that age.
But in a prior sentence, there is the re-
quirement that “No pension shall be
.payable under this part for permanent
.disability less than total.”

Furthermore, there is an annual in-
‘come limitation for single or married
veterans, beyond which the veteran is
not eligible to receive a pension.

This bill is, therefore, an improve-
ment, but still a compromise.

The national legislative bulletin of the
American Legion quotes this Associated
.Press dispatch of January 9, 1956, in
the Legion's support of H. R. 7886:

Nearly three-fourths of Americans over
65 elther have no income or less than $1,000
a year, according to a study released today.
The report was issued by the Twentieth Cen-
fury Fund, a nonprofit foundation for eco-
.nomic and social research and education.
The study sald that of the populatlon over
65 years old, 36 percent have no income
‘of their own, 38 percent have annual in-
come under $1,000; 11 percent have between

$1,000 and $2,000 and 15 percent have $2,000
or more.

Applying these ratios to our aging vet-
erans, we find that 74 percent or nearly
three-quarters have annual incomes
ranging from $1,000 to zero.
~ This is a compelling reason why we
should legislate a national pension for
war veterans, beginning at the age of 62.

A program of this type would be more
costly, but it would be easier to admin-
ister, and it would treat all old soldiers
as equal recipients of a nation’s grati-
tude.

_ At that, it would be but a fraction

_of the war debf, and it would be a pay-

_ment _to men, instead of war materials

“that have been used or discarded.

. The present issue concerns the rela-
tion of H. R. 7886, to this ultimate goal
of a national pension for war veterans,
beginning at the age of 62.

This bill is a part way measure that

-represents progress, but should not be
regarded as the complete and final an-

. swer to the pension question. ;

. . One cannot disagree. with its intent
*to liberalize the basis for, and increase

. the monthly rates of, disability pension
awards.”
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But one can reserve the right, while
supporting this bill, to work for the ulti=
mate goal of pensions for all war vet-
erans 62 years of age and older.

H. R. 7886 is interim legislation, on
the road to a genuine and all-inclusive
pension for older veterans.

With that clearly understood, I shall
vote for this bill.

AMENDMENTS TO IMMIGRATION
LAW

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEATING. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing four separate bills to
carry out the reeommendations con-
tained in President Eisenhower's special
message to Congress relating to amend=
ments of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act of 1952.

These bills represent progressive steps
to assure that we will not be left behind
in the cold war. Publi¢ pronouncements
critical of the present law in this country
are often seized upon and twisted by our
foes abroad for their own evil purposes.

There is no reason why our immigra-
tion and naturalization law should be a
whipping-boy for Communist sympa-
thizers and propagandists. We should
demonstrate the ever present willingness
of the United States to eliminate from
our laws any possible grounds for charges
of discrimination and unfairness as soon
as circumstances so require. I agree
with the President that it is time to re-
vise the McCarran-Walter Act. By
doing so we can prevent our enemies
from exploiting shortcomings in the law
in an effort to create dissension among
us.

Under one of the bills the present
quota system would be revised to take
the last 1950 census as the base for com-
puting quotas instead of 1920 in the
present law. Unused quofa numbers
would be pooled for distribution in each
of four geographical regions, Europe,
Asia, Africa, and Oceania.

In another measure, the present in-
tolerable burden upon the President and
the Congress of private bills would be
eliminated. This proposal would shift
the function of discretionary review of
alien cases to the Attorney General, who
would pass upon such cases upon the
recommendation of the State Depart-
ment.

A third bill is designed to crack down
on the alien racketeers—those who in the
past have remained among us for years
on end, pending the outcome of judicial

- proceedings instituted solely for the pur-

pose of protracting their stay. This bill
would regulate judicial review of depor-
tation and exclusion orders so that we
can expedite the exiling of those rela-
tively few aliens who have clearly dem-
onstrated that they have no right to re-
main here, Thus we will be able to get
rid of such undesirables as those aliens
guilty of subversion or serious criminal
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;i;lanons in muc.h speedier fashion than
ore

Tomorrow I shall ask for time to ex-
plain more fully the contents and impli-
cations of the four bills.

I hope the Congress will take speedy
action on these measures which will go
a long way toward strengthening our
hand in the affairs of the world. Passage
of these measures will demonstrate to all
the world that this Nation continues to
stand for its time-honored principles of
freedom, equality, and justice.

THE LATE FREDERICK WILLIAM
DALLINGER

Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Maine?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, I regret that
I was not on the floor last week when the
gentlemen from Massachusetts [Mr.
MacponNaLp and Mr. McCorMACK] were
speaking of the life and services of the
late Hon. Frederick William Dallinger,
because at the time of his death and for
the entire period of my service here,
which dates back to 1943, Judge Dallinger
was one of my most distinguished con-
stituents.

When he retired from the bench he
went to live in the beautiful town of Cen-
ter Lovell, Oxford County, Maine, I vis-
ited him frequently in his home where he
showed me with great and legitimate
pride a large room filled with the various
mementos of his long life of public serv-
ice. I shall not recite the biographical
details of his life which are contained in
the remarks made by my colleague, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MacponaALp]l, on February 1.

Judge Dallinger was a most diligent
and devoted Member of this House, where
he served throughout the decade from
March 4, 1915 to March 3, 1925, and
again from November 2, 1926 to October
1, 1932, when he resigned to accept ap-
pointment to the bench of the United
States Customs Court. On this court he
served for 10 years. Judge Dallinger took
the greatest pride and satisfaction in his
career of service here, and in all the
friendships and associations which it
brought to him. During his terms in this
House he made it a point to know per-
sonally every one of his colleagues, and
he had a strong sense of friendship for
all those with whom he served irrespec-
tive of political affiliations. While, dur-
ing the 13 years which he spent in re-
tirement in Maine, he took no active part
in politics, he had a very lively interest
in everything that went on. I prized his
friendship and benefited on many occa-
sions from his counsel. His was a rich
and happy life, I shall miss him and
shall always honor his memory.

H. R. 6043

Mr, DEROUNIAN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-

~marks at this point in the Recorp,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman Irom
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday the Senate passed the Kings Point
bill, H. R. 6043. I, with many others,
including my colleagues Mr. BONNER,
Mr. BECKER, Mr. WAINWRIGHT, Mr. La-
THAM, Mr. BoscH, Mr. KeEogH, Mr. Van
PeLT, the Association of Parents and
Friends of Kings Point, led by Mr. John
‘W. Scherger, have worked and hoped for
this for many years and now it is with
deepest sincerity that I express my grati-
tude to my friends and colleagues in both
parties and in both the House and the
Senate for all their help in bringing this
about, in recognizing the necessity of
maintaining a permanent United States
Merchant Marine Academy.

The faith that the Congress has shown
in this superb school will not go unre-
warded. This Academy is an important
factor in the development of a sound
merchant marine, and with the benefit of
this legislative action and the expected
presidential approval, it will be even
better abe to fulfill its responsibilities in
furnishing well-trained young officers to
our merchant marine in peacetime, and
a vital source of mnaval officers when
needed for the defense of our great
country.

Those of you who have had the oppor-
tunity of visiting this school, seeing its
beautiful setting, its excellenf facilities,
and the calibre of its staff and of its stu-
dent body, understand my pride in
having it within my congressional dis-
trict. They understand, too, why I can
say with such complete confidence that
this school ranks equally with our three
other great military academies.

Since the day of its founding, the
United States Merchant Marine Acad-
emy at Kings Point has had a proud rec-
ord of accomplishment, and this further
aid that you have given it through this
legislation will make possible even great-
er accompishments in the future.

My sincere thanks to you all.

POLITICS IN THE WEST

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania? 1

There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, a bunch of
Democrat politicians out West, after a
look at the other candidates, chanted:
“We need Adlai badly.”

There is some justice in this. They
sure need somebody badly. And Adlai
is no more than they deserve.

SALE OF INSTITUTE, W. VA, CO-
POLYMER PLANT, PLANCOR 980

Mr., VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration

of House Resolution 396, to disapprove
the proposed sale of the Institute, W, Va,,
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copolymer plant, Plancor 980, as recom-
mended by the Rubber Producing Facili-
ties Disposal Commission report, and
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate
on the resolution be fixed at not to ex-
ceed 2 hours, to be equally divided and
controlled by the author of the resolu-
tion, the gentleman from Illinois IMr
Yam] and myself.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman rrom Geor-
gia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by t.he gentleman
from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of House Resolution 396, with
Mr. WiLLis in the chair.

a The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
on.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the House of Representa=
tives does not favor sale of the Institute,
W. Va., copolymer plant, Plancor 980, as rec-
ommended in the report of the Rubber Pro-
ducing Facilities Disposal Commission.

Mr. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself 256 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Armed Services . has recommended
against the adoption of House Resolu-
tion 396. This resolution, if adopted,
would prevent the sale of a Government-
owned copolymer facility at Institute,
W. Va., to the Goodrich-Gulf Chemical
Corp.

Now, Mr, Chairman, last year, after
many hours of debate, the House of Rep-
resentatives rejected a resolution which
sought to prevent the sale of the Gov-
ernment-owned synthetic rubber pro-
ducing facilities to private industry. Two
copolymer facilities were not included in
that original sales program. The first,
located at Baytown, Tex., was not rec-
ommended for sale because the Commis-
sion could not obtain what they consid-
ered to be full fair value. The second
copolymer plant, located at Institute,
W. Va., and the one under discussion to-
day, was not recommended for sale be=-
cause no one submitted a bid for that
facility.

After approving other recommended
sales, the Congress amended the origi-
nal law by permitting new bids to be
taken for the Baytown plant. As a re-
sult, the Baytown plant was sold to pri-
vate industry without objection on the
part of anyone. Then Congress amended
the law again to permit bids to be taken
on this plant at Institute, W. Va.

Now this is the largest copolymer plant
in the United States. It hasa capacity of
122,000 long tons. No one bid on the

plant when it was first offered for sale,.

because it had a reputation of being a

high-cost producer and in addition it®

has no facilities for producing cold
rubber.

Bear in mind that the synthetic rubber
industry had been in the hands of the
Government since 1941, and thus private

2387

industry was entering into a new field.
Prior to the sale of the rubber facilities,
the Government, for practical purposes,
had been the sole manufacturer of syn-
thetic rubber with the exception of some
special types of synthetic rubber.

After Congress approved the sale of 11 -
copolymer plants, some interest was in-
dicated in the Institute copolymer plant,
so we passed a law authorizing the Com-
mission to take bids and to negotiate with
the potential purchasers following the
crizeria established under the Disposal
Ac

Now in all of these sales, the Commis-
sion and the Congress has been guided
by the original act which required the
Commission to obtain full fair value, to
assure a fair supply of the end products
for small business, to preserve a competi-
tive industry and to protect the national
security.

The Commission advertised for bids
on the Institute, W. Va., facility and
they received the following proposals
;ghgn the bids were opened on October 7,

55:

Goodrich-Gulf Chemicals, Inc__. $9, 000, 000

Goodyear Synthetic Rubber Corp. 2,000, 000
Imperial Commodities Corp-..-- 750, 000 °
Edwin W, Pauley-accecrccecnana 2, 000, 000
Unlon Carbide & Carbon Corp--. 1,500, 000

United Rubber & Chemical Co.. 4,000, 000

Now this plant had a gross book value
on October 31, 1955, of $18,398,000, and
a net book value on that same day of
$4,968,000.

After the bids had been opened, the
Commission began to negotiate with the
prospective purchasers. Three of the
bidders withdrew and on November 21,
1955, Goodrich-Gulf increased its bid to
$9,500,000, and Mr. Edwin Pauley in-
creased his bid to $2,837,000. Union Car=
bide & Carbon increased its bid to
$2,700,000. So on December 19 the final
bids were submitted and that day it was
disclosed that Goodrich-Gulf had raised
their bid to $11 million, Mr. Edwin Pauley
has increased his bid to $5,800,000, and
Union Carbide & Carbon had retained
their latest bid of $2,700,000.

So the $11 million bid for-the plant,
plus $333,000 for spare parts, constitutes
a very substantial return to the Govern-
ment. I do not think there can be much
argument about full fair value on this
focility.

Now let. us turn to the question of small f
business.

Under the terms of the sales contract
with Goodrich-Gulf Chemical Corp., the
purchaser agrees to make available at
fair market prices to small business en-
terprises in reasonable equal monthly
quantities, the following tonnages per
year: 21,000 long tons when only one line
is in operation; 51,000 long tons when
two lines are in operation; and 81,000
long tons when all three lines are in
operation.

Now this is by far the largest commit-
ment with respect to small business of
any of the purchasers. And I might add
that since the sales of the other facilities
I know of only one complaint from small
business with regard to the availability
of rubber to small users, and that ap-
parently was based on a misunderstand=-

ing.
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The Aftorney General, while consult-
ing with the Commission, expressed con-
cern with regard to the enforeceability of
the commitments contained in the sales
contracts with respect to the availability
of rubber for small business, The At-
torney General said:

I am, nevertheless, concerned about the
future enforcement of these contractual
commitments when the Commission ceases
to exist.

I personally believe that these con-
tracts are enforceable, since the Commis-
sion entered into these contracts on be-
half of the Federal Government and not
on behalf of the individual Commission-
ers. But, beyond all that is the greatest
enforcement weapon in the world, public
opinion.
~ Each one of these purchasers, as well
as the Goodrich-Gulf Corp., who will
purchase this facility, have agreed to

‘make rubber available to small users.
The hearings and the record are clear
and unmistakable in this regard. I
think we have no reason to be concerned
now or in the future with regard to the
obligation incurred by the purchasers of
copolymer facilities to make rubber

* available to small business users.

So that leaves us, for practical pur-
poses, with only one question and that is
whether or not the sale of this facility
will provide for the development within
the United States of a free competitive
synthetic rubber industry and not permit
any person to possess unreasonable con-
trol over the manufacture of synthetic
rubber.

Now, under the disposal act, the law
required the Commission to consult with
the Attorney General in order to secure
guidance, “as to the type of disposal pro-
gram which would best foster the de-
velopment of a free competitive syn-
thetic rubber industry.”

In that connection, I call your atten-
tion to the fact that the Attorney Gen-
eral advised the Commission that the sale
of the Institute plant to the Goodrich-
Gulf Chemical Corp., or to the Goodyear
Synthetic Rubber Co., “would not best
foster the development of a free com-
petitive synthetic rubber industry, since
disposal would add significantly to the
substantial position presently held by
these companies in the field of synthetic
rubber.”

However, the Commission then advised
the Attorney General that of the remain-
ing eligible bidders only Goodrich-Gulf
Corp. had offered a purchase price that
“met the Commission’s views as to full
fair value.”

* And the Commission further conclud-
ed, according to the findings of the

Attorney General, that—

The only alternative to a sale to Goodrich-
Gulf, in the light of the offers received, would
be the continuation of this plant in standby
with none of its productive potential avail-
able to the market.

The Attorney General further stated:

Under the existing statute, not even the
Government could utilize this capacity to
meet the needs of domestic fabricators, ex-
cept pursuant to further act of Congress.

_ The Attorney General went on to say:
Under the act my responsibilities are lim-
ited to advising the Commission with respect
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to (a) the type of disposal program which
would best foster the development of a free
competitive synthetic rubber industry, and
(b) whether the proposed disposition, if
carried out, will violate the antitrust laws.
In view of this limited statutory responsi-
bility, I do not undertake to evaluate the
validity of the Commission’s conclusion that
the sale of Institute must be either to Good-
rich-Gulf or not at all. I therefore accept
the Commission’s determination on this
point, In these premises it is my view that
the development of a free competitive syn-
thetic rubber industry would be better fos-
tered by bringing this plant into active com-
petitive production rather than to allow it to
lie fallow. * * *

The firm commitment on the part of Good-
rich-Gulf to make at least half of the Insti-
tute product available to small business
enterprises buttresses the foregoing conclu-
sion. Goodrich-Gulf has agreed to make
avallable to small business enterprises at fair
market prices 50 percent of the production
of the first line at Institute and 73 percent
of the production of the next 2 lines. We
have been advised by the Commission that
this commitment in favor of small business
is by far the largest firm commitment offered
by any of the bidders for this plant,

Now, you can see the position that
the Commission was in as well as the
Attorney General.

The Commission felt that they could
not recommend the sale to any of the
other bidders because none of them
would approach anything like the mini-
mum fair value that the Commission had
placed on this facility.

Mr. Pauley, the second highest bidder,
raised his bid from $2 million to $5,800,-
000 at the end of the negotiation period;
but this was still $3,700,000 less than
what the Commission felt was the low-
est price they would take for the facility,

On the other hand, Goodrich-Gulf
Chemical Corp. raised their bid to $11
million, which was $1,500,000 more than
the minimum price that the Commission
would accept.

Now there is not much question in my
mind that if Mr. Pauley, or any other
bidder had been willing to raise their
bid to $9,500,000 that the Commission
would have recommended the sale to
some other purchaser than Good-
rich-Gulf Chemieal Corp., but nobody
other than Goodrich-Gulf would go that
high.

And on the other hand, the Attorney
General, while recognizing that the sale
to Goodrich-Gulf Chemical Corp. would
give them the largest GR-S capacity in
the Nation, nevertheless realized that if
the Commission would not recommend
the sale to anyone who would not meet
the $9.,500,000 figure, that this would
prevent the facility from going into pro-
duction at a time when we are in short
supply of rubber.

Now this is a very important matter
because natural rubber has been selling
for substantially more than synthetic
rubber. As a matter of fact, it was up
to 48 cents per pound, and it is now
around 40 cents per pound. Synthetic
rubber is selling for about 24 cents per
pound on the average, and yet rubber is
in such short supply that consumers are
willing to pay the high price for natural
rubber.

So from an economic viewpoint, it
made good sense to approve the sale and
that, in effect, is what the Attorney Gen-
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eral has done, although he has called to
the attention of the Congress the fact
that he probably would have submitted
this sale to a court for a judicial deter-
mination under section 7 of the Clayton
Act had it been a sale between two pri-
vate bidders. But he also said that since
there was no precedent for this type of
sale to private industry, he would find
that the sale did not violate section T
of the Clayton Act, since the entire sale
would be reviewed by the Congress.

Well, we are in this situation:

If we reject this sale, the plant can-
not be offered for sale for at least an-
other 2 years, unless Congress passes a
new law. And, under existing law, the
Government cannot operate the plant
for the production of GR-S. This was
done to protect the purchasers from
competition with the Government. So,
if we do not approve this sale, then we
are not going to help the people in the
vicinity of Charleston, W. Va., a dis-
tressed labor area. This plant will em~
ploy as many as 700 people; and the
improvements that will be undertaken
by the purchaser will certainly improve
the employment situation in that area.

And I want to call this to your atten-
tion: Under this sale Goodrich-Gulf will
end up with about 19.9 percent of the
existing synthetic-rubber capacity, plus
the announced expansion plans and new
plants that will be constructed in the
near future. If you just consider exist-
ing capacity as it exists today, Goodrich-
Gulf will have approximately 25.2 per-
cent of the capacity; but this by and of
itself, according to a decision of the Su-
preme Court, does not violate the Sher-
man Antitrust Act.

Now I also want to call your attention
to the fact that the Congress did not dis-
approve the sale to Firestone of two
eopolymer facilities, at a time when
those sales gave Firestone 18.8 percent
of the total existing capacity.

So what are we talking about?

Basically, we are talking about the
difference between 18.8 percent and 19.9
percent of eapacity. It seems to me that
the Congress would be in an untenable
position to have approved a sale which
gave Firestone 18.8 percent of the capac-
ity, but disapprove a sale that would give
Goodrich-Gulf 19.9 percent of the
capacity.

Now I want to make it clear that, if
we adopt this resolution, we will prevent
the production of 122,000 long tons of
GR-S in this Nation, at a time when we
are in short supply of rubber. The best
thing that could happen from the con-
sumers viewpoint, and from a ecompeti-
tive viewpoint, is to have this plant go
into production. It will increase the
supply of synthetic rubber in the Nation
and will make a substantial increase in
the availability of rubber for small-busi-
ness users.

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope that
the House will vote against this resolu-
tion. Under the original law, we were
required to report the resolution or else
it became privileged. So, therefore, we
have reported the resolution adversely.
I hope that the House will overwhelm-
ingly reject this resolution.

However, I also want to say that, if we
disapprove this resolution and Good-
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rich-Gulf takes possession of the facility,
no one of us will have expressed any
opinion as to the legality of any future
actions on the part of Goodrich-Gulf
Chemical Corp. We have antitrust laws,
and an Antitrust Division in the Office
of the Attorney General. We will expect
the Attorney General to keep a close
watch on this purchase, as well as other
large synthetic-rubber manufaecturers.
But, so far as the economy of the coun-
iry is concerned, and particularly so far
as the area of Charleston, W. Va., is con-
cerned, I bhelieve we would be doing a
great disservice to the American people
and to the people of West Virginia if we
adopted this resolution.

I urge you to vote against this resolu-
tion, so that this sale may take place;
that production may start, so that peo-
ple may be employed in the Charleston,
W. Va., area, and that a substantial in-
crease in the production of synthetic
rubber will be made available to the
American people.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. VINSON. I yield.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Can the gentle-
man tell me the total amount the Gov-
ernment has invested in this plant?

Mr. VINSON. On October 31, 1955, the
plant had a gross book value of $18,398,-
000, and a net book value of $4,968,000.
The Commission reeommended that it be
sold for $11 million.

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. 1 thank the
gentleman.

Mr. VINSON. Lef me say that I think
the Commission has done a splendid job
in getting the prices they have for the
plants they have disposed of. We sold
the other plants for around $285 million.
I thought then and the Congress thought
then, overwhelmingly, that we received a
good price for the plants.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the

Mr. SHORT. Since the gentleman has
eontrol of the time and I have none, I
am sure he will be glad to yield.

Mr. VINSON. I will, with pleasure.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I merely
want to say that it is a high honor and
great privilege to serve in this body.
With all our trials and tribulations and
all the requests and disappointments and
heartaches and headaches that we have,
it is worth coming to Congress to serve
with a man like Carn Vinsow, whom I
consider not only a fine Christian gentle-
man but also one of the ablest legisla-
tors that has ever been sent to this
House.

I do not want to be superfiuous and I
am not going to, but in my humble and
honest judgment there is no man in
Congress or out of Congress, or in the
Defense Department who knows more
about the status of our national defense
and everything related to it than the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinsown].

It has been really exciting, stimuat-
ing, comforting, and helpful to sit at
his side all these years. He has spoken
on this bill. If he would permit me to
proceed for 1 or 2 minutes I would like
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to remind the House that we came dan-
gerously near losing World War IT when
our source of natural-rubber supply was
cut off from Indonesia and the Far East.
Not until big Bill Jeffers, former chair-
man of the board of the Union Pacific
Rallroad, now gone, came to Washing-
ton did we bring order out of chaos.
‘We built up a $700 million synthetic rub-
ber industry and we learned to produce
rubber that for some purposes was bet-
ter than natural rubber in order to win
that conflict and to support our domestic
economy. But, believing in free indi-
vidual enterprise, the Congress in its
wisdom decided to get out of the rub-
ber business and we have disposed of all
these plants except one. That is the one
at Institute, W. Va.

‘Weat Virginia is a great State. It con-
tributed much to the winning of the
war. Those people in that distressed
area need this plant, but it is not be-
cause of hardship that the Committee
on the Armed Services is advocating the
sale of this last plant.

I agree with my chairman that the
Commission has done a remarkable job.
Although Mr. Pauley bid only $2 million
for this plant, he raised it to $5,800,0600
and the Commission itself set a minimum
price of $9,500,000. They finally nego-
tiated with Goodrich to sell the plant for
$11 million.

Mr. Chairman, this plant has been idle
for 2 or 3 years and it deteriorates
rather rapidly. We are losing money.
Unless we sell it we will perhaps get
nothing. So afier a long, patient and
exhaustive hearing, the committee unan-
imously, with the exception of one vote
“Present”, decided that we should vote
against this resolution and get the Gov-
ernment completely out of business.
The Commission has done a remarkable
job and private enterprise has taken over
this and has done a remarkable job also.
I hope, Mr. Chairman, we will vote down
the resolution disapproving this sale.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I want
to express my deep appreciation for the
kind, generous remarks of my colleague,
the distinguished gentleman from Mis-
souri. So far as this matter is concerned,
we are on sound ground. We have done
the proper thing. We had a hearing,
we took testimony, we had the benefit
of the brilliant views of the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Yates]
who will present his argument in oppo-
sition to the sale. I do want to say that
the Commission received the fair market
value for all of these copolymer and
butadine plants. I said to the House last
year when we sold the facilities that they
were to be congratulated for having ob-
tained such a high price. I have com-
pared it to other sales of Government
property that were made and I say that
we are receiving more for the synthetic
rubber plants than we have received for
any other Government facilities that
have been sold up to date in proportion
to the amount of money invested.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr.GROSS. I, too, want to commend
the gentleman for his execellent state-
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ment. I am eurious to know why there
was a disparity in the final bids. I do
not want to presume upon the gentle-
man's time, but I am curious to know
why the second bidder was so far below
the first, approximately one-half.

Mr. VINSON. That isa very pertinent
question. Goodrich-Gulf, bid $9 million.
The Goodyear Synthetic Rubber Co. bid
$2 million. Now listen to this: The Im-
perial Commodities Corp. bid $750,000.
Here are two of the companies that
were engaged in this kind of business.
Mr. Pauley came in and bid $2 million.
The Union Carbide & Carbon Corp. bid
$1,500,000 and the United Rubber &
Chemical Co. bid $4 million.

Now, I was somewhat disturbed when
this letter came in. Here is & plant that
wil turn out 122,000 tons annually
of GR-S. The Imperial Commodities
Corp. only valued it at $750,000, and
another concern valued it at $9 million,
Well, that disturbed the Commission, so
the Commission just said “Now, we are
going to say that the minimum price we
will submit to the Congress is $9.5 mil-
lion™ because they probably did not like
the way these bids were coming in.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. Iyield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Is it not possible that
the purchaser, Goodrich-Gulf, may have
intentionally bid so high in order to make
it a monopoly price thus sssuring it of
achieving a dominant position in the

?

Mr. VINSON. They did not know
what Imperial or any other bidder was
going to bid.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of lnchign.n Is this
one of those privileged resolutions where,
ﬂN‘I}I;ant to approve of the sale, I vote

Mr. VINSON. That is correct.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
mean from Oklahomsa.

Mr. BELCHER. From the standpoint
of the future defense of the eountry,
would it not be better to have this plant
in operation by private industry?

Mr. VINSON. Of eourse it will.

Mr. BEL.CHER. Than probably to let
it stand idle?

Mr. VINSON. I am standing here not
only on this measure but on other meas-
ures trying to get the Government out
of business. I stand fiatfooted for free
enterprise in these matters.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chatrman, will the
gentleman yield?

trust sult not so long ago?

Mr, VINSON. Yes, we know about
that. And we know if they violate the
antitrust laws, they should be prose-
cuted. But, that is no bar and should
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not be a bar to people being able to buy
that which the Government offers to sell,

Mr. CELLER. Does not the gentle-
man think it might well be a bar?

Mr. VINSON. Well, the gentleman is
the chairman of the great committee.
If you want to say that because a cor-
poration has been prosecuted for vio-
lating the Sherman antitrust law or the
Clayton Act, the Government will pro-
hibit him from doing business with it,
you can bring it in here and we will
debate it, Now, I do not have jurisdic-
tion over that.

Mr. Will the gentleman
just briefly answer me this question:
The acquisition of this plant, as I un-
derstand, will give the Goodrich-Gulf
Co. a big percentage of the manufacture
of synthetic rubber.

Mr. VINSON. 19.9 percent.

Mr. CELLER. Almost 20 percent of
the capacity of the manufacture of syn-
thetic rubber. In view of the antitrust
record of the Goodrich Co.—and pres-
ently there is a complaint pending
against the Goodrich Co. by the Federal
Trade Commission, also—in view of
that record, do you think it is proper
and fair and consistent with the welfare
of the Nation to have the Attorney Gen-
eral approve this sale which would give
this company now 20 percent of the ca-
pacity of synthetic rubber?

Mr. VINSON. I have no hesitancy to
say to that, yes, I think it is proper to
permit this sale to go through. As a
matter of fact, they will have 19.9 per-
cent, you might say 20 percent, and if
they violate the antitrust law, let the
Department of Justice prosecute them.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 56 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, a vote against the
pending resolution is a vote for monop-
oly and against free enterprise. A vote
against the pending resolution is a vote
for more concentration of power and
against free competition. A vote against
this resolution is a vote for predatory
business practices and against opportu-
nity for small business to compete.

This is a vital matter for the State of
West Virginia and I hesitated long be-
fore filing this resolution. My good
friends Mr. Byrp, Mr, BaILEY, MTr.
Sraceers, and the others almost per-
suaded me that I should not file it. ButI
feel so strongly about the disposal pro-
gram and this sale that I felt I must. If
the sale is approved, Goodrich-Gulf will
open the plant which has lain idle for al-
most 2 years, giving opportunities for em-
ployment to many people in that de-
pressed area. Yet, even though I, too,
want employment for the people who live
in that area, I wonder whether this sale
is all they believe it is. Yesterday the
president of Goodrich~-Gulf testified that
until 1958 only 1 of the 3 lines of this
plant will be in operation. Instead of 750
to 1,000 jobs that the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services said would
be made available by this sale, the most
that will be made available, if that many
will be made available, will be approxi-
mately 300.

I want to commend the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. Byrp] for his
efforts in this matter. He has done an
outstanding job, in filing the bill which
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resulted in the sale and my defending
it. We differ in our opinions concerning
its merits but we are still and will con-
tinue to be good friends.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New York,

Mr. CELLER. Is it not true that the
Goodrich company is presently one of
the so-called Big Four in the manufac-
ture of products from natural rubber?

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. CELLER. Does the gentleman
agree with the gentleman from Georgia,
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, that we should disregard the
antitrust record of the Goodrich Co.
and allow them to make a purchase at
this knock-down price of this synthetic
plant?

Mr. YATES. No, I do not. The gen=
tleman has posed a very important point,
because the law requires that we con-
sider the record of the Goodrich Co.
The law under which this plant was sold
requires the establishment by the Com-
mission of a free, competitive synthetic
rubber industry, one which will not per-
mit any person to obtain unreasonable
control over the manufacture of syn-
thetic rubber or its components.

When Assistant Attorney General
Barnes was asked last year about the
Goodrich Co. and the other companies
which have been purchasers of the
plants and which have been the subjects
of antitrust suits, he said we could not
take their past records and judge what
would happen in the future. Neverthe-
less, in response to a question by Senator
DougLas, he said, “It is true the leopards
do not change their spots.”

While it is true that perhaps we can
disregard the antitrust suit against the
company in the past, we cannof disre-
gard an existing fact, which is that
Goodrich-Gulf is now the subject of a
complaint by the Federal Trade Com-
mission because of monopolistic practices
in its industry.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, over and
beyond that, would it be fair to let them
have this plant when we consider that
they are a major factor in the manu-
facture of products from natural rubber;
and now we would be giving them a very
firm hold—20 percent—on the manu-
facture of synthetic rubber and synthetic
rubber products?

Mr. YATES. Let me say this, that
Goodrich-Gulf will have, not 20 percent
of the industry if this sale is approved,
but as of this time will have 25 percent
of the industry. The figure of 19.9 per-
cent, to which the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services alluded,
was the percentage of control this com-
pany would possess in the industry after
completion of the expansion program
which the industry has announced. At
this time we do not know whether that
program will be completed. Some of the
companies may decide not to go ahead
with the expansion program. And if
that is true, the amount of control by
the Goodrich-Gulf Company over the
industry will be correspondingly in-
creased, Let us say that its control of
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the industry is somewhere between 19.9
percent and 25 percent. If this sale is
approved they will control one-fourth of
the entire synthetic rubber industry in
the United States. In my judgment this
does not comply with the criterion estab-
lished in the Disposal Act of 1953.

Mr, CELLER. They have more than
that percentage of control of natural
rubber, so that they will be in a domi-
nant position not only in the natural
rubber field but also in the synthetic
rubber field if this sale is consummated.

Mr, YATES. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman has
very properly raised this question about
monopoly. It is something we are all
concerned about, something which it is
provided in the law shall be dealt with.
The Attorney General’s opinion must be
asked for in connection with any such
sale as to whether it does tend to foster
monopoly. Now, what is the alterna-
tive? If this sale were turned down and
the gentleman's resolution were ap-
proved, what then would happen, in the
gentleman’s opinion?

Mr. YATES. Under the law as it
exists today, this plant would not be op-
erated. It would be maintained in a
standby condition. But let me point out
that this was the situation, too, last year
when the sale of the 24 plants was ap-
proved. The Baytown, Tex., plant was
supposed to be placed in a standby posi-
tion. The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
TroMAs] filed a bill at that time which
was considered within 3 weeks, bids were
taken, and the Baytown plant was sold.
It did not lie idle for any appreciable
length of time. That is possible in this
case. As soon as action is taken on this
bill, if my resolution is approved, this
plant can again be offered for sale by
appropriate resolution.

Mr. EEATING. It can be, but is it
not a fact that the Commission did pre-
viously offer it and did not get what they
considered an adequate and fair price?

Mr. YATES. Let me refer the gen-
tleman to the Commission’s own report
last year in which they stated Institute

- was an installation which no company

in the industry thought was worth pur-
chasing. It was described as a high-cost
producer. Therefore, nobody wanted to
bid for it. Yet now we have Goodrich-
Gulf offering what seems to be an enor-
mous price for this installation, one that
will permit Goodrich to assume the
dominant position in the industry.

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman with
great frankness has said that the result
of the passage of the gentleman’s reso-
lution would be that this plant would lie
fallow for the time being. The Commis-
sion certainly has made, as this record
would indicate, very substantial efforts
to dispose of it elsewhere., I think that
in the discussion of this question of
monopoly which, as I say, we are all
concerned about and should be con-
cerned about, attention should be di-
rected to the position of the Attorney
General when faced with the question
put to him by the Commission, “What
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do we do mow?” since he had pre-
viously expressed some concern about
the monopoly aspects. Then the one
sentence which seems to me significant
is this: “It is my view that the develop-
ment of a free competitive synthetic
rubber industry would be better fostered
by bringing this plant into active com-
petitive production rather than to al-
low it to lie fallow.”

Mr. YATES. That is the only reason
he approved the sale.

Mr. KEATING. He said in substance,
“I don't like the monopoly aspects of it,
and if it were free to be sold to anyone
at any time, I would say, ‘Don’t sell.”” I
think that is the fair substance of it.
But he says that if it means that the
plant is going to lie idle, which this rec-
ord seems to indicate it will, then com-
petition would be better fostered by
making this sale.

Mr. YATES. Obviously, there is more
competition if Goodrich operates the
plant than if it were to lay idle. That is
the sole basis of the Attorney General's
opinion. Now, let me ask the gentleman
a question. Would it not be better to
forego $5 million in the purchase price,
if by doing so we provided a greater com-
petition in the industry? :

Mr. KEATING. I think it is very
questionable whether it would be better.
You are referring to the second bidder,
Mr. Pauley.

Mr. YATES. The second highest bid-
der, Mr. Pauley.

* Mr. EEATING. That is Mr. Pauley
who offered some $5 million less than the
other bid?

Mr., YATES. Five million dollars, yes.

Mr. KEATING. I do not think I
would favor selling to Mr. Pauley who
offered some $5 million less and I think
‘the Congress would be severely criti-
cized if it did that.

Mr. YATES. Why?

Mr. KEATING. Because $5 million is
still not peanuts and the Commission
has ruled the Pauley offer does not
measure up to a fair price.

Mr. YATES. How do we know what a
fair, full price is? Does the gentleman
know what the full, fair value of the
plant is?

Mr. KEATING. No.

Mr. YATES. No member of the Con-
gress knows nor have we any way of
knowing, because the Commission never
furnished the committee and never fur-
nished the Congress with any earnings

“data which indicates the manner in
whiech it reached its decision on what is
the full fair value of the plant.

Mr. KEATING. Buf I know the dif-
ference between $11 million and $6
million.

Mr. YATES. Of course, the gentle-
man does. The gentleman is on the
Committee on the Judiciary. Is it not
entirely possible that the amount offered
by the Goodrich-Gulf was a monopoly
price purposely bid high to enable the

- company to assume a dominant position
in the industry? ©Of course, that is
possible.

Mr. KEATING. It is possible.
thing is possible.

Mr. YATES. Of course, it is possible.

Mr. KEATING. But I do not think
there is any evidence in this record to

Any-
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bear out any such proposition as that.
And I do not want to be a party to a
giveaway program whereby we author-
ize a sale to Mr. Pauley for $6 million
when there is someone else willing to
pay $11 million for the same thing.

© Mr. YATES. Does the gentleman
mean that the fact that the Goodrich-
‘Gulf was the subject of an antitrust suit
‘previously, and the fact that it is now
the subject of a suit by the Federal Trade
Commission does not indieate that it
engages in practices which are monopo-
listic?

Mr. EEATING. Well, the fact that a
suit is pending against anyone does not
prove that he is guilty. I hope the gen-
tleman does not make that kind of an
argument. Of course, I know nothing
of the merits of the suits.

Mr. YATES. Let me just break in to
say that Goodrich-Guif pleaded nolocon-
tendere in that previous case.

Mr. EEATING. I would be delighted
if the bid of $11 million was made by
some smaller concern and if Goodrich-
Gulf were in Mr. Pauley's position of bid-
ding a much smaller fizure.

Mr. YATES. I join with the gentle-
man in that.

Mr, EEATING. But that is not the
case before us. I assume probably it
takes 2 huge amount of capital to run
a plant like that—and there are rela-
tively few companies which have the
capital and the know-how to do such a
job, and we have to balance that against
the possible monopoly features. On
balance it seems to me in this case we
should approve of this sale.

Mr. YATES., The gentleman is using
the same conditional language of the
Attorney General who appeared before
the committee yesterday. After he had
first said that the sale would not foster

‘competition in industry,” Judge Barnes

came before the committee and said,

‘and I quote from the transcript:

We felt that the thing for us to do, as
I say, was to frankly state the advantageous
situation that existed here, the disadvan-
tageous situation, and under theése circum-
stances give this limited approval which
would put the matter in Congress who had

.originally created the act locking toward the

disposition.

You will note that he said “limited
approval.” |

In other words, the Attorney General
did not pass upon it. He sent it hback to
the Congress to pass on it. He did not
discuss the antitrust features of it and
he did not say clearly and without
equivocation that this sale meets the re-
quirements of the antitrust provisions
of our laws.

Mr. BELCHER. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. 1 yield.

Mr. BELCHER. I think probably the
gentleman has nearly answered the
questions that I had in mind. The
closest bid to the $11 million bid is
$5,800,000.

Mr. YATES3. That is correct.

Mr. BELCHER. Would the gentle-
man prefer to disrezard the $11 million
bid and sell for $5,800,000?

Mr. YATES. The gentleman might or
might not prefer to do that if I had suf-
ficient facts on which to base an opinion
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as to the full fair value of the plant.
The Commission was required under law
to accept the bid that offered the full fair
value with due recognition for protection
of a free competitive rubber industry. I
do not know whether this bid represents
the full fair value. I do not know
whether $5,800,000 represents the full
fair value. I do know that mobody in
the industry was willing to bid $5,800,000
for it a year ago, at the time that other
plants were offered for sale. This may
be the full fair value. It is entirely pos-
sible, too, that Goodrich-Gulf may have
cffered an inflated price in order that it
might achieve a dominant place in the
industry.

Mr. BEL.CHER. In that case the Gov=-
ernment would be getting about $5 mil-
lion more than the plant was worth.

Mr. YATES. Is$5 million sufficient to
justify a monopoly?

Mr. BELCHER. I am asking the gen-
tleman. He has more information than
I have. I am asking him whether or
not, with all the facts considered, that
would bring the $5,800,000 up to
$11,000,000.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman from
Illinois has attempted to answer the
question by saying that if the gentleman
from Illinois had the facts which would
show what the fair value of the plants
were, the gentleman would be very hap-
py to answer the gentleman’s guestion.
Mot having enough facts, the gentleman
from Illinois cannot answer that gues-

Will the

‘tion specifically.

Mr. CURTIS -of Missouri.
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Has the gen-
tleman got the figures as to the other 80
percent of this capacity in the industry?
I notice in the report that Firestone pres-

.ently owns about 18.8 percent. How

much of a margin would Goodrich have,
after this sale, over its nearest com-

-petitor?

Mr. YATES. The report of the Com-
mission indicates, on page 13, what the
ownerships were at the time of the sale
last year, and what the ownerships would

-be as of the conclusion of the expansicn

program which has been announced by
the industry. Goodrich itself agrees as
of the present time that its ownership is
close to 25 percent, It says that after the

.industry's expansion program is com-

pleted, it thinks it will move down from
the high figure it now has, to one which
will approximate 19.9 percent or even 13
percent. The point I make is that we do
not know as of this time whether the pro-
posed expansion program will ever be
completed or whether Goodrich will also
expand. As of this time, if this sale is
approved, the ownership by Goodrich- -
Gulf will be close to 25 percent.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. But there
are other giants in the field that are com-
petitiors of Goodrich, are there not?

Mr. YATES. Of course there are.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I am not
trying to argue with the gentleman. I
am trying to get the facts.

Mr. YATES. Well, you know that as
well as I do.

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I think it
ought to be brought out. I wanted to be
sure that the relative positions of these
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people remained about what they are
now.

Mr. YATES. Would it not be better
if they did not, and other competitors
came into the field?

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Ohyes. The
gentleman has a point there.

Mr. YATES. Let me show you why I
have a point. The Commission sold the
Baytown, Tex., plant to an outsider, to a
company that was not one of the big four
for a very good price. The Commission
said to the Goodyear Co., “We will not
accept your bid because it will give you
too dominant position in the industry.”
And it rejected Goodyear's bid. What the
Commission should do in this case is to
seek to find an outsider which they could
bring into the industry to aid production,
because, as the Attorney General points
out, this is the best way to stimulate com-
petition in the industry.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield.

Mr. HESELTON. I notice from the
report that this contract would make
available to small business, at fair mar-
ket prices, 50 percent of the production
on the first line and about 73 percent on
the next two lines. .

Mr. YATES. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has again ex-
pired.

Mr., YATES. I yield myself 5 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. HESELTON. I do not find any-
where where Goodrich-Gulf would make
this available to small business. The
Attorney General apparently says that
the disposal sale will create problems
of economic concentration. In other
words, he indicates to us that there is
a real problem here, but there might be
other facts which would override it.
What I cannot get from the report is
what guaranty there is, if any, to small
business, that it will get any considera-
tion; or is it a fact that the company
will be able to offer it at the same price,
and if they do not take it, it is just too
bad?

Mr. YATES. With respect to the pro-
vision the gentleman refers to, small
business is entirely at the mercy of the
big companies. In response to questions
before the committee, the purchasers
stated they would allocate certain por-
tions of their production to small busi-
ness firms. But this assurance is just
a moral commitment. There is no way
that any of those small business people
can enforce that promise against any of
the big companies.

Mr, HESELTON. May I ask the
gentleman if he knows whether in fact
any. small business has recommended
this disposal?

Mr. YATES. None that I know of.

Mr, BATES. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BATES. I did not want to make
special reference to the point to which
the gentleman from Massachusetts just
made, but on yesterday when we had
the witnesses before the committee they
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said it was not only a moral responsi-
bility but also a legal responsibility.

Mr. YATES. -Who can enforce it?

Mr. BATES. Which they said was
enforcible.

Mr. YATES. By whom?

Mr. BATES. They said it was en-
forcible.

Mr. YATES. By whom is it enforc-
ible? Who can enforce it? The At-
torney General of the United States last
year said it could not be enforced.

Mr. BATES. They said yesterday
that it was enforeible.

But I want to touch on another point,
the one the gentleman mentioned earlier
on this question of monopoly.

I do not know and I do not even think
that the learned gentleman knows, dis-
tinguished lawyer that he is, when a
monopoly is created in an industry.

Judge Barnes, when he was before our
committee on yesterday, cited certain
figures given by a most famous jurist on
this question that where 1 individual or
1 firm could have 90 percent of an indus-
try that undoubtedly it was a monopoly;
that when the figure was 67 percent that
probably it was a monopoly; but he said
that when it gets down to 3315 percent
undoubtediy it is not a monopoly.

Here we are talking about a situation
somewhere between 18 percent and 25
percent. Now, what, in the judgment
of the gentleman do the percentages in-
dicate in the instant case?

Mr. YATES. I am willing to take
Judge Barnes’ opinion.

Mr. BATES. Will the gentleman
answer?

Mr. YATES. Yes, if the gentleman

will let me. I said I am willing to take
Judge Barnes' opinion,

Mr. BATES. His argument was based
on a court interpretation.

Mr. YATES. You did not let me fin-
ish my reply. Isaid I am willing to take
Judge Barnes' opinion that where a pur-
chaser moves into a field there is a rela-
tive amount of competition created,
greater or less depending on the acquisi-
tion. But I say to the gentleman Judge
Barnes yesterday said he would give
limited approval to the sale; and I refer
the gentleman to the transcript of yes-
terday. Judge Barnes talked about lim-
ited approval.

Mr. BATES. But he sftruck out those
words “limited approval.”

Mr. YATES. He did not strike that
out.

Mr. BATES. If you will read the full
committee report you will see that he
revised those words and that instead of
the phrase “limited approval” he said,
“We cannot give an opinion in a limited
sense; either we go one way or we go
the other.”

Mr. YATES. Here is what he said,
and I read from the transcript:

The CHAIRMAN. You classify it as a limited
approval? You used the word *“limited”
there, but don’'t use that phraseology in your
oplnlon.

Mr. BARNES. No, sir.

The CHAamMAN. Now, there m.'lght be on
the floor of the House——

Mr. BarNEs. There is no question but that
on balance the Attorney General approves
the transaction.
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On balance, he says. Is that an un-
qualified approval? Of course it is not.

Mr, BATES. The gentleman knows
that in every case it is a little gray; but
finally he came out and said on balance.
In fact he gives his approval. He can-
not give it a little bit, he must make up
his mind; and he did on yesterday.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman knows
very well that the Attorney General
wrestled with himself on this sale; he
wrestled with his conscience and finally,
he won. :

Mr. GROSS., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The question that occurs
to me is this: Supposing the sale were
made at the sum of $5 million to a pri-
vate individual. Would it be incumbent
upon that purchaser to retain pos-
session of the property acquired or could
he within 30 days sell it to Firestone or
some other purchaser he might elect?

Mr. YATES. The gentleman raises an
interesting question. As far as I know
there is no barrier.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois has again ex-
pired.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

As far as I know there is no barrier to
such a sale.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I will yield to the gentle-
man but first let me finish my statement
to the gentleman from Iowa. I recall
seeing this in an opinion of the Attorney
General—where he stated specifically in
his written opinion—that if this were a
sale by one private company to another
private company rather than a sale by
the Government to a private company he
would have to sue for an injunction to
restrain such a sale under section 7 of
the Clayton Act.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. CELLER. We hear a lot of talk
about monopolies and violation of the
antitrust laws. I refer to section 7 of
the Clayton Act as amended by the Cel-
ler-Eefauver amendment that provides
there is a violation if there is a sub-
stantial lessening of competition in any
given area. Would not the acquisition
of this new synthetic plant by the Good-
rich people result in a substantial lessen-
ing of competition in a given area?

Mr. YATES. In my opinion, it would
and that was also the opinion of the
Attorney General until he reversed him-
self and decided he did not want to dis-
approve the sale.

Mr. KEATING. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. EEATING. I should like to pur-
sue the point raised by the gentleman
from Iowa a little further. If this re-
sulted in a sale to Mr. Pauley and he
turned around and made a $5 million
profit the next day by selling to the
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Gulf people, would there be anything in
the antitrust laws that would prevent
that? I know of nothing. Mr. Pauley
is not engaged in the synthetic rubber
business now.

Mr. YATES. I refer the gentleman to
the opinion of the Attorney General in
which he stated that if such a sale were
proposed by one private person to an-
other he would sue for an injunction
under section 3 of the Clayton Act to
restrain such sale.

Mr. KEATING. I think he was re-
ferring to the sale by one company en-
gaged in the business to another.

Mr. YATES. Yes, but, as I under-
stand Mr. Pauley’s business, he is in the
oil business and I would assume he
qualifies therefore as one who is in this
business and could properly be sued if
he proposed to sell to another company.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? ,

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Am I not correct in
saying that the issue before us today is
not whether Mr, Pauley can buy this
plant or whether this plant should be
sold to the Goodrich Co.?

Mr. YATES. That is right.

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman's reso-
lution simply seeks to disapprove this
particular sale, is that correct?

. Mr. YATES. Yes.

Mr. MULTER. It is not as to who may
buy or who may not buy?

. Mr. YATES. That is right.

Mr., Chairman, one thing I think we
are losing sight of, and I do not think
it was brought out adequately by the
chairman of the committee, is that this
sale must be conducted pursuant to cer-
tain criteria established by the Rubber
Facilities Disposal Act of 1953. There
were three important criteria that we
should bear in mind before we decide
to approve this sale.

One. of those was the requirement for
the development of a free competitive
synthetic-rubber industry without un-
reasonable control by any person manu-
facturing synthetic rubber or component
materials. If we believe this sale will
give to Goodrich-Gulf a position in the
industry which would not permit it to
be free and competitive with respect to
any of its materials, we must disapprove
this sale.

The second criterion is the require-
ment of the offering to small business
of a fair share of the end products and
the facilities sold at a fair price. Good-
rich-Gulf says: We will allocate a cer-
tain proportion of the production to
small business.. But the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States stated last
year—he has not changed his mind this
year—that there is no way in which
small business can enforce that contract
legally. The company says it is a moral
and legal commitment. The Attorney
General disagrees. I do not know how
any small-business man can go into
court and compel Goodrich-Gulf to live
up to its agreement.

The third requirement is one of full
fair value for the facilities. I.do not
know whether full fair value for the
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facilities has been achieved or not. We
do know that Goodrich-Gulf bid $11 mil-
lion, more than twice as much as its next
competitor. We know, too, that Good-
rich-Gulf as a result of this purchase
will take the No. 1 position in the indus-
try, which leads me to conclude- that
Goodrich-Gulf may have bid high pur-
posely in order to get the plant and move
into the No. 1 position.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. 'In the
making of synthetic rubber, is it neces-
sary to use petroleum products or do we
find any agricultural products going into
the alcohol or synthetic rubber process?

Mr. YATES. Petroleum is used for
the most part. Alcohol is used also, but
the alcoholic process is 3 cents higher
in cost per unit than the petroleum
process.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Can the
gentleman inform me as to how much
agricultural production might find its
way into the making of alcohol and
synthetic rubber?

Mr. YATES. I am sorry. I just do
not know the answer to that question.

Mr.. MUMMA. Mr., Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. 1Iyield tothe gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MUMMA. In reply to that ques-
tion, for the past several years I have
been endeavoring to get the Department
of Agriculture to consider getting rid of
some of the surplus wheat to go into
the production of aleohol and synthetic
rubber, and only today again have I
written them a letter to reconsider their
stand. They said the price was too high
to sell, but at the same time we are con-
tinually piling up rental for storage

space.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield
further, I would like to say in that re-
spect that the synthetic alcohol plant at
Omaha, Nebr., is about to be sold. It is
used almost exclusively for the making
of alcohol, and the observation has been
made that if 4 percent of the gasoline
and alcohol production could be made
from agricultural products, there would
be no surplus production of agricultural
products in this country. Sweden for
many years and Germany have been
using from 5 to 20 percent, depending on
the amount of agricultural products
they had to get rid of, and I think it
would help the gentleman and the bill
a great deal if we could be assured that
some agricultural products would be
funneled into this plant to make alcohol
and synthetic rubber and 101 other
things that industry can make out of
surplus agricultural products.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman
for his statement. I wish I knew more
about the subject so that I could reply
adequately. I think his contribution is a
worthy one, however.

On page 4 of the Commission's report
we find the following statement, that
“the synthetic rubber industry born as a
Government monopoly in the early anx-
ious days of World War II has passed to
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private ownership. The American con-
;:tept. of free enterprise has become a real-

y.ll

Mr, Chairman, if that statement were
true, I would not have filed this resolu-
tion. It is because I want the American
concept of free enterprise to become a
reality that I am opposing the sale to
Goodrich-Gulf. The only thing that has
occurred as a result of this transfer by
the Government to Goodrich-Gulf is the
transfer from public ownership to pri-
vate ownership, but what was a Govern=
ment monopoly before can still be a mo-
nopoly if it is transferred to private
hands. This would occur, for example,
if all the plants were sold to two com-
panies. It would still be monopolistic.
But, suppose the purchaser of one plant
winds up with 25 percent of the entire
industry. Would not the gentlemen of
the House think that this certainly was a
tendency toward monopoly, if not actu-
ally ‘monopoly itself? The Attorney
General thought so, too, until the Com-
mission established an upset price of $9.5
million, which, to all intents and pur=
poses, wiped out every other bidder ex-
cept Goodrieh-Gulf. At that point the
Attorney General reversed himself and
said he would not disapprove the sale
because he could not conscientiously say
there was less competition with that
plant in Goodrich’s hands than if it were
lying idle.

With the sales of the synthetic rubber .

plants, the Nation’s synthetic rubber
industry has been delivered to only very
few large corporations, corporations

which are already dominant in the rub-"

ber industry. Can-it not be said that
instead of resulting monopoly occurring
because of the transfer to one company,
that the monopoly resulted as the result
of a transfer to a few companies?

Of the 24 plants sold last spring, 60.6
percent of the GR-S facilities went to the
big 4 rubber companies and 26.7 percent
went to 2 major oil companies, Shell and
Phillips. So, we find that 86 percent of
the facilities are in the hands of the big 4
rubber companies and of 2 of large oil
companies. Of the butadiene facilities,
63.8 percent were sold to companies pur=
chasing copolymer plants, thereby creat-
ing substantial vertical integration, de-

spite the fact that such integration was

not technologically imperative.

The issue is not one of the highest
price, highest maximum financial return.
Price is important so that the American
people can get their investment back, but
the fact remains that the law under
which these plants were sold has to be
complied with and section 17 (5) of that
law does not say that the Commission
shall obtain full, fair value without re-
gard to the rest of the requirements.
This is what it says. It says that the
Commission should receive full, fair
value, taking into consideration the pol-
iey set forth in section 2.

And, Mr. Chairman, do you know what
section 2 requires? Section 2 requires
that the facilities shall be disposed of
under conditions which will develop a
free synthetic rubber industry within
the United States. So that the act's
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mandate which requires a free competi-
tive synthetic rubber industry is fully as
important as the requirement for full,
fair value.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. HESELTON. May I refer to the
question I asked the gentleman, briefly.
I have had an opportunity to read the
committee report a little further and I
see that the committee states flatly that,
“the Attorney General has expressed
concern that these contracts may not be
enforceable insofar as availability of
rubber for small business users is con-
cerned when the Commission ceases to
exist. It is the opinion of the Committee
on Armed Services that these contracts
are enforceable in law by the Federal
Government, But certainly the com-
mitments made by each of the purchas-
ers, including the purchaser of the Insti-
tute faeility, are enforceable through an
even stronger enforcement agency, the
weight of public opinion.”

Mr. YATES. That is right.

Mr. HESELTON. Which is a very pe-
culiar reliance, it seems to me. May I
ask the gentleman in what conceivable
way could a small business concern go
into court and enforce any such commit-
ment as exists here? The Attorney Gen-
eral says he does not think it is en-
forcible.

Mr. YATES. That is correct. I do
not know how it could be done.

Mr. HESELTON. Dces the gentleman
think they will?

Mr. YATES. No. I agree with the
Attorney General, because I do not know
how one small business firm could sue
to get its proportionate share of the
allocation.

Mr. HESELTON. What form of ac-
tion would he resort to?

Mr. YATES. I have not the foggiest
notion. The Chairman told the Com-
mittee yesterday that even if he could
not do it on the basis of a lawsuit, the
bar of public opinion would protect the
small-business man.

Mr. HESELTON. I suppose that he
might sue for breach of contract. He
might try to get into an equity court.
But how in Heaven's name could he get
an order from an equity court directing
the delivery of a certain amount of
rubber?

Mr. YATES. I can only reply to the
gentleman by saying that what a small-
‘business fabricator would need is not a
lawyer but a genius to find some method
of enforcing his rights. :

. Only in the Baytown sale did the Com-

nission keep in mind this mandate about
‘having a free, competitive synthetic rub-
ber industry. In the Baytown sale, the
Commission threw out the bid of the
Goodyear Company saying that it would
.have too dominant a position in the in-
dustry. Yet they refused to do that in
‘this ease. I do not know why.

The Commission declares that with
-this Institute sale the American concept
of free enterprise become a reality., Mr.
Chairman, small business will not agree
that this is free enterprise. We now
see the Nation’s synthetic rubber in-
dustry within the control of a few giant
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rubber and oil companies which are both
the small-business man’s supplier and his
competitor. Small-business men know
from hard experience that in many
fields of business today  their freedom
is limited by the whim of their large
suppliers and competitors. One of the
major problems facing the small-busi-
ness man today is that he is caught in
the vise of dependency upon his large
producers and fabricators for his own
supplies of raw material, knowing that
he must compete with them on the dis-
tribution level. He is completely at the
mercy of the integrated company.

The Federal Trade Commission does
not act merely on suspicion. It has re-
cently filed suit accusing the purchaser
of engaging in monopolistic practices?

How can we in this House possibly dis-
regard the mandate of the Rubber Dis-
posal Act of 1953 and approve this sale
to a company that is only now the sub-
ject of a suit for monopolistic practices?

Mr. Chairman, much has been said
about the allocation by the facility's pur-
chaser of certain portions of the plant’s
production to small business, the ques-
tion the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. HeseELTon] raised. The fact re-
mains that these allocations are entirely
voluntary on the part of the big com-
panies. Certainly, when the Commis-
sion ceases to exist—and this is an im-
portant point, Mr. Chairman, for with
this sale the Rubber Facilities Disposal
Commission goes out of existence. The
Commission is the party to these con-
tracts. When this commission goes out
of existence, who will there be to enforce
the rights of the small-business men un-
der the allocations? There has been no
transfer of the rights of the Rubber Fa-
cilities Disposal Commission to any other
organization. When it goes out of ex-
istence, as it must when this sale is ap-
proved, there is nobody to enforce the
rights of the small-business people.

Last year the chairman interrogated
each of the purchasers on the amount
of the production each would set aside
for the small-business firms. There was
presumably a satisfactory allocation
made for each. Nobody can enforce that
agreement. Judge Barnes of the Attor-
ney General’s office said that nobody
could enforce that agreement. In his
letter of transmittal to this House in
connection with the sale, on this point
of the right of small business to enforce
these allocations under the contract, this
is what the Attorney General said, and I
read from his opinion:

At this juncture it is appropriate to point
out that similar provisions to assure small
business enterprises a supply of GR-S that
were embodied in the contracts of sale in the
Commission’s first disposal program were the
subject of considerable congressional inter-

est during the hearings on the program. This
interest turned upon the question of enforce-
ment of the purchasers’ commitments. As-
surances were given by the plant purchasers
that they considered these pledges binding
upon them. In fact, the president of the
B. F. Goodrich Co. stated that he considered
this commitment both a legal and moral ob-
ligation.

Listen fto what the Attorney General
said:

I am, nevertheless, concerned abhout the
future enforcement of these contractual
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commitments when the Commission ceases
to exist.

This is by the Attorney General, who
wants the sale approved, nevertheless,
he is concerned that the commitments
will not be enforceable. How can we pos-
sibly approve this sale?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa. ;

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yesterday in the
committee hearings I noticed the gentle-
man from Illinois who now has the floor
had left the room when Judge Barnes
was interrogated by a member of the
committee on this point. As I recall,
Judge Barnes' reply was to the effect
that there were two possible remedies.
The one he thought most acceptable, the
most likely way for the Government to
intervene in behalf of small business,
would be specific performance. Then
following that, as I recall the gentleman
from Illinois was still out of the room, at
that time the president of the purchasing
company took the stand and he was
asked by our chairman, the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Vinson] whether or
not he considered this a moral contract,
a legal contract, and one that would be
enforceable in court. My recollection of
the answer of the president was that he
considered it both a moral and a legal
obligation and that he accepted it as one
enforceable in court.

Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman.
I had to go to a meeting of my Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations yesterday and
that was the reason I could not remain
to hear the testimony of Judge Barnes
and the other witnesses.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I was not criti-
cizing the gentleman because he was not
there. I understand that he had other
work to attend to.

Mr. YATES. That is correct. The
president of Goodrich-Gulf was asked
that same question about the allocation
to small business in the other body by
Senator FurericHET. In reply to Sena-
tor FULBRIGHT he gave the same reply
that he did to your committee:

The chairman of the committee of an-
other body then said, “Suppose you are
no longer the president? Suppose the
board of directors is changed? Will the
company still enforce or recognize its
obligations?" He said, “I do not know.
I assume that they would.”

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Does the gentle-
man contend that the statement by the
president of the company, the purchaser,
made before a congressional committee,
a part of the record, would not be binding
upon the company regardless of who the
president and directors are in the future?
Is that the gentleman’s contention?

Mr. YATES. That is the gentleman’s
contention, and I am buttressed in that
opinion by the Attorney General of the
United States who, in connection with
the report on this sale, has stated, as I
indicated a few moments ago, as follows:

I am mnevertheless concerned about the
future enforcement of these contractual
commitments when this Commission ceases
to ‘exist. .

If the Attorney General of the United
States is concerned, should not we be




1956

concerned as to who is gotng to enforce
it?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Does the gen-
tleman feel that in order to sell these
plants we should continue this Commis-
sion in perpetuity in order to enforce the
contracts of small business?

Mr. YATES. . No; as I indicated be-
fore the gentleman’s committee yester-
day in my testimony, I thought that
the rights of the Rubber Producing Fa-=
cilities Disposal Commission in connec-
tion with the contracts should be trans-
ferred to some permanent agency of
the Government, like: General Services
Administration, for example, so that the
rights of small-business men -could be
enforced, assuming they are enforceable.
As of this time, asked as we are to ap-
prove this sale, now, we do not know
whether this will be done. That is one
of the things I think we should do be-
fore we approve this sale. We should
know definitely that the commitments of
the purchasers to small business are in
the hands of a competent Government
agency, which can enforce their rights in
accordance with law.

Mr. MASON. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield.

Mr., MASON. This Commission for
the disposal of these plants is the agent
of what?

Mr. YATES. Of the Government of
the United States.

Mr. MASON. - And if;, as an agent of
the Government of the United States,
it enters into certain contracts, specific
contracts, and. then after the job they
are supposed to do is over, would not
then the person whom they were the
agent of take over and enforce those
contracts?

- Mr. YATES. Who is the Government
of the United States for enforcing the
contract?

" Mr. MASON. Why the Attorney Gen-
eral, of course, is the legal man to en-
force the contracts.

Mr. YATES. On behalf of whom? If
the gentleman will recall, suits that are
brought by the Federal Government are
brought through a specific agency that
has jurisdiction over the matter. For
example, the War Assets Administration
used to sue for certain rights within its
jurisdiction. The gentleman would not
contend, for example, that an agency of
the Government such as the Federal
Communications Commission could sue
to enforce the allocations under these
contracts, would he?

Mr. MASON. No, but I would contend
an agency of the Federal Government in
whose jurisdiction this would be would
have to enforce those contracts. :

Mr. YATES. I agree with the gentle-
man. The point I make in reply is that
there is no agency of the Government
other than the Rubber Producing Facil-
ities Disposal Commission soon to go
out of existence, which has jurisdiction
and the right to enforce these contracts.

Mr. BYRD. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield.

- Mr. BYRD. I am reading from the
basic law, section 20:

After the Commission ceases to exist, such

contracts and leases and other matters in-
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volving the Commission shall be adminis-
tered by such agency of the Government as
the President may designate,

I reiterate ‘“shall be administered by
such agency of the Government as the
President may designate.” I think that
is all very well, but what happens to the
rights before the President designates the
successor agency? The President can
designate in the future but he is not re-
quired to. Suppose he does not; will the
gentleman tell me what right of enforce-

ment a small purchaser has? It is ob-

vious the President is going to designate
somebody or some agency.

Mr. YATES. Why is it so obvious?
Has the gentleman anything to indicate
that he will make the appointment? -

Mr. BYRD. Does the gentleman have
anything to indicate that he will not?

Mr. YATES. Ihave no indication that
he will, and I know the Commission is
going out of existence.

Mr. BYRD. I rather suspect that he
will appoint somebody.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is en-
titled to his suspicions.

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield.
~ Mr. YOUNGER. Do I understand you
are advocating the sale to the second
highest bidder? 1Is that the argument
you are making?

Mr. YATES. No. The . gentleman

from Illinois is arguing for the rejection

of all bids and throwing open the plant
to competitive bidding again. !
The chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinson],
pointed out what a great job the Com-
mission had done in selling these plants
last year for something like $280 million.
I love the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Vinson]. I respect him and I revere
him, but I most respectfully disagree
with him. The Commission has never
furnished the Congress of the United
States with the data, with the earnings
data, which would permit us to know the
value of these facilities. It has never
given us a valuation based on earnings.
That is why I asked the Library of Con-
gress to take the earnings of the Com-
mission and fix such a valuation, one
based upon a capitalization of earnings.
This was done, using the Commission’s

~own figures and a capitalization of 10

percent, which has been approved by the
Commission. The companies exceeded
the rated capacity last year. Using the

figures of the Commission and the actual

production figures, using the 10-year fac-
tor, we find instead of the price that the
Commission accepted of approximately
$289 million for the 24 plants, the Li-
brary of Congress indicates that the
worth of the synthetic rubber plants to
be conservatively $516,273,167—over a
half billion dollars. This was in accord-
ance with the estimate of Chairman
CapPeEHART, of the Banking and Currency
Committee of the Senate, when that
matter was under consideration in 1953.
Congressman Shafer, who was floor
manager for the disposal bill in 1953,
estimated they would be worth in excess
of $350 million. The estimate of the Li-
brary of Congress, based upon their earn-
ings, is $516,273,000. If that is their
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value, can we say that the amount re-
ceived was the full fair value?

Mr. JOHNSON of -California. Mr,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YATES. I yield. / :

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Can the
gentleman tell us who made that esti-
mate? We tried to find out but nobody
was able to tell us who he was.

Mr, YATES. I told the gentleman’s
committee yesterday who the people were
that made that estimate. -

. Mr,, JOHNSON of . California. No.
You just told us a man that the Library -
Research Department picked out—an
economist.,

Mr, YATES. I told you the names of
the people who computed these figures,
and I shall place the computation in the
Recorp. The calculation was automatic
based on the figures submitted by the
Commission.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. An-
other thing I wanted to bring out is that
you have continually referred to the fact
that no fair value was ever properly esti-
mated. You were at one time a member
of the Illinois Public Utilities Commis-
sion?

Mr. YATES. Thatis correct

Mr. JOHNSON of California. And
you know that when you tried to estab-
lish rates for electricity or gas or other
utilities, the opinions as to value vary
widely. For instance, I was.in a law-

suit one time where land values varied

from $10 an acre to $500 an acre. These
determinations are merely matters of
opinion; they are not scientific factual

_determinations.

Mr. YATES. Will the gentleman per-
mit me to answer him?

Mr. JOHNSON of California.
tainly.

Mr. YATES. The gentleman is right
about variances of valuation. But the
Commission declared that it was follow-
ing the congressional mandate to use
earnings in determining the value of
these properties, and that is all that this
statement is based on, the earnings of
the properties.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. That is
not the only test.

Mr. YATES. I am telling the gentle-
man what the Commission did.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. The
gentleman knows that in appraisals the
basis is entirely the opinion of the man
who looks at the property, and opinions.
can vary widely.

Mr. YATES. That is true, but new
basic data in this computation is the
Commission’s.  Let me just finish my
statement. The valuation I just gave to
the House was based upon a price for
rubber per pound of 23 cents—and that,
Mr. Chairman, is after taxes. This is
not before taxes; the $516 million was
E:e computation based on earnings after

Xes.

If the price of synthetic rubber should
go up from 23 cents, which is likely, if it
should go up from 23 cents a pound to
24 cents a pqtmd, the valuation jumps to
$605 million. If the price of synthetic
rubber goes up to 30 cents a pound—and
natural rubber right now is almost 50
cents a pound—the value would be over
a billion dollars:

Mr. JOHNSON of Califor‘nla.. In my
opinion that was just a wild guess of

Cer=
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some economist over there; that is my
opinion.

Mr. YATES. Suppose the gentleman
reserves his judgment until he examines
the valuation in the REcorp tomorrow.
I think the Library of Congress experts
did a good job. However, the gentleman
had every opportunity of calling these
people before his committee and cross-
examining them.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. No,; we
had no opportunity to interrogate them.

Mr. YATES. I gave the names to the
gentleman’s committee yesterday. They
could have been called.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. We had
no chance to call the individual as we
were completely occupied by the hear-
ings.
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" Mr. YATES. In conclusion, Mr.
Chairman, I offer the following recom-
mendations:

" That the sale of the Institute plant to
Goodrich-Gulf be set aside.

That new legislation be passed prompt-
ly authorizing the Commission to take
new bids.

That the Commission should not go
out of existence until the rights of small
business shall have been protected by
enforceable agreements signed by the
facility purchasers with a permanent
Government agency which will assure
that small business shall receive a fair
share of the synthetic rubber at a fair
price.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge the
House to support my resolution.

Synthetic rubber facilities computed net operating profit and capitalized value of facililies in

1955 under assume

conditions

[All amounts are millions of dollars]

Computed net profit if all facilities { Capitalized value of earnings 2 at 10
operated at percent of assigned percent when facilities operated
capacity * at—

Price per pound and faciiities for
production of— Annual Annnal
80 per- | 90 per- | 100 per- | rate May- | 80 per- | 90 per- {100 per-| rate May-
cent cent cent | December| cent cent cent |December
1856 . 1655
Copolymer: ?
23 cents 16.31 | 18.35 | 20.30 24,67 | 163.1 | 183.5| 203.9 245.7
24 cents_ 22,24 25.02 27.80 443, 51 222.4 250,21 278.0 335.1
25 cents. 28.18 | 3L.70 35. 22 42. 4 281. 8 317.0 | 352.2 424. 4
26 cents. .11 498, 37 42.63 51.38 31,1 383.7 426.3 513.8
27 eents_ 40. 04 45. 4 50, 05 0. 31 400, 4 450, 4 500, 5 603, 1
28 cents 45. 97 51.72 | &57.46 60. 25 450. 7 517.2 | b574.6 G025
29 cents. 51,90 | 58.39 | ‘64.88 78.18 | 519.0 | 583.9 | 645.8 T8L.8
30 cents. 57,83 | ©5.06 | 7220 87.12 | 678.3 | 680.6 | 722.9 87L2
Butadiene:
14 cents. 16.54 | 18.61 | 20.68 27.06 | 165.4 | 185.1 | 206.8 270. 6
15 cents. . 21.021 28.65 26, 28 34.39 | 210.2 | 236.5 | 262.8 343.9
16 cents_ 25. 51 28. 70 31. 89 41.73 | 2561 287.0 ( 318.0 417.3
17 cents 20.09 | 33.74 37.49 40.07 200.9 | a37.4 374.9 490.7
1io g uy L A s R L 34. 48 38.79 43.10 56. 41 344.8 | 387.9 | 43L0 564.1
19 cents_ 38,06 ( 43.B4 48.71 63. 74 380.6 | 438.4 487. 1 637. 4
e R e B AR G s S et 43:45 | 48.88 | '54.31 71.08 | 434.5| 483.8.| 543.1 710.8
Copolymer and butadiene: .
Tdand 23 cents_._._ .. ____....____. 32,85 | 36,96 | 41,07 51,63 | 328.5 | 360.6 | 410.7 516.3
ts .| 38.78 | 43.63 | 48.48 60,57 | 387.8 | 436.3 | 484.8 605. 7
25 cents. 44.72 | 50.31 55.90 69.50 | 447.2 | 503.1 559.0 605, 0
26 cents 50.65 | 56.98 | -63.31 78. 44 506.5 | 5660.8 | A33.1 T84.4
27 cents. 56.58 | 63.656 | 70.73 87.37 565.8 | 630.5 | 707.3 873.7
28 cents. 62. 51 70,33 78. 14 96. 31 625, 1 703.3 | 781.4 963, 1
29 cents. 68, 44 T7.00 | 85 56 106. 24 684.4 | 770.0 | BG65.6 1,062. 4
30 cents. 74.37 | 83.67 | 92.07 114.18 | 743.7 | B36.7 | 920.7 1,141.8
1 Net profit per pound of 1.32 cents per copolymer plant output and 1.77 cents per pound for butadiene were com-

uted for estimated annual production near 80 percent, in data supplied to the House Committee on Armed Services

y the Rubber Facilitics Dis:
actual
and net i
charges

al Commission. Charges for depreciation, intertst, and insurance, were based on the
and terms at which the facilities were sold. A higher price for the facilities would increase these costs

and eapitalized value computed from net income, A higher rate of output would reduce these
unit of output and inerease net income and capitalized value. The computed net proflts and capitalized

values klljhi“uded in this table were computed withont attempting to make adjustments of depreciation and interest,
or other overhead, and direct costs, to reflect costs when borne by private owners and operations at higher than

estimated capacity rates.

# Computed as 10 times net profits shown in appropriate columns,

* Assigned mnnual capacity 689,600 long tons.

Annual production estimated at time of sale, 540,466 long tons.

Production at 80 percent of capacity, 551,650 long tons; at 90 percent, 620,640 long tons; at annual rate of May-Decem-
ber 1955, 831,000 long tons, or 120.5 percent of asalgncd capacity ;

4 Assipgned annual capacity 584,000 short tons.

Annual prc(iuction estimated at time of sale, 404,000 short tons.

Production at 80 percent of capacity, 467,200 short tons; at 90 percent, 525,600 sbort tons; at annual rate of May-Decem-
ber 1955, 764,300 short tons, or 130.9 percent of assigned capacity.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois has consumed 56 minutes.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr, Byrp]l.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I was the
author of H. R. 7301, the bill which be-
came Public Law 836 last year, and
which provided for sale of the Insti-
tute facility. Plancor 980 is located in
my congressional district, a district
which is a labor distress areas.

A few months ago the widely circu-
lated U. 8. News & World Report pre-
sented an article entitled “Where Jobs
Are Hardest To Get.” In that article it
was said that the national average was

a fraction more than 1 jobless area per
State, but West Virginia was shown as
having 13 labor distress areas.

Only last month out of a total popula-
tion of less than 2 million people, 208,660
of my fellow West Virginians kept body
and soul together by virtue of their re-
ceiving Government surplus commodi-
ties. The sale of the plant at Institute,
W. Va., therefore means something in
terms of jobs and food and clothing to
the people of my State.

The Rubber Producing Facilities Dis-
posal Commission in accordance with
the terms of the law proceeded last fall
to negotiate a contract of sale of the
Institute plant to Goodrich Gulf Chem-
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icals, Inc.. The Commission’s report has
properly been submitted to the Attorney
General of the United States and to the
Congress. Today, we have before us a
resolution which would disapprove the
sale, This matter, I believe, has been
rather adequately covered already. You
have heard the pros and cons. At the
risk of repetition, however, I would like
briefly to emphasize a few of the salient
facts about this sale before you vote on
the resolution introduced by my friend
and distinguished colleague, the gentle-
man from Illinois.

The bid submitted by Goodrich-Gulf
was, in the words of the Commission,
the only bid representing full fair value.
On the chart here before you I have
shown a bar representing the price of-
fered by Goodrich-Gulf, the amount of
$11 million being the high bid. _

Some question has been raised as to
who is to say what is full fair value?
My answer to that would be, that the
Commission was created to do this under
the law. That was one of the functions
which the Commission was expected to
perform. Certainly on the basis of the

past sales consummated by the Commis- -

sion, upon the basis of experience, and
with all of the pertinent facts and fig-
ures possessed by the Commission, the
Commission was in a most advantageous
position, better than any of the rest of
us, to determine just what full fair value
would be.

The second highest bid, as you can see
here, was the $5.8 million offered by Ed-
win W. Pauley. -

One of the criteria which governed the
disposal of these plants was that the sale
should best foster the development of a
competitive industry. I do not need to
tell you that for the Commission to have
negotiated a sale to this firm would have
meant in reality a Government subsidy,
and would have given this firm a com-
petitive advantage over other producers.
It would not have best fostered a com-
petitive industry. So fhe Commission
determined that the Goodrich-Guilf offer
was the only bid which represented full
fair value and which would, at the same
time, best serve to strengfhen competi-
tion in the synthetic-rubber industry.

A question has also been raised as to

why the Commission proceeded to nego-
tiate from a figure of $9 million. I quote
from the original disposal act, section 16,
which says:
_ In arriving at its recommendation for the
disposal of the facilities, the commission
shall use as the basis for negotiating the sale
of each facility the highest amount proposed
to be pald upon each facility.

Goodrich-Gulf proposed to pay $9 mil-
lion. According to the law, then, the
Commission should use as the basis for
negotiating the sale the highest amount
proposed.

There are some who say that to sell
this plant to Goodrich-Gulf would be to
contribute to the creation of a monopoly.
Irealize that the Attorney General stated
in his findings that with Institute Good-
rich-Gulf would possess 25.2 percent of
the total capacity of synthetic rubber
production, but the Attorney General
went on to state that this figure did not
take into account the publicly announced
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expansions of competitors. He admitted
it in his statement of findings. Many of
these competitors have already spent
money to expand their plants. They have
announced plans for further expansion.
So, in order to see just where Goodrich-
Gulf will rank among the various syn-
thetic rubber plants, we should in all
fairness project our figures into the fu-
ture to such a time as all competitors
will have completed their plans of ex-
pansion and to the time when all three
lines of the Institute facility will have
bezun operating.

The Institute facility has 3 units each
capable of producing 41,000 long tons.
Because of the shortage of butadiene,
which is the major raw component of
synthetic rubber, it will be impossible for
Goodrich-Gulf to operate more than one
line of the Institute plant until approxi-
mately 18 months hence. Then, how can
we say that this company will be in a
position of producing one-fourth of all
the synthetic rubber in the United
States when it will not be able to get
but one line into operation for a period
of approximately 18 months, at which

time the expansions of competitors will |

have been finalized, and which expan-
sions will necessarily reduce the ratio of
Goodrich-Gulf production as compared
to that of other competing firms. On
the accompanying chart here, you see
the maximum percentage of rubber
which Goodrich-Gulf will ultimately be
able to produce as being 19.9 percent.
The next closest producer will be Fire-
stone, with 17.4 percent. There will be
a difference between the two top pro-
ducers of 2.5 percent.

Now, bear in mind that this chart does
not take cognizance of the fact that the
Shell Co. has announced plans to mate-
rially expand its plant. As yet it has
submitted no figures as to the extent of
expansion it intends to carry out, but,
we can rest assured that any expansion
by Shell will again serve to materially
reduce the percentages of all other com-
petitors including Goodrich-Gulf.

So I repeat that after all planned ex-
pansion has taken place, Goodrich-Gulf
will produce only 2.5 percent more syn-
thetic rubber than will the nearest com-
petitor, Firestone, and yet following the
first disposals in April of 1955, Firestone
possessed 18.8 percent of the total ca-
pacity, which was 2.2 percent greater
than its closest competitor, Goodyear,
yet, at that time, mind you, not one
question was raised by the Congress -or
the Commission or the Attorney General
about Firestone’s possessing 18.8 percent
of the total capacity, but now that Good-
rich-Gulf is going to possess 1.1 percent
more capacity than did Firestone after
the first disposals, a lot of people have
raised their eyebrows. ;

Mr. Chairman, Goodrich-Gulf has
committed itself to supply small busi-
nesses with 50 percent, or 21,000 long
tons, of the production of the first line

at Institute. The Commission stated that -

this was the highest commitment made
by any bidder on the Institute facilities.

Goodrich-Gulf also has committed it-

self publicly and before congressional

committees and to the Commission that
it will supply 67 percent, of the total
CII—151
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output of the Institute facility to small
‘businesses.

Now let us just take a look at the per-
formance of companies which have com-
mitted themselves to supplying small
businesses, :

Let me say parenthetically that Good-
rich-Gulf, when it purchased the Fort
Natchez plant last year made a commit-

-ment to supply small business with 15,000

long tons of synthetic rubber. What

does the record show? It shows that

Goodrich-Gulf has actually supplied 19,-
0060 long tons to small business. The
total overall commitments at the close
of the first disposals in April of last year
amounted to 106,739 long tons. Let us
see what the record of performance
There has been some doubt as
to the ability or the intention of these
producers to supply small businesses with
rubber in the amounts committed. The

.actual performance is shown in this line

of the chart. Total sales amount to
144,731 long tons. I would say that this
is a performance which would inspire
public confidence in the rubber producers
of this country.

We now reach the final chart and it
raises two questions about Institute:
Loss or profit? As it now stands, Insti-
tute is costing the Government of the
United States $240,000 a year to main-
tain in standby. The Federal, State,
and local governments are not collecting
taxes from that plant. Are we going
to continue to let this plant deteriorate?
Are we going to continue to let it be a
dead horse costing the taxpayers $240,-
000 a year?

On the other side of the chart we find

_this. If this plant is reactivated, it will

mean the immediate employment of
about 300 men. My colleague from Illi-
nois [Mr. Yares] said that we will be
buying a pig in a poke. I should like to
say this. The gentleman raised the point
that the plant would only be operating
one line. But while that one line is
operating, remember this; Goodrich-
Gulf is going to spend $6 million modern-
izing this plant, which will mean addi-
tional employment, which will also mean
additional purchasing power and a more
stable economy in West Virginia. And
instead of the Government paying out
$240,000 a year, the Government will be

_a partner in this enterprise. It will be

collecting 52 percent of the profits in

_taxes plus the income taxes from men
_employed. Not only will the Federal

Government be collecting taxes, but the
State and local governments will be col-
lecting money in taxes. Moreover, once
the institute plant begins operating, it
will encourage the location of additional
industries in the area. And finally let
me say that the reactivation of this
plant is in the best interests of national
security. Is it not in accord with the

_ military policy of this country to disperse

vital industries? This plant is located
a long distance away from the synthetic
rubber producing plants which are sit-
uated in the gulf coast area. I say
that we today should take the necessary
action to insure the reactivation of this
plant by a company which is an expe-
rienced and capable producer of syn-
thetic rubber, that it might proceed with
modernizing the plant and begin placing
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into the hands of the consuming public
synthetic rubber,

Mr. BROOEKS of Louisiana. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRD. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from Louisiana.

Mr, BROOKS of Louisiana. I should
like to ask the gentleman, inasmuch as
this plant is located in his congression-
al district, is there any opposition local-
ly to the sale of this plant to the Good-
rich-Guif Co.? .

Mr. BYRD. I am delighted that my
colleague asked that question. There
is no opposition. All of West Virginia
looks today to the Congress of the
United States to make possible the re-
activation of this plant,

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. May I
say further to the gentleman that I have
listened to every word of his speech.
I think he has presented a very, very
strong argument in favor of the ratifi-
cation of the sale and the voting down
today of this resolution.

It strikes me that on the one hand we
have a plant that is going to pieces grad-
ually, that is not earning anything; you
have people out of work and needing jobs,
On the other hand you have an oppor-
tunity to sell this plant at a very good
price, apparently. It will put people to
work, give them jobs, and put this prop-
erty back on the tax rolls. The locality,
too, will profit from a growing industry.
If you accept that and put that plant
back into operation by selling it to pri-
vate industry, you still retain the anti-
monopoly powers of the Government,
and you can still go in there at a later
date in the event some monopoly prac-
tice materializes we do not see today
and break it up by the proper and vigor-
ous enforcement of the antimonopoly
laws of the country.

Mr, BYRD. I thank my colleague for
his comment. I agree with him.

In closing, may I say that I congratu-
late and commend the Rubber Facilities
Disposal Commission on its good work in
disposing of these plants. I also wish
to thank the others of the West Virginia
delegation in the House and Senate and
the members of the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs for their wonderful as-
sistance in this matter. The Governor of
West Virginia has assisted too. Iam very
much indebted to Congressman Vinson
particularly. I must compliment Con-
gressman YATES on his sincerity of pur-
pose. In conclusion, I ask the Members
of Congress to vote “no” on this resolu-
tion. A “no” vote means the reactivation
of the Institute plant at Institute, W. va.,
and jobs for my fellow West Virginians,

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [(Mr. BaLey].

Mr. BAILEY., Mr. Chairman, most of
my colleagues in the House are well
aware that the economy of the State of
West Virginia is far below the level of
the economy of the Wation as a whole.
I am interested in this legislation be-
cause of the boost it will mean to West
Virginia’s economy. There is involved
the possibility of some 800 jobs. No
State in the Union needs jobs for its

* workmen more than West Virginia does.

I am going to be selfish in my approach.
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Let me remind you that if this reso-
lution is disapproved and the sale is per-
mitted to go through the Government
will receive a greater percentage of its
original investment than it has received
in the sale of any 1 of the more than
20 rubber plantsthat have been disposed
of. The Government will relieve itself
of the maintenance cost of $240,000 a
year. The city of Charleston and the
county of Kanawha will be able to ac-
quire, when the title from the Federal
Government is passed into the hands of
the Goodrich-Gulf people, an assessed
‘valuation of some $10 or $12 million,
which will help materially in defraying
the costs of the local and county govern-
ments, a burden that plant should help
share at the present time but which it is
not sharing because the tit'.le is ln the
Federal Government.

Again, let me say to you and to the
‘members of this committee that disap-
proved the resolution offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois that
I think the committee acted wisely, and
I want to commend them. That same
committee, the Committee- on Armed
‘Services, in allocating several billion dol-
Jlars worth of Federal installations some
few years ago, overlooked the State of
West Virginia completely. It is the only
.one of the 48 States that did not receive
some kind of Federal defense facility.
Here is an opportunity for the Congress
to do something that will help to relieve
the economic situation and the unem-
ployment situation which is still rampant
in the State of West Virginia. Some
62,000 men and women are still unem-
-ployed ‘
© I urge my colleagues to defeat the
Yates resolution and approve the sale of
this property, as provided in the original
bill offered by my distinguished col-
league [Mr. Byrpl.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BAILEY. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. GAVIN. In that event the vote
would be “no”; is that right?

Mr, BAILEY. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from West Virginia has ex-
pired.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume with-
in the time remaining.

Mr. Chairman, I want first to congrat-
ulate and commend my good friend, the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl upon the very splendid presenta-
tion he has made in support of his posi-
tion in this debate. Throughout the de-
bate he has demonstrated real ability, a
very fine spirit and a thorough grasp of
the problems involved. I know that his
motives are of the highest in seeking to
have the sale approved.

I want, too, to thank the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from J4Georgia [Mr. ViNsoN]
for the very gracious and very courteous
hearing that he gave me yesterday before
his committee and for the exceedingly
generous manner in which he has treated
me at all times.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time. I want only again to
urge the House to consider the effect that
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this sale will have upon one of the major
industries of the country and upon the
Nation’'s economy. If the members be-
lieve that this sale will tend to promote
monopoly in the synthetic rubber indus-
try, I believe they should support my
resolution. I urge them to support my
resolution.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. CUNNINGHAMI, a
member of the Committee on Armed
Services, to close the debate.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr., Chairman,
many in this room recall the Tth of De-
cember 1941, Many in this room recall
that shortly thereafter there was great
concern in America as to whether or not
we would have sufficient rubber to sup-
port our defense effort. T recall people
advising us to take the rubber mats out
of our automobiles. Others advocated
turning in our hot-water bottles. I re-
call that automobile tires were rationed.
Why? Because this Congress and the
people of America were very much con-
cerned and distressed as to whether or
not we would be able to have sufficient
rubber to carry on the war successfully.
Then, I also recall we had here shortly
after Pearl Harbor the Guayule bill to
get rubber from the Guayule plant which
was brought out by the Committee on
Agriculture. We passed that bill. What-
ever happened to it, I do not recall.
But, shortly thereafter, there were ex-
hibits in the caucus room here and in
hotels put on by the petroleum industry
and the alcohol industry to show the
Members what could be done in the way
of synthetic rubber being made from
those products with the result that even-
tually a total of 28 plants was built
throughout- the United States for the
manufacture of various' kinds of syn-
thetic rubber such as the butadiene
plants and copolymer plants and so forth.
Today we are concerned with the dis-
posal of the last of those plants, the
copolymer plant.

At this point, I want to pay tribute to
the subcommittee of the Committee on
Armed Services and to the chairman of
the Committee on Armed Services, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr, VinsoN],
and our former chairman, the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. SuHorT], for the
help and support they gave to this sub-
committee which worked long and ardu-
ously to get a bill to provide for a com-
mission fo sell these plants to the ad-
vantage of the Government of the United
States and get them back to private in-
dustry. I also wish to compliment and
pay tribute to some of the staff members
who worked with this subcommittee,
particularly Mr, Smart and Mr, Bland-
ford. I think they have done a magnifi-
cent job for the American people and
for the taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
a couple of observations., In my district,
north of Des Moines, we had built dur-
ing the war a small-arms factory mak-
ing small-arms ammunition for the war
effort. After the war was over, it was
declared surplus and eventually sold by
the General Services Administration. To
whom? To the United States Rubber
Co. For how much? For about 10 cents
on the dollar of the original cost. There
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is no provision that the United States
Rubber Co. protects small business or
that it provide a certain amount of rub-
ber for the country in the case of an-
other war effort. -Let me take you to
San Diego, Calif, We had a plant out
there that cost about $12,500,000 to build.
It was declared surplus and was sold
to the highest bidder for $1,050,000. It
was not long before this bidder resold
15 percent of it for about $3 million. The
Korean war came on and we had to get
it back, and the owner asked $15 million
for the remainder. During a war we
have to pay a lot, and then we sell at
a loss.

Not so in these rubber-disposal plants.
This Commission, appointed by the Pres-
ident under authorization of the Con-
gress, has gotten back almost 100 cents
on the dollar for these plants. For the
actual sale against the actual cost it
would be over 50 percent as compared
with the average of all of about 10 per-
cent. I do not see how we can possibly
vote for this resolution and throw this
back, in face of that record.

This Commission had three objectives
when it started out, after its appoint-
ment by the President. One was to get
as good a price for these plants as possi-
ble. The second was to see that small
business would get its share of the rub-
ber; and, third, that there would be suffi-
cient rubber produced in those plants
that in the event of another war we
would not be caught short. In each and
every contract there is a guaranty that
a certain amount of long tons of rubber
will be produced continuously, so that in
case of another war or emergeney we will
not have a shortage of rubber for our
forces.

In addition to that, in this particular
sale, 67 percent of the long tons to be
manufactured at the Charleston, W. Va.,
plant will be allocated to small business,
and percentages similar to that through~
out the sale of all these plants has been
provided for, I do not see how any Com-
mission could have done a better job for
the security of America, for the tax-
payers, and for all concerned, including
ﬁmall business, than this Commission has

one.

In conclusion I ask you to vote against
this resolution. I want to congratulate
everyone who had anything to do with
the sale of these plants.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired,

* The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives does not favor sale of the Institute,
W. Va., copolymer plant, Plancor 980, as rec-
ommended in the report of the Rubber Pro-
ducing Facilities Disposal Commission,

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise and re-
port the resolution back to the House
with the recommendation that it be not
agreed to.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. WiLLis, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration House
Resolution 396, had directed him to re-
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agreed to.

the previous question.
The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on

the resolution.

Mr. VINSON. Mr, Speaker, on that I

ask for the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 61, nays 310, not voting 63,

as follows:

Addonizlo
Anfuso
Ashley
Aspinall
Bolling
Boyle
Burdick
Byrne, Pa.
Cannon
Carnahan
Celler
Christopher
Chudoff
Davidson
Delaney
Denton
Dollinger
Elliott
Engle

Evins
Felghan

Abbitt

Clevenger

[Roll No. 7]
YEAS—61

Fernandez
Fogarty
Forand
Friedel
Garmatz
Gordon

NAYS—310

Cole

Colmer
Cooley

Coon

Cooper
Corbett
Cretella
Crumpacker
Cunningham
Curtis, Mo.

Forrester
Fountain
Frazier

Frelinghuysen
Fulton
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port the same back to the House with
the recommendation that it

Metcalf

Yates

Henderson
Herlong
Hess
Hiestand
Hill
Hillings
Hinshaw
Hoeven
Hoffman, Mich,
Holifleld
Holland
Holmes
Hope
Horan
Hosmer
Huddleston
Hull

Hyde

Tkard
Jackson
Jarman
Jenkins
Jennings
Jensen
Johansen
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Mo.
Jones, N. C.
Kean
Kearney
Kearns
Keating

Kee
Eelley, Pa.
Kilburn
Kilday

Lankford
LeCompte
Lesinski
Lipscomb
Long

Lovre
McConnell
MeCormack

McCulloch
MeDonough
McDowell

be not
The SPEAKER. The question is on

McGregor
MelIntire
McMillan
McVey
Macdonald
Mackrowlcz
Madden
Mahon
Mason
Matthews
Meader
Merrow
Miller, Calif,
Miller, Md.
Miller, Nebr,
Miller, N. ¥.
Mills
Minshall
Morgan
Moss
Moulder

M

Natcher
Nelson
Nicholson
Norrell

O’'Brien, N. Y.

O'Hara, Minn,

O'Eonski
Osmers

Ostertag
Passman
Pelly
Philbin
Phillips
Pilcher
Poage
Poff
Preston
Priest
Prouty
Quigley
Rabaut

Barden
Barrett
Beamer
Bell

Eentley
Bolton,
Oliver P.
Bowler
Brownson
Buckley
Canfield
Chase
Chatham

“Chiperfield

Coudert
Cramer
Curtis, Mass,
Davis, Tenn.
Dawson, Il
Deane

Dodd

Umma
Murray, Tenn.

Radwan

Sleminskl
Sikes

Biler
Simpson, I1.
Simpson, Pa.
Smith, Eans,
Smith, Miss,
Smith, Wis.
Springer
Staggers
Steed

Taber

Talle

Taylor
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thomas

Thompson, La.
Thompson,
Mich.
Thompson, N. J.
Thompson, Tex.
Thomson, Wyo.
Thornberry
Tollefson
Trimble
Tuck

Whitten
Wickersham
‘Widnall
Wieglesworth

‘Willis
Wilson, Callf.
‘Wilson, Ind.
Winstead
Withrow
Wright
Young
Younger
Zablockl

NOT VOTING—63

Eberharter
Fisher
Gamble
Green, Oreg.
Gubser
Hagen
Hays, Ark.
Hays, Ohio
Hoffman, I,
HHlt
Holtzman
James
Jonas

Judd

King, Pa.
Enutson
Latham
McCarthy
Mack, Wash.
Mailliard
Martin

Mollohan
Morano
Morrizon
Norblad
O’'Brien, IIL
Patterson
Pillion
Reed, I11.
Reed, N. Y.
Rooney
Badlak
Schwengel
Shelley
Smith, Va.

Wolverton

So the resolution was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. O'Brien of Illinois for, with Mr. Mol-
lohan against.
Mr. Barrett for, with Mrs. Green of Oregon

against.

Mr. Eberharter for, with Mr. Wolverton

agalinst,

Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Shelley against.
Mr. Walter for, with Mr. Morrison against.
Mr. Rooney for, with Mr. Hays of Arkansas

against.

Mr. Bowler for, with Mr. Coudert against.
Mr. Dawson for, with Mr. Jonas against.
Mr. Dodd for, with Mr. Bentley against.
Mr. Holtzman for, with Mr. Beamer

against.

Mr. Tumulty for, with Mr. Davis of Ten-
nessee against.
Until further notice:

Mr. Smith of Virginia with Mr. Martin.
Mr. Barden with Mr. James.

Mr. Bell with Mr. Cramer.

Mr. Chatham with Mr. Canfield.

Mr. Deane with Mr. Reed of New York.
Mr. Fisher with Mr. Chiperfield.

Mr. Hagen with Mr. Sadlak.

Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Latham.
Mrs. Knutson with Mr. Judd.
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Mr., McCarthy with Mr. Norblad.
Mr, Spence with Mr. Morano.

Mr. BOYLE changed his vote from
umn to uyea.» .

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, rejec=
tion of House Resolution 396, just voted
by this House, has the effect of approv-
ing sale of the Institute, W. Va., copoly-
mer plant to private industry, thereby
virtually completing the synthetic rub-
ber disposal program.

I cannot permit this occasion to pass
without paying tribute to my distin-
guished and beloved predecessor, the
late Congressman Paul W, Shafer, who
was author of both the Synthetic Rub-
ber Act of 1948 and the Synthetic Rub-
ber Disposal Act of 1953.

Today's action by this House is a con-
summation of the wisdom and labors
which he devoted to this problem. I
wish, as I know do the Members who
served as his colleagues, that he might
have been privileged to be here and
share in this accomplishment.

It was the Synthetic Rubber Act of
1948 which assured continued operation
by the Government of the synthetic rub-
ber planis at a time when there was a
real danger that the synthefic rubber
industry, under the auspices of either
Government or private enterprise, would
not survive. It was this legislation
which gave the Nation the supply of
synthetic rubber urgently needed when
the Korean attack occurred 2 years
later.

As a firm believer in private enterprise,
it was Mr. Shafer’s earnest hope that
this important segment of American in-
dustry would ultimately take its place
as a part of the private enterprise sys-
tem, albeit with adequate safeguards for
the interests of national security, a rea-
sonable return to the Government of its
investment of tax dollars, adequate safe-
guards against monopoly abuses and
adequate protection for small business.

Congressman Shafer accordingly wel-
comed the report of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation to the Congress on
a proposal for disposal to private in-
dustry of Government-owned rubber
producing facilities submitted early in
1953. He welcomed this program and
he welcomed the support given to this
program by President Eisenhower.

A year after the enactment of the
Synthetic Rubber Disposal Act of 1953,
Congressman Shafer, speaking on the
floor of the House March 30, 19564, paid
tribute to the work of the Commission
appointed by the President to take bids
and negotiate for the sale of the Gov-
ernment-owned synthetic rubber plants,

Mr. Shafer at that time and in the face
of some passing indications of apathy
toward the program within the rubber
industry, made this statement:

I believe there are enough people in private
industry in this Nation who have confidence
in the future of America to buy these plants
at a fair price. Ithink * * * that there are
many companies in this country who are
willing to invest in the future of America.

I am sure that were he here today, the

late Congressman Shafer would regard
the approval given to this and previous
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disposal recommendations as a most
gratifying vindication of his faith.

Since he could not be here I was proud
to be able, hy voting against House Reso-
lution 396, to express the satisfaction I
feel, and which I am sure he would have
shared, over the accomplishments of the
House Committee on Armed Services and
the Disposal Commission.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the RECORD on
the resolution just under consideration.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

ORGANIZATION FOR TRADE
COOPERATION

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point and include
extraneous matter in two instances.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, on April
14, 1955, during the first session of the
84th Congress, I introduced legislation,
H. R. 5550, which would authorize United
States membership in the Organization
for Trade Cooperation. I introduced
this legislation as chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, at the re-
quest of the administration. :

I have recently received a letter fro
the President of the United States urg-
ing the enactment of this legislation.
For the information of the Members of
the Congress and other interested per-
sons, I would like to insert at this point
in the Recorp the letter which I received

from the President and a memorandum -

prepared for the Cabinet by the Secre-
tary of Commerce, the Honorable Sin-
clair Weeks, pertaining to the Organiza-
tion for Trade Cooperation:
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, January 19, 1956.

The Honorable Jere COOPER,

House of Representatives,

Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CooPErR: You will recall that on
December 30, at the bipartisan meeting, I
asked that every person present be supplied
with a memorandum on the Organization for
Trade Cooperation. I enclose a paper pre-
pared for the Cabinet by Secretary Weeks
which, in my judgment, tells the OTC story
about as briefly as it can be told.

When last July you advised me of your
plan to hold hearings on the OTC early in
this session, you said that enactment of this
legislation is of “vital importance to the con-
tinued expansion of markets for our products
abroad.” This description of our need for
OTC is still accurate but this legislation is
even more essential today, now that the
Soviets have stepped up their activities on
the economic front. Not only would the OTC
maximize benefits from reciprocal trade
agreements for American industry, agricul-
ture, and labor; it would also advarnce our
efforts to strengthen the free world.
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The administration will cooperate fully
with you in bringing this matter to hearings
and in moving it through the Congress as
promptly as possible.

With kind regard,

Sincerely,
DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington,
Memorandum for the Cabinet.

THE FacTs AsoUT THE OTC: THE ORGANIZA-
TION FOR TRADE COOPERATION

I. WHAT IS OTC?

The OTC would be an organization com=-
posed of government representatives from
35 countries, including the major trading
nations of the world.

Its major job would be to administer the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, in
which the United States has participated
for a number of years.

H. R. 5560 would authorize the TUnited
States to join the proposed OTC.

II. WHAT OTC CANNOT DO

OTC would be exclusively an administra-
tive organization. It could not add to United
States obligations under the General Agree-
ment. It could not abridge the powers of
the Congress with respect to customs and
import dutles. It could not make tariff con-
cessions or modify in any way the United
States tariff structure.

OTC would not be supranational in any
respect. It could not impose obligations on
its members. Its method would be per-
suasion. It could not impair in any way
the sovereignty of the United States.

III, NEED FOR OTC

OTC, by attacking measures which dis-
criminate against United States exports and
limit the benefits of tariff concessions made
to us, would help make our trade agree-
ments truly reciprocal and would facilitate
expanding markets abroad for United States
industry and agriculture.

Today the General Agreement has no reg-
ular administrative machinery. Its business
can be conducted, therefore, only at inter-
mittent conferences—this time loss and in-
efficlency is hurtful to all participating na-
tions. For example, in April 1954 France
specially taxes imports from the United
States and other countries. With OTC the
United States could have had prompt ac-
tlon—without it we had to wait for nearly
a year until the cumbersome ad hoc ma-
chinery of the General Agreement could be
brought to bear on the problem.

OTC is therefore indispensable if we are to
resolve currently the many issues constantly
arising in day-to-day trade among nations.

OTC would also provide a forum for dis-
cussion and solution of other world trade
problems, each government remaining en-
tirely free to adopt or reject OTC recommen-
dations.

OTC would also have the Important func-
tion of assembling and publishing valuable
data on worldwide trade movements and
trends,

IV. OTC WOULD INCREASE TUNITED BSTATES
BENEFITS FROM THE GENERAL AGREEMENT

Today a number of political, military, and
finaneial groupings strengthen the free world
and advance American Interests abroad.
Among these are: NATO (North Atlantic
Treaty Organization), SEATO (Southeast
Asla Treaty Organization), IMF (Inter-
national Monetary Fund), IBRD (Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment).

Each of these international agreements
has an administrative organization to make
it effective. The general agreement does not
and, therefore, s reduced in value to the
United States and every other participating
nation. With Soviet economic activities on
the increase, the United BStates must
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strengthen its cooperation with free nations
in the trade field. OTC is essential to this
end.

V. UNITED STATES GAINS FROM THE GENERAL
AGREEMENT

The general agreement is a multilateral
trade agreement among 35 trading nations,
including the United States. It is the prin-
cipal instrument for promoting internation-
ally those trade policies which have been the
United States own objectives for many years.

The one major difference between the gen-
eral agreement and United States policy was
eliminated in 1965 when the participating
countries gave the United States a broad
walver to impose import .quotas unilaterally
on agricultural products as required by our
domestic agricultural laws, i

Under the general agreement many recip-
rocal tariff reductions have been negotiated
and the benefits guaranteed to all members
including the United States.

The general agreement encourages the
abolition of quotas and import licenses in-
jurious to American enterprise. Between
1853 and 1955, 14 Western European countries
removed quantitative restrictions on more
than 60 percent of dollar imports.

Through the general agreement, Belgian
and German restrictions on imports of United
States coal have been almost entirely elim-
inated, rapidly expanding our coal exports.
Previous bilateral discussions between the
United States and these countries had failed
to accomplish this reduction.

Through mediation under the general
agreement international commercial disputes
such as one between India and Pakistan in-
volving jute and coal have been amicably
settled.

Closer trade cooperation among members
of the general agreement has strengthened
the western alliance,

VI, SUMMARY

A, The United States has been party to
the general agreement for 8 years.

B. The OTC, the agreement's administra-
tive organization, is absolutely essential if
United States agriculture, labor, and indus-
try are to receive maximum benefits from
the general agreement.

C. OTC could not reduce United States
tariffs, increase United States obligations
under the general agreement, or impair
United States sovereignty in any way.

D. Adoption of H. R. 5550 authorizing
United States participation in the OTC is in
the national interest.

SiNcLAIR WEEKS,

HIGHWAY REVENUE ACT OF 1956

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, as chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means, I announced the day before yes-
terday that the committee would begin
public hearings on Wednesday, Febru-
ary 15, 1956, on the Highway Act of 1956
(H. R. 9075) introduced by my commit-
tee colleague, the Honorable HALE Boaas,
of Louisiana, who served as chairman
of the subcommittee on this subject dur-
ing the last session of Congress.

In announcing these hearings I issued
a press release so that interested persons
could be informed as to the procedure
that may be followed by the committee in
conducting these hearings.

The distinguished gentleman from
Louisiana also issued a press release with
respect to his bill, the Highway Revenue
Act of 1956 (H. R. 9075).

So that the Members of Congress and
other persons who may be interested in
this legislation may have the informa-
tion contained in these two press re-
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leases, I request that they be printed at
this point in the RECORD:

HoNORABLE JERE COOPER, CHAIRMAN, CoOM-
MITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, ANNOUNCES
PusLic HEARINGS ON THE HIGHWAY REVE-
NUE AcT oF 1956 (H. R. 8075)

The Honorable JERE CooPER, chairman,
Committee on Ways and Means, today an-
nounced that the committee would hold
public hearings on the Highway Revenue
Act of 1956, H. R. 9075, introduced by the
Honorable HarLe Bocas, Democrat, Louisiana.
This legislation would provide for raising
the necessary Federal revenues to finance
the proposed new Federal highway program.

The hearings will began on Wednesday,
February 15, 1956, and it is hoped that they
can be concluded by Tuesday, February 21,
1956.

Chairman CooreEr announced that the
hearings will not be limited solely to the
revenue sources described in the bill. Com-
ments from witnesses are also desired on
other pcssible revenue sources wWhich wit-
nesses may feel will warrant Committee
consideration.

The bill introduced by Mr. Boces would
raise (1) the present 2 cents a gallon tax
on gasoline to 3 cents; (2) the present 2
cents a gallon taxes on diesel fuel and spe-
clal motor fuels to 3 cents; (3) the present
5 cents a pound tax on tires to 8 cents; (4)
the present 8 percent tax on trucks, trail-
ers, and buses to 10 percent; and (5) provide
a 3 cents per pound tax on camelback or
retread rubber.

The rates of Increase for the taxes de-
scribed above are fixed in the interest of
obtaining a free exchange of views on what
these rates should be from witnesses ap-
pearing before the Committee on Ways and
Means. The items on which increases are
proposed by the Boggs bill would be tem-
porary increases, effective for only the period
in which the proposed highway bill would
be in effect. The termination dates for
the new rates are fixed at July 1, 1971 under
the bill.

The Boggs bill would impose the tax in-
creases described above only with respect to
highway vehicles. In addition, it provides
a special exemption in the case of the gaso-
line, diesel and special-motor-fuels taxes for
municipal and other local transportation
systems.

It is estimated that the proposed new road
program, together with the existing highway
program (for other than Federal domain
roads such as those in the national parks)
will cost approximately $35 billion over the
next 15 years. Existing highway-use taxes,
namely, those on gasoline, diesel and special
motor fuels, and tires and tubes are ex-
pected to raise approximately $22 billion
over the same period. The Boggs bill would
raise about #£12 billion in additional reve-
nues over the next 15 years to make the
highway program self-financing.

Persons desiring to testify on the legisla-
tion may arrange to do so by submiiting a
written request to the clerk of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, room 1102, New
House Office Bullding, Washington, D. C,, by
Monday, February 13, 1956. It is desired
that to the maximum extent possible inter-
ested groups designate one representative as
spokesman for an industry or association,
The chairman has instructed the clerk to
receive prepared statements (in triplicate)
from persons who desire to have a state-
ment included in the printed record of the
hearings in lieu of a personal appearance.
Such statements for inclusion in the record
must be received In the committee office not
later than February 25, 1956.

Pursuant to the usual committee practice,
it is requested that each witness furnish the
clerk with 60 copies of his prepared testi-
mony for the use of the committee, 24 hours
in advance of his scheduled appearance.
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Witnesses who desire to have their prepared

statements distributed to the press should

furnish the clerk with an additional 50 copies
for this purpose.

HowN. HALE BoGGs, DEMOCRAT, LOUISIANA, MEM=
BER OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
ANNOUNCES THE INTRODUCTION OF THE
HicHwWAY REVENUE AcT oF 1956 (H. R. 9075)

The Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (H. R.
8075) which I have introduced today seeks
to provide the framework for the additional
revenues required for a pay-as-you-go na-
tional roadbuilding program.

The bill which will be considered by the
full Committee on Ways and Means at public
hearings beginning Wednesday, February 15,
1956, supplements the Fallon bill now being
considered by the Committee on Public
‘Works, and is the result of intensive studies
on the part of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee staff, working with the staffs of the Joint
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation,
the Treasury Department, and the Bureau of
Public Roads.

This legislation will set aside for highway
purposes all of the revenues now derived
from gasoline, diesel fuel, special motor fuels,
and tires and inner tubes. This represents
a vast increase in the present approximately
$700 million per annum from these sources
now being used for highway purposes.

Over the 15-year period of the program,
it is estimated that almost $22 billion of the
approximately $35 billion required will be
derived from existing revenues.

We have after much study written In
exemptions from the proposed increase in
taxes. These exemptions would include bus
transportation systems operated within met-
ropolitan areas, fuels and tires which are
used on vehicles which are not highway
vehicles, and the farmers’ exemption pro-
vided for in legislation recently passed by the
House of Representatives.

Every study indicates the tremendous need
for the proposed highway program, both from
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the point of view of the economic develop=
ment and security of the Nation.

The Congress last year rejected the bond
proposal which carried estimated interest
charges of about $11 billlon. The pay-as-
you-go program will save these enormous
costs to the American people. Actually, the
additional revenues which would be pro-
duced by my bill are only about $1 billion
more than this interest item alone would
have been,

The Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, in its report to the President on
June 20, 1955, recommended that the inter-
state highway system be financed on a pay-
as-you-go basis and that the Congress pro-
vide additional revenues for this purpose
primarily from increased motor-fuel taxes.
As stated by the Commission, increased taxes
are preferable to deficit financing as a means
of supporting larger highway outlays by the
National Government, because deficit financ-
ing would result in high interest charges and
shift the burden of payment to citizens of a
future generation who will have continuing
highway and other governmental responsi-
bilitles of their own to finance.

It is understood that the President, after a
conference with the Honorable Josera W,
MaRrTIN, Jr., Republican, of Massachusetts,
House Republican leader, has decided to
abandon his plan for issuing bonds as a
means of financing the highway program,
and that the President now approves and
supports the proposed pay-as-you-go method
of financing, to which Mr. MARTIN has
pledged bipartisan support.

The following new rates are proposed in
the bill: Gasoline, diesel fuel, special motor
fuels, from 2 to 3 cents; tires, from 5 to 8
cents; camelback or tread rubber, to be taxed
at 3 cents per pound; and the excises upon
trucks, buses, and truck trallers, from 8 to
10 percent.

It is estimated that these levies will yleld
about $12 billion over the 15-year period
(fiscal year 1957-T1) as set forth in the fol-
lowing table:

Anticipated revenue yield

. Rate Revenue 1
Item
Present Proposed Present | H. R. 90752 | Total
Gasoli 2oemis. il deents. .o $18.0 $8.6 | $26.6
8 PR el 1 e I s O I L el 11 T . - ] o
Speclnl motor fuel____.____ = S do. SR e Sit B
Trucks, buses, and trailers ----| 8 percent 10 percent. (3.5) .9 .9
1 e i AR SR LN e T Beentac i it T R 3.3 2.0 5.3
Camelback Soents .. ] -2 2
22.0 12.0 | 340
1 Dollar figures in billions.
* Adjusted for exemptions previously Indicated.
Nore.—Parentheses indicate figure not included In total.
It is my hope that we will have full coop- Government - sponsored cargoes on

eration of all of the Government depart-
ments, the affected industries, and the pub-
lic at large so that we may be able to pass
this legislation providing the money to build
the roads at the same time that we pass
the legislation providing for the roads.

e ————

UNITED STATES MERCHANT
MARINE

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, for-
eign nations which have objected to the
shipment of 50 percent of United States

American-flag ships are in effect unwit-
tingly endangering their own security.
If, through their efforts and propa-
ganda, they succeed in getting Congress
to repeal our Cargo Preference Act—
which is the so-called 50-50 law—they
will succeed also in driving most of our
tramp fleet off the seas. Since the end
of the war, the bulk of our tramp fleet
has already gone out of business be-
cause, being unsubsidized, they have
been unable to compete with foreign
flagships whose operating costs are from
one-fourth to one-third those of United
States tramps.

It is estimated by maritime authori-
ties that about 75 additional tramps
will go out of business if they are not
permitted to carry 50 percent of our aid
cargoes and agriculture surpluses being
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sold abroad under Public Law 480.
While 75 ships is not a huge number,
the fact is that, according to military
authorities, our Nation is even now
about 600 active ships short of the num-
ber needed to meet the initial and im-
mediate requirements of an emergency.

The shortage of active ships in the
event of an emergency would undoubt-
edly be much more catastrophic than
has ever heretofore been the case in our
histery. It is quite improbable that we
or our allies would have much more than
a fraction of the time to prepare our-
selves that we had in World War I or II.
We would not have the time to reacti-
vate or build the ships which would be
needed to meet military requirements.
That could well be catastrophic for both
our allies and ourselves.

The experience of World War II should
be a clear warning to both. Military
spokesmen and others have stated that
without our merchant fleet we could
not have won the war; and that the con-
flict was a touch-and-go matter, de-
pendent in large measure upon the
availability of ships. The wartime head
of the Army Transportation Department
testified before the House Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries to the
effect that the No. 1 priority of World
‘War II for a long period of time was not
airplanes, tanks, guns, or naval vessels,
but was the carrying of cargoes to our
European allies. That simply meant
that what we needed most was commer-
cial ships to carry the eargoes.

The Germans knew that and there-
fore intensified their submarine war-
fare. At the outset of the war they only
had about 60 or 70 submarines. The
Russians today have at least 400.

Our foreign friends today say that be-
cause of a NATO agreement providing
for a Defense Shipping Authority we
need not be so concerned about an emer-
gency. They say, in effect, that they will
supply our defense ship needs. Unfor-
tunately, history contradicts them.
They were our allies in World War II,
and all of their ships were poeled in an
effort to meet shipping requirements.
But we found that as in World War I we
could not rely upon our allies for the
ships we needed. We had to launch a
desperate shipbuilding program, and in
the final analysis we supplied our al-
lies with about 512 millions of tons of
ships as against some 800,000 tons which
they supplied to us.

We barely had time enough to build
those vitally needed ships in the last
war. We will not have as much time in
the mnext emergency. Our foreign
friends would do well to remember this
because their own security is at stake.
The fewer active ships we have in our
fleet the more vulnerable is their own
position. Their efforts to scuttle our
50-50 law could well scuttle themselves.

IRRIGATION WATER FOR ARIZONA

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.
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Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker,
I have today introduced a resolution di-
recting the Secretary of State and the
Secretary of the Interior, through the
Bureau of Reclamation, to study the eco-
nomic and engineering feasibility of ac-
quiring riparian rights from the Republic
of Mexico to water in the Gulf of Cali-
fornia for the piping and pumping of
water from the Gulf of California to
Arizona for irrigation purposes.

On June 20, 1955, the Congress ex-
tended the act of July 3, 1952, related
to research in the development and
utilization of saline water. The pro-
gram was extended for a 13-year period,
and the amount of $10 million was au-
thorized for the research program. The
program calls for close cooperation and
coordination of the saline-water research
program with the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and the Civil Defense Adminis-
tration in the interest of achieving the
objectives of the program.

The resolution that I have introduced
in the House and which the junior Sen-
ator from Arizona will introduce in the
Senate is to further implement the idea
of the saline program that was adopted
in the first session of this Congress. On
January 18, 1956, the Honorable Douglas
McEay, Secretary of the Interior, in his
annual report on the Department's
saline-water-conversion program stated
that the results achieved thus far, to-
gether with the great potential value of
opening vast new sources of water
supplies through conversion processes,
“clearly justify the accelerated prosecu-
tion of the work.” The Secretary fur-
ther states that the economical improve-
ment of brackish waters for many irriga-
tion uses is definitely in sight. In the
light of the progress that has been made
in the conversion of sea water and
brackish inland water to fresh water, I
feel that it is not too early to begin plan-
ning the use of sea water for irrigation
purposes in Arizona.

I am aware of the fact that in 1931 the
then senior Senator from Arizona, the
Honorable Henry F. Ashurst, with his
usual foresight, introduced a proposal
that the United States acquire land from
Mexico which would give the State of
Arizona a seaport on the Gulf of Cali-
fornia. The reaction of the Mexican
Government was not favorable. I am
further aware that Article 27 of the Con-
stitution of the Republic of Mexico of
1917 offers a possible impediment to the
acquisition of territorial rights for any
land in Mexico. However, I am sure
that our good neighbors in Mexico are
as anxious as we are to adopt the utiliza-
tion of sea water for the use of people
and agriculture, and that it is possible
to arrive at an agreement for the trans-
portation of desalinized sea water from
the Gulf of California to inland areas
of this country and of Mexico. With
this aim in view, the resolution has been
introduced. It is not my intent thereby
to impair in any way the sovereignty
which the great Republic of Mexico
exercises over the land within its bor-
ders,

As the problem of adequate water is
one that has ceased to be restricted to
the western areas of our Nation, I am
sure that representatives of all of our
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States will recognize the need for ade-
quate preparation for that day when
sea water may be usable for irrigation,
munieipal and industrial purposes.

THE MIDDLE EAST SITUATION

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. Keiry] is recegnized
for 120 minutes.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I have obtained this time today
in order to address mvself to the maost
serious and explosive situation existing
in the Middle East. I know that many-
of my colleagues desire to participate in
this call for action and I will yield to
them after a brief statement.

No one can disagree that the leaders
in the Kremlin have thrown a firebrand
info the Middle East situation by the
shipments of the most advanced military
weapons to Egypt and other Arab States.

“This eritical situation was termed by
a high administration official in the
executive department to be a threat in
the Middle East as great as Korea.” . This
statement was made to me while I was
in Europe and it is contained in the re-
port of my subcommittee on Europe.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, February 6,
1956, 126 Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, including 40 Republicans
and 86 Democrats, petitioned the admin-
istration to sell arms to Israel in order
to offset Egypt’s purchase of arms from
Czechoslovakia.

This plea was rejected by the admin-
istration for the present, but Secretary
of State Dulles declared:

We do not exclude the possibility of arms
sales to Israel.

That is a hope.

The Secretary further declared that
the foreign policy of the United States
embraces the preservation of the State
of Israel. It also embraces the principle
of maintaining our friendship with Is-
rael and the Arab States.

Continuing, he stated the Middle East
security cannot rest on arms alone but
rather upon the international rule of law
and upon the establishment of friendly
relations among neighbors. He added:

‘We are actively working toward the estab-

lishment of such relations.
The combined influence—

The Secretary continued—

of the nations which would, under the
United Nations Charter and the tripartite
declaration, be against any armed aggres-
sion is a far more effective deterrent to any
potential aggressor than any amount of arms
which could be obtained by either side.

Mr, Speaker, it seems to me that this
rejection of the Secretary does not con-
form to the statements made by him in
Chicago on December 8, 1955, in his
speech entitled “The Foundation for a
Firm Peace.”

I ask unanimous consent to have this
speech of Secretary Dulles printed in full
at this point inasmuch as I intend to
make references to it. I would like
everyone to have the opportunity to read
his speech in its entirety. I hope to
prove that the action I request and
which has been requested in part by 126
Members of the House is first, consistent
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with the administration foreign policy;
second; it is a necessary part of that
foreign policy; and third, the present
action of the administration is a con=-
tradiction of their present foreign policy.

In his speech on December 8, 1955—
and this was made after the Geneva
meetings—Secretary Dulles stated:

We are, it seems, in a new phase of the
struggle between international communism
and freedom. The first post war decade was
a phase of violence and threat of violence.
* = * Since last spring, this phase of violence
seems to have undergone an eclipse. But
we should remember that one of the doc-
trines taught by Lenin and constantly em-
phasized by Stalin was the need for zigzag.

He continued:

In prudence, therefore, we must act on the
assumption that the present Soviet policies
do not mark a change of purpose by a change
of tactics. We do not, however, want pol-
icies of violence to reappear. Therefore, it
is useful to have clearly in mind what are
the free-world policies which have caused
the Sovlet Union to shift from tactics of
violence and intimidation as being unpro-
ductive.

I ask, Mr. Speaker, why not continue
policies of the past which have been
productive? Why weaken the Mutual
Security Control Act, commonly known
as the Battle Act? Why give in to Eng-
land to sell goods to Iron Curtain coun-
tries?

In an exclusive interview with Mar-
guerite Higgins, of the New York Herald
Tribune, on January 29, 1956, Secretary
of Agriculture Benson stated:

The United States has recently had to pass
up possibilities of disposing of some of its
huge farm surpluses to Russia's Eastern Eu-
ropean satellites. The United States could
not take advantage of these chances to di-
minish its mountainous surpluses because
of congressional restrictions that any sales
of the corn, cotton, lard, etc., plled in Amer-
fcan warehouses must be to friendly natlons
only.

Mr. Speaker, it was my amendment
that placed the words “friendly nations”
in Public Law 480. If these countries
need our surpluses, let us be realistic.
Give them to them on the condition that
we distribute them.

Let us return now to Secretary Dulles’
speech. After explaining the vast impor=-
tance of the many treaties to which the
United States is a signator, he continued:

But now, except for countries of South
Asia which choose neutralism, the gaps in
the political warning system have been
closed. The United States with bipartisan
cooperation has made mutual-security trea=
tles with the Philippines, Japan, the Re-
public of Korea, and with the Republic of
China on Taiwan. We have entered into
the ANZUS pact. We have joined with seven
other nations to make the Southeast Asia
Collective Defense Treaty. There is the Bal-
kan Alliance of Yugoslavia, Greece, and Tur-
key, and the Baghdad pact, which includes
the northern tier of Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and
Pakistan. All of these treaties are made
pursuant to what the United Nations Char-
ter calls the inherent right of collective self-
defense. Together they constitute a world-
wide political warning system. They prevent
the despots from miscalculating that they
can use Red armies to conquer weaker na-
tions, one by one.
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Please take note that these treaties
are called by the Secretary of State a
political warning system.

In that portion of his speech follow-
ing the need and success of the political
warning system, the Secretary continues,
under the subtitle “The Deterrent of Re-
taliatory Power”:

It is, however, not enough to have a po-
litical warning system. It must have back-
ing if it is effectively to deter. That poses
& difficult problem. * * * As against the
possibility of full-scale attack by the Soviet
Union itself, there is only one effective de-
fense, for us and for others. That is the
capacity to counterattack. That is the ulti-
mate deterrent.

I am not asking the Department of
State for arms to attack or to counter-
attack, but to deter aggression by those
nations who have consistently threat-
ened to drive Israel into the sea; who
have stated that Israel to the Arab world
is like a cancer to the human body and
the only remedy is to uproot it just like a
human cancer; who refuse to sit down to
a peace conference; who refuse to recog-
nize Israel’s existence.

The Soviet Union is recognized as in-
creasing tensions in the Middle East—
and I quote from the declaration of
Washington, February 1, 1956, from the
joint statement issued by the President
of the United States and the Prime Min-
ister of Great Britain:

The action of the Soviet bloc in regard
to arms supplles to Middle East countries has
added to the tensions in the area and in-
creased the risk of war., Our purpose is to
mitigate that risk,

Mr. Speaker, our policy must be more
than that of mitigating, or rendering less
severe, such a risk. We must seek to
eliminate such a risk,

To return to Secretary Dulles’ speech
on December 8, we find the following:

Our mutual security arrangements help
provide the local defensive strength needed
to preserve internal order against subversive
tactics and to offer a resistance to aggression
which would give counterattacking, highly
mobile forces time to arrive. * * * We ear-
nestly strive for some dependable system
of limitation of armament. Until we suc-
ceed in such efforts, however, we and our
allles must constantly maintain forces,
weapons, and facilities necessary to deter
armed aggression, large or small. That is an
indispensable price of peace.

Mr. Speaker, is not Israel one of our
strongest allies? Israel has begged her
neighbors to meet her at a peace con-
ference but they refuse.

Again, I read from Secretary Dulles’
speech on December 8:

President Eisenhower, speaking last Au-
gust, pointed out that “Eagerness to avoid
war—if we think no deeper than this single
desire—can produce outright or 1implicit
agreement that injustices and wrongs of the
present shall be perpetuated in the future.
Thereby, we would outrage our own con-
sclence. In the eyes of those who suffer in-
Jjustice, we would become partners with their
oppressors. In the judgment of history we
would have sold out the freedom of men for
the pottage of a false peace. Moreover, we
would assure future conflict.

Mr. Speaker, is not the denial of the
sale of arms to Israel assuring future

2403

conflict by the Arab world when they
have sufficient weapons procured
through Kremlin assistance?

Mr. Speaker, all of us are interested
in the security of the United States—
those who disagree on arms to Israel as
much as those who agree. However, I do
not feel that our stagnant policy in the
Middle East helps our security one iota.
While other nations may believe in a
policy of muddling through, the explosive
situation in the Middle East must not be
muddled through.

Does United States leadership mean,
in effect, saying to the Communists, “Go
ahead, gentlemen, ship arms to the Arab
States. That's O. K. with us”?

These are fundamental and basic
questions we must ask ourselves. It is
not a fundamental teaching of our way
of life that we declare a policy of eternal
enmity. We believe in resolving proh-
lems through discussion. But, the Arab
States stubbornly refuse to talk with
Israel. Even more, the Arab States con-
sistently state that the annihiliation of
Israel is their goal. General Nasser,
their chief spokesman, as recently as
January 16, stated—and this guota-
tion is taken from his monitored speech:

We declare our solidarity with all Arabs
from the Atlantic Ocean to the Persian Guilf
for the sake of freedom, independence, and
the right to existence.

However, in a special dispatch from
Cairo to the New York Times on January
16, he is quoted as follows:

From the Atlantic to the Persian Gulf,
there is but one Arab nation, which no one
will succeed in dividing again.

I realize that the factor of oil in the
Middle East is cne which is uttermost in
the minds of many people.

I realize that oil is important to the
free world. Buf, let me point out that
it is even more important to the Kremlin,
Their policy in the Middle East is to block
shipments of oil to the free world and to
use it for their own purposes. The Com-
munists do not love the Arabs any more
than they love us. How then, will our
policy of closing our eyes to Communist
penetration in the Middle East protect
either the Arabs or the oil or the free
world interests? The Arabs have done
very well in their dealings in oil with the
free world. How will they do under com-
munist domination? History supplies us
with the answer but I am afraid the over-
tures of the Communists have blinded the
Arabs to historical facts. In the U, S.
News & World Report of November 4,
1955, General Nasser is quoted as fol-
lows:

For us the danger and the thing to worry
about now is Israel, not Russia.

General Nasser obviously is no expert
on Communist tactics and strategy.

As leaders of the free world, we must
insist that there must be a bold, new,
positive program for this area. Gener-
alities such as those which have come
from the Eisenhower-Eden talks lend
some hope. But the explosive situation
in the Middle East demands specific
action now and fewer generalities. Spe=
cifically, I feel that it is essential to the
best interests of the United States, the
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free world, and the Middle East and all
nations therein, that there be held with-
out delay, a peace conference.

Mr. Speaker, the political warning sys-
tem referred to by Secretary Dulles was
a deterrent prior to January 1955, but
the U. 8. S. R., under the guise of the
Geneva atmosphere—and while the for-
eign ministers were meeting in Geneva
in late October and in November—
bypassed these treaties and stepped right
into the Middle East. By this action, a
most critical situation jeopardizes the
peace of the free world. The Soviet has
ignited old hestilities and is fomenting
new ones between the Arab States and
Israel for the purpose of increasing the
tensions in that area and subverting it
for Communist purposes.

I believe it is imperative that solutions
to the problems involving the Arab States
and Israel be reached without delay.

1 believe that the United States should
forthwith and in positive terms utilize
its influence and exercise its leadership
to bring about a conference between the
Arab States and Israel and such other
friendly nations as may be appropriate
for the purpose of discussing and reach-
ing solutions to the major issues con-
frenting the Middle East, including this
threat of Communist penetration and
subversion of the area, and to solve the
political, economic, social and military
issues between -the Arab -States and
Israel.

I believe that the United States, Great
Britain, and France should reaffirm their
adherence to the three power declara-
tion of May 25, 1950 and should take
immediate effective measures to meet
the threat of Communist penetration and
subversion in the Middle East; and that
the United States should immediately
supply military arms and other forms of
military assistance and economic assist-
ance, to such friendly nations in that
area which request such aid and are
willing to meet at a peace conference.

Mr. Speaker, why do I ask for these
specific measures? I ask only because
they are needed to implement the prin-
¢iples which the Secretary of State has
stated are a necessary deterrent to ag-
gression and constitute the foreign policy
of this administration.

Mr. ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. KEELLY of New York. 1T yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr, ANFUSO. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
take this opportunity to extend congrat-
ulatéons to my esteemed colleague from
New York, Congresswoman EpNa F.
KrLLY, on her fine presentation of the
eurrent critical situation in the Middle
East. Our colleague is a very capable
legislator and has made a sincere study
of this problem. I want to go on record
in endorsing her statements,

From a purely American point of view
we must face this problem in a tradi-
tional manner. We must have the cour-
age and the initiative to lead our allies
and to help guide the destiny of the free
world. Our country has throughout its
entire history always been a beacon of
Tight to colonial and oppressed people,
who are yearning to maintain their na-
tional independence. Circumstances
have willed it so that our country has
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assumed a positicn of moral leadership
among the free nations, hence we must
be extremely careful to maintain that
position and to retain the faith and
confidence of the other nations.

Today many of the former colonial
and persecuted peoples, who gained their
freedom and independence since World
War II, are struggling with the trials
and tribulations of their newly found
independence. Some of these nations
are being threatened by a militant com-
munism; others are faced with hostile
neighbors who allow themselves to be-
come the dupes and pawns of commu-
nism. Israel is one of the newly inde-
pendent countries which finds itself in
such a predicament. Some of its Arab
neighbors have turned to the Commu-
nists for arms and are entering into
other alliances with them, not realizing
how much they are hurting themselves
and to what extent they are exposing
the whole free world to the danger of
Communist ageression.

I, for one, cannot and will not believe
that the Arab countries and their leaders
will voluntarily allow themselves to be
swallowed up behind the Iron Curtain
and in this way completely extinguish
every trace of freedom and independence
now enjoyed by their people. Right
now, however, they are doing everything
to bite their nose to spite their face.
Their uncompromising attitude is only
encouraging Soviet Russia to exploit
every opportunity for intrusion into the
Middle East—and the Arab people will
be the first to suffer when Russia gets a
foothold there.

The Arab leaders maintain that they
desire peace in the Middle East. Bui
thus far they have shown no willingness
to sit down with Israel and negotiate a
peace settlement on honorable terms sat-
isfactory to both sides. Nor would they
have the Western Powers or the United
Nations attempt to negotiate such a set-
tlement. The result is constant tension
and a confusing situation which is grow-
ing more chaotic with each passing day.
The only one who stands to gain from
all this ehaos and disorder is Communist
Russia. The Communists thrive on just
such conditions.

As for our own policy in the Middle
East, I think the more we seek to ap-
pease the Arabs the less cooperation we
seem to obtain from them. Appeasement
has never brought the desired results.
It did not work to prevent World War IT
and it will not work now.

If we back down on Israel now, I guar-
antee you that we will not gain the sup-
port of the Arab States. We will only lose
Israel. But if we give arms and other
support to Israel, the Arabs will have
more respect for the United States and
they will finally realize that we are
earnest about peace in the Middle East.

Do you want any better example of
firmness or the lack of firmness than
what is happening now in Pakistan?
When Russia stated that Kashmir be-
longed to India, Pakistan immediately
turned to us for help. We said nothing
and we did nothing. We were strangely
silent. According to latest reports, Pak-
istan is now negotiating with Russia—
:hich previously had been so firm against

er.
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The situation has now become a
serious threat to the security of the
United States and the whole free world
because of the adamant stand taken by
the Arab States; hence, we should con-
sider taking effective steps to safeguard
our interests and the interests of the free
world.

I have urged our Government in the
past, and I shall continue to do so again,
to make available a substantial amount
of arms to Israel which that country
needs for defense purpeses. I have also
urged that we conclude a mutual-de-
fense pact with Israel to guarantee the
integrity of its borders and its future ex-
istence as an independent nation. I am
convinced that if these two steps .Lre
taken now by the United States, tension
in the Middle East will subside and the
threat to the peace of that area will di-
minish considerably.

There is also a third step which I
suggest as a means for easing the ten-
sion there, namely, a determined effort
to solve the Arab refugee problem. Ipro-
pose that the United States call on the
United Nations to appoint a commission
which is to undertake a study of this
problem, in an effort to develop a new
approach toward a permanent solution.
After study of the problem and follow-
ing consultations with the Governments
of the Arab States concerned and with
the Government of Israel, the commis-
sion is to submit to the United Nations a
detailed program for a permanent solu-
tion of the Arab refugee problem. It is
further .suggested that the program be
based on a plan to make these refugees
self-sufficient and that they be assimi-
lated among their own peoples in the
Arab countries. Israel, however, is to
admit a limited number of these people
consonant with its seeurity regulations
and its ability to integrate them within
its economy, and it is also to pay a com-
pensation to the refugees who cannot be
returned and for this purpose an infer-
national loan is to be made to Israel.

Mr. Speaker, in order to make some
progress toward a solution of the Arab
refugee problem along the lines I have
just outlined, I am today introducing a
eoncurrent resolution advocating the
creation of a eommission by the United
Nations to deal with this problem.

May I again commend our colleague
for having made a fine contribution on
the subject and for granting us the op-
portunity to express our views in the
matter.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. I thank
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Anrusol. I now yield to the gentle-
woman from Missouri [Mrs. SULLIVAN].
STUDY MISSION TRIP TO ISRAEL IMPRESSIVE AND

INSPIRING

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, may I
say, first, that the best way for any
Member of Congress to acquire a real
education in the foreign policy problems
of our country and of the free nations
friendly to us is to be fortunate enough
to aecompany a study mission headed
by the gracious gentlewoman from New
York, Mrs, KrrLy, a ranking member of
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
As chairman of the Study Mission to
Europe last fall, the Congresswoman
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from New York demonstrated a grasp of
foreign affairs which, to me, was simply
amazing. I shall forever be grateful for
the opportunity which I had to accom-
pany the group, and particularly for the
invaluable information which I acquired
through the help and assistance of Con-
gresswoman ErrLry and her profound
knowledge of international affairs.

In all of our interviews with heads of
government, foreign ministers or other
top officials of the nations we visited,
Congresswoman KeiLLy was so familiar
with the problems of each nation that I
know it made a favorable—a great—im-
pression on these officials, showing the
interest of the Congress of the United
States in the problems of all of the free
nations. I might add that as a woman
Member of Congress I was deeply proud
that we women who serve in this House
have such an outstanding expert among
us in the complex field of foreign policy.

Now as to Israel. In the report which
the gentlewoman from New York, as
chairman of the Study Mission to
Europe, filed recently with the Commit-
{ee on Foreign Affairs, the statement is
made in rezard to the visit to Israel
that—

We were able to drive over most of the
country, visiting Bersheba on the south,
the trenches near the Gaza strip, Haifa, Tel
Avlv, Jerusalem, Nazareth, and the north
above the Hula Lake, within a few miles of
the horder. The visit to Israel was en-
lightening, impressive, and inspiring.

I certainly agree with that. In keep-
ing with that statement, I would like to
ask if the gentlewoman from New York
would not agree that the defermination
of the people of Israel to defend them-
selves, to maintain their freedom and
their independence, was the immediate
impression one received from the
moment one enters the country?

Mrs. EELLY of New York. Yes. Iwas
impressed not only by that fact, but I
know that they are a democracy and are
endeavoring to pattern their entire life
after the Western World. That is the
reason I say I know that they are our
allies and will be there with us when we
need them.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. May I ask the gen-
tlewoman from New York, as Chairman
of the Study Mission that went to Europe
whether she discovered anywhere in Is-
rael, among any the the people in Israel
to whom we talked, a warlike or aggres-
sive attitude? In other words, did those
people talk as though they looked for-
ward to committing aggression against
any of their neighbors, or was it not
entirely a case of their merely wanting
to defend themselves and their own
country against aggression?

Mrs. KELLY of New York. That is the
feeling I have always had. They are
very anxious to secure and maintain
this country which has been assigned to
them and given to them after a long
period of years. They are most anxious
to have peace there to develop that coun-
try for their people and for the neigh-
boring States. The difficult problem fo
them is that they have been blocked and
they are surrounded by enemies. I feel
that if peace is brought about there we
will bring peace to that section of the
world.
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Mrs. SULLIVAN. Does the gentlewo-
man agree with me that our Govern-
ment's official attitude, that of the State
Department, toward Israel is often one of
being ‘“neutral” as between a country
with a sincere desire to live in peace with
its neighbors, on the one hand, and a
group of surrounding countries which are
as yet unready to accept the peace? How
can we be neutral as between such out-
right contrasts in intention?

Mrs. KELLY of New York. At this
point I do not feel that we can be neutral
in spite of the need for the oil in this
area. That is why I have taken this
time today. I think the time has come
when we should declare and know and
accept our friend, and Israel is our
friend; and we should do what we can
for Israel to protect it.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I thank the gentle-
woman, I congratulate her on bringing
this subject to the floor of Congress at
this time. In my report to my own com-
mittee, the Commiitee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, in connection with
our trip to Europe, I said of Israel:

Israel is a country on the battlefront. One
can traverse the entire country in just a few
hours, and at some points you can cross the
country by car in 20 minutes. Each frontier
is an attack point along almost every inch
of ground. The prevailing doctrine is hard
work and defense.

Certainly it is imperative that this
brave little nation be enabled to sur-
vive, and it is a fine thing to have this
matter brought to the attention of the
House of Representatives in such a forth-
right and able manner as has been done
here today by the Congresswoman from
New York [Mrs. ErLryl. When I saw
the hardships in Israel which the pio-
neers and settlers there have to undergo
to assure the nation’s survival, I was
vividly reminded of the manner in which
our own West was seitled—I was re-
minded of the pioneering spirit which
we who live in St. Louis are so well aware
of in our own history.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr, Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Davinson].

Mr. DAVIDSON. I thank the gentle-
woman very much. I appreciate greatly
the opportunity to add to what has al-
ready been said in commendation of her
remarks and her efforts here on the floor
of the House today.

Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, January 24,
1956, Secretary of State Dulles indicated
to his news conference that he was at-
tempting to arrange an agreement
whereby partisan discussion of the Mid-
dle East situation, and especially discus-
sion of the Israel-Arab crisis, would be
off-limits in the presidential campaign.
This bald attempt by Mr. Dulles to fore-
close discussion on this problem of world
concern is in my opinion ill conceived
and smacks of the methods employed by
totalitarians, who, finding themselves in
an untenable position from which they
refuse to retreat, take the easy way out,
by silencing all who would dare to op-
pose or criticize them. :

I for one am not persuaded by the
philosophy of government which Mr.
Dulles advocates. I will never subscribe
to the view that criticism of policy and
open discussion of one’s feelings and
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opinions must be curtailed or halted for
any reason. Discussion is the lifeblood
of our democratic process; without it
there can be nothing buf conformity and
stagnation.

These are my feelings about the essen-
tial elements of public debate. Appar-
ently Mr. Dulles and I are the propo-
nents of opposing views.

With regard to the Middle East and
the crisis and tension which now exist
in that area, I believe that discussion
must take place on a continuing basis
so that a just and proper solution is
found. There is no truth to Dulles’ con-
tention that criticism of the State De-
partment is an attack on the Nation; or
that criticism will divide our country or
imperil our national unity. The only
truth that commends itself is that the
Middle East is seething with a discon-
tent and a tension which the United
States can alleviate; that Mr. Dulles re~
fuses to disclose his Department’s plans;
and that, at the same time, he does not
want anyone else to make known their
ideas about, or criticisms of the present
course of our dealings in the Middle
East,

I cannot be a party to this distorted
view of political activity. I am com-
pelled to address myself to the erisis in
the Middle East and to what I believe is
the sound approach to the present situ-
ation.

‘We are confronted with a serious prob-
lem of balancing our relationships with
the many millions of people in the Middle
East. I would be the last to advocate
that this country act in a fashion to
alienate one people simply to curry the
favor of another. My position is that we
owe it to all people whom we consider
our friends to deal with them in an im-
partial fashion and in a manner which
will dissuade all others from embarking
on a course of action designed to disrupt
the delicate status of peace which now
obtains throughout the world.

It will come as no news to my col-
leagues in the House to learn of the tre=
mendous imbalance of armaments which
exists in the Middle East. On January
217, the United Nations published a sur-
vey of the arms that had been sent to the
Middle East from 1951 to mid-1955.
These figures show that during the above
period some nine million dollars worth of
arms were sent to Israel while over 13
millions were sent to the 5 Arab States
of Egypt, Iraq, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia,
and Syria. And the survey excluded
some rather significant recent develop-
ments. For example, they did not in=-
clude aircraft shipments for any period,
nor did they include the British annual
subsidy of $23 million to Jordan’s Arab
Legion, nor arms from France, nor, most
significant of all, Communist Czecho-
slovakia’s agreement to sell Egypt $80
million worth of arms.

Yet this overpowering superiority of
Arab military strength is only one aspect
of the situation. The Arab countries are
linked together by treaties in defense
alliances, some of them with Western
Powers. Israel is without any counter-
part to these defense systems, and its
exclusion creates a more critical imbal-
ance. In terms of a long-range policy
to deter ageression, the United States
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has found that creation of mutual-secu=
rity pacts is eminently successful. We
have entered into pacts which bind us to
no less than 44 of our friends through-
out the world. This has been a proce-
dure adopted to implement the United
Nations Charter and to carry into effect
the principle of fellowship which per-
vades that charter.
The only remaining question in light
of these facts is the route that we, as a
Nation, are to take in bringing peace to
this troubled area. In the quest for an
answer, we are confronted with several
basic truths. In the first place, Israel
represents the only true democracy in
the Middle East.. A greaf lesson can he
learned by the surrounding nations if
. Israel prospers and grows as it has shown
it can.during its short existence. . On the
other hand, the Arab nations, with which
Israel must live in peace, have been
totalitarian since the dawn of history.
Second, Israel, being a democracy, has
firmly allied itself with the Western
World both in word and action. It has
actively sought the aid of the great
‘Western Powers in its struggle for growth
and survival, The Arab nations, while
outwardly displaying a mantle of neu-
trality, have courted the Communist
world in its struggle to destroy this new
nation, This is especially true of Egypt.
Its arrangement to purchase arms from
Czechoslovakia is but one manifestation
of this new alliance. Their attitude in
the United Nations has been even less
commendatory, abstaining on practically
every crucial East-West vote, including
the resolution to oppose aggression in
Korea i
. There is no, quest.lon in my mind that
our loyalty and aid should be extended
. to those who hold out their ‘hands, in
friendship to us. This Israel has con-
tinually done. To force her to seek aid
elsewhere and to cause her to lose her
faith and trust in us would be the most
harmful course on which we might em=-
bark, for we would, in effect, be sacri-
ficing our only truly democratic friend
in the Middle East on the altar of dollars
sticky with oil. Our path is clearly
marked; all we need do is follow it.

Our first concern relates to the ques-
tion of armaments. It is my belief and
I sincerely advocate that we make avail-
able to the State of Israel such military
aid in the form of arms as is required by
her for her legitimate self-defense. Do
not misunderstand, no plea is made that
we foment a general arms race. All that
is proposed is that we make an attempt to
bring into balance the patent superiority
which the Arab nations now have over
Israel. It will be too late for us to make
this contribution after the battle begins.
It is best that we attempt to even the
scale in the hope that the shipment of
arms will act as a deterrent to any and
all aggressive tendencies of the Arab na-
tions.

Second, there is the long range prob-
lem of bringing a true peace to the Mid-
dle East. Again, it is my belief and I
sincerely advocate the establishment of
a mutual-security pact with Israel and
the Arab States. Such a treaty should
not be forestalled by the prior condition
that boundary disputes be settled be-
tween Israel and the Arab States, for
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such action does not appear to be any
nearer reality now than it was in August
1955, when Mr. Dulles first set down this
i.mpossible condition.

This treaty is called for both in the
name of world peace and in the name of
sound logic. . Israel, of all the nations in
the world, has a history that most clearly
parallels our own. As a nation, its
growth is attributable to the same spirit
of immigration and pioneering that is
part of our own heritage. There is he-
tween the United States and Israel a
basic community of interests and ideals
that commends the formation of a de-
fense alliance in the best interests of our
own Government and in the cause of
world peace.

.These then are my views on the Middle
East crisis,. I have presented them at
some length to give emphasis to my posi-
tion that this situation calls for public
debate. It also serves as my answer to
the recent comments of the Secretary of
State who would prefer to have his ac-
tions and those of his Department seru-
tinized in silence, irrespective of whether
or not they are moral, honest, decent, or
demoecratic. Mr. Dulles has asked us not
to create issues in this election year. I
did not create this issue. It has existed
for a long time for those who have eyes
to see. Nor will I remain mute for the
next 10 months. I have stated, without
equivocation, exactly what my position is
with regard to this crisis, and the precise
terms of the program that I advocate.
It will be a blessing for the American
people and for the democratic people of
the world, if Mr. Dulles will do likewise.

“Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER],

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the gentlelady from New
York [Mrs. KerLryl, not only on her
splendid address this afternoon but be-
cause of her masterful report, particu-
larly on the subject of Israel which she
wrote for the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee. I commend all of you to read that
report.

At the outset of my remarks on Israel
I should like to place in the REcorp, and
I ask unanimous consent therefor, a dec-
laration on the Near East by 94 Demo-
cratic Members of this House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 1Is
there cbjection?

There was no objection.

(The matter referred to follows:)
DECLARATION ON THE NEAR EasT BY 04
DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS
Under the Tripartite Declaration of 1950,
our Government recognized “that the Arab
States and Israel all need to maintain a cer-
tain level of armed forces for the purpose
of assuring their internal security and their
legitimate self-defense and to permit them

to play their part in the defense of the area
as a whole.”

Communist weapons and technicians are
now pouring into the Near East as a result
of the Egyptian-Czech arms deal, imperiling
the stabllity and peace of the region and
weakening the defenses of the free world.

The Egyptian-Czech arms deal brings the
front of the cold war to the Egyptian-Israel
frontier, and the survival of Israel is directly
and immediately menaced.

It is vital that our Government act de-
elsively to end the threat of war in the Near
East. The best way to do this is, of course,
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to promote an honorable peace settlement

between the parties. To that end we urge
that our Government and other interested
nations seek by all possible means to ne-
gotiate formal treaties within the frame-
work of the United Nations guaranteeing the
existing frontiers of Israel and the Arab na-
tions in the Near East that want peace and

., are ready to enter into such treaties. But

to make peace we need agreement to negoti-
ate and until there is agreement by the Arab
nations to sit down at the peace table, there
is the present danger of a major outbreak of
hostilities.

Accordingly, we make this further specific
suggestion: That our Government permit
Israel to purchase the $50 million of defen-

sive arms which she seeks in this country

strictly for purposes of self-defense. Israel
is firmly a part of the free world and she may
be counted upon not only to defend herself,
but dlso to join 1n the defense of the Iree
world. -

While we are oppoaed to an arms race in -

the Near East, we believe that the military
capability for safeguarding Israel’s national
existence must be maintained. We believe
the danger of war will be seriously increased
if the Arab nations attain a military pre-
ponderance capable of use for aggression be=
cause of the Communist initiative.

Our Government should continue to offer
economic and technical assistance and help
to resettle the Palestine Arab refugees with
impartial friendship to all in the Near East
who will cooperate for peace.

We have heard with regret that there are
proposals that Israel be asked to yield wvital
territory of her small area to the Arab States.

- We belleve this is the road to appeasement,

not the road to peace.

The American people will not tolerate any=-
thing so immoral as the sacrifice of Israel to
Communist infiltration of the Near East.
The time to act Is now. Fallure to take ac-
tion will encourage the Communist offensive,
increase tension, and endanger freedom.

Signed by Hucm J. AppoNIzio, 11th, New

Jersey; CarL ALBERT, 3d, Oklahoma; VICTOR
L. ANFuso, 8th, New York; THoMAs L, ASH=
LEY, 9th, Ohio; WAYNE N. AsPINALL, 4th, Colo=
rado; CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 3d, West Vir=
ginia; WiLLiaAM A. BARRETT, 1st, Pennsylvania;
JoHN A. BLATNIK, 8th, Minnesota; RICHARD
BoLLINg, 5th, Missouri; JaAmMEs B. BowLEr, Tth,
Illinois; CHARLEs A. Boyirg, 12th, Illinois;
CHARLES A, BUCKLEY, 24th, New York; JAMES
A. BYRNE, 3d, Pennsylvania; CLARENCE CAN=
NoN, 9th, Missouri; EMANUEL CELLER, 11th,
New York; Earn CHUDOFF, 4th, Pennsylvania;
FRANK M. CLARK, 25th, Pennsylvania; IrRwiN
D. DavipsoN, 20th, New York: WiLrianm L.
Dawson, 1st, Illinois; JAMES J. DELANEY, 7th,
New York, Jouw J. DEMPSEY, A-L, New Mex-
ico; CHarLEs C, DIGGS, Jr., 13th, Michigan;
JoHN D. DINGELL, 15th, Michigan; THOMAS
J. Dopp, 1st, Connecticut; ISInoRE DOLLINGER,
23d, New York; HaroLp D, DONOHUE, 4th,
Massachusetts; JAMES G. DoNovAN, 18th, New
York; CLYpE DoYLE, 23d, California; HERMAN
P. EBERHARTER, 28th, Pennsylvania; CARL EL-
LIOTT, Tth, Alabama; GEORGE H. FALLON, 4th,
Maryland; DANIEL J. Froop, 11th, Pennsyl-
vania; JouN E. FoGArTY, 2d, Rhode Island;
AIME J. FORAND, 1st, Rhode Island; SAMUEL
N. FRIEDEL, Tth, Maryland; EpwWARD A. GAR-
MATZ, 3d, Maryland; THoMAS 8, GORDON, 8th,
Illinois; WiLLIAM T. GRANAHAN, 2d, Penn-
sylvania; Mrs. Eprra GREEN, 3d, Oregon;
Wirriam J. GREEN, Jr,, 5th, Pennsylvania;
Mrs. MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS, 17th, Michigan;
HARLAN HAGEN, 14th, California; Wayne L.
Hays, 18th, Ohio; Don HAYWORTH, 6th,
Michigan; CHET HOLIFIELD, 19th, California;
LESTER HOLTZMAN, 6th, New York; Mrs. EpNa
F, KELLY, 10th, New York; EvcENE J. KEOGH,
9th, New York; Cecr. R. Emng, 17th, Call-

fornia; MICHAEL J. EIRWAN, 19th, Ohio; Ar=- -

THUR G. KLEIN, 19th, New York; JoHN C,
EvruczyNskr, 5th, Illinois; Mrs. Cova KNUT-
soxw, 9th, Minnesota; THoMas J. LaNE, Tth,
Massachusetts; RICHARD E. LANKrorD, 5th,
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Maryland; JoEN LesiNskr, Jr., 16th, Michi-
gan; JouHN W. McCorMACK, 12th, Massachu-
setts; TorBERT H. MACDONALD, 8th, Massachu-
setts; Hammis B, McDowsLL, Jr., A-L, Dela-
ware; Ray J. MADDEN, 1st, Indiana; THoOMAS
E. MorGan, 26th, Pennsylvania; MORGAN M.
MouLbER, 11th, Missouri; ApearaM J. MULTER,
13th, New York; James C. MurraY, 3d, Ili-
nois; THoMmas J. O'BRIEN, 6th, Illinois; Bar-
RATT O'HaARA, 2d, Illinois; PHILIP J. PHILBIN,
3d, Massachusetts; MeLviN PRICE, 24th, Illi-
nois: Apam C. PoweLy, Jr., 16th, New York;
James M. QUIGLEY, 10th, Pennsylvania; Louis
C. RaBaut, 14th, Michigan; HENRY 5. REUSS,
5th, Wisconsin; GeomrGe M. RHODES, 14th,
Pennsylvania; PeErEr W. Ropino, Jr., 10th,
New Jersey; ByroN G. RoGERs, 1st, Colorado;
Joun J. ROONEY, l4th, New York; James
ROOSEVELT, 26th, California; JoHn F. SHEL-
- Ley, 6th, California; ALFRED D. SIEMINSKI,
13th, New Jersey; Mrs, LEoNor K. SULLIVAN,
8d, Missouri; Frank THOMPSON, Jr., 4th,
New Jersey; T. JaMEes TumuLTY, 14th, New
Jersey; CHARLES A. VANIE, 21st, Ohio; Roy W.
WiER, 3d, Minnesota; HARRISON A. WILLIAMS,
Jr., 6th, New Jersey; SmoneEy R. YATES, 8th,
Illinois; HERBERT ZELENKO, 21st, New York;
KENNETH J. GraY, Illinois; EpwaArD P. BOLAND,
Massachusetts; WinrFicLp K. DENTON, Indi-
ana; PETER F. MACEK, Jr., Illinois; THoMAs P.
O'NEiLL, Jr., Massachusetts; THADDEUs M.
MACHROWICZ, Michigan; ANTONIO M. FER-
NANDEZ, New Mexico.

Mr.CELLER. Mr, Speaker, I shall not
read this declaration in detail now, but
in that declaration those 94 Members
proposed that the United States and
other interested nations seek to negoti-
ate formal treaties within the frame-
work of the United Nations guaranteeing
the existing frontiers of Israel and the
Arab nations in the Near East that want

peace and are ready to enter into such
treaties.

However, the Congressmen went on to
say that in the absence of agreement by
the Arab nations to sit down at the peace
table, there is the present danger of a
major outbreak of hostilities. Accord-
ingly, they propose that our Government
permit Israel to purchase $50 million
worth of defensive arms which she seeks
in this eountry strietly for purposes of
self-defense.

I have been to Israel on four different
oceasions. I have seen those Israeli peo-
ple at first hand. I can assure you there
is no desire on the part of the Israelis to
stage any kind of war against the neigh-
bors of Israel. The word “sholom” is
a word you most often hear in Israel.
It is & word of greeting. It is a word you
hear on departure. It means “peace.”
It is a time-hallowed word and you hear
it on all sides. It is confrary to the very
nature of the Israelis to wage any kind of
war against anyone. When provoked,
however, they will defend themselves and
defend themselves to the utmost, unto
death. The Israelis will be able to take
care of themselves if they are let alone.
I say I have been to many nations, to all
parts of the world, but I have never seen
a people with a greater faith than that
of Israelis.

They do not wear their faith as one
would the fashion of a hat; no, theirs is
a faith that is deep and abiding, a faith
in the language of Browning that can
move mountains,

And there you see amongst those peo-
ple a determination as firm as the rock
you hold in your hands, and an exulta-
tion that is as fierce as a streak of light-
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ning. There you see unmatchable cour-
age. They exemplified that courage on
the battlefield when they, a mere hand-
ful of some six hundred thousand, suc-
cessfully stood off the aggression of 7
hostile Arab nations comprising over 40
millions of people, and they fought with
a dearth of arms and almost with their
bare knuckles. With that faith, and that
determination, and that courage, they
will indeed be able, as I said a moment
ago, be able to take care of themselves.

Now they are confronted with a very
severe crisis, a crisis that has developed
because of the sale of Czech arms undsr
Soviet auspices to Egypt. Those arms
will create an imbalance, and that imbal-
ance bodes ill for Israel. It is our pur-
pose, at least the purpose of those Mem-
bers who signed this declaration, some
94 Members, to obliterate that imbal-
ance, to create a balance. If there is a
balance of arms I am certain it will as-
sure peace.

In all this I want to say a word about
Great Britain. Great Britain has been
guilty of bad faith here. Great Britain
has been supplying military material and
armaments to Egypt long before the
Czech supplies went into Egypt. I read
from the editorial page of the Man-
chester Guardian:

The British Government has placed itself
in a weak position to complain about Com-
munist supplies, because it was first in the
field. Sir Walter Monckton refused to give
details of the arms rold by the Government
to Egypt, taking refuge behind the old ex-
cuse that it would be contrary to all prac-
tice to disclose what had been sent.

There you have it, a very responsible
journal in England confronts the British
with what they did.

When I was in England this past year
I learned that England had sent 64, or
was in the process of sending, 64 up-to-
date, modern Cenfurion tanks to Egypt.
It is very strange that while Egypt under
the aegis of Nasser, Lieutenant-General
Nasser becomes more bellicose and bel-
ligerent daily, England keeps speeding
her arms into the Egyptian maw.

Egypt under Nasser denies access to
the canal to Israeli commerce, Israeli
ships, or any other ships bearing Israeli
cargo contrary to the ediect and the ad-
monition of the United Nations.

Nasser flouts the resolution of con-
demnation of the United Nations. He
blockades the Israeli port of Elath and
now he is trying to block access to Israel
by way of the Mediterranean Sea through
Czech submarines.

Despite all this England continues to
supply arms to Nasser., We are told as
an excuse that if Nasser is made strong
that will insure peace.

I say to Mr. Eden that is very much
like the man who keeps feeding beef-
steaks te a tiger in the hope of making
that tiger a vegetarian. You are not
going fo convert Mr. Nasser. If Egypt
wants peace Egypt has more arms than
she needs; if Egypt wants war she has
more arms than she deserves.

Nasser has stated in unequivocal terms
that Israel must be destroyed, that it
shall be the purpose of the Arabs at all
times to annihilate Israel. Specifically
he said that Israel is like a condemned
prisoner in the dark awaiting execution.
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That gives you the import of all the pro-
nouncements that are coming out of
Egypt, that are coming out of the Arab
States as against Israel.

In the face of that what shall the
United States do? I think it would be
well for Mr. Dulles not to lend too atten-
tive an ear to the plea that may be made
to him by Anthony Eden. Mr. Eden be-
lieves, unfortunately, that Israel is ex-
pendable. He fears there would not be
access to oil reserves if Israel is made
strong. That is a dangerous doctrine
for Mr, Dulles to hear, but I fear me he
is going to harken unduly to what Mr,
Eden is going to try to sell him, namely,
the idea of slicing off a goodly part of
Israel and giving it to Egypt, perform-
ing a sort of Caesarian operation on
Israel.

Israel is small as it is. The doors of
small Israel must be kept open to the
driven Jew, the Jew that has been tossed
about like dry leaves before the chilly
autumn blast year after year. Where
can these persecuted Jews go, the Jews
of North Africa, in Moroecco, Tunesia, and
Algeria, the Jews from behind the Iron
Curtain, who seek surcease from their
troubles? Where can they go? There
is only one place to which they can re-
pair and that is Israel and the United
States must see to it that Israel is kept
strong and made stronger so that she can
resist the hostile neighbors that surround
her and continue as a haven for the
driven Jew.

Israel today comprises 5,000 square
miles. At the time of the independence
declaration in 1948 when she was bern
as a nation, it was 4,000 square miles,
Then the Arabs converged on her, seek-
ing to destroy her, but the Israelis
worsted the Arabs in battle and Israel
secured a thousand square miles from
that war, captured through battle. So
today Israel comprises 5,000 square miles,
attained as the result of the spilling of
much blood, as the result of sweat and
tears and the loss of many, many lives.
But remember, Israel was originally 40,-
000 square miles. It covered both sides
of the Jordan. Now it is 5,000 square
miles and it must remain 5,000.

Today I understand representatives of
the Foreign Offices of the United States,
France, and England are in a huddle.
They are talking about Israel. All we
get is talk and more and more diplomatic
talk. Meanwhile Israel is in danger.
Israel is in danger of what we call a
sneak attack because the Russians have
supplied Egypt with these MIG’s, these
jet fighters, tanks, heavy artillery, and
submarines. And consider that it is only
8 minutes flight from Cairo to Tel Aviv
by a jet plane. While they are in a
huddle it is possible those MIG's may un-
load their bombs upon Haifa, Tel Aviv
and Jerusalem. Then what? Israel
might be destroyed or partially destroyed.
Israel will then be invited to sit around
a table, bludgeoned and bloody. Then
she may be asked by Anthony Eden: We
will give you peace if you allow the Arabs
to hold what they have obtained by the
sneak attack. Israel may thus emerge
with only a tiny portion of land.

It is because we want to give Israel the
power to ward off a sneak attack that
we 94 Members on the Democratic side
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and 40 Members on the Republican side
haye asked that the United States sup-
ply at least financially the equivalent
amount of arms that the Czechs have
given to Egypt—$50 million worth. If
those arms are sent to Israel, she can
well take care of herself. If those arms
are antiaireraft guns, antitank guns, and
subchasers, Israel will be able to ward
off the foe. Mind you this, it is in the
interest of the United States to supply
these subchasers. Think of it. Some 6
or maybe 8 Russian submarines flying
the Egyptian flag and manned by Rus-
sian technicians are in the Mediterra-
nean in the very shadow of our 6th
Fleet stationed in the Mediterranean.
They are a danger to our own welfare.

What are we going to do about it?
Can we continue to accept the unreal-
istie, the unfortunately unrealistic, pol-
icy of Mr. Dulles and remain silent? It
is incumbent indeed upon the United
States at least to send those subchasers
and the antiaireraft and antitank guns
to Israel.

If you go into Israel, no matter where
you may be you can, with a twist of
your neck, look into hostile territory.
When you are at Acre you are only a
short distance from Lebanon. In the
HiKyria, which is the foreign office of
Mr. Sharett at Jerusalem, you look out
of the window and you see the barbed-
wire demilitarized zone and beyond it is
Jordan. If you go down to Elath, you
look to the south and you see Egypt; you
look to the southeast and you see Saudi
Arabia; you look to the east and you see
Jordan. No matter where you look in
Israel you see enemy territory. Israel
does not want anything but to be per-
mitted to protect herself. Why, any
talk of Israel being aggressive is ridicu-
lous.

Make a comparison between the mili-
tary budgets of Israel and Egypt. The
military budget of Israel is £126 million.
The military budget of the Arab States
is £700 million, 572 times more than that
of the Israeli military budget. Egypt's
military budget equals almost the entire
Israeli budget.

Take the comparison of populations.
The population of the 7 Arab states is
30 times greater than the population of
Israel. The geographical size of the
Arab states is three times the size of
tiny Israel. The resources of the Arab
states are more than 100 times the re-
sources of Israel. Israel is like a gnat
unto an elephant. Therefore, any talk
about aggression on the part of Israel
is just a lot of nonsense, and I hope
indeed that when Mr. Eden and his co-
horts speak of the aggressiveness of Is-
rael that there will be somebody at that
conference table to tell Mr. Dulles the
truth. Mr. Eden does not want to know
the truth. As I said, he wants to do all
and sundry to hurt Israel. In truth,
I should remind him of what Winston
Churchill said of Stanley Baldwin:
“Why, if he stumbled on the truth, he
would pick himself up, brush himself off,
and walk away as if nothing happened.”
Well, the truth must be dinned into Mr.
Anthony Eden’s ears as well as into the
ears of Mr. Dulles.

_As has been said, Israel is the only
democracy in the Middle East, and wher-
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ever the flame of democracy burns, it
is incumbent upon democracies every-
where to nurture and strengthen that
flame of democracy. The United States
has a grave responsibility over and be-
yond that. The United States helped
sire Israel. She was one of those fore-
most in the United Nations to see to
it that Israel became a nation. Now the
infant needs protection, and the United
States is like a mother to Israel. When-
ever did a mother desert her child? And
therefore it is necessary for the United
States to come forward and help.

Mr. Speaker, I shall place in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD a recital of the Arab
atrocities, the constant rapine and
plunder and murder perpetrated by the
Arabs on the Israelis. It is a horrendous
record. It indicates over a short period
of time there were 1,039 casualties of
maimed, wounded, and dead among the
Israelis in that area.

So, in conclusion, I do indeed hope
that reason and truth and decency and
honor will descend upon our State De-
partment to the end that defensive arms
will be supplied Israel.

(The article referred to is as follows:)
[From Israel Speaks of Janueary 27, 1956]

THE RECORD, IN PART, OF ARAB ACTS OF
AGGRESSION, 18953-556
1953

January 4: Three soldiers and a civilian,
on the way to Jerusalem, were kidnapped
and detained in Jordan for 3 days before
news of their whereabouts leaked out. They
were released only 3 weeks later, after a
series of Israeli protests.

January 10: A number of attacks were
made on Israel patrols during the week by
Jordanian armed bands. Near Badrus, in
the neighborhood of Bet Naballa, an Israel
patrol was attacked from prepared positions,
while other patrols were attacked in the Bet
Surik area and in the district southeast of
Hebron, all in Israeli territory.

January 22: An Israell soldier was killed
by the Jordanians in the “Little Triangle”
area.

January 28: An Israell soldier was wounded
when a patrol was attacked by a band of
armed Bedouin and Jordan soldiers in the
Beersheba district.

February 2: A Haifa-Lydda freight train
was derailed after it ran over explosives
which tore up over 200 feet of track in the
vicinity of Kalkilya. Automatic fire opened
from the direction of the Kalkilya police
station on the Jordan side of the border
signaling the traln’s approach, indicating
the careful planning of this operation.

February 19: An Israell soldier was killed
during a skirmish with a Jordan force that
invaded Israel northeast of Bet Govrin.

February 25: An Israell soldier was fatally
wounded when Arab forces attacked an Is-
raeli unit near Hebron.

February 26: Members of Dardara, a set-
tlement on the banks of the Huleh, were
fired on from Syrian positions.

February 28: A group of armed Arabs am-
bushed an Army vehicle northeasf of Beer-
sheba, but were driven off.

March 9: An Israelli policeman was killed
in the EKalkilya area, about 10 miles east of
Natanya, when armed marauders opened fire
on an Israell patrol.

March 10: An Israell who erroneously en=-
tered no-man’s land in Jerusalem was shot
and killed by Arab Legionnaires. When an
Israeli policeman tried to enter the area to
give the wounded man first-aid treatment,
he was fired upon and was forced to retire.

March 12: In Jerusalem, a carpenter was
killed, as he was entering his shop, by an
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Arab Legion soldier who shot at him from
his position on top of the walls of the Old
City.

March 20: An Israeli soldier was wounded
in a clash that occurred south of Bet Govrim.

April 6: Two soldiers on leave were mur-
dered near Kfar Hess by two armed Jordan-
ians.

April 8: A mother and her 21-year-old son
were shot and wounded in Kfar Saba.

April 11: Two boats attempted to land in-
filtrators off the southern coast of Israel.
One boat was captured by an Israel patrol.
The other boat escaped.

April 13: A watchman was severely wound-
ed in an attack of a Jordanian gang of infil-
trators on Israel watchmen near Hadera,

April 17: An Israel patrol was attacked
near Mevuot Betar in Wadi Fukin south of
Jerusalem by a larger Jordanian military
force which penetrated into Israel. Two
Israel watchmen were wounded and kid-
napped and then murdered in cold blood
and dragged across the border.

April 18: A woman was killed on the roof
of her house in the Musrara quarter in Jeru-
salem by Arab Leglonnaires.

April 20: One Israel soldier was wounded
by an armed Jordan band which penetrated
into Israel in the vicinity of Dawayima in the
Bet Govrim region.

April 20: A father of five children and
his niece, an American citizen on a visit to
Israel, were murdered in their house in the
Kiryat Moshe quarter in Jerusalem.

April 22: Six pedestrians were wounded,
two of them severely, when Jordan Legion-
naires opened fire across the demarcation line
in Jerusalem from the Sheikh Jarrah quarter
in the north to Dir Abu Tor in the south,

May 3: A blind 73-year-old Jew was shot
dead after being dragged by three Arab Le-
glonnaires into Jordan territory and first
being beaten by them. The act occurred
near the maabara of Mekor Haim in Jeru-
salem.

May 17: Two watchmen of a Jerusalem
corridor settlement were shot dead by infil-
trators.

May 25: A mother of 7 children was killed,
3 women, 1 man, and 3 children wounded by
a Jordan attack on 3 villages of new immi-
grants near Ben Shemen at the border. In
the attack at Bet Nabala, grenades and dyna-
mite were used. Throughout the attacks
the marauders covered the villages with
heavy automatic fire.

May 27: One Israel soldier was killed,
another wounded by an armed Jordan unit
crossing the armistice line and penetrating
into Israel territory in the Hebron district.

May 28: A Jordan unit crossed the border
south of Bet Govrim, took up position 1
mile inside Israel territory and attacked
Israel soldiers, Two Israel soldiers were
wounded.

May 30: An attack occurred on an open
truck carrying children on a holiday trip,
114 miles west of Meron on the Nazareth-
Acry Road. One child was killed, 3 wounded.
Tracks of the killer led to the Lebanes
border. .

June 6: A young man was murdered, one
woman wounded in Jerusalem.

June 7: Jordan Arab Legionnaires fired on
two Israelis near the railway station in
Jerusalem.

June 9: Tirat Yehuda near Ramle was
attacked. One Jew was killed, the other in-
habitants of his house wounded. The
neighboring house was blown up by explo-
sives.

June 10: A house in Mishmar Ayalon near
Latrun was demolished. One woman was
wounded severely.

June 11: Armed Jordanlans penetrated in-
to Kfar Hess, threw grenades, opened fire on
villagers. One woman was killed, her hus-
band wounded.

June 17: A Jordan unit opened fire on an

Israel unit holding exercises near Wadi Ara.

One Israel soldier was killed.
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June 19: One watchman was killed and
another wounded near Bet Nekofa and Kiryat
Anavim.

June 22: An Israel patrol was fired upon by
regular Jordan soldlers from over the
armistice line in Tul Karem area.

July 9: Two Israel soldiers were killed in
the Judean hills,

July 17: One watchman was killed and
another wounded by infiltrators in the west-
ern suburb of Jerusalem.

August 8: Three Israel soldiers were killed
by Jordanians in ambush near Bet Govrim.
The Israel soldiers were walking along the
road near the village.

August 11: An attack by Jordanians on a
youth village for retarded children between
ages 8 and 16 took place. Hand grenades
were thrown into sleeping quarters at Kiryat
Yearim in the Jerusalem corridor.

August 16: A man was killed in Ashkelon
by an Arab marauder.

September 2: Hand grenades were thrown
in the Katamon guarter of Jerusalem.

September 8: Two men were killed and
one wounded in Ahiezer near Lod by Arab
infiltrators.

September 8: A passenger bus was attacked
near Lod, one wounded.

September 19: An attack took place on
Migdal Ashkelon. One Israeli was killed.

October 4: A passenger bus was attacked
in the Lydda area.

October 6: A Halfa-Tel Aviv passenger
train was attacked by fire in the coastal
plain.

October 11: An attack occurred on Kib-
butz Nevé Ilan. One member was murdered
in his bed.

October 13: Several Arab attacks on Yehu-
diya (Yahud) on the outskirts of Tel Aviv
took place. A mother of five children was
killed, her 314 -year-old girl and 1 -year-old
boy killed. A 70-year-old woman and one
child were seriously wounded.

October 21: Two Israel trains were derailed
by mines placed by Jordan Arabs on rails
near the settlement of Ayal, in the vicinity
of Qualqueleyah on the Israel-Jordan bor-
der. Thirteen cars were derailed and 130
ralls destroyed.

October 30: Armed Jordanians penetrated
Neve Ilan, a village in the Jerusalem cor-
ridor. They opened fire on the watchmen
and stole work tools and other items from
the villagers.

November 4: Jordanian National Guards-
men crossed the armistice lines into Israel
near Atyr in the northern Negev. The Jor-
danians seized 3 Israel Bedouins and their
flock of more than 350 head of cattle.

November T: An Israel soldler was kid-
napped and killed by Egyptian soldiers. An-
other Israel soldier was wounded but es-
caped. The body of the Israel soldier re-
turned by the Egyptians was riddled with
bullets fired from 1l-yard range, and had
knife cuts in the back and stomach.

November 8: Arab Legion soldiers fired on
12 Israel representatives on their way to a
meeting of the Israel-Jordan Mixed Armi-
stice Commission near Efar Budros.

November 12: Arab Legion forces kid-
napped 8 Arab women, 2 Arab children, and
a Jewish guard while they were picking
olives at Bet Safafa, south of Jerusalem, 150
yards inside Israel territory. Later, 7 of the
women were returned; the 8th was seriously
wounded. BSubsequently, the body of the
watchman was found near the village. Ex-
amination of the body in the presence of
U. N. officials disclosed that the guard had
been shot seven times in the back.

November 16: Armed infiltrators were dis-
covered by frontier guards in the Jordan
Valley.

November 22: A band of Arab infiltrators
stole Iirrigation pipes from the vegetable
fields of a village in the western Negev,

November 24: Soldlers of the Arab Legion
of Jordan threw stones into the Israel sec-
tlon of Jerusalem from the walls of the Old
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City. A man standing in front of his home
was hurt, and required medical attention.
December 2: An Israel police boat patrol-
ling the Sea of Galllee was fired upon from
SByrian positions on the northern bank.

December 4: Marauders from Jordan en=
tered the village of HatZov, near Gedera,
and stole livestock from farmyards there,

December 6: A watchman on guard in the
Mount Scorpus area of Jerusalem was
wounded, after being fired upon from the
other side of the fence of the demilitarized
zone.

December T: Water pipes were stolen from
a village near Migdal Ashkelon in the Negev.
The thieves' tracks led to the Gaza strip.

December 10: A member of Ein Shemer, a
village in the Sharon near the Jordan border,
was serlously wounded by infiltrators as she
was walking near the “maabara” in which
she was employed as a social worker,

December 11: A bus traveling on the
northern frontier road between Goren and
Shomera was fired upon by automatic weap-
ons,

December 16: The bodies of 2 19-year-old
soldiers were found after a day-long search
in the vicinity of Bet Govrin near the Jordan
border. The soldiers had been shot in the
head and their bodies looted. Their rifles,
ammunition, army papers, personal belong-
ings and some clothing were missing.

December 18: Infiltrators stole camels
from a Bedouin tribe in the Negev. The
tracks of the two marauders led to the Egyp-
tian border. On the same night, other in-
filtrators stole water pipes and other equip-
ment from a village in the western Negev.

December 22: An Egyptian warship fired
on an Israel plane in the Mediterranean
about five miles from the coast.

December 28: Rifle and automatic fire
were opened on an Israeli patrol in the
southern Negev by a large group of Jor-
danians.

December 30: A police patrol boat on the
Sea of Galilee was fired upon from across
the Syrian border.

December 31: Arab marauders stole irri-
gation pipes from a settlement near Migdal
Ashkelon in the Negev.
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January 3: Infiltrators stole fertilizer and
water pipes from a western Negev settle-
ment.

January 7: Marauders broke into the vil-
lage of Neve Ilan in the Jerusalem Corridor
and stole quantities of clothing.

January 12: Marauders penetrated Dega-
nia Bet in the Jordan Valley. They opened
fire on members of the settlement and seri-
ously wounded one of them as the village's
guard tried to stop the theft of stores.

January 13: Infiltrators stole water pipes
and livestock from two settlements in the
Negev.

January 17: Infilirators stole all of the
merchandise of the general store at Mena-
chemia, close to Degania Bet.

January 18: A group of Israel Bedouin
shepherds tending their camels in the north-
eastern Negev were attacked by armed Jor-
danians who had entered Israel territory.
The shepherds and thelr camels were taken
prisoner and transported across the border.
A 16-year-old member of the group man-
aged to escape and report the incident to the
Israel authorities.

January 18: Israel trains were attacked by
armed Jordanians in two separate instances,
The first incident occurred when shots from
Jordan territory were fired at a Hadera-
Lydda train near EKfar Syrkin; the second
occurred 1 mile north of Tulkarm on a
Tel Aviv-Haifa freight train.

January 25: A Piper Cub plane carrying
civilian passengers was fired on while it was
fiylng north of Yad Chana.

January 26: Two Israel Arab residents, a
man and a woman of Bet Safafa, a village
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south of Jerusalem, were abducted by mem-
bers of the Arab Legion.

January 27: Jordanian forces entered
Israel territory and killed a member of an
Israel police patrol near Lifta, on the north=
ern outskirts of Jerusalem.

January 28: Draft animals were stolen
from the village of Zakaria in the Jerusalem
Corridor.

January 30: An Israel police unit patrol-
ling the armistice lines in the central Sharon
was attacked by members of the Arab Legion,
from four Jordan positions, including the
police station at Kalkilia on the Jordan side
of the border.

February 2: Jordanians were intercepted
by watchmen in the Jerusalem corridor as
the marauders were uprooting olive trees and
transferring them across the border.

February 4: A group of marauders tried to
force their way into the settlement of Mish=
amar Ayalon, near Ramle. .

February b6: Jordan soldiers penetrated
over a mile into Israel territory in the north-
ern sector of the Israel-Jordan frontier.
They stole a flock of sheep and goats and
kidnapped the shepherd.

February 6: A fishing boat from the set=
tlement of Ein Gev was fired on in Lake Kin-
neret from a Syrian outpost at Koursi,

February 8: Infiltrators penetrated into
the village of Balfouria in the Valley of Jez-
reel and attempted to steal livestock. The
farmers exchanged fire with the marauders
who escaped across the Jordan border.

February 11: A large group of Jordan na-
tional guardsmen entered the no-man’s-land
in the Latrun area, to which entry is for-
bidden by the armistice agreement, and
opened intensive fire on an Israel unit pa-
trolling the area.

February 14: A watchman was murdered
by armed infiltrators near Machaseya, a set-
tlement in the Jerusalem corridor. Two
watchmen were patrolling the area when the
shots were suddenly fired at them from close
range. ;

February 15: Jordanian forces killed a
watchman at another village near Jerusalem.

February 16: A group of workers were at-
tacked on the road leading to Ajur in the
southern part of the Jerusalem corridor.

February 19: An Israel patrol encountered
about 50 armed and mounted infiltrators
from across the Egyptian border. The gang
opened fire on the patrol and killed an Israel
soldier.

February 20: An Israel Beduin was Kid-
naped by Egyptian soldiers in a jeep on their
way to the border from the Israel-Egyptian
Mixed Armistice Commission camp.

February 21: A group of workers were fired
on from the southwest section of the old
city wall of Jerusalem, under Jordanian
control. The shooting continued for 4 hours.

February 28: A civilian plane engaged in
spraying the fields of settlements near the
northeastern border of Israel was fired on
from Syrian positions.

March 2: An Israel unit was attacked by a
band of armed Jordanians who had crossed
into Israel territory east of Bet Govrin.,

March 4: A gang of Jordanians kidnaped
an Israel shepherd and stole his flock.

March 4: A band of armed infiltrators shot
and wounded a tractorist in the village of
Brur Chayll in the northwestern Negev.
They robbed the wounded man of clothing
and valuables and escaped across the Egyp-
tia:. border.

March 7: A border policeman was serlously
wounded when a police unit was fired on
from across the Jordan border.

March 10: An Israel soldler was killed and
three scldiers wounded when a mine ex-
ploded under the vehicle in which they were
traveling near the frontier at Bet Govrim.

March 11: Syrian military positions opened
fire on Israel fishing boats on Lake Tiberias.
Two boats were hit and damaged, A second
attack occurred on March 15 while the Israel-
Syrian Mixed Armistice Commission was in
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session the Israel complaint con- territory near Hirvat Illin, southwest of Bet ritory. A member of the unit was wounded
cerning the March 11 attack. Natif in the Jerusalem corridor. JIn the in the head.

March 12: Armed members of the Jordan
National Guard entered an Israel village
south of the Valley of Jezreel and kidnaped
an Israel Arab.

March 15: An Israel Beduln was munrdered
in his tent mear Shuval in the Northern
Negev.

fl.;mh 15: Marauders ambushed and shot
at a truck of the settlement of G'vulot, in the
northwestern Negev, when it was on its way
to & maternity hospital with a pregnant

‘woman.

March 17: Eleven Israeli passengers, among
them women and were massacrecd
in an ambush near Maale Akrabim (Scorpion
Pass) on the road from Eilat to Beersheba.
The bus slid into a ditch after automatic

fire instantly killed the driver.
The attackers approached the bus and two
of them boarded it, firing their machine-guns
at the passengers from point-blank range.

March 28: An Israel soldier was wounded
when his unit was attacked by Arab ma-
rauders near Eatana in the Jerusalem cor-
ridor.

March 25: Armed Egyptians wounded an
Israel soldier and kidnaped a second near
the Gawa sirip border.

March 26: An Israel watchman was mur-
dered when tommypgun bursts were fired at
him by Arab marauders near the village of
Kisalon im the Jerusalem corridor. The
murderers escaped into Jordan territory after
at.unqg the wa.tchnmn‘s rifle.

March 29: Four separate thefts of pipes,
draft animals, and equipment from Israel
settlements in the Western Negev occurred.

April 6: Two Israel soldiers were wounded

when fire was opened on them near the set-
tlement of Kissufim,
. April 11: Fire was opened from Jordan-
held territory .on the settlement of Ramat
Rachel on the southern outskirts of
Jerusalem.

April 14: A farmer plowing in the fields
of ¥ad Chana in the Sharon Plain was
attacked and seriously wounded by Jordan-
ilan infiltrators.

April 19: Infiltrators from Jordan stole a
flock of sheep from the settlement of Ein
Gedi on the Dead Sea.

April 23: An Israel border patrol in the
Judean hills was attacked from positions in
Jordan and was under rifie, machine-gun
and two-inch mortar fire for several hours.

April 24: An organized group of maraud-
ers attempted to rob the settlement of Kis-
sufim in the Negev. When they were inter-
cepted by an Israel patrol, the Israelis were
attacked from across the armistice demarca-
tion line by Egyptian forces stationed in the
Gaza, strip.

April 24: Both the settlements of B'eri
and Nachel Oz were robbed by Arab
marauders,

April 29: Arab infiltrators stole irrigation
equipment from the settlement of Gvaram
in the Negev.

May 1: An Israel patrol was attacked near
Ahuzam in the South by a band of Egyptian
infiltrators. The wpatrol killed 1 and
wounded 1 of the gang. Information
concerning the movements of Israel military
personnel and equipment was found on the
bodies of the two fallen spies.

May 7: A watchman from the XKastel
maabara was killed near the Arza Sana-
torium in the Jerusalem corridor. The
murdered man was robbed of his ammuni-
tion.

May 8: An Israel unit was attacked by
Jordanlans near Givat Oz, in the Megiddo
area. A Jordanian was killed in the clash,
and dragged from Israel territory by the
Jordanians. An Israel policeman was killed,
and a second is missing.

May 9: An Israel border patrol encoun-
tered Jordan National Guard men in Israel

ensuing clash, twe policemen of the Israel

were seriously wounded and dragged
by the Jordamians into territory under Jor-
dan control where, medical reports show,
they were killed at close range by sharp and
blunt instruments.

May 14: The pumphouse of the settlement
of Aikim, narth of the Gaza strip, was broken
into and the pump dismantled by Arab in-
filtrators.

May 23: A band of armed Egyptians
crossed into Israel end citacked an Israel
Bedouin camp near Bir el-Maiga in the west-
ern Negev. They stabbed five of the Bedouin,
beat others, destroyed the tents and robbed
the Bedouin of thelr ammunition, cattle and
donleys.

May 28: A fire engine from the settlement
of Eyal, near the Jordan border in the cen-
tral Sharon Plain, was e’'tacked by infil-
trators on its way to a fire.

May 31: An lIsrael patrol was aitacked by
Jordanians while patrolling the Israel-Jor-
dan armistice lines in the viecinity of Um-
al-Fahm in the central Sharon Plain. One
of the patrol members was wounded.

June 3: Arab Infiltrators robbed a grove
near Migdal Ashkelon, in the southern plain,
of irrigation equipment.

June 8: An Israel soldier was wounded
when the Army vehicle in which he and his
unit were on patrol north of Kissufiin,
nenr the Gaza strip, struck a mine.

June 8: Houses in Jerusalem, near the
old city wall, were stoned by Arab legion-
naires. Windows were smashed and furni-
ture broken In nearby apartments.

June 12: Organized Arab marauders robbed
the settlement of Ein Hashlosha in the
northern Negev of large amounts of agri-
cultural produce.

June 19: Pive settlers of Mevuot Betar,
which is situated in the Judean hills, were
ambushed by Jordanians as they were guard-
ing an orchard mear the armistice lines.
Three of the group were killed.

June 24: Jordanians killed an Israel Arab
woman when they fired across the Israel-
Jordan armistice lines.

June 27: Arab marauders killed a wvil-
lager in the town of Ra‘'anana in the Sharon
Plain. The villager was murdered when he
came wupon the infiltrators robbing his
storehouse.

June 30: The Arab Legion opened fire on
Jerusalem along the entire sector of the
armistice lines within the city. The attack
was launched on June 30, and firing contin-
ued through July 1 and July 2. Three Is-
raelis were killed and 256 wounded in the
3-day attack.

June 30: Israel police boats patrolling the
Lake of Galilee were twice attacked by Syr-
fans from fortified positions near Noursi.
The first attack took place on June 30
when 2 Israel policemen were killed and 5
wounded as the Syrians directed machine-
gun and mortar fire at an Israel police boat.
On July 1, heavy cannon and machine-gun
fire was opened on two Israel police boats
patrolling the lake.

July 7: A band of Arab marauders robbed
the settlement of Carmiyah, in the Negev, of
aluminum pipe stores.

July 9: Arab Legionnaires again shot into
Jerusalem. This shooting continued spo-
radically for 48 hours. Arab Legionnaires
also threw stones into the New City of
Jerusalem on July 7, 9, 10, 11, and 12. Two
Israelis, & 12-year-old girl and a 45-year-old
man, were hurt.

July 10: One Israell was killed and two
others wounded when Egyptians attacked an
Israel wunit patrolling the armistice lines
near Kissufim,

July 20: An JYsrael unit patrolling the
Israel-Jordan armistice lines in the Lydda
area was fired upon from within Jordan ter-

July 25: A settler of Beit Gan, a settlement
in lower Galilee, was killed by Arab infitra-
tors,

July 26: The Jordanians attacked Israel
farmers o] a combine of the settle-
ment of Netiv Ha-Lamed Heh situated near
Jerusalem. An Israel border patrol and a
group from the settlement whe hurried to
the scene were also fired upon by the Jor-
danians. Five Israelis were wounded dur-
ing the attack,

August 2-5: Jordan soldiers opened fire
upon several sections of New Jerusalem in
violation of the Isracl-Jordan Armistice

and the renewed ceasefire agree-
ment which fallowed the 3-day attack on
Jerusalem by Jordan forces on June 30, July
1-2.

August 18: The third Jordan attack in as
many weeks, upon harvesters from the settle-
ment Netiv Ha-Lamed Heh, in the Jerusa-
lem Coeorridor, took place,

August 26: BEgyptians attacked a group of
Israel Beduin in Be'erot Yam, in the Nitzana
demilitarized zone. The Egyptian maraud-
ers fled with part of the Beduin flocks.,

September 2: A bridge on the road to Eilat
and telephone wires near the Israel-Egyptian
armistice lines were destroyed.

Szptember 4: A tractorist was murdered
by Arab infiltrators near Ruchama in the
south.

Beptember 5: Armed Egyptians attacked
Israel Beduin near Subeita in the Negev.
They killed one and wounded a second. The
Arab gang escaped across the bobder with
the Beduin's livestock.

10: Two Israel soldiers were
killed in their observation post mear Bir
Ma'in, north of the Ayalon Valley in the
Jerusalem corridor. The pair were found by
a patrol which was sent to investigate their
absence. The Arab ambushers had concealed
themselves mear the observation post.

September 13: A band of armed Egyptians
attacked an Israel Beduin encampment at
Bir Malaga in the Nitzana demilitarized zone.
The Arab gang abducted three young men
from the Bedouin encampment after having
wounded an old man and the sheikh.

September 20: A house in the village of
Hatzav, south of Gedera, was blown up.

September 25: Two brothers, members of
the Bet Shikma settlement, were killed in
the Negev by Arab marauders who infiltrated
into Israel from the Gaga strip.

September 27: Jordanians attacked a
shepherd from Ein Hashofet in the hills of
Ephraim. They wounded the shepherd and
absconded with a flock of 480 thoroughbred
sheep. The value of the flock is estimated
at IL 75,000.

September 28. Jordanians opened fire
across the demarcation line on three watch-
men of Bar Gilora in the Jerusalem corridor.
One watchman was killed and a second
wounded.

October 2: Arab Legionnaires opened fire
from the Old City Wall upon a group of
children playing in the street in Israel's
Jerusalem. The children, and a woman,
were injured by fragments of stone.

October 11: Irrigation pipes were stolen
from Nahal Oz, in the western Negev, by
Egyptian infiltrators.

October 29: Guards from the settlement
of M'vuot Betar in the Jerusalem corridor
were attacked from across the Israel-Jordan
armistice lines.

October 25: The water pipe near Mefalsim
was blown up by Egyptian infiltrators.

October 28: A band of Egyptian infiltrators
stole agricultural produce from the settle-
ment of Sa'ad in the western Negev.

November 1: Jordanians attacked workers
near Givat Oz in the valley of Jezreel and
were repulsed by an Israel border patrol.
One policeman was wounded.
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November 5: A bus near Magal was fired
upon by Jordanians. A woman was wounded.

November 10: Egyptian marauders stole ir=
rigation equipment from the village of Nir
Moshe in the western Negev.

November 22: A group of surveyors near
Mevuot Betar in the Jerusalem Corridor were
attacked by Jordanians, One of a group of
guards, who came to their ald, was wounded.

November 29: Jordanians attacked a unit
of the Israel border patrol near Batir in the
Jerusalem corridor.

November 30: A border police vehicle on
patrol in the Jerusalem Corridor was dam-
aged by a mine planted by Jordanian in-
filtrators,

December 4: A watchman in Ellat, Israel's
southernmost port on the Red Sea, was
wounded and a car attacked by Arab in-
fAltrators.

December 8: Five Israel soldiers on patrol
in northern Israel were kidnaped by Syrians.

December 11: Arab marauders again at-
tacked and wounded a watchman near Eilat.

December 18: A truck was blown up when
it crossed a mine planted near Ein Ya'Hav,
north of Eilat.

December 22: Marauders, whose tracks led
to the Jordan border, robbed EKfar Shmuel,
near Ramle, of livestock.

December 30: Farming equipment was
stolen by Egyptians from the settlement of
G'vulot in the western Negev.
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January 14: Syrians attacked a dredge
working on the drainage of the Huleh Swamp
in Galilee.

January 16: A Syrian position attacked an
Israel fishing boat on Lake Huleh in Galilee.

January 18: Two members of the settle-
ment of M'vuot Betar in the Jerusalem cor-
ridor were murdered by Jordanian infiltrators
as they slept in a house in Agur, northeast of
Bet Govrin in the northern Negev. Theilr
belongings were stolen by the Arab maraud-
ers.

January 21: One soldier was killed and
one wounded in the vicinity of Nir Yizchak
near the Israel-Egyptian border. On the
same day, two Israel soldiers were wounded
in the Musrara quarter of Jerusalem by
shots fired from the Jordan-confrolled old
city walls.

January 25: Tractorists near Ein Ha'Shlo-
gha in the northern Negev were attacked
by Egyptian infiltrators as they were plow-
ing the flelds of their settlement. One
farmer was killed and a second wounded.

February 1: An Israel soldier was wounded
when automatic rifie fire was opened from an
Egyptlan position at an Israel unit near
Nahal Oz in the Negev.

February 2: A Syrian position opened au-
tomatic fire at four Israel fishing boats on
Lake Kinneret (Sea of Galilee).

February 2: Syrian soldiers fired across
the armistice lines at a group of children in
Kfar Szold.

February 8: An Israel soldier was wounded
by Arab Legion fire in the Sanhedria quarter
of Jerusalem.

February 9: An Israel unit was attacked
by Jordanian fire southeast of Rosh Ha'Ayin,
in the hills of Judea. Two Israelis were
wounded.

February 13: An Israel boat at Lake Tibe-
rias was attacked from Syrian positions.

February 18: An Israek patrol southeast
of Duweima in the Negev was attacked by
Jordanians, One Israel soldier was wounded.

February 256: An Israel cyclist was killed
by Arab infiltrators near Rechovot.

February 27: Three students—two Israel
Arabs and a young Jewish woman from the
United States—were kidnaped by members
of Jordan’s Arab Legion near Beit Tsafafa,
south of Jerusalem. They were returned to
Israel the next day after having been inter-
rogated by legion officers.
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March 1: A fishing boat from Ein Gev
salling on Lake Tiberias was attacked by
fire from Syrian positions.

March 9: Jordanians fired upon workers
in fields north of Sde Eliahu in the Beit
Shaan Valley.

March 12: An Israel Army vehicle travel-
ing northwest of Kissufim in the south was
blown up by a land mine.

March 15: Egyptian marauders blew up a
house in the settlement of Sharsheret, not
far from the Gaza strip border. The attack-
ers were repulsed by the settlement’s watch-
man and his sister. The watchman was
wounded.

March 18: Jordanian infiltrators attacked
the settlement of Yizrael near Afule. One
settler was killed and a second wounded.

March 24: A 23-year-old woman was killed
and 23 persons wounded when Egyptian in-
filtrators threw hand grenades and fired into
a crowd attending a wedding party in the
Negev settlement of Patish., The young
woman had volunteered to serve as an in-
structor in the immigrant settlement. Mr,
David Ben Gurion and Chief of Staff Moshe
Dayan were among the mourners at the fu-
neral which took place the day after the
attack.

March 25: Two Israel herdsmen were kid-
napped by Arab legionnaires who penetrated
into Israel from Jordan territory.

March 28: An Israel Army vehicle exploded
when it struck a mine near Nirim in the
south. Two Israel soldiers were seriously
wounded and died the following day.

April 1: An Israel Army command car was
blown up and damaged by a land mine north
of Kissufim. One Israeli soldier was in-
jured.

April 2: One Israel command car was blown
up by a land mine near Nachal Oz. Five
Israell soldiers were injured. After the ex-
plosion three Egyptian Army positions di-
rected mortar, machinegun, and rifle fire at
the wreckage, wounding another Israel
soldier.

April 9: An Israel command car on routine
patrol was blown up by a land mine at Khir-
bet Maayan in the Nirim area. Omne Israel
soldier was killed on the spot, and another
later died of his wounds.

April 16: A house in the Jerusalem cor-
ridor village of Zakariya was blown up by
Jordanian inflltrators, over the heads of its
inhabitants, burying them under the debris.
Three women and 2 men were wounded and
the house destroyed.

April 18: Syrians opened fire on a number
of Israel fishing boats on the Sea of Galilee.

April 28: An Israel patrol uncovered a land
mine laid on the road south of Nirim. Mem-
bers of the patrol, left to guard the site, were
attacked by an Egyptian military position.

May 7: Jordanians fired upon harvesters
in the wvalley of Jezreel. An Israel patrol
came to their rescue. Four Israells were
wounded.

May 12: Jordanian marauders fired upon
watchmen from the Jerusalem corridor set-
tlement of Bar Giora. One of the guards was
wounded.

May 17: Three Israel officers were killed
and a fourth wounded when an Israel patrol
car was blown up by a mine west of Kissufim
in the Negev. Several hours earlier another
patrol had discovered a mine in the vicinity.

May 18: An Egyptian position opened fire
on a group of Israelis traveling near Nitzana.
On May 20 Egyptians fired upon U, N. ob-
servers investigating the Israel complaint
concerning this attack.

May 27: An Israel army vehicle was blown
up by a land mine laid in the road northwest
of Nirim. Two soldiers were wounded.

May 30: Two Israelis were killed and eight
wounded when Egyptian artillery fired upon
the settlements of Ein Hashlosha and Nirim
in the south. An ambulance rushing to the
aid of the wounded was attacked.
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June 2: An Israel patrol uncovered a land
mine lald by Egyptian infiltrators south of
Kissufim.

June 7: Syrians fired on an Israel fishing
vessel on Lake Tiberias.

June 17: An 18-year-old girl of Efar Mena-
chem in central Israel was wounded by Jor=-
danian infiltrators.

June 19: Egyptian infiltrators blew up the
pipeline south of Kissufim and severed tele-
phone communications to this southern set-
tlement.

June 21: An Israel patrol in Talbe was fired
on by Jordanians. One Israell was serlously
wounded and died several days later.

-June 28: Syrians opened fire on Israel
vessels sailing on Lake Tiberias.

July 2: Syrians fired on a group of set-
tlers from Gonen, in Upper Galilee, trying to
extinguish a fire that had broken out in
their fields.

July 14: Syrians fired on an Israel vessel
salling on the Sea of Galilee.

July 20: Several Syrian posts opened heavy
fire upon the settlement of Hagovrim.

July 23: Hand grenades were thrown into
houses in the Negev village of Patish by
Egyptian infiltrators. Three persons were
seriously wounded.

July 27: Syrians fired on members of
Gonen, in Upper Galilee, as they were walk-
ing south of the village.

August 22: Three Egyptian strongpoints
attacked an Israel mobile border patrol
southwest of Mefalsim. Four Israeli soldlers
were wounded.

August 25: An Egyptian ambush in Israel
opened sautomatic fire and threw hand
grenades at a civillan jeep northwest of Erez.
One of the passengers, a civillan, was killed.

August 27: The water pipeline at Gehah,
southwest of Ashkelon, was blown up.

August 28: Two military vehicles were
mined northwest of Be’erl, Two soldlers
were killed on the spot and four, two of
whom died later, were seriously wounded.

August 20: The masts of the radio broad-
casting station at Yavne, 20 kilometers in a
direct line from the nearest point on the
border of the Gaza strip, were destroyed by
explosive.

August 29: A famlly, conslsting of five
persons was found wounded by gunfire near
Eubeiba in the vicinity of Rechovot. One
of them later died of his wounds.

August 30: The bodies of four workers
from Nes Ziona were found near Bet Oved, 25
miles from the border. They had been killed
by gunfire.

August 30: A halted motor vehicle was
found on the roadway south of Kfar Men-
achem. All four of its occupants had been
killed by machinegun fire.

September 1: A well was blown up at Yad
Mordechal, near the Gaza strip border.

September 3: The water pipeline south-
west of Nitzana, 10 miles within Israel terri-
tory, was blown up.

September 7: Arab terrorists blew up the
water pump in Tirat Zvi in the Bet Shaan
Valley.

September 15: Egyptians attacked an
Israel vehicle near Erez in the south. An
Israeli was killed.

September 22: Two persons were killed and
10 wounded when Arab marauders ambush-
ed an Israel bus just outside of Meron with
machinegun fire and hand grenades.

September 27: Syrians fired on an Israel
fishing vessel sailing on Lake Tiberias.

October 4: A member of the settlement of
Bitha, in the Negev, was killed by Egyptian
infiltrators while on guard duty at Gilat, 10
miles from the Gaza strip. The 32-year-old
watchman left behind a pregnant wife and
five children. Two other settlers were
wounded when they attempted to come to
his aid.

October 16: Egyptian troops fired on U. N.
observers who were on an inspection tour of
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the internaticnal frontier of the Nitzana
demilitarized zone.

October 18: A young soldier on a hunting
expedition in the vicinity of Gonen, in
northeastern Galilee, was ambushed by five
Syrians, wounded by gunfire, and then forced
into Syrian territory.

October 30: Egyptian military positions
attacked an Israel patrol 2 miles northwest
of Nirlm.

November &4: Two n Vampires flew
over Nirim, Nir Izhak, and Ein Hashlosha.
Anocther Egyptian plane lingered over Nirim,
Patish, Be'erl and Nitzana on the same day.
The next day, five separate violations of
Israel airspace by Egyptian planes took place
in the same area.

November 65: Two homes in Sde Hemed,
in the Sharon, were dynamited by Jordanian
infiltrators.

November 8: An ion was averted at
the reservolr south of Ein Harod, in the
Valley of Jezreel, when an attempted dyna-
miting by Jordanians was discovered.

November 13: A home in Rosh Ha'ayln, in
the BSharon, was blown up by Jordanian
infiltrators.

November 20: An Egyptian unit entered
the Nitzane demilitarized Zone south of
Berotayim and attacked an Israel patrol.

November 21: The carpenter's shop and

station in Avuka, southeast of Beit
Bhaan, were dynamited by infiltrators.
- November 27: Members of the Arab Legion
shot at and killed an Israell who had en-
tered . the noman's-land near the Musrara
quarter in Jerusalem.
. Deecember 10: Syrian army forces heavily
shelled TIsrael fishing boats and a police
escort on the Sea of Galilee (Lake Kin-
neret).

December 26: Syrians fired across the
border at Israelis near Susita in the demili-
tarized zone in Upper Galilee.

December 27: Egyptians fired upon Israel
soldiers southwest of Ein Hashlosha,

December 30: Arab infiltrators ambushed
an Israel jeep traveling on the Beersheba-
Eilat road, in the center of the Negev. The
driver was seriously wounded but escaped
through the ald of a truck traveling behind
‘him. Two riders in the jeep were murdered.

Arab violations of ermistice agreements
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Arab wviolations of armistice egreements—

February 8

with any renewal of the war. The promise
of supplies to Israel would do much to re-
move her feeling that she should strike
while there is time, and the promise of mili-
fary action against the violation of frontiers
by either side would help to deter Egypt. It
is ironical that, having said in the 1950 Dec-
laration that an arms race ought to be

Continued
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Estimste of damage eaused to property by Asab infil-
trators and the value of smuggled goods confiscated by
Israel suathoritles and returned through the Mixed
Armistice Commissions:
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THE MinnLE EASTERN DANGER

{(An editorial in the Manchester Guardian
Weekly)

If Russian MEIG fighters have heen seen
over Cairo, as the Minister of Defense sug-
gested in the House of Commons on Tuesday,
the supply of ancient British Valentine tanks
to Egypt appears comparatively trivial. In-
deed, much of the debate in the House on
Tuesday seemed to be on secondary issues.
It is important, of course, that any laxity in
the administration of arms exports should be
tracked dewn, and Mr. Galtskell made the
most of the failings which there have evi-
dently been. But a trickle of old tanks to the
Middle East—and it has been mo more than
that—is insignificent beside the delivery of
fairly new arms both by Cammunist countries
and by the British Government. The Minis-
ter of Defense was justified in his combention
that, even if the obsolete tanks which have
been allowed out of this couniry were remili-
tarized, they would not add materially to
Egypt's armed stremngth. It is a different
story with Centurion tanks and jet fighters
from this country as with Stalin tanks and
MIG alrcraft fTrom Russia and Ceechoslovakia.
These have added greatly to Egypt's power
and have unbalanced the military situation
in the Middle East. The British Government
has placed itself in & weak position to com-
plain about Communist supplies, because it
was first in the field. Sir Walter Monckton
refused to give details of the arms sold by the
Government to Egypt, taking refuge behind
the old excuse that it would be “contrary to
all practice” to disclose what had been sent.
(Why should it be contrary to all practice
when in Jordan and Iraq only a few weeks ago
we held public ceremonies, with Ambassadors
and press photographers in attendance, to
hand over tanks and aircraft?) There is,
however, no doubt that Centurions and Vam-
pires went to Egypt before the first Soviet
deliveries began.

The preponderant supply of arms to Egypt,
as Mr. Gaitskell said, has created grave dan-
ger. The hope of the Arab States for revenge
against Israel has been enhanced, and they
may scon feel tempted to try to drive the
Jews into the sea. The Israelis, too, may feel
that because the balance is clearly going
against them for the first time since the war,
they should strike before the situation be-
comes worse. The danger is in part of the
British Government's own making. It has
been aggravated by the Sowviet intervention,
but Britain itself must bear part of the pre-
liminary blame. For that reason action
ought to be taken to make mere plain our
intentions under the Tripartite Declaration
of 1850. Jeintly with the United States and
France, we ought to say what we shall do
both to restore a balance of arms and to deal

Britain has promoted one to the
extent that she ought now to send extra
But the damage has been done,
and Israel cannot safely be lelt weak. As to
vlolation of frontiers, the wording of the
1950 Declaration was plain enough. It said:

“The three governments, should they find
that any of these States was preparing to
violate frontiers or armistice lines, would,
consistently with their obligations as mem-
bers of the United Nations, immediately take
action both within and outside the United
Natlons to prevent such violation.”

Our obligation to defend the present divid-
ing line 1s evidemt. (The meaning of Sir
Anthony Eden's intervention last Tuesday,
when he told Mr. Galtskell that the language
of the declaration was not so clear as Mr.
Gaitskell thought, is puzeling.) Thatunder-
taking ought, nevertheless, to be reinforced
by a statement that Britain and the United
States would, if necessary, take military ac-
tion. Britain has its troops in Cyprus and
Libya, and the United States has a fleet
handy. In Washington this week their read-
iness should be reaffitmed,

{Presented as & public service by Interna-
tional Latex Corp., Playtex Park, Dover, Del.).

Mrs. EELLY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield now to the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorri.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and to include a letter to Secre-
tary Dulles and a reply.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, this is not
a new subject. Ever since the end of
World War II and the ceming into be-
ing thereafter of Palestine as the State
of Israel, there have existed tensions and
controversies in this area. During that
period, when the Seeretary of State was
Mr. Dean Acheson, many of us urged on
the then Secretary of State the impor-
tance of the recognition of the integri-
1ty of the new state and many of us op-
posed plans for the shipment of arms
and aid of one kind or another to various
of the Arab States.

The other day I came across a head-
line of the year 1950. That headline
said: “Scorr Raps Acheson on Arab Arms
Aid.”

It did not get me anywhere, and I
have about come to the coneclusion that
attacks on Secretaries of State, be they
Mr. Acheson or Mr. Dulles or anyone
‘else, probably will not be as effective
an approach as the continuing logieal
presentation of the reasons why we be-
lieve that the preservation of the integri-
ty of the State of Israel can be achieved
by preventing the growth of an imbal-
ance in arms beiween Israel and the
Arab world, at leasi on a temporary
basis, but can only be permanently
achieved by the negotiation of peace be-
tween the parties to this controversy in
their troubled area. These negotiations
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have a hetter chance of success if
promptly and vigorously pursued.

Together with several other Members
of Congress, and representing 40 Repub-
lican Members of Congress, we called
the other day on Secretary Dulles, hav-
ing presented him with a letter which
I am including in the Recorp, stating
our views. Those views included our
belief that there should be immediate
shipment of arms to Israel to counter
the Communist activity in the area, and
the shipment of arms from Soviet satel-
lites to Egypt. Those views also in-
cluded our concern over the reseitle-
ment of the refugee problem, the Jordan
Valley development; but most of all they
concerned means by which we might pre-
serve the peace of the area through tha
implementation of the Tripartite Pact
or by use of the framework of the United
Nations if, in within the
framework of the United Nations, we
would have a reasonable hope of suc-
CESS.

We talked to Secretary Dulles and
from that talk emerged several impor-
tant developments. In the first place, in
an editorial in the Philadelphia Inquirer
of January 27, I noted that the Secre-
tary of State at that time had implied
that it might be months before a deci-
slon would be reached on the arms bid.
I think it is real progress to be able to
report that peaceful negotiations look-
ing toward peace are now presently being
undertaken; that those negotiations are
with other members of the Tripartite
Pact and presumably with other nations;
that as one member of this delegation
said to the press after leaving Mr. Dulles,
it was expected and the eclear implica-
tion was received that some determina-
tion which would permit the Secretary
to make some further announcement
could be expected in about a month.
This is a great improvement over pre-
vious reports that decision might be de-
layed for many months. If we have suc-
ceeded in advancing the time limit in
that degree, I think that is an impor-
tant contribution. We have not changed
our mind. We still think that arms to
Israel to counter this imbalance are nec-
essary. But the position of the Secretary
is that he should be given an opportunity
to work out peaceful solutions on the
basis as suggested in our letter particu-
Jarly through the implementation of the
Tripartite Pact, the guaranty of existing
frontiers, as we suggested, and other
methods, including the increase in the
number of persons engaged in neutral
patrols along the borders.

It is, I think, fair $o state that it would
be the Secretary’s opinion that time is
needed to work out some of these prob-
lems. Some of us think that that time
should not be very long, because we rec-
ognize the danger to peace and the men-
ace to our own national security through
delay.

But we learned something else. We
secured from the Secretary in that con-
versation a firm policy statement which
was reported in the press conference,
and that statement is this:

Tt is one of the basic tenets of American
foreign policy that Israel be saved.

CII—152

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Another restatement of the same pol-
icy as used by the Secretary was:

It is one of the basic tenets of American
foreign policy that the integrity of the State
of Israel be preserved.

I think we may say categorically that
in learning from the State Department
something that we have been very anx-
ious to hear for some time, that the De-
partment has a basic intent that the peo-
ple who live in Israel shall not be at-
tacked without action on our part and
on the part of other friends of Israel
who are tremendously concerned about
her danger, is an important assertion
of policy. An even more important de-
velopment occurred today when Presi-
dent Eisenhower gave flat assurance that
every constitutional method would be
used by the United States to avoid out-
break of war in this area.

Naturally the negotiations themselves
looking to peace cannot he spread open
to the public gaze as each step is taken,
because to do that would in itself defeat
the purpose of the negotiations,

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCOTT. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. CELLER. However, the gentle-
man, I am sure, feels that arms should
be sent immediately?

Mr. SCOTT. I have said so.

- Mr. CELLER. Iam sure he feels that
any kind of a declaration may bhe un-
able to save Israel if there is any aggres-
sion, a sudden aggression on the part of
Egypt. The United Nations brought Is-
rael into being. That was a declaration.
We joined in that declaration. Then
immediately seven hostile Arab nations
converged on Israel and sought to de-
stroy her. Israel therefore was sorely
put to and had to defend herself with
great difficulty. Israel may not be able
to defend herself as well now as she did
then because of the superiority of arms
that Egypt now possesses. So that it is
the arms to which we must address our-
selves immediately.

Mr. SCOTT. I appreciate the import
of what the gentleman has said and T
am particularly aware of the danger
throuzh the attaimment of air superiority
on the part of Egypt. That is why I
think that what is called for here in the
treatment of this matter is expedition.
The sooner we act to assure the free
world’s security, the better.

1 think at the same time we have to
take at face value the statement of the
Secretary of State that within a near
period, within some early period, the
United States should be aware of
whether its steps directed toward a per-
manent peaceful solution are going to
succeed

‘The position of the State Department
is, “We believe there are better solutions
than are now proposed.” They say that
in their opinion something can be done
within the near future. We say if that
cannot be done, then at the very least
there should be arms aid at that time.
We are going fo continue that position,
we are going to maintain that view to
the State Department. We have stated
to the Secretary of State that we would
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like to act as a continuing committee to
keep in touch with him because, as the
gentleman from New York himself has
indicated, we do not look with complete
trust upon the intent of the enemies of
Israel. Therefore, the watchword, I
think, is to be eternally wigilant day
by day in the hope that an early solu-
tion will appear. I believe we will get
that solution sconer if we do not at this
time waste our energies in an attack
on the Secretary of State, &s I used to
do when I attacked Mr. Acheson. Mr.
Acheson and his administration never
did anything for us. I think there are
better ways to do it, than to make at-
tacks on Cabinet officers, which confuse
the issue with partisan politics.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Is it not a fact that
in that same conference the Secretary
most emphatically made it clear that he
was not ruling out the necessity of arms
to Israel and that that would be very
seriously reconsidered at the time when
the present negotiations warranted it?

Mr. SCOTT. The Secretary made the
point that what he was saying was more
of a revelation and much more of a for-
ward step than had been indicated as
American policy up to that time, and,
further, that the gquestion of arms to Is-
rael is wide open if other solutions are not
arrived at. In fact, the release of arms
to Israel remains very much in the pic-
ture, if peace negotiations bog down,
Yes, in our call on Secretary Dulles, we
succeeded in clarifying the picture and
we advanced, in our opinion, chances for
the solution of this problem.

FEBRUARY 3, 1956.
The Honorable JornN FOSTER DULLES
Secretary of State, Department oj' State,
Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. BECRETARY: As you know many
of us, in our individual capacity of Members
of COongress, have been in continuing com-
munication with the Department of State
coneerning the tragic increase of tensions in
the Middle East. Your statement of August
26, 1956, outlimed the basic concepts which
could, through effective implementation,
bring peace to this troubled area. In your
statement, you outlined certsin specific
problems requiring solution in order to bring
about*peaceful conditions. You referred to
the lack of fixed ‘boundaries be-
tween Israel and its Arab neighbors, the fear
of an imbalance of power which might lead
to violence on the part of one of the parties
to the controversy against the other, and
to the tragic plight of the 900,000 refugees
whose displacement presents a continual
problem.

We, therefore, proceed from the premise
that you recognize the great danger to peace
in the Middle East. We and the millions of
constituents whom we, collectively, repre-
sent are gravely concerned ahout the im-
mediate necessity for finding means to bring
about a treaty of peace between Israel and
the Arab world.

We, therefore, would Hke to state in
further detail some of the problems which
we cansider need to be met by our Govern-
ment and associated govermments particu-
larly Great Britain and France. Under the
tripartite declaration of 1850, our Govern-
ment recognized “that the Arab States and
Israel all need to maintain a certain level
of Armed Forces for the purpose of assuring
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their internal security and their legitimate
self-defense and to permit them to play their
part in the defense of the area as a whole."”
Because of a fear of growing imbalance of
arms, the Government of Israel desires to
purchase through private sources defensive
arms strictly for purposes of self-defense.
We have individually, and now collectively,
taken the position that Israel as a firm part
of the free world should be allowed to ob-
tain in the open market such weapons as
would assure her protection agalnst aggres-
sion. What is the position of the State De-
partment on this matter?

We do not contend that tension in the
Middle East can be finally resolved by the
provision of defensive arms alone. We are
convinced that immediate negotiations for
the conclusion of a treaty of peace between
Israel and the Arab world should be under=-
taken. These negotiations should be effec-
tively implemented by our Government in
association with those governments which
joined in the Tripartite Declaration of 1950.

It is vital that prompt and decisive meas-
ures be taken to end the threat of war in
the Near East.

To achieve this end, the negotiation of
formal ftreaties guaranteeing the existing
frontiers of Israel and the Arab nations is
essential but essential also is a willingness
to negotiate such treaties. We believe that
a treaty of peace and a guaranty of exlisting
frontiers should be offered to all interested
parties in the Middle East and should be im-
plemented promptly as to the frontlers of
that nation or those nations which accept
the proposed peace terms. Otherwise we
continue to be faced with the refusal of
some nations to enter into peace negotia-
tlons or even to recognize the existence of
the State of Israel. What is the position of
the State Department in this regard?

There are two additional matters as to
which we seek information from the« De-
partment: first, we do not believe that eco-
nomic aid should be extended to any nation
which is engaging in warlike or aggressive
maneuvers against any part of the free
world. Therefore, we would like to go on
record as urging our Department of State to
consider most carefully further extension of
economic ald, denying such ald to those
countries which by their actions endanger
the peace and security of free nations. What
is the position of the State Department in
this regard?

BSecond, we agree with your August 26, 1955,
statement concerning the immediate desir-
ability of economic and technical help in
resettling those Arab refugees whose con-
tinued presence in their present location de-
lays or impedes the possibility of a total solu-
tion of the Arab-Israel problem. What
progress has been made by our Governrment
and assoclated nations toward the solution
of this matter?

‘We recognize that the continuing effort of
our Government to counter the spread of
world communism has many facets. Action
taken anywhere may have repercussions in
all parts of the world. But we do urgently
feel that our constituents will be better in-
formed by frank statements of the position
of the Department of State wherever that is
possible, consistent with national security.
As Members of Congress, who support the
aims and objectives of this administration,
we are particularly anxious that our con-
stituents be advised that the Department is
taking positive steps toward the protection
of free nations such as Israel and toward the
dissolution of dangers which in threatening
the peace of Israel, threaten also the peace
of the free world.

We would much appreciate an early re-
sponse to this urgent expression of our
concern.

Huce Scortt, 6th District, Pennsylvania;
ArBerT P. MoRrANO, 4th District, Con-
necticut; EEnnerH B. KEATING, 38th
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District, New York; EoMunp P. Rap-
wAN, 41st District, New York; JAMES G.
ForToN, 27th District, Pennsylvania;
THOoMAS M. PELLY, 1st District, Wash-
ington; THor C. ToLLEFSON, 6th Dis-
trict, Washington; Karr M. LECOMPTE,
4th District, Iowa; R. WALTER RIEHL=-
manN, 35th District, New York; ALBERT
'W. CrETELLA, 8d District, Connecticut;
Howarp H. BAkER, 2d District, Tenne-
see; HORACE SEELY-BrOWN, Jr., 2d Dis-
trict, Connecticut; TiMoTHY P. SHEE-
HAN, 11th District, Illinois; Arviy M,
BENTLEY, Bth District, Michigan; Lau~
RENCE CurTis, 10th District, Massachu-
setts; Gorbon CaNrFIELD, 8th District,
New Jersey; Rosert W. Kmaw, 12th
District, New Jersey; JoHN P. SAYLOR,
22d District, Pennsylvania; JosErH L.
CarriGe, 10th District, Pennsylvania;
BTUYVESANT N. WAINWRIGHT, 18t Dis=
trict, New York; STeveEN B. DEROUNIAN,
2d Distriet, New TYork; Frank J.
BECKER, 3d District, New York; FraAN=
cis E. Dorn, 12th District, New York;
EATHARINE ST. GEORGE, 28th District,
New York; BeErnNarD W. KEARNEY, 32d
District, New York; WiLLiam R. WiL=-
LIaMs, 34th District, New York; HAROLD
C. OsTERTAG, 39th District, New York;
TraoMas B. Cuntis, 2d District, Mis-
souri; James T, ParTreErson, 5th Dis-
trict, Connecticut; WiLriam E. MILLER,
40th District, New York; RoBERT J.
CoRBETT, 20th District, Pennsylvania;
JacksoN B. CrAsE, 2d District, Ne-
braska; PauLn A. FiNo, 25th District,
New York; RurH THoMPSON, 3d Dis-
triet, Michigan; GorpoN L. McDon=-
ouaH, 15th District, California; Dg-
Wirr 8. Hype, 6th District, Maryland;
FrEDERIC R, COUDERT, Jr., 17th District,
New York; CarronL D, KearNs, 24th
District, Pennsylvania; DonNaip L,
JacksoN, 16th Distriet, California;
PETER FRELINGHUYSEN, Jr., 6th District,
New Jersey.

FesruArY 6, 1956.

GenTLEMEN: I have your letter of February
3. I share your concern at the continuing
tense situation in the Near East, and at the
persistent threat it represents to the peace.
Let me say that the foreign policy of the
United States embraces the preservation of
the State of Israel. It also embraces the
prineciple of maintaining our friendship with
Israel and the Arab States.

The Government of Israel, feeling that its
peaceful existence is threatened by the large
amount of arms now made available to cer=
tain Arab countries by the Soviet bloc, de-
sires to purchase from the United States and
other countries additional armament to bal-
ance what it conslders to be the increased
threat against it.

The United States recognizes that current
developments could create a disparity in
armed force between Israel and its Arab
neighbors, However, we are not convinced
that that disparity can be adequately offset
by additional purchases of arms by the State
of Israel. Israel has a population of under 2
million, whereas the Arab population
amounts to tens of millions, and they ap-
parently have heen offered access to huge
stores of Soviet bloc material. Under this
circumstance the security of Israel can per=
haps better be assured by means other than
an arms race.

The having in hand, by Israel, of equal or
superior arms is not the only deterrent to
aggression. Israel is a creation of, and mem-
ber of, the United Nations; the Arab States
are also members, and all are solemnly bound
by that Charter to refrain in their interna-
tional relations from the threat or use of
force. The United Nations organization is
capable of providing many forms of protec-
tion. Furthermore, the United States in
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1950 joined with the United Kingdom and
France to declare a policy of action within
and without the United Natlons to deter
aggression by either side against the other.
United States policy in that respect has re-
cently been reemphasized in the statement
issued on February 1, 1956, by President
Eisenhower and Prime Minister Eden. The
combined influence of the nations which
would, under the United Nations Charter and
the Tripartite Declaration, be against any
armed aggression is a far more effective
deterrent to any potential aggressor than any
amount of arms which could be obtained by
either side.

We do not exclude the possibility of arms
sales to Israel. But it is our bellef that the
security of states in the Near East cannot
rest upon arms alone but rather upon the
international rule of law and upon the es-
tablishment of friendly relations among
neighbors. We are actively working toward
the establishment of such relations.

In my speech of August 26, 1955, made
with President Eisenhower's concurrence, I
referred to the fear and tension arising in the
area from the lack of fixed permanent
boundaries and indicated United States will-
ingness to assist the parties in substituting
agreed frontiers for armistice lines. To en-
courage the parties to work toward such
agreement and to assure them that the
United States would be prepared to make its
contribution to the maintenance of inter-
national respect for such boundaries, I stated
that the President would recommend that
the United States participate in an interna-
tional guarantee of agreed frontiers. That
statement still stands.

You inquire about economic ald., United
States policy in the extension of economie
ald is based upon the desire to strengthen
other free nations. In the case of each aid
program we take into account the nature of
the project in guestion and the purpose for
which it was intended. I can assure you
that United States aid would not be extended
for purposes or under circumstances which
we judged would undermine peace in any
part of the world.

The Arab refugees remain perhaps the
most important single source of bitterness
existing between the Arab States and Israel.
In my speech of August 26, 1955, I proposed
that the problem of the Arab refugees be
attacked in several ways. I suggested United
States participation in an international loan
to Israel to assist her in funding her obliga-
tion to pay compensation for property left
in Israel by the refugees and which Is now
being utilized by Israel. I recommended
assistance to Israel and the Arab States In
the rehabilitation of the refugees both by
repatriation to Israel to such extent as might
be feasible and resettlement in adjolning
Arab States. In this connection the Arab
States and Israel have accepted, on a techni-
cal basis, the Jordan Valley plan which would
provide new economic opportunities for
several hundred thousand refugees. But
final political approval remains to be
achieved. Thus, some progress has been
realized, but much remains to be done.

I know that you all understand that it is
not practical, or in the interest of the goals
we seek, to discuss publicly all of the factors
involved in this complicated situation. I
know you also recognize that the problems of
this area must be studied in the larger con-
text of the free world's unceasing struggle
against international communism. I have,
however, no hesitation in declaring that the
United States, seeking for itself to avoid in-
volvement in war, is earnestly striving as a
friend of both Israel and its Arab neighbors
to relieve the present tension in the area.
If the political and economic developments
should subsequently become such as to make
congressional action desirable or necessary,
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the President would, of course, prompily
-Congress.

Mrs. EELLY of New York. I want to

thank the gentleman from Pennsylvania,

However, I want to point out I made
that statement in my opening remarks
prior to yielding to other Members. I
do want to bring out this point that as
a member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, I took a trip to Europe with a
subcommittee and it was only there in
Europe that we learned of the Czech-
Egyptian arms deal. That is in the rec-
ord of the subcommittee. It was known
to the Department of State as a rumeor
in the spring. I think it should have
been brought to the attention of the
House during the session last year. I
also feel that had it been brought to
the attention of the House, we might
have, which I also wrote into the report
of the subcommittee, we might have and
we should have called off and pestponed
the Foreign Ministers' Conference in the
fall and thus show to the world the in-
sincerity of the Russians.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EELLY of New York. I yield.

Mr, MULTER. I would like to ask a
question of the genileman from FPenn-
sylvania [(Mr, Scorrl. We all appre-
ciate the intense interest that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScorT]
has had in this problem all through the
years and his very sincere approach to
it. We all appreciate how important it
is that peace negotiations in a delicate
situation such as this be carried on be-
hind the scenes, but I would like to
have the House advised about, and if
it eannot be answeerd orally at least to
have the record completed by supplying
for the record, a single instance where
the Secretary of State has said to the
head of any of the Arab States that the
United States as a part of our foreign
policy guarantees the integrity of the
State of Israel. I think that should be
made clear—not to us—not to a press
conference, but to the Arab States.
Now, if we can supply that for the record,
I think we will have moved forward a
long way. Can that be supplied?

Mr. SCOTT. I would answer the gen-
tleman by saying that, in effect, that is
exactly what was accomplished by the
tripartite declaration.

Mr. MULTER. That, too, I am sorry
to say is not a declaration to the heads
of the Arab States. Let us have a state-
ment from the Secretary of State to the
heads of these Arab States that this is
it.

Mr. SCOTT. I think the gentleman
also said that in August of 1955.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RoOSEVELT].

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to add my tribute to the gentle-
woman frgm New York for the oppor-
tunity that has been given here today to
bring to the attention of all America
the fact that this is not in any way a
local problem or a problem which af-
fects just a part of the population of
our great country. This is a problem
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-which too many Americans fail to real-
jze is fundamental to the security of our
own Nation and to the peace and secu-
rity of the entire world.

First, I think that when the record is
written there cam be no gquestion as to
which side is right in this dispute.
America has never been hesitant to move
forward on the side of right.

But above all else, I think we should
understand very clearly that the pres-
ent situation is but one of the pawns in
the great overall effort of Communist
Russia to succeed in her plan of world
conquest. If she can get rid of the State
of Israel, and if she can wipe it out and
have a free corridor into North Africa
and into Asia they will have accom-
plished part of their plan. It is perhaps
being accomplished by the help and the
aid of the Arab mations. Certainly it is
up to our Government to see that this
does not happen. Certainly, not only
for the humanitarian reasons that have
been advanced today for the preserva-
tion of the rights of the people of Israel
to remain = mation, but above all else,
because the rest of the free world is
looking to us for a plan of action which
will safeguard liberty and freedom, and
which can be destroyed if we let our
weakest link snap, there must be a firm
course of action now, So today, if we
repeat the truths that have been recited
over and over again, it is merely that
the truth needs to be repeated in order
that the world at large and all Ameri-
cans may understand the true issues.

I thank the gentlewoman for giving
me this opportunity.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. KrocH].

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my colleague
[Mr. KrEmn] may extend his remarks at
this point in the REcorb.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
obhjection?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELEIN. Mr. Speaker, we are all
greatly indebted to the distinguished and
lovely eentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. Keriyl, for bringing this matter
to the attention of the Congress.

This problem is presently also receiv-
ing the attention of our Government in
conjunction with the governments of
France and Great Britain. It continues
to be one of the most important matters
before the United Nations as well.

Many of us are fearful that the recent
conference between the President and
the Prime Minister of Great Britain may
have resulted in some high level decision
to further appease the Arab nations at
the expense of that tiny democracy,
Israel. We must here raise our voices
against any such decision. No amount of
oil, which seems to be the factor most
affecting our position in the Middle East,
or for that matter, any monetary or
other pecuniary consideration, tempo-
rary or otherwise, that we can obtain as
a result of “selling out” Israel will in the
long run be of benefit to us, The people
of this country, as well as many through-
out the world, are looking to our Govern-
ment for world leadership. Israel, as
has been said here many times, is our
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greatest bulwark against Communism in
the Middle East. This has been demon-
strated time and again whereas many
of the Arab countries have been playing
“footsie,” first with the Nazis, and now
with the Communists. They have dem-
onstrated that in a time of emengency
when we might need them most, they
cannot be depended upon.

It is to be hoped that our Secretary of
State and the Prime Ministers of the
governments of France and England,
which were signatories to the Tripartite
Declaration of 1950 will at least live up
to their obligations under that agree-
ment.

Again I want to thank my colleague
from New York [Mrs. Kemy]l for this
opportunity of presenting here what I
believe to be the views of the majority
of this Congress.

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to compliment the gentlewoman
from New York on her obviously studied,
experienced, and considered presentation
today. It is further proof of that which
we from New York have known for a
long time, that in our colleague on that
great Committee on Foreign Affairs we
have a Member upon whom we can rely
and depend to state lucidly and tersely
her position on any difficult subject.
It is further justification for us to come
more and more to lean and rely upon
her judgment in this situation.

The gentlewoman has expressed views
to which I can wholly and entirely sub-
scribe. I therefore meed not delay the
House any longer, ether than to say to
you,. Mr. Speaker, that I am sure that
out of this discussion will undoubtedly
come the action that seems to be needed.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. I want to
take this time to thank the gentleman
from New York [Mr. KeocH] for his re-
marks. I only wish that I could have
that same effect on the State Depart-
ment with reference to Israel, but at
least I tried.

Mr. KEOGH. If I still have a few
seconds, I would say whether the gen-
tlewoman has any effect upon the State
Department is not as important as the
effect we know she will have had after
today upon all thinking Americans.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. I thank
the gentleman.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MacpoNALD].

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to join with the other Mem-
bers in expressing our appreciation to
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
KerLLy] for the great work she has done
on this subject and for the fine work
done by her commitiee in the Middle
East. I know I express the opinion of
many Members of the Congress in stat-
ing that we are indeed fortunate to have
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
KEeLry] play the guiding role she has in
this field.

It seems a little presumptuous for a
freshman Congressman to come before
this great body to make suggestions as
to what should be done on such a vital
issue as the Middle East. However, I
think that is typical of the void that
‘exists because our State Department,
who should be expert in this field, have
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taken no position whatsoever. It seems
to me clear that leadership must be
had—and had soon—on this subject or
we will lose our position in the Middle
East through the very virtue that we
have not exercised—that of leadership
in this area.

So with the knowledge that this is a
highly sensitive field I would like to put
forth some suggestions that seem to me
would be of some help in this troubled
area.

It seems clear to me that the follow-
ing steps would help resolve some of the
problems in this area. Of course, it is
conceded that there is a good deal of
controversy and many problems to be
solved, but some action must be forth-
coming and forthcoming soon. I suggest
that, first, under no circumstances
should the United States sell arms to
Egypt. If Egypt desires peace she has
more arms than she needs. If Egypt
wants war she has more arms than she
deserves.

Second. United States should enter a
mutual-security pact with all peace-lov-
ing nations of the Middle East. A pact
which would not preclude the entrance
of Israel into mutual defense against
non-Middle East enemies and which
would guarantee the borders of those
countries.

Third. Impose economic sanctions on
nations that breach the peace. That is,
for example, unload our surplus cotton,
for which all our taxpayers have paid
their tax dollars to support, in Egyptian
foreign markets at a low price, if Egypt
should breach the peace in this area.

Fourth. Offer concrete help in order
to develop Israel’s oil resources to their
fullest.

Fifth. Provide defensive arms needed
by Israel to protect itself against any
aggression.

Sixth. By educational methods and by
the pressure of world opinion, try to
bring to the consciousness of the Arab
States that it is to their own self-inter-
est that Israel survive. So that its men
of learning, its doectors, its public health
experts, its irrigation experts may be
utilized by the people of the entire area.
So that the whole of the Middle East
may flower and peace again shine on the
lands from which all mankind sprang.

In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, until
these things are done it is only logical
to expect that the prestige and influence
of the United States will fall even lower
in this most important and strategic area
of the world.

Thank you, Mrs. KeLry, for allotting
me this time.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. KELLY of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. I
would like to commend the gentlewoman
from New York for her leadership in this
matter and to associate myself with her
remarks.

I would like also to commend my
friend from Massachusetts and to say
that I particularly associate myself with
the solutions which he has just set forth.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. I thank
the gentleman,
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Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. EELLY of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. Speaker,Iam very
anxious to associate myself with my col-
leagues and particularly with the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. KeLry)
and to say what a splendid and fine thing
she has done today.

Surely, Mr. Speaker, there can be no
doubt that the sifuation in the Near East
is far different today than it was a year
ago. American policy, if it is to be real-
istie, must face the fact that Soviet in-
fluence is now firmly established in
Egypt—a highly volatile and national-
istic country under military rule which
currently relies on the Communistic bloe
not only for arms, but as the main mar-
ket for exports, and as a source for
economic aid and technical assistance.

If we are to be realistic we must
recognize that nothing, now, can keep
Russian embassies and emissaries out of
the Near East, and that it is wisest to
enlist them, as soon and as publicly as
possible, in the ranks of those who do not
want a second Israel war.

I think that it must be made unmis-
takably clear, Mr. Speaker, that the sale
of arms to Israel—as proposed in the
joint declaration signed by Republican
and Democratic Members of this body
alike—is only a short-range measure to
preserve the tenuous peace which exists
today more by chance than by design.
The sale of arms to Israel, all of us agree,
is absolutely consistent with the Tripar-
tite agreement of 1950 which recognizes
that the nations of the Near and Middle
East must have arms for purposes of self-
defense and the stability of the area.
Only the conditions have changed. Arab
nations which were relatively weak in
1950 today are growing stronger by the
hour with the delivery of heavy weapons
and jet aireraft from the Soviet Union.
Surely there can be no question but that
the balance of strength between Israel
and her hostile neighbors has been dan-
gerously upset. Nor can we dispute the
fact that a tiny oasis of democracy, only
8,000 square miles in area and a mere
population of 1,600,000, is surrounded
by sworn enemies whose total popula-
tion is 40 million and whose total terri-
tory is in access of 1 million square miles.
If the Tripartite agreement was neces-
sary in 1950, as we are all convinced that
it was, then surely it is all the more
essential today.

The void in United States policy just
referred to by the learned and eminent
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr.
MacDonarp, must be filled by thoughtful
but positive action. The proposals
which he set forth would do much to fill
the ghastly vacuum which today is caus-
ing the entire world such anxiety.

At the risk of repeating mpyself, Mr.
Speaker, let me again say that oppor-
tunities for peace are precious because
they are only momentary; they must be
taken by free people with courage and
conviction.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr,
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DoNovaN].

Mr, DONOVAN. Mr, Speaker, need-
less to say, I am profoundly grateful,
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and I know I speak for everybody within
range of my voice, for this opportunity
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs,
KeLLy]l has presented to all the Mem-
bers of this House to express their views
on the stark conflict that now exists in
the Middle East.

The basic facts in North Africa and
Asia Minor are bitter. The Arab
league in the driver’s seat with Egypt
at the reins is against us, playing Rus-
sia’s game. The Arab league opposes
the Northern Tier Pact between Turkey,
Iraq, Iran, and Pakistan; so does Russia.
The United States supports this North-
ern Tier arrangement as a keystone in
our defenses against Russia, yet the
timid in our midst temporize.

Israel, the only democracy as we
understand the term, in the Middle East,
is on our side. To whom, in the name
of common sense should our aid and
sustenance go, if not to Israel? Should
we comfort our enemies and leave our
friend naked?

Apart from these stark reflections on
the real politics of North Africa and
Asia Minor with one eye on the Dark
Age and medieval history of militant
Islam and its modern counterpart, the
Arab league, and the other eye on the
heroic struggle of modern Israel for
freedom and self-respect, what kind of
man would I be if I looked the other
way? I cast my lot with Israel and
against the Arab league and to the Arab
league, as far as I am concerned, we
should give nothing, no economic aid,
until they back down and show a will-
ingness to play the game as a civilized
western world understands the rules.

Mrs. EELLY of New York., Mr. Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. BoyLE].

Mr. BOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I, too, ex-
tend my appreciation to the gentlewoman
from New York on her efforts in point-
ing up the explosive situation which ob-
tains in the Middle East.

On April 27, 1955, in my salute to
Israel on her seventh anniversary, I
pointed out that the present administra-
tion has released arms to Irag and the
Arab nations while refusing arms to
Israel since 1952. Today, we find the
United States and the West still furnish-
ing arms to the Arab nations, who are
receiving arms from the Soviet Union as
well now, and our Secretary of State still
refuses to sell arms to Israel. My well-
intentioned advice in that speech about
a treaty arrangement with Israel has
been ignored and refused.

Of course, all the emphasis possible
must and has to be directed to the goal
of peace. Nobody wants an arms race
in the Middle East. But I certainly do
not want to see Israel put in the posi-
tion where she is helpless against her
enemies. An arms race can be bad but it
would be infinitely worse for democracy
and for the world if the United States
and the United Nations should permit
the Arab States to overrun the beacon of
democracy in the Middle Eaft—Israel.

Israel, as we know, is a tiny struggling
island of democracy surrounded by forces
which threaten its very life and exist-
ence. These forces, the Arab nations, see
in Israel a threat and living refutation
of the systems of despotism and abso-
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Iutism to which most of these surround-
ing Arab nations, despite certain lip-
service to the contrary, are clearly
wedded and devoted.

And more than that, we now have the
situation where these enemies of Israel
are receiving aid not only from the West
but also from the nation that is the
greatest threat to our own security,
namely the U. S. S. R. And our Sec-
retary of State temporizes and continues
to be afraid to sell arms to Israel because
he “might start an arms race.” The
sooner our Secretary of State realizes
and understands than an arms race has
already been started and that Soviet
Russia is running very hard in that arms
race by arming the Arab nations against
Israel the better off will be not only Is-
rael and the United States, but the
whole civilized world as well.

Nobody wants war and everybody will
«do everything possible to prevent a war
from breaking out. But it would be even
worse to allow the Arab nations to over-
run Israel and as the Arab States say
drive them into the sea.

It is not necessary to repeat and men-
tion all of the privations and hardships
that the people of Israel suffered at the
hands of the Nazi before and during the
last war. Let us not put them in the po-
sition where they might suffer even more
of the same sort of treatment at the
hands of the Arabs.

In my salute to Israel on April 27,
1955, I advised that—

Our Government should not furnish any
arms to the Arab States until and unless they
sign treaties of peace with Israel and give
indications that they will honor and be
bound by the terms of such a treaty.

And that—

Israel should be Included in any defense
arrangements for the Middle and Near East.

I wish to now repeat those words of
advice to our Secretary of State.

Israel needs a security treaty with the
United States and she now further needs
defensive arms from the United States
and the West with which she can deter
an Arab attack which she fears is sched-
uled for this next summer. There are
four reasons why Israel fears an attack
this coming summer. They are:

Pirst. Progressively increasing Arab
hostility, The Syrian delegate to the
United Nations has told the Security
Council that Israel has no legal or polit-
ical right to any of its 8,000 square miles
of land.

Second. Unconditional Soviet support
of the Arab position and Soviet penetra-
tion of the Middle East, threatening Is-
rael’s national existence and its demo-
cratic principles of life.

Third. “A massive infusion of deathly
armaments” into Arab countries from
both the Communist bloc and the West.
This has fused British centurion tanks
with soviet MIG jet fighters and bomb-
ers, submarines, and artillery, for only
one purpose, “war against Israel.”

Fourth. The lack of a security alli-
ance with any other nation, causing Is-
rael to feel she stands “alone in her
peril.”

As I said last April, our Government
should make a determined effort to bring
about direct negotiations between Israel
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and the Arab States so that peace be-
tween can be effected. Formal
treaties should be prepared within the
framework of the United Nations guar-
anteeing the existing frontiers of Israel
and the Arab nations in the Near East
that want peace and are ready to enter
into such treaties. But our Department
of State must also remember that the
Arab States are preparing to drive Israel
into the sea. For this reason, and this
reason alone, the United States and the
West must furnish arms to Israel so the
Israeli can protect themselves against
attack by the Arabs. Accordingly, I
join in making this further specific sug-
gestion: that our Government permit
Israel to purchase the $50 million of de-
fensive arms which she seeks in this
country strictly for purposes of self-
defense.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Dornl.

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I, too, want to commend the gentle-
woman from New York for her able pres-
entation today and for bringing this
matter to the attention of the Congress.

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that our
Government take firm and decisive ac-
tion in the Middle East. If the Arab
States and Communist Russia are en-
couraged to believe that the democracies
have abandoned Israel, or any country,
they will attack as was done in South
Korea. I have always believed that if
Secretary of State Acheson had taken a
firm stand against the North Korean
Communists before June 26, 1950, there
would not have been an attack on South
Korea. A similar situation exists be-
tween Israel and the Arab States.

In the face of Egyptian-Soviet arms
deals, other Arab States will be embold-
ened to attack Israel and other countries
and, at the same time, follow the Egyp-
tian lead into the Soviet orbit.

In order to prevent another South
Korea, this is the time for the West to
show ‘clearly that it is ready to defend
peace in the Middle East with firm and
binding guaranties of support.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. MADDEN].

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentlewoman from New
York, Mrs. Eonva KeLry, for her out-
standing contribution in enlightening
the Members of the House regarding the
critical situation involving the nation of
Israel.

At the time that President Truman
recognized the infant nation, the people
of the free world hoped that Israel
would be a beachhead of democracy
in the Middle East. We now find that
the complex and intricate infiltration
maneuverings Pf the Kremlin has been
stirring up dissension among the neigh-
bors of this small democracy, the Soviets
are using the same blueprint, with but
few changes, on the strategy, that they
used when they subjected the now cap-
tive nations in Europe under their ty-
ranny. It is high time that our coun-
try, the recognized leader of the free
world, take decided steps to protect the
democracy of Israel from the encroach=-
ments of its adjacent enemies who
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would destroy this small country if they
did not fear the repercussions from the
free nations of the world. I am alarmed
at the actions of our State Department
that it is not taking a more decided stand
through our ally Great Britain in cur-
tailing the shipment of arms and ammu-
nition to the enemies of Israel. If this
cannot be done, at least the free democ-
racies should aid in every way to give
Israel the needed arms and airpower to
defend itself in case of attack.

Through my experience as chairman
of the congressional Katyn Forest Mas-
sacre Investigating Committee in the
81st Congress and the Committee on
Communist Aggression in the 82d Con-
gress, I can readily see that Soviet com-
munism is at work in the Near East using
the same blueprint that it used during
the last 20 years in creating suspi-
cions and unrest in Central Europe. All
the leaders of the captive nations who
observed the Soviet strategy in those
days, can easily identify the Kremlin
maneuverings in stirring up dissension,
bitterness and strife in the Middle East.
This is part of the Communist strategy
and tactics in its slow and ultimate de-
sire for world control and domination.
I firmly believe that the free countries,
including our own, must now take a de-
cided stand on the Israel crisis before
the Communist propaganda and arma-
ment will incite Israel’s enemies into a
vicious attack upon this small democracy
in the Middle East. Concrete steps
taken now may avert general war in the
Near East.

I am happy to be one of the 94 Mem-
bers of Congress who signed the petition
and which today has been presented to
the Congress by our colleague, Congress-
man CELLER, of New York. *

Mrs. EKELLY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. O’'HARA].

Mr, O’'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I have listened to the talks this after=
noon and I have been moved deeply.
Israel is threatened with annihilation,
with being wiped from the face of the
world. To save her, to prevent one of
the great tragedies of all history, we
must act now. Today is being raised the
voice of the Congress.

Back of Israel lies here in our United
States of America an ocean of sentiment
and of emotion. Our Americans of the
two most numerous religions have a
sentimental historic interest in the area
wherein has been established the State
of Israel. We have seen this State es-
tablished in a spirit in which our own
country was established, by people who
have come from oppression, from hard-
ship, and who saw ahead the sun of a
new day of hope. They made great
sacrifices. They made a great start.
They were men and women and children
with a purpose and the hardihood and
devotion to fulfill a mission. And in the
enactment of their laws they followed
so0 much our own pattern. Here in the
United States those of the Jewish reli-
gion have been in the minority. In
Israel they were in the majority, and one
of the first enactments of Israel was to
guarantee religious freedom, with no
handicap upon any minority. So, in
everything that Israel has done we have
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-seen a reflection of the things that were
done in the building of this country.

Now Israel has been brought by the
wicked designs of an alien theology to
the point of great danger. Arms are
being supplied her enemies for her de-
struetion. It is not a matter of months,
time for long negotiations and study in
the closed offices of the State Depart-
ment. It is a matter perhaps of days,
certainly a matter of weeks or of a few
months until it all will end in one of the
great tragedies of history. Can we
stand idle when all the enemies around
Israel are being supplied with arms and
the threat is out “Israel will be wiped
from the face of the earth.” That, I
think, is why we have in the House of
Representatives of the Congress of the
United States are meeting today that all
the world may know our demand for
prompt action.

And, upon what are we basing our
reason? We vote here in the Congress
for large sums of money to defend our
own country, and we say we are not
engaged in a war of armaments. We
are not in a race of armaments, what
we seek is peace. But in building our
own defense we say that to have peace
we must have strength. So we would
apply that same rule to Israel. We
say that in order that there shall be
peace in that area, where Israel is our
friend, Israel shall have sufficient arms
to match the arms that are given her
enemies; not to wage war but to pre-
serve the peace by destroying the im-
balance that invites war.

My friends—and I am measuring my
words—if Israel is permitted to fall,
Israel, which is the prototype of our
own country in that area, the cathedral
of democracy in the Midle East, if Israel
is permitted to fall because of our pro-
_crastination, because of our cautious-
ness, because of our lazy indifference,
then, my friends, the day may not be
far away when our own country will feel
the impact because once from the heart
of Americans has been lost the spark it
may never be regained. What is that
spark that carried our country through
the years of its founding and through
the perplexing problems of growing
years? Is it not the spark of our lives
and of our traditions that we will not
see thrown down and kicked while he
is down our brothers and go not to his
succor? I hope and pray that never
will that spark be lost to us.

Yes, we are striving now to hold high
the spirit of these United States which
is the spirit of all democracy and in
which we find a reflection, brilliant as
the rising sun, in our alley, our friend,
and brother to our heart, Israel.

For Israel and to all the world we want
peace. Peace in this area can be pur-
chased only with strength. We will not
stand idly by and permit to grow and ex-
pand an imbalance certain to end in war.

In our joint statement calling upon
our Government to permit Israel to pur-
chase defensive arms in the United
States, close to half of the Members of
the House summarized the situation in
the Middle East in these words:

Istael is firmly a part of the free world and
she may be counted upon not only to defend
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herself, but also to join in the defense of the
free world.

Being party to an armaments race in
the Middle East is a decision fraught with
desperate possibilities. Unfortunately
Russia seized the initiative. In arming
the Arabs, as she is doing through her
satellite Czechoslovakia, she has left us

‘no alternative but to arm Israel.

Our own security as well as the security
of the free world is now threatened by
Communist penetration into the Arab
States of the Middle East. TUnless Israel
is armed an imbalance of armed strength
may tempt Egypt to wage war against
Israel setting off a conflagration which
could be world war III.

The Egyptian-Czech arms deal brings
the cold war to the Middle East. The
survival of Israel is menaced.

We cannot let Israel down. In aban-
doning her to the Arabs, an effect which
at this point would result from failure to
arm Israel would mean that the free
countries of Europe and the Far East
would be outflanked and our own secu-
rity jeopardized.

The Arab countries are deceived into
believing that Russia is honest and
friendly. We know that the Soviet ob-
jective is to stymie United Nations action
in order to maintain and increase the
dangerous tensions existing in that area.

Israel has earned the right to national
life. Established in fulfillment of the
League of Nations mandate to facilitate
the founding of a national home for the
Jewish people Israel in little more than
a decade has made a remarkable record.
Jewish pioneers have restored fertility
to the soil and redeemed a land from
feudal squalor,

In the few years of national existence,
Israel has opened her doors to 700,000 im-
migrants creating for them new homes
and means of livelihcod. In Israel
equality of opportunity is no myth. Ed-
ucation is a major goal. The country
gives the impression of dedicating itself

‘to bringing up and educating its children,

A nation founded upon our own prin-
ciples of democracy, Israel is dedicated
to the betterment of man. Israel must
not perish.

Mr. Speaker, I join with my colleagues
in commending the brilliant and devoted
Congresswoman from New York [Mrs.
Kerry] for her masterful presentment
today. No better presentment, with the
driving power of elcquence combined
with compelling sincerity, has been made
in this body during the years it has been
my honor and my privilege to be a Mem-
ber. She has rendered a great service to
her country, to Israel and to the world.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. I thank
the gentleman from Iilinois. I now yield
to the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
compliment the gentlewoman from New
York. She has made a very wonderful
and able presentation. She and the
other gentlewomen of this House per-
form a tremendously great service, not to
their country alone but to all of us. They
inspire us all to exert the best that is in
us, and their courage, their equanimity,
and their adherence to righteous prin-
ciples, strengthen the rest of us in a
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way that we can better meet and dis-
charge the manifold and onerous prob-
lems which confront us. Walt Whitman
stated this thought in a different way

‘when he said:

A man is a great thing upon the earth,
and through eternity, but every jot of the
greatness of man is unfolded out of women.

So I pay humble tribute to the gentle-
woman. She is sincere. I am likewise
sure that every Member participating in
this discussion today has spoken in the
utmost sincerity.

I am now going to take that which
likely will be an unpopular position.
Certainly it is a position which easily
can be misunderstood. There may be
some who will accuse me of making a
speech for the Arabs. There may be
others who will falsely accuse me of be-
ing anti-Jew or anti-Israel. But I would
rather be falsely accused, and I would
prefer that these things be said against
me ill-advisedly than to think within
myself that I sat idly by and said noth-
ing and, by so doing, betrayed my own
conscience and my own counfry. I am
not pro-Israel or pro-Arab, I am pro-
America.

I do not think that the answer is arms
now. It is dangerous fo think that we
can solve the explosive situation pres-
ently existing in the Middle East by
varticipating in an arms race at this
moment. Mr, Speaker, this is not a mat-
ter which can be settled on the basis of
emotions or passions. You and I know
that everything pertaining to this sub-
ject cannot be brought out in an open
debate, because there is much informa-
tion that is highly classified and secret
and which, therefore, cannot be divulged
in an open discussion like this.

In October and November I visited the
countries of Lebancon, Jordan, Syria,
Egypt, Iraq, and Israel. I was part of a
study mission which engaged in conver-
sation with American officials in those

countries. We visited the refugee camps ~

in Jericho and Amman. We talked with
Colonel Nasser of Egypt, with the king
of Iraq, and with leaders in other Arab
countries and Israel. We discussed eco-
nomic, political, and military problems.
On the basis of my observations, as a
Member of the House Committee on For-
eign Affairs visiting those countries, I
am convinced that the answer is not
arms now.

Stephen Decatur said, at the begin-
ning of the 19th century:

My country, may she always be right. But,
right or wrong, my country.

I have no doubt that every Member
who has spoken today places the well-
being of his country first of all. I, too,
place the interests of the United States
and the welfare of my beloved country—
and I hope no one will think me chauv-
vinistic—but I, like you, place the inter-
ests and security of my own country
above the interests and welfare of any
other country or any combination of
countries in the world. And speaking
from: that premise, and on the basis of
facts gleaned from my visit to the trou-
bled Middle East, I do not believe that
the answer is arms now. Future devel-
cpments could convince me that this




~1956

may be the ultimate solution, and I cer=
tainly would hold that the United States
should not permit Israel to be wantonly
overrun or destroyed. But I do think
that for us to supply arms to Israel at
this moment would only serve to com=
pound the obstacles to peace in the Mid-
dle East. If we furnish arms to Israel,
we encourage greater arms shipments to
the Arab countries. This can only con-
tribute to an ever-widening vicious circle
and perhaps ultimately to the total de-
struction of Israel itself and to our own
involvement in world war III.

I wish to thank the gentlewoman for
granting me this time. I told her that
my position would not be in accord with
the position taken by others who have
engaged in this discussion, although I am
sure that our ultimate goal is the same.
I assure you, Mr. Speaker, that I have
participated only with extreme hesi-
tancy. It is a matter which I would not

debate openly with anyone, but I simply -

could not refrain from having the record
show that there are other aspects to the
matter which cannot be brought into our
conversation here but which are certain-
ly to be evaluated if our Government is
to properly determine its course of action
and the policies to be followed. I do not
want the American people to believe for
1 minute that there is only one viewpoint
on this question, nor do I want our own
State Department to be pressured into
following a course of action which, in-
cidentally, may be politically expedient
at the moment but which may not be in
our own national self-interestc.

The issue is larger than Israel. It is
larger than the Arab countries. The is=
sue could well be the peace of the whole
world. The strategic waterways and the
all-precious oil fields of the Middle East
are in the balance and, in the titanic
could war struggle presently being waged
between East and West, we simply can-
not afford to see these slip into the hands
of the Communists by default.

May I say in conclusion that I believe
that the Secretary of State understands
the complexities and the potentialities of
this problem. I have not always agreed

with him on foreign policy. Actually I-

have usually disagreed, because, in the
main, I think that our foreign policy
lacks firmness. I have said upon more
than one occasion that we are losing
ground because our foreign policy is no
longer anchored and founded on the bed-
rock of moral principles. To be assured
of this we have only to review the posi-
tion taken by our Government on the
United Nations package deal so very re-
cently. It istime to take a firm stand for
principles, as I said in this House on Jan-
uary 26 and again on February 1. Never-
theless I do believe that the Secretary of
State is honestly trying to find a work-
able solution to the dangerous Middle
East enigma. If we can find a workable
solution short of agitating and encour-
aging an arms race between two great
peoples, I certainly think it to be in the
best interests of all to do so.

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRD. I yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi.
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Mr. WINSTEAD. I congratulate the
gentleman. I, too, visited some of those
countries in 1953. I certainly agree with
the gentleman from West Virginia that
this is a two-sided question. The. send-
ing of arms at this particular time is not
the answer. I wonder if all sides, in-
cluding the Arab countries and Israel,
could show good faith by being willing to
abide by the established boundary lines
set up by the United Nations. I doubt if
you would get very much cooperation. I
just personally believe that. We are re-
sponsible for the setup there. As the
gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]
said, they have about 5,000 square miles
now, whereas a few years ago they had
4,000 square miles when this was origi-
nally set up. It seems to me, if we are
going to take it upon ourselves to force
the issue and straighten it out, we should
call upon Israel and all the Arab coun-
tries to abide by the original setup or the
partition until such time as the United
Nations or this country, or whoever has
the chance, may be able to solve this
thing without plunging the whole world
into war.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the gentleman for
his comments.

Mrs. KELLY of New York. Ithank the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl. I know there is no more sincere
Member of the House than he. I know
there are many who disagree with the
speakers today. - I hope that we will not
always agree. That is our process of
government, to bring out those things
on which we disagree.

But I do want to say this: I cannot for—
give Egypt for taking the arms from the

- Kremlin and at the same time coming

to the United :States and asking the
United States for economic assistance in
building the Aswan Dam. I served no-
tice on the Secretary of State that when
the proper time came I was going to
oppose economic aid to Egypt unless
Egypt agreed to sit down to a peace con-
ference and settle the difficulties, polit-
ical, economic, and military, with Israel.

I want to mention one thing at this
point. There have been many accusa=
tions against the State of Israel because
of some remarks that she is not willing
to adjust borders. At this point I place
in the Recorp a statement of Ambas-
sador Eban in 1952, in which he dis-
cussed the territorial question:

These frontiers can only be changed by a
process of negotiation and agreement. The
peace negotiation would enable the parties
to exchange proposals on the manner in
which the armistice frontiers might be
mutually adjusted for a peace settlement.

I also insert a more recent remark by
Mr. Sharett, the Foreign Minister of
Israel, in which he expresses the same
idea in these words:

Israel has always declared her readiness,
and is indeed anxious, to explore the possi-
bility of certain mutual adjustments of the
boundary line, but of unilateral territorial
concessions on her part there can be no
question.

On that I agree. They should sit
down to a peace table and adjust their
differences. Then, at that time, we can
guarantee borders.
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Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER],

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Speaker, on be-
half of my colleague, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. DoLringer] I ask
unanimous consent that he may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EpmonpsoN). Without objection, it is
s0 ordered. :

There was no objection,

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr, Speaker, Sec-
retary of State Dulles has once again
turned down Israel’s request to purchase
arms; his reason this time is that we
must wa.;t until the new Anglo-American
plan of Middle East peace has been
tested.
much complacency and waiting. We
have not been given the details of the
Anglo-American plan agreed on in the
Eisenhower-Eden conference and the
length of the contemplated waiting
period has not been indicated. It is
hoped that the plan includes a firm and
unequivocal stand by the United States
that Israel is our ally, that we will sup=
port her in her efforts to remain free,
that we will not permit her to be sacri=
ficed in any way, that the situation re-
quires no appeasement but rather that
Israel deserves the right to exist as a

" democracy and to enjoy the peace for

which she has always asked.

The crisis which exists in the Middle
East has reached explosive and terrible
proportions. - The survival of Israel is in
jeopardy. The cold war has crept to the
Egyptian-Israel frontier, constituting a
threat to the free world. Should a
shooting war begin there, a world con-
flagration could ensue. We cannot ae-
curately foretell at this point how many
nations would be drawn into the con- .
flict; we do not know whether or not
the world itself would remain in exist-
ence should another world war be
precipitated.

It is imperative that the United States
use every means possible to bring a quick
and decisive end to the threat of war
in the Middle East. It is admitted that
the solution is to promote an honorable
peace settlement between the parties., I
repeat—Israel has always wanted peace,
but from the very day of the birth of the
new State of Israel, she has lived in a
constant state of fear and prepared-
ness—fear of attack and preparedness
for war. Egypt has consistently refused
to recognize Israel and to negotiate for
peace, and has sworn Israel’s defeat and
downfall.

The Egyptian-Czech arms deal, the
weapons and technicians now pouring
into the hands of Israel’s enemies, and
the lack of help to Israel, all place her in
a vulnerable and tragic spot. The im-
balance of arms which exists must be a
great temptation to her enemies to ac-
complish what they have sworn to do—
destroy Israel.

We sat back and permitted the crisis
to be created; we watched the tensions
grow, and now we are too slow to act.
Our Nation must, without delay, act with
other interested nations to the end that
formal treaties within the framework of
the United Nations are achieved which
would guarantee the existing frontiers of




2420

Israel and such Arab nations in the Mid-
dle East that want peace and are ready
to enter into such treaties. Agreement to
negotiate is a major problem and we
must resolutely work toward the neces-
sary agreement by the Arab nations to
sit down at the peace tabie.

However, such agreement to negotiate
is not within sight, while grave danger
of a major outbreak of hostilities is a
reality. The great imbalance of military
power, the preponderance of military and
manpower on the side of the Arab na-
tions, are a menace to Israel’s very ex-
istence. For this reason, our Govern-
ment should permit Israel, without fur-
ther delay, to purchase the arms which
she has requested. Israel wants no arms
race, but she does need help in order to
be able to defend herself. By granting
Israel’s request and giving her all possi-
ble aid, we will create a stalemate in arms
which will help to ward off any open con-
flict; we will defeat Russia’s cold war
aims in the Middle East and avert a new
war.

Peace must be achieved. Statesman-
ship of the highest level is called for and
we pray that the efforts of those upon
whom the burden rests to push the nec-
essary agreements will be successful, for
the present threat to Israel is a threat
to democracy and to the best interests of
free nations everywhere.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, MULTER. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
‘have listened with a great deal of inter-
est to the views expressed by various
Members today. No one misunderstands
the purity and the honesty of the mo-
tives of the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] even though at times
we may disagree with the gentleman.
There is not a small thought in his mind.
The main question in my mind is what
is good for the national interest of the
United States. That is the primary
question. It seems to me our national
interest is more eonsistent with the na-
tional interest of Israel than it is with
the national interest of Egypt. Egypt
has identified its national interest with
the national interest of the Kremlin
and the Soviet Union. Certainly our
national interest is more consistent
with Israel than it is with Egypt, as I
said before, and certainly our national
interest is completely inconsistent with
the national interest of the Soviet
Union. All over the world we find what
the Soviet Union is doing. They are
in French North Africa with Communist
arms being sent there by way of Egypt.
Why, if France were to withdraw from
NATO, in my opinion, they could make
a deal tomorrow with the Kremlin to
stop the Communist activities in French
North Africa. One thing the Kremlin
is trying to do is to destroy NATO. This
last offer that they made of a 20-year
peace with the United States, which the
President wisely refused, and then the
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later offer to include the United States,
France and Britain is for the purpose of
undermining NATO. If the three na-
tions made that agreement, then there
would be no more need for NATO. A
year from now they would start break-
ing their promises again. We know the
history of broken promises in any agree-
ment that has been made with the
Soviet Union, Indonesia is not in
healthy shape. The promises of the
Kremlin have been broken in Southeast
Asia. There are Communist guerrillas
in pretty much control of two provinces
of Laos and that is in violation of their
agreements,

All over the wond you will find Com-
munist penetration, all for the purpose
of bringing about their objective—world
revolution and world domination. Of
course the furnishing of arms alone is
not the solution. But who brought
about this imbalance? Certainly it was
not Israel. I view Israel not as a nation
of Jewish origin but like any other little
nation of Irish people or any other little
nation that might be over there, viewing
it objectively and. historically. Several
thousand square miles; 1,600,000 people,
including men, women, and children;
surrounded by other countries number-
ing in the millions. Able to win now if
they wanted to. If Israel wanted to
move, they could win. They are the ones
who are taking actions consistent with
peace, trying to stop aggression, going
into warfare; because everyone admits
if Israel wanted to now they could win.
But the question with Israel is, What
about a year from now or 2 years from
now; or of any other little nation over
there? Their racial origin should be of
no concern to us. We were the first na-
tion to recognize the new nation of
Israel. They are a real democracy.
Their government is, in substance, the
same as ours. It is the only democracy
in that wide area of the world. So the
imbalance of arms was not brought about
by this little nation or by the United
States. It was brought about by Egypt
and the Soviet Union. We have to start
doing a little reckoning of our own as
to why they did it.
show much regard for the prestige and
position of the United States when we
see things like that happen. So that the
question that addresses itself to me as
an American—no matter what others’
views may be, what is for the national
interest of the United States.  As I view
the national interest of our country it is
more consistent with that little nation
over there than it is with Egypt, buying
arms from the Soviet Union or Czecho-
slovakia, one of its satellites. Czecho-
slovakia would not sell any arms if the
Eremlin did not permit it. Technically
they say it is Czechoslovakia, but who
dominates Czechoslovakia? Not the
people, but the Government of Czecho-
slovakia does this at the orders of the
Kremlin, Their word cannot be trusted.
They are out to dominate the world, and
they admit it. They put on a mask of
a smile, but the mask of a smile has not
changed the same minds that have con-
tributed to sending millions to imprison-
ment and their death. We had better not
be deceived by the mask of a smile, The
same minds are there, intent upon

Certainly it does not .
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world revolution and world domination.
The quicker we get back to a policy of
diplomatic firmness, where America’s po-
sition is understood and respected, not
disbelieved, not changing from day to
day—the quicker we get back to firmness
and to the basic policy of peace through
strength, the quicker there will be respect
for this great nation of ours.

So as I view this question, looking at
it from the national interest of the
United States, I say that the national
interest of my country is more consistent
with the national interest of Israel than
it is with the Kremlin, selling arms to
Egypt; more consistent with the national
interest of Israel or Israel's national in-
terest; more consistent with ours than
it is with the national interest of Egypt
or the Kremlin.

Now on the question of arms, I believe
that the imbalance already caused by the
Communists should be brought into bal-
ance but, if the representatives of the
United States, Great Britain, and France,
as a result of the meetings now going on,
make firm statements that under no con-
ditions will they permit this little nation
to be destroyed or weakened, then there
will be respect for the power, and dignity,
and strength of those three nations.
That is the kind of firm language that
the Communists understand.

When we showed firmness in Iran they
acted. They understand the language of
firmness; they also quickly understand
the language of weakness. The quicker
we gel back to being firm in the Middle
East, and in southeast Asia, and other
trouble spots of the world, the quicker we
will get back to affirmative action. From
the psychological angle we are on the
defensive throughout the entire world.
We had better get back to firmness and
strength and get back to aflirmative
action not only in the Near East but in
other parts of the world.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. KELLY, I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, in con-
firming the statement made by the dis-
tinguished majority leader, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. McCor-
MACK], regarding the agreements which
the Kremlin makes with other nations
I may state that I was a member of the
committee which investigated Commu-
nist agegression in the last Congress.
During our hearing in New York ex-
President Hoover testified before our
committee, In answer to the question
regarding Communist agreements and
treaties he answered that between World
War I and 1939, at the beginning of
World War II, the Kremlin made 36
different agreements with the satellite
countries, the countries that today are
captive nations, but that when it came
time in the judgment of the Kremlin to
break those treaties, pacts, and agree-
ments, the Kremlin disregarded, an-
nulled, and figuratively threw those
agreements in the wastebasket when
they were ready to march and take over
those captive European countries.

Further concerning the agreements
and the treaties which the Kremlin made
during the last 35 years—and this has a
very important bearing on the overtures
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the Kremlin is now making to our State
Department regarding a  20-year

truce—United States News and World
Report several months ago, published an
extended article with a breakdown of the
number of agreements and treaties the
Kremlin made with the free nations
throughout the world. The magazine
enumerated those agreements, pacts, and
treaties. United States News and World
Report stated that out of 52 agreements
that the Kremlin made with the free
democracies throughout the world dur-
ing the last 35 years, 50 were discarded,
broken, annulled, and thrown in the
wastebasket when they saw fit to do away
with those treaties, agreements, and
pacts.

The only two agreements they kept out
of the 52 with the free nations were: first
the agreement to go into the Japanese
war, to join the Allies against Japan,
whieh was only a two weeks' participa-
tion on the part of the Kremlin; and the
second was to maintain and give the free
world a corridor into Berlin. We know
that they even violated that agreement
when we were compelled to resort to the
air lift several years ago in order to feed
the people of Berlin during the blockade.

So, as a matter of fact, out of 52 agree-
menis with free nations the EKremlin
really only kept one agreement and that
was to go into war against the Japanese
nation for 2 weeks at the rear end of
World War II. I heartily endorse the
statements just made by our majority
leader, Mr. McCorMmAck, of Massachu-
setts.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGeLL] and the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. WiL-
r1ams] may extend their remarks at this
point in the REcogb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, on May
25, 1950, the United States of America,
France, and the United Kingdom made
what is known as Tripartite Declaration.

In that statement the three states ex-
pressed their coneern over the peace and
stability in the Middle East and the im-
pact of arms shipments to that area
which would inevitably lead to an arms
race among the nations there.

Since that time all the powers in-
volved have ignored the conditions in
that area and indeed have almost ig-
nored the existence of the declaration.

- As we are all aware arms races are
very often a last stage preliminary to
actual armed conflict and they increase
world tension by geometric progression.

We are all agreed that crying need ex-
ists for positive action in the area. Amer-
ica must boldly take the leadership in
the Middle East as we must elsewhere.
We are the only democratic Nation
which has the strength and position of
leadership in the free world which would
enable strong positive action to avert a
conflict which might result in the third
world war.

American policy has been singularly
vacillating and aimless in this time of
stress, not only in the Middle East but
elsewhere. At the same time the Rus-
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sians and their satellites have acted
vigorously.

The Soviet bloc has sent, according to
recent newspaper releases, some 200
MIG-15 jet fighters, 50 Yushkin fast
light bombers, 6 submarines, and large
quantities of small arms, artillery, armor,
and so forth to Egypt. I presume they
have along a number of technicians to
train Egyptians and operate some of the
equipment itself. Britain, France, and
even the United States have sent guanti-
ties of arms to Arab countries during
recent months. Equally important is
the fact that so-called surplus and de-
militarized arms have been recondi-
tioned and sent to Egypt and her Arab
neighbors by Western European coun-
tries.

Two very disgquieting things we read
in the newspapers are that the Egyptians
loudly boast that they will not rest until
they have cut out the “Israeli eancer”
from the “Arab heart,” and they an-
nounce to the world how they have com-
pleted their first maneuvers with Soviet
arms. Does this suggest peaceful in-
tent?

These facts together with other things
clearly reveal to us the need for positive
action te prevent war. They make
erystal clear the precise character of the
Egyptian intentions.

As a prominent Israeli said:

If Egypt desires peace she has more arms
than she needs. If she desires war she has
more arms than she deserves.

It is also interesting to note that
Moslem countries like Pakistan, which
have long clearly demonstrated their
friendship for the United States and
have alined themselves with us in the
world struggle against Communist ex-
pansionism, are slighted by us in our
rush to buy off and placate the
Egyptlians, Yet Egypt shows no friend-
ship for America and no desire to settle
the differences in the area peacefully,

I have heard that the British Govern-
ment proposes to settle the matter by
giving up a portion of Israel's territory
to secure peace. This is indeed a return
to the days of Chamberlain and his um-
brella diplomacy which was to result in
peace in our time.

The tragic history of Czechoslovakia
and the war which followed reveal the
folly and uselessness of such methods for
the preservation of lasting peace. Such
a policy is as likely to produce peace as
for the United States to cede Brooklyn
or Michigan's Upper Peninsula or for
Britain to cede Scotland to the Arabs.

The last war shows that Egypt was at
best a weak, indecisive, vacillating ally.
At worst, Egypt came so elose to selling
out to Germany and the Axis Powers
that the British had to run tanks into
the very courtyard of Farouk’s palace to
prevent an aetual betrayal. Subsequent
dealings with Egypt in the postwar years
have shown the orientation of that coun-
try eontinues the same. Some but not
all the other Arab countries were no more
reliable in that conflict.

It appears that Egypt dreams not only
of becoming the dominant power among
the Arab powers but of actually creating
an Egyptian Empire from the Atlantic
to India. To that end Egypt and
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Egyptian agents foment {rouble all
throughout that area among other things
by inflammatory radio broadcasts into
French Morocco, and by fomenting trou-
ble in the Sudan they arouse the more
peaceful states to a jihad or holy war.
To this we contrast,the behavior of our
sister democracy, Israel, which has at
all times shown herself a stout ally of
the West. During World War II and
during the troubled period following, she
has urged no harsh methods nor stern
repression against the Egyptians.

I say that the basis for action by the
United States is adequately set forth in
the tripartite declaration of May 25, 1955.
The principles of that declaration have
been ignored, not only by Britain and
France but, to our shame, by our own
Government,

Our State Department must urge on
our friends, France and the United King-
dom, that we together proclaim to the
world our continued aggressive espousal
of the principles in the tripartite decla-
ration and the three nations will govern
our actions accordingly.

The three signatory powers must in-
clude in such a declaration that they
will immediately take action to prevent
country border violations by any coun-
try whatscever.

On January 26, of this year, I made a
statement in this Recorp, in which I
urged that Egypt be given 48 hours to
cease accepting Communist arms and o
announce to the world their peaceful in-
tentions. Because of our inaction since
that time the situation has deteriorated
to such a point that it appears that we
must furnish to Israel the defensive
arms she asks. I stress that Israel asks
only that she be given defensive arms.
As to why she must have them we need
not speculate. Omnly 1,700,000 Israelis
live in a land the size of our own State
of New Jersey. They are surrounded by
40 million Arabs, who are openly and
avowedly hostile.

Arab leaders have announced that they
now hold Israel like a condemned pris-
oner on the deck awaiting but the execu-
tioner’s blow.

We must recognize certain facts. Is-
rael is a country which exists, a de facto
country. She is recognized by most gov-
ernments. We canont permit an existing
country to be overthrown by implacable
enemies from without.

Israel is the promised homeland of
the Jews, for which they waited for cen-
turies. It was Jewish before the com-
ing of the Arabs and will continue to be
so. For that we have the promise of
the Almighty through his prophets.

Whai was previously a desert has be=
come a land of green growing things,
of industry, and of villages and cities.
It has become desirable to the Arabs
after being despoiled for years and hav-
ing been an economic liability.

This has happened because of the in-
dusiry and frugality of the Israelis.
America must never let a people who love
their land so much be overwhelmed,

The long-term problems can be worked
out considering the needs of all the coun-
tries in the area. They may await delib-
erate action. The arms needs of Israel
cannot wait.
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Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I want to commend the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. KELLY],
my distinguished and esteemed colleague
with whom I have the pleasure of serving
on the Committee of Foreign Affairs, for
leading the discussion on one of the grav-
est problems the free world faces today.

I firmly believe that the people of this
country feel we are without a firm policy
and are drifting and indecisive in an area
of our international relations that should
call forth resoluteness on the part of the
United States. It seems obvious to me
that Israel, a free democratic nation
realizing magnificent economic growth
in a framework of freedom, is a friend
that must be preserved.

The people of this Nation ask firm sup-
port for Israel in its present treacherous

. position. The people of this Nation real-
ize that on our shoulders falls the mantle
of leadership in working out a peaceful
settlement of the tensions that exist in
the Middle East. I commend my col-
league [Mrs. KErLy] for her thoughtful
proposals for solutions to the problems
we face in the Middle East.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I will be
very brief in my few remarks on this sub-
ject. I think all of my colleagues have
done excellently in expressing their views
to the House on this very important sub-
ject. I understand and respect those
Members who have differed with the ma-
jority of the Members who have today
indicated that one of the ways of solving
the problem is to send arms now to Israel.

I would like to clarify the situation in
several respects so that we will know pre-
cisely where we are going, and why.
First, with specific reference to the re-
marks of the distinguished gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. Byrp] as to the
things that are learned behind the scenes
and must be kept off the record. I have
had the opportunity to travel through
the Middle East 3 times—in 1948, 1949,
and 1955. I had the opportunity of vis-
iting not only with people in Israel but
with people in the Arab States. I had
the opportunity of talking not only to the
Israeli leaders but to the Arab leaders,
both Christian and Moslem.

Upon my return after my last visit,
which ended in November of 1955, I went
to the distinguished chairman of the
House Foreign Affairs Committee and
said to him: I would like to attend before
your committee and without emotion or
statement of opinion recite to you some
of the facts I learned while there. Then
after hearing in executive session those
facts which I learned from the Arabs as
well as from the Israelis, from Moslems,
Christians, and Jews, you then decide
with your committee how much of that,
if any, should be made publie.

I want to assure you, particularly our
distinguished colleague who said there
are certain things that must be kept off
the record because they are classified
things that cannot be discussed in open
debate—which causes him to say that
this is no time to send arms to Israel, that
I am awaiting the call of the chairman of
that committee, and will respond any
time he wants me. I will give him my
testimony under oath if he wants it, I
will give him facts, names, and dates.
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I am willing to sit by and let any other
Member of this Congress or anyone out-
side of the Congress come before the
committee and do the same thing. Let
those facts be weighed side by side, and
on my oath that I took each time that
I came to this Congress after being elect-
ed, that I will support the Constitution
of the United States, and with the same
fervor that every Member here has that
the interests of our country come first,
I say you will have to agree with every
Member who stood on this floor today
and said that one of the solutions to this
problem is to send arms to Israel now.
That is only one of the solutions.

Let me indicate to you very briefly
why. The little State of Lebanon to the
north of Israel is smaller in geographical
size than the State of Israel. It is
smaller in population than the little
State of Israel, With a population of
about a million people it has a total
army and police force of only 6,000 per-
sons. It is said that the State of Israel
can muster an army of 250,000. What is
the situation? I was there in 1948 when
most of that territory in Lebanon and
Israel was barren, arid, and the people
were starving,

In 1955 what is the situation? Little
Lebanon is prospering. Little Israel is
prospering. There is hardly an incidént
on the Lebanese border. Whenever
there has been an invasion from the
Lebanese border it has been traced not
to the Lebanese but to the Syrians or
the Egyptians, using the Lebanese bor-
der as a way of getting in and attacking
Israel.

If those two little countries have heen
able to live side by side since the inde-
pendence of Israel was declared in 1948,
if they have been able with that tre-
mendous imbalance in favor of Israel
against Lebanon to live peacefully side
by side and each prosper, how can any-
one say that Israel needs arms today
with which to wage a preventive or an
aggressive war? They cannot do it
logically.

Now, what is the situation across the
border in Jordan or in Syria or in Egypt?
Today, as it was in 1948 and for years
before, the people are still living in mud
huts, one-room shacks, and at night they
gather their cattle, if they have any, or
their goats or chickens into that little
hut and sleep there together, because
they dare not leave their animals out-
side. In Israel and in Lebanon, in both
Moslem and Christian communities to-
day, where there were these same kinds
of mud huts in 1947 and 1948, you find
modern structures, with the people liv=-
ing decently, improving their standards
of living and asking for nothing except to
be let alone so that they can live in peace.
At the same time in Jordan, Syria, and
Egypt they are still living as they did in
the feudal days, with a few people at the
top in control and refusing to allow the
masses to improve their standard of
living. Now, there is your basic trouble.
You talk about refugee camps. There
is hardly a refugee family within any of
the camps in Jordan, Syria, or in Egypt
that would not willingly move out if
given the opportunity, and it does not
take much. There the fault is that of
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the Jordanian Government, the Syrian
Government, the Egyptian Government,
and, I am sorry to say, of the British
Government. If Britain would cooper-
ate and permit these families to move
out, you would have no refugee problem.

In addition to improving the balance
of arms that is so necessary today as
between Egypt and Israel, let me call
your attention to this: Sending arms
into Israel is not going to create an arms
race. Anarms race is on right now, and
it is on between Britain, Communist
Russia, and her satellite nations. They
are both pouring arms into that area,
into Egypt and into Syria. What our
State Department ought to say to Great
Britain is “If you are truly our ally, if
you are truly our friend, then you stop
this arms race; you stop feeding arms
into that area, arms that can be used
only for aggression.” Jet planes, big
tanks, and submarines are not being used
and will not be used for internal security
in Egypt or Syria or anywhere else. Ask
yourselves “Where will these submarines
be used that are being sent into Egypt
and that are there now?” There is not
an Egyptian that knows how to operate
a submarine. They are in there with
Czech and Russian technicians who will
operate them. Yes; they are teaching
the Egyptians how to use them.

Against whom do you think those sub-
marines will be used?

Israel has no navy.

The only navy in the Mediterranean
at the present time that I know of is the
United States Sixth Fleet.

Against whom can those Russian sub-
marines be used?

Submarines were never defense weap-
ons but always weapons of offense. So,
when you talk about an arms race, let
us understand just what is going on
there and let us understand that the
sooner we, the United States, call a halt
to this, the sooner we make our own
country more secure and move another
step forward toward the security of the
entire world,

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WINSTEAD. I have observed
statements have been made that Israel
could overrun those other countries if
they so desired, and also that at the
present time and in the past they prob-
ably were not in a position to defend
themselves. If that be true, where did
they get those arms, who supplied them,
and how did they get the necessary
equipment to be in a position to do just
the things it is claimed they can do?
The point I am trying to get across, if
that be true, if we would not furnish
arms to those Arab countries, knowing
that condition to exist—and I am not
accusing Israel that they would do such
a thing—it is conceivable that those
people could get arms from America to
defend themselves against a situation
like that, even though they be mistaken
about their opinions that they were being
overrun. That is the point that has me
worried. Perhaps the problem that we
have here is one that we helped to create
through the United Nations, making
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almost an impossible situation for Israel
or anyone else over there so far as a
peaceful solution is concerned.

I cannot see but what this eountry
may have fallen short in the past in fail-
ing to face up to the situation. My per-
sonal opinion, which may not be worth
much, would be that we should require
all those countries to comply with the
original boundaries and then go in there,
take the initiative and say what should
be done. If we do not do something, we
are going to lose both sides and be in a
worse condition than we have been since
this controversy started.

Mr. MULTER. I shall give the gen-
tleman a twofold answer to the ques-
tion that is bothering him. The arms
that Israel has, it purchased from
France, Britain, and the United States
under the condition that these coun-
tries would supervise their use at all
times and have access to what they
were getting; that is, as to their kind
and what they would be used for, and
so forth. When Egypt looked to us for
arms, the United States said to Egypt,
“You, too, may have arms, and we, the
United States, will sell them to you. But
if we do the same conditions must ap-
ply to you, Egypt, as were applied to
Israel. We are going fo give you arms
for internal security and for defense,
just as we gave arms to Iraq and Iran
and Pakistan and Turkey. But we are
going to have people there to supervise
and to make sure that these arms are
not used for aggression.”

Instead of accepting that Egypt re-
plied, “No conditions,” and instead pur-
chased arms from Russia. Russia im-
posed the condition, that she, Russia,
send technicians with the arms. That
is what has been done.

There is a further answer, and it is
this. The United States can say, as it
said to 42 other nations, “We offer you
in good faith a security paet.” When
those nations made those security pacts
with us we said to each of them, “In
the event of aggression against you, we,
the United States, will come to your
aid.”

A complete answer to any Arab state
in this area or any state anywhere else
is, “The United States will offer you a
security pact,” whether the country is
Israel or whether it is an Arab state.
If Israel enters such a pact, she relies
on us to see that there is no aggression
against her. If Egypt entered such a
pact, she knows that we would not run
out on her. If little Israel should at-
tack Egypt, after Egypt had made such
a security pact with us, there would be
very little left of Israel.

Let me say this further—and there is
no secret about this. This has been said
before. There is not an Arab leader
who does not admit that Israel would
never wage a preventive or aggressive
war against any of her neighbors he-
cause Israel knows that if she did she
would immediately have world opinion
turn against her and she could not sur-
vive. She might win the battle, but she
would lose the war. Every Arab state
knows that.

I have tried to answer the points that
are hothering the gentleman. I cannot
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see how he éan gainsay that logic. A
security pact would guarantee each side
against aggression. I do not want any
anti-Arab feeling or any pro-Arab feel-
ing. Nor do I want any anti-Israel or
pro-Israel feeling. I do not want any
“anti” feeling as to any of these peo-
ple. I want us to be friends to all. I
want the United States to go in and se-
cure the friendship of all of them. But
we must say to them, “We want you to
be friends to one another.”

Mr. WINSTEAD. If the gentleman
will yield further, the point I am making
is this. I do not know what the answer
to this is. I know that we have a very
complicated and very involved problem
on our hands in this particular area.
But is it not true that we are more or
less largely respomsible, as has been
stated here, for this division over there,
for setting up Israel?

Is it not true that all these Arab coun-
tries who were our friends hefore we
took such an ageressive stand in that de-
termination are mow not our friends?
Should we not reckon with that problem?

I have not given up the idea that we
can maintain friendship with both sides
if we would face up to the issue and stop
playing with it, stop playing both sides
against the middle, as we have in the
case of so many other problems through-
out the world. Should not all these
countries, the Arab countries and Israel
comply with the terms of.the original
boundaries until through the United Na-
tions, we can get a determination of this
question? I do not believe personally
an arms race will solve that problem.

Mr. MULTER. The gentleman has
just skirted one of the important diffi-
culties in that area. If our American
diplomats in that area instead of running
away from the facts would stand up to
every Arab who says to our American
diplomats, “You, the United States, are
responsible for Iittle Israel, therefore you
are more friendly to them and antago-
nistic to us Arab States"—instead of
running away from that or acquiescing
in it, they should stand up and say, “We,
the United States, are as much respon-
sible for the State of Jordan as for the
State of Israel.”” There was no Jordan
until there was this partition by the
United Nations. There would have been
no independent State of Lebanon if the
United States had not stood up for the
Wilsonian doctrine of self-determina-
tion. There would have been none of
these little nations that have come into
being since World War II, which today
are free and independent and trying to
live in the democratic way, except that
the United States came forward and
said, “We will help you.”

We are trying to do the same thing
there. The United States’ foreign policy
does not say to Egypt, “You are totali-
tarian,” or to Syria, “You are totalitar-
ian,” or to Jordan, “You are totalitarian,
controlled entirely by Britain,” nor do
we say to Lebanon, “You are not truly
democratic.” We say, “No matter what
your internal government may be, we
want to help you in peace.” That is
what we should continue to do.

The important thing to remember
about boundaries in that area is that
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the 1949 armisiice agreemenis were
signed by Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Lebanon,
and Israel and were approved by the
United Nations and fixed the interna-
tional boundaries as they now exist.
They should not be changed without
agreement of those countries. That is
what the United States must now un-
equivocally guarantee.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks following Mrs. Eeiry of New
York.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, it is
all right to have secrecy when public
welfare is to be protected, but it is an-
other matter when the people are denied
their censtitutional right to know what
is going on in their Government.

For instance, a newspaper photogra-
pher is not free to enter a Federal build-
ing for purposes of making a pieture—
any picture—without first having special
permission from the General Services
custodian for Federal buildings and
grounds in West Virginia. If the custo-
dian is not available, if he is ill or at
lunch, this ridiculous situation works a
hardship on the photographer and denies
the publie its right to news. It curbs a
free press.

It is somewhat astounding to learn
special permission must be obtained be-
fore a newspaper cameraman can take
a picture of taxpayers waiting in line to
pay their income taxes. That sounds
mighty foolish, but it’s true.

Therefore, in the name of freedom of
the press I speak out against Public Law
506, enacted by Congress in 1948, which
says that “taking of photographs for
commercial or publication purposes
within property is prohibited unless prior
permission is obtained.” There should
be modification of the law to incorpo=
rate common sense.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to call to the attention of
the Members the fact that the Treasury
Department in Decision No. 56-977, dated
February 3, 1956, has clearly and finally
put at rest allegations which have here--
tofore been leveled against the Swiss
watch industry. These irresponsible -
charges over the past several years have
caused serious damage to the fine trade
relationship that has existed between the
United States and Switzerland. It is
very gratifying to see this matter re-
solved once and for all and I should like
to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
the article on this subject which ap-
peared in today's New York Journal of
Commerce entitled *“Treasury Rejects
Charge Swiss Dodge Watch Duty.”

ORGANIZATION FOR TRADE
COOPERATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ep-
MONDSON). TUnder previous order of the
House, the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. BaiLey] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, the De-
partment of State has issued a grossly
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misleading pamphlet entitled “Introduc-
ing Organization for Trade Cooperation.”

In issuing this transparently disin=
genuous document the Department has
turned huckster at public expense. Itis
using tax money collected from all the
people to propagate one side of a highly
controversial issue. This represents
statism and the outright contempt of fair
play so often characteristic of statism.

The use of publicly appropriated funds
for such flagrant propaganda reflects an
obtuseness and crudity of sensibility that
does not belong in our Government and
should be stamped out forthwith.

- The misrepresentation of the OTC on

the eve of legislation in Congress to ap-
prove or reject United States member-
ship in the OTC not only represents ex-
ecutive lobbying but lobbying of a low
order. The Department of State should
be required to register as a lobbying or-
ganization and called upon to set forth
the cost of issuing and distributing its
pamphlet.

Even the form of the pamphlet makes
it indistinguishable from the usual lit-
erature of privately financed pressure
groups. In the contents there is little
that is objective. What is said of the
OTC—Organization for Trade Coopera-
tion—forms a distorted account of the
realities in the case, both by omission
and by false emphasis. Many of the
most despised tricks of hucksterism are
present in the pamphlet. This should
be beneath the dignity of our Govern-
ment, and its pursuit will unquestionably
debase the standing of any executive
department that engages in such tactics.

If the OTC were designed to be as
innocent a Little Red Ridinghood as the
State Department’s false description
would have us believe, that Department
would not waste 1 second of time on it,
much less any of its appropriation.
The State Department is not out to hunt
rabbits with an air rifle in its attempt
to launch the OTC. It is out for bear
with high-powered weapons.

Unfortunately the Department has so
far swallowed the despicable art of the
totalitarians to deceive the people that
it seems to have lost contact with
straightforward methods of informing
‘the public. The Department knows that
the OTC is not designed to be a mere
forum where members of GATT ecan
meet and adjust their differences across
the conference table,

In this presentation I have been aided
materially by the comments of Mr. O. R.
Strackbein, chairman of the Nationwide
Committee of Industry, Agriculture, and
Labor on Import-Export Policy.

‘What is concealed in the OTC and
thoroughly covered up in the State De-
partment pamphlet is the design to take
the regulation of our foreign commerce
out of the hands of Congress and lodge
it first in the Department of State and
then in the international trade organiza-
tion called the Organization for Trade
Cooperation.

The pamphlet is so concerned with dis-
claimers of OTC powers that it forgets
that articles 1 and 3 of the OTC agree-
ment make it clear that the new organi-
zation is to give full effect to the purposes
and objectives of the General Agreement
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on Tariffs and Trade, which it would
administer,

To say that the OTC would have no
power is therefore sophistry or worse.
Only the members of GATT acting to-
gether under OTC would have power.
That is “a distinction without a differ-
ence.”

Why, if OTC and GATT were to be
mere agencies seeking to prevent impair-
ment of the General Agreement, should
OTC be provided with an assembly?
Assemblies are provided for quite differ-
ent purposes.

The State Department, for reasons of
its own, fails in the pamphlet to point
out that the OTC could become a spe-
cialized agency of the United Nations
if the OTC assembly agreed to take such
a step. That is provided in Article 11,

On the other hand, it quotes from the
OTC agreement as follows:

The Organization shall have no authority
to amend the provisions of the General
Agreement; no decision or other action of
the Assembly or any subsldiary body of the
Organization shall have the effect of im-
posing on & member any new obligation
which the member has not specifically
agreed to undertake.

What does this mean? It sounds
most harmless. With respect to the
United States it would mean that the
OTC could impose no new obligation
upon us unless we first agreed to such
obligation. That should be most re-
assuring.

But the question of central impor-
tance is who would be we? Who would
accept or reject any such new obliga-
tion on behalf of the United States?

Would it be Congress?

The answer is “No.” It would not be
Congress: It would be the State Depart-
ment. It would be the delegate of that
Department speaking for the United
States who would act in the Assembly,
uninstructed by Congress, thoroughly
outside the influence of Congress, per-
haps unheard of by Congress and in no
way responsive to Congress. In fact,
not one person in a million in this coun-
try would know what he might be up to.
That would be the Stale Department’s
own secret.

This is the great bypass of Congress
built into the OTC. 1If has in it a care~
fully designed pitfall, painstakingly
camouflaged by trained hands. That is
why the State Department is so strongly
in quest for United States membership
in the OTC. It could then forget about
Congress and the annoyance of con-
gressional elections. It could rise above
the storms of democracy and go on its
own way. In short the State Depart-
ment, with congressional approval of the
OTC, would have gained its objective of
the past 10 years which is, so far as for-
eign trade regulation is concerned, to
drop Congress into the bottom of the
well, where the sound of its voice would
be mufiled and lost.

Is this a mere mirage of the imagina-
tion? Can the State Department really
have such designs? Can that Depart-
ment really entertain such a low opinion
of Congress?

The record speaks for itself:

First. The State Department has
agreed in GATT to the elimination of
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existing import quotas and to nonestab=
lishment of new ones. This is a respon-
sibility and power of Congress, imposed
by the Constitution.

Second. The State Department has
likewise agreed to the binding of many
tariff rates at particular levels, against
increase. This, again, is a function of
Congress to be exercised at its will.

Third. The Department has agreed to
maintain particular items on the free
list. In other words, it has pledged the
word of future sessions of Congress. By
what right?

The question arises, Where is the voice
of the people reflected in biennial elec-
tions to be registered? The answer is,
Nowhere. At least, no place where any-
one would listen. Thus has Congress
already been rendered impotent in one
of the most important fields of its con-
stitutional authority. The purpose of
the OTC is to nail down this impotence,
but a reading of the pamphlet gives no
hint of that.

The pat answer is that Congress is not
really bound by these agreements; that
it can still legislate as it sees fit.

Does the State Department say that
to the nations with which it negotiates?
If not, what kind of a record is the
Department writing for this country?

Is it fair play for the State Depart-
ment to place Congress in the position
of legislating at the price of dishonor-
ing the word of the United States in
international agreements?

And if Congress did so, what are the
names that this body representing the
American electorate would " be called?
Would Congress not be described as irre-
sponsible and lacking in any sense of
honor? Would it not call down upon
itself all the abuse that minds impatient
of the restraints of democracy could
generate?

The State Department has been clever,
and no doubt its pamphlet on the OTC
was devised to be very, very clever. But
it may be that the grand design to make
boobs out of Congress has been just a
little too clever. The I. Q. of Congress
may be several cuts above the level at-
tributed to it by the State Department
professionals.

THIRTY-EIGHTH ANNIVERSARY OF
LITHUANIA'S INDEPENDENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Ep=
MonDsoN). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
MappEN] is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, on next
Thursday, February 16, all freedom-
loving Lithuanians and Americans of
Lithuanian descent will commemorate
the 38th anniversary of Lithuania’s inde-
pendence.

Lithuania is a nation that has existed
for over eight centuries. During this
time, its people have enjoyed liberty,
freedom, and self-government for long
intervals and has also been the victim
of aggression and attack during which
time independent government disap-
peared temporarily.

Back in the 14th century, Lithuania
enjoyed one of its greatest periods of
power and independence after its great
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victory at Tannenberg. In the 16th cen-
tury, Lithuania was compelled to fight a
defensive war to maintain its defenses
and freedom. Again in the 18th cen-
tury, Lithuania was exposed to outside
attack and brought under Russian domi-
nation. During the 120 years of Russian
domination, the liberty-loving people of
Lithuania revolted against the tyrants
on five different occasions. Regardless
of the brutalities and treatments in-
flicted on the Lithuanian people during
these revolts of the 18th century, Lithu-
ania continued its drive for freedom and
national independence.

During World War I, the German
armies overran the Lithuanians and re-
mained there until the end of 1918. The
Nazis failed to make Lithuania a Ger-
man province. Lithuania’s official proc-
lamation of independence was issued on
February 16, 1918, which was unani-
mously adopted by the Lithuanian Coun-
cil and established Vilna as its capital.
After the evacuation of the Germans,
Soviet troops arrived at the borders of
Lithuania. The Red army occupied
Vilna in 1919. Again the Lithuanian
patriots organized and instituted the
Lithuanian army in a battle against the
Reds and regained its freedom late in
1919. By a peace treaty, the Soviet Gov-
ernment recognized the sovereign rights
of Lithuania over its people and terri-
tory.

Lithuania was admitted to the League
of Nations on September 22, 1921, and
became a full-fledged nation of interna-
tional status. Lithuanian people insti-
tuted land reform, reestablished indus-
try, set up transportation facilities, en-
acted social legislation, and expanded its
educational institutions. No country
made greater progress as a free and in-
dependen’ nation in so short a time as
Lithuania did up to World War II.

I will not repeat the sordid history of
the Soviet duplicity, infiltration, and ag-
gression which again brought slavery
and loss of independence to the Com-
munist tyrants. The fight for freedom
in Lithuania continues and will continue
as long as the Soviet despots inflict their
despotism on Lithuania. As long as
Lithuania and the peoples of other So-
viet captive countries continue their
fight for freedom, self-government will
surely ke reestablished within their
borders.

The United States as the world leader
must marshal the free nations of the
world to aid our captive nations in their
fight for freedom.

The American Lithuanian Council at
East Chicago, Ind., under the supervision
of its president, Mr, Albert G. Vinick, will
observe the Lithuanian’s 38th Independ-
ence Day at St. Francis Hall at East
Chicago on Sunday, February 12, 1956.
The Lithuanian Council of greater New
York will honor Lithuanian’s Independ-
ence Day at Webster Hall on East 11th
Street in New York on Sunday, February
19, 1956. I expect to be present at both
these observances which will be only two
of the hundreds of similar gatherings
throughout the country commemorating
this day and urging the people of all free
countries, as well as those behind the
Iron Curtain, to continue the fight for
world freedom.
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Mr. Speaker, I wish to incorporate
with my remarks a proclamation issued
on Lithuanian Independence by Gov.
George N. Craig, of Indiana:
ProCLAMATION FOoR REPUBLIC OF LITHUANIA

Day, FEBRUARY 16, 19566

Whereas the 16th day of February 1956,
will mark the 38th anniversary of the dec-
laration of independence by the people of
the Republic of Lithuania; and

Whereas on that day the citizens of the
State of Indiana who are of Lithuanian origin
or descent will convene in various commu-
nities throughout the State to commemorate
that occasion and to join their countrymen
in the grief of a liberty-loving nation caused
by the aggression and the acts of injustice of
the Soviet Union which took over Lithuania
by force of arms, usurped the sovereign and
inalienable rights of the Lithuanian people
and proceeded with the extermination of
them by mass deportation, imprisonment,
and execution; and

‘Whereas the Lithuanian people are strongly
opposed to foreign occupation and oppression
and are determined to restore their freedom
and sovereignty which has been always rec-
ognized by the Government of the United
States of America; and

Whereas because of thelr unmistakable at-
titude toward communism, which has been
struggling for world domination, the Lith-
uanian people together with over a million
Americans of Lithuanian descent represent
an important force in the present fight of
free nations against Communist aggression;
and

Whereas the residents of the State of In-
diana feel deep sympathy for the gallant peo=
ple of Lithuania and of other countries,
presently enslaved by the Eremlin imperial-
ism;

Now, therefore, I, George N. Cralg, Governor
of the State of Indiana, do hereby proclaim
Thursday, February 16, 1856, as Republic of
Lithuania day in Indiana, urging appro-
priate observance of the occasion.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused to be affixed the great
seal of the State of Indiana, at the capitol,
in the city of Indianapolis, this 18th day of
January 1956.

GEORGE N. CRAIG,
Governor of Indiana.
Crawrorp F. PARKER,
Secretary of State.

THE PRESIDENTIAL MESSAGE ON
IMMIGRATION POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from OChio [Mr. FEIGHAN] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, today
the House received a special message
from President Eisenhower on our immi-
gration policy and in that message he
made a series of recommendations for
changes in the law as it now exists. As
you Members of Congress know, there
has been a great deal of discussion and
controversy over our immigration laws
during these past several years. A great
number of recommendations have been
advanced for changes in our basic immi-
gration law in addition to those made
by our President today.

The message of the President today
calls for sweeping changes in our basic
immigration policy. These recom-
mendations call for a reexamination
of our national origins system because
the President has proposed a new cri-
teria for determining the number of
immigrants to be admitted annually and
a new formula by which quota numbers
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will be allocated to various parts of the
world. Other recommendations have
been made, several of which have been
under consideration by the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for a consider-
able period of time. Then there are
some other recommendations which are
completely new.

The President has called upon Con=-
gress to take immediate action on legis-
lation which would enact into law his
proposals, which obviously means he
urges Congress to take action one way
or the other during this session. As
acting chairman of Subcommittee No. 1
of the Committee on the Judiciary which
has special jurisdiction over immigra-
tion and nationality laws, I think that
public hearings should be commenced as
soon as possible on the recommendations
advanced by the President as well as
those recommendations which have been
advanced hitherto by Members of Con=
gress and others. I shall do my part to
see that such public hearings are begun
as soon as possible so that Congress will
have the benefit of all important views
on this subject.

The President’s message appears to
underline the need for a more elastic
immigration policy than now exists. I
say this because it was necessary to en-
act special legislation in 1948 to meet the
problem of displaced persons who were
the victims of World War II, and then
again in 1953 Congress found it neces-
sary to enact special legislation in the
form of the Refugee Relief Act in order
to help out with the many human prob-
lems caused by Communist tyranny and
aggression in various parts of the world.
The likelihood exists that so long as the
conspiracy of communism exists in this
world and continues its inhumanities
and tyrannies against people, we will
continue to have refugees who plead with
us for religious and political asylum.
Since the Refugee Relief Act expires at
the end of this year, the possibility exists
that Congress will be asked for more
special legislation in succeeding sessions
unless we are able to find a way of meet-
ing such problems through our normal
immigration laws. This, of course, em-
phasizes the importance of Congress get-
ting all the facts and points of view with
respect to the President's recommenda-
tions as well as those made previously by
Members of Congress, so that Congress
can take whatever action is necessary
before this session has adjourned.

AN ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT
EISENHOWER

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, during the past few weeks the
Nation has been enduring the rather
sorry performance of a former President’
trying to whip up the lagging spirits of
his party with inflammatory speeches at
money-raising dinners.
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- In his fuming and foaming, ex- -
dent Truman shows little regard for fact.
He continues to write his own version of
history. He relies heavily on his newly
developed psychic and intuitive powers
to predict an awful fate for the Nation
now enjoying peace and prosperity un-
precedented under his administration.

In his intemperance, Truman con-
tinually sets new low records for personal
attacks on the President and Viee Presi-
dent of the United States. For example,
he continues to ecompound the myth that
Vice President Nixow once called him a
traitor. Despite a challenge to explore
the Viece President’s well-reported re-
marks, he has failed to come up with
the time and place such a statement was
alleged to have been made.

A week ago today in a speech before
the New York State Democratic Com-
mittee, Truman again escaped the bonds
of decency by quoting a sign posted at
a meeting last month in St. Paul, Minn,,
which he claimed read:

In Tke we trusted,
Now we are busted.

He then went on to promise the Demo-
crats would “give the American people
a chance to vote for President and not a
regency or part-time chairman of the
board.”

It ill behooves a former President to
engage in personal attacks on his suc-
cessor. Such remarks are especially
unfitting for an ex-President who at the
highest point of his steadily declining
popularity in office, as revealed by na-
tional polls, never came within range
of the continued high regard of the
people of America for President Eisen-
hower.

I believe the record high public esteem
enjoyed by President Eisenhower reflects
to a great degree the sincerity, intelli-
gence, and selfless dedication he brings
to his work.

I recently made a grassroots tour of
California and other trips to the Middle
West and I am aware of the great surge
of emotion and affection for President
Eisenhower and the prayerful desire by
most Americans that he will be able to
continue the leadership that has brought
us so many heartfelt gains. When the
results of his forthcoming medical ex-
amination reveal him to be physically
fit, I pray the Nation will let him know
in a resounding fashion of their con-
fidence in him and of their desire to see
him continue to work for lasting peace.

Mr. Speaker, just as an obvious con-
trast exists between the present and
past administration of the highest office
of our land, I wish to contrast today the
unseemly remarks of the former Presi-
dent on last Thursday with a brief
speech made the same day by President
Eisenhower at the annual prayer break-
fast of the Internafional Council of
Christian Leadership at the Mayflower
Hotel. Most of us heard President
Eisenhower make this impromptu speech
that morning. His obvious sincerity and
alertness made a deep and favorable
impression on all of us regardless of
political backing. I include his remarks
as a part of my remarks today:

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Hilton and my
friends, it is a touching thing that Mr. Hil-
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ton has done in presenting to me this plagque
and the desk and the chair where I wrote
the little prayer that I used at the inaugura-
tion some 3 years and more ago.

That incident brought to me a great les-
son. It seemed to me a perfectly natural
thing to do. I was seeking some way to
impress upon the audience at that moment
that all of us realized a new Chief Executive
was being inaugurated over a Nation that
was founded on a religious falth,

Our founding documents so state. In ex-
plaining, you know, our Government and
what we intended to do in the Declaration,
our Founding Fathers held it was our Cre-
ator that gave us certain rights, and this
Government was set up to sustain them.

So that seemed to me a perfectly natural
thing to do, as an emphatic way of showing
that I also realized it.

Now it was with some astonishment that I
began to see this response—literally thou-
sands of messages coming in, some of them
from people who did not particularly think
I was the man to occupy that place that
day—still applauded that act.

And here is the lesson as I see it. I know
very few men, I know very few people that
tell me they are athelsts or they are even
agnostics, but we find among the laity a
curious diffidence in merely stating the fact
that they believe there is a God and He is
more powerful than I and I am dependent
upon Him. Tbhat is what the prayer did,
and it was beczuse a layman as I see it, did do
so—and of course, in such a positlon—that
this response came in.

Now I think that that prayer is somewhat
related to these prayer breakfasts. We can
stay in our guarters—we can pray. But by
gathering occasionally—and I understand
this whole celebration is a week long—the
whole ceremony something of a week long—
by announcing to the world that we come
up as laymen and meet, making the same
acknowledgments that are made in that
prayer, we are doing exactly the same thing:
We are telling people that this Nation is still
a nation under God.

This is terrifically important today. There
has been too much of the world that believes
the United States to be completely material-
istic, boastful, proud, and arrogant, It
makes no difference how they have achleved
it or how they have been misinformed in
order to achleve such a feeling, but it is
there. Traveler after traveler, poll after poll,
have reported the same thing.

It is such meetings as this, continued,
repeated, and brought home to them, that
help to dispel this very great and dangerous
delusion. It still is a Nation that is founded
on the religious faith, with great concern
for the sentiments of compassion and mercy
that Mr. Hilton so eloquently spoke about.
That is what we want others to think about
when they think of the United States.

People have talked of the spirit of Geneva,
The thing that the spirit of Geneva did
accomplish, and at least so far has not been
destroyed—one part of it that is valuable—
is that people there, in watching that con-
ference, gained a bellef that the Unilted States
was truly trylng to follow in the footsteps
of the Prince of Peace, and to establish a just
peace for the world,

That is a tremendous gain, in this day of
fears, hysteria, and too great—sometimes too
great a rellance on force.

Though we be strong, I believe, if I am not
misquoting, even the Bible says, *“When the
strong man armed keepeth his palace, his
goods are in peace.” We intend to remain
that strong, but let us always do it with the
certainty that anyone who will come in in-
tegrity, observing the moral values that we
know are imbedded in this great religious
faith, that he will be received as a friend and
taken with us down the road to the future
in peace.

February 8

I had no intention of making a speech. As
a matter of fact, I was promised I didn't
have to—and I don't know how I got started.
But thank you very much.

YALTA AND POTSDAM AGREE-
MENTS

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the REcoRD.

The SFEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.

Mr. REECE of ‘Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to call attention to one of
the great tragedies and gross injustices
in the wake of those agreements of ¥Yalta
and Potsdam, resulting in the present
separation from Germany of East Prus-
sia and the expulsion of its population
of 2,519,000 people. The expulsion of
the East Prussians, and of the 10 million
other pecple of the eastern provinces of
the Reich, was a violation of human
rights, of international law, and of sol-
emn covenants.

Section 2 of the Atlantic Charter states
that the signatory powers “desire to see
no territorial changes that do not accord
with the freely expressed wishes of the
people concerned.” The Atlantic Char-
ter was signed not only by the United
States President and the British Prime
Minister but also by the plenipotentiaries
of many governments, including those
of Poland and the Soviet Union.

On June 5, 1945, when the zones of
occupation were arranged in Germany,
the representatives of the four occupying
powers, that is, of the United States,
Great Britain, Prance, and the Soviet
Union, in their official declaration ex-
pressly spoke of Germany within her
boundaries as of December 31, 1937.

In their notes of March 25 and May 13,
1952, addressed to the Soviet Govern-
ment on the question of a peace treaty
with Germany, the governments of the
three Western Powers have made it
abundantly clear that the delimitation
of Germany'’s eastern boundary shall be
done at a future peace settlement, fol-
lowing a reunification.

The Government of the United States
as well as the Governments of the United
Kingdom and the French Republic should .
not leave the shadow of a doubt that
East Prussia and the other German
provinces east of the rivers Oder and
Neisse are, according to international
law, a part of Germany within her boun-
daries of December 31, 1937, that are
today still under wartime Red Polish
and BSoviet administration. The Gov-
ernment of the United States should
seize upon a proper moment to restate
the legal position in no uncertain terms.

Two million East Prussian expellees
eventually reached West Germany with
nothing but their bare hands. It was the
obvious scheme of the Kremlin rulers to"
turn this disappropriated mass of hu-
manity into an advance guard of com-
munism. Such plans fell completely flat.
There are no Communist sympathizers
to be found among the East Prussians.
Their experiences with the Soviets can
never be obliterated from their minds.
Quietly, and without any hullaballoo, the
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East Prussian expellees went to work and
in a modest way reestablished themselves
in the West German economy. They or-
ganized themselves into a fellowship, the
Landsmannschaft Ostpreussen, headed
by Dr. Alfred Gille, former mayor of
Loetzen, now a respected member of the
Bundestag—federal assembly—in Bonn.

They have sent to this country as their
representative a man who is in an ideal
way prepared to speak for them, since
his background is a rather unique mix-
ture of East Prussia and the United
States. I refer to Dr. Richard Sallet,
who is now in this city. He was born in
East Prussia at the turn of the century
of a family whose history in that country
goes back to the original inhabitants,
prior to the arrival of  the Teutonic
knights in 1226. This gives him an un-
challengable right to speak for his fellow
East Prussians. ;

When in the early part of the First
World War, Russian armies twice in-
vaded East Prussia, Dr. Sallet, then just
15 years of age, followed his brothers,
volunteered for infantry service, fought
the Russians, and held an officer’'s com-
‘mission at the end of the war.

He came to this country in 1921 and
assisted, later succeeded; his uncle in
Minnesota in editing a weekly news-
paper with a sizable circulation among
the farmers of the Middle West. Five
years as a country editor gave Dr. Sallet
a grassroots education in American de-
mocracy—incidentally his intense his-
torical interest then made him a life
member of the Minnesota Historical So-
ciety—and it prompted him to study
American government and history at
Harvard College where he was graduated
with the class of 1928.

He went back to East Prussia and, in
1930, obtained the degree of doctor of
philosophy at Konigsberg, the university
made famous by one of the greatest of
all philosophers, Immanuel Kant. Re-
turning to this country, he was appointed

to the faculty of Northwestern Univer-

sity, where his courses in the field of
government were greatly appreciated.

Before returning, he had with the So-
viet regime in Russia a most tragic ex-
perience, which left its mark on his
thinking. At the time of Stalin’s ruth-
less enforcement of collectivization of the
peasant lands, he visited, by horse and
buggy and camel, dozens of villages of
Volga German peasants. Deeply moved
by the cruelty of Soviet policy, he pre-
pared, among Midwest farmers of Rus-
sian-German stock, a relief action, only
to learn that the Communists had fol-
lowed his trail through the Russian vil-
lages, arresting and carrying off to prison
and death every peasant who had shown
him hospitality.

The challenge which, in 1933, the Nazi
regime in Berlin presented to American-
German relations was clearly perceived
by Dr. Sallett and stirred him to action.
He decided to put his hands to the wheel
and, during the following years, was
attached to the German Embassy in
Washington. Aware of the everwidening
rift, and of his own inability to turn the
tide, he felt compelled, one day in 1937,
by taking up the receiver in the Embassy
and calling Berlin over the trans-Atlan-
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tic telephone, to request the immediate
stop to an anti-American outburst in
the Berlin press. The outburst ended
abruptly; so did the diplomatic chapter
of his career. He did not ask for asylum
in this country. Courageously he went

back into the dictator’s den, still think-,

ing that he might be able to avert the
catastrophe. It was of no avail.. He was
used in a technical capacity in the Berlin
foreign office. But the leaders of the
revolt against Hitler regarded him as one
of the very few in his division whom they
planned to appoint to an important post.

At the end of World War II, two young
American Army officers, one a Harvard,

the other a Northwestern graduate,

escorted Dr. Sallet out of Soviet occupied
territory and into the Western zones

where he became engaged in the reopen- -

ing of the universities of northwest Ger=
many.

Close observation of foreign service
institutions led Dr. Sallet to devote sev-
eral years to research in this field, the
result of which is a painstaking work on
the diplomatic service of the three West-
ern countries, France, Great Britain, and
the United States, tracing foreign serv-
ice institutions from the opening of the
first French consulates in Egypt in 1251
to the lateral entry reforms in our De-
partment of State in 1953. ‘The book has
been hailed as a piece of accomplished
scholarship. He has since written a
handbook on the United States for the
official use of officer personnel of the
West German defense forces.

In 1953 the expellees from east of the
Oder and Neisse sent Dr. Sallet on a
mission to the United States.
time his aim was to call attention to the
300,000 expellees who were then still
living in sub-normal conditions in tran-
sient camps. His conversations with
Secretary of State Dulles, FOA Director
Harold Stassen, Assistant Secretary of
State Livingston Merchant and others
resulted in a substantial grant to the
West German Government to provide
housing units for those expellees who
were then still living in camps. A bill,
introduced at that time by Representa-
tive Kersten, Republican, of Wisconsin,
requested our Government to grant a
$70 million loan for this same purpose.

This time Dr. Sallet has come to the
United States as the representative of
his East Prussian friends. The feeding,
clothing, and housing of the expellees is
no longer a pressing problem. They are
all working hard and making progress
in a modest way. But their aim is
definitely to return to the soil of their
native land.

The Government of the United States
will be well advised to take full account
of this aim,

Kremlin policy schemes to uproot hu=-
manity, to detach people from their
homes, their family, their religion, to
shift like cattle the thousands of workers
and peasants, following the whims of
Communist dictators.

These East Prussians are the very
negation of Kremlin policy; they love
their homeland, and they hold on to
the title to their home, undismayed, un-
discouraged, tenaciously.

At that:
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Dr. Sallet has made the following
statement on the position .of the East
Prussians:

MEMORANDUM ON EAST PRUSSIA

As a result of illegal machinations of So=
viet Communist leaders the 2.5 million in-
habitants of East Prussia have been expelled
from their native land 10 years ago. Hun-
dreds of thousands of these fled in terror
ahead of the advancing Soviet forces, whose
reputation for mass rape and wholesale mur-
der had preceded them. One million nine
hundred thousand East Prussians eventually
reached West Germany and the Soviet oc-
cupied zone (central Germany) while more
than 600,000, 1. e., 24 percent, perished on the
way. They were either killed or. died of
starvation and diseases, or committed sulcide
following outrages to their person.

Of the 75,000 who remained in the Red
Polish-administered part, holding on to a
meager life on the soil of their ancestors;
most had no option but to accept Red Polish
citizenship papers. Not more than a hand-
ful of German today survive in the Soviet=-
administered part of East Prussia, the Pregel
Valley and Konigsberg. The latter, since
1255 an imporfant center of the Order of
Enights of St. Mary’s Hospital at Jerusalem,
crusader and later defender of the faith at
these eastern ramparts of Christendom, also
is known as having comprised one of the
early lodges in Germany of the Masonic
Order. Before the last war, Kdnigsherg was
a thriving city with close to a half million
inhabitants, the seat of a 400-year-old uni-
versity, world-renowned through the philos=
opher, Immanuel EKant.

‘The East Prussians now living in the Fed-
eral Republic of West Germany and their
kinsmen in the Soviet occupled zone (cen-
tral Germany) are firmly resolved that title
to their native home shall not be lost, and
that some day their peaceful return to a
free East Prussia will be realized. Occupa-
tion by the Soviets and their satellites does
not change legal title to the land. It cannot
do s0, A hundred years of wrong will not
add up to one single day of right. "

And, citing the great English jurist, Sir
Edward Coke, who once had staunchly set
forth that his King's ediet cannot change
the law, “vigilantibus et non dormientibus
jura subveniunt,”—the laws aid those who
are vigilant, not those who sleep upon their
rights. This is the position taken by the
nearly 2 ‘million East Prussians living'in
West Germany: Quite a few of these people
are descendants, as are the people of the
United States, of families who centurles ago
had migrated because of devout religious
beliefs, and had found East Prussia a haven
of tolerance: Scottish and English Dissenters,
French Huguenots, Dutch Mennonites, Aus-
trian and Swiss Reformed. They will not
abdicate their right to return to the homes
founded by their ancestors.

For the time being, East Prussia seems to
lie below the horizon, lost sight of in the
darkness behind the Iron Curtain, However,
wrongs have the peculliar, and salutary, tend-
ency to be only of temporary nature, though
the odds at first may overwhelmingly point
the other way. Nazl persecution of Jews led
to the doom of the Third Reich while a sov-
ereign State of Israel is now an accepted
member of the family of nations. Hitler's
conquest of Poland and parts of Soviet Rus-
sia did not last. Soviet Russian and Red
Polish occupation of East Prussia will not
last. It is logical, therefore, and important
to plan for the time when we shall face the
problem of East Prussia, and to contribute
our share that this land, through seven cen=-
turies a bulwark of Western civilization, shall
again be within the orbit of a free world.

The importance to the West of a free East
Prussia should not be overlocked. Relin-
quishing their hold of Konigsberg may, or
may not, mean to the Soviets more than the
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recent withdrawal of their military forces
from Porkkala in Finland. However, the
beacon from a lighthouse in East Prussia
would bring into view the intervening land
up to the Iron Curtain. With the Baltic no
longer a closed Soviet lake, it would
strengthen the position of Sweden and thus
be of advantage to all the Scandinavian coun-
tries.

It might prove of great future value if
a few enlightened citizens of the United
States—later perhaps to be joined by several
thoughtful Europeans—should have the vi-
sion to take an active interest in, and recom-
mend the study of, the problem of East
Prussia. Having in mind the wider aspect
of East European cooperation, these men
could avail themselves of proper occasions
to call the attention of statesmen of the
Western Worid to the problem of a free East
Prussia within a free Europe.

Though we do not cross a bridge until we
come to it, it is worth noting that Sovlet
policy gains its points by surprise tactics.
It may be wise, therefore, to plan ahead so
that we are prepared to cross the bridge when
we come to it.

OUR AGED DESERVE A BETTER LIFE

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, within
the last few weeks some very cold, hard
facts were published which must cer-
tainly command the attention of all of
us. For they show very forcibly that
one of the major problems before this
Congress is that of finding means for
providing a happier and more abundant
life for the aged members of our na-
tional community.

Listen carefully to these figures. Ac-
cording to this report, issued by the
Twentieth Century Fund on January 8,
of this year, nearly three-fourths of
Americans over age 65 have no income
of their own or get less than $1,000 for
an entire year. Here is the brief sta-
tistical summary of the pitifully small
inecomes upon which our senior citizens
are trying to manage to live:

Over one-third—or 36 percent—have
no income of their own whatever.

About 4 out of every 10—or 38 per-
eent—have a yearly income of under
$1,000.

About 1 in every 10—or 11 percent—
have annual incomes of between $1,000
and $2,000.

And only 15 percent have income
amounting to $2,000 or more for an
entire year.

I quote these figures because I believe
we must bear them constantly in mind.
For the truth of the matter is that we
have not faced up to our new responsi-
bilities for the aged which have arisen,
ironically enough, because of the very
abundance which they have helped to
produce during their working life.

We like to remind ourselves that one
of the most incredible contributions of
our last half-century of progress in this
countiry is the fact that we have added
21 years to life expectancy in less than
one full modern generation. That is
about the same gain that was made in
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all the centuries from the time of Christ
up to 1900.

We are equally proud of the fact tha.t
the miracles of modern production have
substantially reduced the number of
hours of work required to build a better
life for our people. As someone put it
recently, the average man at the turn
of the century could expect to live 40
years and to work about 70 hours or more
a week. In our time, on the other hand,
we can expect to live for 70 years, and to
work a 40-hour week.

We are justifiably proud of these de-
velopments.

But, Mr. Speaker, let us never allow
ourselves to disregard the equally chal-
lenging figures I have just quoted, which
show that one segment of our people
have been forced by circumstances to
bear the heaviest consequences of these
great changes in our national life. I re-
fer, of course, to the older men and

.women who, after a lifetime of produc-

tive endeavor, are now facing the new
and distressing problems of maintaining
themselves in the years of retirement.

I have long been concerned, as you

know, with these problems. On numer-

ous occasions, I have called for con-
gressional action to explore the nature
and extent of these problems in the be-
lief that we must act more directly and
more constructively at the national
level—as well as in our States and our

home communities—to insure that years .

of retirement may be happy and useful
years, instead of periods of prolonged
misery.

Fortunately for all of us, there is in-
creasing evidence of a growing concern
with the problems of the aged in our
country. One of the most important
publications of recent months, in my
opinion, is the challenging study pub-
lished by the Council of State Govern-
ments, entitled “The States and Their
Older Citizens.” This significant wvol-
ume documents the story of the tragic
consequences of lack of adequate in-
come for too many Americans in the
older age groups. Moreover, it empha-
sizes the fact that lack of adequate fi-
nancial resources is just one of the prob-
lems they are facing. For, in the words
of the report:

The problem of old age has many other
facets., They include unequal opportunity
for employment; inferior housing; separa-
tlon from family and frlends; widowhood
for more than one half of older women;
inadequate medical care; lack of insurance
against hospitalization; tremendous increase
in placement in mental hospitals; lonell-

ness; lack of social participation; under- .

representation in programs of prevention,
rehabilitation, and education; and lack of

" personnel especlally trained for helping

older persons with their problems.
But, someone may say, how can we

- possibly find solutions for all of the com-

plexity of problems named in this bill
of particulars? Fortunately, most Amer-
icans do not accept this defeatist atti-
tude. A single sentence from the con-
clusions in the report places the respon-
sibility and sets the goals which most of
us can subscribe to. It reads:

These problems, in their totality, represent

the failure of our economy, our Government,
and our society to design a program which
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permits older citizens fo contribute to our
economy and to live healthful, useful, and
bappy lives in accordance with accepted
American standards.

Moreover, as we look about us, we find
that action in this, direction is already
beginning to appear on a variety of
fronts. Here and there, throughout the
country, action on the part of church
groups, unions, individual communities,
certain industries and—most challeng-
ing of all—on the part of the aged them-
selves is producing the kind of results
which suggest the vital importance of a
nationwide attack on these problems,

Faced with the problem of inferior
housing and lack of adequate medical
care, some communities in the country
have instituted foster home care for el-
derly people who prefer to live with
families or out-resident programs in
which persons can find. suitable living
guarters near a center and can come to
the center for meals, medical care, occu-~
pational therapy, and recreation. Some
of our churches are establishing homes
for the aged which feature small cottages
constructed around a central building.
Recently, for example, the Catholic arch-
diocese of Detroit converted a 700-room
downtown hotel into a residential build-
ing for persons 65 and over where most

‘patrons pay $110 to $150 a month for

lodging, meals, recrea.tion, and medical
services.

Universities in all sections of the coun=-

-try have sponsored annual or occasional
.conferences on different aspects of the

problems of aging. In scattered com-
munities and in some industries we are
beginning to see the establishment of
courses in preparation for retirement,
and individual counseling to assist peo-
ple to plan wisely for their later years.

More and more aged men and women

‘who have been consigned to institutions

are being restored to productive lives

-through rehabilitation programs of geri-

atric centers associated with general and
mental hospitals, and staffed by general
practitioners, psychiatrists, social work=-
ers, nurses, and other persons experi-

.enced in working with the aging.

On the basis of accumulating evidence
that most of our senior citizens do not

. want to retire, unless they are forced to

do so, new emphasis is being placed upon
the importance of creating new job op-
portunities for those older men and
women who now find it dificult to find

.employment because of their age. In
. some States, sheltered workshops have

been organized to meet the demand for
re-employment by retired workers. In

. others, training and placement programs

are beginning to appear as part of the
job-placement procedure, Last year,
you will recall, Congress appropriated
some $160,000 to finance a number of
special research studies on the older

worker to cover six major areas: produc- .

tivity and performance of older workers;
the impact of pension costs on hiring
policies; an analysis of collective bar-
gaining provisions affecting the employ-
ment and retention of older workers;
employment patterns, policies, and prac-
tices in seven major metropolitan areas;
counseling and placement demonstra-
tions for older workers in the same seven
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areas; and the recruitment and fraining
of mature men and women to meet labor
shortages in such fields as teaching,
white collar operations and health
services.

These are hopeful signs. But all of
us will recognize that they are the small
beginnings to the better solution of very
great problems. We need more infor-
mation on all of the problems which
face our older people, as a basis for
better answers for the future. We need
to know more about how adequately,
and to what extent, present retirement
policies are meeting the needs of our
economy as well as the day-to-day needs,
having to do with enough food, adequate
shelter, and proper medical care for this
group in -our population.

In this, as in previous sessions of the
Congress, I have introduced a bill which
would establish a commission on old-age
and retirement benefits, because I know
our present knowledge in this area is
excessively fragmentary. And as iong
as we have the incomplete story, we shall
have conclusions based on half-truths
and prejudice. Because adequate in-
come for our aged people lies at the root
of so many of their problems, I believe
we must start with a complete knowledge
of the character and amount of present
old-age benefits in terms of their ade-
quacy and in terms of the number of
people who are affected.

At the same time, I am convinced that
there are many other areas which would
be equally fruitful areas for investiga-
tion. As the Council of State Govern-
ments has pointed out, the prevailing
form of service to older persons today is
custodial care in the traditional county
home, nursing home, or in the chronic
illness hospital or old people's home.
As a result, the costs of existing services
for the aging—largely in terms of cus-
todial care—are excessively high, in
spite of the fact that the care which
older people are receiving is frequently
inadequate. Yet we know that we have
developed techniques of rehabilitation
which have demonstrated their tremen-
dous potentials in restoring men and
women to a high degree of physical self
care and mental capacity—facilities
which, so far, have been used on behalf
of our aged people to only a slight degree.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I believe that we
must be greatly concerned with the
human as well as with the statistical
story of what is happening to thousands
of Americans who have reached their
65th birthday. It may well be that one
of the most important contributions each
one of us could make would be to bring
our own thinking up to date in this re-
gard. We know that the transition from
a rural to an urban community has pro-
duced tremendous changes in the living
conditions of older men and women,
and has contributed to the loneliness and
isolation which many of them experi-
ence. We know that it is usually not
possible for the older members of the
family to live in the homes of the mar-
ried children. For too many of them
the price of progress has been the loss
of a reasonable self-sufficiency and an
established role in the family life in their
declining years.
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Indifference and apathy have taken

their toll.
. Too often, according to most evidence,
older people are made to feel that the
public expects them to withdraw from
activities and community life, resigning
themselves to anonymity or to custodial
care, rather than to active, productive
and useful lives. This apathy on our
part is, in the opinion of the Council of
State Governments, a chief obstacle to
be overcome because “a prime requisite
is an extensive program of public educa~-
tion—one that will dispel popular myths
about aging. Once the myths about ag-
ing and its inevitable helplessness are
dispelled, the major roadblocks to con-
structive action for older citizens will
have been removed.”

In marked contrast, by the way, is the
attitude of most members of the aged
group about themselves., The majority
of persons 65 and over do not think of
themselves as old. Instead, they think
of themselves as middle aged. In a re-
cent study of 3,515 employees 63 and 64
years old, representing 265 industries, 68
percent of the median industrial group
reported that they think of themselves
as middle aged or younger. This finding
confirms the results of an earlier study of
3,000 men and women, the majority of
whom . classified themselves as middle
aged up to the age of 75.

As I have said, the scattered evidence
which is now being accumulated must
rest heavily upon our consciences and
our sense of responsibility toward our
senior citizens. I am encouraged by the
action which has already taken place at
community and State levels in various
parts of the country, and through indi-
vidual and group initiative. I am just as
convinced that we are only beginning to
understand all the potentialities which
lie with further activity in this important
area. I believe the Federal Government
must assume a more active role in en-
couraging further development on a
broad front, aimed at all of the problems
which face our older people. I have ex-
Ppressed my concern in these matters re-
peatedly on the floor of this House and I
promise you, Mr. Speaker, that I shall
continue fo do so until we have found
Igtore positive and more equitable solu-

ons.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Feicaaxn, for 5 minutes today, and
to revise and extend his remarks,

Mr. Bamey, for 15 minutes,
tomorrow. :

Mr. Keaming, for 15 minutes, on
tomorrow.

Mr, Mappen, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Upary, for 40 minutes, on Tues-
day next.

Mr., Muowmma, for 30 minutes, on
February 20.

Mr. ANDREwWS (at the request of Mr.
Witriams of Mississippi), for 60 min-
utes tomorrow.

Mr. Baney, for 1 hour on Wednes-
day next.

on
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, or to revise and extend re-
marks, was granted to:

Mr. CELLER.
~ Mr. Foranp and to include a statement
he gave before the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency and discussion which
followed.

Mr. CORBETT.

Mr. MappEN and to include extraneous

matter.
- Mr. YaTEs to revise and extend the
remarks he made in Committee of the
Whole and to include extraneous matter
and some compufations and compila-
tions.

Mr. Van ZanpT and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. McDonovcH and to include extra-
neous matter.

Mr. Taomrson of New Jersey in two
instances and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Mack of Washington.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles.

$.1352. An act for the relief of A. J. Crozat,
Jr.; and ;

8.1584. An act for the relief of Raymond
D. Beckner and Lulu Stanley Beckner,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; according-
ly (at 5 o’clock and 12 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, February 9, 1956, at 12 o’clock roon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

. 1497. A communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States, transmitting pro-
posed supplemental appropriations and
other authorizations for the fiscal year 10856,
and for other purposes, in the amount of
$565,660,965 for various agencies (H. Doc. No.
330); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.
~ 1498. A letter from the Acting Secre
of the Interior, transmitting the report -
the Department of the Interior on the Ains-
worth unit, Nebraska, of the Missourl River
Basin project, pursuant to the provision of
section 2 of Public Law 612, 83d Congress
(68 Stat. 767) (H. Doc. No. 331); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs and
ordered to be printed with illustrations.
1499. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, relative to stating that an
adequate soil survey and land classification
has been made of the lands in the Shafter-
‘Waseo Irrigation District, and that the lands
to be irrigated are susceptible to the produc-
tion of agricultural crops by means of irriga-
tion, pursuant to Public Law 172, 83d Con-
gress; to the Committee on Appropriations.
1500. A letter from the Special Assistant
to the Sccretary of Labor, relative to cor-
recting a typographical error which appears
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in a letter from Secretary of Labor Mitchell
dated February 6, 19566, which forwarded a
draft of proposed legislation entitled “A bill
to provide temporary disability insurance
benefits for employees in the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes.” The fig-
ure of “$26.00" which appears on page 2 of
this letter as the maximum amount of week-
1y benefits payable under the bill should read
“$36.00”; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

1501, A letter from the Chairman, United
States Tariff Commission, transmitting the
Eighth Annual Report of the United States

Tariff Commission on the operation of the
mde-ngraemanta program; pursuant to sec-
tion 38 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1955, and Executive Order 10082 dated
October 5, 19159. to the Committee on Ways
and Means, - .

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: Committee on
"Armed Services. H.R.2108. A bill to repeal
certain laws relating to professional éxami-
nations for promotion of medical, dental,
and veterinary officers of the Army and Air
Force; without amendment (Rept. No. 1751).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS of Loulsiana: Committee on

Armed 'Services. - H.R.2111. A bill to au-'

thorize the Secretariek of the Army, the Navy,

and the Air Force, with the approval of the.

Becretary of Defense, to cause to be published
official registers for their respective services;
with amendment (Rept. No, 17562). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: Committee on
Armed Services. H.R.8107. A bill to amend
the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952, as
amended; without amendment (Rept. No.
1753). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COOPER:

H.R.9166. A bill to provide a 1-year ex-
tension of the existing corporate normal-tax
rate and of certain excise-tax rates; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

3 By Mr. REED of New York:

H.R. 9167. A bill to provide a 1-year exten-
slon of the existing corporate normal-tax

 rate and of certain excise-tax rates; t-o the
CoOmmittee on Ways and Meens
i B Mr. ASHLEY: °

H.R. 9103 A bill to provide for the estab-

lishment of the Bureau of Older Persons
within the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare; to authorize Federal grants to
assist in the development and operation of
studies and projects to help older persons;
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BUCKLEY:

H.R.9169. A bill to amend subparagraph
(¢), paragraph I, part I, of Veterans Regula-
tions No. 1 (a), as amended, to establish a
presumption of service connection for
chronic and tropical diseases becoming mani-
fest within 3 years from separation from
service; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,
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By Mr. BYRD:

H.R.9170. A bill to regulate the forelgn
commerce of the United States by establish-
ing import quotas under specified condi-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Come=
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CRETELLA:

H.R. 9171. A bill to amend and liberalize
the provisions of the Refugee Rellef Act of
1953; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgla:

H.R.9172. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Act of January 16, 1883, s0 as to require
that'certain reports and other communica-
tions: of the' executive branch' to Congress
contain information pertaining to the num-
ber of civilian officers and employees required
to carry out additional-or expanded func-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Clvll Service.

By Mr. GROSS: ;
H.R.9173. A bill to amend the Civil

Service Act of January 16, 1883, so as to re-

quire that certain reports and other com-
munications of the executive branch to Con-
gress contain information. pertaining to the
number of civilian officers and employees re-
quired to carry out additional or expanded
functions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Bervh‘:e
By Mr. DOLLINGER:

H.R.9174. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. GRANAHAN:

H.R.9175. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases in
benefits, and -for. other purposes; to the

Committee on Interstate and Foraign Gom-.

merce. .
By Mr. I-IAR.DY

H. R.9176. A bill to amend Public Law 314.
78th Congress, to provide that retired re-
servists may waive receipt of a portion of
their retired pay; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. HINSHAW :

H. R, 9177. A bill to amend section 405 (a),
part IV, of the Interstate Commerce Act; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. HOLMES:

H.R.9178. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to extend the period
for amortization of grain-storage facilities;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JENNINGS:

H.R.9179. A bill to prohibit the use of
real property owned by the United Btates
for the production of agricultural commodi-
ties, including livestock, which are disposed
of by sale; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. EEATING:

H.R.9180. A bill to authorize the admis-
sion to the United States of certain aliens,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.9181. A bill to amend the Immlgra-'

tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

H.R.9182. A bill' to amend the Immigra=-
tion and Nationality Act, to regulate judicial
review of deportation and exclusion orders,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R.9183. A bill to amend sections 201
and 202 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ERUEGER:

H.R.9184. A bill to provide for the acqui-
sition of a site and the erection thereon of
a Federal building in Williston, N. Dak.; to
the Committee on Public Works,

By Mr. LOVRE:

H.R.9185. A bill to amend the act of

April 6, 1949, as amended, authorizing the
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Becretary of Agriculture to make disaster
loans; to the Committee on Agriculture.
By Mr. MACK of Ilinois:

H. R.9186. A bill to authorize a 5-year pro-
gram of grants for construction of medical
educational and research facilities; to the
Committee on Interstate and l!'orelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. MOULDER:

H.R.9187. A bill to amend the Rallroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Poreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. REUSS:
H.R. 9188. A bill to'amend the Int-ernal'

‘Revenue Code of 1954 with respect to con- !

tributions and gifts by corporations to or. .
for the use of schools of engineering. and . .

.related technical subjects; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania:

H.R.9189. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tlon and Nationality Act to permit children
adopted by United States citizens to be nat-
uralized- in certain cases without satisfying
the residence and physical presence require-
ments; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STAGGERS: :

H.R.9190. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide increases
in benefits, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R.9191. A bill to reduce the local con-
tributions required for construction of the
Navarro Mills Reservoir on Richland Creek,
Tex,, from 36 percent to 25 percent of the

itotal cost of the project; to the Oommit.tee'
‘on'Public Works. 7 A

By ‘Mr. WATTS:

. "H.R. 9192, A bill to amend the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act in order
that a greater number of local organizations,
may. qualify for assistance under the pro-
visions of such act; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. ADDONIZIO:

H. J.Res. 523. Joint resolution granting
the consent of Congress to the States of New
York, New Jersey, and Connecticut to con-
fer certain additional powers upon the Inter-
state Sanitation Commission, established by
said States pursuant to Public Resolution 62,
74th Congress, August 27, 1935; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. RHODES of Arlzona:

H. J. Res. 524. Joint resolution directing
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of
the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to study the economic and engineering
feasibility of acquiring riparian rights from
the Republic of Mexico to water in the Gulf
of California for the piping and pumping of
water from the Gulf of California to Arizona
for irrigation purposes; to the Commltt-ee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr, THOMPSON of Naw Jersey:

H. J. Res. 525. Joint resolution to provide
for the observance and commemoration of
the 50th anniversary of the 1st conference
of State governors for the protection in the
public interest of the natural resources of the
United States; to the Committee on the Ju=-
diciary.

By Mr. ANFUSO:

H. Con. Res. 211. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to the creation of a commission on the Arab
refugee problem within the United Nations;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. BYRD:

H. Con. Res. 212. Concurrent resolution
providing that the United States mission to
the United Nations shall take such steps as
might be necessary to have each day's ses-
sion in the United Nations opened with a
prayer; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
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PRIVATE BILILS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. DAVIDSON:

H.R.9193. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Josephine Bajada; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.9194. A bill for the relief of John T.
Lipset; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DOLLINGER:

H. R.91085. A bill for the relief of Wickham
Courtney Anderson; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H. R. 9186. A bill for the relief of Evangelos
Christos Mirtsopoulos; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

H. R.9197. A bill for the rellef of Lucienne
Canicio S8mith; to the Committee on the
Judiciary. -

By Mr. JACESON:

H. R.9198. A bill for the relief of Aly Was-

sll; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MATLLIARD:

H.R. 9199, A bill for the relief of Sagrario
Gonzalez Arrivillaga Yanguas; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.9200, A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Maria Guadalupe Aguilar-Buenrostro de
Montano; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. RUTHERFORD:

H.R.9201. A bill to provide for the con-
veyance of certaln property of the United
States to Harvey V. Lashus; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R.9202. A bill for the relief of Joseph
(Josef) Ams; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

501. By Mr. BUSH: Petition of the Amer-
ican Legion, Department of Pennsylvania,
urging enactment into law of H. R. T886;
to the Committee on Veterans’' Affairs.

502. By Mr, ROOSEVELT: Petition of the
officers of the 26th Congressional District
Council, California, of “Townsend Member-
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ship, in favor of the adoption of H. R. 4471
and H. R. 4472 as amendments to the Social
Security Act in place of old-age and sur-
vivors insurance and old-age assistance; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

508. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu-
tions adopted at annual meeting of the
‘Racine Milk Producers Cooperative Associa-
tion on January 16, 1956; one resclution per-
taining to the support program, and the
other to the soil-bank program; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

504. Also, resclution unanimously adopted
at a mass meeting of Americans of Lithua-
nian descent of the city of Racine, Wis., held
under the auspices of the local branch of the
Lithuanian-American Council, Inc,, on Feb-
ruary 5, 1956, to commemorate the 38th an-
niversary of the Declaration of Independence
of Lithuania; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

505. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the sec-
retary, Lithuanian-American Council, Ime.,
Racine, Wis,, petitioning consideration of
their resolution with reference to asking for
bipartisan leadership and cooperation in the
field of national defense and foreign policy,
etc.,; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The Railroad Retirement Act Should Be
Amended To Increase Benefits and
Permit Optional Refirement at Age 60
or With 30 Years’ Service, With the
Annuity To Be Computed on the 5
Years of Highest Earnings

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES E. VAN ZANDT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 8, 1956

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently a subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, of which our colleague Oren HaRr-
Rr1s, of Arkansas, is chairman, held hear-
ings on 53 bills designed to amend the
Railroad Retirement Act.

After taking testimony from the spon-
-8ors of the hills, the hearings were re-
cessed temporarily and when resumed
representatives of railroad management,
railroad labor organizations, and agen-
cies of Government will be heard.

At the conciusion of the hearings, the
subcommittee will make recommenda-
tions to the full committee which is ex-
pected to perfect a bill for House action
during the early summer.

As a sponsor of several bills pending
before the House Commitiee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, it was my
privilege to appear before the committee
on January 24, at which time I testified
~on behalf of my bills to increase benefits
for annuitants, pensioners, and widows,
and permit optional retirement at age
60 or after 30 years' service, with the
annuity'to be computed on the 5 years of
" highest earnings. :

The legislation which I have intro-
duced over a period of years represents
the wishes of the active and retired rail-
road employees and their families in my
congressional distriet.

It is in their interest and at their re-
quest that I have been making a deter-
mined effort for the past several years to
have full consideration given to my bills
to amend the Railroad Retirement Act.

My statement before the subcommit-
tee of the House Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce follows:

Mr. Chalrman, once again I am grateful
to you and the members of this committee
for according me the privilege of appearing
before you to explain the bilis I have intro-
duced to amend the Railroad Retirement Act.

As all of you know, I represent a large
group of active and retired railroad em-

ployees and at their request and in their in-

terest I introduced proposed amendments to
the Rallroad Retirement Act.

Before discussing these amendments I
should like to convey to you the attitude of
the active and retired railroad employees of
my district, as I talked to many of them last
fall during the congressional recess.

Not only did I find a lot of dissatisfaction—
and may I repeat dissatisfactlon—among the
retired people because of the failure of Con-
gress to increase benefits, but I also found a
general feeling among active rallroaders that
the Rallroad Retirement Act should be re-
vised for the purpose of providing more ade-
gquate benefits at the time of retirement.

Mr, Chairman, the basis of the majority of
complaints stems from the action of Con-
gress last summer in approving an increase in
spouse benefits. The widow and widower are
the chief critics of what they call discrimina-
tory action on the part of the Congress.

Frankly, I found it very difficult to answer
a'widow whose average monthly benefit check
is in the neighborhood of $40 when she asked
me If I could exist on the scale of benefits
paid those In her category.

In addition to the criticism that I recelved
from the widow and widower on my visits to
‘my congressional district last fall, I encoun-
tered a concerted and organized drive by

actively employed railroaders—especially
those in the Altoona, Pa., area where the
largest railroad shops In the world are lo-
cated—in support of amendments to permit
retirement after 30 or 35 years of service, or
at age 60, with the retirement annuity being
computed on the 5 years of highest earnings
and not less than one-half of the Individ-
ual's monthly compensation.

In addition to the personal contacts I had
with active railroaders in regard to the new
formula of computing annuities, T have re-
celved postcards and petitions-that contain
in excess of 5,000 signatures in support of the
proposed change in formula. Mr. Chairman,
it is my understanding that this committee
has recelved similar communiecations urging
approval of these proposed amendments.

In all my statements regarding the possl-
bility of liberalizing the Rallroad Retirement
Act and increasing benefits, I have stressed
the absolute necessity of maintaining the
stability of the retirement fund and keeping
it in a solvent condition to guarantee the
payments of present and future benefits with
the highest degree of certainty.

Regardless of the repeated admonition that
the solvency of the retirement fund is of
paramount consideration, there is an honest
difference of opinion in disputing the asser-
tion that benefite cannot be increased with-
out a corresponding increase in payroll
taxes.

I called attention to this difference of
opinion during the last session of Congress
when I pleaded for an across-the-board in-
crease in railroad retirement benefits,

In this connection, the views I volced
the past 2 years that my constituents felt
an increase in benefits would not impair the
financial stability of the retirement fund are
worthy of your close examination. .

While there is always room for an honest
difference of opinion, in view of the wide-
spread insistence that the Railroad Retire-
ment Act be liberalized and benefits in-
creased, T am certain that this committee
will review the entire subject and hold ade-
quate hearings at an early date so that
final action can be taken on proposed amend-
ments before the 84th Congress adjourns
next summer,
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