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hats of a nonunion manufacturer. The
Sherman Act was held to apply and the Hat
Co. was able to recover treble damages from
the members of the Danbury local of the
union.

As a result of this decision and the grow-
ing use of court injunctions to interfere
with union activities, organized labor turned
to Congress for rellef from what it regarded
as judicial oppression.

Congress first responded in 1914 by en-
acting section 6 of the Clayton Act. This
section stated that “nothing contained in
the antitrust laws shall be construed to for-
bid the existence and operation of labor
* * * grganiaztions * * * or to forbid or
restrain individual members of such organ=
izations from lawfully carrying out the le-
gitimate objects thereof * * *."

Labor leaders hailed this section thinking
that it exempted them completely from the
antitrust laws. However, the Supreme Court
in a series of decisions made it clear that
the Clayton Act did not give labor the re-
llef it expected. In the Duplex Printing
Press case, for example, the Supreme Court
held that the antitrust laws still pro-
hibited secondary boycotts by labor unions.
In the Coronado Coal case, the Court held
that the antitrust laws applied to an at-
tempt by a coalworkers' union to prevent the
shipment of nonunion coal to other States
where it would compete with union-mined
coal.

As a result of these cases, Congress in
1932 enacted the Norris-La Guardia Act
which specifically barred court injunction of
enumerated union organizational and eco-
nomic activities. In the case of United
States v. Hutcheson, which involved a strike
by one union against an employer who had
assigned work to a competing union’s mem-
bers (a jurisdictional strike) the Supreme
Court held finally that such labor activities
were exempt from the antitrust laws.
While there are still some disputed ques-
tioris as to the scope of this exemption where
labor and management jointly accomplish
some direct market restraint, the general
exemption of labor from the antitrust laws
is not well settled.

The exemption of agricultural coopera=
tives is contained in several statutes. The
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so-called Capper-Volstead Act provides that
agricultural producers may “act together in
associations, corporate or otherwise, with or
without capital stock™ for the purpose of
“collectively processing, * * * handling, and
marketing [their] products.” TUnder the
Cooperative Marketing Act of 1026, agricul-
tural producers and thelr assoclations may
acquire and exchange “past, present, and
prospective” pricing, production and mar-
keting data. And the Robinson-Patman Act
provides that limitations on price discrimi-
nations shall not prevent “a cooperative as-
sociation from returning to its mem-
bers * * * net earnings on surplus * * *
in proportion to their purchases or sales
from, to, or through the association.”

These exemptions from the antitrust laws
demonstrate two facts about legislation in
this fleld. The first is that economic theory
and public policy do not always coincide;
the second is that the antitrust laws while
vital are not the sole means of preserving
our democratic society.

From the point of view of economie pur-
ists, such considerations are irrelevant.
They argue that the public interest is jeop-
ardized no less by monopoly power in the
hands of organized labor or restrictive prac-
tices by small farmers than it is by such
powers and practices on the part of busi-
ness. In their view, the interference with
the workings of a free competitive economy
is the same.

But legislation is never framed within
such narrow and coldly logical limits. As
Congressmen we frankly are concerned with
more than just economic theory. We are
also concerned with the social value, the
popular sentiment, and similar factors, in
determining the wisdom and utility of any
particular enactment.

This is well illustrated by the agricultural
and labor exemptiond. In the case of agri-
culture, the exemption is based on a desire
to preserve the family farm as the primary
unit of agricultural production. We know
that without the right to join together small
farmers would be at the mercy of the large
purchasers and processors with whom they
must deal. The cooperative movement,
whatever its antitrust implications to the
theorist, is & matter of survival to the farm-
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er. And because Congress wants the small
farm to survive as a part of the American
way of life, it sanctions this departure from
the antitrust laws.

The situation with respect to labor is more
complex but is based on similar assumptions,
The attitude here is not so much that or-
ganized labor should be outside the antitrust
laws as it is that labor-management relations
should be considered in tailormade legisla-
tion. And in framing such legislation Con-
gress has glven greater weight to the value
of collective bargaining in preventing labor
disputes than it has to the harm to unfet-
tered competition which may result from
concerted employee activities.

Apart from these direct exemptions, other
policies of the Government obviously have
an important bearing on the competitive sys-
tem. The monetary and fiscal policies of the
Government are an example. Violent changes
in the general price level and in the level of
national income such as occur in periods of
inflation or depression are incompatible with
the orderly functioning of a competitive
economy. The success of the Government in
checking these ruinous phenomena, there-
fore, directly affects the vitality of private
enterprise.

The Government's trade policy is another
example. Competition thrives in an environ-
ment characterized by widening markets,
advancing technology, and increasing invest=
ment. An economy whose growth is re-
tarded by various trade barriers generally is
inhospitable to competition. Sales and in-
vestments abroad and a reciprocal flow of im=-
ports give strength to the competitive forces
of the whole world.

These and similar indirect influences on
the economic order do not deal directly with
restrictive business practices. They really
are measures to promote a political and eco-
nomic climate in which competition is fos=-
tered. In a sense, they are the preventive
medicine for warding off economie ills.

The antitrust laws are always in readiness,
however, to strike down maladies threaten-
ing free competition. I hope that you will
take back to your countries our faith in the
general utility of and necessity for these
statutes,
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Rev. Robert W. Olewiler, minister,
Grace Reformed Church, Washington,
D. C,, offered the following prayer:

Most gracious God, in whom we live
and move and have our being, we thank
Thee for life and love, for the mystery
and majesty of existence, and for the
miracle of our conscious life by which we
behold the wonders of the universe.

We confess that we are not worthy of
all Thy goodness to us, and ask Thy
mercy, so that we may prove our repent-
ance by lives dedicated more fully to Thee
and to the common good.

We beseech Thee, our Father, to bestow
Thy spirit upon all the nations of the
earth. We pray Thee especially to bless
our land, its people, and all who are in
authority. May Thy presence always
abide with the Members of this, our Sen-
ate of the United States. Grant that
they may serve to the end that mercy
and truth, righteousness and peace will
everywhere prevail; and may all that we
are and all that we do reflect Thy holy
will, now and forever. Amen,

AUTHENTICATED
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INFORMATION

GPO

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, Jornson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, February 5, 1958, was dis-
pensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries.

FINAL REPORT OF ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE ON WEATHER CONTROL—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the provisions of section

10 of the act of August 13, 1953 (Public

Law 256, 83d Cong.), as amended, I here-

by transmit the Final Report of the Ad-
visory Committee on Weather Control.
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
TaE WHITE Housg, February 6, 1958.

REPORT OF ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(H. DOC, NO. 326)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which
was referred to the Committee on Public
Works:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the provisions of section 10
of Public Law 358, 83d Congress, I trans-
mit herewith for the information of the
Congress the report of the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, cover-
ing its activities for the year ended
December 31, 1957.
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
Tae WHiTE House, February 6, 1958.

(Note—Actual report transmitted to
the House of Representatives.)
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre=-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading elerks, announced that the
House had passed the joint resolution (8.
J. Res. 39) to authorize the construction
of certain water conservation projects to
provide for a more adequate supply of
water for irrigation purposes in the Pecos
River Basin, N. Mex. and Tex., with
amendments, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 9739) to authorize the Secretary
of the Air Force to establish and develop
certain installations for the mnational
security, and to confer certain authority
on the Secretary of Defense, and for
other purposes.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10146)
making supplemental appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, and for other
purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H. R. 4215)

sections 22 and 24 of the Or-
ganic Act of Guam, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

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

8.1008. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Hospital Center Act in order to
extend the time and increase the authori-
gation for appropriations for the purposes of
such act, and to provide that grants under
such act may be made to certain organiza-
tions organized to construct and operate
hospital facilities in the District of Colum-
bia; and

H. R. 10146. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958,
and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 4215) amending sec-
tions 22 and 24 of the Organic Act of
Guam was read twice by its title and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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ESTABLISHMENT OF SPECIAL COM-
MITTEE ON ASTRONAUTICAL AND
SPACE EXPLORATICN

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 1297,
Senate Resolution 256.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the resolu-
tion (S. 256) establishing a Special Com-
mittee on Astronautical and Space Ex-
ploration, which had been reported from
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion with an amendment, on page 2, line
1, after the word “thereafter”, to in-
sert “but not later than January 31,
1959”, so as to make the resolution read:

Resolved, That there is hereby established
a special committee which is authorized and
directed to conduct a thorough and com-
plete study and investigation with respect
to all aspects and problems relating to the
exploration of outer space and the control,
development, and use of astronautical re-
sources, personnel, equipment, and facilities.
All bills and resolutions introduced in the
Senate, and all bills and resolutions from the
Eousze of Representatives, proposing legisla-
tion in the field of astronautics and space
exploration shall be referred, and if necessary
rereferred, to the special committee. The
special committee is authorized and directed
to report to the Senate by June 1, 1958, or
the earliest practical date thereafter, but not
later than January 31, 1959, by bill or other-
wise, with recommendations upon any mat-
ters covered by this resolution.

Bec. 2. (a) The special committee shall
consist of 13 members, 7 from the majority
and 6 from the minority Members of the
Senate, to be appointed by the Vice Presi-
dent from the Committees on Appropriations,
Foreign Relations, Armed Services, Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, Government Opera-
tions, and the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy. At its first meeting, to be called by
the Viece President, the special committee
shall select a chairman.

{b) Any wvacancies shall be filled In the
same manner as the original appointments.

Sec. 3. For the purposes of this resoclution
the speclal committee is authorized as it may
deem necessary and appropriate to (1) make
such expenditures from the contingent fund
of the Senate; (2) hold such hearings; (3)
sit and act at such times and places during
the sessions, recesses, and adjournment peri-
ods of the Senate; (4) require by subpena or
otherwise the attendance of such witnesses
and production of such correspondence,
books, papers, and documents; (5) adminis-
ter such oaths; (6) take such testimony,
either orally or by deposition; (7) employ
on a temporary basis such technical, clerical,
and other assistants and consultants; and
(8) with the prior consent of the execu-
tive department or agency coneerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
employ on a reimbursable basis such execu-
tive branch personnel as it deems advisable;
and further with the consent of other com-
mitiees or subcommittees, to work in con-
junction with and utilize their staffs, as it
shall be deemed necessary and appropriate in
the judgment of the chairman of the special
committee.

Bec. 4. Upon the filing of its final report,
the special committee shall cease to exist,

Sec. 5. The expenditures authorized by
this resolution shall not exceed $50,000 and
shall be pald upon vouchers signed by the
chairman of the special committee.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have asked for the immediate
consideration of Senate Resolution 256,
a resolution to establish a special com-
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mittee for the consideration of a national
policy toward the age of space.

As a nation, we are presented with
an unusual opportunity. We have some
time to lay plans for the best approach
to a revolutionary new age which is ad-
vancing rapidly upon us, but which is
not yet here.

At the present moment, we are in a
transition stage. We have a few fingers
probing the area that lies bheyond the
earth’s atmosphere. But our knowledge
is still very slight.

We can be certain only of the fact
that science advances at an ever-in-
creasing rate of speed, and that the
physical presence of men in outer space
is only a matter of time.

We have been pushed into outer space
by a combination of two forces—the
curiosity of scientists and the drive for
new weapons. But it is apparent to
thoughtful men that there is much more
before us than scientific tomes and mili-
tary hardware.

The exploration of outer space will
dominate the affairs of mankind, just
as the exploration of the Western Hem-
isphere dominated the affairs of man-
kind in the 16th and 17th centuries.

This resolution has been presented on
behalf of the entire membership of the
Senate Preparedness Subcommittee. It
is a natural outgrowth of the hearings,
which we have concluded on the Na-
tion's satellite and ballistic missiles
program.

In the course of those hearings, it
quickly became apparent that we were
being led into fields beyond our proper
jurisdiction. It also became apparent
that there could be no real answers to
the Nation's security problems unless
those fields were explored.

The ballistic missile is merely the rear
guard of the age in which earth-bound
men throw weapons at each other. The
satellite is merely the advance guard of
the space age.

They cannot be considered adequately
unless they are put into the context of
America’s natiocnal policy.

Mr. President, we must have the views
of men skilled in our foreign policy. We
must have the views of men skilled in
military policy. We must have the views
of men skilled in commercial policy. We
must have the views of men skilled in
the new sources of atomic power. And
all of these views must be tied into the
structure of our present Government
and our present society.

This need is apparent already. It is
reflected in views which have been ad-
vanced by thoughtful men and in bills
which have been introduced in this
Congress.

The resolution before the Senate does
not seek to advance any of those views,
to reject any of those views, or to sup-
plant any of those views. It is simply an
effort to provide an adequate forum
where they can be considered fairly, pru-
dently, and adequately, in the Nation’s
interest, without regard to parties.

It is my hope that during this session
we can resolve some of the basic issues.
To resolve those issues, however, we
must have a committee with sufficient
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jurisdiction to consider the proposals
together and to weigh their merits. -

. Bills on this subject have been intro-
duced already. The President has in-
dicated his intention to send Congress
his recommendations. We must be ready
to consider them promptly, if we are to
discharge our obligations.

For the time being, our efforts to ex-
plore outer space can remain where they
are—in the Defense Department. But
I believe all of us are aware that this is
not a policy, but is merely an expediency
while we determine a policy.

I have no hard and firm conclusions
as to the policy that should be adopted.
But I do know there is an urgent need
to lodge specific responsibility some-
where, and that the decision must be
faced up to, and should not be postponed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at the conclusion
of my remarks on the joint resolution a
very excellent editorial entitled “Re-
sponsibility for Space,” published in the
Washington Daily News of today.

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

RESPONSIBILITY FOR SPACE

Nothing could be worse for the United
States than a prolonged cat-and-dog fight
over who is to run the American space pro-
gram. We are far behind in this field. We
have no well-defined program—not even a
decision yet on how and by whom such a
program will be created.

The pulling and hauling for control has
started—amecng the three branches of the
armed servicee and agencies of Govern-
ment, among the committees of Congress,
between the advocates of military and ci-
vilian control. This should stop, pending
a Presidential recommendation on how to
proceed.

Senate Democratic Leader LYNDoN JoHN-
soN, on behalf of Democrats and Republi-
cans on his Preparedness Committee, took
the first step to this end. He proposed cre-
ation of a special Senate committee to con-
sider the President’s space proposals, when
ready, and to help establish a natlonal
policy. The Senate Rules Committee unani-
mously approved, and the Senate should
follow through quickly.

“The task is far too big to be left to scat-
tered efforts,” Mr. JoHnsow sald. “Some-
where there must be lodged specific respon-
sibility for America’s effort in outer space.”

The moves by the President and Senate
should—but probably won't—stop the ef-
forts of many vested interests to carve out
for themselves a space empire.

This controversy over a space program-—
when we get one—is another indication of
fallure to cope with first things first. Only
a few of our officials and legislators seem
to realize that the real answers to today's
problems are complex and difficult—not just
appropriation of billions and grabbing
blindly for jurisdiction in a new field.

The top problem that confronts us in
space is how, whatever we do, our efforts
are going to be organized and directed. A
wrong or timid decision on how to proceed
could be disastrous.

Our failure to keep abreast of the Soviets
in space comes not from lack of money, lack
of ability or lack of resources. Allen W.
Dulles, Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency, put his finger on the causes when
he said:

“Achievements (such as Soviet sputniks)
depend on the goals and priorities set, the
promptness and correctness of the decisions
reached, and the energy applied in terms of
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man-hours with the proper tools and

equipment.”
So far in space projects our goals and

priorities have been too low, our decisions
have been bad and too late, and too much
of our energy has been diverted to areas
unimportant for survival.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
support the resolution. As I mentioned
when it was submitted, I think it is a
constructive approach to the problem
confronting us. The resolution comes to
the Senate with the approval of a bi-
partisan group of the Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee and under
their sponsorship. Its purpose is to pre-
vent needless duplication of effort, and
perhaps even jurisdictional controversies
which might arise among the several
standing eommittees of the Senate,
which otherwise might properly handle
legislation dealing with this very impor-
tant subject matter.

It is a resolution which is timely. The
special committee will be in being not
only to consider proposed legislation
which has been or which may be intro-
duced in this body, and any future pro-
posed legislation which may come to
the Senate from the House of Repre-
sentatives, but also will be able to accept
recommendations which may come from
the President of the United States dur-
ing this session, after studies which are
under way have been completed by the

President and the executive branch of

the Government.

Mr. President, for these reasons I
shall support the resolution.

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

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. I was not present yes-
terday when the Committee on Rules
and Administration acted on the resolu-
tion of the Senator from Texas.
Throughout the country much has been
made of the question whether we in the
Congress are looking forward and taking
account of the new concepts which our
times are thrusting upon us. I think
the presentation of this resolution is evi-
dence to the contrary that, under good
leadership, Congress wants from every
echelon of the Government, from the
executive as well as the legislative, con-
structive advice. I say to the Senator
from Texas that many people do not
understand that leadership can come
from a body like this. I am glad my
committee approved the resolution.

I should like to record myself as join-
ing in approval of the resolution. It
stamps this body as one which is able, in
an epochal stage, of providing the leader-
ship that is required, and demonstrating
that we in this body, which is composed
of a substantial number of persons, can
take events into account and act prompt-
1y when the times so require.

I thank my leader, the Senator from
California, for yielding to me.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will eall the roll. :

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senatfors answered to
their names:

Alken Hickenlooper Murray
Allott Hill Neuberger
Anderson Holland O'Mahoney
ganl'ft\: Hruska Pastore

ea Humph Payne
Bible Ives i Pogr?er
Bridges Jackson Proxmire
Bush Javits Purtell
Byrd Jenner Revercomb
Carrqll Johnson, Tex, Robertson
Case, N. J. Johnston, 8. C. Russell
Case, 8. Dak. Kefauver Schoeppel
Chaves Eennedy Beott
Clark Eerr Smathers
Cotton Enowland Smith, Maine
Dirksen Kuchel Bmith, N. J.
Douglas Langer Sparkman
Dworshak Long Stennis
Eastland Malone Symington
Ellender Mansfield Talmadge

Martin, lTowa Thurmond

Frear Martin, Pa. Watkins
Fulbright MeClellan Wiley
Core McNamara Yarborough
Green Monroney Young
Hayden Morton
Hennings Mundt

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI,
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Maenuson], and the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morse] are absent on official
business.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BEnnNeTT], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Brickerl, the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL-
son], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
CurTtis], the Senator from Arizona [Mr,
GorpwaTeEr]l, and the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. HoBriTzerLrl are de-
tained on official business.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE~
vart], the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer], and the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. THYE] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. SarToNsTALL], and the Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams] are
necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. t

The question is on agreeing to Senate
Resolution 2586, as amended.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have the yeas and nays
on the resolution?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the resolution, as
amended. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk ealled thc roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCHI,
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. LauscHE],
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnvuson], and the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. MorseE]l are absent on official
business.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Cuurcul, the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LauscuE], the Senator from Washington
[Mr, Maewuson], and the Senator from
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Oregon [Mr. Morse]l would each vote
".Vea."

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Scnator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker]l, the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER],
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLsSON],
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Cur-
T3], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GoLpwATER], and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. HoeriTzerLl, are detained
on official business.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr.,CAPE~
HART], the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CoopeR], and the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. THYE], are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Franpers], the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SavTonsTaLLl], and the
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLIAMS],
are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
fromy Utah [Mr. BEnNETT], the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Bricker], the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. BuTtLEr], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. CapEHART], the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN],
the Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
Coorer], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr, CorTis], the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. FranpeErs], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. GorpwaTerl, the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. HoOBLITZELL],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SavrToNsTALL], the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. TayEel, and the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Wirriamsl, would each
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 178,
nays 1, as follows:

YEAS—T8
Alken Hickenlooper Mundt
Allott Hill Murray
Anderson Holland Neuberger
Barrett Hruska O'Mahoney
Beall Humphrey Pastore
Bible Ives Payne
Bridges Jackson Potter
Bush Javits Proxmire
Byrd Jenner Purtell
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Revercomb
Cace, N. J Johnston, S, C, Robertson
Case, S. Dak., Eefauver Russell
Chavez Kennedy Schoeppel
Clark EKerr Scott
Cotton Enowland Smathers
Dirksen Kuchel Smith, Maine
Douglas Langer Smith, N. J.
Dworshak Long Sparkman
Eastland Malone Stennis
Ervin Mansfield Symington
Frear Martin, Iowa Talmadge
Fulbright Martin, Pa. Thurmond
Gore McClellan Watkinsg
Green McNamara Wiley
Hayden Monroney Yarborough
Hennings Morton Young
NAYS—1
Ellender
NOT VOTING—I17
Bennett Cooper Magnuson
Bricker Curtis Morse
Butler Flanders Saltonstall
Capehart Goldwater Thye
Carlson Hoblitzell Williams
Church Lausche

So Senate Resolution 256, as amended,

was agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate reconsider
the vote by which the resolution was
agreed to.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from California.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

COMMITTEE SERVICE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send an order to the desk and ask
for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The order
wiil be read.

The order was read, as follows:

Ordered, That Mr. Bisre be, and he is
hereby, appolnted chairman of the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia to fill the
existing vacancy.

And that the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
ProxMire) be assigned to service on the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the order is entered.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that,
under the rule, there be the usual morn-
ing hour, with statements limited to 3
minutes.

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR OCERTAIN CIVILIAN

PERSONNEL To CARRY FIREARMS

A letter from the Secretary of Defense,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
tn authorize civillan personnel of the De-
partment of Defense and certain personnel
of the National Advisory Committee for
Asronautics to ecarry firearms (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

REPORT ON AVAILABILITY OF CERTAIN PERSONAL
AND REAL PROPERTY

A letter from the Secretary, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report covering per=
gonal property made avallable for distribu-
tion to public health and educational in-
scitutions and civil defense organizations,
and all real property disposed of to publie
health and educational institutions, during
tie period October 1 through December 31,
1957 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REFORT ON FOREIGN EXCESS PERSONAL
PROPERTY DISPOSALS

A letter from the Director for Supply
Management Policy, Department of Defense,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rela-
t!ve to the disposition of foreign excess per-
sonal property located in areas outside the
continental United States, Alaska, Hawaii,
Tuesto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, for the
fiscal year 1957 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Government
Operctions,
GRANTING ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED STATES

OF CERTAIN DEFECTOR ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders entered granting admission
into the United States of certain defector
allens (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

February 6

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution adopted by the Board of Com-
missioners of the City of Covington, Ky., pro-
testing against the enactment of House bill
8525, to relleve the producers of natural
gases of any regulation ai the wellhead or
source; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Enights of
Columbus of the 45th District of Orange
County, Calif,, protesting against the extra-
dition of Dr. Andrija Artukovic to Yugo-
slavia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PROPOSED ESTABLTSHMENT OF A
PORT OF ENTRY AT CARIBOU,
MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a
number of northern Minnesota residents
have called my atteniion {o the need for
the establishment of a port of entry to
be located at Caribou, Minn.

There is indeed a great need for addi-
tional port facilities between ourselves
and our great neighbors to the north,
along the Minnesota border, and I have
asked the Customs and Immigration
Services to give careful consideration to
this proposal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp, and appropriately referred, the
petition signed by more than 200 north-
ern Minnesota residents, urging the con-
struction of an additional facility at
Caribou, Minn.

There being no objection, the petition
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance, and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, without the signatures attached,
as follows:

To the Homnorable Members of the House of
Representatives and the United States
Senate:

It is our belief that there is a definite need
for the establishment of a port of entry to
be located at Caribou, Minn. Our friends In
Canada have for many years recognized this
fact and the Canadian Government has re-
cently constructed a connecting highway
down to the border at Caribou. It has also
agreed to effect a customs and immigration
port at this point.

We, the undersigned residents of northern
Minnesota, urge your consideration and co-
operation in providing facilities at Caribou,
go that a port of entry may be established for
the mutual benefit of Canadian and Ameri-
can citizens of this area,

I, Donald Wicklund, president of the Aszo-
ciation of Commerce of Greenbush, Minn.,
wish to state that the above is a copy of the
petition held in our files.

(Signed) Down WIicELUND.

Subscribed and sworn to before me a no-
tary public in and for Rosseau County, State
of Minnesota, this 20th day of January 1958,

K. B. TRANGSRUD.

RESOLUTIONS FROM NEW YORIX
STATE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp, and appropriately referred,
certain resolutions and petitions coming
out of the State of New York, from civie,
;:_ommunit.y, and specialized organiza-
ions.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were appropriately referred, and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

To the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry:

“Whereas we believe that increased indus-
trial use of agricultural products offers a
long-range solution to agricultural sur-
pluses; and

“Whereas this grange has long urged that
more money be spent on research: Therefore
be it

“Resolved, That we, the members of Red
Creek Valley Grange, Cooperstown, N. Y., re-
quest our Senators and Congressman to sup-
port 8. 2306, a bill to carry out the recom-
mendations of the Commission on Increased
Industrial Uses of Agricultural Products.”

To the Committee on Finance:

“Whereas payments made under the Soclal
Securlty Act are inadequate to meet the
needs of retired persons, especially during
failing health: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That we, the members of the
Red Creek Valley Grange, Cooperstown, N. Y.,
urge our Senators and Congressman to sup-
port H. R. 7141, a bill to amend the Social
SBecurity Act to remove the limitations upon
the amount of outside income which an
individual may earn while receiving benefits
thereunder.”

“Whereas much ado has been made over
the necessity to increase taxes to provide
adequate defense and to overtake the lead
Russia has achieved over the United States
in some fields; and

“Whereas, while we are willlng to support
all necessary defense spending, we are defi-
nitely opposed to the present waste and
inefficlency in Government spending: There-
fore be it

“Resolved, That we, the members of Red
Creek Valley Grange, Cooperstown, N. Y., ask
our Senators and Congressman to work for
the adoption of the savings pointed out in
the Hoover Commission report and for
elimination of flagrant waste in foreign-aid
programs; and be it further

“Resolved, That we oppose bringing new
acres into production by irrigation and pay-
ing out money to retire other land from
production.”

To the Committee on Foreign Relations:

“Resolution passed by the board of direc~
tors of the Rochester Association for the
Unlited Nations at a regular meeting held
on January 13, 1958, at the chamber of
commerce:

“‘In this time of searching inquiry in re-
gard to our national security, we would like
to remind our fellow citizens of the im-
portance of the United Nations in the
appraisal of our situation.

*‘While the U. N. cannot help us in our
immediate problems of defense against
nuclear and missile attack, there are very
clear areas in which it can help in the long-
range effort for a lasting peace. Such a
peace is, of course, our greatest security.

* ‘Pirst, the moderating and conciliating
influence of a world meeting and a speaking
place should not be underestimated. The
constant reiteration of the world’s hope for
peace does have influence and effect.

“‘Second, the United Nations offers a
mechanism whereby a common police force
can be established to guard troubled areas.
Such a force was hurriedly put together in
the Suez crisis and the idea could be ex-
tended for use in other areas. As a nation
the United States has the agonizing problem
of preparedness for both massive attack and
so-called local wars. A United Nations
police force might greatly reduce the hazard
of local wars and, if they did break out,
help to keep them local.
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* *Third, the United Natlons offers a mech-
anism for economic ald and development
which can keep us out of a contest in this
fleld with the Russians. The betterment of
living conditions in poor counfries is a help
in preventing Communist infiltration and
assumption of power. It is a help in keep-
ing countries free and Independent. Our
Natlon recognized this some years ago when
we realized we had a third kind of attack
to fear—that of the obscure or concealed
war which was manifested by the internal
takeover. Recently the Russians have used
economic aid to help them in luring nations
into their orbit. Small nations have found
they can play one of us against the other.
The more we use the United Nations to give
technical and economic aid, the more do we
demonstrate our constructive and peaceful
intentions and the less do we fall into the
trap of seeming to think we can buy favor.

“‘We commend President Eisenhower for
his consistent support of the U. N. in the
fields of disarmament, atomic energy, and
other programs for peace.

“‘Our country’s concern at this time over
the dangers ahead should not make us lose
sight of the necessity for constructive action
through the United Nations to help solve
some of our problems. Because our security
is inseparably bound up in the security of
the world as well as that of the world in
ours.’ ” A

To the Committee on Government Opera-
tions:

“Motion made, seconded, and unanimously
carried by members of Red Creek Valley
Grange, Cooperstown, N. Y., the following:

“ ‘Protesting the selzure of the National
Grange Building by the General Services Ad-
ministration.

“ ‘Requesting their support of legislation
requiring the title to the property be re-
stored to the National Grange.™

To the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare:

“Whereas the provisions of the United
States Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of
1944, by its terms, expires on July 1, 1958;
and

“Whereas a large number of servicemen
entitled to secure for themselves the bene-
fits thereof, have not heretofore made ap-
plication for such beneflits, and may or will
require such assistance in the future; and

“Whereas such servicemen may desire to
purchase homes for themselves after the ex-
piration of such act, and to facilitate their
ability to do so, and to secure such beneifits:
Be it

“Resolved, That the Elmer E. Bennett, Jr.,
Post, No. 725, for and on behalf of such serv-
icemen, does hereby request the Congress of
the United States of America, at its forth-
coming session in the year of 1958, to fur-
ther extend the provision of such act for a
further period of 2 years from July 1, 1958,
or a longer term, if deemed advisable by such
Congress, as 1t may determine,

*“Respectiully submitted.

“EvmeR E. BENNETT, JR,, POST.
*“OaELEY JOYNER, Adjutant.”

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. YOUNG:

5.3241. A bill for the rellef of Lottie
Skovgaard; to the Committee on the Judie
ciary.

By Mr. YOUNG (for himself and Mr.
LANGER) :©

S.3242, A bill to change the name of the
reservoir above Garrison Dam and known
as Garrison Reservoir or Garrison Lake to
Lake Sakakawea; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works,
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By Mr. CLARK:

8.8243. A bill to permit certain foreign
students to attend the District of Columbia
Teachers College on the same basis as a
resident of the District of Columbia; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr,
CLARK, Mr. McNAMARA, Mr. MANS=
¥I1ELD, Mr. MuUrRrAY, Mr. PROXMIRE,
Mr. DoucLas, Mr. GREEN, Mr. Nzu-
BERGER, Mr. HuMrHREY, Mr. MORSE,

Mr. Jacksow, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr.
PAYNE, Mr. Pastorg, and Mr. EKE=-
FAUVER) :

5.3244. A bill to provide for unemploy-
ment reinsurance grants to the States, to
revise, extend, and improve the unemploy=-
ment insurance program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. EENNEDY when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. JAVITS:

8.3245. A bill to amend the Bankruptcy
Act with respect to the priority of debts
owed by a bankrupt to workmen, servants,
clerks, and certain salesmen; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Javrrs when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un=
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. MORTON:

85.3246. A bill to provide for the disposal
of federally owned property at an obsolescent
canalized waterway, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions.

By Mr. NEUBERGER (for himself,
Mrs., SmiTHE of Maine, Mr. Morsg,
Mr. MawsFieLnp, Mr. HompHREY, Mr.
CarroLL, Mr. DovucLas, Mr. CLARK,
and Mr, PROXMIRE) :

8. 3247. A bill relating to mining claims on
lands within the national forests; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs,

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

By Mr. WATKINS:

8.3248. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to exchange lands compris-
ing the Pleasant Grove Administrative Site,
Uinta National Forest, Utah, and for other
purposes; and

B5.3249. A bill to better adapt the price
support program to the needs of farmers by
providing more Ilatitude for increasing
acreage allotments, establishing price sup-
ports, continuing authority for the disposi-
titon of surpluses, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

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

By Mr. YOUNG (for himself and Mr.
MunNDT) :

5.3250. A bill to provide for the use of
the same base period in computing parity
prices for agricultural commodities as is
used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in
computing the consumer price index; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. Youne when he
Introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr. BEALL:

S5.3251. A bill to preserve rates of com-
pensation of wage board employees whose
positions are reduced in grade; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MUNDT (for himself, Mr.
Youwe, Mr. CarnLsoN, Mr. CURTIS,
Mr. Hruska, Mr, Case of South Da-
kota, Mr. THYE, Mr. SCHOEFFEL, and
Mr. DWORSHAK) ;

5.3252. A bill to provide a support level
for the 1958 crop of wheat of not less than $2
per bushel: to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.
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By Mr. CURTIS (for himself, Mr.
McCLELLAN, Mr. Muwpr, Mr. GoLD-
WATER, and Mr. ALLOTT) :

8.3253. A bill to amend title 18 of the
United States Code so as to prohibit cer-
tain interference with Federal construction
projects; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. Curtis when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

ACTIVITIES OF THE INTERNA-
TIONAL CIVIL AVIATION ORGANI-
ZATION IN THE FIELD OF AIR-
PORT ECONOMICS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from California
[Mr. EKnowranpl, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], and my-
self, I submit, for appropriate reference,
a resolution expressing the grave con-
cern of the United States Senate as to
the activities of the International Civil
Aviation Organization in the field of air-
port economics and airport-use charges.

This is a matter of the utmost impor-
tance to the operators of the airports in
the United States and its possessions.

American airports, with the exception
of Washington National Airport, are
owned and operated by the States, Com-
monwealths, and Territories, or their
municipal and other agencies, All nec-
essary capital and operating funds for
these airports, other than Federal-aid
funds for capital improvements, must be
obtained as revenues derived from
charges for the use of the airport or from
the local taxpayers. Our American air-
port operators have been striving to op-
erate these airports on a self-sustaining
basis, without imposing unnecessary
burdens on the taxpayers. They are now
faced with a very real threat to their
ability to continue ftoward the goal of
ultimate self-support, because their right
to establish such charges as they deem
necessary to achieve that end has been
placed in jeopardy.

This basic right has been placed in
jeopardy by the activities of an interna-
tional organization which, although it
has never been granted any po./er to fix
or regulate airport-use charges at Amer-
ican airports, has nonetheless under-
teken to promulgate and distribute
throughout the world a statement pur-
porting to establish principles governing
all aspects of airport economics.

The organization to which I refer, the
International Civil Aviation Organiza-
tion, was created by the treaty known as
the Convention on International Civil
Aviation, popularly referred to as the
Chicago Convention. This treaty was
opened for signature by the nations of
the world in 1944, and was ratified by
the United States in August 1946, the
consent of this body to such ratification
having been granted late in July, after
full and complete hearings before the
Foreign Relations Committee, and after
extensive debate.

The powers of the international organ-
ization created by it are fully set forth
in the treaty. There is only one pro-
vision which specifically grants any pow=-
er as to airport-use charges. That pro-
vision is article 15, which requires that
airport-use charges imposed or permitted
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to be imposed by a contracting state be
nondiscriminatory as between its nation-
al aircraft and the airceraft of other con-
tracting states engaged in similar service.
By way of implementation of this inter-
national pledge of nondiscrimination, the
article then provides that upon repre-
sentation by an interested contracting
state, airport-use charges shall be sub-
Jject to review by the organization’s coun-
cil, and that in such cases the council
shall report and make recommendations
thereon for the consideration of the
states concerned. Other than that one
provision, the treaty is silent as to reg-
ulatory powers in the field of airport
economics or airport-use charges.

In the record made before the Foreign
Relations Committee or in the debate
here in the Senate, prior to our consent
to ratification, there is not the slightest
suggestion that any provision of the
treaty was intended to, or would, author-
ize recommendations or pronouncements
by this international organization in the
field of charges for the use of American
airports, or that the treaty authorized it
to establish uniform prineiples govern-
ing airport charges. If it had even been
suggested that any such activities in the
field of our American airport charges and
revenues were to be engaged in under
the treaty, a proposal of such grievous
significance to the states and municipali-
ties, which had billions of state and local
tax moneys invested in airport develop-
ment, would have been very carefully
examined, I am sure, and the record
would show that examination.

Yet, on June 18, 1957, the International
Civil Aviation Organization, acting
through its council, adopted, for world-
wide distribution to member nations, a
statement on airport charges which pur-
ports to establish principles governing
the making and collection of such
charges. The establishment of such in-
ternational principles, portending, as it
does, further actions to require uniform
application of the principles at the air-
ports of all nations which are parties to
the treaty, could have most serious re-
percussions on the public financing of
American airports and would jeopardize
their continued progress toward self-
support. Discussions I have had with
persons directly responsible for airport
financing have led me to the conclusion
that continued unchallenged attempts to
require world acceptance of principles
governing airport economics, revenues,
and charges will tend to create substan-
tial doubt as to the right of American
airport operators to impose such charges
as are necessary to meet the costs of
their operations and their financial com-
mitments, and thus would result in still
further burdens on the taxpayers of the
cities and States. They have created
the American airport system, at a cost
of approximately $4 billion. The estab-
lishment of such limitations or princi-
ples would be a setback to the continued
efforts of the cities and the States to
maintain our American airports with the
revenues earned through self-supporting
charges.

The resolution I now submit expresses
the concern of the Senate with regard
to this situation which now confronts our
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airport operations. The resolution re-
quests the President to initiate a reeval-
uation of the United States participa-
tion in these activities, which our airport
operators believe will undermine their
credit, and to cause that reevaluation
to be conducted in the light of the provi-
sions of the Convention on International
Civil Aviation, which is the source of such
powers as the International Civil Avia-
tion Organization may have. The reso-
lution requests that the President direct
each of the executive departments and
agencies concerned to reconsider its own
actions and decisions relating to United
States participation in these activities,
having in mind the potential adverse ef-
fects of the activities on the financing of
airports by the States, Territories, and
Commonwealths of the United States
and their agencies.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be printed in
the Recorp, and I send the resolution to
the desk and ask that it be held there
until the close of Senate business on
Wednesday, February 12, so that addi-
tional Senators may cosponsor it if they
s0 desire. I do this because of the inter-
est which has been expressed by a num=-
ber of Senators in the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and appropriately
referred, and, under the rule, will be
printed in the Recorp; and without ob-
jection, the resolution will be held a’ the
desk until February 12, as the Senator
from Minnesota has requested.

The resolution (S. Res. 258), submitted
by Mr. HumpPHREY (for himself, Mr.
Krnowranp, and Mr. KENNEDY), was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, as follows:

Whereas the airports in the United States
and its possessions, with the exception of
Washington National Airport, are owned,
operated and controlled by the States, Com-
monwealths, or Territories and their muniei-
pal and other agencies, and have beéen de-
veloped and financed by them out of their
own revenues, and by extension of their own
credit; and .

Whereas the States, Commonwealths, and
Territories and their municipal and other
agencies are endeavoring to operate and de-
velop the American airport system on a self-
supporting basis through the imposition of
such charges and collection of such revenues
as they as airport operators deem necessary;
and

Whereas In addition to an estimated 8%
billion already invested in the development
of our American airport system, the States,
Commonwealths, and Territories, and their
municipal and other agencies, with such Fed-
eral assistance as can be afforded them, are
now being called upon to make further ex-
tensive investments in expanded and im-
proved facilities at said airports to meet the
requirements of the forthcoming jet planes:
Now, therefore, it is

Resolved, That the Senate—

(a) Expresses Its concern over TUnited
States’ participation in the activities of the
International Civil Aviation Organization in
the field of airport economics, use charges
(other than discriminatory use charges) and
revenues which culminated in the recently
promulgated “Statement by the Council to
Contracting States on Alrport Charges”
(ICAO Doc. T806-C/899) by reason of the
potential adverse effect of these activities on
the ability of the States, Territories, and
Commonwesalths of the United States and
their municipal and other agencies to con-
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tinue to finance and develop-their alrports
on a self-supporting basis.

(b) Requests the President to initiate re-
evaluations in appropriate executive depart-
ments and agencies, to determine whether
or not United States participation in the ac-
tivities of the International Civil Aviation
Organization in this field constitutes par-
ticipation in activities not within the scope
of the authorlty delegated to that Organiza-
tion by the Convention on International Civil
Aviation dated December 7, 1944, and ratified
by the United States on August 9, 1946,

(¢) Requests the President, upon comple=-
tien of the reevaluation hereinabove request-
ed and in view of the potential adverse effect
of the activities of the International Civil
Aviation Organization in this field in impair-
ing the credit of the States, Territories, and
Commonwealths and their agencies in airport
financing, to direct each of the executive de-
partments and agencies concerned to review
and reconsider its decisions and actions in
connection with United States participation
in the activities of the International Civil
Aviation Organization in the field of airport
economics, use charges, and revenues.

IMPROVEMENT OF FEDERAL-STATE
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE PRO-
GRAM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to improve and strengthen our Federal-
State unemployment insurance program,
and to establish nationwide standards
for benefit amounts—50 percent of a
worker’s lost earnings, up to a maximum
of two-thirds of the State's average
earnings—duration of the benefit pe-
riod—39 weeks’ coverage—employers of
one or more—and other necessary im-
provements. This bill is co-sponsored
by my colleagues, Senators CrLARx, Mc-
NAMARA, MANSFIELD, MURRAY, PROXMIRE,
DoucrAs, GREEN, NEUBERGER, HUMPHREY,
MORSE, JACKSON, CARROLL, CHAVEZ, PAYNE,
PAsTORE, KEFAUVER, and MAGNUSON.

Five years ago, President Eisenhower
urged the States to enact promptly the
minimum standards necessary to bolster
this program, which he called a valuable
first line of defense against economic
recession. The President has repeated
that plea each year, in messages ad-
dressed to the States. In 1956 I offered
amendments which would have brought
about the changes recommended by the
President. But the States have failed
to act—though a major effort has been
made in such States as Michigan—in
part because no State wishes to take
action that may make its competitive tax
position more difficult, without some
guaranty that all other States will fol-
low suit. Not one State legislature has
met the standards requested by the
President. Congress must act now.

THNEMPLOYMENT AND PURCHASING POWER

TODAY

Today the economic dangers this pro-
gram was originally intended to alleviate
are upon us. Unemployment has passed
the 4 million mark and may well reach
5 million in the near future. One-third
of the Nation’s major industrial centers
are officially classified as areas of sub-
stantial labor surplus, signifying that
unemployment in those areas is already
over 6 percent and rising. There are in-
creasing numbers of unemployed auto
workers in Michigan, steel workers in
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Ohio, aircraft workers in California, tex-
tile workers in Massachusetts, apparel
workers in the Carolinas, coal miners in
West Virginia, oil workers in Texas,
farm equipment workers in Illinois, ma-
chinery workers everywhere—in every
kind of industry in every part of the
country, wage payments are declining
by several billion dollars a year.

The Federal-State jobless insurance
program was designed to meet this loss
of purchasing power by providing bene-
fits to workers sufficient in amount and
duration to enable them to maintain
decent living standards and pay their
necessary bills until new work could be
found. This protected not only the
worker but his grocer, his landlord and
the other merchants dependent upon
him for their own livelihood. Today this
restoration of purchasing power in the
local business community is a key to
meeting effectively the recession that
threatens our economy. Since last Sep-
tember, the number of jobless insurance
checks paid to unemployed workers each
week has more than doubled. Nearly 3
million workers—more than 1 of every
15 covered by this program—are now
drawing benefits

But the tragic fact of the matter is
that those benefits are wholly inadequate
to offset more than a small fraction of
the current loss in wage payments. The
jobless insurance program, it is esti-
mated, replaces less than 20 percent of
the wages lost to the workers and their
communities—in some hard-hit areas,
where benefit rights have been ex-
hausted, as little as 10 percent. Benefits
to those nearly 3 million able to receive
them average only one-third of the
workers’ previous earnings.

Hundreds of thousands of other work-
ers now without employment are drawing
no benefits at all—either they have been
disqualified by the patchwork of harsh
and inconsistent State eligibility re-
quirements, or they have never been cov-
ered by the program, or they have ex-
hausted their benefit rights.

As the direct result of these shocking
inadequacies in the program, relief rolls
will grow still larger at the taxpayers’
expense; living standards will decline in
our depressed cities; more layoffs and
shutdowns will follow. We are con-
stantly reassured that there will never
be another depression in this country
hecause of the antidepression weapons
passed in the 1930’s—but that is an
empty reassurance when our chief de-
fense against the drop in purchasing
power caused by mass unemployment is
too weak and outmoded to be useful.

BENEFIT STANDARDS

As the President has pointed out, the
original intent of this program was to
provide payments equal to at least 50
percent of the worker’s lost earnings. In
1939, the maximum weekly benefit in
every single State was 50 percent of the
worker’s average weekly wages or higher,
with the great majority being over two-
thirds. But these benefit levels have not
kept pace with the rising level of the
American economy, as a result of Con-
gressional and State inaction. Today,
with most workers limited by these now
outmoded maximums, benefits average
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only one-third of lost wages, and the
ratio of that maximum to the average
wage has declined in every State, in some
States to as low as 31 percent. Ad-
ministration spokesmen have pointed out
that the maximum must be raised to a
level equal to two-thirds of the Staie’s
average weekly wage in order to enable
most unemployed workers to draw a
benefit equal to at least 50 percent of
their own regular earnings. This is what
the law originally intended and once pro-
vided—this is what the President re-
quested the States to do—this is what
they have been unwilling or unable to
do—and this is what our bill now pio-
vides.
OTHER STANDARD: COVERAGE, DURATION, ELIGI=
BILITY

An even more serious problem than
inadequate benefits are those without
work who are not drawing any benefits
at all. Some of these workers are not
covered by the program because their
State legislatures have not adopted the
President’s request to cover all employers
of one or more, in keeping with other
social-insurance programs. Others have
been unemployed since last fall—particu-
larly in the areas of substantial labor sur-
plus—and have exhausted their rights to
draw benefits, inasmuch as their States
have not adopted the President’s request
for a uniform 26-week benefit period.
Still others, as I have indicated, have
been disqualified or declared ineligible,
not because they are not genuinely un-
employed and seeking suitable work, but
because of some tax-saving device writ-
ten into the State law without regard to
the original Congressional objective, or
the administration’s request that these
provisions be liberalized. These hun-
dreds of thousands of unemployed re-
ceive no benefits today whatsoever to
enable them—and their families and
communities—to get by until jobs are
available, They must exhaust their in-
flation-eaten savings, depend upon their
relatives, or turn to private charity and
public assistance.

THE BILL

The bill introduced today carries out
the President’s recommendations and the
program’s original objective in each of
these areas, recognizing that a nation-
wide problem must be met with nation-
wide standards. In one major depariure
from the President's request, the bill
provides for a benefit period of 39 weeks
instead of 26. The President originally
suggested the latter figure as being
adequate for only a minor down-turn;
and subsequent experience in those
States presently providing a 26-week
duration demonstrated that this period
is not long enough to meet the Presi-
dent’s desire that most workers would
remain protected by the program until
they could find other jobs.

Other provisions of the bill introduced
today would establish a reinsurance
fund and contingency administrative
expense fund to aid those States most
hard hit, authority for supplemental
unemployment benefit plans established
by private employers, and certain other
technical amendments relating to the
veterans program and existing Federal
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standards regarding suitability of em-
ployment and disqualifications. No in-
crease in the present unemployment tax
maximum would be required in order to
finance these improvements.

The standards provided in the bill are
to be effective July 1, 1959, allowing a
sufficient period for all State legislatures
to meet and enact necessary amend-
ments to State laws. In order to meet
the immediate unemployment situation,
however, benefits will be paid, for the
period from 60 days after passage to
July 1, 1959, at levels up to the benefit
standards with the Federal Government
bearing the cost of such excess benefits.

I am hopeful, Mr. President, that the
Congress will take prompt action on this
measure. We cannot expect those
nearly 3 million unemployed fortunate
enough to be at least drawing some com-
pensation to get by on benefits averag=-
ing less than $33 a week—and we can-
not expect more than a million others to
get by without any insurance benefits at
all. We cannot prevent a serious reces-
sion with a program that replaces less
than 20 percent of lost wages, that in
some hard-hit areas will soon be putting
less than 10 percent of the wage loss
back into the community. We can no
longer permit the original intent of the
Congress, and the more recent request
of the President, to be frustrated by
State inaction. Some revisions may be
necessary in the bill introduced today—
some may prefer even more extensive
changes—but whatever the final result,
Congress can no longer ignore the ery-
ing need to strengthen our vital unem-
ployment-insurance program.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S.3244) to provide for un-
employment reinsurance grants to the
States, to revise, extend, and improve
the unemployment insurance program,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. Kennepy (for himself and other
Senators), was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Finance.

AMENDMENT OF BANKRUPTCY ACT,
RELATING TO PRIORITY OF CER-~-
TAIN DEBTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
amend the Bankruptcy Act with respect
to the priority of debts owed by a bank-
rupt to workmen, servants, clerks, and
certain salesmen.

I have developed the bill at the re-
quest of the National Salesmen's Asso-
ciation. Let me point out that our rules
in bankruptey for priority to wage earn-
ers are completely archaic. My bill pro-
poses to raise the figure to $1,500 to each
claimant and bring it more in line with
current needs and current economic
conditions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill may lie upon the desk
for a day, so that other Members who
wish to join in sponsorship of it may do

80.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will lie
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on the desk, as requested by the Senator
from New York.

The bill (S. 3245) to amend the Bank-
ruptey Act with respect to the priority
of debts owed by a bankrupt to work-
men, servants, clerks, and certain sales-
men, introduced by Mr. JaviTs, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

CLOSING OF LOOPHOLES WHICH
THREATEN FEDERAL TIMBER
GROWING ON MINING CLAIMS
AND PATENTS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, in
1955, soon after I first came to the
Senate, Congress enacted Public Law
167, which initiated certain reforms
in the management for multiple use
of the surface resources of public lands
on which mining claims are pend-
ing. Worked out over a considerable
period of consultation among the parties
concerned, including the executive agen-
cies and industry groups, this legislation
was a step in the right direction, so far
as it went.

It did not, however, go far enough. It
left unchanged the longstanding law
which gives to a successful locator of
minerals on Federal public lands a fee-
simple patent o the land in question—
irrespective of its surface resources
which may have nothing to do with min-
erals or mining, irrespective of its sig-
nificance for the watershed, for wildlife,
for recreation, or for conservation values
which may be intimately dependent on
continued management of that land as
part of the larger area in which if is lo-
cated. As a member of the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, I sup-
ported this legislation, but I expressed in
concurrent individual views in the com-
mittee report my own opinion that fur-
ther legislation was needed. Let me read
this concurring report of 1955:

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR RICHARD L.

NEUBERGER, OF OREGON

I have joined in the committee’s report on
8. 1713, which I believe makes some long-
needed improvements in publie-land admin-
istration In areas where prospecting is preva
lent. I want to make it clear, however, tha
in my own view the bill fails togomrenorugh
and should not be mistaken for a permanent
solution to the problems of the multiple use
of the surface and subsurface of the public
lands.

This bill fails to correet one glaring de-
fect in the mining laws. It will still be legal,
by proving a mining patent to public land,

ber has no relation to the mineral deposits,
the discovery and development of which are
the justification of the patent.

The committee report recognizes that this
practice is against the public interest and
deters sound conservation practices, and that
in a number of national forests the separa-
tlon of surface rights from mineral rights
has by law been extended to mining pat-
ents as well as mining claims. I believe this

loophole should be closed by general legis-
lation for all federally owned timberlands.

Mr. President, the situation which I
think calls for legislative change is par-
ticularly important within the national
forests of the United States. More than
may be the case on other public lands,
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the surface resources of the national
forests need to be held and managed as a
unit for all their multiple beneficial pur-
poses. Their timber stands are of im-
mense worth and must be held together
for sustained-yield management; they
are the greatest recreational resource of
our Nation; in many areas they are the
watersheds of large cities; in short,
many of our most important national
conservation policies center around the
national forests.

The significance of these faects for our
national policies toward mining patents
has been recognized in a series of acts
passed over the past 25 years, by which
half a dozen national forests have one
by one been taken out of the scope of
the laws under which mining patents
convey title to surface as well as miner-
als. These special acts of Congress now
apply to the Prescott, Mount Hood, Lin-
coln, Coronado, Coconino, and Kaibah
National Forests, and I believe there are
others under similar laws. Today, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference, a bill
which would make applicable to all na-
tional forests the protective provisions
which are already in effect for these in-
dividual national forests. This bill is
cosponsored by the senior Senator from
Maine [Mrs. SmiTH] ; my senior colleague
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel; the junior
Senator from Montana [ Mr. MANSFIELD] ;
the junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumrpHREY]; the junior Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CarroLL] ; the senior Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Doucrasl; the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crarkl, and the junior Senator from
‘Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmirel. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill
may be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred:
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the REcorp.

The bill (8. 3247) relating to mining
claims on lands within the national
forests, introduced by Mr. NEUBERGER (for
himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, and ordered fo be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That mining locations
made after January 1, 1959, under the min-
ing laws of the United States within the
national forests shall confer on the locator
the right to cccupy and use so much of the
surface of the land covered by the location
as may be reasonably necessary to carry on
prospecting, and beneficiation of
ores, including the taking of mineral de-
posits and timber required by or in the min-
ing and ore-reducing operations, and no
permit shall be required or charge made for
such use or occupancy. Except where clear-
ing is necessary in connection with mining
operations or to provide space for bulldings
or structures used in connection with min-

ing operations, the cutting and removal of
timber from the surface of the claim shall
be conducted in accordance with the rules
for timber cutting on adjoining national-
forest land. The use of such surface or the

mining
pecting, shall not be allowed except under
the national-forest rules and regulations,
and the locator shall not prevent or obstruct
other occupancy of the surface or use of sur-
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face resources under authority of national-
forest regulations, or permits issued there-
under, if such occupancy or use is not in
conflict with mineral development.

Sec. 2. All patents issued after January 1,
1959, under the mining laws of the United
States affecting lands within the national
forests shall convey title to the mineral de-
posits within the claim, together with the
right to cut and remove so much of the
mature timber therefrom as may be needed
in the extraction, removal, and beneficiation
of the mineral deposits, if the timber is cut
under sound principles of forest manage-
ment as defined by the national-forest rules
and regulations. Each such patent shall re-
serve to the United States all title in or to
the surface of the lands and products there-
of, and no use of the surface of the claim or
the resources therefrom not reasonably re-
quired for carrying on mining or prospecting
shall be allowed except under the rules and
regulations of the Department of Agricul-
ture.

Sec. 3. Any valid mining claim existing on
January 1, 1959, within a national forest and
maintained thereafter in compliance with
the laws under which it was initiated and
the laws of the State in which such claim
is located, may be perfected under this act,
or under the laws under which it was ini-
tiated, as the claimant may desire.

Sec. 4. Nothing in this act shall affect
existing provisions of law which relate to
mining locations made under the mining
laws of the United States on lands within
particular national forests, or designated
parts thereof, to patents issued under such
laws affecting such lands, or to the perfec-
tion of mining claims existing on such lands.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, the
provisions of this bill—which, as I have
said, have been in effect in various na-
tional forests for many years—leave
ample opportunity for all legitimate
mining operations. Persons who locate
mineral deposits on national-forest land
may occupy and use the surface to the
extent necessary to carry on prospecting
and developmental work. Timber may
be cut and used for actual mining oper-
ations. If a claim is patentable under
the mining laws, a patent will still issue.
But it conveys only title to the mineral
deposits within the claim and the right
to use the surface and timber to the ex-
tent essential to actual mining. Title to
the surface remains with the United
States. The timber belongs to our Gov=
ernment.

Thus, Mr. President, subject to the full
privileges necessary for actual mining
operations, the United States Forest
Bervice would retain control over surface
resources and surface management for
all the other multiple purposes of the
national forests. Yet it would be diffi-
cult to claim that mining activities were
not fully protected and given every op-
portunity to succeed. And, provided
that legitimate mining operations are
given all the rights and privileges neces-
sary for carrying on actual mining oper=
ations, I do not see how any direct de-
fense can be offered for giving to mineral
patentees, along with the minerals they
have located, valuable timber stands and
other important resources and surface
rights necessary for conservation and
multiple-use policies in our national
forests.

Mr. President, it is bad enough that,
under present law, the United States has
to convey with a mining patent a fee-
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simple title that goes beyond the actual
needs of even a sound, legitimate mining
operation, and conveys timber, other re-
sources, and control permanently beyond
the policies of the Forest Service. But
implicit in this situation is, of course, the
much more outrageous result that such
a complete title to national-forest land
may be conveyed—land and trees worth
many thousands of dollars, and perhaps
very important to some Forest Service
objective or policy—and then no mining
may actually be carried on for years, or
even ever. These patents, once legally
granted, are not accompanied by any
condition subsequent which would cause
the land to revert to the United States
unless mining is carried on. If the pat-
entee, or someone to whom he sells the
patented former national-forest acres,
wants to cut off all the trees, or build a
lodge, or a whole subdivision, I suppose
it is then his business. It is private land.

This outrageous result has recently
been illustrated by the well-known Al
Sarena case, which was investigated by
two committees of the 84th Congress.
As those committees found, the Al Sa-
rena patents in Oregon's Rogue River
National Forest need not even have been
issued under existing law; so I shall not
refer to the particular details of that
case except to illustrate the effect of the
present full-title-or-nothing approach to
patents on national forest land.

Next week, February 15, will mark the
4th anniversary of the granting of 23
mining patents to 475 acres of the Rogue
River National Forest to Al Sarena
Mines, Ine. This was timberland, and
with these patents went title to standing
timber adding up to a total of many
millions of board-feet of lumber. In
those 4 years since 1954, when the pat-
ents were granted, Mr. President, no min-
ing has been carried on within that
former national forest land, which was
patented to these claimants for mining
purposes. But last autumn, when I was
at home in Oregon, I requested informa-
tion from the Forest Service on activi-
ties on the Al Sarena claims. On October
30, 1957, I received a report which stated,
in effect, that the total volume of timber
which was then logged off these so-called
mining claims now stands at almost 3
million board-feet. I ask unanimous
consent, Mr. President, to have printed
in the Recorp the entire letier which I
received from the Forest Service.

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

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,
Portland, Oreg., October 30, 1957.
Hon. RicHARD L, NEUBERGER,
United States Senator,
Portland, Oreg.

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: In response to
your letter of October 10 to Forest Super-
visor Carroll Brown, we submit the following
information on the Al Sarena mining claims:

1. Total volume logged off the claims since
patent issued amounts to about 2,961,000
board-feet through October 1957.

2. No attempt has been made to determine
stumpage values for the removed timber
through a current analytical appraisal. At
the end of 1955 it was estimated that some
1,668,000 board-feet had been removed. An
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appraisal was made in July 19566, covering
the 1,658,000 board-feet cut. The appralsal
was based on ocular observations made in
1950 which indicated the composition of the
stand to be about 85 percent Douglas-fir and
15 percent sugar pine and associated species.
Average selling prices and costs for the 1954—
56 perlod were used. This appraisal indi-
cated a stumpage value of $26.70 per thou-
sand for Douglas fir and $66.18 per thousand
for sugar pine and associated specles.

3. To our knowledge there has been no ap-
preciable mining activity since 1955.

Please let us know if we can be of further
service.

Very truly yours,
J. HERBERT STONE,
Regional Forester.
By EarL D. SANDVIG,

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, in
passing, I might point out that the state-
ment in the letter that “there has been
no appreciable mining activity since
19556” merely brings up to date earlier
information that there had been no ap-
preciable mining activity in preceding
years, either.

Mr. President, as I have said, the Al
Sarena case has been only a particularly
horrible example. It seems especially
contrary to sound public policy to give
a full title to land, timber, and surface
resources to a mining patentee who then
exploits these instead of the minerals
which occasioned this grant of national
property to him. But the same policy
reasons cover also the grant of unneeded
and often extremely wvaluable surface
rights to mining patentees who do en-
gage in legitimate mining operations.
Because I think the policy is particularly
important for the national forests, and
there are precedents for it there, I am
introducing this bill today. I have asked
the Forest Service for information on
the effect which these precedents have
had on mining activity on the individual
national forests where the restrictions
of this bill already apply. I ask unani-
mous consent that the reply I have just
received be printed in the REcorp at this
point.

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

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,
Washington, D. C., February 3, 1953.
Hon. RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
United States Senate.

Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is in fur-
ther reply to Mr, Linde's letter of December
10, 1957, requesting information on our ex-
perience with mining claims and patents on
national-forest lands subject to the special
mining acts specified in title 16, United States
Code, sections 482a-482q.

We have received reports from the re-
gional foresters on the areas covered by
these acts and the similar acts of May 26,
1934 (48 Stat. 808) and June 24, 1948 (62
Stat. 580). Summarized information is
shown on the attached tabulation.

The figures showing numbers and areas
of mining locations are necessarily rough es-
timates, because of the numerous abandon-
ments, relocations, and overlaps. Informa-
tion on patents is quite reliable.

You will note that mining locations made
under the provisions of the various acts,
while fewer than prior to passage of the
acts, were still numerous. The extent to
which locations made under these acts are
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maintained seems to depend primarily upon
the extent of mineralization. The only pat-
ents issued under any of these acts were on
the Salt Lake watershed area, subject to the
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Jority of the patents issued on locations made
prior to these acts were issued in the early
1900's and the number of mining patents
has decreased generally In most national-
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It you desire further Information please
call on us.
Very truly yours
RicaArD E. McARrDLE, Chief.

act of May 26, 1934. However, the large ma- forest areas during the last 20 or 30 years. By EDwARD P. CLIFF.
Mining locations Claims patented Mining locations Patents made
Area prior to act prior to act made under the act under the act
Act and national forest covered
by act MNumber | Area |Number| Arca | Number| Ares | Number Ares
June 1948 (62 Stat. 580), Oct. 6, 1949 (63 Stat. 708), Harney __________.._. 37, 730 200 4, 000 40 1, 366 350 7, 000
Jan. 1%&'1933 (16 U. S. C. 482a), Prescott 3, 600 500 | 2000 12 250 50 300
June 13, 1989 (16 U, 8. C. 482c-g), Lincoln 620 1, 000 1, 200 16 528 20 400
ar. 15, 1 (16 U. 8. O. 482h), d 2, 416 100 500 10 100
June 11, 1946 (16 U. 8. C S2h- 1-3} Coronado. . 14, 880 1, 000 1, 000 3 149 20 300
June 10, 1949 (16 U, 8, C ‘i?j 1), Santa I‘e 10, 103 400 1, 500 20 200
May 24, 1949 (16 U. 8. C. 452n~n2] C = 21,280 200 2, 000 il 1,280 |
May 19, 1855 (16 U. 8. C, 482n-3), Coconino - 76, 451 500 4, 500 |. 20 1, 280
July 12, 1851 (16 U. 8. C.é&ﬁoﬂ}, Kaibab_ : 28, 480 100 1, 920 10 800 2§
May 26, 1934 (48 Stat. 808), Wasatch. _ 74, 170 2,100 30, 000 100 1, 500 5 o4
May 11, 1934 (16 U, 8. C. 482b-d), Mount “Hood. 1, 075, 959 200 4, 100 225 4, 640
Total 1,368,719 6, 300 62, 720 828 13, 042 845 17, 800 5 o

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, in
conclusion, I also ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a
pertinent editorial from the Sunday
Oregonian, of Portland, of December 22,
1957, entitled “Plug for Loophole”; and
an article on this theme from the Med-
ford Mail-Tribune of the same date.

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

|From the Portland Oregonian of December
22, 1957]

PruGc FOR LOOPHOLE

Legislation to protect the public Interest
in timber on mining properties, such as that
which will be introduced In Congress by
Senator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, is long over-
due. A part of the job was done in 1855,
when Federal law was amended to make
available to the Government marketable
timber on mining claims, but that legisla-
tion has no application to land passing into
private hands by the patent process.

The traditional right of the exploiters of
mineral resources to the timber stands on
their public land claims was not in serious
conflict with the public interest as long as
timber prices were at relatively low levels.
But with the boom in stumpage values, there
can be no doubt that in some instances min-
ing claimants have been more interested in
{rees than in ore.

The celebrated Al Sarena case, stripped of
all its political camouflage, is a good case in
point. Despite several announcements of
intent to conduct mining operations on its
block of claims in the Rogue River National
Forest, the Al Sarena Co. has done no appre=
ciable mining there since obtaining the con-
troversial patents in 1954. But it has been
busy above ground. A Forest Service report
indicates that nearly 3 million board-feet
of timber have been removed from the
claims. Stumpage values ranged from $26.70
per thousand (Douglas fir) to $66.18 per
thousand (sugar pine).

‘The mining company has done only what
comes naturally. But the precedent is not
an admirable one from the viewpoint of the
public interest. As was observed in these
columns in March 1954, a few weeks after
granting of the Al Sarena patent, a repeti-
tion can be prevented only by a change in
the mining laws reserving to the Govern-
ment the timber resources of patented land
except for the limited amount used in min-
ing. This, as we understand it, is the in-
tent of the Neuberger bill.

[From the Medford (Oreg.) Mail Tribune of
December 22, 1857]
Sriiy MiniNGg TIMBER AT AL SareNa, BuT No
MiNERALS BEING TAKEN
(By Senator Ricearp NEUBERGER)
Porrranp.—Just before the 1956 election,
a political gold rush was reported in south-

ern Oregon. Men with hard hats, drills, and
picks were allegedly swarming over the Al
Sarena claims—the 475 wooded acres in the
Rogue River National Forest patented by the
Interior Department for mining under a
special, unprecedented procedure which had
become a cause celebre of irresponsible
handling of national resources. More than
13 months have passed, but apparently no
colors are showing yet in the pan.

“Core drilling, a preliminary step to mining
operations, began this week on the contro-
versial Al Sarena mining property,” the press
reported on October 26, 1956. Visual evidence
was offered, 2 days later, in press photos over
the caption: “Robert MacCorkle, left, and
H. P. MacDonald, Jr., handle a drilling ma-
chine as a preliminary step to block out
bodies of ore on the Al Sarena mine area in
southern Oregon.”

PRESS WAS PLANTED

These stories, planted in the press by the
Al Sarena operators and their political al-
Mes just prior to the 1956 elections, went on
to speak of blocking out wast masses of
ore on Elk Creek, estimated at as much as
190 million tons of ore, and spoke of good
mineralization of gold and valuable base
metals.

It is more than 13 months since these
representations were made, with great hulla-
balloo, by the Al Sarena interests, and used
by the political defenders of the 1954 Al
Barena patents to offset the Congressional
committee findings that National Forest tim-
ber, rather than minerals, had been the real
object of the Interior Department's unusual
and special Al Sarena patenting procedures.
I think it is significant that in more than
& year since the 1956 election we have heard
no more of mining on the Al Sarena patents.
‘We have, however, additional evidence con-
cerning logging.

I have received a letter from the Reglonal
Forester of the United States Forest Service
which declares: “To our knowledge there has
been no appreciable mining activity since
1955."”

The Forest Service letter also reports:
“Total volume logged off the claims since
patent issued amounts to about 2,961,000
board feet through October 1957."

SOMETHING NEW

‘The Congressional committee report estab-
lished that what had happened in the case
of the Al Sarena patents, as it was handled
by the then heads of the Department of In-
terior, was certainly not required by existing
law. This was clearly shown also by the
fact that no such case has been known to
happen hefore or since Al Sarena, under
the identical mining laws.

Beyond the specific problem of maladmin-
Istration in the Al Sarena instance, how-
ever, there has always been the overall ques=
tion of the policy of granting fee-simple
patents to timber-covered mining claims in

our national forests—a question which Al
Sarena brought to wide public attention.

In 1955, when Congress adopted Public
Law 167 to clarify surface rights on mining
claims, I stated in my individual views ap-
pended to the Interior Committee report that
this statute still left untouched the issue of
granting surface rights with mining patents.
I wrote:

“The committee report recognizes that
this practice is against the public interest
and deters sound conservation practices,
and that in a number of national forests
the separation of surface rights from min-
eral rights has by law been extended to
mining patents as well as mining claims.
I believe this loophole should be closed by
general legislation for all federally owned
timberlands.”

NEW LAW OFFERED

In the coming session, I intend to intro-
duce a bill to carry out this view. This
will provide that mining patents within the
national forests will convey title only to
the mineral deposits on which the patent
is based, along with adequate rights to use
the surface and timber located on the pat-
ent so far as needed for mining operations
themselves. However, the United States will
retain title to the surface and to all surface
resources, such as timber, beyond the ac-
:tuoal reasonable needs of the mining opera-

n.

My proposal is patterned on legislation
which has long been in effect for speeific
individual national forests. For example,
such legislation has applied to the Mount
Hood National Forest since 1934.

Nevertheless, I fully expect that the pro-
posal to limit mining patents on national
forests to subsurface rights will meet much
opposition, and that its enactment will in-
volve a long, hard effort. I would invite,
of course the support both of the Department
of Agriculture, which has responsibility for
the national forests and the Forest Service,
and of Secretary of the Interior Seaton, who
on the occasion of the Al Sarena case ex-
pressed the view that Congressional legisla-
tion was appropriate for solying the
problems of protecting national timber re-
sources which grow above subsoil mineral
deposits.

THE ADMINISTRATION FARM
PROGRAM

Mr. WATEKINS. Mr. President, T in-
tend to take a few minutes today for the
purpose of explaining why I am support-
ing the administration’s new agricultural
policy proposals. In so doing, I do not
intend to argue details with anyone.
For that reason, I prefer to continue
uninterrupted until I have completed my
remarks.
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Sinee coming to the Senate in 1947, I
have listened to many agricultural policy
debates, involving some of the best in-
formed men in the Senate. The follow=
ing observations I am about to make are
based upon facts and impressions I have
gleaned from those debates, experience
gained as a farmer in my own right, and
the study of the laws of economics.

Personally, I believe passage of the
Agrieultural Act of 1954, with its provi-
sion for a support range of 75 to 90 per-
cent on the so-called basic commodities,
has been good for the long-run best in-
terests of agriculture, as well as the coun-
try in general. There is no doubt but
what lowered supports initiated under
this authority on some of these commodi-
ties has resulted in some economic hard-
ships for some people. However, I am
certain of one thing and that is: If we
had not begun at that time to shift our
price-support programs to a direction
that is more consistent with the laws of
economics, the day would not have been
far off when the economic consequences
involved would have been much more se-
vere for these people, and a great number
of other farmers as well.

Our experience with price-support leg-
islation since pre-World War II con-
vinces me that it is now time to take
another legislative step toward conform-
ity with sound economic principles. This
is why I favor the proposal to provide for
price supports within a range of 60 to 90
percent of parity on the so-called basic
commodities, although I never could see
what was so basic to agriculture’s welfare
about peanuts, since they provide less
than 1 percent of farm income. If we are
ever to bring about adjustments on the
production side which will bring supplies
of several of these crops—wheat, cotton,
and corn especially—into balance with
demand, then inducements in the form
of price supports higher than those nec-
essary to prevent viclent seasonal de-
clines in prices received by farmers, must
be discontinued.

Consider these facts. The parity ratio
stood at only 77 percent in 1939. How-
ever, with the expansion of the war in
most places in Europe by 1940 and our
entry into the war in 1941, the demand
for agricultural commodities rose at a
great rate, so that by 1942, the parity
ratio stood at 105. During the war
years—1941-45—there was an insati-
able worldwide demand for agricultural
commodities among our allies. As a re-
sult, the Commodity Credit Corporation
was able to dispose of the surpluses which
it had acquired during the 1930’s at a
profit. For example, in 1942 it realized
net earnings of $69 million, followed by
$49 million in 1943 and $5 million in 1944
on its nonrecourse loan, purchase, and
payment programs. During this period
the parity ratio rose from 105 to 113. So
as to assist farmers to adjust production
downward once the war demand sub-
sided, Congress in 1942 guaranteed 90
percent price support for a 2-year period
after the end of the war. It is obvious,
however, since the parity ratio was well
above 100 during the entire war period,
that the 90 percent program was not
responsible for the tremendous increase
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in production and the high prices which
farmers received during World War II.

In 1946, the year I was elected to the
United States Senate, farmers received
113 percent of parity, and the net income
of persons on farms from agricultural
sources amounted to $16.7 billion, a new
record up to that time. That same year
the Commeodity Credit Corporation,
through disposal of commodities it had
acquired under price-suport operations,
made a net profit of over $30 million on
its loan and purchase operations.

Once again, however, it was not a rigid
90-percent price program which main-
tained farm prices above parity and in-
comes at new record levels, but rather
the tremendous demand our European
allies, and former enemies as well, had
for food after the war. It took 2 or 3
years for their agricultural economy to
even begin to get back into production
again. During ihis period we, by and
large, supplied them with food. How-
ever, as their agricultural output in-
creased, and with a 90-percent rigid
price-support program in operation to
encourage production in excess of de-
mand, the Commedity Credit Corpora-
tion began to accumulate and to sustain
losses on its price-support operations.
The period 1947 through 1949 saw the
parity ratio decline from 115 to 100 as
farmers continued production in re-
sponse to 90-percent price supports. The
Government was again in the focd mar-
keting business.

My first opportunity to help return
our support program to one of flexibility
as to the support range, came with the
Republican 80th Congress. I voted at
that time for the Agricultural Act of 1948
which would have enacted a flexible
price-support program, beginning in
1950. Before this legislation could be-
come effective, however, the 81st Con-
gress in enacting the Agricultural Act of
1949 nullified this legislation and again
provided for 90 percent supports on the
basic commodities. Shortly thereafter,
we were plunged into the Korean war,
and again American agriculture respond-
ed productionwise, as it always does to
increasing prices to meet a greater war-
time demand for food.

In 1951, as a result of another wartime
demand, the parity ratio increased to 107
percent and net income of persons on
farms from agricultural sources at $18
billion was the second greatest ever re-
corded. Prices received by farmers once
again rose in response to an abnormal
wartime demand for food and fiber prod-
ucts. They were not the result of the
rigid 90 percent price support program
then in effect.

In spite of the election of a Republican
administration in 1952, flexible price
supports were not enacted until 1954, and
the 90 percent price-support program re-
mained in effect for most crops through
1954. With the end of the Korean War
in 1952, the parity ratio tumbled from
100 that year to 89 by the end of 1954.
Because I believe that 90 percent sup-
ports in part were responsible for this
decline, I voted that year for the Agri-
cultural Act of 1954, with its system of
flexible supports on the basic commodi-
ties.
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During the past 4 years, the present
administration has used every tool at its
command to dispose of the growing price
depressing surpluses, which in part must
be attributed initially to a 90 percent
support program, and in part also to the
fact that the present law does not give
the Secretary of Agriculture sufficient
leeway so that he may use price sup-
ports to encourage needed production
adjustments. It must be noted in all
fairness, however, that near ideal
weather conditions, for the most part,
over the past few years have enabled
farmers to obtain higher yields than
otherwise would have been the case
under both the 90 percent support and
flexible support programs.

Since 1953, surplus commodities—
mainly wheat, cotton, and corn—with a
cost value of $11.6 billion have been
moved out of CCC inventory. CCC real-
ized losses in econnection with all its pro-
grams for stabilizing farm price: and in-
comes inereased from $122.8 million in
1953 to $1.7 billion in fiscal 1957. All told,
during this period CCC realized losses
amounting to $4.6 billion. In spite of
this tremendous disposal program, how-
ever, it is expected that by June 30, 1958,
CCC'’s investment in loans and commodi-
ties owned will total $6.8 billion.

Is this not evidence enough that price
supports set at too high a level present
badly needed production adjustments in
agriculture? On the other hand, is
there any evidence to support the thesis
that lower supports can improve prices
received by farmers? I submit thatsuch
evidence does exist. In 1957, prices re-
ceived by farmers were up 3 percent over
those which prevailed in 1958.

So that I will not be misunderstood,
let me say that although I consider this
to be marked progress, it has not come
fast enough to be very effective.

Although farm prices were up 3 per-
cent last year, why was there a slight
decline in farm income in 1957? Simply
because costs paid by farmers rose faster
than the prices they received. Although
many people seem prone to blame the
Secretary of Agriculture for this, I am
sure a little reflection will make it clear
that such cannot possibly be construed
to be the case.

Simply stated, farm income fell as a
result of a combination of policies pur-
sued by individuals in the nonfarm sec-
tors of the economy. For one thing, the
rate of nonagricultural productivity did
not keep up with the rate of increase in
wage rates. Also, in part, many price
increases represented efforts by some
businessmen to reclaim their investment
outlays over too short a period of time.
The inflation which resulted, from these
and other actions, robbed farmers of an
increase in income during 1957—not the
actions of the Secretary of Agriculture.

Even if 1958 is an election year, Mr.
President, we must begin, as I stated at
the outset, to shift our price-support
programs to a direction that is more
consistent with the economic law of sup-
ply and demand. Now what does that
law say? Namely this: That consumers
will take larger amounts of a commodity
only at lower price schedules, and that
producers will supply more of a com-
modity only at higher price schedules.
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High rigid price supports, therefore, as
CCC surpluses indicate, have seemed to
price commodities out of the market,
with the result that they end up in Gov=
ernment warehouses. It is costly to
farmers to produce them, it is costly to
the taxpayer to acquire and dispose of
them through the Commodity Credit
Corporation.

For these reasons, Mr. President, I in-
tend to support the new price support
proposals of the administration, and I
send to the desk for proper referral a
bill which embodies these recommenda-
tions.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3249) to better adapt the
price support program to the needs of
farmers by providing more latitude for
inereasing acreage allotments, establish-
ing price supports, continuing authori-
ty for the disposition of surpluses, and
for other purposes, introduced by Mr.
WATKINS, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

TansLe 1.—Allernative parily prices for selected farm products, United States, Jan.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

BASE PERIOD FOR COMPUTING
PARITY PRICES FOR AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr, Muwprt], I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to pro-
vide for the use of the same base period
in computing parity prices for agricul-
tural commodities as is used by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics in computing
the Consumer Price Index.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with a statement showing the
changes which the bill would bring about
in our present method of determining
parity for farm commodities be printed
in their entirety as a part of my re-
marks. Under the present system of de-
termining parity we use a 10-year mov-
ing average. The only change this bill
would make would be to use the 1947-
49 base period, the same as that now
being used by industry and labor in their
indexes.

February 6

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill and table
will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (S. 3250) to provide for the
use of the same base period in computing
parity prices for agricultural commodi-
ties as is used by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics in computing the Consumer
Price Index, introduced by Mr. Youna
(for himself and Mr. MuNDpT), wWas re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, in order to pro-
vide for use of the same base period in com-
puting parity prices for agricultural com-
modities as is used in computing the Con-
sumer Price Index, section 301 (a) (1) (B)
and (C) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1038, as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1801 (a) (1)
(B) and (C)), is amended by deleting “Jan-
uary 1910 to December 1914, inclusive” wher-
ever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“January 1947 to December 1949, inclusive.”

The table presented by Mr. Youne is
as follows:

15, 1957, under specified formulas

Parity prices, 1010-14 base New parit
period 1 N e Newipsrlty prr!o%s tsm?}l 3
oW par| prices, ped, an
Commodity Unit 0ld formula prlll;en. % 9417—5\‘1 base | livestock
104749 period omitted),
Effective New 1947-56 baso
period
Basic commodities:
Cotton, Ameriean upland, per pound. oo oooomemmiaaaaas Qenkiuc covaig 0.3670 36. 56 36. 56 30,40 35. 37.48
% bushel___________ Dollar 2,62 12,49 2.30 2.49 2.26 2.38
Rice, per hundredweight__ 5. 36 5. 69 5, 60 614 5. 58 5 84
5 thel ... - 1,90 11,80 1.70 183 1. 66 174
Peanuts, per pond_ ... ... 142 1136 121 13.1 1.9 12.4
Tobacco, per pound:
Floe-cured, types 11-14 545 b5.8 55. 8 60,1 54.6 57.2
Burley, type 31.__ . 528 56, 6 56, 6 6.2 55. 6 58.2
Maryland, type 32 547 62.6 52. 6 56, 5 G61.4 53.8
Dark air-cured, types 35-36 - 208 32.7 32.7 35, 2 32.0 33.4
Designated nonbasic commodities:
Tung nuts, per ton .- - ... B 79.10 79.10 85. 14 7.40 81.00
Butterfat, in crates, per pound ... it et 73.0 78,0 78.8 7.6 74.9
All milk, wholesale, per hundredwelght. - - vecoeevemmmmeanaas Dollar. o 4,76 4. 76 6. 15 4.68 4.80
Honey, wholesale, comb, per pound. ______ ----| Cent 33.3 3.3 35.9 32.8 3.1
Wool and mohair:
Wool, per pound._ o ki) oot do 64,5 64,5 9.6 63,3 [
d e T L5 I e S S e e e LS T do 84.1 841 90. 56 82.8 86.1
Other nonbasic commodities:
Barley, T I T o M f BT S O = 134 1,34 1,45 1,32 1,38
Beans, dry-edible, per hundredwelght______ o]0 e R AR O e AR 9,29 9, 20 10. 00 0.09 9, 51
Qottonseed, perton____._____._. =il do TL00 71.00 76, 67 69. 70 72.90
¥ 'EerL hel S 460 4,50 4.84 4.40 4.60
Oats, per bushel_._._.. do . 864 . 864 . 933 . 848 . 887
Potatoes, per hundred p e S Pl TR R 1 do. L2 2.42 2.42 2.62 2,38 2.49
Rye, perbushel _____ ... ... do. & 1. 65 1,65 178 1.62 1.70
Sorghum, grain, per hundredweight - - ___________|____] do. 2.62 2.62 2.83 2.67 2,69
!-g;ﬁ)m'perbus}m[_",,__________ ..... do 2,98 2.98 3.21 2.02 3.05
Sweetpotatoes, ge‘r hundredwelght . ol e e r amaa [ een do. 5.17 5,17 5. 59 5,08 5. 31
Girapefruit, per box 4......_. do. 2.32 31.39 . 847 912 . 820 . 868
T per box ¢ do. 2.78 2.73 2,95 2.68 2,80
R e Erep R s e e RO a5 e AV i i oan ] b et 6.02 6.02 6.48 5.89 6.16
Oranges, par BOX - oo oorero do 4,20 12,56 1.70 1.83 1.66 1,74
Apples, for fresh use, per bushel. . do..... 2,85 2.856 3.08 2,80 2,93
Beef cattle, per hundredweight. do..__. £> 2.10 22.10 23,87 21,70 22.70
Calves, undredweight. . __.. 24. 40 24,40 20,29 23, 90 25,00
All chickens, live, per pound 23,2 28.2 30.4 27.6 28.9
Eiges, per doZen.. ... 47.3 47.3 50.8 46.2 48.4
Hogs, per hundredwelght ___ 21, 60 21. 60 23.32 21.20 22.10
me”; per hundredwelght. 24. 60 24. 60 26. 51 24.10 25. 20
Sheep, per hundredweight. .. 9. 99 0,99 10,76 0.78 10, 20
Turkeys. live, per pound. 36,8 36.8 39.7 96, 1 87.7
‘1 Parity prices computed by mulliiej(rl:ying adjusted base prices 1010-14 by the parity es 60

index (292), except as otherwise no

? Parity prices computed by multlpiylug adjusted base prices 1047-56 by the index

of prices paid, including Interest, taxes, and farm wage rates, 1047-56=100 (108).

! Trangitional parity, basic commodities 95 ]p(\reent and nonbasic commoditi
percent of parity price computed under formula
{ Equivalent on-tree returns for all methods of

in use prior to Jan, 1, 1950,
sale,

AMENDMENT OF CODE RELATING
TO PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN
INTERFERENCE WITH FEDERAL
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I intro-

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill

to amend title 18 of the United States

‘ Code so as to prohibit certain inter-
fertgnce with Federal construction proj-
ects,

In the introduction of this bill, I am
joined by the distinguished and able
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
ran], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Monprl, and the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER].

The bill is short, Mr. President, and
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the REcoRrD,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the bill will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3253) to amend title 18
of the United States Code so as to pro-
hibit certain interference with Federal
construction projects, introduced by Mr.
Currtis (for himself and other Senators),
was received, read twice by its title, re-
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ferred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) chapter 85 of
title 18 of the United States Code, as amend-
ed, is amended by adding to the analysis at
the beginning of such chapter the following
item: |

“1952. Interference with Federal construc-
tion projects.”
(b) Such chapter is further amended by
adding at the end thereof a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 1952. Interference with Federal con-
struction projects.

“(a) Whoever knowingly and willfully
damages or destroys (1) any property of the
United States or of any State which is used
in connection with, or is a part of, any Fed-
eral construction project, or (2) any machin-
ery, equipment, or other property of a con-
tractor under a contract for the construction
of any Pederal construction project, which is
used or intended for use in connection with
such project, or (3) any materials, supplies,
or parts used or intended for use on or in
connection with such project, including work
completed or in progress, shall be fined not
more than $10,000 or be imprisoned not more
than 20 years, or both.

“{b) As used in this section—

*“(1) The term ‘Federal construction
project’ means a project for the construction
of a building, bridge, highway, dam, canal,
airfield, or other public works project, and
includes the preparation or landscaping of a
site for any such project, if at least 50 per-
cent of the costs of such project are paid
from funds made available by or pursuant to
a Pederal statute.

“(2) The term ‘contractor’ includes a sub-
contractor.”

USE OF HUMANE METHODS IN THE
SLAUGHTER OF LIVESTOCK AND
POULTRY—AMENDMENT

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (S. 1497) to require the use of
humane methods in the slaughter of live-
stock and poultry in interstate or foreign
commerce, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry and ordered to be
printed.

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE IN EXPANDED
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION PRO-
GRAM—ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR
OF BILL
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the name of the

Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs] may

be added as a cosponsor of the bill (S.

3216) to authorize Federal assistance fo

the States and local communities in

financing an expanded program of school
construction so as to eliminate the na-
tional shortage of classrooms, introduced

by me on February 3, 1958.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I point
out in this regard that the Senator from
Illinois is pursuing the same course
which he has heretofore pursued with
respect to the elementary rights of our
people to equality of opportunity and
education and with respect to the
integrity of an education itself.
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ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, February 6, 1958, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 1908) to
amend the District of Columbia Hospital
Center Act in order to extend the time
and increase the authorization for ap-
propriations for the purposes of such
act, and to provide that grants under
such act may be made to certain or-
ganizations organized to construct and
operate hospital facilities in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

NOTICE CONCERNING CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS BEFORE COMMIT-
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nominations have been referred
to and are now pending before the Com-~
mittee on the Judiciary:

William B. Butler, of Texas, to be
United States attorney for the southern
district of Texas for a term of 4 years.

George M. Yeager, of Alaska, to be
United States attorney for the term of
4 years for division No. 4, district of
Alaska, vice Theodore F. Stevens, re-
signed.

Herbert Barnes, of Delaware, to be
United States marshal for the district
of Delaware for the term of 4 years, vice
Clarence H. Spence, term expired.

On behalf of the Commitiee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in these nominations
to file with the commitiee, in writing, on
or before Thursday, February 13, 1958,
any representations or objections they
may wish to present concerning the above
nominations, with a further statement
whether it is their intention to appear
at any hearings which may be scheduled.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF AXEL T. BECK, TO BE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE,
DISTRICT OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on

behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I desire to give notice that a public

hearing has been scheduled for Thurs-
day, February 20, 1958, at 10:30 a. m., in
room 424 Senate Office Building, upon the
nomination of Axel J. Beck, of South
Dakota, to be United States district
judge for the district of South Dakota.
At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the above nomination
may make such representations as may
be pertinent. The subcommittee con-
sists of the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. JornsTON], the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. JENNER], and myself, chairman.

CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN WA-
TER CONSERVATION PROJECTS
IN PECOS RIVER BASIN, N. MEX.,
AND TEX.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMIRE in the chair) Ilaid before
the Senate the amendments of the House
of Representatives to the joint resolu-
tion (8. J. Res. 39) entitled “Joint resolu-
tion to authorize the eonstruction of
certain water conservation projects to
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provide for a more adequate supply of
water for irrigation purposes in the
Pecos River Basin, N, Mex. and Tex.,”
which were, on page 3, lines 3 and
4, strike out all after “construct” down
through and including “basis,” in line
4; on page 4, line 14, strike out “and”;
and on page 4, line 19, after “section”
insert “; and (3) he has adequate as-
surance in the form of contraects with
the Carlsbad Irrigation District, New
Mexico, and the Red Bluff Water Power
Control District, Texas, that they will
return to the United States each year
during a 50-year period from the date of
completion of the works authorized by
this section, under terms and conditions
satisfactory to the Secretary, such por-
tion of the cost of constructing those
works as is within their repayment
ability to be determined by the Secre-
tary from time to time, but not more
often than every 5 years, after consulta-
tion with said districts.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, the House of Representatives has
passed, with amendments and without a
dissenting vote, Senate Joint Resolution
39, authorizing the construction of cer-
tain water conservation projects to pro-
vide for a more adequate supply of water
for irrigation purposes in the Pecos River
Basin, N. Mex., and Tex.

I am advised by both the Carlsbad Ir-
rigation District of New Mexico, and
the Red Bluff Irrigation District of Texas,
that they do not object to the House
amendments. Ifind no objection to these
amendments, and move that the Senate
accept the amendments of the House,
thus clearing the bill for the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques=
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to.

PROPOSED INTERNATIONAL
ASSEMELY OF CULTURE

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, man does
not live by bread alone. He does not live
alone for the dollar or the ruble or the
pound sterling. He does not live by or
for machines, or physical comforts, and
conveniences alone.

Man lives by things of the spirit. He
lives by appreciation of the good and
the beautiful and the enduring in life;
by interest in great music, great art,
great sculpture, great dance, great
writing.

These are facts which it has been my
pleasure to point out in many occasions
on the floor of the Senate.

'This is why I contacted last year most
of the Ambassadors accredited here in
our Nation's Capital—to help cement the
bonds of culture between our friends and
ourselves. My correspondence with
them may be found within the pages of
the CONGRESSTONAL RECORD.

This, too, is why this past week, T wel-
comed the signature of the United
States-U. S. S. I, agreement on cultural
exchange.

GOVERNOR ADAMS' WORTHY SUGGESTION

I was most pleased to read, therefore,
of the significant address delivered last
night by the Assistant to the President
the Honorable Sherman Adams, at a din-
ner of the national alumni of Dartmouth
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College. The dinner honored the pres-
ident emeritus of that great institution,
Dr. Ernest Martin Hopkins.

In the course of his comments last
night, the Assistant to the President
made this very worthy comment:

In a reference to international tensions
and the arms race with Russia, Governor
Adams suggested that it should be the
duty of scholars to conduct a “race to win
the trust, respect, confidence, and regard
of the people of the rest of the world, no
matter where they live.”

‘Who can say—

He asked—

that a convocation in this country of schol-
ars, historians, artisans, theologlans, educa-
tors, sociologists, philosophers, artists, and
muslcians could not suggest new and better
ways for human beings to exist peaceably
together and to reap the greatest rewards
from man’s scientific discoveries? To use
them he will have to survive them.

Mr, President, I believe that there are
tremendous possibilities for good in this
suggestion. I am delighted that consid-
eration is being given to it by President
Eisenhower and his staff in the White
House.

Of course, as everyone realizes, this
idea, like any other ideas of great propor-
tions, will require a great deal of addi-
tional thought and preparation.

PREFERABLY INDEPENDENT AUSPICES

A prineiple is the matter of the appro-
priate auspices—preferably independent
auspices—for such a conference, such as
the universities of our country, as hosts.

I feel sure that the University of Wis-
consin would be among the first eagerly
to contribute to such an assembly.

The United Nations Educational, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organization—
UNESCO—has already done very impor-
tant work in the cultural field. Natur-
ally, its expert services should be called

upon.
But, naturally, too, we, of the United
States, want to exercise the initiative.
We are proud of American culture, and
we are proud of our cultural ties with the

peoples of the world. We want the world

to know much more about our heritage,
and we want to know more about the
world’s cultural heritage.

TWO PAINTERS: CHURCHILL AND EISENHOWER

It is no mere coincidence that two
great statesmen of peace, Messrs. Win-
ston Spencer Churchill and Dwight D.
Eisenhower both enjoy the easel and the
brush. Both men far prefer those instru-
ments to the instruments of war,

Looking abroad, we recall, ‘“Music hath
charms to quell the savage beast.” Let
us hear symphonies of peace rather than
the terrible roar of nuclear war.

Let the great energies of the Russian
people express themselves, for example,
in cultural interchange, and never in
angry exchange of missiles.

Let us create and not destroy.

But let us remember, too, that we must
“huild bridges,” so to speak between not
only ourselves and Russia, but ourselves
and the peoples of the East—of Asia and
the Middle East. Their cultures are an-
cient, but relatively too little known by
us. And in too many of their eyes, we
are thought and misinterpreted as “ma-
terialists,” living by the dollar sign alone.
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So, let work on such a conference pro-
ceed.
Many specific questions still confront
us on the assembly.
BEHOULD BCIENCE AND CULTURE BE SEPARATED

There is the question as to time and
place, as to how large a conference,
with what representation. There is a
question as to whether scientific fields
should have their own independent con-
ference; separate and apart from cul-
ture, the exact sciences, so to speak, sep-
arated from the field of esthetics.

At this early stage, we cannot hazard
any final judgment on any of these im-
portant phases and details.

Suffice it to say that a very important,
indeed a most historie, recommendation
has been made. It has been made, ap-
propriately enough, under the auspices of
a university, a center of truth. We hope
that it will bear great fruit.

Whatever can help relax international
tensions, whatever can increase under-
standing and good will, whatever can
eliminate misconceptions and distortions,
whatever can tie people closer to one
another as human beings interested in
common pursuits; whatever can accom-
plish this—is more than worthy of our
intense thought and effort.

Let us hope, therefore, that Governor
Adams’ comment, like Adm. Lewis
Strauss’ previous comment on a proposed
conference of humanists, is but a prelude
to good things to come.

Mr. President, I now desire to refer
to another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin has the floor.

THE NEED FOR CONTINUED
CHECKS AND BALANCES IN THE
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION

Mr., WILEY. Mr. President, on many
occasions I have spoken on the floor of
the Senate on what I regard as the cen-
tral prineiple in the United States Con-
stitution. I refer to the principle of
checks and balances.

In no country of the world is this sys-
tem so highly and so well developed—
not simply in our legal affairs, but in our
economic system, our politics, and in
virtually every walk of life.

Why is it so important? Because lib-
erty may be endangered from almost
any quarter at some time or another.

Time after time, we have seen the
pendulum of history swing back and
forth. We have seen passions run high
in one direction or another.

We have seen the pendulum swing
from the right to the left. We have
seen a time when the executive branch
has become all-powerful, and there have
been times when the legislative branch
has become all-powerful.

No one knows from what source the
forces of tyranny may, in the future,
spring. No one knows what group may
some day become so powerful as to en-
danger the rights of ordinary people; a
group within industry, or within labor,
or within the executive branch of ~ov-
ernment, or, yes, even within the Con-
gress.

None of us is perfect or infallible.
None of us can presume to be all-wise.
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And none of us should be allowed to be
all-powerful.

In my judgment, one of the great cor-
nerstones of the check-and-balance sys-
tem is the process of judicial review.

In my judgment, the Supreme Court
must continue to have that power in-
tact. I do not want the system which
has developed so well since September
1787 to be chipped away, or to be altered,
or to be undermined—intentionally or
unintentionally.

I do not want Congressional commit-
tees to be denied their rights, nor do I
want them ever to deny the rights of
any ordinary citizen.

I do not want a Congressional law mis-
interpreted, nor do I want a Supreme
Court decision misinterpreted.

I believe in the forces of reason and
logic. I believe in the Congress per-
fecting its own laws, so that they will be
sustained and validated by the courts.
I do not believe in undermining the
prestige of the courts or the authority of
the courts.

Like everyone else, I have differed on
many occasions with particular deci-
sions of the highest tribunal. But I
respect the highest tribunal of this land.

I want it to help maintain this coun-
try as the Union, one and indivisible,
with liberty and justice for all.

Ours is a Federal Government. We
are a Union of 48 States. I do not want
this country to disintegrate or to have
the different appellate courts of the
United States attempting to offer differ-
ent so-called final interpretations, as to
the law.

Let us go extremely slow in any legis-
lation which would impair the constitu-
tional process.

Let there be the most thorough and
exhaustive hearings on the variety of
bills now pending before the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee. Let the greatest le-
gal scholars and constitutional minds of
this Nation be called upon. Let them
be asked to present their comprehensive
briefs as to any bill which would chip
away at the rights of the Supreme
Court. Let us not proceed with ill-con-
sidered haste, because of the passions of
the moment, and because the pendulum
has temporarily swung one way or an-
other.

I send to the desk now a most inter-
esting column by Mr, Arthur Krock, as
published in this morning’s New York
Times. He comments upon the worthy
efforts of my colleague, the junior Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr, HeNnmnes], and
upon a most significant address by
Judge Learned Hand.

Men may disagree with Judge Hand’s
interpretations, but there should be no
one who would deny to him, or to his
views, the great respect which this out-
standing jurist so well merits.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the column be printed in the body of
the Recorp at this point, and that it be
preceded by an editorial from the Sep-
tember 28, 1957, Christian Seience Moni-
tor. This editorial was entitled “Don’t
Shoot. the Umpire,” meaning do not
deny the highest tribunal its right to
prepare its decisions in its own way on
all matters rightfully in its preview—I
emphasize—all matters.
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There being no objection, the editorial
and article were ordered to be printed in
the REcorbp, as follows:

[From the Christian Science Monitor of
September 28, 1957]

Don't SHooT THE UMPIRE

A familiar phenomenon of American life
is the shout that goes up when a baseball
crowd becomes dissatisfied with the ruling
of an umpire: “Kill the ump.” No one takes
this really seriously, for underneath nearly
everyone realizes that decisions cannot be
left to the passions of players or to the
decibel production of partisan spectators.

Most Americans are similarly aware that
the Supreme Court plays an equally indis-
pensable role in their system of government,
This awareness was strongly expressed 20
years ago to halt the famous Court-packing
plan. In the previous 3 years the Court
had thrown out 12 major pieces of legisla-
tion desired by Congress and the President.
Popular annoyance with the umpire was
sharp. But wise counsel rejected a plan
that would not have killed the ump but
would have allowed the executive and legis-
lative departments to curtail his independ=-
ence.

We trust that similar considerations will
bring rejection of the spate of bills recently
offered by various Congressmen to curtail
the Court's authority. Some of these would
limit the Justices' terms to 4 years; others
would restrict the Court's jurisdiction to
certain types of cases; others would set up
new qualifications for judges; and others
would require adherence to the legal prin-
ciple of prior decisions.

The authors of most of these proposals
know they have no chance of becoming law;
they are taking this way of letting off steam
or satisfying constituents. (Like the base-
ball fan shouting at the umpire.) These
new attacks on the Court arise out of a
serles of decisions, beginning with the
school desegregation ruling and including
recent decisions touching the FBI files and
setting up other safeguards for individuals
against reckless methods used by some offi-
cials in Communist hunting.

Congress has already taken action to mod-
ify the Court’s ruling on FBI files. * * * This
record upsets the charge too often heard
these days that the Supreme Court is a dic-
tatorship, irresponsible and wuncontrollable
by the people. Jefferson is quoted in support
of this view. The great author of the Dec-
laratlon (who, incidentally, would have had
each generation write a new Constitution for
itself) may at the time have been irked with
the federalizing work of his famous cousin,
Chief Justice Marshall. But history has
belied his concern.

For it discloses that the Court has never
for long thwarted the will of the people when
this has been clearly determined and ex-
pressed. Indeed there is greater danger that
the Court will be too quick to “read the elec-
tion returns” as Mr. Dooley put it. If it
responded to every wind of popular feeling
its basic function would be destroyed. Con-
stitutionalism means restraint on public pas-
sion and official oppression. In the Recon-
struction period the Supreme Court stood as
a barrier to those who sought vengeance on
the South.

The Court is not above criticism and should
have help in improving itself. We believe it
could win respect by fewer reversals and less
indulgence in split opinions, split not
merely 2 ways but sometimes 4 or 5. Dis-
agreement with specific decisions is definitely
in the democratic tradition and may be
clarifying and corrective. But attempts to
destroy respect for the Court, personal at-
tacks on Justices, reckless suggestions that
communism rules them, attribution of parti-
san motives, and moves to eurb the Court's
independence—these if successful would
“shoot the umpire,” the indispensable arbiter
and guardian of the Constitution.
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[From the New York Times of February 6,
1968]
ErrorT To Limrr IMPORTED JUDICIAL POWER
(By Arthur Erock)

‘WasHINGTON, February 5.—When Senator
HennNinGs, of Missouri, moved this week to
defer action by the Judiciary Committee on
the bill to eliminate five legal areas from
those in which the Supreme Court has the
last word, he could not have known that al-
most simultaneously one of the most re-
spected of judicial voices would be raised in
his support. But it happened that Judge
Learned Hand did this last night in the first
of three Oliver Wendell Holmes lectures at
the Harvard Law School.

After only one day of hearings, a Judiclary
subcommittee had favorably reported to the
full Senator JENNER'S committee 5. 2646
which would forbid the High Court to pass
on the validity of any Congressional commit-
tee activity, any Executive security measures,
any State or educational body's antisubver-
glve regulation, and any State regulation of
admissions to the bar. In addition to mak-
ing (and winning) his point that the gravity
of the proposal requires much more study
before actlon of any kind should even be
considered by the parent committee group,
HeEnwINGS submitted to his colleagues the
reasons for his view that its ultimate action
should be unfavorable. Among these rea-
sons, he sald, was that, if the lower courts
are glven final jurisdiction in the five areas,
“the Constitution would mean one thing in
one part of the country and something else
in another.”

This was the point strongly made by Judge
Hand in justifying as necessary the final
power of the Supreme Court to exercise what
lawyers prefer to call judicial review but
what, with few exceptions, is actually judi-
cial supremacy over the other two Federal
departments. With the candor usual in him
but rare among other members of the judi-
ciary, Judge Hand conceded that this power
was imported into the Constitution and is
neither granted nor implied in the text.

TO AVOID COLLAFSE

“When the Constitution emerged from the
Convention in September 1787," he told his
Harvard Law School audience, “the structure
of the proposed Government, if one looked
to the text, gave no ground for inferring that
the decisions of the Supreme Court * * *
were to be authoritative upon the executive
and the legislature. Each of the three de-
partments was an agency of a sovereign, the
people of the United States. Each was re-
sponsible to that sovereign, but not to one
another; indeed, their separation was still
regarded as a condition of free government,
whatever we may think of that notion now.”

Had judicial supremacy been proposed to
the Convention, he said, there is no telling
what the vote would have been. And the
arguments deducting the [Supreme] Court's
authority from the structure of the new
Government, or from the implications of
any Government, were not valid in spite of
the deservedly revered names of their au-
thors (John Marshall in particular). But,
he continued:

* * * it was probable, if indeed it was not
certain, that without some arbiter whose
decision should be final the whole system
would have collapsed, for it was extremely
unlikely that the executive or the legisla-
ture, having once decided, would yield to
the contrary holding of another depart-
ment, even of the courts. * * * By the
independence of their tenure [the courts]
were least likely to be influenced by divert-
ing pressvre It was not a lawless act to im-
port into the Constitution such a grant of
power.

That contention invites the reply that the
lawful method of importing the power was
to acquire it by the consent of the people
as an amendment to the Constitution., But
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in & perlod when denunciation is the lot of
those who have attacked certain Supreme
Court decisions as invasions of the explicit
constitutional provinces assigned to Con-
gress and the Executlve, it is at any rate
refreshing to have the concession of an
eminent jurist that judicial supremacy was
engrafted upon the text of the charter
and has no direct warrant there. '

Some of these declsions—and not only the
one which declared that enforced racial seg-
regation in the public school system, which
the same Court long upheld as valid, violates
the 14th amendment—provided the im-
petus for S. 2646. As Senator HENNINGS
pointed out, this measure would not per se
affect these decisions, but it would create
great temptations for the lower courts to
disregard them by denying to the Supreme
Court future jurisdiction in the legal areas
the decisions occupy.

The right of Congress to alter or reduce
the High Court's jurisdiction is well estab-
lished in law and legislative action, though
with some of the findings of the current
Supreme Court in mind no one can be sure
this also would not be subject to adverse
review, HeNNINGS gave the committee the
history of legislative efforts in this respect,
but effectively noted that only once has
Congress approved such a measure (in 1867,
amid the emotions of Reconstruction and
over President Johnson's veto). This took
from the Supreme Court its jurisdiction to
pass on denials of writs of habeas corpus by
lower tribunals.

SALARY INCREASES AND RELATED
IMPROVEMENTS FOR FOREIGN
SERVICE PERSONNEL

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, on January 27, 1958, the distin-
guished senior Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. GREEN], chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, intro-
duced S. 3134, a bill to amend the For-
eign Service Act of 1946, as amended, to
provide salary increases and certain re-
lated improvements for Foreign Service
personnel. I regret that I was absent
from the Senate on official business that
day and was unable to be present when
the Senator made his remarks.

The bill not only provides salary in-
creases comparable with those recom-
mended for other Federal Government
employees, but it also effects changes in
the pay classification scales for Foreign
Service personnel and staff. The ever-
growing duties of our diplomatic per-
sonnel make it imperative that we give
careful consideration to their needs, and
I congratulate the able Senator on his
effort in this respect.

Today I wish to refer to another
aspect in the carrying out of our inter-
national relations, the matter of repre-
sentation allowances.

Despite the faet that our interna-
tional responsibilities have increased
enormously in the past 10 years and our
ambassadorial and Foreign Service Offi-
cer Corps have likewise expanded, there
has not been a significant proportional
increase in representational allowances.

Too often we learn with shock that
our Foreign Service officers, as well as
our ambassadors, are forced to resort to
salaries and savings in order to be able
to carry out their duties capably and
well. We have insisted, and wisely so, in
broadening the membership of our For-
eign Service, and then we have refused
to provide our representatives with suffi-
cient entertainment allowances to enable
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them to serve their Nation to the best
of their abilities. Instead, we force
them, out of feelings of duty for their
country, to resort to private funds, or to
curtail their necessary entertaining.

Mr. President, failing to provide our
diplomatic representatives, our first line
of defense, with adequate representation
allowances, is the same as sending out
our highly trained soldiers armed with
slingshots.

Mr. C. L. Sulzberger has written a very
illuminating article on this problem
which appeared in the New York Times
of February 3, 1958. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the body
of the Recorp as a part of my remarks.

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

CAVIAR TO THE STRIPED-PANTS Bo¥s
(By C. L. Sulzberger)

CHANTILLY, FRANCE, February 2—The usual
row about care and feeding of ambassadors
has started between Congress and the State
Department. State wants $1 million, or,
0.00135 percent, of the total annual budget to
pay representation expenses of its envoys.
Since diplomatists are less complicated ma-
chines than guided missiles, this request
provokes legislative sarcasms about the syba-
ritic tastes of the gentlemen in striped pants.

There are two species of envoy, career
and political. The former is selected on the
basis of survival capacities of brain and liver.
The latter is chosen on the basis of bank
account—and how much of it is made avail-
able to the administration currently in of-
fice.

Robert McClintock, our new chief of : is-
sion in Beirut, and a veteran Foreign Service
officer, has made an earnest investigation of
both categories. He observes: What makes
ambassadors? is the guestion heard almost
as frequently as Who makes ambassadors?
Why are ambassadors made? is a guestion
to which each chargé d’afiaires ad interim
thinks he has the answer.

“It will suffice for the purpose of this gen-
eral study to say that by and large profes-
sional ambassadors get that way after a
much longer period of gestation (accom-
panied at times by violent prenatal move-
ments and kicks) than political ambassa-
dors, who occasionally step full-fledged from
the forehead of the President. During this
period the former are usually handled with
less care than the latter but need less care
later.”

However, one respect in which careerists
certainly need more care Is that of expense
accounts. A well-heeled individual whose
ambitious wife has induced him to finance
his party’s national committee and thereby
qualify as a diplomatist is likely to feel gen=-
erous enough to accept with pleasure that
occupation’s entertalnment obligations.
Such, unfortunately, is not always the case
with the professional, who has no money of
his own. Congress is stingy in making up
the deficit.

The United States is the world’s wealthiest
country. Its citizens are proud of their
reputation for gemerous hospitality. Busi-
ness executives and even lesser employees are
encouraged to charge on expense accounts all
manner of representation on the name of bet-
ter contacts. And the United States Treas-
ury permits this.

The State Department would like to be
equally generous. After all, as long ago as
1713, Francois de Callieres, private secretary
to France's Louis XIV, wrote in a handbook
on diplomacy:

A GREAT CONCILIATOR

“It is in the nature of things that good
cheer 1s a great conciliator, that it fosters
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familiarity and promotes freedom of ex-
change between the guests, while the
warmth of wine will often lead to the discov=
ery of Important secrets.”

But not, alas, In many of the Embassles,
Legations, and Consulates of Uncle Sam.
The last Congress approved only $600,000 for
diplomatic entertaining this fiscal year.
Dulles wants to boost that now to 81 million.
Surely, considering the amount of whisky
consumed by junketing Congressmen in the
home of all diplomatists, the request is not
unreasonable.

Our professional, as distinct from political
envoys, are no longer a prosperous group.
This is a result of the democratization of our
Foreign Service. Rich politicos are necessary
because the American Ambassador in Paris,
for example, pays half his household mainte-
nance and two-thirds of his hospitality costs
from his own pocket.

From all over the globe Amerlcan career
diplomats complain they are going broke
while colleagues from poorer lands outdo
them in splendid entertainment. Allow-
ances, carefully rationed by the State De-
partment after the Congressional hatchet has
descended, wusually vanish after a few
months. Then our agent must choose be-
tween personal destitution or temporary dis-
appearance from the soclal scene.

It is thus not infrequent that some envoys
devise penny-pinching means regarded as
odd by colleagues. McClintock has studied
one of these methods. He says: “Cases of
precocious aridity, or ambassadorial sicca-
tion, have been described which have shown
what painful effects can be associated with
this phenomenon.

“Usually the eyeballs of guests at the
table become covered with a glaucous glaze,
and an anhydrous effect is present, con-
versation wanes and an acute attack of
spoonfoggles is diagnosed.”

(Spoonfoggles is an early Mississippi word
characterizing intense desire for drink.)

“On one occasion in one of the larger Em-
bassles where the Ambassador served only
ice water, an Italian diplomat whispered
while the Ambassador was saying grace: ‘I
hope he is praying for the miracle of turn-
ing water into wine.'”

A more practical prayer could have been
addressed to the United States Legislature.

It is time Congress awakened to the need
for our social self-respect. The State De-
partment is frequently kicked by Capitol
Hill. But there is no sense starving it—or
at least its foreign guests.
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PROPOSED COTTON ACREAGE
LEGISLATION

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
a deep interest in and concern for our
entire agricultural program. But I
speak today regarding the urgent need
for legislation for cotton, the principal
agricultural commodity of my area of
the Nation, and the phase of our agri-
cultural program about which I know the
most.

Any sound, long-range cotton program
must provide for meeting competition,
and at the same time protect farm in-
come. Such a program cannot be
worked out quickly or overnight. But
there is one phase of the problem, a
most serious phase indeed, which can
be promptly met with legislation within
the next 2 or 3 weeks. This is the acre-
age problem, and it is the problem of
cotton acreage for the year 1958 and for
the year 1959 to which I shall address
myself today, a problem affecting more
than 13 million people who earn their
livelihood, directly or indireetly, from
the growing, handling, and processing of
cotion.

Legislation on cotton acreage for the
year 1959 is imperative. We are now
considering and have before us the sub-
ject of cotton acreage for 1958. I feel
the 2 years should be considered to-
gether, with one bill covering these two
subjects.

In 1956 there were three acreage
amendments included in the general
farm bill applicable only to the crop
years 1957 and 1958. These amend-
ments held the national cotton acreage
allotment to at least the 1956 level, pro-
vided additional acres for small farmers
of 4 acres or less, and prevented any one
State from losing more than 1 percent
of its allotment in any 1 year.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this place in the REecorp a
table which shows the benefits derived
by each State from the operation of
these three amendments.

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

1958 benefits fram 8 acreage allotment amendments included in 1956 Agricultural Adjust-

ment Aet
Effeet of Stennis amendments, acreage Number
Total 1058 saved or gained of farms
State allotment flected
for cotton by 3d
1st amend- | 2d amend- | 3d amend- amend-
ment ment ment ment
Alabama. 1,035, 463 164, 741 13,146 44,159
Arizona.....-- 307, 572 59, 199 |. 206 408
Arkansas_. 1, 411, 984 226, 602 b, T8G 13,724
California. 812, 487 130, 853 468 1,215
Florida.. 38, 662 6,028 | 1,257 4, 339
Georgin. - 905, 387 144, 303 9, 904 25, 851
Louisi : 609, 922 97, 42 4, 619 14,
issippi A 1, 660, 110 205, 437 12,914 41, 200
Missouri..... BEZ 377,819 60, 706 1,104 3,256
New Mexico A 1584, 247 20, 668 202 69
North Carolina 5 494, 083 7,812 14, 316 51, 036
Oklahoma.._. LR 827,162 128, 703 { el el TN
South Cuarolina 730, 957 117,870 8, 508 20, 715
U\ ¥ 582, 523 92, 781 6, 761 24, 551
Toxas_ .- 7,474, 661 1, 195, 609 13,467 27,430
Virginia. 18, 161 ) 802 T 4, 001
NOTESB

1st amendment—THolds 1958 allotment for United States same as 1056 natlonal allotment.
2d amendment—Provides for about 63,224 additional acres for 1858 to be distributed among the States to prevent

losses resulting from shifts in history between States. In eff

than 1 percent of its allotment from the previous year.
3d amendment—Adds 100

ect, this amend ment prevents any State (rom losing more

,000 acres to the national allotment to be used exclusively to give each cotton farm the

smaller of 4 acres or the highest planted in the 3 previous years.
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, these
provisions do not apply beyond the 1958
crop year. If there is no new cotton
acreage legislation and if marketing
quotas are reduced to the 10-million-
bale minimum, the national allotment
will most probably drop to as low as 13.5
million to 14 million acres for the year
1959, as compared with 17.5 million acres
in 1958.

Our cotton farmers—small, medium or
large—cannot stand such a severe and
drastic acreage reduction. Our 1956 al-
lotment reflected a reduction of 37 per-
cent from 1953. It was agreed in 1956
that we could not stand further acreage
reduction, and it was for this reason acre-
age was pegged at the 1956 level, with
the special provision protecting the very
small farmer and the provision prevent-
ing any State's losing over 1 percent of its
acreage.

Acreage and price reductions, plus in-
creased costs, have driven many, many
thousands of our people from the farm,
forcing many landowners from their
land. These conditions have had a se-
verely adverse effect on our local econ-
omy. Our cotton producers and proces-
sors represent a major part of our econ-
omy. Let me repeat, more than 13 mil-
lion people earn their livelihood, directly
or indirectly, from the growing, handling,
and processing of this commodity.

Our farmers cannot stand further
acreage cuts in 1959 or in future years.
We must have affirmative legislation dur-
ing this session of the Congress to pre-
vent further reductions. Last year I in-
troduced Senate bill 267, which would
provide permanent legislation necessary
to avoid further acreage cuts in 1959 and
future years. Again I urge the Senate
Committee on Agriculture to favorably
consider this urgent measure.

There is also a special problem con-
fronting us for the 1958 crop year. Con-
tinued heavy rainfall during 1957 reduced
cotton production drastically, with heavy
deterioration in grade and staple. The
soil bank acreage reserve is in effect for
the 1958 crop, and many growers have
already acquired contractual rights
therein. Informed and competent
sources predict there will not be enough
quality cotton to meet domestic and ex-
port demands for 1958 and 1959. Esti-
mates are that 11 million bales of strict
low-middling grade or better will be re-
quired, with the further indication that
we will have a carryover of only 1.7 mil-
lion bales of the types needed at the end
of the current market season. If these
figures are correct, it is estimated we will
fall short of fulfilling requirements in
1958 by 4.4 million bales.

This question of supply is of national
import, not a problem confined merely
to the cotton area or the cotton pro-
ducer. It is a national problem.

This preblem can be met by giving an
across-the-board increase in acreage for
the year 1958. But under present law
this method would force on all farmers
a reduction in support price. The best
chance to get more acres for 1958 ap-
pears to be the proposal to give each
individual farmer a choice of first
planting within his 1958 acreage allot-
ment and receiving the price support
announced by the Secretary under pres-
ent law; or, second, exceeding his allot-
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ment by as much as 30 percent, being
eligible for a price support of only 75
percent of parity, and surrendering his
rights to participate in the acreage re-
serve. Under this latter proposal, in-
creased acreage would not be considered
historically in fixing future allotments.
Another practical advantage of this lat-
ter proposal would be the surrender of
soil bank funds, for reallocation to other
farms. At the same time, the additional
acres would stimulate the local economy
which has been so hard pressed by con-
tinued acreage reductions.

My preference would be the across-
the-board acreage increase for 1958, but
I will certainly support the latter pro-
posal, as this is perhaps the only pro-
posal for 1958 that can be enacted
within the time limit.

The facts in support of acreage ad-
justment for 1959 are so clear cut and
compelling that this proposal should cer-
tainly be considered along with any pro-
posal for acreage for 1958, with the two
problems disposed of in the same bill,
The facts are simple and easily under-
stood. Action with reasonable dispatch
is certainly possible.

Then, with more deliberate study, we
can legislate for a sound, long-range
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program that will permit the cotton in-
dustry to survive in competition with
synthetics at home and foreign produc-
tion abroad. Such a program is already
long overdue.

We can possibly obtain a consistent
annual domestic market of 13 or 14 mil-
lion bales, with a 6 or 7 million bale
foreign market annually, by fully meet-
ing competition. This would permit a
national allotment in the neighborhood
of 27 million acres. Such a strong de-
mand for cotton would take care of the
surplus problem.

One additional special word about our
small farmers. Recent fisures published
by the Department of Agriculture show
that in 1956, 73 percent of the cotton
farms in the United States had allot-
ments of less than 15 acres. In Missis=
sippi, over 84.6 percent of the total cot-
ton farms had allotments of less than
15 acres, and over 93 percent had allot-
ments of less than 30 acres. I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed at this
point in the REcorp a table which gives
data on this subject for other Cotton
Belt States.

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

TasLe 2.—Upland cotlon: Estimaled percent of total farms with allotments according to
size groups, 19561

Percent of farms receiving allotments of—
Total
State number 5.0 to. | 15.0 to | 80.0 to | 50.0 to | 100.0 500.0 1,000
of farms |0 to 4.9| 149 20.0 40.9 99.9 to to acres
acres | acres | acres | acres | acres | 489.9 | 000.9 and
acres | acres? | over?
Alabama. 117, 726 46,4 42.56 7.4 21 1.2 0.4 LT | =L
TR T MR T R TN TR 3, 634 4.6 18.1 17.8 15.1 18.1 24,5 L6 0.2
| R 61, 830 23.6 44.5 16.9 6.1 4.8 8.7 7l I
California 14, 416 6.5 3L4 32.7 2.0 10. 4 8.8 .9 3
Florida. 8,324 72.9 246 1.6 .8 vl ¥
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457 63,0 30. 4 4.4 2.2
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Louist 46, 626 30.2 44.4 9.7 3.0 2.0 L6 5 1) ST
Maryland._ - 3ie il Ll il ] e 100.0 |. -~
{ississippl 112,128 | 47.8 | 36.8 8.5 2.6 2.0 2.2 2l 0
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New Mexico. ... 5, 617 14.6 32.3 218 12.9 13.6 4.8 |
North Carolina. 87,110 70.6 .2 4.4 L2 .5 «1
Oklahoma. .. ... 45, 107 15.2 46,3 211 10.6 6.0 «8 |-
South Carolna. ..o oiceoaaaeao- 72, 787 51.5 34.4 8.6 a.0 1.8 i
______ 64, 252 51.9 4.1 9.0 2.8 L5 5T -
Texas & 198, 887 10.1 29.4 24.6 14. 4 14.2 2 2 0
Niegiota et 6, 637 90.7 8.2 ) % I B
United States total. . caveen-- 48, 063 37.4 35.6 13.4 5.9 5.0 2.6 o | ]

1 Estimated number of farms in each size group based on a tabulation of a 10-percent sample of old cotton farms
for which 1956 allotments were originally established prepared in accordance with speeifie instruetions issned by

the Cotton Division, CS8 (Notice CN-108).
allotments due to correctl

The sample does not take into account subsequent changes in farm
ons, reconstitution of farms, ete,
2 Because of the small number of farms in these size grou

, & 10-pereent sample of farms may not provide a basis

for determining a reliable estimate for the State of the number of farms in these 2 groups.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it was
primarily the small farmer our original
agricultural act was designed to help.
Any program which fails to recognize this
group and assist them is doomed to
failure.

Mr. President, I have before me a fac-
tual statement made by a competent au-
thority, and I ask that it be printed at
this point in the REcorp, as a part of
my remarks.

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

SuPPLY AND DISTRIEUTION OF QUALITIES OF
UnNITED STATES COTTON GRADING STRICT Low
MIDDLING AND BETTER
The United States production of cotton

grading Strict Low Middling (SLM) and bet-

ter has accounted for about three-fourths of
the total production in most years since the
war. In the large crop of 1855-56, however,
SLM and above dropped to 66 percent. Last
year it climbed back to 73 percent, which
was about the average. This year the USDA
report on the classification of ginnings
through January 16, just released January
23, indicates SLM and better will be only
56 percent of the small crop now estimated
at 103; million running bales of upland
cotton.

The demand of our customers both at
home and abroad for cottons of higher qual-
ity has been rising steadily during recent
years. The percentage of SLM and better
in the annual offtake has risen from about
71 percent 5 years ago to 86 percent last year
and for the last 6 years has averaged 77
percent, or 4 percent above the portion of
these qualities in the crop.
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. This shift to the higher quality cottons by
both the domestic and foreign mills is the
result of an increase in consumer demand
for better quality textiles all over the world
and a loss of markets in coarse cotton goods
to paper, jute, and synthetics.

The physical offtake of SLM and better
cotton exceeded production of these qual-
ities by 4.6 million bales in 1956-57, result-
ing in cutting the carryover of these same
qualities practically in half, from 10 million
bales on August 1, 1956, to 5.4 million bales
on August 1, 1857.

In the current season, it Is estimated off-
take will agaln exceed production by at least
3.7 million bales, which will reduce the car-
ryover of these gqualities to 1.7 million bales.

If the qualities were avallable and pre-
miums were normal, in all probability the
total sales of SLM and better grades to do-
mestic and foreign mills for this year would
be much higher than is being estimated.
Applying last year's disappearance factor of
86 percent to the current estimated offtake
would indicate a demand for 11.9 million
bales, some 2.1 million bales higher than
the eurrent estimate. Mills at home and
abroad are being forced to reduce their pur-
chases of these better qualities because they
cannot get them or because the scarcity has
run the price so high.

The offtake of SLM and better qualities
this year will be limited by the scarcity.
The lowest percentage disappearance of these
qualities in the past 18 years (except 1 year
immediately after World War II when we
shipped large quantities of very low grades
overseas under the ald programs) was 71
percent. If the SLM drops again to T1 per-
cent this would be 17 percent below last
year's offitake of these qualities and 7 per-
cent below the 6-year average. A Tl-percent
offtake would reguire the substitution of 2.1
million bales of low grade cotton for cottons
grading SLM and better over and above
what was used last year. Actually this is
further than many people in the industry
think substitution can conceivably go. Even
this is expected to result in mills turning
away from cotton to other materials, par-
ticularly to rayon, which does not present
the problems in manufacturing that low-
grade cotton presents,

In 1958 the United States crop Is expected
to yield only 11.5 million bales. This as-
sumes that the allotment, participation in
the soll bank, abandonment, and under-
planting will be the same as last year, and
assumes the yield will equal the average of
the past 3 years (405 pounds).

If the 1958 crop of 11.5 million bales is
average in grade, 73 percent or 8.4 million
bales would be SLM and better. Adding the
1.7 million bale carryover expected on Au-
gust 1, 19568, the supply for the 1958-59 sea-
son would be 10.1 million bales.

The offtake in 1958-569 will depend very
greatly on the availability of the qualities
of cotton the customers want. With only
the indicated supply of qualities SLM and
better of 10.1 million bales and the high
prices that will inevitably result from such a
scarcity, offtake will likely be curtailed to
only 13 million bales and certainly not more
than 13.5 million bales.

If the needed qualities are avallable and
hence the premiums on them not excessive,
the ex total offtake would be 14.5
million bales in 1958-59.

However, a total offtake of 14.5 million
bales that followed the 5-year average qual-
ity pattern would require 11.2 million bales
grading SLM and better. This is 1.1 million
bales more than the anticipated supply of
10.1 million bales of this kind of cotton.

But this makes no allowance for any carry-
over of cotton grading SLM and better on
August 1, 1959.

The normal carryover as defined by law
is 30 percent of offtake. Applying this to
SLM and better on the basls of the average
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percentage disappearance indicates the need
for 3.4 million bales of this quality for carry-
over. Most people in the industry feel this
30-percent carryover allowance is much too
low in consideration of the fact that the
United States is the principal stockholder
for the world.

The total deficit in the amount needed
next season for offtake is 1.1 million bales
and for stocks is 3.4 million bales, or a total
deficit of 4.5 million bales in SLM and better
grades. :

To make up this deficit of SLM and better
cotton, the 1968 crop would have to be in-
creased at least 50 percent, or about 6 million
bales above the 11.5 million bales presently
indicated.

United States supply and distribution of
qualities of United States cotton grading
Strict Low Middling and better

Million
1956-57: bales
Aug: ] CATTYOVer - . - oaooiiooos 10.0
a7 Eol T S MR R UG 2.5
Supply. — 19.5
Ofitake 14.1
1957-58: 1
Aug. 1 carryover. 5.4
Crop 6.1
Supply 11.5
Oftake . .. Cio oot e s 9.8
1858-59: %
AUR. 1 CArT OVl e =T
i e e T AR e e e 8.4
IRE DI LN e i e e i 10.1
Ofitake i 11.2
1959-60: 1
Aug. 1 earryovers .. - L Ll __ 1.1
Needed carryover at 30 percent of
offtake = ¥y |
Deficit A T ]
1 Estimated.

ROOSEVELT DAY ADDRESS BY GOV.
G. MENNEN WILLIAMS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, last
Saturday night, February 1, 1958, the
Roosevelt Day dinner in Washington,
D. C., sponsored by the Americans for
Democratic Action, heard the Governor
of Michigan, the Honorable G. Mennen
Williams.

Governor Williams addressed himself
to the subject of international affairs
and to the meaning of peace. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of his
remarks be printed at this point in the
RECORD,

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

ADDRESS BY Gov. G. MENNEN WILLIAMS AT THE
AMERICANS FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION DINNER,
WaAsSHINGTON, D. C., FEBRUARY 1, 1058
It is a privilege indeed to be with this

group that has so clearly recognized the

great challenges of our times, and has had
the dedication and zeal as well as the wis-
dom to formulate and fight for policies and
programs which provide us the opportunity
of achieving America's vast promise. You
have had warm hearts for the aspirations
of men. You have recognized man as a crea-
ture of dignity, worthy of freedom. You have
had the courage of your convictions. With

a fixed beacon of humanity, justice, and

freedom, and, necessarily sometimes with

trial and error, you have fought the good
fight.

February 6

It is not without a real degree of awe that
I am mindful of those who have ocecupied
this rostrum in the past, and I see about
me those who are not only dearly known to
me but held in respect throughout this great
Natlon. To be asked to exchange some
thoughts in this company is not only an
agreeable honor but a provocative experi-
ence,

What I shall speak on is the greatest chal-
lenge we, the people, have ever faced—the
challenge to wage peace with the same skill,
determination, and daring that we, as a na-
tion in times past, waged military war against
tyranny, and economic war against a great
depression. We must fully mobilize our
spiritual and physical resources for total
peace as we did for total war.

It is certalnly appropriate that we honor
Franklin D. Roosevelt here tonight. We
know his goal was a world community, free
and at peace, a world in which every human
being could develop his talents in freedom,
and fulfill the God-given dignity of his na-
ture through the expression of his unalien-
able rights—without fear and without preju-
dice. President Roosevelt considered his
primary mission to be a just and lasting
peace. It must also be ours.

Tonight, therefore, I propose to tell you
what I think peace is not, and then to sug-
gest what should be some elements of a posi-
tive content for peace, and also, to com-
pare, as I go along, what should be, and can
be, with what is, in the sterile, unimagina-
tive Republican leadership of the adminis-
tration now in power in Washington.

The Elsenhower administration tells time
by the clocks in the Budget Bureau. It
doesn't know what time it really is by the
clock of history. Worse than that, it has
tried to conceal the clock of history from
the American people by covering the face
of events with slogans and pretty phrases,
and fraudulent claims.

If peace were merely the temporary ab-
sence of military war, then the claim of the
Eisenhower administration that it had
achieved peace might by interpretation
largely be true. But peace is not merely
the absence of military war. So long as na-
tlons and peoples live in fear of war, and
are forced by that fear to devote huge quan-
tities of their material wealth to armaments
and the preparations against war, it is a
twisting of facts to claim—as this Repub-
lican national administration tries to
claim—that it has achieved a real peace.

Lester Pearson, winner of the Nobel peace
prize, describes our present condition as a
peace “balanced uneasily on terror.” And
he continues: “Peace, however, must surely
be more than this trembling rejection of
universal suicide,” and he then concludes:
“e * » the best defense of peace is not
power, but the removal of the causes of war,
and international agreements which will put
peace on a stronger foundation than the ter-
ror of destruction.”

Peace must be more than a stalemate be-
tween two gigantic powers, each possessing
the means of utter destruction of each other,
and of the nations between in the process.

Yet the Elsenhower policy of massive re-
taliatlon is nothing but a policy of stale-
mate. And under this policy, we developed
a rigld and uncreative diplomacy which al-
lowed the Soviet Union to penetrate world
opinion by peace propaganda, against which
we have moved feebly, carrying the heavy
weight of indecision and inertia.

The Soviet sputnik jarred the military bal-
ance of stalemate, and brought a justified
fear that the national administration’s laxi-
ty on missile developments was endangering
our security as a nation.

As do all Americans, I recognize that we
must move rapidly on missile programs. The
American people want no price put on secu-
rity. But the present spurt of emphasis on
a missiles budget by this administration is
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merely an attempt to restore the stalemate.
Beyond that, in the remalnder of the budget
proposals, there is a shameful bankruptey of
understanding of the peril and the promise
of the events of our time.

Nor is peace found in servility or servi-
tude in the relationship of natioms. The
nations behind the Iron Curtain are in servi-
tude, but they do not dwell in peace. The
emergent nations In the uncommitted areas
of the world have not found peace because
they have not yet developed the ways and
means to move from the old order into the
new in concord with their neighbors, or
their previous rulers.

Peace, therefore, is not merely the nega-
tive absence of war, nor the sterility of
stalemate, nor the impotence of servitude
under the heel of a tyrant.

The structure of peace—as that after the
Congress of Vienna—as Dean Acheson has
so ably pointed out, is based upon & common
or mutually tolerable concept and phllosophy
of life and order, whether it be laissez-faire
and empire, or any other.

Today our world, on the contrary, is a
ferment of conflicting ideologies, of revolt-
ing nationalism and anticolonialism, and of
demands to be free of want, of aspirations
for the good things in life enjoyed by others.

The American mission of peace must have
a positive content if we are to awaken the
people of this Nation and the world to the
sense of a great calling, and inflame their
hearts and minds and spirits with single-
purposed dedication to the achievement of
peace for all mankind.

Franklin D. Roosevelt understood the ap-
peal peace can have. In 1944 he sald:
“Peace, peace no less than war, must offer
a spirit of comradeship, a spirit of achieve-
ment, a spirit of unselfishness, and indom-
itable will to victory.” And earlier he en-
visaged a world “founded upon four essentlal
human freedoms"—freedom of speech, free-
dom of worship, freedom from want, and
freedom from fear.

A positive, affirmative content for peace,
which would give real meaning to the con-
cept of waging peace, must, I believe, begin
with a fervent bellef in the dignity of man,
in his unalienable rights, and a firm resoclve
to eliminate the evil and ugly sin of discrimi-
nation, first at home and then in nothing
less than the whole world.

Were the Eisenhower administration im-
bued with such motives, the events of Little
Rock would have been prevented. The re-
sponsibility of the White House began when
the Supreme Court decision was handed
down, many months before events in Little
Rock forced a reluctant administration to
act to uphold the law.

We should be determined—In concert with
our allles—to be preeminent in military
strength, not as a shield or a containment
behind which free people dwell in apathy
and complacency, but as an umbrella under
which free people vigorously develop their
economies and their soclal order.

By this process, I believe we could achieve
a subtle and significant change in the po-
litical climate of the Free World., Our allies
and the uncommitted nations could emerge
from fear of being crushed between two
giants into a sense of security under which
they advance their individual economies,
sccial orders, and national cultures.

Of course we must have power and we
must have it preeminently for a long time to
come. We must have it in all aspects—for
thermonuclear war and for brush fighting.
But the purpose of our power should be made
clear to the world. It is power for peace,
and we will always use it so.

In this area we could begin—now—uni-
laterally, without prior agreement or even
request, by saying clearly to the world a
simple thing. It's something which every
American knows—which Sowviet intelligence
Eknows—but which we have not sald clearly to
the world.
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We need to say—unmistakably—that we
will never drop or launch an atomic or hydro-
gen bomb except in retaliation for one
dropped on or launched against our soil, or a
soll we have pledged ourselves to protect.

In the battle of ideas, the first to make
such a clear statement can gain enormously
in penetration of worldwide public opinion,
‘With such a unilateral pledge on record, we
should then urge the Soviets to do likewise,
and thereby put them on the defensive in
the eyes of the world.

Underlying all our activities, it seems to
me, should be the development of order in
the economic, social, and legal areas, and I
would like tonight to speak briefily on these
concepts.

First the economic order. We should have
as our purpose the elimination of want—
freedom from want—everywhere in the world
and the advancement of internal prosperity
in every nation. We should strive to help
other peoples achieve economies of stability
and satisfaction.

Our purpose would be the development of
economic order as a basis of peace. We would
be mindful that economically stable coun-
tries offer little opportunity for Communist
exploitation. Our motive should be good
nelghborliness, as well as realization of real
security through peace. We should certainly
have no ldea that we were buying friends.
We can afford and should be warmhearted
but not softheaded.

In this great area of activity, we need a
vast increase in technical ald programs, in
private and public development loans, in
TVA-like projects throughout the waorld
similar in potential to the Jordan River de-
velopment proposal—I saw with my own eyes
the promise of this idea.

All-out efforts to develop both fission and
fusion reactors should be given high priority
in order to provide this tool and this symbol
to the power-starved nations of the world.

Our reciprocal trade programs should be
extended and enlarged—indeed we should
seck a world free of artificial barriers as
rapidly as can be done. Free nations cannot
develop with unfree trade. What's more
this is as good an example as any that foreign
affairs like charity, begin right at home.

At the same time that we pursue power
for peace, we should seek to develop our
economy at home for the purpose of helping
the world to peace. Were we so motivated,
we would be seeking a vastly expanded
domestic economy mot merely to raise our
own material standard of living. We would
be expanding at home in order to create a
prodigious abundance of food, and fibre, and
skills, and capital, and machinery, and power
to export to any place ready to use them to
advance the welfare of their people.

‘We have barely touched the potentials for
economic growth of this Nation in the second
half of the 20th century. Through automa-
tion to raise production to inconceivable
quantities of goods, and through basic re-
search to find undreamed of uses of raw
materials, we can expand our gross national
product many, many tlmes over—if we have
a compelling reason to do so.

This compelling reason, I submit, is found
in the concept that economic order is one
basis of a just and lasting peace.

The second major area of activities leading
to an ordered world at peace can be found
in social order, a respect, if you please, for
people as people—a concern for their in-
dividual human dignity and the rights that
flow from that dignity.

We cannot have real peace if we do not
develop a knowledge of—and a deep respect
for—the culture, language, religious and so-
clal traditions of other nations.

We have been told by Chester Bowles, and
countless others, of the dedication and train-
ing which Kremlin agents bring to their
tasks in forelgn fields. They are trained to
become as nearly native to the country as it
is possible for them to be.
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. In many instances, Americans must work
through interpreters. There is a tendency
to colonize in quarters separate from the
local citizens, quarters whose appointments
are beyond the dreams of the average in-
habitant of the foreign land.

We shouid be training the thousands of
Americans, who, I know, would welcome the
opportunity to dedicate their knowledge
and skills to the works of peace. These in-
dividuals would have to be provided with the
support necessary to permit them to lay
down their present duties and to prepare for
these assignments. I suggest a continuous,
well-financed Federal recruitment program
to find these individuals and to train them
to a comprehensive knowledge of language
and social customs of other lands.

Scemingly small devices like student ex-
change programs have deep and long-lasting
effects in bullding the sense of friendship
between the people of our Nation and the
pecples of foreign lands.

In Michigan, as one example of many, we
invite all the foreign students in our col-
leges and universities to our State capital
to be the guest of our State government and
its cltizens. We not only go into all the
governmental phases but tell them of our
agriculture, industry, and our social pat-
terns as well.

How far this relatively small pebble of ac-
tion casts its ripple in a new understanding
between diverse cultures no one can say. It
will probably not of itself, of course, trans-
form the world. But it does show one of the
many ways we can be about the work of
friendship and social understanding. Surely,
business and labor can do much in this
field. In South America, I saw how much
good American businessmen can do, and
how much harm If they are arrogant and
overbearing. I would like particularly te
report the tremendously fine reaction to
George Meany's trip in all quarters, Ameri-
can and local, high and low. I am sure that
labor unions, which have done a tremen-
dous work in helping foreign unions under-
stand the American democratic labor move-
ment, can and will continue this work for
the common benefit of free labor at home
and abroad.

Our good neighbor policy today needs re-
invigoration because the Eisenhower admin-
istration has so sadly neglected this great
force for world peace. Official representa-
tives unworthy of America have been sent to
good neighbor countries to our detriment in
their eyes. What's more South Americans
feel we're soft on dictators.

And thirdly, we need to work toward a
sence of legal order in international affairs.
Freedom under law can be as meaningful
among nations in their relationships as it is
to individual relationships.

This is an old, old dream of men. We
have made only a feeble beginning in these
days. But an international rule of law must
have a place in the positive content for
peace, and we should never cease to explore
ways and means to make it a reality.

As we look back to history to galn guld-
ance for today, it seems to me that we find
in the Pax Romana a lesson for our times,
I do not propose that sense of order—backed
by Roman legions—as a thing to be copied.
But it is significant that one of the under-
lying factors that gave the Pax Romana a
stability now lacking in the world was the
development of common juridieal processes.
This was a kind of cement which gave the
structure its durability.

Certainly in our times, this means that we
give full and effective suport to the United
Nations. This organizats has already a
distinguished record of service to the cause
of peace. There is mo more hopeful sign
that world peace is a possibility than that
shining tower on Manhsatten Island—where
representatives of all nations live and work
in freedom and exchange ideas without fear.
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The procedures for judicial action pro-
vided for in the United Nations Charter
have been too little used. They at least are
a starting point to bring the rule of reason
and of law into international disputes.

NATO may offer a pathway to a common
legal framework. But unless we are minded
to explore any such possible path, it will
always be covered with an underbrush of
doubt as to whether a pathway is really
there, and to what it might lead.

While we seek to advance the cause of
peace by bold and vigorous actlon in the
economie, social, and legal order or relation-
ships, let us concurrently press for disarma-
ment—and for negotiations of areas of ten-
sion with the U, 8. 8. R.

Disarmament is not of itself a magic
touchstone to peace. The peace between the
United States and Canada is not a con-
sequence of an unarmed border, It is the
consequence of historical developments
which make armaments unnecessary.

But disarmament must be in our pollcies
in order to make an accidental conflagration
less likely, and to remove the heavy cost-
burden of armaments from the backs of peo-
ple everywhere.

We will never get disarmament by the
Dullesian flavor that nothing good can come
from talking to the Kremlin leaders at any
time on any subject. This is a bankruptcy
of diplomacy. Of course we should negotiate
with the Soviet Union.

From the days of the Yankee traders to
the present hard collective bargaining of
labor and industry, we have always been a
Nation of tough, shrewd and thorough ne-
gotiators. These talents have not died in
our people, but the initiative to use them
seems to have died in the approach of this
Republican national administration to our
foreign policy.

" Why don't we have a steady stream of
proposals for negotiations bombarding the
Kremlin, and world opinion at the same
time? Are the Soviet negotiators supermen
that we fear a negotiating table between
us?

Surely we can send negotiators as tough
minded as the Communists. If twelve such
conferences fail, let's have the endurance
for a 13th, or a 14th, or a 50th, or a 60th,
They understand endurance and toughness
and strength. I am sure that we have this
in our character too.

Somewhere along the line, gains will be
made in easing the tensions of the world,
tensions which harass the Communist orbit
as well as the Free World.

We fall short of a grand purpose in Amer-
ica today because our national administra-
tion is narrow in outlook, shallow in sub-
stance, and thinks more of hard money than
of hard negofiations for peace, and of budg-
ets than of bold thinking in domestic and
foreign programs and policies.

It seems at times that these Republicans
have become America’s “hollow men,” fitting
in each detail T. 8. Eliot's description:

“Shape without form, shade without color,
Paralyzed force, gesture without motion.”

But we must face the fact that this ad-
ministration will be with us for 3 more years.
It is our task then to supply the direction
which we do not get from these men.

It is my hope that every group in America
will raise its collective voice for new pro-
grams for peace, for budgets adequate to the
challenge before us, for expansions of our
economy at home and our activities abroad,
for preeminent strength and the use of that
strength in good deeds.

Out of our great labor unions and our as-
semblies of businessmen, out of our social
and clvic clubs, out of our political parties,
out of our farm organizations, out of our
churches and synagogues, out of our edu-
cators and sclentists and artists—let there
arise a concert of volces saying the Ameri-
can dream of equality and justice and free-
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dom under law is not dead * * * it is alive,
and vibrant, and willing to roll up its sleeves
and go to work,

Then I think we can find again the fresh-
ness of spirit which this administration
dulled by its Madison Avenue slogans and its
“chins up” talks to the Nation.

‘Then, I believe, we would see the meaning
of Little Rock in perspective as a burden we
could not afford to carry, because it violates
American principles and undermines the
confidence in our moral integrity abroad.
Unemployment would be seen both as an
unnecessary personal and family tragedy,
and as a blow at the prestige of competitive
capitalism throughout the world. We would
see that the way to absolve the censure of
Hiroshima is to develop a fusion reactor and
make it available to power-starved nations.

When Franklin D, Roosevelt died, eulogies
from all parts of a saddened world poured
into Washington. All praised his great
courage and his great dedication to victory
in war and victory in peace. Among the
tributes was one from a Senator from Mich-
igan, Arthur Vandenberg, who concluded
with this sentence:

“A successful peace must be his monu-
ment."”

This is the challenge still before us. Truly
we can say as he did that this Nation has a
rendezvous with destiny. Let us keep that
rendezvous and emerge from it with the
dream of all mankind securely realized—a
just and lasting peace for all men and
women everywhere on earth. This is the
mission of America, and America is equal to
the task,

PLANNED RECESSION TAKES HEAVY
TOLL OUT OF WORKERS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, a
recent issue of the excellent weekly paper
Labor, published by the railroad brother-
hoods, contains a lead article which I
recommend as must reading to anyone
concerned over the present economic de-
cline and mounting unemployment.

The article, which is headed “Planned
Recession Takes Heavy Toll Out of Work-
ers,” points out that the current reces-
sion is a direct result of the tight-money
policies which the administration has so
vigorously encouraged.

The only answer which the adminis-
tration has come up with, to curb rising
prices, is greater unemployment. The
fact that such a policy is directly con-
trary to the will of the Congress, as ex-
pressed in the Employment Act of 19486,
does not seem to bother administration
leaders. I call attention to the language
contained in that act:

It is the continuing policy and responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to use all
practical means * * * for the purpose of cre-
ating and maintaining, in a manner calcu-
lated to foster and promote free competi-
tive enterprise and the general welfare, con-
ditions under which there will be afforded
useful employment opportunities, includ-
ing self-employment, for those able, willing,
and seeking to work, and to promote maxi-

mum employment, production, and pur-
chasing power.

The tragic aspect, Mr. President, of
the current recession is that it came
about as a result of the sterile and un-
imaginative policies of the administra-
tion. If the best solution the administra-
tion can offer is more unemployment and
declining production, I say, most em-
phatically, that the American people are
belnf led down a dangerous and rocky
roa
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I ask unanimous consent that the
article from Labor be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

PLANNED RECEssION TAKES Heavy Torn Out
oF WORKERS—BUSINESS SEES VIRTUE IN EM~
PLOYMENT SrLASH—HALT SLUMP, MEANY
UnrGEs—RAmLS OgrDER MoRe LAYOFFE—
SLICHTER SEES PERIL TO SECURITY

(By Michael Marsh)

Alarmed warnings about the Nation's eco-
nomic slide multiplied this week as one in-
dustry after another reported new layoffs of
workers. AFL-CIO Chief George Meany de-
clared: “The combination of a faltering do-
mestic economy and Russian sclentific ad-
vances poses for the United States in 1958 a
situation as crucial, in its own way, as Pearl
Harbor."

Business leaders also, in their New Year
forecasts, were notably less optimistic than in
previous years. However, as Time magazine
reported, “Many businessmen received the
dip at year’s end without alarm because they
regarded it as a ‘recession as planned.”

The planned recession, Time indicated,
grew out of the “tight money” policies of the
Federal Reserve Board which “worked with
grim determination to keep the economy
from growing too big, too fast.”

“Thoughtful businessmen,” said Time's
probueiness editors, support this policy as a
curb on inflation. And the news magazine
added: “Though no one wants unemploy-
ment, coldly statistical economists can find
some virtue in it, expect the United States
to benefit through increased productivity.
* * * Moreover, as jobs grow scarcer, wages
will flatten out.”

JEOPARDY TO SECURITY

A far different view came from one of the
Nation's leading economists, Prof. Sumner
Slichter of Harvard University. The admin=
istration, through its tight money policy,
Slichter said, actually showed a ‘“‘willing-
ness * * * to jeopardize the security of the
country.”

Asgsailing the blunders in basic defense
and economic poliey, Blichter declared: “Had
the administration been willing to place more
emphasis on production and less emphasis
on attempts to bring creeping inflation com-
pletely to a halt, the danger of future bottle-
necks in (defense) production would have
been avoided.”

As far back as last summer, both the AFL-~
CIO executive council and news stories in
Labor were warning of these administration~
big business plans to hasten a planned reces-
slon, with all its human toll. That planned
cutback is now backfiring. Meanwhile, here
are the latest developments:

1. Heavy furloughs continued to spread
through the railroad industry, the latest an-
nounced one being the Baltimore & Ohio’s
indefinite layoff of 2,800 employees on
Wednesday. This follows an earller B. & O.
layoff of 2,500 on November 1.

BIG AUTO LAYOFFS

Many other industries such as steel, ma-
chine tools, and autos were hard hit also by
lower orders. Ford and Chrysler laid off
scores of thousands of workers over the 2
holidays weeks,

An unemployment roundup by Business
Week magazine showed this picture: “New
England—Unemployment claims are running
63 percent above last year. New York—In-
sured unemployment is 50 percent higher
than last year. Pennsylvania—Insured job-
lessness is up about 40 percent from last year.
Ohio—New unemployment claims are running
almost double the year-ago rate, Michigan—
Unemployment was the highest for any No-
vember since 1949. Illinois—Insured unem-
ployment is about 40 percent higher than in
19566. Utah—About 40 percent more workers
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are drawing unemployment benefits this
year. Washington—Unemployment now run-
ning 52 percent ahead of a year ago. OCali-
fornla—About 66 percent more workers are
drawing jobless benefits than in 1956.”

2. Harlow, Curtice, president of General
Motors, predicted lower car sales in 1958 and
denounced the idea of higher wages. Other
businees spokesmen ly conceded ailso,
like Curtice, that the first half of 1958 is apt
to see a further downturn. But they sug-
gested the latter part of the year may bring a
reversal, spurred by higher defense spending.

8. George Meany, warning that “the Amer-
ican economy is not healthy,"” declared: “In-
creased governmental defense expenditures
can relleve the situation temporarily. But
the basic solution will not come umntil the
administration recognizes that the long-run
good health of our economy depends upon
consumer spending and consumer buying
power.

“Only improvements in wages and progress
in building a better standard of living for all
Americans can provide our economic system
with the broad base that it must have for
widespread prosperity,” the AFL-CIO chief
emphasized.

FEW PRICE CUTS

There was little doubt, however, that this
labor view will be sharply opposed both by
big-business men like Curtice and by con-
servatives in Congress in the months ahead.

4. If America's economy were truly com-
petitive, according to economists, companies
by falling business would lower their
prices and thereby stimulate more buying,
thus mittng production and employment.
Actually, Time magazine reported, “Few in-
dustries, as demand eased, were talking of
price cuts. Instead, they were hastily chop-

ping production * * ° while they waited

ANNUAL PAYMENTS ON THE FED-
ERAL DEBT

Mr. HUMPHREY. WMr. President, a
recent column by Sylvia Porter called
attention to the fact that 11 percent of
our Federal taxes are being used io pay
interest on the national debi. Such
payments this year come to the stagger-
ing total of almost $8 billion.

1t has always amused me to note that
the critics of Federal spending and un-
balanced

on the national debt. ¥et such debi
payments take a slice of the budget sec-
ond only to national defense.

Tt should be noted, Mr. President, that
annual-debt payments have risen by
$1.6 billion since 1952. The cause of this
tremendous increase is the higher inter-
est rates brought about by the tight-
money policy of the Republican admin-
istration.

Burden. be printed at this point in the
ReCcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered fo be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

[From the wmm]aw of February 2,

Your MoneEY'S WORTH
(By Sylvia Porter)
NATIONAL DEBT BUEDEN
Of every dollar you will pay in Federal
taxes this year, 11 cents will go to pay interest
to the owners of United Btates Government
securities.
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From the money the Treasury will colleet
in taxes in 1958, it will take almost $8 billion
and use 1t just to meet the interest the Gov-
ernment owes on the public debt during this
1 year.

Of all the stuggaing spending estimates

this interest

that it has received so little attention. For
consider it:

Debt interest takes a slice of our budget
billions second only to national defense.
In the 195859 year, the Treasury will
shell out in interest $2.9 billion more than
the President proposes to spend on all vet-
erans’ services and benefits, $4.3 billion more
than the President proposes to spend on all
farm programs. The interest bite is more
than double the total for all labor and wel-
fare programs. It dwarfs into Insignificance
the amounts the Presldent proposes to spend
on international affairs and finance, or on
general Government, or on commerce and
housing, or on conservation of natural re-
sources.

COST DRAMATIZED

It is truly a massive chunk of the budget,
dramatizing the cost of carrying a national
debt nudging $275 billion.

It is a heavy load on all taxpayers, and
the only direct beneficiaries are the owners
of Government securities—financial institu-
tions, corporations, pension funds and the
individuals who own savings bonds or other
types of Treasury obligations.

And it is an absolutely rigid part of the
budget which Congress cannot touch. Onee
the United States Treasury pledges to pay a
specific amount of interest on a Government
security, the burden is fixed. It is unthink-
ahble that the Treasury would default on an
I0U, break its word in any way.

Yet, staggering as the interest load already
is, 'm positive it will become even greater as
the years roll on, for two basic reasons.

First, after a fairly prolonged period of
stability, the debt of our Federal Govern-
ment is on the rise again.

‘The $275 billion debt ceiling has been

‘But it is increasingly improbable that the
Treasury will be able to slash the debt back
to the §275 billion ceiling by the mid-1958
deadline—no matter what officials promise
and say publicly.

As you are [ully aware, the trend of spend-
ing for defense and for nondefense pro-

gress gets finished

1958-59 budget, it'll be billions bigger than

his recent estimates. The chance that the

Government will colleet enough in taxes to

cover its expenses is shrinking by the day.
This means we may not soon see a $275

billion debt ceiling again. Maybe we'll never

see 1t again,
In his budget message, the President ad-
mitted that “the only sound long-Tun

mumwu(mmnmuw
balance the budget, economic conditions
permitting, and apply the surplus revenues
to reducing the debt.™

He is so right. But reduction of the debt
and its cost is mot what is on the horizon,
Increase of the debt and its costs is what's
ahead.

THE PROPOSED REDUCTION OF
STRENGTH OF THE NATIONAL
GUARD

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
diselosure by the Assistant Secretary of
the Army for Personnel of plans to eut
the strength of the National Guard by
44,000 men during the fiscal year 1959
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is alarming to those concerned with the
state of our Nation's defenses.

At a time when our military superior-
ity hangs in the balance and when Con-
gress is laboring fo buttress our lagging
military position, such a proposal is in-
comprehensible. Faets and eircum-
stances dictate the urgent need of
strengthening, not reducing, our National
Guard and Ready Reserve.

Tt is both inconsistent and unrealistic
for Pentagon planners to undertake at
this erucial time to amputate a vital
portion of the backbone of our Defense
Establishment.

One of my constituents, J. B. Duncan,
Jr., of Augusta, Ga., well expressed the
situation to me in a recent letter:

Our Founding Fathers established the ex-
cellent arrangement of a small standing
Army and a large well-trained reserve force.
This setup has proved itself time and again
in national emergencies; but, if the National
Guard is continually reduced, this basic prin-
ciple will be destroyed.

Two excellent summations of the grave
threat to our national military pesture
posed by the propesed reduction in the
strength of the National Guard have
been received by me from Hon. Marvin
Griffin, Governor of Georgia, and Brig.
Gen. Charles L. Davis, of the National
Guard, at Savannah, Ga. I ask unani-
mous consent, Mr. President, that the
telegram from Governor Griffin and the
letier from General Davis be printed in
the Recorp as a portion of my remarks.

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

ATLANTA, GA., February 4, 1958.
Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
United States Senate,
Senate Office Building,
Washingtion, D. C.

Dear SENATOR TALMADGE: Iam gravely con-
cerned over reports which have reached me
on the efforts being made by the President
and the Department of Defense to reduce
the Army National Guard both In strength
and units. The President's budget provides
funds to support a strength of only 360,000,
If this reduced funding is imposed it will
cause the loss of 40,000 trained and ready
guardsmen, and wultimately approximately
1,200 equipped, trained, and operational
units. This loss together with previous
losses due to lack of funds will mean a loss
of approximately 75000 officers and men
slnu March 1957, who have been recrulted,

and trained at great expemse to
the States and Federal

States, the communities which support these
units, and the Nation. I urgenily solicit
your support in defeating any measure to
reduce National Guard appropriation. Dur-
ing these crucial times our defense must be
strengthened, not reduced.
MarviN GRIFFIN,
Governor.,

SAvANNAH, GA, January 31, 1958.
. HERMAN TALMADGE,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sewavor Tarmance: I am sure that
you have seen during the past several weeks
articles in the press m m
reductions in
the Reserves of th.emad Foroes. 'nl.ls,at
course, includes the National Guard.

The president of the National Cruard Asso-
cistion, Maj. Gen. Willlam ¥H. Hamrison, of

Massachusetts, has recently informed me
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that the recent budget submitted by the
President of the United States includes only
sufficlent funds to support an Army Na-
tional Guard strength of 360,000 for fiscal
year 1959, Fiscal year 1958 was started with
an Army Natlonal Guard strength of 435,000
and this number was to be reduced to 400,-
000 by June 30, 1968. If the President's
budget 1s accepted as recommended, this
will have the effect of reducing the Army
National Guard an additional 40,000 or a
total of 75,000 over that strength authorized
in the fiscal year 1958 budget.

In addition to the above, there is a move-
ment underway to completely revise the
Army National Guard troop basis, which if
put into effect, certainly will have an un-
favorable effect on not only our Georgla
National Guard, but that of the entire
United States. We have not yet been ad-
vised of the mechanics of these reductions,
but if the policies of the Department of the
Alr Force recently used in dealing with the
Alr National Guard are any criteria, the
results will be disastrous.

As a former governor, whom I have always
felt understood our problems, I am urgently
requesting your help in this matter. Our
Georgla National Guard units are among
the oldest in the country. Here in Savan-
nah our Chatham Artillery dates its history
from 1786 and the Savannah Volunteer
Guard from 1802. The same is true of the
Atlanta and Macon units, and they have
always had an outstanding record in every
war In which our country has been
involved.

While I am well aware that changing
times require changes in methods and or-
ganization for warfare, it would seem that
the emphasis should be on a stronger Na-
tlonal Guard and other Reserve Forces,
rather than reducing them, considering
world affairs,

In view of the above, I urgently request
you to do everything in your power to see
that the following policy in regards to the
Army National Guard is adhered to:

1. The present strength of 400,000 is kept
as a goal and not reduced to 360,000.

2. The existing 27 divisions in the Na-
tional Guard be retained.

3. If modifications within the troop struc-
ture are deemed necessary, this be accom-
plished by reorganization, redesignation or
conversion of existing divisional and non-
divisional units.

Sincerely,
CuarLEs L. Davis,
Brigadier General, National Guard.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President,
technological advances and the changing
concept of warfare make it all the more
essential that the compact striking
forces of the pentomic Army be backed
by thoroughly trained, fully equipped,
and combat-ready National Guard and
Ready Reserve units. Only in that way
can the United States hope to be pre-
pared to cope immediately with any
emergency, small or large, which may
arise to threaten our national security.

To this compelling reason for main-
taining the strength of the National
Guard and Ready Reserve units be added
the practical reason that in no other
way can we make our defense dollars go
as far. As many as 8 soldiers can be
trained in the guard or Reserve for the
same amount required to train 1 man
in the Regular Army.

A further factor to be considered is
that through an energetic and well-
supported National Guard and Ready
Reserve program, the bulk of the young
men of the Nation can discharge their
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military obligation with the least pos-
sible disruption to their personal lives,
their education and careers, and the
economy of their communities.

The citizen soldier is the bulwark of
our national defense; and to attempt to
economize at his expense would be dis-
astrously shortsighted, and would con-
stitute the most false of false economies.

Mr. President, I hope with all my
being that Congress will not countenance
this ill-conceived scheme to weaken our
National Guard and Ready Reserve.

Mr. President, the security of our
homes and firesides demands that Con-
gress not only not countenance it, but,
rather, act quickly and decisively to re-
verse it.

THE INTERIM REPORT OF THE
SENATE ARMED SERVICES PRE-
PAREDNESS INVESTIGATING SUB-
COMMITTEE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
interim report of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Preparedness Investigating Subcom-
mittee issued at the conclusion of its
recent series of hearings on this coun-
try’'s satellite and missile programs has
been hailed by newspaper editorialists
throughout the country.

In the words of an editorial writer for
the Wichita Falls, Tex., Daily Times:

Senator JoHNSON, personally, and his com-
mittee, individually and collectively, have
earned the gratitude of fellow Americans for
their integrity and their patriotism, their
devotion to the task which has been dis-
played and their able handling of it.

Mr. President, I know the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
has felt particular gratification regard-
ing the commendation voiced by many
newspapers in his own State of Texas.

I ask unanimous consent that edi-
torials from the Austin Statesman, the
Bryan Daily Eagle, the Corpus Christi
Caller-Times, the Houston Post, the
Houston Press, the Marshall News Mes-
senger, and the Wichita Falls Daily
Times be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in the
REecorDp, as follows:

[From the Austin Statesman of January 11,
1968]
Jouwnson's FIve PoINTs

Benator LynNpoN B. JoHNsow, Senate ma-
jority leader and chairman of the Prepared-
ness Subcommittee investigating progress or
lack of it in the missile and satellite fields,
has outlined a five-point program to speed
the United States into accomplishments re-
quired by the space age.

While Soviet sclentific achlevements in
recent years cannot be underrated, JoHNSON
said they are not depressing. He regards
them as a challenge spurring the Nation on
to achievement.

With the secret Information his commit-
tee has adduced from civilian and military
chiefs of the Armed Forces some degree of
optimism seems well based. His program,
which partially parallels proposals made by
the President in his addresses to the Nation
on science and survival, looks beyond to
American leadership in space. JOHNSON,
however, has expressed himself repeatedly
as belleving the President and his adminis-
tration still has not reflected a strong sense
of urgency.
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JoHnson's five-point program would:

1. Step up the development of weapons
which will insure our survival.

2, Revise our methods of teaching and
our curriculum so that science and technol-
ogy will be given a higher rating.

3. Mobilize our population to face the
challenge—tapping the unused reservoirs of
talent and ability among those who are re-
tired.

4. Btep up research into the physical and
biological problems of outer space, perhaps
through a space academy.

6. Place specific responsibility for the
physical, economic and legal problems of
exploring outer space elther in a new or
existing agency.

The problem will not be met if our only
reaction 1is the construction of weapons.
There must be a wide public understanding
that the United States has been outstripped
in a fleld in which we thought we were su=-
preme, and by a nation we thought was lag=-
ging far behind—that of adequate numbers
of engineers, scientists and mathematicians,

[From the Marshall News Messenger of

January 23, 1968]

ENocrING HEADS

Senate Democratic Leader LyNpoN JoHN=
soN has come to the seemingly practical con=-
clusion that this Nation might get more mis-
siles faster if a few heads were knocked to-
gether at the Pentagon than if a new re-
organization of the Defense Department is
undertaken, The Texan made this observa-
tion after his preparedness subcommittee
had received testimony on why the United
States is tralling the Soviet Union in the de-
velopment of certain weapons.

JonnsoN, & practical politiclan, probably
is taking note of opposition to streamlining
the United States military such as declared
by Representative CarL Vinson, chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee. Vin=-
80N has made it clear that a military reor-
ganization plan, whether inspired by the Re-
publican administration or the Democratic
Senate leadership, will have rough going in
the House.

“There 15 considerable evidence to indicate
that organizational forms have been stum-
bling blocks to achievement (or interservice
cooperation),” JounNsoN said. “On the other
hand, it may be that what is needed, is a
determined effort to knock some heads to-
gether rather than new organizational
charts.”

With Vinson’s House Committee just get-
ting started with its investigation of Ameri-
can defense deficiencies, it would seem that
the Johnson “knock heads” suggestion is
about the only way the President can get
quick action on his state of the Union
pledge to remedy whatever is causing the
major delays in the Pentagon.

[From the Houston Post of January 25, 1958]

JOHNSON SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT ASKS ACTION
To MeET RED THREAT

The unanimous report of the Senate Pre-
paredness Subcommittee on its investiga-
tion of the United States satellite and mis-
sile programs is a blueprint for action with
which it would be difficult to :

It called for speedy modernization of our
defense establishment up and down the line.
It lists 17 recommendations designed to
achleve this end which were made to the
subcommittee during its hearings and said
decisive action must be taken on them.

Senator Lynvon B. JoEnsoN, Democrat of
Texas, subcommittee chairman, read the re-
port on the Senate floor Thursday. This
country, he said, “is entering a new period
of history in which the total resources of
America must be brought to their greatest
development. * * * A full national effort is
required and this can be achieved only by
people working together.”
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The report itself was thoroughly nonpar-
tisan. It conceded that things might have
been different, if things had been done dif-
ferently in the past, but it did not look
back and it pointed no finger of blame. It
talked only of the future and what must be
done to preserve American freedom.

Recent technological progress of the So-
viet Union, it said, “do not give cause for
comfort. But we do not consider them a
cause for despair or hopelessness. We re-
gard them as a challenge to all America.
There is nothing in the record to indicate
that America has lost its vitality or its ca-
pacity to produce in time whatever we need
to retain our present power to strike dev-
astating blows—blows of almost total de-
struction—at any aggressor.”

The subcommittee investigation, which
produced some 7,000 pages of testimony, was
a result of the successful Russian launching
of the sputniks, Their chief implications,
the report said, were that they demonstrated
the Soviet Union's ability to hurl a missile
from one continent to another and they en-
abled the Soviet Union to gather basic in-
formation about outer space.

The report listed various recent actions of
the Defense Department to meet the Soviet
challenge, but added “they are only a begin-
ning.”

The 17 recommendations listed in the re-
port, a number of which tie in with projects
already underway, will receive careful, pru-
dent, and thorough study, the report con-
tinued. It ended on a lofty, almost poetic,
note.

“The immediate objective i1z to defend
ourselves. But the equally important ob-
jective is to reach the hearts and minds of
men everywhere so that the day will come
when the ballistic missile will be merely a
dusty relic in the museums of mankind and
men everywhere will work together in un-
derstanding.”

The Preparedness Subcommittee has done
the nation a fine service. The objective it
sets forth are well worth the effort needed
to achieve them.

[From the Bryan Daily Eagle of Jan. 26, 1958]
STATEMENT ON PREPAREDNESS NoT PRETTY

One of the most important and chilling
statements to come out of Washington in a
long time is the one just made—by the Sen-
ate Preparedness BSubcommittee—on our
defense position as compared with the Soviet
Union.

It is not pretty. It says the Russians are
ahead in missiles and submarines; are catch-
ing up in airpower, and, at the rate they're
going, will forge ahead; can develop new
weapons faster; and are producing scientists
and engineers at a greater rate.

This statement, presented to the Senate late
yesterday, puts the picture in focus. It is as
informed, impartial, suthoritative, and non-
political as such a document can be hoped
to be. It's significant for three reasons:

1. The subcommittee drew its conclusions
after 101 days of investigation in which it
heard 70 witnesses, interviewed over 200 ex-
perts, and took more than 7,000 pages of
testimony.

2. The subcommittee is made up of Demo-
crats and Republicans. All agreed on what
the statement contained. This unanimity
makes it impartial and nonpolitical. The
members were talking as Senators and not
as Democrats or Republicans.

3. Because of the impartial nature of the
statement it will be the background for judg-
ing what President Eisenhower proposes, and
Congress does, in the days ahead to catch up
with and get in front of the Russians.

The statement was grim. It showed be-
yond question this country has been dragging
its feet and has been asleep although it did
not attempt to blame either the Truman or
Eisenhower administration.
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It deliberately avolded blame. It had to.
Otherwise, there would have been no una-
nimity on this statement which limited itself
to saying where we've lost and what we
need to do.

But Senator Lynpon Jomwson, of Texas,
Benate Democratic leader and chairman of
the subcommittee, in reading the statement
to the Senate, did not paint an entirely black
picture. He said about Soviet superiority:

“These facts do not give cause for comfort.
But we do not consider them a cause for
despair or hopefulness., We regard them as a
challenge. * * *

“There is nothing in the record to indicate
that America has lost its vitality or its ca-
pacity to produce in time whatever we need
to retain our present power to strike devas-
tating blows * * * at any aggressor.

“While the future is very close—extremely
close—it is still under our control.”

[From the Corpus Christli Caller-Times of
January 26, 1958]

JOHNSON'S REPORT

True to the original purpose stated by its
chairman, Senator LyNpoN B. JoHNSON, the
Senate Preparedness Subcommittee made no
attempt to fix partisan blame for the United
States misslles lag in its report released
Thursday. Looking to the future rather
than the past the subcommittee made 17
broad recommendations in the defense field.

The recommendations ranged from mod-
ernizing and strengthening the strategic air
arm, ground forces, and Navy to accelerated
missile and antimissile programs and reor-
ganization of the Defense Department. The
subcommittee’s proposals for improving the
defense posture of the country did not vary
greatly from those already advanced or in-
itlated by the administration in recent
weeks,

Democrats who expected the subcommit-
tee to supply them with an almost ready-
made campaign plan probably will be dis-
appointed. Many of them hoped that some
good old-fashioned name calling would im-
prove their chances in an election year.

Those who expected a stinging indictment
of Republican ineptness in defense matters
overlooked two vital points: (1) That the
defense of this Nation cuts across all party
lines, and (2) that the Senate Preparedness
Subcommittee has for a number of years
been dominated by Democrats. The two be-
came inseparable. Democrats could hardly
throw the first stone when they could be
charged with failure to anticipate the very
crisis that now faces us. Neither the Demo-
cratic Party nor the people of the United
States can profit from partisanship on such
a vital issue as the security of the Nation.

[From the Wichita Falls Times of January 26,
1968]

JorNsOoN REPORT MEETS CHALLENGE

Last November 25 Chairman Ly¥npoN B.
JorNson of the Senate Preparedness Inves-
tigating Subcommittee opened the hearings
on this country's satellite and missile pro-
grams with a statement which outlined these
objectives: “A clear definition of the present
threat to our security * * * and what is to
be done, without traveling up the blind alleys
of partisanship.”

Two months later the Senate majority
leader's subcommittee report is completed.
The series of hearings is over. And the re-
sults are a blueprint of indicated weaknesses
of the Nation’s defenses, where the Soviet
Union is showing strength, and a blueprint
of action which the United States must fol-
low if it is to retain and regain defensive
might.

The threat of the Soviet Union is defined
in a six-point area. What to do is outlined
in 17 recommendations. These are two of the
goals which the Texan leader in Congress had
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set for his committee., The third and re-
maining objective was to work in a bipartisan
manner, to avoid pinpointing blame for defi-
clencies, to develop accord and unanimity.

Here, too, success has crowned the mag-
nificent efforts of Senator Jounsow., The re=
port of the subcommittee is submitted unan-
imously by all seven members. It goes even
further in this regard by bringing out that
on at least 10 points of the 17-point program
of action the Government has already made
a start—a bipartisan admission in the lofti-
est realm—and specifically commends Secre-
tary of Defense Neil McElroy for the steps he
has taken to strengthen the military position
of the United States.

Senator JorNsoN, personally, and his com-
mittee, individually and collectively, have
earned the gratitude of fellow Americans for
their integrity and their patriotism, their de-
votion to the task which has been displayed,
and their able handling of it.

The committee’s report is broader in scope
than anything yet compiled. It ranges be-
yond the Rockefeller report; it is publie,
whereas the Gaither report reposes in confi-
dential files of the executive department be-
yond reach even of Members of Congress;
and it offers in one package what has not
been available from any other source or com-
bination of sources.

We can confidently predict that in the fu-
ture, when any attempt is made to evaluate
the progress that is being made to meet the
challenges of the space age, it will be the
Johnson report which provides the checklist
against which advances can be measured.

Congress can be expected to follow the rec-
ommendations, not only because they are
valid and worthy, but because the committee
leader, Senator JoHNSON, is also in the power-
ful position of Congressional leadership as
head of majority party in the Senate.

Circumstance has again placed Senator
JorwNsoN in a role at a time of great chal-
lenge, and he is again measuring up to time,
place, and circumstance.

[From the Houston Press of January 28,
1958]

Ger oN WITH THE JOB

White House Assistant Sherman Adams,
addressing a Republican rally recently,
petulantly charged that Democrats were
politicking with defense.

It's true some minor Democratic politicians
have tried to make political capital out of
the Eisenhower administration’s failure to
put a satellite into space ahead of Russia's
sputnik, just as some small-bore Republi-
cans have been caterwauling that the blame
dates back to the Truman regime.

An effective and heartening answer to such
picayunish charges is found in the unani-
mous report of the Senate Preparedness Sub-
committee submitted by Chairman LYNDON
JOHNEON.

The unanimity and composition of this
subcommittee are as impressive as the sub-
stance of this remarkable report.

For the Democrats: Senate party leader
JounsoN; Senator Symincrow, former Air
Force Secretary; Senator KEFAUVER, the
party's former vice presidential nominee, and
that respected Southern Democrat, Senator
STENNIS.

Fo- the Republicans: Senator BRIDGES,
chairman of his party's policy committee;
Senator SaLToNsTALL, chairman of the Re-
publican conference; and Senator FLANDERS
of rock-ribbed Vermont.

And they speak in one voice.

It is not a voice of petty politics, nor of
alarm and despair, nor of wishful thinking.
It is a voice of patriotism and challenge.

These responsible elective officials, after 110
days of grubbing inquiry into America’s
defense posture, submit realistic findings
that the Soviet Unlon has a threatening lead
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'wWer.
po‘rhey 1ist the imposing accomplishments of
our Defense Establishment in straightening
out missile and satellite programs since the
sputnik crisis highlighted our military dis-
array. For what has been done, they give
credit to the Defense Department—although
obviously many of the steps taken have been
at the subcommittee’s prodding.

And last, they enumerate important things
that yet must be done to put our defenses in
order—in our striking airpower, in missile
and antimissile development, in building
antisubmarine strength, in education, disci-
pline and unity of purpose. And they vote
their confidence that the new Defense Sec-
retary, Neil McElroy, will do his part in meet-
ing those challenges.

Here is bipartisan American leadership of
the highest order. The country owes the
subcommittee a vote of thanks. And more
than that—a resolve to follow their lead,
put aside shameful bickering, and get on
with the job.

DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN MERCURY
INDUSTRIES

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I have to-
day forwarded a letter to my good friend
and colleague, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee, relative to the state
of the domestic mercury industry. The
letter is signed jointly by Senators
KucHEL, MURRAY, WATKINS, BARRETT,
CHURCH, NEUBERGER, MALONE, Senate
Minority Leader Wirriam ENOWLAND,
and myself, all of us from mercury-pro-
ducing States or interested in the welfare
of the domestic mining industry.

The letter asks specifically that the
Senate Finance Committee adopt a reso-
lution, instructing the United States
Tariff Commission to make a comparative
study of the domestic and foreign
mercury industries. It asks further that
special attention be paid to the factors
of competition and the effect of the pres-
ent Government purchase program au-
thorized under title ITT of the Defense
Production Act of 1950 on the overall
mercury picture.

As I have pointed out before to the
Members of the Senate, the domestic
mining industry is in a perilous state.
During the past year, mines all over the
country, producing minerals and metals
essential to our defense efforts and na-
tional welfare, have been forced to close
or seriously curtail their operations.
These closings have not been brought
about by a decrease in demand for the
metal or mineral produced, nor have
they been forced to close because they
have run out of paying ore bodies. These
mines have been forced to close because
of violent drops in world prices of min-
erals and metals. The prices they can
obtain for their product will no longer
pay the cost of labor and materials used
to produce the product. In other words,
these mines necessary to our national
well-being have been forced to close be-
cause they cannot compete with low-cost
foreign-produced minerals and metals,

Mercury prices have followed the pat-
tern set by other metals, and have suf-
fered steady declines in value. From an
average price of $295 per 70-pound flask
in 1955, the price slipped to an average
of $266 in 1956. In 1957 the price
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in many aspects of sclence and military

dropped from $255 to $225 in December,
and during the past month the price has
leveled off at $220-$225 per flask. The
mercury industry, however, is more for-
tunate than the other segments of the
mining industry in that the support
price of $225 per flask, established by the
Government purchase program, has pre-
vented the price from dropping any fur-
ther. This price of $225 per flask is just
about the break-even point for domestic
producers, and they fear the day the
Government purchase program is sched-
uled to terminate, December 31 of this
yvear. There seems to be little doubt that
once the Government purchase program
is terminated, the world market price
will drop to such a level that domestic
producers will be forced out of business.

It is with this eventuality in mind that
my colleagues and I ask that an investi-
gation of the mercury industry be made
by the United States Tariff Commission.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the body of the letter and reso-
lution addressed to Chairman Byrd of
the Senate Finance Committee, be in-
cluded in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

Hon. Harry F, BYRD,
Chairman  Senate Committee on Finance,
United States Senate,

DeAr CHAIRMAN BYRD: During the past year
the domestic mining industry of our country
has suffered a series of reverses that serl-
ously threaten the very existence of that in-
dustry, and indirectly the well-being of our
country. Among the mining industries that
suffered these reverses is the domestic mer-
cury (quicksilver) industry.

During 1857 prices dropped from $255 to
$257 per flask to $225 to 230 per flask, Dur=-
ing that same period, domestic mines pro-
duced and estimated 31,600 flasks, while
imports from foreign countries amounted to
an estimated 45,000 flasks. Domestic pro-
ducers feel strongly that the only reason
the price has remained at the $225 level is
because of a Government purchase program
authorized under title III of the Defense
Production Act of 1950. The program, es-
tablished in July 1954, set a floor price of
$225 per flask of domestically produced mer-
cury. This purchase program is scheduled
to terminate on December 31, 1958.

It has long been alleged that world mer-
cury prices are controlled by an international
cartel of which United States producers are
not members. Cheap labor and substandard
working conditions, coupled with the exist-
ence of high-grade deposits, in these foreign
countries, enable the members of the cartel
to fix world prices far below the break-even
point for domestic producers.

Domestic producers point out that the
present price of $225 per flask is very close
to the break-even point for most of the
domestic operations. They feel, and under-
standably so, that with the expiration of the
present purchase program, the world price
will fall rapidly to such a level that none
of the domestic producers can stay in busi-
ness.

To prepare for such an eventuality, the
undersigned Senators from mercury-pro-
ducing areas feel that an investigation by
the United States Tarlf Commission, pur-
suant to section 332 of the Tarlff Act of 1930,
into the conditions of competition between
domestic and foreign producers of mercury,
is advisable at this time. The investigation
should pay particular heed to the impact
of the present purchase program on world
and domestic prices, and the probable effect
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of the termination of the program on the
competitive position of domestic producers.

‘We have, therefore, attached hereto a reso-
lution asking for such an investigation, which
we hope your committee will find possible
to adopt.

Sincerely, !

ALAN BisLE, THOMAS H. KUCHEL, JAMES
E. MUrrAY, FRANK BARRETT, ARTHUR
V. Warkins, FrRanK CHURCH, DIick
NEUBERGER, WILLIAM F, ENOWLAND,
GEORGE W. MALONE.

Resolved, That the United States Tariff
Commission is hereby directed, pursuant to
section 332 of the Tariff Act of 1930, to make
an investigation of the conditions of com-
petition in the United States between mer-
cury (quicksilver) produced in the United
States and In foreign countries, and to re-
port to the Senate Finance Committee the
results of the investigation on or before De-
cember 1, 1058.

The report of the Commission shall set
forth a summary of the facts obtained in the
Investigation, including a description of the
domestic industry, domestic production, for-
elgn production, comparative costs of do-
mestic and foreign production including
labor costs, imports, consumption, channels
and methods of distribution, prices including
comparative London and New York prices
quoted by foreign producers, United States
exports, United States customs treatment
since 1930, the impact of the Government
purchase program authorized under title IIT
of the Defense Production Act of 1950 on
domestic production and the possible effect
of the termination of that program on world
prices and domestic production, and other
factors affecting the competition between
domestic and imported mercury. In the
course of the investigation the Commission
shall hold hearings, giving adequate oppor-
tunity to Interested parties to appear and
be heard,

CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGES
ACROSS THE POTOMAC RIVER

Mr. BIBLE, Mr. President, I ask that
the Chair lay before the Senate a mes-
sage from the House of Representatives
pertaining to H. R. 6306, to amend the
act entitled “An act authorizing and di-
recting the Commissioners of the District
of Columbia to construct two four-lane
bridges to replace the existing 14th
Street or Highway Bridge across the
Potomac River, and for other purposes.”

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, and I may not ob-
ject, T should like to inquire whether or
not this matter has been cleared.

Mr, BIBLE. I will advise my good
friend and colleague from the State of
Maine this matter has been cleared with
both the minority and majority leaders.

Mr. PAYNE. I thank the Senator. I
have no objection,

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House
of Representatives announcing its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 6306) to amend
the act entitled “An act authorizing and
directing the Commissioners of the Dis~
trict of Columbia to construct two 4-lane
bridges to replace the existing 14th Street
or Highway Bridge across the Potomac
River, and for other purposes,” and re-
questing a conference with the Senate
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon.

Mr. BIBLE. I move that the Senate
insist upon its amendment, agree to the
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request of the House for a conference,

and that the Chair appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. Frear, and Mr. BEALL conferees on
the part of the Senate.

LABOR LAW PROPOSALS

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, the
President’s program for legislation to
curb union abuses and protect the rights
of individuals in labor-management re-
lations deserves the highest praise. It
calls for effective, thorough, and equi-
table legislation, which, I believe, should
get the immediate attention of Congress
and be enacted as quickly as possible.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point an
editorial from the New York Times of
January 25, which is an excellent analy-
sis of the President’'s proposals.

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

LaBOR LAW PROPOSALS

The - proposals of Secretary of Labor
Mitchell for Federal legislation in the labor-
management field—made those of the entire
administration by President Eisenhower in
his message to Congress—add up to a states-
man-like program that must command re-
spect, if not agreement, from labor, manage-
ment and the public. It is especially notable
that, at a time when unions are on the de-
fensive owing largely to the exposures of the
McClellan committee, the program gives no
comfort to the enemies of organized labor.

On the contrary, most of the proposals
would strengthen democratic and responsible
trade unionism by making far more hazard-
ous than now the corrupt practices which
have weakened it and by making more dif-
ficult the domination of would-be union
dictators. All this, of course, serves the pub-
lic interest because, as the President has said,
the “effective right to organize and bargain
collectively is an essential part of this Na-
tion’s free and democratic soclety.”

Sound also is the political philosophy that
animates the whole administration program.
It avoids direct Government control, or even
supervision, of the affairs of labor unions—
something that would be violently opposed
by labor and would also be repugnant to
American ideals. The program calls for no
army of inspectors invading labor union
meetings or thumbing through union books.
It would be largely self-enforcing. It sets
up clear standards of operation and relies
mainly on full disclosure to assure their be-
ing lived up to—but with severe penalties
for their violation. Buch reporting, would
not, of course, wipe out wrongdoing, but it
would certainly be a most powerful deterrent.

These general prineciples would be applied,
through the Department of Labor, to all
health and other welfare funds, as provided
in bills already before Congress, and also—
even more importantly—to the financial
operations of the unions themselves. They
would also have to give evidence that their
officers were democratically elected and at
not more than 4-year intervals. Both un-
ions and employer representatives would
have to report all financial dealings with
each other, with specific prohibitions against
those that impair free collective bargaining.

Two other features of the program are, of
course, essential: the administrative setup
and the punitive sanctions. A Commissioner
of Labor Reports, appointed by the President
and responsible to the Secretary of Labor,
would be in charge of the full disclosure ac=
tivities. He would have wide powers of in-
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vestigation, subpena and the seeking of
injunctions against those who violate the
laws. Not only would failure to report prop-
erly bring revocation of a union’s collective
bargaining certification, as now under more
limited reporting, but forfeiture of its
privilege of tax exemption under the In-
ternal Revenue Act. In addition, misuse of
union funds, false entries and the destruc-
tion of records would be made felonies un-
der Federal law, lesser offenses such as
doctoring reports would be misdemeanors,
and payments by either side to influence
labor-management relations would become
bribery under the Criminal Code.

Officials of the AFL-CIO have raised
doubts as to the need for more legislation,
beyond that proposed in the administration
program for welfare funds—especially in
view of the federation’s vigorous efforts to
root out corruption in its ranks. There is
also strong opposition to some of the pro-
posals to amend the Taft-Hartley law so as
to limit certain boycott activities and some
forms of organizational picketing. Presi-
dent Meany has publicly voiced his fear
that the powers proposed for the Labor De-
partment would go too deep into the in-
ternal affairs of unions and that they might
even lead to licensing laws which would be
anathema.

Organized labor might have good grounds
to oppose any greater Government interven-
tlon than the administration has proposed—
at least until its program has been given a
fair trial. But the AFL-CIO would do well
not to fight the full disclosure of those
union operations which the Government has
indicated, and severe penalties for improper
activities. Both are clearly in the public in-

terest and, we believe, In the interest of labor =

as well,

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
the morning business concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CrLark in the chair). Is there further
morning business? If not, morning
business is closed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD., What is the pend-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is a call of the cal-
endar.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Montana yield to the
Senator from Michigan?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. PAYNE. It is my understanding
that wunder the unanimous-consent
agreement which was obtained by the
majority leader, following the morning
'ﬁm(llr a call of the calendar was to be

ad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr, PAYNE. Has the morning hour
been declared closed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
ing business has been concluded.

Mr. PAYNE. Is it proper that the
Senate proceed to the call of the cal-
endar, under the order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
is the regular order.

Morn-
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Michigan.
How much time does the Senator desire?

Mr. McNAMARA. About 30 minutes.

Mr. PURTELL. Is that the regular
order?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Myr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that despite the
unanimous consent agreement pre-
viously entered into, the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral be allowed to
proceed for 40 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? Without objection, it is
so ordered, and the Senator from Mich-~
igan is recognized for not in excess of
40 minutes.

FULL EMPLOYMENT AND
PROSPERITY

Mr. MCNAMARA. Mr. President, a few
days ago, America gave its answer to the
latest challenge facing it. From a Flor-
ida beach this Nation’s first earth satel-
lite, the Explorer, rose successfully into
outer space—announcing to the world
that while sometimes we are a little slow,
we are persistent.

Meeting new challenges forthrightly is
a characteristic of this great country. It
has been so since we grew from a collec-
tion of rebellious colonies nearly 2 cen-
turies ago. But America is only as strong
as its economy. And today, through no
fault of their own, the people of this
country are in serious economic trouble.

It is generally accepted that the con-
dition in which we find ourselves today
can be called a recession.

‘We do not hear the word used by the
Eisenhower administration, however. To
the President, it is a “period of consoli-
dating the gains of recent years,” Or, he
says, the “economy is catching its breath
for a new advance.”

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

Mr. McNAMARA. I am glad to yield
to my colleague and good friend, the
Senator from Oregon,

Mr. NEUBERGER. I wish to express
my appreciation to the Senator from
Michigan for bringing this matter to the
attention of the Senate. The Senator
from Michigan and I entered the Senate
together. It has been my impression
that few Members of the Senate, if any,
have been so diligent in bringing up
pertinent problems which affect employ-
ment and payrolls and the general eco-
nomic well-being of our people. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is alert to such
questions.,

I want to emphasize to the Senator
why I particularly, as one of the Senators
from Oregon, feel a sense of gratitude
that the Senator is raising this issue. If
I am not mistaken, the State of Oregon
today has the highest unemployment rate
in the Nation, with respect to insured
employment coverage. I have just seen
the latest figures, and the three States
in the Union which have the highest un-
employment ratio in this country are
those of the Pacific Northwest.

The highest in this tragic and unen-
viable category is the State of Oregon,
where I was born and raised. The figure
for that State is 12.8 percent. The next
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highest is the State of Montana, with

12.3 percent, and the third State in this

category is the State of Washington,
with 11.4 percent.

These States are three major lumber-
producing States. All of them have
been affected by the tight money policy
which has so diminished housing con-
struction in this country. As interest
rates went up, housing starts were dis-
couraged.

I know that the Senator from Michi-
gan is particularly well informed, be-
cause, if I am not mistaken, he himself,
was engaged in the construction indus-
try, and he has many personal contacts
with the building-trades unions and
with the operators of construction com-
panies which build houses. The Sena-
tor from Michigan is personally ac-
quainted with what is taking place.

I should like to ask him one question,
and then I shall not interrupt his speech
further. Does the able Senator from
Michigan, in light of his observations as
to unemployment in his own State and
other areas nearby, believe that the
situation is now so serious and so grave
and has reached such proportions that
we need emergency measures, such as
the proposed public works program, and
similar undertakings?

Mr, McNAMARA. I certainly do; and
later in my address I shall make refer-
ence to that question.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I notice that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel,
who is now present in the Chamber, in-
troduced specific legislation to this end
vesterday; and I shall certainly support
it to the best of my ability. I think both
the Senator from Michigan and I, as
members of the Public Works Committee,
will have an opportunity to assist the
able Senator from Tennessee in advanc-
ing the purposes of his bill.

Mr. McNAMARA. I am sure of it.

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

Mr. McNAMARA. 1T yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
chair points out that the time consumed
in yielding will be charged against the
40 minutes of the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I express
gratitude to my distinguished friends,
the junior Senator from Oregon and the
senior Senator from Michigan for their
generous references.

Some people may close their eyes and
turn a deaf ear and a cold heart to the
millions of people who are unemployed,
and the many more millions who are
partially employed, and who are in
distress.

The distinguished junior Senator from
Michigan will never be found among
that group. He has a big heart, open
eyes, and clear hearing.

In the exercise of his own powers of
perception he has just stated that
the country is in serious economic
trouble. I hope it will not develop into
a serious depression; and I am sure the
able Senator from Michigan joins me in
that hope.

As I stated yesterday, the Nation has
powers, resources, programs, and experi-
ence which it can use to avert such a
tragedy. But “a stitch in time saves
nine.” When we see these danger sig-
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nals, some of which the Senator has al-
ready pointed out, does not the Senator
believe it is time for the Government of

+ the United States to act?

Mr. McNAMARA. I certainly think it
is time to act. I believe that acting now
will save a much greater disaster later
than we now face.

I thank the Senator from Tennessee,
who has never failed to recognize the
things which he gives me credit for
recognizing.

In his state of the Union message, the
President sought to explain the eco-
nomic distress with the fatuous state-
ment that “growth typieally moves for-
ward unevenly.”

Such phrases are nothing but eco-
nomic doubletalk. They are an insult
to the intelligence of the American
people.

This administration has many faults—
and one of them is the refusal to call
this situation exactly what it is—a re-
eession rapidly growing into a full-
fledged depression.

To acknowledge this, I admit, the ad-
ministration would be forced to confess
failure of its domestic economiec policies.

But everyone now knows that these
policies have brought us into a reces-
sion—so the administration might now
have the courage to attack the monster
it has created.

Perhaps I do the President an injus-
tice. Perhaps he really doesn’t know
of the serious danger that faces this
country today.

His economic report expresses a cer-
tain childish and naive amazement that
everything isn’t going well, It does so
in such statements as this:

Developments in 1957 illustrate how rap-
idly changes can occur in the problem of
maintaining growth with reasonable stability
of prices in a dynamiec, free enterprise econ-
omy.

More economic doubletalk.

Whether he knows of the danger or
not, there are indications that the re-
cession may not be too unwelcome in
some business circles.

A few weeks ago a national magazine,
noted for its guardianship of the Eisen-
hower administration and bhig business
interests, made this revealing statement:

Many businessmen received the dip at
year's end without alarm—because they re-
gm-ded it as a “recession as planned."

If this is a “recession as planned,”
then someone is guilty of treason.

That someone is guilly of literally
taking the food out of the mouths of
millions of American working people
who are helpless pawns in this economic
chess game.

In my State of Michigan today there
are 320,000 persons out of work. This
is 11.2 percent of our work force.

Is Michigan somehow standing alone*
in this economic plight?

Hardly. I understand that—high as
it is—Michigan’s unemployment puts the
State 10th or 11th on the list.

And according to recent figures, 26 of
the 48 States have unemployment of
over 6.9 percent.

And more than 30 have unemploy-
ment of over 6 percent—the level at
which -an area, by definition, is sup-
posed to have a labor surplus.
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This labor surplus designation is an-
other matter that I must sharply
criticize.

Mr. CLARK. ‘ Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScorT
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Michigan yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania?

Mr. McNAMARA. T am glad to yield
to my distinguished colleague from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLAREK. 1 should like to com-
mend my friend from Michigan for call-
ing this critically important problem of
unemployment to the attention of the
Senate. I noticed with great interest
the figures which he has just given for
unemployment in the State of Michi-
gan. In my Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania there were on January 15,
435,000 unemployed, 9.4 percent of the
entire labor force.

. According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, there are 14 areas in Penn-
sylvania in which chronic and current
unemployment exists, and where the
rate is in excess of 6 percent, including
the three largest cities in the Common-
wealth, namely, Pittsburgh, Philadel-
phia, and Erie.

"~ Many of the other areas in my State
have unfortunately been surplus-labor
areas for a long time. It occurs to me
that some action, at both the executive
and legislative levels, is clearly indicated
to deal with this problem quickly, before
it gets out of hand.

For that reason, I was happy to see
the Senator from Michigan cosponsor
with me and a number of other Senators
tpe bill introduced today by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Eenneny], which would place our
unemployment compensation laws on the
kind of decent and reasonable basis
upon which they should have been
placed long ago. I am happy that the
Senator from Michigan has joined the
Senator from Illinois, myself, and other
Senators, in an effort to get, out of com-
mittee and on the floor of the Senate,
a hill for area redevelopment programs
which will bring some new industries
into areas of chronic unemployment.

I thank my friend for yielding to me.
I know that his time is limited. I com-
mend him for his valuable public service
in bringing this critical problem to the
attention of the Senate.

Mr. McNAMARA, I thank the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania for his assist-
ance in this connection.

Mr., GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield in order that I may ask
the junior Senator from Pennsylvania a
question?

Mr. McNAMARA. Iam happy to yield
for that purpose.

Mr. GORE. I have listened to the elo-
quent remarks of the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania. I am grateful for his in-
;iliﬁst' activity, and able advoeacy in this

I am sure the able Senator from Penn-
sylvania has heard many pleas for the
“right to work.” Some people have

adopted that phrase as a slogan, and
have misapplied it, in my opinion. Does
not the able Senator from Pennsylvania
believe that in this society of freemen,
every man should have the right to earn




1958

his living by the sweat of his brow and
the toil of his hands?

Mr. CLARK. It is my understanding
that that is our national policy, as set
forth in the Employment Act of 1946,
which the present administration does
not seem to be taking particularly se-
rious.

Mr. GORE. When there are millions
of people unemployed, and millions more
partially employed, does not the Senator
think it is time to bring into play and
effectiveness the full Employment Act?

Mr. CLARK. I agree completely with
my friend from Tennessee.

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

Mr. McNAMARA. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say that I am
very glad the Senator from Michigan is
making his speech. I have already
scanned his manuscript, and I have been
listening to the Senator’'s remarks with
great interest. I share the view of the
Sensator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]
and of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel, as well as that of the Senator
from Michigan, that we ought to put into
application the Employment Act of 1946.
I was one of the cosponsors of that act,
along with the great Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MurraY], who put 1.p the his-
toric fight to get that bill passed in the
Senate.

It is very interesting to review the
debate on that bill in the Senate, as I did
the other evening. Many of us in those
speeches forewarned of the conditions
which exist in the States at the present
time.

We made very clear that our purpose
and intent was to pass an act whieh could
go into immediate operation when such
conditions as the Senator from Michigan
is pointing out today arose in connection
with the employment problem. The
Senator has pointed out the position of
the State of Michigan on the unemploy-
ment ladder, and of course it is a very
sad one.

However, I rise to say that the great-
est unemployment, percentagewise, in
America today is in the State of Oregon,
because of the inexcusable and uncon-
scionable policy of the President of the
United States—and I always put the re-
sponsibility where it rests, and it squarely
rests on his shoulders—which he has fol-
lowed in the economic field since he came
into office, when, within a few days after
he was inaugurated, his administration
announced the hard money, tight credit
poliey.

I was sitting in a meeting of the Small
Business Committee at the time, when my
administrative assistant brought me the
ticker announcement of that policy.
The REcorp shows that I left the com-
mittee meeting immediately and came to

the floor of the Senate, and that I was

the first in the Senate to speak out
against that policy and forewarn then
what that policy, which was a banker’s
policy and a big-business man’s policy,
would do to the so-called little people,

the common people, the working people

of America. I predicted in that speech

that great unemployment would result.
‘We are greatly indebted to the Senator

from Michigan for the forewarnings he
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is giving the American people today. I
share his view that time for action has
come. I will be very much interested
in watching how many Senators on the
other side of the aisle will stand up and
be counted this time for greater protec-
tion of the employment rights of the
workers of this country.

Mr. McNAMARA. I appreciate the
contribution of the Senator from Oregon,
and his persistence in this matter. I
am speaking on limited time, and I must
now ask that I be allowed to continue un-
interrupted to the end of my prepared
speech.

Under Defense Department policy,

areas which are designated by the Labor
Department as having greater than 6
percent unemployment supposedly re-
ceive preferential treatment in the
placement of defense contracts.
~ In discussions of this policy with De-
fense Department officials, I have come
to the coneclusion that it is almost totally
unworkable.
. Department officials admit that, for
all practical purposes, the contract will
go to the low bidder, whether or not he
is in a labor surplus area.

I have had officials of Michigan cities
write me—almost begging to be put on
the labor surplus list of the Labor De-
partment.

Once this is done—they expect the

defense work to appear like magie.
. Thg preferential treatment policy is
only a cruel joke on the cities, their
unemployed workers, and their business
people.

It need not be, however. I have asked
the Defense Department to discuss ways
of better integrating the defense dollar
into the entire economy.

This is essential, especially in an econ-
omy where defense spending accounts for
more than half the entire annual budget.

The administration spokesmen treat
unemployment simply as a matter of
statisties.

We are told that the national figure
will rise to 45 million next month—
which I believe is a very low estimate.

But these are people—not statistics.
Statistics do not have to eat. Statistics
do not have to buy shoes for their chil-
dren.

But these human problems are not
considered by the economic pawnbrokers
who trade on other peoples’ misery.

- We are told that the economy will re-
cover by midyear, or some such arbi-
trary point obtained from a crystal ball.

How consoling that is. And how rem-
iniscent of the battlecry of a past era:
“Prosperity is just around the corner.”

In 1953, when Harry Truman left the
White House, the Republican adminis-
tration inherited a sound and expand-
ing economy.

. Five years. of crude manipulation by
this administration has severely dam-
aged this proud inheritance.

. Instead of a genuinely progressive
economy, we have today a one-step-for-
ward-and-two-steps-back policy by the
Eisenhower administration.

Today we do not have real government

by the President and the Congress, as
called for by our Constitution..

We have government by the Budget
Bureau and the Federal Reserve System.

1829

. Both these organizations may be help-
ful in running an orderly and efficient
economy, but I fear they have taken over
far more control of this Government
than was ever intended.

They tell the President what to do,
and they tell us, too.

I think it is time that both the Presi-
dent and the Congress retrieve and uti-
lize the powers they have to correct this
recession, and restore economic confi-
dence.

We in Congress have the means to do
do this.

Nearly 12 years ago the Congress
adopted a law entitled the “Employment
Act of 1946.”

This act set the goals of the national
economic policy, and it described the
role of the Federal Government in
achieving these goals.

The Employment Act of 1946 firmly
made economic security the responsibil-
ity of the Government in these words:

It is the continuing policy and responsi-
bility of the Federal Government to use all
practicable means * * * to coordinate and
utilize all its plans, functions and resources
for the purpose of creating and maintain-
ing * * * conditions under which there
will be afforded useful employment oppor-
tunities * * * for those able, willlng and
seeking to work, and to promote maximum
employment, production, and purchasing
power.

I do not believe that the responsibility
of the Federal Government in promoting
full employment and a prosperous econ-
fl?yt could be made any plainer than

at.

~ And never was there a better time to
implement the Employment Act of 1946
than right now.

I have mentioned the widespread un-
employment, truly the most wicked prod-
uct of any economic downturn.

This downturn took its greatest strides
during the final quarter of 1957, when the
gross national product fell 1.5 percent
below the preceding quarter., But the
signs of the recession were evident long
before that.

I remember, in 1956, calling attention
to the unemployment in Michigan and
elsewhere. But these indicators were
scorned by the administration. They
were brushed off as “pockets” of unem-
ployment and “soit spots” in the econ-
omy.

According to the President’s own fig-
ures, the annual rate of economic growth
during all of 1957 was only eight-tenths
percent, compared with the average
yearly growth of 3.5 percent since 1946.

In terms of 1947 dollars, from 1955 to
1956 the gross national product rose $9
billion.

From 1956 to 1957, it rose only $2.5
billion.

The President’s economic advisers say,
with fantastic understatement, that a
continuation of the “low current rate
would clearly be unsatisfactory.”

. Further, we have seen a continuous de-
cline in total personal income since
August, a decline in the annual rate of at
least $4 billion.

Farm income between 1952 o.nd 1957
dropped nearly $4 billion—or 33 percent.

But the administration was more in-
terested in inflation than these basic
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signs of a weakening economy. The ad-
ministration sought to deal with inflation
as if this were the 19th century, instead
of the 20th century.

Its efforts, through the tight money
policy, actually made matters worse, thus
increasing the economic stranglehold
on the public.

The ineffectiveness of high interest
rates in fighting inflation should by now
need no -further proof. High interest
rates are no handicap to those who need
money the least—the giant corporations.
They can afford it, and charge the excess
interest off on their taxes.

But the independent businessman, the
farmer, the prospective homebuyer—all
of these can find no money, even if they
could afford the exorbitant interest rates.

By the end of 1957, the rate of business
failures reached the highest rates since
the depression of the thirties.

Housing starts, plunging rapidly since
1955, went down to less than a million
in 1957, a drop of 10 percent in 1 year.

Wages and salaries rose approximately
30 percent between 1952 and 1957.

But those who deal in money certainly
suffered no hardship. During this pe-
riod personal interest income and divi-
dends rose more than $10 billion, or 49.5
percent. And between April 1956 and
November 1957, the cost of living went
up 6 percent.

Obviously, the administration’s fight
against inflation was a total failure.
And, as I suggested earlier, there is good
reason to believe that it did more harm
than good.

Meanwhile, the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem came along with its solutions to the
recession. As does the administration,
this agency attacks the problems from
the top, instead of at the roots. On two
occasions it lowered the discount rates,
which helps no one but the money lend-
ers. In a major effort to come to grips
with the recession it cut the margin re-
quirements for stock-market investors.

I am sure that the more than 3,500,000
unemployed in this country were over-
joyed at this tender concern being shown
for them. I imagine they all rushed
right down to their brokers’ offices to buy
stock.

This problem will not be beaten on
the bond market or on the stock market.
It will not be beaten until we get to the
very root of the problem—and that is
the purchasing power of the millions of
American men and women who are the
backbone of the economy.

I do not really blame the Federal Re-
serve System for its approach. Perhaps,
in the never-never land of high finance,
cutting the discount rate and the margin
requirements may seem proper.

But it does not give jobs to our un-
employed. It does not give them the
purchasing power to buy food and
clothes, much less another share of A.
T.&T.

The Federal Reserve System may not
feel the responsibility for living up to
the Employment Act of 1946.

But the administration has that re-
sponsibility. And so do we in Congress.
It is not only our responsibility: it is
our duty under the law. Therefore, I
suggest that Congress initiate immediate
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steps to implement the Employment Act
of 1946,

There are 11 steps I believe we must
take as soon as possible as a minimum
attack on the recession.

First. The most important move is to
increase the purchasing power of the
American people, so that the consumer
capacity can catch up with productive
capacity.

The best way to accomplish this quick-
ly is to give income-tax relief to the
lower- and middle-income groups. I be-
lieve the most equitable method of re-
ducing the income-tax burden on these
citizens would be to increase the personal
exemption from $600 to $800.

This move, of course, would initially
reduce tax revenues. But that loss of
income could be compensated for by
closing the loopholes; by cutting into
the tax laws for the benefit of the
wealthy.

Second. We must halt the alarming
growth in small-business failures.

Corporate tax relief for the independ-
ent businessman is essential. Further,
the Small Business Administration must
relax its restrictions, which keep loans
from those who need them most.

Third. A program of Federal aid to
school construction would serve two valu-
able purposes. It would assist the Na-
tion in overcoming the serious shortage
of classrooms, while at the same time
providing needed stimulus in the build-
ing industry.

Fourth. The Nation is spending bil-
lions of dollars each year on defense
measures, and the amount is inereasing
because of the new emphasis on missiles
and space.

It is imperative that the administra-
tion and the Defense Department take a
realistic view of the need for integrating
these billions more evenly in the econ-
omy.

The program of allegedly giving pref-
erential contract treatment to areas of
so-called labor surplus is a failure. It
falsely raises the hopes of our unem-
ployed, and stigmatizes areas with the
labor surplus designation.

The Defense Department may soon
undergo a reorganization. In such an
overhaul, I suggest that a policy of de-
fense spending integration be included,
with the responsibility for administering
the policy firmly fixed.

Fifth. A program of public works is
essential to provide employment, put
money into ecirculation, and to construct
many needed public buildings, dams, and
other facilities.

Sixth. The area-redevelopment bill,
known as the depressed-areas bill, must
be passed quickly by Congress. This bill
has been pending far too long. Had it
been enacted, perhaps the aid it provides
to depressed areas might already have
had beneficial effects on the recession.

Seventh., Our farmers are receiving
only about 80 percent of parity, We
cannot permit this unjust treatment to
continue or to become worse, as the Sec-
refary of Agriculture proposes. We must
restore at least 90 percent of parity to
the farmer.

Eighth. The discriminatory high-in-
terest policy of the administration must
be rescinded. This policy was of little,
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if any, help in preventing inflation. It
is very harmful to recovery from the re-
cession. i)

Ninth. Housing starts have dropped
dangerously. Direct GI home Iloans
and lower FHA interest rates would do
much to bolster this important segment
of the economy.

Further, public housing, which has
lagged during the Eisenhower adminis-
tration, must be pushed forward.

Tenth. TUnemployment insurance
adopted by the States has had two
major benefits.

First, it provides the unemployed
worker with certain benefits, however
small and however short the period,
which he otherwise would not have to
support himself and his family.

Second, the millions of dollars this in-
surance has introduced into the econ-
omy has acted as a major brake on the
recession’s becoming a depression.

The Federal Government should
adopt minimum standards of unemploy-
ment insurance, so that unemployed
workers in backward States will have
more adequate protection.

Eleventh. Extension of the $1 an hour
minimum wage to millions of American
workers not now covered will do much
to bolster the economy by providing in-
creased purchasing power. Such a bill
is pending in Congress. It must be
passed as soon as possible,

As I say, this is but a minimum pro-
gram that we can use as a basis for re-
turning prosperity to the Nation.

Until now, the administration has
taken just the opposite approach from
what is necessary to pump new blood
into the economy.

In his budget message, the President
made his desire plain to cut back dras-
tically on domestic programs that, in
their way, are as vital to a strong Amer-
ica as are missiles.

The New Republic magazine aptly
summarized the President’s budget with
the title: “Something for Nobody.”

The economy of America is basically
sound, but it is not immune to mal-
treatment such as it has been receiving.

With the proper leadership from the
administration and from Congress, this
Nation can continue to pay the price of
survival and still make the necessary
progress on the domestic front.

It is no good thinking only of build-
ing better bombs and better missiles for
our defense,

Without a high standard of living, full
employment, more-than-adequate edu-
cation, and proper concern for the ill
and elderly, perhaps we will have noth-
ing worth defending.

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

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

Mr. McNAMARA. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MORSE. Again, I wish to com-
mend the Senator from Michigan for his
very able speech. I should like to have
the Recorp show that I associate myself
with the observations he has made. I
believe that one of the greatest defense
needs of America in this hour of crisis is
a strong domestic economy, and I be-
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lieve the Eisenhower domestic program
has greatly weakened that defense need
of this country.

I hope that somehow, in some way, en-
lichtenment will penetrate the White
House, and that the President will take
enough time at least to find out what
are the facts in regard to the terrible
economic slump into which this country
has fallen.

In behalf of the people of my State, I
wish to say today, from the floor of the
Senate, I warned you in 1952, and 1
have warned you ever since this admin-
istration has been in power, that it will
not follow a program which will seek to
strengthen the economic interests of the
great mass of the people of the coun-
try, but that it will play constantly into
the hands of the big boys—as, for ex-
ample, in the case of its fiscal policy that
permits the bankers to make more
money, but results in having the great
mass of the people make less.

So, Mr. President, the Senator from
Michigan has done well to point out the
great injury that the President and his
associates have done to the domestic
economy.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan yield to .ie?

Mr. McNAMARA. I shall be glad to
vield in just a moment. First, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Reccrp a news item
entitled “Recession Warning Given
United States,” which was published in
the Detroit Times on February 3. If is
a report on a speech which was made
before the Detroit Economic Club by
Elliott V. Bell, publisher of Business
Week magazine, and a former economic
adviser to President Eisenhower. I as-
sure my colleagues that this news arti-
cle indicates that that former economic
adviser of the President agrees with the
things I have said today in the Senate.

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

RECESSION WARNING GIVEN UNITED STATES

Washington must be ready to provide im-
mediate and forceful action if the current
recesslon is to be kept within bounds,
Elliott V. Bell, publisher of Business Week
magazine and chairman of the executive
committee of McGraw-Hill Publishing Co.,
sald in Detroit today.

Bell, Dewey-appointed superintendent of
New York State banks in 1943-44 and an
economic adviser to Dwight D. Eisenhower
when the President ran for the first time,
told the Economic Club of Detroit that the
United States “cannot afford, especially in
the present state of the world, to let this
recession pursue its ‘normal’ course into a
downward spiral of deflation.”

Developing his subject, The 1048 Reces-
slon—How Wide and How Deep? the New
York publisher sald it presents “all symp-
toms of a classical downtrend,” which is
also enveloping our allies,

The important thing, according to Bell,
who sits on the boards of Chase Manhattan
Bank, New York Telephone Co., New York
Life Insurance Co., and other big corporate
enterprises, “is not to permit the contraction
to gather force and cumulate,

“Once a spiral of deflation gets momen-
tum it is well-nigh impossible to halt, even
with measures far more extreme than any-
one is presently contemplating.
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“It would be better to run the risk of
doing more than is needed than to take the
chance of being too little and too late.”

Eisenhower's one-time adviser found en-
couragement in “the philosophy revealed in
recent statements of the President and Sec-
retary of the Treasury Anderson” but none
in the Eisenhower budget.

Bell, however, added that he "was hoping
the administration will at once perfect
plans for reduced taxes and stepped-up
spending so as to be ready for fast action
not later than next April—unless the signs
improve by then.”

But the new Eisenhower budget showing
a projected increase of only $1.1 billion
certalnly falls short of what seems to be
called for in the light of the two Soviet
sputniks,

As matters stand, the modest projected in-
crease in the Federal budget will not begin
to offset the aggregate cutback in reduced
business inventories, reduced business capital
spending, reduced consumer spending, and
reduced exports.

“A time of recession,” Bell added, “could
be the God-given moment for getting started"
on a program of fallout shelters.

The Galther report, among other things,
suggests that a program of fallout shelters,
costing a good many billions of dollars, de-
serves most serious consideration.

The Rockefeller reports says such shelters
are essential.

Large as this project is, it could represent
very modest per capita cost in terms of num-
ber of lives that could be saved in the event
of thermonuclear work.

Why spend countless billions for massive
retaliation if only a handful are going to sur-
vive to know the retaliation has occurred.

“Another pogitive program in the fizht
against recession could be public-works con-
struction,” Bell declared.

“We all know of the Nation's desperate
need for new schools and new roads. Now
may be the time to press ahead with ald and
encouragement for these needed works.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Michigan yield to me?

Mr. McNAMARA. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish tocommend
the distinguished Senator from Michi=-
gan, and to agree with him when he
states that it is not to the advantage of
our country to emphasize the military
or the defense end of the economy at the
expense of our domestic well-being, If
we do not treat both alike, the result
will be, of course, that both will fail, be-
cause we cannot sacrifice either one or
the other and expect both to survive.

I wish to compliment the distinguished
Senator from Michigan for the speech he
has made this afternoon, in laying the
facts on the table.

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sena-
tor from Montana.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ADDRESS ON FOREIGN FOLICY BY
ADLAT E. STEVENSON

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
understand that Monday last the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
Proxmire] submitted for printing in the
Recorp an address delivered last Friday
night, January 31, in New York City, by
the distinguished former Governor of
Illinois, Adlai Stevenson, when he pro-
posed a new kind of United Nations effort
to end the East-West deadlock over dis-
armament.

Inasmuch as the Senator from Wiscon-
sin has already had Governor Steven-
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son’s address printed in the Recorp, at
this time I merely wish to state that in
that major address, which was delivered
at the National Roosevelt Day dinner,
sponsored by the Americans for Demo-
cratic Action, Mr. Stevenson suggested
that the Secretary General of the United
Nations select a worldwide group of pri-
vate citizens to evaluate the present dis-
armament recommendations. The group
would be composed of private citizens,
top men of affairs and science, accept-
able to the nuclear powers. It would
work in private, and would render an
advisory report.

I agree with Mr. Stevenson, Mr. Presi-
dent, when he said that such a commis-
sion effort would help take the great
life-or-death issue of our age out of
the realm of competing propaganda.
It would also provide the means of giv-
ing countries not possessing nuclear
weapons some degree of responsibility
for breaking the vicious circle.

VOTING RECORD OF SENATOR
MORSE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
discuss two matters.

In my last campaign, my opposition
tried the smear technique of misrepre-
senting my attendance record in the
Senate. Last year, I said that whenever
I was absent or missed a vote, I would
help my opposition in 1962 get its facts
straight by keeping the record straight,

Mr. President, last Monday I missed
a vote, because many months ago I had
accepted an invitation to go to Denver,
Colo., and, before a convention of the
farmers’ union, discuss the betrayal of
the duty this administration owes to the
farmers of America. So let the REcorp
show that the reason for my absence last
Monday and my missing that rollcall
vote was that I was discussing the very
sorry farm record of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration before the farmers’ union
convention in Denver, Colo.

Mr. President, I missed the rollcall
early this afternoon because I had no
previous notice that there was any in-
tention to bring up a matter that would
call for a yea-and-nay vote so early in
the day, and I happened to be a guest
of honor at a luncheon in the Supreme
Court Building given by the Supreme
Court clerks.

Let the Recorp show the reason for
those two absences,

THE GREATEST KILLER OF
AMERICAN CHILDREN

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in my
judgment, my colleague the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER] is
one of the most able writers in America
today. In the last issue of the Progres-
sive magazine, he has written one of the
most moving articles I have read for
some time entitled “The Greatest Killer
of Kids.”

I ask unanimous consent that there
be published at the appropriate place
in the body of the REecorp, associated
with the remarks I am now making, this
brilliant and able article by the junior
Senator from Oregon. Every Senator
ought to read it. In the article the
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junior Senator from Oregon speaks
about cancer. He points out what I am
sure at least some Senators do not know,
and what the American people do not
know, that the greatest killer of Ameri-
can children, so far as disease is con-
cerned, is cancer. The greatest killer
outside of disease is accidents; and next
to accidents, the greatest killer is can-
cer.

This is a moving article. A reading
bit will make clear to every Senator the
great obligation we have in this session
of Congress to see that much more money
is appropriated for cancer research, so
that at some future date we may bring
to an end the scourge which is the
greatest killer of children, as my col-
league has poinfed out in the article.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JaviTs in the chair). Is there objection
to the unanimous-consent request of the
Senator from Oregon?

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

TueE GreaTEsT KiLer oF Kins
(By RicHARD L. NEUBERGER)

My wife and I have trudged up lofty
mountains together, but the walk we shall
never forget lasted for only a few paces. It
was along the corridor of a modern brick
bullding in Boston. Children played in the
corridor—some with blocks and scooters,
some with dolls. Other children read
books in a little library, and we could see
through the doorway that Mickey Mouse and
Paul Bunyan of the north woods had been
painted decoratively on the walls. In an-
other room, small boys were fascinated by a
miniature electric train with signals and
bridges. Off the hall, in little cubicles,
adults with grim faces sat in comfortable
leather chairs and watched the children at
play. Some of the children were gaunt and
pale, while others had cheeks which seemed
abnormally swollen.

The reason this episode will endure for-
ever in our memories can be explained with
terrible terseness. All the children had some
form of cancer., Comparatively few of them
had long to live. Probably none was des-
tined to grow to manhood or womanhood,
The adults in the walting room were their
fathers and mothers, braced for the news
which would confirm the dreaded diagnosis.

This was the Jimmy Fund Building of Bos-
ton’s famous Children's Hospital, where
more youngsters are under treatment for
cancer than at any other place in the world.
It originally was dedicated to a little boy
named “Jimmy"” whose luck ran out on him
early in life. Now there are many bedrooms
donated by parents or grandparents and
which bear bronze plaques perpetuating re-
membrance of some adored boy or girl whose
career was cut short by cancer.

I always had thought of cancer as a disease
of the elderly. This did not make its rav-
ages any less frightful, but at least its
victims, so I thought, had experlenced a
fair share of life’s bounty and enjoyments.
But on the day my wife and I spent at
the Jimmy Fund Building, I was shocked to
learn that more children die of cancer than
of any other single cause except accidents.
Dr. Sidney Farber, the gentle and soft-
spoken director of the Children's Cancer
Research Foundation, had observed that
cancer as exclusively an affiliction of old age
was a misconception. And then Dr. Farber
showed us statistics revealing that, while 579
American children died of polio in the last
year before development of the Salk vaccine,
more than six times this number had suc-
cumbed to cancer: 3,761.
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Suddenly, all that I could think of was
the $44 billlon which our Government in-
vests annually in various weapons of war.
Why, I wondered, were we not likewise in-
vesting practically unlimited sums in an all=-
out, unrelenting war against the terrible
disease that was about to claim the life of
the winsome 5-year-old girl with dark braids,
whose face was puffy from the effects of
injections she was receiving in a desperate
effort to stem the lethal onslaught of leu-
kemia? The injections had produced some
remission, but only temporarily. Science,
thus far, had failed to find a lasting rem-
edy. Soon the breakdown of blood and
bone marrow would snuff out her little life.

Yet, I thought, what if there had been
spent durlng past years as much on the com-
pound being thrust into her veins as on
aircraft carriers or jet fighter planes? Was
it possible that then the conquest of the
sinister cancer of the blood called leukemia
might be not fleetingly transient, but per-
haps enduring enough to enable the 5-year-
old girl at the Jimmy Fund Bullding to live
out her normal span? And if such a possi-
bility could be even remotely within grasp,
dare We deny any resource or any dollar
to its attainment?

This is why I am sponsoring in the United
States Senate a bill to provide for a crash
program in cancer research. It would have
about it the same urgency which charac-
terized the prodigious Manhattan project
during World War II, after Dr, Albert Einstein
had told President Roosevelt that vast ex-
perimentation with the ore known as pitch-
blende might produce a chain reaction result-
ing in a mighty new source of explosive
energy. The outcome, of course, was the
first atomic bomb—developed through initial
expenditures of $2 billion. Cancer, I be-
lieve, must be fought with the same unre-
strained feeling of emergency and crisis,

My bill calls for 500 million for special
projects in cancer research, to be spent under
the direction of the National Cancer In-
stitute at Bethesda, Md. This is half a bil-
lion dollars, which means it amounts to
one-fourth of what the country spent to
manufacture the original atomic bomb and
only one eighty-eighth of what the Treasury
will spend in the present flscal year for arma-
ments and military projects of all kinds.

Yet can any war compare in Importance
with the war against cancer? Almost 214
times as many Americans died of cancer dur-
ing World War II as were killed in action on
all our worldwide battlefronts. In 1 year
cancer claimed nearly 10 times the number
of Americans who perished in 3 years of the
fighting in Korea. Unless some new cures
or preventive measures are discovered
through research, 26 million people now alive
in the United States are doomed to die from
cancer.

The legislation I have introduced is no
reckless giveaway scheme. Advisory panels
of the National Cancer Institute, consisting
of the country’s leading cancer specialists,
would not have to disburse the total sum
within a single year unless promising ave-
nues of research seemed open. Some of us
in the Senate plan a special enabling act to
authorize this procedure. At present, funds
appropriated by Congress must be allocated
by the end of the fiscal year, which is June
30. We belleve the perils of cancer involve
such extraordinary circumstances that funds
should always be on hand for its study and
analysis. After all, the rampant growth of
human cells commonly described as cancer
never waits for the end of either fiseal or
calendar years.

No partisan politics is involved in the pro-
posal for half a billion dollars to be spent
on cancer research, because this withering
disease does not respect party lines, either.
Two of the most active advocates of more
generous Federal disbursements for medical
research are Senator LisTer HiLr, Alabama
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Democrat, and Senator MARGARET CHASE
SmiTH, Maine Republican. Senator SMITH
has often emphasized America's large ex-
penditures for frivolities and amusements,
as contrasted with the relatively puny sums
spent for probing into the causes of cancer
and other grim maladies. Senator HILL fre-
quently has warned that ample Federal
funds must constantly be available so that
the most skilled medical researchers will not
be lured away into private practice.

Under the leadership of Senator HILL and
Senator SmiTH, some of us have succeeded
during recent years in nearly tripling the
appropriations for the National Cancer In-
stitute. The allotment for the Institute in
fiscal 19556 was $21.7 million. But for fiscal
1958 it will total $56.4 million, and not one
dissenting voice was raised when this sum
gained Senate approval.

The instrument for achieving progress in
medical research is a stately red-brick build-
ing of modern design in the green Mary-
land countryside, surrounded by clusters of
smaller structures. This is the scene of the
National Institutes of Health, which form
the stronghold of the United States Public
Health Service.

Its National Cancer Institute is attacking
the problem of cancer on many fronts., It
has Inaugurated, for example, a national
cancer chemotherapy program, which seeks
to discover compounds and drugs that may
enable human cells to resist the depreda-
tions of cancer. Is this too faint a hope?
Eminent doctors do not think so. Dr. G. P.
Rhoads, director of the Sloan-Eettering In-
stitute of Cancer Research in New York City,
has declared:

“We have far more information now about
how to restrict selectively the growth of can-
cer by drugs than we had in 1936 about re-
straint of bacteria. At that time strepto-
coccus blood polsoning was often fatal. I
had a streptococcus infection in that year
and almost died when my best frlend was
on his way back from England with the first
sulfonilamide in his pocket. * * * If medi-
cal history repeats itself, a chemical may
suddenly show up that will, for no explain-
able reason, be a ‘magic bullet’ that destroys
cancer.”

But this cannot be left to legerdemain or
magic. Mankind must mobilize all its re-
gources of wealth and ingenuity to assist in
the struggle. Many great doctors believe
that the principal chance for conquering
cancer lies in chemicals and compounds—in
chemotherapy. One of these men is Dr.
Isidor S. Ravdin, chairman of the board of
regents of the American College of Surgeons
and a member of the team which operated
on President Eisenhower for ileitis in June
of 1956. Although Dr. Ravdin is, himself,
a skilled surgeon, he candidly told Senator
Hnu's Committee on Health Appropriations
last May that surgery had reached its ceiling
in the treatment of cancer. He confessed to
skepticism over any further appreciable
gain which may be expected from surgery or
X-rays alone.

Dr. Ravdin spoke hopefully of a wide
variety of chemical agents, now available,
which retard the growth of malignant tu-
mors in animals and, in certain instances,
lead to the complete disappearance of these
tumors. And he discussed an untold num-
ber of compounds that hold some promise
of even greater discoveries in this realm.
It is toward such a goal that I believe the
National Cancer Institute should have an
opportunity to spend practically unrestricted
sums of money. Somewhere, perhaps just
beyond the horizon of present medical
knowledge, lurks a chemical or combination
of chemicals which could mean a longer and
happier life to 26 million Americans—to say
nothing of even more millions in the other
nations of the globe, 4

Some may wonder why private contribu-
tions cannot accomplish the job. The vol-
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untary agencies perform magnificiently in
this fleld, Yet, of approximately $25 mil-
lion collected by the American Cancer Relief
Soclety, only about 40 percent of the total
has been assipned to research and study.
The rest has gone for treatment of agonizing
cases of cancer in households lacking the
ability to pay for proper medical care. In
addition, doctors like Ravdin and Farber
believe this is only a tiny fraction of the
amount really needed to isolate some prop-
erty which will successfully eliminate can-
cerous growths in human beings, After all,
no city ever would risk trying to maintain
its munieipal fire department with voluntary
donations. Yet, which do you regard as the
greater menace to you and your family—
fire or cancer?

Furthermore, it is essential to emphasize
that a major share of the allotments for re-
search made by the National Cancer Insti-
tute go to private organizations of one kind
or another, such as medical schools, clinies,
hospitals, and the laboratories operated by
the drug manufacturers.

When Dr. FParber signed his personal note
for $54,000 to found the Jimmy fund sec-
tion of Children’s Hospital in 1947, children
stricken with leukemia survived only from
4 weeks to 2 months after they came under
treatment. There were virtually no excep-
tions to this. Today, 50 percent of the chil-
dren are alive after 14 months and 10 per-
cent are alive after 2 years. One boy is play-
ing softball after 8 years of care for leukemia
and does not know the true nature of his
affliction. Yet tests of the marrow in his
chestbone indicate that he still has leukemia.
Eventually it may kill him. But such agents
as nitrogen mustard and antimetabolites
like amethopterin have produced temporary
retreat of the disease. This is the practical
application of chemotherapy.

So near and yet so far—the fearful mal-
ady has been repulsed, but it will strike
again and this time probably with lethal con=
sequences. It is the proximity to success
which makes doctors like Ravdin and Farber
feel that an all-out effort is imperative. Dr.
Ravdin told 3enator Hmi's committee that
“we do need a large sum of money, which
can be looked upon as venture money that
can be used rapidly to implement contracts
with industry when breakthroughs are
made.” And then this surgeon who is one
of the President’'s doctors went on to em-
phasize that the money should not be
budgeted for a year, but should be available
for these purposes until it is expended.

Sidney Farber has sald that “there are
many, many people with advanced cancer
who have had better lives, relief of pain, and
prolongation of life, in some cases up to 7 or
8 years, because of discoveries in the last
decade in the chemotherapy of cancer.”
Nearly all of this traces back to the program
begun by the National Cancer Institute. It
has meant only rellef so far, and not a per-
manent cure. But what if the program dur-
ing the past decade had been multiplied
many times in dimensions and in scope?
What if not 30,000 but 300,000 anticancer
properties and compounds had been screened
and tested annually? Such tests, of course,
require immense sums of money.

We look back now with pity upon the era
when people perished in huge numbers from
smallpox, scarlet fever, and diphtheria. In
the western BState where I was born and
.ralsed, smallpox once ravaged Indians and
whites alike on the old frontier. We shake
our heads dolefully that mass production of
Dr. Edward Jenner’s serum came too late
to have these unfortunates. Yet the de-
structive fury of cancer dwarfs even such
plagues. Cancer kills 1 man, woman, or
child every 2 minutes in the United States.
Cancer eventually strikes 2 out of 8 Ameri-
can families. TUnless some cure is found,
16 people in every 100 born are destined to
perish of cancer.
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As a Member of the Senate, I help to vote
billlons of dollars in appropriations for all
kinds of purposes—for armaments, for sup-
port of six basic farm crops, for public works
projects, for courts and prisons, for roads and
highways. But I would rather vote half a
billion dollars to the National Cancer In-
stitute than for any other undertaking of
which I know. And, as these words are writ-
ten, a letter arrives in the mail which con-
firms my feelings. Although I am a Demo-
cratic Senator, it comes from a prominent Re-
publican on the campus of Oregon State
College, who describes the agony of standing
by helplessly while his 18-year-old son died
of cancer. And the letter from Prof. Fred M.
Bhideler, head of the department of journal-
ism, closes with this plea: “Anything less
than the maximum effort to stamp out can-
cer, as the great killer it is, should be con-
sidered as inexcusable.”

When Maurine and I were at the Jimmy
Fund Building, we saw a little boy of about
B being led into one of the small surgeries
where his bone marrow would be tapped un-
der anesthesia for suspected leukemia. As I
stared at him I wondered if I, as a United
States Senator, had done all that I could and
should. Had I placed in the hands of medical
researchers and other scientists all the tools
with which to combat this awful disease?
Had my timidity and penuriousness and that
of my colleagues, perhaps cost this 8-year-old
his faint chance for life?

I looked at the little boy in fear and awe
and some sense of shame. But he looked at
us with the characteristic courage of youth,
and I remember that his shock of tawny hair
stood up like a plume.

THE CALENDAR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The call
of the calendar is now in order.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will ecall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The call of the calendar is now in
order.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the call of
the calendar begin with Calendar 1230,
House Joint Resolution 417, on page 8 of
the calendar, and that all the bills and
other measures prior thereto be passed
over.

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

The clerk will proceed with the call of
the calendar.

MRS. SABASTIANO POLETTO, HIDEO
KONYA, EDWARD H. TURRI, AND
MARIO GUIFFRE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 417) for the
relief of Mrs. Sabastiano Poletto, Hideo
Konya, Edward H. Turri, and Mario
Guiffre, which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary, with
amendments, on page 1, after the enact-
ing clause, to strike out “That Mrs.
Sabastiano Poletto, who lost United
States citizenship under the provisions
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of section 401 (e) of the Nationality Act
of 1940, may be naturalized by taking,
prior to 1 year after the date of the
enactment of this act before any court
referred to in subsection (a) of section
310 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act or before any diplomatic or consular
officer abroad, the oaths prescribed by
section 337 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act. From and after nat-
uralization under this act, the said Mrs.
Sabastiano Poletto shall have the same
citizenship status as that which existed
immediately prior to its loss.

“Sgc. 2. Hideo Konya, who lost his
United States citizenship under the pro-
visions of section 401 (e) of the Nation-
ality Act of 1940, may be naturalized by
taking, prior to 1 year after the effec-
tive date of this act, before any.court
referred to in subsection (a) of section
310 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act or before any diplomatic or consular
officer of the United States abroad, the
oaths preseribed by section 337 of the
said act. From and after naturalization
under this act, the said Hideo Konya
shall have the same citizenship status as
that which existed immediately prior to
its loss.

“Sec. 3. Notwithstanding” and insert
“That notwithstanding,” and, on page
2, at the beginning of line 22, to change
the section number from “4"” to “2.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the joint resolution to be
read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time and passed.

The title was amended, so as to read:
“Joint resolution for the relief of Ed-
ward H. Turri and Mario Guifire.”

ADMISSION OF CERTAIN ALIENS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution (H. J. Res, 429) to fa-
cilitate the admission into the United
States of certain aliens, which had been
reported from the Committee on the Ju-
dicairy, with amendments, on page 2,
line 16, after the word “act”, to strike
out “the minor child,”, and, in line 18,
after the word “natural-born”, to insert
“minor".

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the joint resolution to be
read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time and passed.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIENS

The Senate proceeded to consider joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 435) for the relief
of certain aliens, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary with amendments, on page 1, at
the beginning of line 12, to strike out:

Sec. 2. The Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding or-
ders and warrants of deportation, warrants
of arrest, and bonds, which may have issued
in the cases of Joseph (Josip) Torbar, Lud-
milla Jungbauer, and Albert Charles Jolly.
From and after the date of the enactment
of this act, the sald persons shall not again
be subject to deportation by reason of the
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same facts upon which such deportation pro-
ceedings were commenced or any such war=-
rants and orders have issued: Provided, That
unless Ludmilla Jungbauer is entitled to care
under the Dependents’ Medical Care Act, a
suitable and proper bond or undertaking, ap-
proved by the Attorney General, be depos=
ited as prescribed by section 213 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, and the
provisions of this section of this act shall
be applicable in her case upon compliance
with such conditions and controls which the
Attorney General, after consultation with
the Surgeon General of the United States
Public Health Service, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, may deem necessary
to Impose.

And insert:

Sec. 2, The Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding or-
ders and warrants of deportation, warrant of
arrest, and bonds, which may have issued in
the case of Joseph (Josip) Torbar. From
and after the date of the enactment of this
act, the said Joseph (Josip) Torbar shall
not again be subject to deportation by rea-
son of the same facts upon which such
deportation proceedings were commenced or
any such warrants and orders have issued.

On page 3, line 5, after the word “act”,
to insert “Ludmilla Jungbauer”; and, in
line 16, after the word “available”, to
insert a colon and:

Provided, That unless Ludmilla Junghauer
1z entitled to care under the Dependents'
Medlical Care Act, a suitable and proper bond
or undertaking, approved by the Attorney
General, be deposited as prescribed by sec-
tion 213 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and the provisions of this section of this
act shall be applicable in her case upon com-
pliance with such conditions and controls
which the Attorney General, after con-
sultation with the Surgeon General of the
United States Public Health Service, De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
may deem necessary to impose.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the joint resolution to be
read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time and passed.

ADMISSION OF CERTAIN ALIENS
INTO THE UNITED STATES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
joint resolution (H. J. Res. 436) to facili-
tate the admission into the United
States of certain aliens, which had been
reported from the Committee on the
Judiciary, with amendments, on page 2,
at the beginning of line 1, to strike out:

8ec. 3. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 202 (¢) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, Carolyn Foster shall be held to
be chargeable to the quota of Great Britain:
Provided, That a suitable and proper bond
or undertaking, approved by the Attorney
General, be deposited as prescribed by section
213 of the said act.

And insert:

SEc. 3. In the administration of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, section 202 (c)
(1) shall not be applicable in connection with
the application for an immigrant visa by
Carolyn Foster: Provided, That a suitable
and proper bond or undertaking, approved
by the Attorney General, be deposited as
prescribed by section 213 of the said act.

After line 17, to strike out:
Sec. 5. For the purposes of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, Mrs. Toy Shee Moy
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(Choy Sen Yuct) shall be deemed to be a
nonguota immigrant.

At the beginning of line 21, to change
the section number from “6” to “5”; on
page 3, at the beginning of line 1, to strike
out:

Bec. 7. For the purposes of sections 101 (a)
(27) (A) and 205 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, the minor child, Javier Rojo
Barcena, shall be held and considered to be
the natural born alien child of William Bruce
Sutherland, a citizen of the United States.

At the beginning of line 6, to change
the section number from “8” to “6"”; at
the beginning of line 11, to change the
section number from “9” to ‘7”; and,
after line 15, to strike out:

Sec. 10, For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 2056 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, the minor child, Lillan
Magdalena Morris, shall be held and consid-
ered to be the natural-born alien child of
Robert W. Morris, a citizen of the United
States.

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the joint resolution to be
read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time and passed.

WAIVER OF CERTAIN PROVISIONS
OF THE IMMIGRATION AND NA-
TIONALITY ACT FOR CERTAIN
ALIENS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
“joint resolution (H. J. Res. 437) to waive
certain provisions of seec. 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in be-
half of certain aliens, which had been
reported from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, with amendments, on page 1,
after the enacting clause, to strike out:

That, notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (19) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Mrs. Maria Con-
cepcion Delgado Mendez, Pedro Diaz (Rami-
rez) and Adolphe C. Verheyn may be issued
visas and admitted to the United States for
permanent resldence if they are found to
be otherwise admissible under the provisions
of that act.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Filippo Vitale, Joseph Juda
Teuchberg, Eleonore Maria Elizabeth Rambo,
Rosario Pollina, Mirca Bruna Gesiotto Gor-
don, and Francesco DeMarco, may be issued
visas and admitted to the Unlted Statea
for permanent residence if they are found
to be otherwise admissible under the pro-
visions of that act.

Sec. 3. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (19) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Manuel Sanchez Miranda
may be issued a visa and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if he
is found to be otherwise admissible under
the provisions of that act.

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (18) and (17) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Ciro (Jerry)
Barile may be issued a visa and admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
if he is found to be otherwise admissible
under the provisions of that act.

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (12) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Marie Fratoni
Zimmerman may be issued a visa and ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence if she is found to be otherwise
admissible under the provisions of that act.

Sec. 6. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (6) of the Immigration and
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Nationality Act, Maria Domenica D'Angelo
Padovani may be issued a visa and admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence if she is found to be otherwise ad-
missible under the provisions of such act,
under such conditions and controls which
the Attorney General, after consultation
with the Surgeon General of the United
States Public Health Service, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare may deem
necessary to impose: Provided, That, unless
the beneficiary is entitled to care under the
Dependents’ Medical Care Act, a suitable and
proper bond or undertaking, approved by the
Attorney General, be deposited as prescribed
by section 213 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act.

And insert:

That, notwithstanding the provision of
Bection 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Joseph Juda Teuchberg may
be issued a visa and be admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if he
is found to be otherwise admissible under
the provisions of that act.

On page 3, at the beginning of line 186,
to change the section number from “7"
to “2”; at the beginning of line 24, to
change the section number from “8” to
*“3"”, and, in the same line, after the word
“the”, to strike out “provisions” and in-
sert “provision”; in line 25, after the
numeral “(4)”, to strike out “and (9)”;
on page 4, at the beginning of line 7, to
change the section number from “9” to
“47. at the beginning of line 15, to
change the section number from “10” to
“5:: on page 5, after line 16, to strike
out:

Bec. 11. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (10) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Colin Noyes Clinch Jones
may be issued a visa and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if he
is found to be otherwise admissible under
the provisions of that act.

And, at the beginning of line 22, to
change the section number from “12” to
“6."

The amendments were agreed to.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the joint resolution to be
read a third time.

The joint resolution was read the third
time and passed.

MARTHA A. CALVERT

The bill (S. 1249) for the relief of
Martha A. Calvert was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That Martha A, Calvert,
who lost United States citizenship under the
provisions of section 401 (e) of the Na-
tionality Act of 1940, may be naturalized by
taking, prior to 1 year after the date of the
enactment of this act, before any court re-
ferred to in subsection (a) of section 310 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act or be-
fore any diplomatic or consular officer of the
United States abroad, an oath as prescribed
by section 337 of such act. From and after
naturalization wunder this act, the s=said
Martha A. Calvert shall have the same citi=-
zenship status as that which existed imme-
diately prior to its loss.

BELA KTRALY—BILL RECOMMITTED

The bill (S. 1942) for the relief of Bela
Kiraly was announced as next in order.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
January 27, 1958, the bill, 8. 1942, was
reported favorably by the Committee on
the Judiciary and was placed on the
Senate Calendar., Subsequent to that
actlon, information was received which
requires further investigation by the
committee.

I ask unanimous consent that the hill,
S. 1942, be recommitted to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the bill will be recommitted to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

NORMA JOSEPHINE HODGES
DOWD

The bill (S. 1943) for the relief of
Norma Josephine Hodges Dowd was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Norma Josephine Hodges Dowd shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment of
this act, upon payment of the required visa
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such allen as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper guota-control officer to deduct one
number from the appropriate quota for the
first year that such quota is available.

MARIA VAN ARENDONEK

The bill (S. 1961) for the relief of
Maria Van Arendonk was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Maria Van Arendonk shall be held and con-
sgidered to have been lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon payment of the required visa fee.
Upon the granting of permanent residence to
such alien as provided for in this act, the
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.

ELIZABETH BIRO

The bill (S. 2060) for the relief of
Elizabeth Biro was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor
child, Elizabeth Biro, shall be held and con-
sidered to be the natural-born alien child
of Mr. and Mrs. Mancill E. Clayton, citizens
of the United States.

MARIE ETHEL PAVLOVITCH AND
HER DAUGHTER, DOLLY HESTER
PAVLOVITCH
The bill (S. 2064) for the relief of

Marie Ethel Pavlovitch and her daugh-

ter, Dolly Hester Pavlovitch, was con-
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sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, efe., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Marie Ethel Pavlovitch and her daughter,
Dolly Hester Pavlovitch, shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence as of the date of the enactment of
this act, upon payment of the required visa
fees. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such aliens as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota-control officer to deduct the
required numbers from the appropriate quota
or quotas for the first year that such quota
or quotas are available.

CHONG S0OOK RHEE

The bill (8. 2147) for the relief of
Chong Sook Rhee was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor
child, Chong Sook Rhee, shall be held and
considered to be the natural-born alien child
of Stanley F. Wilson, a citizen of the United
States.

GENEVIEVE M. SCOTT BELL

The bill (S. 2301) for the relief of
Genevieve M. Scott Bell was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of section 301 (a) (7) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 236) , Genevieve
M. Scott Bell, daughter of Albert W. Scott,
a retired member of the Foreign Service of
the United States, and Mrs. Bcott, shall be
held and considered to have been residing
in the United States during all the time she
was residing abroad with her parents when
her father was serving on active duty in the
Forelgn Service of the United States.

HOVHANNES H. HAIDOSTIAN

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 1578) for the relief of Hovhannes
H. Haidostian, which had been reported
from the Commititee on the Judiciary,
with an amendment, to strike out all
after the enacting clause and insert:

That, for the purposes of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, Hovhannes H. Haidos-
tian shall be held and considered to have
been lawfully admitted to the United States
for permanent residence as of the date of
the enactment of this act, upon payment
of the required visa fee. TUpon the granting
of permanent residence to such alien as pro-
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control officer
to deduct one number from the appropriate
gquota for the first year that such is avallable.

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

EVA LICHTFUSS
The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2087) for the relief of Eva Licht-
fuss, which had been reported from the
Committee on the Judiciary, with an
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amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That, for the purposes of sections 203 (a)
(3) and 205 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act, and section 5 of Public Law 316,
85th Congress, Eva Lichtfuss shall be held
and considered to be the minor alien child
of Mr. and Mrs. Johann Lichtfuss, lawful per-
manent residents of the United States.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

LUZ POBLETE AND ROBERT POBLETE
EROADDUS, JR.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2256) for the relief of Luz Pob-
lete and Robert Poblete Broaddus, Jr.,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, with an amend-
ment, on page 2, line 3, after the word
“occur”, to strike out “within 3 months
after the entry of the said Luz Poblete,
the said Luz Poblete and her minor child,
Robert Poblete Broaddus, Jr., shall be re-
quired to depart from the United States
and upon failure to do so shall be de-
ported in accordance with the provisions
of the Immigration and Nationality Act.
In the event that the marriage between
the above-named persons shall occur
within 3 months after the entry of the
said Luz Poblete, the Attorney General
is authorized and directed to record the
lawful admission for permanent resi-
dence of the said Luz Poblete as of the
date of the payment by her of the re-
quired visa fee” and insert “within 3
months after the entry of the said Luz
Poblete and her minor child, Robert Pob-
lete Broaddus, Jr., they shall be required
to depart from the United States and
upon failure to do so shall be deported
in accordance with the provisions of sec-
tions 242 and 243 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act. In the event that the
marriage between the above-named per-
sons shall occur within 3 months after
the entry of the said Luz Poblete and her
minor child, Robert Poblete Broaddus,
Jr., the Attorney General is authorized
and directed to record the lawful admis-
sion for permanent residence of the said
Luz Poblete and her minor child, Robert
Poblete Broaddus, Jr., as of the date of
the payment by them of the required
visa fees,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted ete., That, in the administra=-
tion of the Immigration and Natlonality Act,
Luz Poblete, the fiancée of Robert L. Broad-
dus, a citizen of the United States, and her
minor child, Robert Poblete Broaddus, Jr.,
shall be eligible for visas as nonimmigrant
temporary visitors for a period of 3 months,
if the administrative authorities find (1)
that the sald Luz Poblete is coming to the
United States with a bona fide intention of
being married to the said Robert L. Broad-
dus and (2) that they are otherwise admis-
sible under the Immigratlon and Nation-
ality Act. In the event the marriage between
the above-named persons does not occur
within 3 months after the entry of the said
Luz Poblete and her minor child, Robert

Poblete Broaddus, Jr., they shall be required
to depart from the United States and upon
failure to do so shall be deported in ac-
cordance with the provisions of sections 242
and 243 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act. In the event that the marriage between
the above-named persons shall occur within
3 months after the entry of the said Luz
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Poblete and her minor child, Robert Poblete
Broaddus, Jr., the Attorney General is auth~
orized and directed to record the lawful ad-
mission for permanent residence of the said
Luz Poblete and her minor child, Robert
Poblete Broaddus, Jr., as of the date of the
payment by them of the required visa fees.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

LUCY HEDWIG SCHULTZ

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2346) for the relief of Lucy Hed-
wig Schultz, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary,
with an amendment to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That, for the purposes of section 203 (a)
(3) and 205 of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act, Lucy Hedwig Schultz shall be held
and considered to be the minor alien child
of Artur Schultz, a lawful permanent resi-
dent of the United States.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

BARBARA HOLLINGER

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 1979) for the relief of Barbara
Hollinger, which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary, with
amendments, on page 1, line 7, after the
word “residence”, to insert “if she is
found to be otherwise admissible under
the provisions of that act”, and, on page
2, line 4, after the word “act”, to insert a
colon and “And provided further, That
this exemption shall apply only to a
ground for execlusion of which the De-
partment of State or the Department of
Justice has knowledge prior to the enact-
ment of this act.”, so as to make the bill
read:

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 212 (a) (6) of the
Immigration and Natlonality Act, Barbara
Hollinger may, if found to be otherwise ad-
missible under the provisions of that act, be
issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent residence if she is found
to be otherwise admissible under the pro-
visions of that act under such conditions
and controls as the Attorney General, after
consultation with the Surgeon General of the
United States Public Health Service, Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, may
deem necessary to impose: Provided, That
sultable and proper bond or undertakings,
approved by the Attorney General, be de-
posited as prescribed by section 213 of the
said act: And provided further, That this ex-
emption shall apply only to a ground for
exclusion of which the Department of State
or the Department of Justice has knowledge
prior to the enactment of this act.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

JOSEF WINTER

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 2187) for the relief of Josef
Winter, which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary, with
amendments on page 1, line 6, after the
word “act”, to insert “be issued a visa
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and”, and, in line 10, after tha word
“States”, to insert “Public Health Serv=-
ice, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare,”, so as to make the bill
read:

Be it enacted etc., That notwithstanding
the provisions of paragraph (6) of section
212 (a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, Josef Winter may, if he is found to be
otherwise admissible under the provisions of
such act, be issued a visa and be admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence, under such conditions and controls
as the Attorney General, after consultation
with the Surgeon General of the United
States Public Health Service, Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, deems nec-
essary to impose. A suitable or proper bond
or undertaking, approved by the Attorney
General, shall be given by or on behalf of
the sald Josef Winter in the same manner
and subject to the same conditions as bonds
or undertakings given under section 213 of
such act. This act shall apply only to
grounds for exclusion under paragraph (6)
of section 212 (a) of such act known to the
Secretary of State or the Attorney General
prior to the date of the enactment of this
act.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

ANNADORE E. D. HAUBOLD

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2196) for the relief of Annadore
E. D. Haubold, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary,
with amendments, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That, in the administration of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Annadore E. D.
Haubold and Cynthia Edna Haubold, the
flancée and minor child of Sfc. George H.
Posey, a citizen of the United States, shall
be eligible for visas as nonimmigrant tem-
porary visitors for a period of 3 months:
Provided, That the administrative authori-
tles find that the sald Annadore E. D. Hau-
bold is coming to the United States with a
bona fide intention of being married to the
sald Sfc. George H. Posey and that they
are found otherwise admissible under the
provisions of that act, except that section
212 (a) (9) of that act shall not be appli~
cable in the case of the sald Annadore E. D.
Haubold: And provided further, That this
exemption shall apply only to grounds for
exclusion of which the Department of State
or the Department of Justice had knowledge
prior to the enactment of this act. In the
event the marriage between the above-
named persons does not occur within 3
months after the entry of the sald Annadore
E. D. Haubold and their minor -child,
Cynthia Edna Haubold, they shall be re-
quired to depart from the United States and
upon failure to do so shall be deported in
accordance with the provisions of sections
242 and 243 of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act. In the event that the mar-
riage between the above-named persons shall
occur within 8 months after the entry of
the said Annadore E. D. Haubold and her
minor child, Cynthia Edna Haubold, the At-
torney General is authorized and directed
to record the lawful admission for perma-
nent residence of the sald Annadore E. D.
Haubold and her minor child, Cynthia Edna
Haubold, as of the payment by them of the
required visa fees,

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.
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'The title was amended, so as to read:
“A bill for the relief of Annadore E. D.
Haubold and Cynthia Edna Haubold.”

COMMEMORATION OF THE FIRST
FLIGHT OF AN AIRPLANE ON AN
ARMY INSTALLATION

The bill (H. R. 6078) to provide for the
erection of suitable markers at Fort
Myer, Va., to commemorate the first
flight of an airplane on an Army instal-
lation, and for other purposes, was an-
nounced as next in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands the bill just an-
nounced is the unfinished business. Is
there objection to the present considera-
tion of the bill?

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

BILL AND RESOLUTION PASSED
OVER

The bill (H. R. 5809) to authorize con=
struction of a U. 8. 8. Arizona memorial
at Pearl Harbor, was announced as next
in order.

Mr. TALMADGE. Over, Mr. Presi-
dent, by request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be passed over.

The resolution (S. Res. 253) authoriz-
ing the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare to employ certain temporary
staff members and assistants, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. CLARK. Over, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The
resolution will be passed over.

JOHN J. GRIFFIN

The bill (8. 2166) for the relief of
John J. Griffin was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
Labor is authorized and directed (1) to con-
sider any claim filed within 60 days after
the date of enactment of this act by John J.
Griffin, of Charlestown, Mass., for compen-
sation under section 5 (a) (21) of the Fed-
eral Employees’ Compensation Act for facial
disfigurement resulting from an inj Bsus=
tained by him on August 15, 1941, while he
was employed by the Department of the
Navy as a laborer in the Boston Navy Yard,
Boston, Mass.; and (2) to award to the said
John J. Grifin any compensation to which
he would have been entitled had he elected
to make application for such compensation
within the time provided therefor in section
803 (d) (1) of the Federal Employees’
Compensation Act Amendments of 1949,

LEONARD C. FINK

The bill (S. 2132) for the relief of
Leonard C. Fink was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That notwithstanding
the provisions of the act entitled “An act
providing for the barring of claims against
the United States,” approved October 9, 1040
(64 Stat. 1061), the Secretary of the Treas-
ury is authorized and directed to pay, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, to Leonard C. Fink, of Ken-
mare, N, Dak., the sum of $125, representing
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the amount the United States Army failed
to withhold from his Army pay for class E
family allotment payments made to his
parents from January 1944 through May
1944, which amount the said Leonard C.
Fink paid on September 29, 1944, after such
amount had previously been collected from
his parents by the Department of the Army:
Provided, That no part of the amount ap-
propriated in this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be pald or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered In connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

KARL L. LARSON
The bill (H. R. 1392) for the relief of
Karl L. Larson was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

ALFRED HANZAL
The bill (H. R. 1495) for the relief of
Alfred Hanzal was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

LT. PERCY HAMILTON HEBERT

The bill (H. R. 1638) for the relief of
Lt. Percy Hamilton Hebert was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

DR. ROYAL W. WILLITAMS
The bill (H. R. 1792) for the relief of
Dr. Royal W. Williams was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

WILLIAM F. KEMPE
The bill (H. R. 2705) for the relief of
William F. Kempe was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

MADELEINE A. WORK
The bill (H. R. 5161) for the relief of
Madeleine A. Work wac considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

COL. JACK C. JEFFREY
The bill (H. R. 6069) for the relief of
Col. Jack C. Jeffrey was considered, or-
dered to & third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

ESTATE OF ISA HAJIME
The bill (H. R. 7200) for the relief of
the estate of Isa Hajime was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

ANTON NYERGES

The bill (H. R. 7591) for the relief of
Anton Nyerges was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.
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MARGIE C. STEWART

The bill (H. R. 8038) for the relief of
Margie C. Stewart was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

HENRY M. LEDNICKY

The bill (H. R. 8618) for the relief of
Henry M. Lednicky was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

LLOYD C. KING

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 1657) for the relief of Lloyd C.
King, which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary with an
amendment on page 1, line 6, after the
word “of,” where it appears the first
time, to strike out “$2,768” and insert
“$1,000”, so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted ete, That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Lloyd C. King,
of East Braintree, Mass., the sum of
$1,000. The payment of such sum shall be
in full satisfaction of all clalms of the said
Lloyd C. King against the United States for
compensation for personal injuries and loss
of earnings sustained by him, and reim-
bursement of hospital, medical, and other
expenses incurred by him, as a result of his
being struck by a United States Navy vehicle
in Boston, Mass., on March 18, 1949: Pro-
vided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated In this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be pald or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered In connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

MRS. MARGOT M. DRAUGHON

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H. R. 1692) for the relief of Mrs.
Margot M. Draughon, which had been
reported from the Committee on the
Judiciary with an amendment on page 1,
line 3, after the name “Draughon”, to
insert “of Denver, Colorado.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

RALPH H. WEEKS

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H. R. 2901) for the relief of Ralph
H. Weeks, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary
with an amendment on page 2, line 2,
after the word “Act”, to strike out “in
excess of 10 per centum thereof”.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.
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LESLIE A. BATDORF

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H. R. 4541) for the relief of Leslie
A. Batdorf, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary
with an amendment on page 1, line 10,
after the word “aet,” to strike out “in
excess of 10 percent thereof.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

FOREST H. BYROADE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H. R. 5163) for the relief of Forest
H. Byroade, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary
with an amendment on page 2, line 5,
after the word “aect”, to strike out “in
excess of 10 percent thereof.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

CHAMBERLAIN WATER CO.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 228) for the relief of the Cham-
berlain Water Co., Chamberlain, S.
Dak., which had been reported from the
Committee on the Judiciary with
amendments on page 1, line 8, after the
word “of,” to strike out “$4,066.40” and
insert “$3,116.40,” and, on page 2, line 2,
after the word “project,” to insert a
colon and “Provided, That no part of the
amount appropriated in this Act shall be
paid or delivered to or received by any
agent or attorney on account of services
rendered in connection with this claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. Any person violating the provi-
sions of this act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceegjng $1,000.”, so as to make the bill .
read:

Be it enacted ete., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to the Chamberlain
Water Co., of Chamberlain, 8. Dak. (doing
business as the Pepsi-Cola Bottling Co., of
Chamberlain, 8. Dak.), the sum of $3,116.40,
representing expenses necessarily incurred
by such company in moving to a new loca=
tion after the acquisition on May 15, 1952,
of the land and buildings formerly occupied
by such company, by the United States for
use in connection with the Fort Randall
Dam and Reservolr project: Provided, That
no part of the amount appropriated in this
act shall be paid or delivered to or received
by any agent or attorney on account of serv=
ices rendered in connection with this claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any con-
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any
person violating the provisions of this act
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The amendments were agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,

and passed.
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GEORGE AND EMMA CLIFFORD

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S.2004) for the relief of George
and Emma Clifford, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary with amendments on page 1, line
5, affer the word “of”, to strike out
“$3,500” and insert *“$2,350”, and, on
page 2, line 3, after the word “act”, to
strike out “in excess of 10 per centum
thereof”, so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted etfc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, the sum of §2,350
1o George and Emma Clifford, of Pine
Ridge, S. Dak. The payment of such sum
shall be in full satisfaction of the claims
of the said George and Emma Clifford for
damages suffered by them in 1942 when
they were forced to move from their home
and forced to move their place of business
as a result of the taking by the United
States Army, for use as an aerlal gunnery
range, the land upon which their home and
business were located: Provided, That no
part of the amount appropriated in this
Act shall be paid or delivered to or received
by any agent or attorney on account of serv-
ices rendered in connection with this claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any con-
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any
person violating the provisions of this act
shall be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

TRADE-IN OF OLD VESSELS

The bill (H. R. 3210) to amend section
510 (a) (1) of the Merchant Marine Act,
1936, as amended, to accelerate the
trade-in of old vessels with replacement
by modern vessels was announced as
next in order.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, may
we have an explanation of the bill,
please?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the distinguished
Senator from Washington [Mr. MacG-

A nuson] is prepared to give an explana-
tion of the bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, this
is a bill which would extend the author-
ity which is currently in the hands of the
Maritime Administration, which would
expire June 30, to accept as a trade-in
vessels considered technically obsolete if
they are 12 years old or older.

If the bill is not passed, all vessels will
have to be in service for 20 years in
order to be considered obsolete for the
%urposes of trade-in for new construc-

on,

The real reason behind the bill is that
there will not be much involved with re-
gard to the 12-year obsolescence, but
most of our shipping was built during a
5-year period and we are running into
what we call block obsoclescence of the
fleet. Passage of the bill would give the
Maritime Administration an opportuni-
iy to phase in the new construction over
a period of years, which would provide
a better and more sensible way to keep
the fleet in shape, coincident with
the shiphuilding program. There is not
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much aetivity in the shipbuilding pro-
gram now.

The bill would merely extend the au-
thority which the Maritime Adminis-
tration has had, because most of our
merchant marine fleet was built, as I
stated, during a b5-year period. This
would allow, within the discretion grant-
ed, the vessel to be declared technically
obsolete—which many of the vessels
really are—in the period between the 12
years and 20 years.

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

Mr, MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. It is the understand-
ing of the Senator from Nebraska that
the bill provides for an extension of sim-
ilar legislation. Is that understanding
correct?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; that is cor-
reet.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the third reading and
passage of the bill.

The bill (H. R. 3210) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

APPOINTMENT OF CADETS IN THE
MERCHANT MARINE

The bill (H. R. 7252) to amend section
216 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act,
1936, as amended, to provide for ap=-
pointments of cadets from the District
of Columbia, Guam, American Samoa,
Virgin Islands, and the Canal Zone was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

MAUD CLAER WAHL

The bill (S, 1062) for the relief of
Maud Claer Wahl was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Maud Claer Wahl shall be held and consid-
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as
of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon payment of the required visa fee.
Upon the granting of permanent residence to
such alien as provided for in this act, the
Secretary of State shall instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such gquota is avallable.

CONSTANTINOS N. ALIVANTISTOS

The bill (S. 1999) for the relief of Con-
stantinos N. Alivantistos was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Con-
stantinos N. Alivantistos shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent residence
as of the date of the enactment of this act,
upon payment of the required visa fee. Upon
the granting of permranent residence to such
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alien as provided for in this act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota-
control officer to deduct one number from
the appropriate quota for the first year that
such quota is available.

MANLEY FRANCIS BURTON

The bill (S. 2251) for the relief of
Manley Francis Burton was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

EBe it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of sections 101 (a) (27) (A) and 205 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, the minor
child, Manley Francis Burton, shall be held
and considered to be the natural-born alien
child of Edwin P. Burton and Esther Phil-
potts Burton, citizens of the United States.

MARIO LAZZAROTTO

The bill (S. 2274) for the relief of
Mario Lazzarotto was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

Be it enacted, etec., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Mario Lazzarotto shall be held and consid-
ered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this act, upon
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
alien as provided for in this act, the Secretary
of State shall instruct the proper guota-
control officer to deduct one number from
the appropriate quota for the first year that
such quota is available.

MARIA H. AGUAS AND BUENA M.
CASTRO

The bill (S. 2503) for the relief of
Maria H. Aguas and Buena M. Castro,
was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc,, That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Maria H. Aguas and Buena M. Castro shall
be held and considered to have been law-
fully admitted to the United States for per-
manent residence as of the date of the en-
actment of this act upon payment of the
required visa fees. Upon the granting of
permanent residence to such allens as pro-
vided for in this act, the Secretary of State
shall instruct the proper quota-control offi-
cer to deduct the required numbers from the
appropriate quota or quotas for the first year
that such quota or quotas are available.

MOY TONG POY

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 2245) for the relief of Moy Tong
Poy, which had been reported from the
Committee on the Judiciary with an
amendment to strike out all after the en-
acting clause and insert:

That, in the administration of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Moy Tong Poy
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the en-
actment of this act upon payment of the re-
quired visa fee: Provided, That a suiltable
and proper bond or undertaking, approved by
the Attorney General, be deposited as pre=-
scribed by section 213 of the said act.

The amendment was agreed to.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
. and passed.

CARLOS OLMOS CHANG AND HIS
WIFE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 2430) for the relief of Carlos
Olmos Chang and his wife, Maria Luisa
Chin de Chang, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary
with an amendment to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That, in the administration of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, sections 201 (a)
and 202 (b) shall be held not to be appli-
cable In the cases of Carlos Olmos Chang and
his wife, Maria Lulsa Chin de Chang.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

ARMAS EDWIN JANSSON

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 2168) for the relief of Armas Ed-
win Jansson, which had been reported
from the Committee on the Judiciary
with an amendment in line 4, after the
word “Aect”, to strike out “Armas Edwin
Jansson"” and insert “Armas Edvin Jans-
son-Viik”, so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Armas Edvin Jansson-Viik shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence as of the date of the enactment of
this act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

The title was amended so as to read
“A bill for the relief of Armas Edvin
Jansson-Viik.,”

INCREASE IN LENDING AUTHORITY
OF THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK
OF WASHINGTON—BILL PASSED
OVER

The bill (S. 3149) to increase the lend-
ing authority of the Export-Import Bank
of Washington, and for other purposes,
was announced as next in order.

Mr. CLARK. Over, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be passed over.

RENAMING OF STRAWN DAM AND
RESERVOIR PROJECT, KANSAS
The bill (H. R. 3770) to rename the

Strawn Dam and Reservoir project, Kan-

sas, was considered, ordered to a third

reading, read the third time, and passed.

RENAMING OF TUSCALOOSA LOCK
AND DAM, ALABAMA

The bill (H. R. 6660) to provide that
the lock and dam referred to as the Tus-
caloosa lock and dam on the Black
‘Warrior River, Ala., shall hereafter be
known and designated as the William
Bacon Oliver lock and dam, was con-
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sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate concludes its business today it
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock
noon on Monday next.

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

ADDITIONAL STAFF MEMBERS FOR
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUB-
LIC WELFARE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Resolution 253.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be stated by title.

The CHier CLERK. A resolution (S.
Res. 253) authorizing the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare to employ cer-
tain temporary staff members and as-
sistants.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration with
an amendment, in line 2, after the word
“from”, to strike out “March 1” and in-
sert “February 1”, so as to make the reso-
lution read:

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare is authorized, from Feb-
ruary 1, 1958, through January 31, 1959, to
employ four additional professional staff
members and two additional clerical assist-
ants, to be paid from the contingent fund of
the Senate at rates of compensation to be
fixed by the chairman in accordance with
section 202 (e), as amended, of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, and the pro=-
visions of Public Law 4, 80th Congress, ap-
proved February 19, 1947, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

SUPPLEMENTARY MILITARY CON-
' STRUCTION AUTHORIZATION
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of the conference report on H. R.
9739, to authorize the Secretary of the
Air Force to establish and develop certain
installations for the national security,
and to confer certain authority on the
Secretary of Defense, and for other pur-
poses,
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The papers and report aré now at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMire in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Mississippi.

The motion was agreed to and the
Senate proceeded to consider the con-
ference report.

(For conference report, see House pro=-
ceedings of February 6, 1958, pp. 1853—
1855, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

Mr. STENNIS. I assume that the
matter has been cleared with the leader-
ship on both sides.

Mr. ENOWLAND. We have no objec-
tion to taking up the conference report.
The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Case]l, who is on the floor, wished to be
present when the report was taken up.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, at page
1728 of the REcorp for yesterday I made
a brief report on the substantive changes
agreed to by the Senate conferees, which
are reflected in the present form of the
bill and the present form of the report.
I do not believe it is necessary for me to
repeat those remarks now. I see the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. CasE]
in the Chamber. He is one of the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, so far as I know, there is no con-
troversy on the conference report. The
statement which the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi placed in the
REcoRrD yesterday makes it clear, I be-
lieve, that in the compromise language
adopted by the conferees a basis was es-
tablished under which the Secretary of
Defense could proceed with the respon-
sibilities he has within the Department
for the development of missile systems
and weapons systems, and, for a period
of 1 year, to carry on such projects as
might be assigned to him by the Presi-
dent of the United States for research
in outer space.

The action which the Senate took
earlier this afternoon in passing a joint
resolution to create a special committee
which would have jurisdiction over bills
which either will be introduced in the
Senate or will come over to the Senate
from the House of Representatives, when
they deal with matters of this sort, indi-
cates, I think, the concurrence of the
Senate in the spirit of the action of the
conferees. -

We have passed no permanent legis-
lation dealing with space projects. We
have, however, provided a method of op-
eration under which the Secretary of De-
fense can meet his responsibilities, and
he can go forward to meet whatever
challenges present themselves in the
mind of the President at this time.

Mr. STENNIS. There was absolute
unanimity among all the conferees. No
interpretation of the language agreed
upon could mean that we were agreeing
to establish any additional agency hav-
ing power over space projects or space
developments.

As the Senator from South Dakota has
pointed ouf, this is a temporary matter.
It will not interrupt anything which is in
progress. Certain powers were granted
for a period of 1 year.
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Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Because of the im-
portance of this matter, I have joined
with the distinguished majority leader
and with other Senators on both sides of
the aisle in sponsoring and approving the
joint resolution which was passed, with
one dissenting vote, today. The resolu-
tion would set up a special committee to
study permanent legislation relating to
outer space questions, and to prevent a
problem from arising whereby jurisdic-
tional disputes might arise between
committees and thus impair, ultimately,
the passage of legislation on this subject.

None of us at this time can tell what
the ultimate judgment of Congress may
be or what legislation finally will be en-
acted and signed into law. As I under-
stand, however, there is no question that
at the present time the work will be car-
ried on in the Department of Defense, so
that there will not be a hiatus and a
stoppage of work, development, and
progress in this field.

There is nothing in the CoONGRESSIONAL
ReEecorp or in Congressional intent which
would in any way impair the progress of
this country in that field. Am I correct?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
California is eminently correct. What he
says applies to all military weapons. In
addition to the authority granted in the
field of what might be called military
weapons, express authority is granted
under the various terms of the act in
the following words:

For a period of 1 year from the effective
date of this act, the Secretary of Defense or
his designee is further authorized to engage
in such advanced space projects as may be
designated by the President.

This leaves the field wide open for the
President and the Secretary of Defense
or their designees.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator from
Mississippi may recall that the develop-
ment of the atomic program was on a
crash basis during the period of World
War II, and was placed in the hands of
the Army, under the direct supervision
of the Army engineers. Gen. Leslie
Groves was in charge of the Manhattan
project. When the war ended, Congress
considered the matter and appointed a
committee to study it further.

I do not believe the Senator was here
at the beginning of that discussion, but
he may recall, from his reading of the
newspapers, what occurred at that time.
I am sure other Senators will recall that
discussion.

In the judgment of Congress, the
matter of atomic energy was placed in
a civilian agency, the Atomic Energy
Commission. But even when that was
done, the defense aspects of atomic en-
ergy were coordinated, of necessity, very
closely with the Department of Defense;
and, of necessity, the Department of De-
fense always will be interested in this
problem because of the impact which
atomic energy has on the defense of our
Nation.

I assume that even though the civilian
aspects of outer space may properly be
placed elsewhere, the Department of De-
fense will not be foreclosed from a con-=
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sideration of those matters which relate
to the defense needs of the Nation.

Mr. STENNIS. I agree with the senti-
ments expressed by the Senator from
California and with his conclusions rela-
tive to the development of the subject
matter under consideration.

Mr. President, after the conference
report shall be agreed to, I will have an
additional observation to make about
the title.

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

The report was agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
agreement made by the Senate conferees
did not make it necessary further to
amend the title as the House bill was
passed. Therefore, I move that the Sen-
ate now recede from its amendment to
the title.

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nomination on the
Executive Calendar.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Royce Aller Hardy, Jr., of Ne-
vada, to be an Assistant Secretary of the
Interior.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask that the
President be immediately notified of the
confirmation of the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President will be notified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

Mr. KNOWLAND.
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMIRE in the chair). Without ob-
Jjection, it is so ordered.

I suggest the ab-

THE VITAL ROLE OF SECRETARY OF
STATE DULLES IN PRESERVING
WORLD PEACE
Mr., BRIDGES., Mr. President, there

is rising in this country and in the

world a clamor for a summit confer-
ence. This situation today is very like
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that of the spring and summer of 1955,
which culminated in a heads of govern-
ment meeting in Geneva.

In those days, President Eisenhower
repeatedly cautioned against the pitfalls
inherent in meetings with the Commu-
nists. Time and again he emphasized
that what was needed was not more
conversations but Soviet demonstrations
of their professed desire for peace.

Nevertheless, the hue and cry for a
summit meeting, aided by Communist
propaganda, continued to mount. Pres-
ident Eisenhower agreed to meet, so as
to leave no stone unturned in the effort
to settle international disputes.

Those too impatient to wait for So-
viet demonstrations of peaceful intent
were loudest in their demands for a
summit meeting.

The meeting was held. Understand-
ings were arrived at—which the Rus-
sians did not honor. And those who
urged most strongly for the meeting
were the first to paint a label of failure
on the Geneva conference.

Today, pressures are building up in an
identical manner for a summit meet-
ing—without waiting for the preliminary
steps which President Eisenhower, Sec-
retary of State Dulles, and our allies
have agreed upon.

The Russians are engaged in another
intensive campaign to have us once
again abandon our prerequisites. The
Soviets refuse to permit a meeting of
foreign ministers, because they dislike
dealing with Mr. Dulles—the man who
was appointed by the President, with the
concurrence of the Senate, to represent
%h; United States in international af-

airs.

Mr. President, I am unwilling to sur-
render the selection of our Secretary of
State to Bulganin and Khrushchev.

Likewise, I am unwilling to bypass the
procedures laying the proper ground-
work for a summit meeting. I strongly
support Mr. Eisenhower and Mr. Dulles
in their insistence on adequate prepara-
tion and agreement at working diplo-
matic levels before the heads of govern-
ment meet in conference.

For this firm resolve, however, this
administration is called inflexible and
unimaginative. From all sides there are
assaults from those who demand an im-
mediate meeting at the summit,

Mr. President, the word appeasement
went out of favor with Munich. Today,
instead of appeasement, the ery is for
flexibility and imagination. Our Sec-
retary of State is accused of inflexibility,
because he insists upon peace with
honor, rather than peace at any price;
because he insists upon workable agree-
ments, rather than meaningless scraps
of paper.

Our Secretary of State is accused of
lack of imagination, because he insists
on safeguards that will protect this Na~
tion’s survival, and because he refuses
to be caught in any Russian beartraps.

The critics of our foreign policy who
cry most loudly for imagination and
flexibility on our part, make no such de-
mands on the Russians. It does not
trouble them that Bulganin continues
writing the same tedious letters, propos-
ing the same stale plans, and reiterating

|_
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the same terms and conditions—all of
which, if we agreed to them, would
spell the surrender of the Free World.

Mr. Khrushechey is ealling for another
Teheran, another Yalta, another Pots-
dam, another Geneva. What a dreary
round of memories those names evoke.
I think it is fair to say that United
States interests have been advanced very
little in any negotiation with the Soviet
Union—whether at the summit or in the
valleys. Mr. Khrushchev has chosen to
be inflexible and rigid about his desire
for a meeting with President Eisen-
hower. We may ask why his persistence?
Does he need a diplomatic victory for
purposes of domestic consumption? Is
the situation in the satellites growing
more difficult? Does he need the reas-
surance of a friendly meeting with the
President of the United States in his own
troubled domain? We know that
Khrushchev made good propaganda use
of the photographs showing him in smil-
ing conversation with the President at
Geneva. He made good use of these in
the uncommitted countries of Asia and
Africa. Is this all that he seeks to gain,
or are there more sinister motivations?

If Mr. Khrushchev seriously wishes to
allay tension and to arrive at accom-
modation with the Western Powers, no
lack of diplomatic machinery stands in
his way. Never before in human his-
tory has communication been so easy
between governments. The resources of
diplomacy are various.

If Khrushchev were in good faith, he
could carry on serious exploratory con-
versations at the ambassadorial level and
through a foreign ministers conference,
to the end that when the supreme states-
men foregather, they have at least some
solid ground upon which they agree. But
no. Mr. Ehrushchev is quite arbitrary,
The letter of his current Prime Minister,
dated February 3, rejected the proposal
for a foreign ministers conference in
terms little short of insultin— Seldom,
if ever, has a chief of government dared
so to reflect upon the foreign minister of
the government he is addressing,

Bulganin's references to Mr. Dulles
suggest a certain impatience on Mr,
Khrushchev's part. Perhaps he wishes
he could summon his Presidium and ban-
ish Mr. Dulles to Outer Mongolia, as he
did his own foreign minister. It must be
a source of considerable annoyance that
the ruthless Mr. Ehrushehev cannot dis-
pose of his opponents in America as
readily as he can in his own country.
And all this is not merely bad manners,
nor is Bulganin’s resentment of Dulles
merely a matter of pique. The Kremlin's
intent is much more devious. Mr. Ehru-
shehev was supplying the leftwing parties
of our allies and certain partisans in our
own country with new ammunition to
weaken the authority and determina-
tion of Mr. Dulles. The purpose was
again to present Mr. Dulles as the ob-
stacle to peace.

There is no mystery about Mr. Dulles’
reluctance to deal with the Kremlin’'s
rulers. It is a common principle of hu-
man relations that men are wary of
those who prove unreliable.

Time and time again we have found
that we cannot rely upon any promises
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by the Communists which depend merely
upon future good faith. It took 2 years
and 575 meetings to negotiate the agree-
ment which ended the Korean fighting.
Then the Communists soon violated
many of the armistice provisions. They
kept only the provisions which served
their interest.

We had a similar experience in nego-
tiating for the Austrian treaty. That
took some 400 meetings and 8 years to
negotiate. Three years were required
to get an agreement for the International
Atomie Energy Agency. Our recent cul-
tural treaty with Russia required talks
extending over 215 years. Our efforts to
get the release of American captives in
China have been going on for over 2
years, and the agreement we had is not
yet completely honored.

In the past quarter century, the Soviet
Union has violated 50 out of 52 agree-
ments with nations of the world.

Our own Nation's experience bears out
the same dismal story. According to the
January 17, 1958, issue of the U. S. News &
World Report, three American Presidents
traveled 40,454 miles and spent 36 days
talking with Soviet Premiers. Six Ameri-
can Secretaries of State have traveled
113,268 miles and spent 426 days talking
with Soviet Foreign Ministers.

The sum total result of these efforts is
that after 19 top-level conferences, 40
agreements were made, and only 3 agree-
ments were kept by the Soviet Govern-
ment.

In the light of this experience, Mr.
Dulles, in my judgment, is well advised to
use care before entering upon new nego-
tiations. If he did not learn from this
experience, we would have real cause to
doubt his intelligence.

I have not always agreed with Mr.
Dulles in the past, and I may not always
agree with him in the future. But I be-
lieve he has represented American inter-
est with distinction and conviction. He
is the chief protagonist of the West
against Khrushchev and the Russian im-
perium. His defeat would be considered
a signal victory by world communism.
In striking at Mr. Dulles, Khrushchev
seeks to remove the most principled and
resolved statesman of the West. This
would be an unthinkable calamity.

President Eisenhower and Mr. Dulles,
as spokesmen for the United States, are
the principal voices upholding human
freedom and liberty against Soviet lead-
ership that is the literal embodiment of
human slavery.

Other free governments have joined us
in collective alliances to resist Commu-
nist encroachment. It is a cardinal
plank in the Communist program to dis-
solve these alliances and divide the Free
World.

If the free states are not to be undone
by the skilled maneuverings of Moscow,
they must exhibit the same unity of pur-
pose and action in the cause of freedom
that the Soviets show in their drive to
dominate the world. This requires re-
sponsible leadership by the parties in
control of each of the free governments.
It requires responsible action on the part
of the political parties out of office. No
matter how tempting it may be, from a
partisan viewpoint, for the opposition to
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try to discredit the party in the seat of
government, it should be apparent that,
in international affairs, the only real
gainer is Moscow.

A case in point is the recent NATO
meeting. The Allied leaders agreed upon
procedures leading up to a summit con-
ference. Thereupon, the leftwing ele-
ments and partisan attackers brought
pressures upon their government leader-
ship to force easier terms. Only the
Soviets can benefit by such tactics.

To disparage Mr. Dulles weakens our
ability to deal with Communist diplo-
matic maneuvering, The Communists
are shrewd at probing out weak spots.
They are experts at divisive tactics. If
the Russians can diseredit Mr. Dulles,
their most effective adversary, and cause
his political downfall, that would be
another cold-war victory.

I do not preclude, and do not wish to
preclude, the necessity for intelligent
and responsible debate. This is the es-
sence of democracy. But honest debate
is different from irresponsible carping.

What is this inflexibility with which
the Secretary is charged? In what way
is he rigid? He is rigid in matters of
principle. He is inflexible concerning
the interests of the United States. To
him the question of a meeting at the
summit is far more than a procedural
question. Mr. Dulles takes a deeply
moral view of the struggle between East
and West, because the struggle is at bot-
tom a moral problem.

Mr. Dulles has observed as we all
have, the great confiicts of the 20th cen-
tury. What are those conflicts but as-
saults upon our deepest values, freedom
under God to realize ourselves? These
are assaults on the very essence of our
culture. Mr. Dulles saw that challenge
come in the 1920’s and 1930’s from Mus-
solini and Hitler and now sees it pressed
by an even vaster aggregation of power.
In Mr, Dulles’ view there can be no real
security in the West until this challenge
is met. In my view and, as I under-
stand Mr. Dulles’ position in his view
also, the real values of the West cannot
be preserved by compromise, weak eva=
sion, and yielding to Soviet insistence.

For years we have acted on the prin-
ciple that we must negotiate from
strength—the strength that comes from
moral and spiritual unity backed by ut-
most military power. This principle still
holds good today, and we must not yield
to any moments of intellectual weak-
ness or moral flabbiness in the name of
flexibility and imagination,

The use of those words has been ini-
tiated, may I say, by certain persons in
this country and abroad who cringe at
the use of the word “appeasement.”
This label has been so correctly applied
that we see, not only in our country, but
in other key sections of the world, where
certain persons have had to invent the
use of a term which would do away with
the word “appeasement.” They do not
like to be labeled ‘“‘appeasers.” As we
read the press, listen to the radio, watch
television, we learn that they are adopt-
ing this new technique. They say that
Mr. Dulles and this administration are
not flexible enough; they are too inflex-
ible; they have no imagination; and so



1842

on. That is the line that these people
are following. We see it in the way that
these terms have been applied time after
time in recent weeks.

The world knows the United States
will not engage in military expansion.
The world—and particularly the So-
viet—should also know that we are pre-
pared to defend our honor and our vital
interests against any encroachment
whenever the need arises.

Mr. Dulles made this amply clear at a
news conference October 16, 1957, when
he warned that a Russian attack on Tur-
key would bring an American retaliation
against the territory of the Soviet Union.
With the Korean war in mind, he said,
this “would not mean a purely defensive
operation by the United States, with the
Soviet Union a privileged sanctuary from
which to attack Turkey.”

Is there anything wrong with this kind
of inflexibility ?

Why do Mr. Dulles’ detractors fail to
ascuse Khrushchev of inflexibility?
Why must all the concessions come from
the Free World, our side? Certainly the
Russians have never withdrawn from a
single fixed position.

What essentially are their proposals?
They have insisted from the beginning
that we abandon nuclear weapons tests
without inspection. They have insisted
that any conversations must not involve
the political questions of East and West
Germany and of Eastern Europe. Their
basic position is that they will not nego=-
tiate about anything that is already
theirs. They will negotiate only when
they cannot lose.

We uaderstand the hard realism of
Mr. Ehrushchev. There can be no
doubi, and he leaves us with no doubt,
about what he interprets as Russia’'s
real interests. But the opponents of Mr.
Dulles seem to be terribly confused and
vague about what our interests are. In
effect, these critics of Mr. Dulles deny
us the right vigorously to pursue and
defend our own interests.

Actually what Mr, Khrushchey is de-
manding of us is that we confirm the
Soviet Union’s post-World War II con-
quest of Eastern Europe, He insists
that we recognize the status quo, which
means endorsing his domination of the
satellite people. In return for that con-
firmation of title to his slave empire in
Eassern Europe he is willing to negotiate
with us over our withdrawal from West-
ern Europe. To do what he asks would
be a denial of our consistent policy. It
would be a betrayal of our moral com-
mitments to the victims of Communist
aggression. We would be participants
in extinguishing the last hope for libera-
t.ll?n to which these people passionately
cling.

Make no mistake about it, the fear
that their captive peoples will some day
seek liberation is the real nightmare to
their Communist masters. The Kremlin
rulers know it would bring about the
collapse of their slave empire. They
can never rest in peace as long as they
fear that another Hungarian revolt and
another Polish disaffection are not only
possible but probable. For us now to
accede to Khrushchev would be to re-
maove his fears and underwrite the brutal
Communist conquest of Eastern Europe,
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Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. BRIDGES. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The remarks the
distinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire is making are very important. In
fact, by the effort of the Soviets to get
us to recognize the status quo are they
not seeking to get from the United States
and the people of the Free World both a
legal and a moral approval of their
enslavement of the people of Czechoslo-
vakia, Poland, Hungary, Rumania, Bul-
garia, and Eastern Germany? Is that
not substantially what the Soviet Union
is seeking in its inflexibility ?

Mr. BRIDGES. As one analyzes their
moves, that is clearly one of the major
objectives which they seek. I want the
American people and the people of the
other nations which are supposedly our
allies in the Free World to realize that.

A close examination of the most re-
cent Bulganin letter reveals that it is a
tedious reiteration of Russia's demands
since the first ill-fated attempt to agree
on outlawing atomic weapons.

First, the theory of a buffer zone in
Europe from which both armies would
withdraw. Clearly this requirement is
designed for the advantage of Russia.
This is the policy which Mr. Kennan,
Ambassador to Russia under the Tru-
man administration, calls by the per-
suasive title of disengagement. It in-
volves the creation of a vast neutral
cordon in central Europe. The proposal
is that we withdraw our Army from
West Germany, we abandon our bases,
and, in effect, dissolve NATO.

In simple language, we go back home
across the Atlantic for good and all. We
are asked to give up our alliance with
Western Europe which was forged by the
necessity to resist Communist aggres-
sion. We are asked to give up bases
painstakingly established to defend the
West. We are asked to open Western
Europe to any military adventure which
the Russians may decide is to their
interest.

In return for that the Russians will
take their armies out of central Europe
and retire to their adjacent frontiers.
I can conceive of no policy more dis-
astrous to the west, the Free World and
the United States. At best it is difficult
for me to see how a sensible man could
be persuaded to give up our armies and
our bases even if we had no experience
with the disaster which such an action
could provoke.

But we did try just this tactic in
Korea and China. In Korea we actually
disengaged. We tried what Mr. Ken-
nan now proposes as a new solution.
What was the result? We suffered a
cruel and disastrous war with 140,000
casualties, a war which is still not really
terminated. It is very interesting that
where we withdrew and disengaged in
EKorea and China, the Communists im-
mediately moved in. In BEurope where
we stood guard with armed forces, we
have at least accomplished armed peace.

If we were to give in to this demand
for withdrawal, we would completely
disillusion the oppressed people of Rus-
sia and the satellite countries. We
would frighten and neutralize our west-
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ern allies, France, Belgium, Holland,
Spain, Norway, Denmark, West Ger-
many. West Germany would be open
to any Soviet advance and would be
forced to come to terms with trium-
phant Soviet imperialism.

I want to make this abundantly clear.
Disengagement means our withdrawal,
the liguidation of everything we have
built to defend Western Europe. To the
Russians it means a short withdrawal.
On Russia’s borders are satellite coun-
tries dominated by Communist parties
which in themselves have the power of
aggression. These satellite regimes are
instruments of Russian foreign policy.
Russia would be making no sacrifice by
withdrawing, But we could be elimi-
nated as a world power. Even Mr.
Acheson recognizes this and has repu-
diated his former colleague, Mr. Kennan.

But the case should be made more
clear. The Russians demand that we
not only dissolve NATO and withdraw
from our bases in Europe, they also
demand that we withdraw from our bases
everywhere—from Japan, from Formosa,
the Middle East. What they are asking
is a retreat from all of our forward po-
sitions in the Free World. They want
us to go home. They want to force iso-
lation upon us.

In the second major area in which
they are willing to negotiate, they are
also willing to negotiate only to their
advantage and to our obvious disadvan-
tage. The second demand is for an
agreement to cease the testing of new
atomic weapons. Up to now they have
resisted any attempt to place a serious
curb on the manufacture of atomic
weapons. Since the very beginning they
have rejected all proposals for inspec-
tion and control. From the very outset
the Soviet Union has frustrated all en-
deavors to eliminate this fearful danger
to mankind, while the United States has
stood ready at all times to make rea-
sonable and sincere agreements.

In the immediate postwar months
when the United States had a monop-
oly of atomic. weapons, we made a ges-
ture of generosity that is unequalled in
all previous history. Under the terms
of the Baruch formula we offered to sur-
render our monopoly and to interna-
tionalize the manufacture and control of
atomic weapons. We pressed this mat-
fer to the utmost. Mr, Baruch made an
eloquent and impassioned appeal at Lake
Success. Every nation except the Soviet
Union accepted this great venture in in-
ternational good will and security.

We have never ceased attempting to
find a solution. At Geneva the President
came forth with his open-skies proposal.

The Soviet Union, whether under
Stalin, the collective dictatorship, or
Khrushchev, has resisted every attempt
to solve this problem. We are again told
that they are willing to negotiate but
as usual only on their terms.

I repeat it is significant that the Rus-
sian proposal to negotiate on nuclear
weapons involves testing and not man-
ufacture. Why are they so insistent that
the agreement concern itself largely with
testing?

The answer is they object to fool-
proof inspection and adequate safe-
guards.
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When we have firm assurance that a
ban on atomic testing will extend to in-
spection and safeguards, we will sit down
and talk with the Russians. We have
had enough of propaganda games.

The plain fact is that continued test-
ing of nuclear processes is to the gen-
eral benefit of mankind, not to its harm.
Our Eniwetok tests of 1956 demonstrated
that the radio-active peril could be vir-
tually eliminated. That is very impor-
tant. That is a significant forward move.
It means that in the dread event of a
hydrogen attack the damage could be
limited to the target area and not spread
wholesale through the air currents. We
have reason to believe that this year's
tests will greatly advance the develop-
ment of an antimissile nuclear weapon.

What a happy day for mankind if we
found the means for frustrating and
neutralizing the holocaust incident to
hydrogen attack by way of guided mis-
siles. Yet, the Soviet Union has been
able to influence large sections of our
population toward the belief that testing
in itself is immoral.

We are driven to the conclusion that
the Soviet insists on limiting nuclear
agreement to the question of testing only
because they are convinced that we have
the lead in this area and they would like
to freeze the nuclear capacities at this
level so that our advantage might not
become continuously more pronounced.

As we have seen, the Soviet Union con-
sistently refuses to debate its own posi-
tions of strength and its illegal possession
of its satellite empire. It is willing to
negotiate only about those positions
which we have of necessity taken to de-
fend the Free World.

Stripped of all verbiage, this is the
situation with which Mr. Dulles is con-
fronted. He is an experienced, deter-
mined, resolved man who realizes that
negotiation based on these premises and
limited to these areas can only result in
frustration, disappointment, nullity, or
disaster,

Let us be equally blunt with the adver-
saries of the Dulles policies. What do
they hope to accomplish by driving Mr.
Dulles or the administration into nego-
tiation with the Russians under terms
which the Russians impose?

There are those critics who are not
adverse to assisting the Soviet Union in
imposing a great defeat on the West.
But many, many more are motivated by
partisanship and short-range advantage.
There are others driven by fear that un-
less we come to an accommodation with
Moscow on any terms we may be ravaged
by war.

To these people I say it would be fatal
on our part to be blackmailed into any
negotiation by the fear of war. That is
the dismal road to appeasement. We
know now that appeasement does not
avoid war or guarantee survival.

We should be willing to negotiate at
any time whenever there is a real prom-
ise of making progress on the road to
peace. As Mr. Dulles said in his recent
Press Club speech:

President Elsenhower's letter to Chairman
Bulganin should dissipate once and for all
any impression that the United States does
not want to negotiate, or is afraid to negoti-
ate with the Soviet rulers,
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But we do not want another summit
meeting as another episode in the cold
war. There are too many dangers to the
Free World in that kind of negotiation.

From past experience, we learn that
the real basis for negotiation is, first,
preparation through normal diplomatic
channels; second, meetings at the for-
eign-minister level; and third, if the oc-
casion is important, a meeting of the
heads of states to make final decisions.

By those methods we may get many
agreements at several levels which will
be honored because quiet negotiation has
made certain that they serve the mutual
interests of all parties. By such methods
we will avoid spectacular meetings and
agreements which too often result in
tragic disillusionment for the Free World.

If the Kremlin rulers are sincere in
their desire to relieve the tensions of
mankind, as they repeatedly say they
are, let them join us in negotiations that
have a fair chance to guarantee fruitful
results.

This is the stand Mr. Dulles has taken.
It is sensible, calm, and firm. He does
not propose to sacrifice our security for
a mess of propaganda. He is entitled
to the full support of our people and of
those abroad with whom we are allied
in common cause. We may have to wait
for the Kremlin to catch up with us on
this road to genuine peace. Meanwhile,
let us double rivet our defensive shield
and improve our striking power so that
any enemy will hold the price too high
to try to conquer us.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I wish tocommend
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire, who is our ranking member
on the Committee on Appropriations, and
is the senior Senator on this side of the
aisle.

Long before I came to this body the dis-
tinguished Senator, on occasion after oc-
casion, raised his voice in warning of
the dangers of appeasement, and what it
would lead to.

The Senator from New Hampshire has
always sought to find grounds and areas
of agreement among the nations of the
world, and has been willing, as is our
Government, ineluding the President and
the Secretary of State, to open and carry
on honorable negotiations with honor-
able nations who will live up to their
agreements.

Prior to the Nazi action in Europe, the
Senator from New Hampshire was rais-
ing his voice on the floor of the United
States Senate emphasizing the impor-
tance of our Nation keeping itself strong.

Before the attacks which took place in
the Pacific, his was one of the few voices
raised in this Chamber to point out the
importance of keeping America strong, so
that we might acquit ourselves with
honor and reputation in the field of in-
ternational affairs.

The Senator from New Hampshire has
rendered a great service to the Senate
and to the country in the address he has
made today, and in pointing out a very
thinly veiled paragraph in the Soviet
note. When the Soviets say that there
is no need for carrying on a foreign min-
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isters® meeting, when they know that
there has been a very strong feeling on
the part of the Government of the United
States in support of such a conference,
that is a very thinly veiled way of saying,
“You had better get rid of your Secretary
of State.”

That is what I believe the background
of the Soviet notes was. It should be
very clear to the men in the Kremlin,
as well as to the people around the world,
that the American people and the Ameri-
can Government will make their own
selection of their Secretary of State and
will not be guided by advice from abroad,
least of all from out of the walls of the
Kremlin.

Mr. BUTLER, Mr. MANSFIELD, and
Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania addressed
the Chair.

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield first to the
distinguished Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I, too,
wish to congratulate the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire for his
excellent remarks this afternoon. I be-
lieve if we look into the record we will
find that we have had 3,400 meetings
with the masters of the Kremlin, that as
a result of those 3,400 meetings we have
arrived at but 52 agreements, and that
of the 52 agreements arrived at, the So-
viets have violated, absolutely, 50 of
those agreements, and, in part, the other
2 agreements also.

I should also like to point out that
we must, as a Nation, take a firm stand
insofar as the satellite nations are con-
cerned, wherever we can do it. We
should do everything within the power
of our Government to undermine the So-
viet oppressors of the free people, and
we must do it economically, politically,
and in every other way in which we can
do it.

It is also my unqualified opinion that
we must, as a Nation, constantly keep
in mind that the policy of the Kremlin
is unchanging and unchangeable, and
that policy is the total destruction of
the free world; and that if we lose sight
of that one cardinal principle, we, as a
people, will not long exist and enjoy
the freedoms that we now enjoy.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator.
I now yield to the distinguished Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to commend the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire on his posi-
tion in relation to meetings held at the
summit. I believe he is absolutely right.
We should have learned something from
the Geneva meeting in 1955, which was
a good publicity show and which exposed
our statesmen in a goldfish bowl and did
not give them a chance to accomplish
much. It is not that they did not try
to accomplish a great deal, but the fact
is that there was no preparation and no
groundwork, and, therefore, no possi-
bility of success on that high plateau,
that summit basis.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
correct when he says that we must work
through the lower echelons, such as the
Ambassadors who are accredited to those
countries, who will have to do the hard
work, the silent work, and the work
behind the scenes.
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As a matter of fact, I believe that the
letters that are being sent in such great
-number by Premier Bulganin in a certain
sense are becoming quite ridiculous. I
do not know whether he is putting them
out with a mimeograph machine. Per-
haps, as someone has said, he is frying
to develop a set of pen pals. It is really
hard to tell what he has in mind.

On the question of the Secretary of
State, I have disagreed with him as has
the Senator from New Hampshire, but I
hope we can always do so on a construc-
tive basis. I certainly agree with the
minority leader when he says that no
one will tell us who is to represent us
in any meeting. We will make that de-
cision for ourselves.

I should also like to point out that
Mr. Dulles is not a Republican Secretary
of State; he is the Secretary of State of
the United States of America. We must
keep that in mind.

Again I wish to commend the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Hamp-
shire for making known without any
doubt at all his position, and I believe,
the position of this country with respect
to summit meetings at this time.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on a point which occurs
to me at this time?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the distin-
guished senior Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BUTLER. Secretary of State
Dulles has been in the service of this
Nation for a period of more than 50
years. I believe as long as 50 years ago
he served in the Embassy at Paris. As
a result, he has had wide experience in
the diplomatic field. He is a man whom
the country can trust and whom the
world can trust.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator
from Maryland. I now yield to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to commend the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire
on his remarks this afternoon. I am
sorry that I did not hear all of them.
When I heard he was speaking, I came
to the Chamber as quickly as I could.

With reference to summit meetings,
we have found that we cannot deal with
the Russian leaders until we have gone
through careful preparations at the lower
echelons to define the subjects for con-
struective negotiation. We should also
keep in mind the inadvisability of rushing
into any further top-level meetings with
the Soviets until they begin to live up
to the promises they made at previous
summit meetings. We have not yet seen
any plebiscite held in East Germany on
the question of uniting with West Ger-
many. Neither have we seen the Rus-
sians keep other agreements.

I join the Senator from New Hamp-
shire in his defense of Secretary Dulles.
Possibly I have been one of his strongest
supporters in the Senate, although I have
not always agreed with him. Funda-
mentally, however, Secretary Dulles is a
great leader of American foreign policy,
and it is certainly right for us to stand
solidly behind him at a time when cer-
tain elements are sniping at him.

I am so glad that the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansFIELD] has joined in
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commending the Senator from New
Hampshire, even though he admits that
he has differed with Mr, Dulles at times.
I again thank the Senator from New
Hampshire for what he has said.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey for his comments.

I now yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I wish to commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire for his very able defense of a man
whom I consider to be a great Secretary
of State. I, too, have disagreed with
Secretary Dulles on many occasions.
He was in the Senate with us, and we
disagreed with him on many occasions
at that time, particularly on questions
relating to foreign policy.

However, I feel that Foster Dulles is
a dedicated man. As the distinguished
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUuTLER]
has said, he has been in the diplomatic
work of our country for more than a half
century, and he probably knows more
people in foreign countries than any
other American, with the possible ex-
ception of the President of the United
States.

I ask the Senator from New Hamp-
shire whether it is not true that it is
absolutely necessary for us to keep in
close contact with our allies in Europe,
not only in a diplomatic way, but also in
a military way. I am asking that ques-
tion of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire particularly because he is the rank-
ing minority member of the Committee
on Armed Services.

Mr. BRIDGES. The distinguishcd
Senator is absolutely correct.

Mr. MARTIN. If we lose that contact,
we lose a great moral force. It must be
remembered that morale in military
matters is worth more, probably, than
the greatest missiles or bombs that can
be invented.

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator is com-
pletely right. We must maintain our
moral position, and we must not deviate
from that position.

Mr. MARTIN. If we do, we are the
loser. It is absolutely necessary that
we not lose that position.

I wish to commend also the able Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].
We must be united here in the United
States. I vote for many things, as the
Senator does, I say to the Senator from
New Hampshire, and personally I would
rather not do it in some cases. How-
ever, we must show unanimity.

The freedom of the individual in the
world is at stake right now. We are very
fortunate in having a man like Foster
Dulles to lead us on the diplomatic side.
As far as the military side is concerned,
I have every confidence in him. I hope
the people of the United States will not
be stampeded into doing certain things
relative to criticism of our Secretary of
State and the position our ecountry is
taking.

Again I wish to commend the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. BRIDGES. Inow yield tothe dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut,.

Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President, I wish
fo add my commendation to the com-
mendations expressed by other Senators
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for the heart-stirring and most impor-
tant speech of the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire. It isa marvelous
thing that we have been able to hear
the Senator’s defense of the Secretary
of State. More important than that is
the fact that the Senator took the time
in such an able way to alert the American
people to what might be a very easy vic-
tory for Russia and communism in gen-
eral unless we are alert to what is going
on,

I can think of nothing which will make
more victories in their cause than to have
the American people lose their confi-
dence in the administrators of this coun-
try, particularly our Secretary of State.
I can think of nothing today which is
more important, as the Senator from
Pennsylvania has said, than that we have
unity. The speech by the Senator from
New Hampshire has added much to the
unity which we need very badly.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the Senator
from Connecticut.

I yield to my colleague, the distin-
guished junior Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, as the
junior Senator from New Hampshire,
I take particular pleasure and special
pride in expressing my admiration for
the speech which the senior Senator
from New Hampshire has delivered this
afternoon in his review of the work of
our Secretary of State.

No one could have delivered this
speech more fittingly than Senator
Brinces because of the years that he has
stood as a firm, forceful, fearless, and,
at the same time, fair exponent for a
strong policy of not allowing the United
States to be deceived or duped by our
adversaries.

The other evening I read a new attack
on Secretary Dulles by a columnist. The
same columnist had attacked Secretary
Dulles when he was preparing for the
1955 Geneva Conference, At that time
the columnist accused Secretary Dulles
of being an appeaser, and compared him
with Chamberlain, even suggesting that
Secretary Dulles should carry an um-
brella because he was seeking, in a spirit
of complete sincerity, to deal in the sum-
mit conference with the Soviet Union
in the interests of world order and world
peace.

Today Secretary Dulles stands firm, as
he always has stood. Today he points
out the insincerity and the weakness of
the invitations which are being ex-
tended.

I think the distinguished Senator will
agree that if Secretary Dulles were not
taking this firm position, some of the
people who eriticise him now would be
the first to brand him as a weakling
and his policies as being weak kneed.

Mr. BRIDGES. I agree with my col-
league.

Mr. COTTON. As a citizen of New
Hampshire, and as his colleague, I am
proud of the speech the Senator has
delivered this afternoon.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. I now yield to the
distinguished Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr., President, I join
with my colleagues from so many States
and with the deputy majority leader in
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commending the senior Senator from
New Hampshire for his speech today.

I am greatly impressed with two
points which, very interestingly, are al-
most the same as the points at least
implied by our colleague from Minne-
sota [Mr. HuMpHREY], who made quite
a speech on the same subject earlier in
the week, and who in many ways stands
on another side of the political spee-
trum from the distinguished Senator
who has just spoken. I think this is
especially impressive.

I think the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has put the country in his debt
for two reasons. First, he has shown
very clearly that when we have divisions
of opinion in our country about a Gov-
ernment official or a policy of Govern-
ment, this is not our weakness; it is our
strength. For when any effort is made
to exploit that difference of opinion by
those who would use it against us, we
rally as one man to the side of the per-
son in authority and say, “He is our
man.” We can argue about it; no one
else can. That is tremendously impres-
sive, especially coming from the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Second, as the Senator has pointed
out in his great wisdom and wide ex-
perience, this is a long, hard pull, and
involves many elements which will take
the very best thought the country has.
No quick solutions are possible. Pains-
taking, difficult work, and sacrifice over
a very long period of time will be needed.
A quick solution could lead to world
war III. It is the slow solution we want,
because we want a peaceful solution.

The Senator from New Hampshire has
made an outstanding contribution to the
discussion of this question, and I thank
him.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New York.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues in commending and
congratulating the distinguished senior
Senator from New Hampshire for his
very able speech. As he knows, I feel
particularly grateful to him for this
statement since I, for 3 years in this
administration, was very closely associ-
ated with John Foster Dulles, our Secre-
tary of State.

I think the reluctance or antipathy of
Mr, Bulganin and Mr, Ehrushcheyv to sit
down in a conference at which Mr. Dulles
is the chairman of the United States
delegation deserves a little further
analysis.

The world recognizes Mr. Dulles,
among other things, as a tough, hard-
boiled, sophisticated diplomat having a
half century experience at the confer-
ence table. But I do not think this would
cause the Russians to have any concern
about sitting down with him as the chief
negotiator for the United States. After
all, Molotov was a pretty tough customer
at the conference table. Other able
diplomats have represented Russia at
conferences, including those who repre-
sent Russia today, now that Molotov has
gone,

The real thing that concerns the Rus-
sians is that Mr. Dulles, more than any
other Western statesman, is not going to
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be taken in by their wiles. Mr. Dulles
recognizes the facts of life as they are,
and he will stand up and point out to the
Western World what is the right way,
even though it be the hard way.

Much has been made of the fact that
Mr. Dulles ought to resign because he is
unpopular. I have talked to hundreds of
persons, as I am sure all other Senators
have, who say, “Regardless of what you
think of him, I think Mr. Dulles ought to
resien. He is too unpopular in the
world.”

Obviously he is unpopular behind the
Iron Curtain. It is a fact that he is un-
popular among our allies. Why? The
United States is a leader. It is up to our
Secretary of State to point out the hard,
right way. It is not easy. It is not the
way they want to follow. They are tired
of carrying this burden. Already West-
ern Europe has much of the spirit it had
when Chamberlain visited Munich. That
visit was not decried by most people;
it was hailed, “Peace in our time.” The
people rejoiced. Yet Western Europe
was in the very shadow of war. The
same spirit pervades the world today.

Somehody—and it has to be the rep-
resentative of the leading country of the
free world—has to take the unpopular
position. He must constantly remind
the world that the only way open is the
hard way, not the cheap or expedient
way. The only way open is the hard way
of sacrifice. Secretary Dulles does that,
but it does not win him popularity.

Again I commend the Senator from
New Hampshire.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky.

I now yield tc the distinguished Sena-
tor from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I am very
sorry I did not hear all the Senator’s
speech, but I join with my other col-
leagues in commending him for the stand
he has faken concerning John Foster
Dulles.

I have known John Foster Dulles per-
sonally for more than 25 years. I was
one of his clients in private life. I
thought even then that he was one of
the wisest and finest men I had ever seen.
I have watched his public career with ad-
miration and great satisfaction, espe-
cially in the last 5 years since I have been
a Member of the Senate, and he has been
the Secretary of State.

Critics have criticized John Foster
Dulles a great many fimes in recent
years, but almost without exception their
criticisms have been general and not spe-
cific.. No one who has analyzed the rec-
ord of his foreign policy in the last 5
years, or who has made an appraisal of
the whole record of the past 5 years,
would suggest that it has not been a very
satisfactory one from the standpoint of
the people of the United States.

The purpose of foreign policy, as the
Senator from New Hampshire knows bet-
ter than I, is to serve the people of the
country, and not someone else. That is
the basic purpose of foreign policy. I be-
lieve that any objective review of the for-
eign policy of the past 5 years will show
that it has been designed for that
purpose and has actually served that
purpose,
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A few weeks ago the President, at a
press conference, made a very stirring
defense of John Foster Dulles. I hap-
pened to hear it played back over an am-
plifier. It was a very stirring defense.

I believe it is very significant to us of
the Republican Party that our leader in
the Senate, the chairman of the Repub-
lican policy committee, now has taken
the floor to do the same thing. It makes
me proud of the Republican Party today
that the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes] has taken the floor to ap-
plaud and defend the great Secretary of
State, of whom I think all of us should
be very proud. I congratulate the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from New Hampshire
yield to me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the first
place, I wish to say to the Senator from
New Hampshire that I am sorry I missed
the first part of his speech. I was at-
tending a meeting which was called for
2 o'clock. I arrived in the Chamber
some time after the Senator from New
Hampshire began his speech.

I desire to compliment the Senator
from New Hampshire on his splendid and
timely remarks, which contain strong
elements of truth, in a period of great
confusion in our foreign policy, especially
confusion in regard to the great role that
John Foster Dulles has played during the
last few years in maintaining stability
in a troubled world.

There may be some who will disagree
with me; but I have had some occasion—
especially in the last few months—to
visit a great many foreign countries.
The loudest chorus of allegation that
John Foster Dulles is disliked abroad
comes from Washington, D. C. I did
not find it in foreign fields. In most
foreign countries, I find great respect
for John Foster Dulles; I find there no
foundation in fact—at least, not in
broad degree—for the alleged dislike and
hatred of John Foster Dulles that we
read about so often in publications in
this particular area.

It is true that in some foreign coun-
tries there are those who have been un=-
able to wheedle the United States into
positions of specialized assistance for
them—positions which they want self-
ishly—and who raise their voices in
criticism of our foreign policy.

But fundamentally, by and large,
when we sit down and talk to persons of
prominence in foreign countries, aside
from the few in one or two countries
which in the past have seemed to have
had more influence with our foreign
policies than they have had during the
time when John Foster Dulles has been
our Secretary of State, I find, in private
conversations, off the record, with the
large majority of those who are re-
sponsible for the governments abroad,
that they have great respect for the in-
tegrity which they know John Foster
Dulles has, and for his evident determi-
nation to walk & road of peace and
equality as between all nations. So
many of them realize that.
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At this time I wish to state for the
record that although in this particular
area I have heard many statements to
the effect that John Foster Dulles is
disliked by the nations abroad—in fact,
I have seen statements to the effect that
he is the most hated man in the world—
vet I have probably been in as many
foreign countries as have any of the
authors of those statements, both with-
in comparatively recent times and at
other times, and I have not found that
sentiment sustained as a general rule.

As I said a moment ago, I can find,
and I have found, a few occasions when
selfish politicians in a few countries have
been unable to hoodwink Mr. Dulles into
doing something that would be detri-
mental to the United States, although
perhaps beneficial to those other coun-
tries. Ifind a few who complain a little;
but I find a great many more who, funda-
mentally, know that Mr. Dulles is doing
one of the best jobs, as Secretary of State
of the United States, that has ever been
done for our country; and John Foster
Dulles has served in one of the most
troublous times.

I congratulate the Senator from New
Hampshire on his magnificent speech,
and on putting the record straight, and
on putting things in the order in which
they should be.

At a later date, I shall have more to
say about this matter.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Iowa.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
to me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, a good
speech is its own best commendation;
but I should like to join my colleagues in
congratulating the Senator from New
Hampshire on the splendid speech he
has made.

Ever since last fall, when the many
letters began to pass between Bulganin
and other Russian authorities and the
heads of our own Government, there
have, of course, been a great many criti-
cisms of our State Department and our
national policies, and particularly of our
Secretary of State. Even if we have
great faith in the levelheadedness of
our officials and their ability to analyze
those criticisms and to put them into
proper perspective, unfortunately if
those criticisms are repeated with suffi-
cient frequency, sometimes they are re-
garded as factual, and sometimes they
prevail by default.

Many of the things the Senator from
New Hampshire has called to our atten-
tion occur to us and, I am sure, to most
of the rest of the American people, by
way of answer to the critics.

However, to gather them, in the way
the Senator from New Hampshire has
done, into one logical and fine collection,
and to do so in the concise fashion in
which he has done if, is a very splendid
thing.

Therefore, Mr. President, I desire to
congratulate the Senator from New
Hampshire for having done so, and for
having served so well, in that connec~
tion, the cause of our national policy in
the conduct of foreign affairs.
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Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield to
me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. I commend the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire for his state-
ment: and in it I concur,

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Hampshire yield to
me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. JENNER. I am sorry I did not
have the opportunity to hear the speech
which has been made today by the
senior Senator from New Hampshire.
However, from the tenor of the remarks
I have heard since I entered the Cham-
ber, I take it that in his speech he de-
fended our Secretary of State, Mr. John
Foster Dulles, in the position he is tak-
ing now in regard to a proposed summit
conference hbhetween this country and
Russia.

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct.

Mr. JENNER. Let me add that I shall
read with great interest the remarks of
the Senator from New Hampshire, as
they will appear in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

At this time, let me state that I be-
lieve that our great Secretary of State,
while serving in that position, not only
has done this country a great service,
but also has done the world a great
service.

However, he is paying the price that
every man in public life—be he either in
the executive branch or in the legisla-
tive branch—has to pay when he stands
up against communism and the Commu-
nist governments. Every man I have
ever known who took a firm stand
against them—as Mr. Dulles has done, in
the position he occupies—has had to pay
a terrific price because of the vilifica-
tion, the smears, the innuendos, and
slanders. However, all that Mr. Dulles
or anyone else who finds himself in such
a position has to do is read the history
books, and thus he will know that it is
impossible to sit down and do business
with gangsters, thieves, liars, and mur-
derers.

Mr. Dulles realizes that. Until some-
thing more tangible comes out, his po-
sition is 100 percent right.

Mr. BRIDGES. 1 thank the distin-
guished Senator from Indiana.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
to me?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield,

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, fol-
lowing the magnificent speech which has
been made by the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]—
and let me say that a few minutes ago
I commented on it, before I had to leave
the floor temporarily—and following the
comments which have been made on it
by a number of his colleagues, on both
sides of the aisle, I think it will be well
for some of our friends abroad, who have
been advocating such discussions with
the Soviet Union and who have proposed
reliance on the agreements of the Soviet
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Union without adequate safeguards and

without preliminaries, to recall the
counsel to be found in II Corinthians,
wherein it is said:

Be ye not unequally yoked together with
unbelievers: for what fellowship hath
righteousness with unrighteousness? And
what communion hath light with darkness?

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I think
that is a very apt conclusion of these
remarks. I thank the distinguished
Senator from California.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE SECRE-
TARY TO RECEIVE MESSAGES
AND FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT
OR PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE
TO SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, during the
adjournment following the session of the
Senate today, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate be authorized to receive messages
from the House of Representatives, and
the Vice President or the President pro
tempore be authorized to sign enrolled
bills and joint resolutions passed by the
two Houses and found to be truly en-
rolled.

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

NEBRASKA’S OPPOSITION TO FED-
ERAL AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, at
this session the Congress has before it a
different type of Federal aid to educa-
tion proposal than it did last year.

The new approach is supposed to be
based on an emergency situation created
by the launching of the earth satellites
by Russia, last October.

To some people, this event brought to
realization for the first time that the
Russians were not a backward nation,
but, on the contrary, were quite ad-
vanced in the development and appli=
cation of science for military objectives.

To other people, it meant a confirma-
tion of a grim fact of which they were
conscious for a long time: That the
Russians are a capable, resourceful, and
formidable enemy, and that they are
against the Free World and against our
country all the time.

To a third class of people, the sputniks
came as a godsend. Such folks as these
saw in the launching thereof, the rock-
etry whereby there could also be gen-
erated and launched a hysteria and a
panic which would serve admirably to
advance the cause of further centrali-
zation, nationalization, and socialization
of this counfry on many fronts. In
other words, here was a readymade and
fanecy version of another emergency,
the like of which has been used for
similar roles so often—and I am sorry
to observe, only too successfully—in the
past quarter century.

So was the situation appraised by
many advocates of Federal aid to edu-
cation. They are off to the races in a
big way, and at what they hope is a fast
speed.

Now, Mr. President, separate and
apart from earth satellites, it has been
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realized for some time by all citizens
who accorded the subject serious
thought that the American educational
system is in need of a reevaluation, a re-
vision, and a rebuilding. That system
did not collapse overnight. Its present
deficiencies were a long time in the mak-
ing. They have been as evident for
many years to those who advocate Fed-
eral management of schools as they have
been to those who oppose Federal man-
agement.

Let me say most emphatically also
that, propaganda to the contrary not-
withstanding, proponents of Federal
management of schools do not have a
monopoly of concern for education; they
are not necessarily the chosen and only
people to advance its cause.

Those who oppose Federal manage-
ment are as fully dedicated to the whole-
some, proper, and effective advancement
and improvement of schools and educa-
tion as any Americans have ever been.

The pertinent question is: How should
America go about rebuilding educational
processes to serve the expanding needs
and new demands of the day and of the
future?

There are those who seek to go about
this by enlisting heavy and direct partici-
pation of the Federal Government in
money, in manpower, and in manage-
ment.

Inherent in their current proposals of
Federal aid to education are all of the
dangers and evils of previous ones, plus
some New ones.

First, there is still the fallacious talk
about a temporary emergency program.
It is neither.

It is not an emergency program. An
emergency is defined in the dictionary as
a sudden condition calling for immediate
action.

What is that sudden condition in the
present picture? It ecannot be the
sputniks, because if it were the success
of the Explorer erases that condition.
That sudden condition cannot be the
realization that deficiencies exist in our
schools and schooling. They have not
arisen overnight, nor has their advent
escaped notice as it has occurred. All of
thoughtful America, proponents and foes
of Federal aid alike, have known for a
considerable time about this condition
and its implications.

Some have done more about it than
others. Some have gone into a concerted
effort at bawling loudly for Federal aid
and Federal management of schools.
Others have done yeoman service, on the
contrary, by actually engaging in reno-
vation of soft spots in curricula, in build-
ings and equipment, in teaching staffs,
and elsewhere in their schools.

Dr. Harry Burke, superintendent of
Omaha Schools, recently commented on
this. He stated that schools find them-
selves “literally engulfed in a flood of
unverified statements by individuals who
suddenly have become experts on public
education; and by those who see in the
present situation an opportunity to pro-
mote their special projects, many of
which bear little relation to education.”

I ask unanimous consent that an ac-
count of this report by Dr. Burke, as
it appears in the Hastings (Nebr.) Trib-
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une for January 17, 1958, be printed in
the ConcrEssiONAL RECORD, at this point
in my remarks.

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

[From the Hastings (Nebr.) Tribune of Jan-
uary 17, 1958]
OveERNIGHT EXPERTS ON EpucaTIiON HIT

Omasa—Omaha Buperintendent of
EBchools Dr. Harry Burke said Monday night
that “overnight experts” who charge the
schools with being the “scapegoat” in al=-
leged scientific shortcomings of the Nation
cannot back up their charges.

Dr. Burke took his stand in a report given
to the Omaha Board of Education.

Dr. Burke said the schools “find them-
selves literally engulfed in a flood of un-
verified statements by individuals who sud-
denly have become experts on public educa-
tion; and by those who see in the present
situation an opportunity to promote their
special projects, many of which bear little
relation to education.”

In 1946, he said a complete renovation of
the Omaha science and mathematics pro-
gram was started with the result that Oma-
ha's elementary-school children “test well
above the national norms in basic science
understanding.”

Dr. Burke sald that at Central High a
class of “superior students” is being taught
the application of calculus to physics, usually
a college mathematics course.

He concluded that the basic situation “lIs
not the fault of the schools, but the re-
fusal on the part of the country to face the
situation In which an autocratic country
challenges the world.”

Mr. HRUSKA. Second, the present
proposals would not be temporary if
they were approved. Those who pro-
pose and advocate them will not flatly
say that the program will terminate in
the 4 designated years. The long-time
advocates of Federal management of
schools have already created a loud din
about the pending proposals being “too
little, too late, and too short.” They
contend for more ambitious, more elab-
orate, and more permanent plans.

Third. Hand in hand with talk of a
temporary program is the avowal that
the law would not bring Federal control.
“The Federal role is to assist, not to
control,” it is said.

An old, old story indeed. And a dis-
credited one. Appropriate disposal of
it was tersely stated in a recent—Janu-
ary 29, 1958—Omaha World-Herald ar-
ticle, which stated that such a claim
would be bolstered somewhat by citation,
first, of a single instance of a tempo-
rary Federal grant-in-aid, and second,
of a single instance of a Federal hand-
out which was not federally controlled.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial in its entirety be set out at this
point in my remarks.

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

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald of
January 29, 1958]

Am WrtHOUT CONTROL

In a recent article in Christian Economics,
publication of the Christian Freedom Foun-
dation, C, R. Petticrew, vice president of
the College Life Insurance Company of
America, noted that Congress passed the
Smith-Hughes Act in 1916 to the accom-
paniment of assurances that the law would
never bring Federal controls, The Smith-
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Hughes Act provides Federal financial aid
to local vocational educational systems.

Today, Mr. Petticrew observed, Federal
regulations pertinent to this one law fill a
108-page book, Administration of Vocational
Education. And the core of Federal control
is a single sentence:

“Each State is required to submit a plan
which must meet with the approval of the
Pederal Office of Education.”

On Monday, when President Eisenhower
sent to Congress the Folsom $1.6 billion
plan for Federal ald to education, he em-
phasized that (1) this would be a temporary
measure, and (2) the Federal role would be
to assist—not control.

The President might have bolstered that
part of his case if he had cited: (1) An
example of a temporary Federal grant-in-ald,
and (2) an example of a Federal handout
which was not federally controlled.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Fourth, it really is
Federal management, not control, which
would come about. We recall the
former defense against the charge that
Federal aid to classroom construction
would lead to Federal control. This
charge was denied on the ground that
Federal participation was for bricks and
mortar only, and that these would be in
place and Federal agencies withdrawn
from the scene long before the school
doors opened to admit teachers and
pupils. Hence, it was said, there could
be no trace of Federal interference with
the teaching, the curriculums, the meth-
ods, the content, and so forth.

Such defense is completely swept
aside now. It stands for mnaught,
Under pending proposals, the materials
and areas with which Federal agencies
would work, actually start with the
teacher, with the type of courses, the
contents of the courses of study, and the
fashion in which moneys alloted for
same would be spent. They start on a
State plan, only if that plan contains
certain specified provisions, and only if
that plan is approved by the Federal
Commissioner of Education.

In short, aid to build classrooms was
referred to as an entering wedge for
total, all-encompassing Federal man-
agement of schools and schooling the
Nation over. .

The current bills go far beyond that.
They are a full development and a high
realization of such management idea in
solid bone and flesh, and its moving
bodily into educational activities. It is
proposed that this idea go into the
heart of those things which were so
strongly denied in debates which were
heard during previous Congressional
sessions.

Fifth, Federal management to many
folks is terrifying. Why should it not
be? An arrangement which can com-
mand emphasis on mathematics, phys-
ics, and chemistry today on a nation-
wide, school-to-school basis, can tomor-
row or in future years compel even more
stringent emphasis on any subject.
What will it be: One-world government,
nationalizing industries, abolishing the
capitalistic system, outlawing profits
and private ownership?

Whatever the subject, the fountain-
head of compulsion and of inexorable
command will be found in the Nation’s
Capital, and in the corps of administra-
tors of the Federal school management
system.
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Sixth, Financing is still a nightmare.
Present talk ranges from a 4-year pro-
gram of $1 billion to a 6-year program of
$3 billion. On the outside of Congress—
thank goodness they are outside—we
hear frantic, shrill, and insistent voices
demanding financing as high as $10 to
$12 billions & year.

This at a time when armaments and
military needs will assert themselves to
even more than their present two-thirds
of our current budget. This at a time
when we are already faced with deficit
financing, and the grim specter of run-
away inflation and fiscal disaster.

Seventh, The amounts just cited are
only the Federal portion, which citizens
of the several States will be called upon
to raise by foregoing decreases in pres-
ent burdensome taxes, and very likely
incurring even higher Federal taxes than
those which now exist.

But over and above such amounts, the
States and localities will be called upon
to raise their own taxes in order to pro-
duce the matching portion of allotments
made for these proposed federally man-
aged schools.

The foregoing are only general con-
siderations. As the hearings on pro-
posed pending Federal aid to school bills
progress, we should bear them in mind,
however, in order to fully appraise the
situation. There should be constantly
borne in mind also the recognition that
the burden of proof is on the proponents
of federally managed schools. It is they
who must demonstrate that their pro-
posals will result in more qualified stu-
dents attending schools than are now
attending, and that in general the de-
clared objectives will be attained.

The primary purpose of my addressing
the Senate at this time, however, Mr.
President, is to call its attention to the
reaction and response of a vast, and I
think predominant, part of Nebraskans
to this entire proposition.

It is clear they are strongly opposed
to Federal management of schools.
They have consistently and for a long
time expressed fear and opposition to it.

They have not been negative about it.
They know that education is a dynamic
field, not only in need for facilities, but
as to curricula, teaching methods, sub-
stance, emphasis, and totally new areas
and vistas of learning.

They have shown and are showing an
understanding and willingness and abil-
ity to cope with these things.

In the last 2 years for which I have
been able to get complete figures they
have authorized about 45 school building
bond issues totalling $46.5 million. This
means an addition of about 1,600 class-
rooms. They have made rapid and sub-
stantial progress in reducing the number
of school districts in recent years, a cut
of over 2,200 in the past 7 years.

Nebraska school districts are aware
that this is good progress, even though
the battle is a constant one and must be
continued at all times, on all fronts.
They are acting accordingly. They are
determined to keep up the necessary
fleht, but are as equally determined to
do it their own way.

This is graphically borne out by their
response to the current drive to improve
and firm up our educational standards.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

They are not sitting by, wailing at the
mistakes made in the past, and waiting
impatiently for the Great White Father
to dip once more into their own pockets
for money to redistribute to them for
the declared purpose of getting the job
done.

On the contrary, they are doing the
job themselves, and much better. In
addition to the money they put up, they
also furnish incentive and encourage-
ment of a kind which money by itself is
incapable of producing. There is no bet-
ter recognition and inspiration for stu-
dents than the personal interest and
approbation of their neighbors and
friends. It is true on the athletic fields.
It can be as effectively applied in scho-
lastic fields.

Here are only two examples which
have come to my attention:

The Cozad plan: The people of Cozad,
Dawson County, Nebr.—about 3,000 of
them—have decided that the job of im-
proving educational standards in their
school is their own problem, they have
organized the Cozad Scholastic Associa-
tion, which will be financed by member-
ships sold to Cozad citizens. The reve=
nue will be devoted to improving incen-
tives for students gifted in science and
mathematics. Awards, to help pay later
college expenses, will be made to top
students in science and mathematics
classes. A loan fund, also to further
college education, is planned.

The University of Nebraska will co-
operate with the association in giving
special examinations to determine the
winners of the awards.

Dr. Milo Bail, president of the Uni-
versity of Omaha, called my attention
to this feat of the Cozad folks in a letter.
He wrote:

It occurs to me that the enclosed clipping
is a significant one. If this can be done in
Cozad, i1s there any reason why it can't be
done in hundreds of towns and cities all
over the United States?

Isn't it possible that this might trigger a
chain reaction in local communities for the
improvement of mathematics and science
learning and teaching, so that the high
schools might not need Federal ald to this
area?

One of the finest of many letters which
have come to me on this subject is from
my good and loyal friend, Harvey A.
Collins, of Sarpy County, Nebr. For 41
years he has been a general practitioner
in the law, for long years a judge; and
is affectionately referred to by many of
his friends as “Mr. Sarpy County.” He
wrote me a letter in forwarding to me a
news account of the Cozad plan. I ask
unanimous consent, Mr. President, that
the text of this letter and the news ar-
ticle be set out at this point in my re-
marks.

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

Corrins & CoOLLINS,
Omaha, Nebr., January 16, 1958.
Hon. RoMAN HRUSEKA,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaTOR: I am enclosing an article
from the Herald that shows the independent
spirit of Americans as free patriots when a
call is made by the head of the Nation.
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Tke should know that he does not need to
hire Americans to do a job for the protec-
tion of their country. We are not like the
foreign allies, and his acts are a reflection
upon the independence of our people, their
patriotism, and their honor,

The teachers of Bellevue have organized
and are following a course in the scliences.
SBchools are arranging their courses to meet
the needs of the times. States are preparing
courses to submit to high schools. This, be-
cause it is a patriotic duty.

State universities, like our own, will meet
the requirements of the times without being
hired to do it.

When we soclalize our educational system,
we have killed the initiative and enthu-
siasm of a free and independent people. Why
teach the American youth that they have
to be hired. All they need is a call to duty.
They have had it and are responding. Those
who freely enter upon this course, will make
able scientists. Leave out the drones that
have to be hired. They will be a burden.

I still think there are too many Com-
munists woven into the fabrie of the Gov-
ernment at Washington. If they can super-
vise the education of our youth, their job
has been fully accomplished.

Yours very truly,
H, A, CoLLins,
[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald of
January 16, 1958]
Cozap To Give CasH PRIZES FOR SCIENCES—

TeN 1N EacH GraDE IN Hice To Ger HoNoR

Cozap, NEsr.—A program to encourage Co-
zad High School students to work harder in
mathematics and sclence by offering cash
prizes and other recognition for their achieve-
ments was announced Wednesday.

The program will be the primary function
of a group to be known as the Cozad Sholas-
tic Association.

The organization has been assured cooper-
atlon of the school board, Superintendent of
Schools L. L. Patterson, Principal Clifford
Bosely, the University of Nebraska, and &
large group of eivic leaders who have fostered
the idea.

FORTY TO GET AWARDS

A spokesman said the project will encom-
pass virtually every resldent of the com-
munity.

The program is designed to assist and en-
courage all students. Recognition will be
glven to more than just the top student in
each department.

Actually, the spokesman sald, the top 10
freshmen, sophomores, juniors, and senfors
will get awards at a special ceremony each
year,

The activities will be financed through two
classes of memberships sold to residents of
the area: a voting membership costing $10
and a general membership costing $5.

TO HAVE EXAMS

Those with voting memberships will have
a volce in establishing the scholarship fund.

Under tentative plans, mathematics and
science students in all high-school grades
will be given a special examination by Dr.
James Rutledge, associate professor of sec-
ondary education at the University of Ne-
braska, and his assisting staff.

Students will be eligible for awards on the
basis of this exam and other special tests.
The winners, their parents, and teachers will
be honored at an awards ceremony. The
awards for the most part will be cash to help
students in higher education.

FRAISE FROM GENERAL ELECTRIC

Neil B. Reynolds, General Electric official
at Schenectady, N. Y., gave this praise to the
Cozad group:

“At a time when everybody is exhorting
everyone else to do something to encourage
young people to prepare themselves for the
age of science, you are taking action.”
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The program has received the endorsement
of other national industrial leaders, the
spokesman said.

Most important, he added, is the fact that
it will be another community project.

The field may be enlarged later to cover
other students, he said.

FORT EKEARNEY CONFERENCE PLAN

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, another
project to improve student incentive
has been established on an interschool
basis in Nebraska recently. This is the
Fort Kearney Conference plan, which is
similar to the plan I have described in
the case of the Cozad plan. Nine mem-
ber schools of the Fort Kearney, Nebr.,
Conference have voted to sponsor scho-
lastic competition among the schools,
Individual and school awards will be pre-
sented for scholastic achievement on the
basis of examinations to be given by
Kearney State Teachers College on
March 21.

Participant schools in this fine pro-
gram are Hildreth, Axtell, Ambherst,
Sumner, Loomis, Wilcox, Pleasanton,
Overton, and Elm Creek.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that three newspaper articles con-
cerning these two programs be printed
at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
|From the Grand Island (Nebr.) Independent

of January 17, 1958]
CITY SCHOLARSHIP PLAN—Co0zAD TAKES
ScIENCE STUDY INITIATIVE

Cozap, NEBr.—Cozad has developed its own
plan for engaging high-school students to
work harder on mathematics and science.

“Lots of recognition has been given ath-
letes,” one of the sponsors of this new pro-
gram said, “but we felt it was about time
to do something for somebody who had the
potential for being a scholar.”

A civic group known as the Cozad Scho-
lastic Assoclation is being formed to give
recognition to these potentially strong stu-
dents.

One phase of this recognition will be the
presentation of cash awards to the top 20
students in each of the 4 high-school
classes—the 10 top science students and the
top 10 mathematics students.

TRUST FUND

This money probably will be held in trust
to help defray expenses of their college edu-
cations, and it will be possible for such stu-
dents to win more than one award. Beyond
that plans call for a bonus award for these
students during each of their college years
provided they continue to progress.

Under tentative plans mathematics and
sclence students in all high-school grades
will be given a special examination and
their progress evaluated by Dr. James Rut~-
ledge, associate professor of secondary edu-
cation at the University of Nebraska, and his
staff,

The plan has received the cooperation of
the board of education, Supt. L. L. Patterson,
Principal Clifford Bosely, and the University
of Nebraska. Mrs. Dave Stevens, Jr., a former
instructor at the University of Denver, has
been working on the tentative plan for more
than 2 years. She has been tutoring students
in sclence and mathematics and has devoted
considerable time to development of the
plan for recognition of scholars.

SEPARATE LOAN FUND

In addition to the cash awards, tentative
plans call for establishment of a loan fund
which would be entirely separate from schol-
arships. Dave Stevens, Jr., who also has been
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interested in the plan, said many details re-
main to be worked out and the amounts of
cash awards cannot be determined until the
fund ralsing progresses further. The com-
munitywide association will be financed
through membership fees of $5 and $10. The
$10 membership is to be a voting member-
ship and will give the holder a volce in the
establishment of the scholarship fund.

Neil B. Reynolds, General Electric official at
Schenectady, N. Y., praised this effort saying:
“At a time when everybody is exhorting
everybody else to do something to encourage
these young people to prepare themselves for
the age of science, you are taking action.”

Stevens sald the program has received en-
dorsement of other national industrial lead-
ers.

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald of
January 17, 1958]

Cozap’s FINE EXAMPLE

One of the brightest pieces of news in the
paper recently was the story from Cozad,
Nebr., detailing the plans of that outstand-
ing community's citizens to provide special
rewards for their top students in mathe-
matics and science.

What the Cozad people are doing s really
very simple. They've formed the Cozad
Scholastic Association, and they're selling
memberships. The money raised will be
used to supply cash awards to the 10 top
mathematics and science students in each
of the four high-school grades. The awards,
it is expected, will help the winning stu-
dents finish their education after high school.

Here, certainly, is effective rebuttal to the
argument that the people in local communi-
ties lack interest in education,

Here, also, Is the answer to the conten-
tion that the Federal Government must step
in and help local communities run their
schools.,

Cozad is exceptionally progressive. So is
the rural community which surrounds it.
But we imagine there’s scarcely a community
in Nebraska or Iowa or in the whole Nation
that couldn’t do the same sort of thing, if it
set its mind to it.

[From the Kearney (Nebr.) Hub of January
18, 1958]

ScHoLASTIC CONTEST Is PLANNED

Members of the Fort Kearney Conference
have voted to sponsor a scholastic contest
between member schools.

Purpose of the contest is to give more
recognition to students for scholastie
achievement; stimulate good students to
greater effort; improve quality of instruc-
tion; round out Fort Kearney Conference
program, and focus more attention on aca-
demic programs in the member schools.

Winners in each of the test subjects will
be determined by the results of the Kearney
State Teachers College inter-high-school con-
test, to be held on March 21.

Subjects to be included are: Elementary
algebra, biology, bookkeeping, clothing and
textiles, chemistry, driver education, English
usage, standard food test, geometry, general
science, world history, American history, lit-
erature, music, general mathematics, phys-
iecs, novice shorthand, beginning typewrit-
ing, novice woodworking, and world geogra=
phy.
Individual ribbons will be given the first
five places in each contest. Plaques will be
awarded to the winner and runner-up
schools which have the highest team aver-
ages.

Members of the conference include Hil-
dreth, Axtell, Amherst, Sumner, Loomis, Wil-
cox, Pleasanton, Overton, and Elm Creek.
Members of the contest committee are How=-
ard Glenn, Hildreth; Ronald Landstrom, Ax-
tell; Alex Johnson, Amherst; Carl Aten,
Sumner; Lyle Whitesel, Loomis; John Hen-
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drix, Wilcox; Melvin Wattle, Pleasanton;
Jack Rueger, Overton; and Floyd Peterson,
Elm Creek.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, during
my travels in Nebraska this past fall fol-
lowing adjournment of Congress, and in
my mail since my return to Washington,
I have noted a confirmation by people
of my State of their opposition to Fed-
eral interference with their school sys-
tems.

Professional educators, farm organiza-
tion leaders, business and civic leaders,
labor leaders, and newspaper editors
have been forthright in expressing their
opposition to the currently proposed
measures. I am confident that this op-
position exists as strongly or more so
in many other States.

But in order to set out what I believe
is a typical cross section of opinion from
my State, and which reflects the think-
ing of the greater majority of Nebras-
ka folks, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp at this point
in my remarks the Nebraska newspaper
reports and editorials from the Omaha
World-Herald, January 1, 1958; Scotts-
bluff Star Herald, January 2, 1958;
Omaha World-Herald, January 8, 1958;
Sidney Telegraph, January 8, 1958; Al-
liance Times Herald, January 8, 1958;
York News Times, January 9, 1958; Blair
Pilot Tribune, January 11, 1958; Omaha
World-Herald, January 13, 1958 ; Colum-
bus Daily Telegram, January 17, 1958;
and Nebraska City News-Press, January
28, 1958.

There being no objection, the articles
and editorials were ordered to be print-
ed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald of

January 1, 1958]
A Two-WORD PROGRAM

The President’s ald-to-education program
can be summed up in two words—"“Federal
money."

Federal grants-in-aid to the States to be
matched on a 50-50 basis.

Federal scholarships to 10,000 college stu-
dents annually.

The program is planned to last 4 years and
to cost approximately $1 billion, four-fifths
of it in grants to the States.

This is the whole of the answer as seen
by Mr. Eisenhower and his Cabinet adviser
on educational matters, Mr. Folsom. They
would spend the Nation into an education.

What kind of education?

Scientific, says Mr. Eisenhower. But not
too scientific, says Mr. Folsom.

What about the quality of the education?
The administration spokesmen do not even
discuss the point. It is taken for granted
that more money will provide better educa-
tion. Learning is regarded as a purchas-
able commodity to be stuffed by currently
fashionable educational methods into young
American heads at so much per head.

But If money is the answer, why isn't the
United States already far out ahead in edu-
cation? According to a United Nations sur-
vey, America now spends far more on edu-
cation than does any other country.

The word “Federal” sounds an alarm in
the minds of many Americans when they
think of their school systems. By long ex-
perience they know that where the Federal
dollar goes, the controlling hand of the Fed-
eral Government eventually goes also.

The immediate response of Omaha’s super-
intendent of schools, Dr. Harry Burke, gave
a warning on this point. “The President’s
program,” said he, “definitely introduces the
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factor of Federal interest in our public-
school systems.” And so it does, all the
disclaimers of Secretary Folsom to the con-
trary notwithstanding.

Once Washington starts funneling tax
dollars back to the States, for any purpose—
highways, old-age benefits, or education—
it acquires an interest in how those dollars
are used. Right now the Federal bureau-
cratic interest is chiefly in the field of
sclence and science fhstruction. Tomorrow
it may be in the field of socialist economics
or one-world politics. Dr. Burke is not the
only one who sees the danger of school sys-
tems revolving around the Federal scholar-
ship program, with the Federal tall wagging
the local dog.

What the matching arrangement might do
to local school systems is an even more ap-
palling prospect.

In Nebraska the principle of major State-
aid for the schools has never been accepted.
Under the President’s program the State
would suddenly become & full partner in dis-
pensing aid, and the pressures for new and
heavier taxes to match the Federal dollars
would become irresistible. The breakdown
of local school district financial responsi-
bility and control would be likely to follow.

Not only would such a program be tre-
mendously costly for Nebraska—and other
Btates as well—but no benefits are discern-
ible that could justify the destruction of the
Btate’s local school systems.

All in all, the President’s proposal would
substitute more spending for the needed
reforms in educational methods and would
plant the Federal foot squarely in the door-
way of the loeal schools. It does not point
the way to the higher standards of educa-
tion the country needs.

[From the Scottsbluff (Nebr.) Star-Herald of
January 2, 1958]

Four-YEAR EDUCATION ' PLAN WILL BECOME
PERMANENT, EXPANDING FEDERAL PROGRAM

“This responsibility can't be passed on by
the people to Washington.”

That was Vice President Nixon speaking
about 6 weeks ago in New York. He was
commenting on the country’s educational
problems, the need to improve scientific edu-
cation and to provide more facilities and
teachers for the Nation's youth.

Monday, Washington decided to assume the
responsibllity which the Vice President
rightly declared was not and should not be-
come the Federal Government's.

The bureaucrats who came to the farm-
er's rescue, who masterminded the missile
program, who laid out the Interstate High-
way System, and whose record is blotched
with similar accomplishments are now going
to come to the ald of education.

As the old saying goes, when you have
friends like those, you don't need enemies.

The administration plan for education was
described as a 4-year, billlon-dollar “shot in
the arm” for scientific education. But even
as the announcement was being made of-
ficlals were pointing out that the program
wouldn't be limited to science, that it didn't
call for school construction but might later
be expanded and that the main support of
schools would continue to come from State
and local governments.

This is the same pitch used to launch
every other grant-in-ald program.

‘What it means is that those who belleve
in a federally directed, controlled, and ad-
ministered school system from kindergarten
on figure this is the opening wedge they
need.

Even as the proposal was made, some Con-
gressmen and educators were complaining
that it wasn't nearly enough.

Make no mistake. If this 4-year plan is
approved as submitted, it will become a
permanent, constantly expanding program
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just as every other grant-in-ald project
has.

This newspaper has consistently opposed
Federal school aid for two major reasons.

First, Government assistance means Gov-
ernment control. Money from Washington
is accompanied by orders on how, when, and
where to spend it.

Second, in the long run Federal ald costs
too much. A community may gain tempo-
rary relief, but what is provided for it must
also be provided for other cities. Scotts-
bluff, for example, might receive cash to im-
prove its science department but local tax-
payers also would help foot the bill for de-
partments in every high school in the Na-
tion. Long before everyone is satisfled,
Scottsbluff would need more and the cirele
would begin again,

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald of
January 8, 1958]

AN OQasis

Dr. Harry Burke, the superintendent of the
Omaha public schools, is somewhat put out
by those who blame the schools for the Na-
tion’s scientific shortcomings.

He is particularly displeased, and we think
with reason, at those who include the Omaha
school system in the general indietment.

Dr. Burke cites facts to show that the local
schools have not been blighted by the influ-
ences which have lowered standards else-
where. Omaha grade-school children, he
gays, test “well above the national norm in
basic science understanding.” And he is
proud of the fact that Omaha high-school
students have won the highest places in
competition for the best sclence and math
scholarships offered in the United States.

There is no question about the general ex-
cellence of the Omaha school system. Dr.
Burke and the Omaha teachers have every
right to be proud of their high standards and
of the fact that they have maintained them
in the face of pressures to travel the easler
road. This newspaper has sald that in the
past and hopes to have many occasions to say
it in the future.

But to except the Omaha school system
does not affect the comments which have
been made in these columns and elsewhere
concerning the general quality of America’s
schools.

The oases in the educational desert are few
and far between. The watered-down cur-
ricula, tens of thousands of college freshmen
who have to take noncredit courses in Eng-
lish and math to learn what they should have
learned in high school, give evidence of that
truth. The need for remedial reading courses
at almost all levels, and the general decline
of the art of spelling, provide further evi-
dence.

That these shortcomings either do not ap-
ply to graduates of the Omaha school system
or apply in lesser degree than elsewhere, is a
comforting thought for the people of this
community. If standards were as high
throughout the country as in Omaha, the
American people would not be so greatly
concerned about their schools.

The truth is that national educational
standards have been lowered. In pulling
them down, in promoting almost all students
regardless of effort or achlevement, in adjust-
ing the curriculum to the lowest level of abil-
ity, America has made a mistake of which
only now it is becoming aware.

Some schoolmen have replied that they
have been providing the kind of education
the people wanted in this age of ease, and
there may be considerable truth in that
statement. But these schoolmen erred in as-
suring the people that a softer curriculum
would still produce well-educated young-
sters. This was manifestly not true.

February 6

[From the Sidney (Nebr.) Telegraph of Jan-
uary 8, 1958]
THERE'S STILL TIME

President Eisenhower, having failed to
push through Federal aid to education dur-
ing past Congressional sessions, now is seiz-
ing on Russia’s sputnik success to attack
the problem from another angle.

The President and his advisers think that
Federal Government should get into the edu-
cation subsidy business, at least to the ex-
tent of paying the freight for outstanding
students and instructors in the various flelds
of science. This, of course, s what is known
as getting their foot in the door. Once
the Federal planners enforce this wedge,
there will be no stopping them until Uncle
Bam is running the schools, just as he con-
trols everything else where he is the main
Santa Claus.

This newspaper has held out irrevocably
against Federal aid to education. We are
encouraged in this stand by the knowledge
many of the men and women whom we re-
spect most in the field of education take the
very same stand. Education is a local re-
sponsibility and should not be turned over
to the bureaucrats.

The contrary argument, of course, is that
Russia has proven that to get things done
the state must take over the control of all
essential industries, all schools, and tle pri-
vate lives of all citizens. This, say the Fed-
eral ald enthuslasts, is why Russia sent a
sputnik into outer space while America is
still floundering.

Maybe s0. But we like it our way. Those
who think Russia is going to take over the
world still have time to book passage and
crawl behind the Iron Curtain before it is
too late.

[From the Alliance (Nebr.) Times-Herald of
January 8, 1958]
MoRrRISON VIEW Dim oF UNITED STATES AID TO
EpvcaTtion

“When local schools get Federal aid, they're
likely to lose the basic American ideal of
initiative and imaginative action.”

That's the opinion expression by Publie
School Superintendent L. E. Morrison, when
he spoke to the Kiwanis Club Tuesday night.

“I am a great believer in local control of
echools,” he sald. "“I've always been afraid of
:‘;ederal control with Federal ald to educa-

on-li

Morrison drew this conclusion after devot-
ing most of this talk to describing the Rus-
sian education system which recantly has
aeiiﬂeved world attention—thanks to sput-
niks.

RED QUALITY DOUBTED

Russia is turning out some impressive
quantities of students, sald Morrison, but
the quality remains in doubt. He noted that
of Russia’s 900 higher schools of all types,
only 30 are classed as universities. The rest
are technical institutes. There are no lib-
eral arts colleges.

Starting at the elementary levels, there
is only one curriculum—the state prescribes
it—and Russian students have few choices of
subjects. Not many of them go far in echool,
and if they can't “cut the mustard,” as the
Yankee slang goes, they are sent to trade
schools or state farms—or maybe Siberia, who
knows?

Students who survive Russian colleges,
have a Jjob guaranteed. In fact, they go
where the state sends them, like it or not,
and they get various privileges denied the
common folk.

Top students get Government subsidies,
but it's for one purpose—so the student will
serve the Soviet motherland.

“Our American educational purpose,” sald
Morrizon, “is to give every child equal oppor-
tunity.”
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SALK VERSUS SPUTNIKS

“If we had thought in the years from 1945
to 1957 that putting a satellite into space
was most important, I'm convinced America
could have done it first. Instead, we de-
veloped Salk vaccine and a lot of other won-
der drugs."

He said there is cause for concern in the
fact Russia spends twice as much of its na-
tional income for education than America
does.

But Morrison still put his faith in the
American system of education—without Fed-
eral aid or controls,

[From the York (Nebr.) News-Times of Jan-
uary 9, 1968]

A TO EDUCATION

The year 1958 will not see a tiresome re-
run of the old battles over Federal aid to
education. The Eisenhower administration
this time has come up with a different pro-
posal which attempts to cover a much wider
area,

Russia’s lead into sclence leadership is re-
sponsible. It shocked many Americans into
sudden awareness of our shortcomings in
the field of science.

Some educators, of course, will not be sat-
isfled with the President’s $1-billion pro-
gram, which also calls for $600 million from
the BStates. These will undoubtedly feel
that the program is not large enough in
scope and does not provide a sufficient
amount of money.

The proposal to provide money for some
10,000 scholarships is intended to strike at
what many term one of our most pressing
dilemmas, the failure of thousands of well-
qualified young men and women to go on to
college to complete such training. They say
that lack of funds appears to be the prime
reason.

What they don't seem to understand is
that today more people are attending a col-
lege or university than at any time in the
history of the United States. From one end
of the Nation to the other, our universities
are bulging at the seams, unable to con-
struct new buildings fast enough to ade-
quately provide the necessary space for these
increasing numbers.

It has always been our contention that
any student can attend a college or univer=-
sity if he or she sincerely has the desire to
further his education. If this is the case,
then money is of secondary importance.
Many young people today are attending col-
leges without receiving one cent of help from
their parents back home.

True, they are forced to hold jobs during
the afternoons, evenings, and on weekends,
but it has been our experience that those
people who must work to provide the ex-
penses for their education most times take
their studies in a more serious light and are
more responsible citizens when they receive
‘their diploma.

Charles Marshall, president of the Ne-
braska Farm Bureau, says he has always
favored strong, locally controlled schools.
“Federal aid disguised under wholesale
scholarships will eventually destroy this
control of education. Acceptance of this
idea is another gain for centralized govern-
ment.

““While this proposal is supposedly tempo-
rary and involves a minimum of Federal
control, experience with such programs
would Indicate that it would do neither.
This country cannot afford to let its educa-
tional problems get in the position of being
solved by political expediency or indoctrina-
tion by a centralized government."

Marshall suggested that if additional Fed-
eral money is necessary to achieve the level
of intellectual ability required in this coun-
try, the relationship of the Government to
a reciplent of Federal money should be one
of business., “Maintenance of the principle
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that the Government and the recipient are
separate free entities is essential.”

The Nebraska Farm Bureau president says
that a self-help program in which those
who need and desire assistance could borrow
money and later repay the loan with inter-
est provides a far better arrangement than
an outright gift of Federal funds. Under
such an arrangement, the money used
would be returned to the Government but,
more than that, it would strengthen rather
than weaken the character of the reciplents.

The Nation’s foreign-aid program has
proved that money alone cannot buy friend-
ship abroad. The same theory is true in
this country also. The Government cannot
give a youngster a pocketful of money for
his education and expect a fully qualified
scientist in the end. Money can never solve
all the Government's problems.

[From the Blair (Nebr.) Pilot-Tribune of

January 11, 1958]

BramiTEs ExPRESS OPINION—GOVERNMENT
PrAaN To SrEND BILLION DOLLARS IN 4 YEARS
OPPOSED—EKEEP GOVERNMENT OUT OF EDU=-
CATION
Blairites recently surveyed on the matter,

have expressed disfavor to the Government’s
plan calling for a billion-dollar Federal ex-
penditure over 4 years to strengthen educa-
tion, mainly in the fields of science and
mathematics.

The Pilot-Tribune, upon questioning 25
Blairites, including businessmen, day labor-
ers, clerks, and professional men and others
on their views, found that—24 opposed and
1 favored the plan.

One part of the program provides for 910,-
000 college scholarships each year, to be paid
entirely by the Federal Government.

The other part, for which the bulk of the
money would be spent, would be to improve
education on the high-school level. Federal
money spent on this project would be
matched by the States.

Here are some of the statements made by
those interviewed: “Very much opposed,”
“against anything that goes to Washington
and comes back,” “absolutely no,” “lousy
with a capital L.”

Another one stated, “The Red sputnik
caused a lot of comment. Immediately some-
one started finding fault with this and that,
I think there are many outstanding scientists
in America, and many employed by the Gov-
ernment. We have heard very little about
the seemingly poor organization within the
Government in the handling of our out-
standing scientists.”

Many expressed the opinion that the States
and local school officials could handle the
educational problems at a lower cost and
much more efficiently.

Many Blair High School graduates, who
have attended colleges and universities, have
obtained good grades in science and math-
ematics. One college instructor voiced the
opinion that “many Blair graduates are well
drilled in the fundamentals of science and
mathematics.”

Last spring the members of the 1957 Blair
graduating class had an outstanding record
in tests taken, including the Nebraska Re-
gents test.

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald of

January 13, 1958]
AN UNCONVINCING CASE

Those who prescribe a billion Federal dol-
lars to remedy the science deficiencies of the
Nation's schools are getting less than en-
thusiastic support from most American tax-
payers.

And in spite of the whoops and hurrahs
from the National Education Association, a
good many teachers and school administra-
tors are outspoken in their doubts and their
opposition.
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Let’s look at the $200 million which under
the administration program would be used
for Federal scholarships for bright young
people, mostly of sclentific bent, who sup-
posedly can't get a college education now,

Many educators say this contention is
demonstrably false, that there are scholar-
ships and aid programs in abundance to take
care of the 10,000 who would qualify for
Federal scholarships. Other educators argue
that support of the colleges in the tradi-
tional way, by industry, foundations, and
private individuals is much to be preferred.
And that once the people realize the need,
these private funds will be forthcoming and
in the needed quantity.

And what about Federal grants-in-aid to
school systems, which is the bigger part of
Secretary Folsom's proposal?

Two chief objections have been raised.

First, it's foolish to believe the ills of
America’s school system can be cured by
taxing the people, sending the money to
Washington, removing part of it for ad-
ministrative expenses, and then sending it
back to the communities from which the
money came. And, second, it's dangerous to
believe that Washington will keep its hands
off local systems, once it begins to send
money their way. Experience and logic
point in the opposite direction.

These are some of the objections to Fed-
eral aid to education. And we have not even
touched here upon the serlous guestion of
whether another billion should be added
to the Federal budget at a time when Amer-
ica’s military costs are on a rising curve, the
end of which no man can see.

[From the Columbus (Nebr.) Daily Telegram
of January 17, 18568]
COMMENTS
(By Mrs. Svea C. Loomis)

Federal aid to education? No, we for one,
want to go on record as being opposed to
Federal aid to education as proposed by
President Eisenhower.

The President has asked Congress to ap-
propriate $1451% million in the year starting
July 1 as an ald to education. He has said
that because of existing conditions, he now
is substituting the aid program, largely for
sclence education, instead of for school con-
struction that he advocated a year ago.

Part of the program already disclosed pro-
vides for 10,000 scholarships a year, and 1,000
or more graduate fellowships a year and an
extensive program of matching grants to
States to select, guide and train outstanding
students, to improve the teaching facilities
of sclence and mathematics and of promoting
foreign languages.

We certainly believe in edueation and more
education, but it takes more than money to
make an educated boy or girl. In the first
place they must have a bent for science or
math, as has been proven by some of these
young scholars in high schools and in the
lower grades, who have had very little train-
ing up to date in either subject, and who are
building and launching rockets and missiles
of their own making.

Just recently, a 15-year-old boy with two of
his classmates launched four different mis-
siles in Wyoming. His "“master,” or biggest
rocket, climbed to a height of 5,776 feet;
the others were fired to heights of 1,264 feet
and 1,294 feet. Evidently the missiles were
figmeats of his own imagination—he may
have had some help from a laboratory super-
visor, but it shows he was interested in sci-
ence and would make good along that line.

Even some of our outstanding older men who
have had little or no formal education along
scientific lines seem to be successful scien-
tists.

Yes, we feel scholarships should be given
to outstanding students, but they should
come from individuals, businesses, and by
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big manufacturing concerns and not by Gov-
ernment. The trend now is for banks, busl-
nessmen and manufacturers to give scholar-
ships to worthy students in their hometowns.
‘We are sure the Service clubs would get
behind a project like this, as well as others.

Let's try out this system first, then if we
fall behind, or it doesn't go over, then, and
only then, in our opinion, should we call on
our Uncle Samuel to help out.

[From the Nebraska City (Nebr.) News-Press
of January 28, 1958]
As To EDUCATION

“Taking things easy has become part of the
American philosophy of life,” says Bishop
Fulton J. Sheen in one of his recent col-
umns. “But such apathy does not make for
greatness. Sixteen out of nineteen civiliza-
tions which have disappeared from history
have decayed from within. Our country is
not in danger only from the active bar-
barism of the Soviet's ICBM; it is also in
danger from the passivity of America’s
apathy to discipline.”

In a recent newspaper column, Dorothy
Thompson made this disturbing but prob-
ably truthful assertion: “Most American
parents do not want their children to be
educated. They want them trained for a
specific function. They despise ‘useless
knowledge.’ So our high schools are forced
to teach everything under the sun, typing,
home economics, mechanics, parenthood,
and many other things young people once ,
learned at home, in specialized schools, or
as apprentices. But a real educational in-
stitution is not a job factory.”

Cozad, Nebr., has embarked on a useful
and unique plan of encouraging young peo-
ple in mathematics, a subject which even
some high school teachers have discouraged.
Some of the people of the town have formed
an assoclation of citizens and are selling
memberships. The money raised will be
used to give cash awards to the top 10
mathematics and science students In each
of the four high school grades. The money
is expected to help the winning students
finish their education after high school.

It is pretty good proof that in at least one
Nebraska community people are interested
in their schools and its students and that
it isn't necessary for the Federal Govern-
ment to do that which is purely a loeal
responsibility and duty.—J. H. 8.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. HRUSKA. Iyield to my colleague.

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to congratulate
and commend my distinguished col-
league, the senior Senator from Nebraska,
for a viewpoint well spoken and cer-
tainly one which is sound. The distin-
guished Senator has rendered a fine
service to this body and to our State.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, pur-
suant to the order previously entered, I
move that the Senate adjourn until 12
o’clock noon on Monday next,.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o’clock and 22 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned, the adjournment being,
under the order previously entered, until
Monday, February 10, 1958, at 12 o’clock
meridian,

CONFIRMATION
Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate February 6, 1958:
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Royce Aller Hardy, Jr., of Nevada, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TuaurspAY, FEBRUARY 6, 1958

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. W. J. Spicer, Charleston Method-
ist Church, Charleston, Ark., offered the
following prayer:

O God, our Heavenly Father, who art
the creator of all things, the ruler of
all life, we give thanks to Thee for all
Thy blessings. We are thankful for the
rich heritage that is ours.

We pray that Thy blessings will con-
tinue to be upon us and our great coun-
try because of its peculiar position
among nations, that the influence of
our Government may be for peace and
righteousness among the governments of
the world.

We ask divine guidance and direction
for those who make our laws, that they
may be just and give opportunities to all
people.

Grant that each according to his abil-
ity and faithfulness may be a coworker
with Thee in the building of a fuller and
richer life for everyone. Free each one
from selfishness and pride that would
hinder the leadership of Thy spirit.

Hear us, we pray, in the name of our
Master, Teacher, and Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
vesterday was read and approved.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT
Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Ratch-
ford, one of his secretaries.

TWO HUNDRED AND TWENTY-
FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
PERMANENT SETTLEMENT OF
GEORGIA

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
PrEsTON].

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to invite the attention of this body to a
great event in American history which
took place just 225 years ago.

On February 12, 1733, Gen. James Ed-
ward Oglethorpe and a band of 120 cou-
rageous followers landed at Yamacraw
Bluff on the Savannah River to establish
a permanent settlement which marked
the beginning of the great State of Geor-
g;ah and the thriving port city of Savan-
nah,

Georgia, you will recall, prospered un-
der God’s divine hand to become the
youngest of the Thirteen Original Colo-
nies and has since developed into truly
the Empire State of the South.

Time does not permit a detailed recital
of the great contributions that Georgia
has made to this Union but everyone
who has read American history knows
that from the time of Oglethorpe, Geor-
gia’s sons and daughters have contrib-
uted mightily to the development and
growth of our country.

Gen. Lachlan McIntosh served with
Washington at Valley Forge and among
the signers of the Declaration of Inde-
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pendence were three Georgia delegates:
Button Gwinnett, Lyman Hall, and
George Walton., William H. Crawford of
Georgia served in the early Congresses
and was Secretary of the Treasury under
both President Madison and President
Monroe.

Alexander H. Stephens, who incident-
ally was a close personal friend of Abra-
ham Lincoln whose birthday is this
month, was an outstanding Member of
this body for many years, and became
Vice President of the Confederacy when
war breached the Union in 1861.

Benjamin Harvey Hill distinguished
himself by service in both the House and
Senate in the troubled times that fol-
lowed the War Between the States.
James Moore Wayne, a native of Sa-
vannah, once represented in this House
the same district which it is my honor
to serve, and later achieved distinction
as a member of the Supreme Court of
the United States,

Indeed, the list of Georgia statesmen
is too lengthy to recall at this time. But
all of you remember the gifted pen and
golden voice of Henry W. Grady, who
was called the spokesman for the new
South in the years following the War
Between the States.

A Georgia physician, Dr. Crawford W.
Long, was the discoverer of the anesthe-
sia that has eased the suffering of so
many millions of mankind.

Georgia was the first State to charter
a State university, and my State gave to
the world in Wesleyan College the first
institution of higher learning for women.

It was from the port of Savannah that
the first steamship, appropriately named
Savannah, sailed the Atlantic Ocean
and in that city was founded by Juliette
Gordon Low the Girl Scouts of America
which organization has left its blessed
imprint on the lives of millions of young
American women,

Mr. Speaker, I will not trespass fur-
ther upon the valued time of this body,
but I did want to recall to you a few
brief highlights of my State on this, the
225th anniversary of the day that Ogle-
thorpe and his brave followers landed on
the bank of the Savannah River to es-
tablish the settlement which was des-
tined to become the Sovereign State
of Georgia.

FINAL REPORT OF THE ADVISORY
COMMITTEE ON WEATHER CON-
TROL— MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE TUNITED
STATES
The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following message from the Presi-

dent of the United States, which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on

Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the provisions of section
10 of the act of August 13, 1953 (Public
Law 256, 83d Cong.), as amended, I
hereby transmit the final report of the
Advisory Committee on Weather Control.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE HouUsg, February 6, 1958.
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REPORT OF ST. LAWRENCE SEA-
WAY DEVELOPMENT CORPORA-
TION FOR 1957—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 326)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on
Public Works and ordered to be printed,
with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the provisions of section 10
of Publiec Law 358, 83d Congress, I trans-
mit herewith for the information of the
Congress the report of the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, cov-
ering its activities for the year ended
December 31, 1957.
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
THE WaITE HOUSE, February 6, 1958.

SUPPLEMENTAL MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H. R.
9739) to authorize the Secretary of the
Air Force to establish and develop cer-
tain installations for the national secu-
rity, and to confer certain authority on
the Secretary of Defense, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, the gentleman will
take some time to explain the confer-
ence report?

Mr. VINSON. I shall, with pleasure.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that we may dis-
pense with the reading of the statement.

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

There was no objection.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFeRENce RerorT (H. REPT. No. 1329)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
9739) to authorize the Secretary of the Air
Force to establish and develop certain instal-
lations for the national security, and to con-
fer certain authority on the Secretary of
Defense, and for other purposes, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their
respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be
inserted by the Senate amendment insert the
“ollowing: “That the Secretary of the Air
Force may establish or develop military in-
stallations and facilities by aequiring, con-
structing, converting, rehabllitating, or in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

stalling permanent or temporary public
works, including site preparation, appurte-
nances, utilities, and equipment, for the
following projects: Provided, That with re-
spect to the authorizations pertaining to the
dispersal of the BStrategic Air Command
Forces, no authorization for any individual
location shall be utilized unless the Secretary
of the Air Force or his designee has first
obtained, from the Secretary of Defense and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, approval of such
location for dispersal purposes.

“SEMIAUTOMATIC GROUND ENVIRONMENT
BYSTEM (SAGE)

“Grand Forks Air Force Base, Grand Forks,
North Dakota: Administrative facilities,
$270,000.

“EK. I. Bawyer Alrport, Marquette, Michi-
gan: Administrative facilities, $277,000.

“Larson Air Force Base, Moses Lake, Wash-
ington: Utilities, $50,000.

“Luke Air Force Base, Phoenix, Arizona:
Operational and training facilities, and utili-
ties, $11,582,000.

“Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls,
Montana: Operational and training facili-
ties, and utilities, $6,901,000.

“Minot  Air Force Base, Minot, North Da-
kota: Operational and training facilities,
and utilities, $10,338,000.

“Norton Alr Force Base, San Bernardino,
California: Utilities, $172,000.

“Syracuse Alr Force Station, Syracuse, New
York: Troop housing facilities, £80,000.

“BALLISTIC MISSILE DETECTION SYSTEM

“Various locations: Operational and train-
ing facilities, maintenance and production
facilities, research, development, and test
facilities, supply facilities, hospital and
medical facilities, administrative facilities,
housing and community facilities, utilities,
land acquisition, and ground improvements,
$189,000,000.

“BALLISTIC MISSILES

“Various locations: Operational and train-
ing facilities, maintenance and production
facilities, research, development, and test
facilities, supply facilities, hospital and
medical facilities, administrative facilities,
housing and community facilities, utilities,
land acquisition, and ground improvements,
$112,400,000.

“ALERT AND DISPERSAL OF STRATEGIC AIR
COMMAND FORCES

“Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City,
South Dakota: Operational and training fa-
cilities, $3,194,000.

“PFairchild Air Force Base, Spokane, Wash-
ington: Operational and training facilities,
$1,461,000.

“Grand Forks Alr Force Base, Grand Forks,
North Dakota: Operational and training fa-
cilities, and utilities, $895,000.

“Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, New York:
Operational and training facilities, and util-
ities, $664,000.

“Larson Air Force Base, Moses Lake,
Washington: Operational and training fa-
cilities, $2,603,000.

“Lockbourne Ailr Force Base, Columbus,
Ohiu: Operational and training facilities, and
utilities, $1,089,000.

“Loring Air Force Base, Limestone, Maine:
Operational and training facilities, §1,-
524,000.

“Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls,
Montana: Operational and training faecilities,
$872,000.

“Minot Alr Force Base, Minot, North Da~-
kota: Operational and training facllities,
and utilities, $867,000.

“Mountain Home Alr Force Base, Moun-
taln Home, Idaho: Operational and tralning
facilities, and utilities, $4,380,000.

“Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska:
Operational and training facilities, and util-
ities, $690,000.

“Peace Air Force Base, Portsmouth, New
Hampshire: Operational and training facili-
ties, and utilities, $1,668,000,
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*“Plattsburg Air Force Base, Plattsburg,
New York: Operational and training facili-
ties, and utilities, $1,116,000.

“Westover Air Force Base, Chicopee Falls,
Massachusetts: Operational and training fa-
cilities, and utilities, $2,368,000.

“Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida:
Operational and training facilities, mainte-
nance and production facllities, supply
facilities, and utilitles and ground improve=
ments, $8,958,000.

“Glasgow Air Force Base, Glasgow, Mon-
tana: Operational and training facilities,
maintenance and production facilities, sup-
ply facllities, housing and community facili-
ties, and utilities, $29,644,000.

“Kinross Air Force Base, Sault Sainte
Marie, Michigan: Operational and training
facilities, supply facilities, housing and com-
munity facilities, and utilities, £23,762,000.

“K. I. Sawyer Alrport, Marquette, Michi-
gan: Operational and training facilities,
supply facilities, housing and community
facilities, and utilities, $27,233,000.

“Robins Air Force Base, Macon, Georgia:
Operational and training facilities, mainte=
nance and production facilities, supply facili-
ties, and utilities, $3,667,000.

“Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton,
Ohlio: Operational and tralning facilities,
maintenance and production facilities, sup-
ply facilities, utilities, and ground improve-
ments, $22,632,000.

“Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Oscoda, Mich=-
igan: Operational and training {facilities,
maintenance and production facilities, sup-
ply facilities, housing and community facili=
ties, and utilities, $22,349,000.

“Clinton County Air Force Base, Wilming-
ton, Ohio: Operational and training facili-
ties, maintenance and production facilities,
supply facilities, housing and community
facilities, and utilities, §8,776,000.

“Dover Air Force Base, Dover, Delaware:
Operational and training facilities, mainte-
nance and production facilities, supply facili-
ties, and utilities, $4,715,000,

“Ernest Harmon Air Force Base, Stephen-
ville, Newfoundland: Operational and train-
ing facilities, and maintenance and
production facilities, $2,217,000.

“Goose Alr Base, Labrador: Operational and
training facilities, and maintenance and
production facilities, $2,007,000.

“McChord Air Force Base, Tacoma, Wash-
ington: Operational and training facilities,
supply facilities, and utilities, $4,9985,000.

“McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown,
New Jersey: Operational and training facili-
ties, maintenance and production facilities,
supply facilities, housing and community
facilities, and utilities, £6,979,000.

“Otis Air Force Base, Falmouth, Massachu-
setts: Operational and training facilities,
maintenance and production facilities, and
utilities, $7,079,000.

“Selfridge Air Force Base, Mount Clemens,
Michigan: Operational and training facilities,
maintenance and production facilities, sup-
ply facilities, and utilities, $17,487,000.

“Various locations: Land acquisition as
required for the stations listed above,
$2,709,000.

“Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Air Force
may proceed to establish or develop installa-
tions and facilities under this Act without
regard to sections 3648 and 3734 of the Re-
vised Statutes, as amended, and sections
4774 (d) and 9774 (d) of title 10, United
States Code. The authority to place per-
manent or temporary improvements on land
includes authority for surveys, administra-
tion, overhead, planning and supervision in-
cident to construction. That authority may
be exercised before title to the land is ap-
proved under section 355 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended, and even though the
land is held temporarily. The authority to
acquire real estate or land includes author-
ity to make surveys and to acquire land, and
interests in land (including temporary use),
by gift, purchase, exchange of Government-
owned land, or otherwise.
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“Sec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary for
the purposes of sections 1 and 2 of this Act
but appropriations for public works projects
authorized by those sections may not ex-
ceed $549,670,000.

“Sec. 4. Whenever—

“(1) the President determines that com-
‘pliance with section 2313 (b) of title 10,
United States Code, for contracts made un-
der this Act for the establishment or de=-
velopment of military installations and fa-
cilities in forelgn countries would interfere
with the carrying out of this Act; and

“(2) the Secretary of Defense and the
Comptroller General have agreed upon al-
ternative methods for adequately auditing
those contracts; the President may exempt
those contracts from the requirements of
that section.

“Sgc. 5. Contracts made by the United
States under this Act shall be awarded, in-
sofar as practicable, on a competitive basis
to the lowest responsible bidder, if the na-
tional security will not be impaired and the
award is consistent with chapter 137 of title
10, United States Code, and section 15 of
the Act of August 9, 1955 (69 Stat. 547, 551).
The Secretary of the Air Force shall report
semi-annually to the President of the Sen-
ate and the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives with respect to all contracts
awarded on other than a competitive basis
to the lowest responsible bidder.

“Sec.6. Any of the amounts named in
section 1 of this Act may, in the discretion
of the Secretary of the Air Force, be in-
creased by 16 per centum. However, the
total cost of all projects may not be more
than the total amount authorized to be ap-
propriated by section 3 of this Act.

“Sec. 7. The Secretary of Defense or his
designee is authorized to engage in such ad-
vanced projects essential to the Defense De-
partment’s responsibilities in the fleld of
basic and applied research and development
which pertain to weapons systems and mili-
tary requirements as the Becretary of De-
fense may determine after consultation with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and for a period
of one year from the effective date of this act,
the Secretary of Defense or his designee is
further authorized to engage in such ad-
vanced space projects as may be designated
by the President.

“Nothing in this provision of law shall pre-
clude the Secretary of Defense from assign-
ing to the military departments the duty of
engaging in research and development of
weapons systems necessary to fulfill the
combatant functions assigned by law to such
military departments.

“The Secretary or his designee is author-
ized to perform assigned research and de-
velopment projects: by contract with private
business entitles, educational or research in-
stitutions, or other agencies of the Govern=-
ment, through one or more of the military
departments, or by utilizing employees and
consultants of the Department of Defense.

“The Secretary of Defense shall assign
any weapons systems developed to such mili-
tary department or departments for produc-
tion and operational control as he may de-
termine.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

CarL VINSON,
OvVERTON BROOKS,
PavL J. KILDAY,
CanrL T. DURHAM,
Lesrie C. ARENDS,
L. H. Gavin,
Managers on the Part of the House.
RicHARD B. RUSSELL,
JoHN STENNIS,
HENRY M. JACKSON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House
at the conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Benate to the bill (H. R. 9739) to authorize
certain construction at military installa~
tions, and for other purposes, submit the
following statement in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the
conferees and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report:

On January 15, 1958, the House of Repre-
sentatives passed H. R. 9739, which was a
supplement to the fiscal year 1858 military
construction and authorization for the De-
partment of the Air Force. On January 30,
1958, the Senate passed H. R. 9739, amended.

The differences and the action agreed upon
by the conferees are as follows:

ACTION BY THE SENATE

The Senate Armed Services Committee
struck all language after the enacting clause
of the House bill and substituted its own
language.

This action by the Senate did not affect
any of the line items of the House bill; they
remain in ldentlecal form. The Senate did,
however, vary in important respects the lan-
guage Introductory to the line items. As
the bill passed the House, the Introductory
language in section 1 was similar to language
contained in each of the first three titles of
the military construction bill each year.
This language always has application to all
of the line items which follow it.

The change made by the Senate to the
House language was made applicable to all
of the line items following it excepting those
relating to “the dispersal of the Strategic Alr
Command forces.” With respect to these
particular line items, the Senate language
required that, prior to the use of the au-
thorization granted for these items, the Sec-
retary of the Air Force or his designee should
first obtain from the Secretary of Defense
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff approval of the
locations which would be used for such dis-
persal. The language further provided that
if such approval were not forthcoming, the
Secretary of the Air Force with the approval
of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff might utilize any “heretofore
authorized base or location” and should
have “the authority to reprogram available
authorizations” to these other bases.

PRIOR STUDY

During the conference, the House con-
ferees argued that since the selection of the
dispersal bases had been made only after ex-
tended study, these bases, and only these,
should be the ones utilized for dispersal.
The House conferees in support of this po-
sition stated that any other course, that is a
restudy of the dispersal bases, would remove
from the legislation the high element of
emergency which had been stressed by the
Department of Defense from the time the
bill was submitted to the Congress. The
House conferees further felt that the use of
any bases other than currently active ones
would involve very large additional expend-
itures in order to place them in a condi-
tion adequate to support the heavy bomb-
ers to be placed on these bases. The House
position, therefore, was based on these two
important elements: Speed and economy.

The conferees agreed that only the first
of the two steps contemplated by the Sen-
ate amendment should be taken. That is to
say, that latitude should be provided for a
review of the bases selected for SAC (bomber)

ispersal. The conferees, however, also
agreed that should the approval of the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff not be obtained with respect to one
or more of these bases, the authorities
granted in the bill could not be utilized at
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any other base, whether "heretofore au-
thorized” or not.

The action taken to effect this change was
to strike from the bill the following lan-

“In the event dispersal locations other
than those indicated in this act are con-
sidered to be in the best interest of the Na-
tion's overall strategic dispersal plan, the
Becretary of the Air Force with the approval
of the Secretary of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff may utilize any heretofore
authorized base or location and shall have
the authority to reprogram available author-
izations and acquire such adjolning lands
as are required to establish the essential
facilities.”

The paragraph immediately preceding the
above-quoted portion also was modified in
such fashion as to clarify the intent of the
Senate amendment,

SECTION 7

The bill as it passed the House contained
a section 7 which authorized the SBecretary
of Defense to establish within the Depart-
ment of Defense the Advanced Research
Projects Agency. The Senate version of the
bill contains no reference whatsoever to the
Advanced Research Projects Agency.

It should be pointed out that the House
committee had no knowledge of the inten-
tion of the Secretary of Defense to establish
the Advanced Research Projects Agency un-
til he appeared before the committee in
connection with a defense investigation
which the House committee has been carry-
ing on but which does not relate directly to
H. R. 9739. During Mr. McElroy’'s appear-
ance before the committee, he presented a
statement, a portion of which read as
follows:

“Such long-range programs as the anti-
missile-missile and the military-satellite
programs are in the research and exploratory
development stages, They are important
and must be pursued, but they must not
distract us from the speedy development of
our other missile systems. To handle them,
I am establishing within the Department of
Defense an Advanced Research FProjects
Agency, which will be responsible to the
Secretary of Defense for the unified direc-
tion and management of the anti-missile-
missile program and for outer-space proj-
ects. I would expect to assign other special
projects of this nature to this Agency from
time to time in the future.”

The statement went on to indicate in
general terms the manner in which the
Agency would function. The House com=
mittee expressed the doubt that the Secre-
tary of Defense had authority for the estab-
lishment of this Agency. The House com-
mittee felt, however, that an agency such
as that described by the Secretary could
perform an important function and, there-
fore, the committee proceeded to write into
the bill language which would grant specific
authority to the Secretary of Defense to
establish the Agency.

The importance of providing such author-
ity was rendered even more evident by the
fact that the House version of the appro-
priation bill (H. R. 10146) provided for the
granting of funds to this Agency on the
apparent supposition that the House author-
izing language would remain in the con-
struction bill (H. R. 9739).

The differences between the House and
Senate versions were resolved through the
insertion of language which would grant the
authorities needed by the Secretary of De-
fense to perform the important research and
development functions relating to antimis-
sile-missile, satellite, and outer-space proj-
ects without, however, and the committee
wishes to render this entirely clear, estab-
lishing an agency within the Department of
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Defense or in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense.

The language agreed upon at the confer-
ence is as follows:

“The ‘Secretary of Defense or his designee
is authorized to engag- in such advanced
projects essential to the Defense Depart-
ment's responsibilities in the field of basic
and applied research and development which
pertain to weapons systems and military re-
quirements as the Secretary of Defense may
determine after consultation with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; and for a period of 1 year
from the effective date of this act, the Secre-
tary of Defense or his designee is further
authorized to engage in such advanced space
projects as may be designated by the Presi-
dent,

“Nothing in this provision of law shall
preclude the Secretary of Defense from as-
signing to the military departments the
duty of engaging in research and develop-
ment of weapons systems necessary to fulfill
the combatant functions assigned by law to
such military departments.

“The Secretary or his designee is author-
ized to perform assigned research and devel-
opment projects: by contract with private
business entities educational or research in-
stitutions, or other agencies of the Govern-
ment, through one or more of the military
departments, or by utilizing employees and
consultants of the Department of Defense.

“The Secretary of Defense shall assign any
weapons systems developed to such military
department or departments for production
and operational control as he may deter-
mine.”

In this connection, the conferees also felt
that the position taken by the General
Counsel of the Department of Defense that
the Secretary of Defense had authority to
establish the Advanced Research Projects
Agency was subject to question, as were
some of the collateral views which he ex-
pressed in this same general connection. It
should be understood, of course, that, were it
the desire of the Congress, such an agency
could be created within the Department by
enactment of appropriate leglslation.

It is pointed out that the foregoing refer-
ences to antinvissile missile, satellite, and
outer-space projects refer to, and are in-
tended to be restricted to, weapons systems
and military requirements generally con-
sidered essential to the overall mission of the
Department of Defense. It is pointed out also
that there is an exception to the require-
ment that the activities of the Secretary of
Defense in this respect be restricted to wea-
pons systems and military requirements, and
that is that portion of the agreed language
which reads as follows: “and for a period of
1 year from the effective date of this act, the
Secretary of Defense or his designee is further
suthorized to engage in such advanced space
projects as may be designated by the Presi-
dent.”

This added temporary authorization is in-
cluded in order to insure that such projects
as the Vanguard may continue uninter-
rupted for the time being.

COMPETITIVE BIDS

While not a matter of disagreement be-
tween the House and Senate versions of the
bill, the House conferees want to give their
wholehearted endorsement to that portion of
the Senate report which in referring to the
competitive bid procedure for contracting
reads as follows:

“It is the intent of the committee that un-
less the national security will be impaired,
the award of contracts for construction of
ballistic missile detection sites on the North
American Continent shall be made on a com-
petitive bid basis to the lowest responsible
bidder.”

Both the House and Senate conferees feel
that the competitive-bid procedure cannot be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

too strictly adhered to notwithstanding the
fact that in the field of military construction,
generally, there is less cause for complaint
than in any of the other procurement flelds.

CaRL VINSON,

OVERTON BROOEKS,

PavuL J. K1mnpay,

Cary T. DURHAM,

Lesuie C. ARENDS,

L. H. GaviN,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the House passed H. R.
9739, the supplementary construction bill
for the Air Force, on January 15. The
Senate passed this bill on January 30.

There were two major areas of differ-
ence between the two bills and I would
like to describe these and the results of
the conference held between the House
and the Senate.

The first area of difference related to
the dispersal of the heavy bombers of
the Strafegic Air Command. In the
House version of the bill, the particular
bases—seven of them—were specifically
named. I would like to point out that
these bases were not pinpointed when
the bill was first presented to the com-
mittee, but we made the Air Force re-
write the bill so as to show the exact bases
at which the construction was to be per-
formed,

In the Senate version of the bill, the
bases were also specifically named. But
the Senate language provided that these
particular seven bases should receive an-
other review by the Secretary of Defense
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. If the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
did not agree that these were the proper
bases on which to disperse our B-52’,
then the Air Force, with the approval of
the Secretary and the Joint Chiefs, could
disperse these bombers to any other base
in the United States.

The Armed Services Committee knew
that these bases had been selected only
after an extended study by the Air Force
and felt that any further study was not
only unnecessary but would remove from
the legislation the overriding element of
emergency which the Department of De-
fense and the Air Force stressed so
strongly when the bill was presented.

In the conference, the House conferees
adhered most strongly to the House po-
sition and removed the language which
would have permitted the selection of
bases other than the named ones. The
House conferees did allow language to
remain in the bill which will require the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs
to take another look at the bases chosen,
but there is no authority in the agreed
language which will permit any base
other than the named ones to be used.

I would like to read the language
agreed upon at this point:

That the Secretary of the Air Force may
establish or develop military installations
and facilities by acquiring, constructing,
converting, rehabilitating, or installing per-
manent or temporary public works, including
site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and
equipment, for the following projects: Pro-
vided, That with respect to the authoriza-
tlons pertalning to the dispersal of the Stra-
tegic Ailr Command forces, no authorization
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for any individual location shall be utilized
unless the Secretary of the Air Force or
his designee has first obtained, from the
Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, approval of such location for dispersal
purposes.

The other area of disagreement related
to the establishment of the Advanced
Research Projects Agency by the Secre-
tary of Defense.

A little background on this portion of
the bill is necessary, I think. When Sec-
retary McElroy appeared before the
Armed Services Committee ir connec-
tion with the investigation which the
committee is now carrying on, he said
that he intended to set up an Advanced
Research Projects Agency which would
deal with research in the field of ad-
vanced space projects and other related
matters,

At that time, the House version of the
appropriations bill contained language
which appropriated money to that
Agency.

The Armed Services Committee ex-
pressed some doubt as to whether the
Secretary of Defense could establish an
agency within his office which would
have the authority to make contracts
and engage generally in procurement,
The Secretary was relying on the opin-
ion of his General Counsel that he did
have the authority to establish this
Agency with such powers.

The House committee felt that the idea
of such an agency was a sound one not-
withstanding its doubt as to whether
proper authority existed for the Seecre-
tary to set it up with the powers I have
described. On this basis, the committee
wrote in language authorizing the Sec-
retary to establish the Agency and de-
fining the powers which could be exer-
cised by the Secretary in conne=tion with
it. The Senate version of the bill de-
leted all reference to the Agency.

The language agreed to by the con-
ferees grants the Secretary of Defense
all the authority he requires to carry
on functions relating to basic and ap-
plied research and development pertain-
ing to weapons systems and military re-
quirements in this area. The language
of this section of the bill is printed in
the Recorp for today. You will find it
as section 7 at the end of the bill printed
in thie RECORD.

Let me read section 7:

The Secretary of Defense or his designee
is authorized to engage in such advanced
projects essential to the Defense Depart-
ment's responsibilities in the field of basic
and applied research and development which
pertain to weapons systems and military
requirements as the Secretary of Defense may
determine after consultation with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; and for a period of 1 year
from the effective date of this act, the Secre-
tary of Defense or his designee is further
authorized to engage in such advanced space
projects as may be designated by the Presi-
dent.

Nothing in this provision of law shall pre-
clude the Secretary of Defense from assign-
ing to the military departments the duty of
engaging in research and development of
weapons systems necessary to fulfill the com-
batant functions assigned by law to such
military departments.
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The Secretary or his designee is author-
ized to perform assigned research and de-
velopment projects: By contract with pri-
vate business entitles, educational or re=-
search institutions, or other agencies of the
Government, through one or more of the
military departments, or by utilizing em-
ployees and consultants of the Department

Defense.

The Secretary of Defense shall assign any
weapons systems developed to such military
department or departments for production
and operational control as he may deter-
mine.

Now, it is clear from the reading of this
section that the principle of the House
language has been maintained. It is
equally clear that the language in section
7 does not create a statutory office. It
merely gives the Secretary of Defense
certain powers. If he wants to exercise
these powers within the framework of an
Advanced Research Projects Agency or
any other agency, he has the administra-
tive authority to do it, now that we, by
law, have given him the authority to con-
tract “with private business entities, edu-
cational or research institutions,” and so
forth.

His establishment of an agency would
not increase his powers one bit. The
powers are the picture, and an agency is
merely the frame. In fact, the Secretary
told me yesterday that he proposed to set
up an agency, and I think this is an effi-
cient way to get the job done.

The following is a letter dated Febru-
ary 4, 1958, from the Secretary of Defense
and its attachment, a directive proposed
to be issued by him:

THE SBECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, February 4, 1958.
Hon, CarL VINSON,
Chairman, House Armed Services Com-
mittee, Washingtion, D. C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section
202 (¢) (5) of the Natlonal Security Act of
1947, as amended, I report the proposed issu-
ance of a directive, attached as tab A, relating
to the organization of the Department of
Defense,

The directive establishes the Advanced Re=-
search Projects Agency within the Depart-
ment of Defense, reporting to the Secretary
of Defense, with responsibility for the unified
direction and management of certain ad-
vanced research and development projects.
Upon the appointment of the Director, it is
proposed to transfer to the Agency the direc-
tion of the antimissile missile project and
certain outer space projects. It is expected
that in the future other special projects of
this nature would be assigned to this Agency.

The Agency will not be expected to take
over research and development of weapons
systems which fall clearly within the mission
of any one of the military departments. It is
contemplated that programs assigned to the
Agency will be developed in full coordination
with the military departments to the point
where they are approaching operational capa-
bility so that they may be phased into the
operation of one or more of the military serv-
ices with no loss of time or interruption of
development and production.

Bincerely,
NemL. H. McELROY.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DIRECTIVE—DEPART~
MENT OF DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH
PROJECTS AGENCY
1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this directive is to provide
within the Department of Defense an agency
for the direction and performance of cer-
tain advanced research and development
projects.
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II. RESPONSIBILITY AND AUTHORITY

A. Establishment: In accordance with the
provisions of the National Securty Act of
1947, as amended, and Reorganization Plan
No., 6 of 1953, there is established in the
Office of the BSecretary of Defense the De-
partment of Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency. The Agency will be under
the direction of the Director of Advanced
Research Projects.

B. Responsibility: The Agency shall be re-
sponsible for the direction or performance
of such advanced projects In the fleld of
research and development as the Becretary
of Defense shall, from time to time, desig-
nate by individual project or by category.

C. Authority: Subject to the direction and
control of the Director:

1. The Agency is authorized to direct such
research and development projects being per-
formed within the Department of Defense
as the Secretary of Defense may designate.

2. The Agency is authorized to arrange for
the performance of research and develop-
ment work by other agencies of Government,
including the military departments, as may
be necessary to accomplish its mission in
relation to projects assigned,

3. The Agency is asuthorized to enter into
contracts and agreements with individuals,
private business entitles, educational, re-
search, or sclentific instifutions including
Federal or State institutions.

4. The Agency is authorized to acquire or
construct such research, development and
test facilities and equipment as may be ap-
proved by the Secretary of Defense, in ac-
cordance with applicable statutes. However,
existing facilities of the Department of De-
fense shall be utilized to the maximum ex-
tent practicable.

III, ORGANIZATION

A. The Director of Advance Research Proj-
ects shall report to the Secretary of Defense.

B. The Department of Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency shall be provided
such personnel and administrative support
as may be approved by the Secretary of
Defense.

C. Other officers and agencles of the Office
of the BSecretary of Defense within their
respective areas of responsibility shall pro-
vide support to the Director of the Advanced
Research Projects Agency as may be neces-
sary for him to carry out his assigned func-
tions.

IV, EFFECTIVE DATE

This directive is effective immediately.

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

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man with pleasure.

Mr. GROSS. I want to commend the
gentleman from Georgia and the con-
ferees on the part of the House and the
other body for not creating a new statu-
tory agency at this time.

Mr. VINSON. I thank the genfleman.

Mr. GROSS. If the reorganization at
the Pentagon, about which we hear so
much, means anything, it should bring
about the abolition of some agencies.
I hope the gentleman's committee will
give close attention to that.

Mr. VINSON. I want to say to the
gentleman and to the House that, as you
know, the Committee on Armed Services
now is conducting an investigation of
the entire Department of Defense under
authority granted House Resolution 67.

The full committee has been broken
down into six subcommittees and I have
designated one subcommittee to be
known as the Subcommittee on Reorgan-
ization. I have selected our distinguished
colleague from Texas [Mr. KiLpay] as
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chairman of that subcommittee, and I
think when we make our report to the
House, everyone will conclude that we
have done an outstanding job in trying
to eliminate bottlenecks and to stream-
line %he Department for efficient manage-
ment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, VINSON. With pleasure.

Mr. GROSS. I think the gentleman
will agree with me that we are being
overridden with agencies, advisory
boards, advisory committees, advisory
commissions and so on and so forth. I
hope the gentleman’s committee will do
what it can to eliminate some of them
in the Defense Establishment.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, I wish our
distinguished chairman would comment
whether there is any construction of this
language in the conference report which
might give to the Secretary of Defense
authority to contract with reference to
any matter which is not specifically
spelled out.

Mr. VINSON. The contracting au-
thority, as I interpret the language, has
relation to basic and applied research
and development that fall within the
provisions of section 7.

Mr. HARDY. We specifically give him
authority in this language to enter into
contracts for these purposes and these
purposes only; is that not correct?

Mr, VINSON. If I may repeat this
statement, which I have prepared with
great care because I want the record to
be clear on it:

It is equally clear that the language in
section 7 does not create a statutory office.
It merely gives the Secretary of Defense
certain powers. If he wants to exercise these
powers within the framework of an Advanced
Research Projects Agency or any other
agency, he has the administrative authority
to do it, that we, by law, have given him
the authority to contract with private busi-

ness entities, education, or research institu-
tions.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Speaker, then there
is only this specific authority and there
is no authority elsewhere for the Secre-
tary of Defense to enter into contracts
for other purposes; is that not correct?

Mr. VINSON. That is the construe-
tion I put upon section 7.

Mr. HARDY. I did want that to be
clearly understood that that was the
intent of the committee, and I hope the
intent of the Congress. I thank the
distinguished chairman.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the conference
report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include a letter.

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

There was no objection.




1958

EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 480—
REINSTATEMENT OF THE BARTER
PROGRAM

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COOLEY, Mr. Speaker, I take
this oceasion to call to the attention of
the House a bill (H. R. 10487) extending
and expanding the operations under
Public Law 480, which I introduced on
Tuesday last and which is now available
either from the document room or from
the Committee on Agriculture. Section 1
of this bill extends title I and title IT of
Public Law 480 for an additional year.
It also authorizes the sale of an addi-
tional $1,500,000,000 worth of surpluses
under the provisions of title I. These
provisions are the same as the recom-
mendations made by the administration
and are also the same as the bill intro-
duced at the opening of this session of
Congress by the gentleman from Missis-
sippi, Congressman ABERNETHY, a mem-
ber of the Committee on Agriculture.

Section 2 of the bill is the part to
which I specifically invite the attention
of the House. This section would direct
the Secretary of Agriculture to reinstate
the barter program for surplus commod-
ities on substantially the basis that Con-
gress had in mind when the augmented
authority and directive for this barter
program was enacted as part of Public
Law 480 in 1954.

As a result of that legislation, the De-
partment of Agriculture has exported al-
most $880 million worth of agricultural
surplus in the period between July 1,
1954, and May of 1957. This compares
to an average of only about $20 million
worth of commodities a year which had
been bartered in the 5 years previous to
the enactment of this provision in the
1954 law.

It is important to remember that these
$880 millions worth of agricultural com-
modities have not been given away.
They have not been sold for foreign cur-
rency. They have not been sold at bar-
gain prices nor on credit. These com-
modities have been disposed of at the
going world market price for agricultural
commodities and in return for them we
have received not credit nor foreign cur-
rencies but materials such as chrome,
manganese, industrial diamonds, and
other materials which are not only of
strategic importance to this country but
which will retain or even increase their
value as they are kept in our national
stockpile.

In May of 1957 the Department of
Agriculture revised its barter program
and policies. The effect of that revision
was to put an end to this highly sue-
cessful barter program and it was in-
tended for that purpose. This change
in policy has effectively killed the barter
program. Since the revision of policy
in May 1957 the total amount of barter
contracts entered into is only about $3
million.
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The only reason given by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for the arbitrary
decision to terminate a highly success-
ful program directed by the Congress
was that it felt that it was interfering
with cash sales of agricultural surpluses.
The Department has persisted in this at-
titude in spite of the fact that in the
course of rather extensive hearings con-
ducted by the committee on this sub-
ject and the course of discussions
with members of the committee and the
committee staff since that time, Depart-
ment officials have not been able to
point to one single instance anywhere in
the world where they can say that a bar-
ter sale has displaced cash sales of these
surplus commodities.

FOREIGN AID

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr, Speaker, there is
going to be an unusual program in
Washington on February 25. There will
be representatives of 300 different or-
ganziations here, lobbying for foreign
aid. It will be the day of brotherly love.
President Dwight Eisenhower, former
President Harry Truman, the Honorable
Dean Acheson, the Honorable Adlai
Stevenson, Secretary John Foster Dulles,
and other distinguished public figures
will speak on the program and, no
doubt, will be sipping from the same cup.
I regret that I do not have about 10 min-
utes in which to talk on that program.
If the foreign-aid program has deteri-
orated to the point where it is necessary
to lobby to such an extent and to bring
in representatives of 300 different organ-
izations to attempt to justify it, then in
all probability it would be better to sus-
pend it entirely for a year and permit
more Members of Congress to make
investigations similar to the one I made
last year. I have no doubt that the
majority of the Members' conclusions,
following such investigations, would
closely correspond to those which I have
reached. In my remarks on the foreign-
aid program from the floor of the House
next Tuesday, I shall ask the question as
to who is underwriting the expenses for
the appearance here of these lobbyists
from some 300 organizations, most of
whom are not nearly so well informed
concerning the subject for discussion as
are the majority of my listeners here
today.

SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION
FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 10146)
making supplemental appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1958, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, and concur in the Senate amend-
ments.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 2, strike out line 3.

Page 2, strike out all after line 3 down to
and including “Defense” in line 10, and in-
sert:

“SALARIES AND EXPENSES

“The Secretary of Defense is authorized to
transfer not exceeding $10 million, to re-
main available until expended from any ap-
propriation available to the Department of
Defense for the current fiscal year for such
advanced research projects as he may desig-
nate and determine.”

Page 2, line 19, strike out “this Agency”
and insert “advanced research.”

Page b5, lines 5 and 6, strike out “within
the Advanced Research Projects Agency.”

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. MaxoN1?

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object, and I shall
not object, will the gentleman explain
briefly just what these amendments do?

Mr. MAHON. Mryr. Speaker, in agree-
ing to the Senate amendments on this
bill, the Committee on Appropriations is
following the action of the House in
agreeing to the conference report on the
authorization bill that has just been pre-
sented by the gentleman from Georgia,
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services.

The Senate language relating to the
so-called advanced projects research
activities is in keeping with the language
in the conference report just adopted.
The language recommended and carried
in the House version of this bill (H. R.
10146), was based upon the language for
the Advanced Research Project Agency
wording in H. R. 9739 as it passed the
House. Since this language has been
changed, the Committee on Appropria-
tions has no alternative but to follow
the lead of the House in agreeing to the
language in the authorization act as now
approved.

A further word. It must be clearly
understood by the Department of De-
fense, however, that in agreeing to the
Senate language as contained in H. R.
10146 the Committee on Appropriations
will insist that the so-called supergrades
and professional personnel authorized by
this act be placed in positions directly
concerned with the advanced research
and space program activities authorized
by H. R. 9739. The committee will ex-
pect the Secretary of Defense to submit
a report in connection with the assign-
ment of these super grades and positions
in connection with the hearings on the
1959 budget estimate for the advanced
research projects activities,

Mr. Speaker, to go further with refer-
ence to this problem of the conquest of
space I should say it appears that there
is considerable confusion in the Govern-
ment as to just who is going to handle
our growing and urgent programs for the
conquest of space. The supplemental
budget estimate submitted by the Presi-
dent on January 7, 1958, was based on
the Department of Defense being respon-
sible for these programs, specifically
those programs having to do with de-
fense. Now we find that the President




1858

is having a special study made to de-
termine “the type of structure we may
need to set up in the field of outer
space—as to where it will be in the over=
all structure of the Government.”

This seems to be contradictory to the
programs that were in operation at the
time the supplemental appropriation bill
was approved by the House. Never have
the words of the House committee re-
port accompanying the bill and sub-
mitted on January 21, 1958, been more
appropriate.

The need for clear-cut and coordi-
nated programs in the research and de-
velopment phases of advanced science
programs has been obvious for some
time. The lack of eflective direction
and coordination has undoubtedly con-
tributed to the inability of the Depart-
ment to go forward as rapidly as neces-
sary in these important areas. These
same deficiencies have contributed to the
inefficient use of funds.

Clear-cut and coordinated programs
in this field must be formulated and im-
plemented at once if slowdowns in vital
areas of defense are to be averted.

This is no time for slowdowns in the
contest for the weapons of the future,
particularly in view of the fact that we
are behind in these areas. As has been
stated many times in the past this com-
mittee offers its fullest cooperation.

1 hope that somewhere, somebody in
the Government will decide what is
needed so that we can cut out the red-
tape and confusion and get on with the
work.

I also hope that we will not attempt to
so divorce space projects from our nec-
essary military efforts that we will lag
behind as we did in the space satellite
program.

I do not underestimate the magnitude
of the decisions that are required or the
difficulties involved. Our weakness in
the past has often been a result of lack
of decisions. Now is the time to watch
our step if we are to avoid a repetition of
recent mistakes.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH, Mr. Speak=-
er, all that is before the House at this
time is a change in language between
the two versions of this appropriation
bill. I am not going to discuss any
other aspect at this time, except to state
that I am confident that every effort
will be made to alleviate the programs
referred to as rapidly as possible and to
avoid the repetition of mistakes made
shortly after World War II. I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from Texas will yield, with
respect to the additional professional
and super grades in the bill; they were
provided, did the gentleman say, for the
purpose of staffing an agency which has
now been eliminated?

Mr. MAHON. They would be used
only for this new effort in this field of
research and new weapons.

Mr. GROSS. But they were origi-
nally provided for for the purpose of
staffing a brand new agency, were they
not?

Mr. MAHON. Yes; but the language
of the Senate bill and the language in
the conference report on the authoriz-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ing legislation, previously adopted, has
changed that picture somewhat.

Mr. GROSS. That is exactly right,
but they are still carried in this
legislation.

Mr. MAHON. They are still carried
in there for the purpose of carrying out
these programs.

Mr. GROSS. So we only eliminated
the statutory agency in name; the per-
sonnel continues to grow and grow.

Mr. MAHON. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

CAN WE LEARN ANYTHING FROM
“OLD” EUROPE?

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this morning’s papers carry a news story
which has a lesson for this country. The
West German Government has offered
Great Britain what amounts to a loan of
$280 million. The Bonn government
offers to place on deposit in the Bank of
Great Britain 100 million pounds sterling
which the British Government can draw
against for armaments to be supplied by
Germany. Britain has recently been
forced to cut down her military com-
mitments under NATO for the defense
of western Europe because of her pre-
carious financial condition.

This is a paradox almost without prec-
edent in history. In the summer of 1945
Germany lay prostrate in ruins and total
defeat. Great Britain, allied with the
United States and other countries was
the victor. Her troops strutted proudly
through occupied Germany as conquer-
ors. The Germans were cowed, abject,
and bewildered by the enormity of their
defeat. Their country was cut up into
uneconomic wedges between four allied
nations. Russia carted off most of the
industrial machinery which had miracu-
lously escaped our saturation bombing.
Most of Germany's great cities and in-
dustrial areas were heaps of rubble as
far as the eye could see.

Twelve short years later West Ger-
many is in a finaneial position to offer a
$280 million loan to her erstwhile con-
queror. There is—of course—an answer
to this amazing reversal of fortunes.
Great Britain ousted her Conservative
government and decided to try socialism.

, Tuined and hopeless, decided
to stick by old-fashioned and much-
maligned capitalism. England national-
ized and socialized as far as she dared
or was able and went broke in the proc-
ess. The defeated Germans rolled up
their sleeves and with bare hands first
cleared away the rubble. Even women
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and old men worked at the rebuilding of
their country. They worked, worked,
and worked.

Their financial structure was the most
conservative in socialistic or near social-
istic Europe. True that Western Ger-
many received roughly $3,890,000,000 of
aid or loans from the United States.
Great Britain during the same period had
received twice as much. According to
the Office of Business Economics of the
Department of Commerce Great Britain
has received a total of grants amount-
ing to $3,798,179,000 and loans total-
ing $4,412,033,000 in loans or roughly
$8,210,000,000.

One country, totally bankrupt and
ruined tried capitalism and today is in
excellent economic shape. The other
tried the booze of socialism and today is
not doing so good. Let this be a dire
warning to those secret Socialists in our
own country who have been steadily and
insidiously trying to steer us down the
same road as Great Britain.

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION STANDARDS BILL

Mr. McCARTHY, Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, the
Federal unemployment compensation
standards bill which I have introduced is
not meant to replace the present Fed-
eral-State unemployment compensation
system, but rather to supplement it and
to strengthen it.

There is growing evidence that the un-
employment compensation systems now
existing and administered throughout
several States are failing to make any
real progress towards the stabilization of
employment and the achievement of
greater security against unemployment,
the prinecipal objective of the Social Se-
curity Act when passed in 1935.

There remain today many workers and
employees who, although they need the
protection afforded by unemployment
compensation, are not included in the
program. Over 1 out of 4 employed today
are not covered by unemployment com-
pensation. The amounts of unemploy-
ment compensation payable to unem-
ployed people who are included in the
program are, in most cases, inadequate to
provide the worker and his family with
the basic necessities of life. Less than
one-fifth of the total wage loss is being
replaced through unemployment coms-
pensation.

In some States unreasonable terms and
conditions are imposed in determining
eligibility for unemployment compensa-
tion. Many unemployed workers and
their families are consequently deprived
of the benefits of unemployment com=
pensation. There are wide differences
among the States with respect to the
terms and conditions under which work-
ers may become eligible for compensation
and differences also with respect to the
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amount of compensation and the length
of time for which it is paid.

Today only 18 States provide cover-
age in establishments of one or more em-
ployees. Only 7 States have a 26-week
duration period for benefit payments.
Maximum benefit levels relative to aver-
age weekly wages have declined in 28
States during the last 2 years and in
every State since 1939. In some States
there have been excessive tax reductions
and excessive benefit curtailments. In
attempting to attract industries, differ-
ential treatment has been offered and
granted in some States.

My bill proposes to correct the inade-
quacies and to remove inequities by es-
tablishing additional standards to be
met by States, by establishing a system
of reinsurance to aid depleted State re-
serves. The hill includes the following
principal provisions:

First. That the maximum primary
benefit payable under State law shall
be not less than 6624 percent of the
State's average weekly wage. Subject to
this maximum, each individual’s primary
benefit shall be not less than 50 percent
of his weekly wages.

Second. Benefits shall be payable to
all unemployed insured individuals for
a period of not less than 39 weeks.

Third. The basis upon which an indi-
vidual can be disqualified for unemploy-
ment compensation are restated and
clarified and liberalized.

Fourth. The bill provides for coverage
virtually coextensive with the coverage
of the old-age and survivors insurance
program.

Fifth. The bill provides that in the
financing of the program, States will be
permitted to provide for uniform rate
reductions to all employers as well as
individual experience rate reductions
and further, that the proceeds of the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act will be
earmarked in a Federal unemployment
account in the Federal Treasury. Such
account will be used for paying the Fed-
eral-State administrative expenses in-
cluding the establishment of a contin-
gency fund and be reinsurance credit to
those States who are in financial diffi-
culty because of the high rates of unem-
ployment.

It is my opinion that the adoption of
a program similar to that which is pro-
posed in this bill would have many de-
sirable effects.

It would, of course, give a greater
measure of security to the workingman
and to his family.

It would provide incentives to man-
agement to better schedule its workload
so as to provide year-around, or nearly
year-around, employment to its workers.

It would help to sustain the national
income in periods of recession by provid-
ing for uniform standards and higher
payments over a longer period of time,

It would help to discourage the grow-
ing practice of shifting industry from one
region to another, or from one State to
another, in order to take advantage of
differences in State laws affecting labor
unemployment compensation, taxes, and
other considerations affecting the cost
of conducting business.
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I am including a list of Members who
wish to be listed as supporters of this bill.
This is not intended to be a complete
list: Huem J. Abpponizio, THomas L.
ASHLEY, WAYNE N. ASPINALL, CLEVELAND
M. Baney, WiLriam A. BARRETT, JOHN
Bratnig, Epwarp B. BorLanp, RoOBERT C.
BYRD, JAMES A, BYRNE, EMANUEL CELLER,
Frank CLARK, JOHN J. DEMPSEY, JOHN H,
DexT, IsipORE DOLLINGER, HaroLD D.
DoONOHUE, HERMAN P. EBERHARTER,
MicuAEL A. FEIGHAN, JOHN FOGARTY,
SaMUEL N. FRIEDEL, EDWARD A. GARMATZ,
TrHoMAs S. GorpoN, WiLLIAM J. GGREEN,
LesTER HOLTZMAN, LESTER * JOHNSON,
Franxk KArsTEN, EL1zZABETH KEgg, Evu-
GENE J. KEoGH, CeciL R. KiIng, Coya
Knurson, THOMAS J. LANE, JOHN LE-
SINSKI, JR.,, GEORGE S. Lowng, Tor-
BERT MACDONALD, THADDEUS M. MACHRO-
wicz, PETER F, MACK, JR., RAY J. MADDEN,
Don MacnusoN, LEE METCALF, GEORGE P.
MIiLLER, KATHRYN E. GRANAHAN, THOMAS
E. MoRGAN, ABRAHAM J. MULTER, THOMAS
P. O'NEeILL, JaMES G. PoLK, Apam CLAYTON
PoweLL, MELVIN Price, Louls C. RABAUT,
GeorGe M. RHODES, PETER W. RobpIivo,
JaMES ROOSEVELT, ALFRED E. SANTANGELO,
Leoxor K. SuLLivaN, Roy WIER, CLEMENT
ZABLOCKI,

FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION BILL

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased today to join with my eminent
colleague from Minnesota [Mr. Mec-
CarRTHY], in presenting a Federal unem-
ployment compensation bill. The meas-
ure which I have just introduced in most
respects is similar to that of the gentle-
man from Minnesota—certainly our
purposes are identical.

The necessity of this legislation is to
be found in the clear inadequacies of
State unemployment compensation
laws. The bill which I have introduced
seeks to correct these inadequacies by
establishing additional standards to be
met by States as a condition of em-
ployers getting credit against the Fed-
eral unemployment tax and by estab-
lishing a system of reinsurance to aid
depleted State reserves.

Of principal import in these days of
growing unemployment and continued
high prices are the provisions relating to
amount and duration of benefits.

My bill provides that an individual’s
primary benefit shall be at least 50 per-
cent of his weekly wages and not less
than two-thirds of the State's average
weekly wage.

With respect to duration, my bill pro-
vides that benefits shall be payable to all
unemployed insured individuals for 39
weeks.

Because the ugly consequences of un-
employment beset all jobless persons
alike—regardless of previous employ-
ment—coverage under this bill is made
virtually coextensive with the coverage
of the old-age and survivors’ insurance
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program. It will include employers
having one or more individuals in their
employ at any time during the taxable
year, and it will apply to employees of
the Federal Government, including
Armed Forces personnel.

The act sets up a Federal unemploy-
ment account in the Federal Treasury
and proceeds from the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act are earmarked for this
account. The account will be used for
paying Federal and State administrative
expenses and for reinsurance grants to
States in financial difficulty because of
high rates of unemployment.

Mr, Speaker, I realize full well that this
measure will be highly controversial. I
call it to the attention of my colleagues
because I believe that the difficult eco-
nomic times in which we find ourselves
cry aloud for an honest and thorough
reappraisal of the present Federal-State
unemployment compensation system and
the extent to which this system is meet-
ing today's demands. I wish to make
it clear that my purpose is no different
than the purpose behind the original
legislation establishing the Federal-
State unemployment compensation set-
up. It was to provide a safeguard and
buffer against unemployment and the
economic calamity which accompanies it.

I am sure we all agree, Mr. Speaker,
that this purpose is still valid. It re-
mains the responsibility of this body to
see that it is met by timely revision of
the law to meet changing economic and
social facts of life.

SOIL BANK PROGRAM

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES of Missouri, Mr. Speaker,
the soil bank program is really in a mess,
and it is time that the Department of
Agriculture takes some steps to correct
the policy which it has announced. I
do not know how it is in other States,
but in my State of Missouri we have a
situation where the soil bank was over-
subscribed, in some counties many times.

I want to read just one brief excerpt to
show the inequity of the policy which has
been announced by the State committee
that the funds will be administered on a
first-come-first-served basis. This farm-
€r says:

On the first day the farmers were permitted
to sign their soil bank contracts here in
Dunklin County, our ASC office manager had
the local radio station broadcast a plea to
farmers “not to come in, the office was
swamped,” that there would be *plenty of
funds.” Now, the more polite men are out
in the cold. I was in the office sarly that
day. Each of the several girls who was
helping in signing of the contracts by the
farmers, were given forms numbered, say
from 1 to 50, 51 to 100, etc. My neighbor
and I who walked in together were given

numbers and told to return on a certain date
to complete the contract. There was a dif=-
ference of over a 100 in our numbers. With
such a variance, which all depended on the




1860

table you happened to go to, you can see
how some will be eligible and others not, who
came into the office at the same time.

It just shows that we cannot admin-
ister this program equitably if we follow
a policy of first come first served. Fur-

thermore, there is considerable question

in the minds of many that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture is not administering
the program according to the law which
states among other things that it should
be administered on a basis that would
provide a fair and equitable opportunity
to all farmers to participate in the acre-
age reserve program.

Despite the fact that the Department
of Agriculture states it has instructed
each State ASC committee to determine
the policy to be followed, it would appear
that the policy should not be approved
if it violates either the law or intent of
Congress; and certainly the policy should
be based on equity.

STATEMENT OF DEPUTY CHIEF OF
NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR LOGIS-
TICS BEFORE HOUSE COMMITTEE
ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH-
ERIES

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to include a statement
made before the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries by Admiral Wilson,
Chief of Naval Operations for Logistics.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing is a statement made by the Dep-
uty Chief of Naval Operations for Logis-
tics, Adm. Ralph E. Wilson, before the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries:

Mr. Chairman, I am Vice Adm. Ralph E.
Wilson, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations
for Logistics. I appear today as a witness
for both the Navy Department and the De-
partment of Defense.

"1 welcome this opportunity to discuss the
emergency passenger ship requirements of
the Department of Defense. Our interest in
passenger ship construction is based on the
need. for modern, high-speed ships capable
of being used as troop transports in times
of national emergency.

Bills H. R. 9342 and H. R. 9432, introduced
by the Chalrman, and similar bills authorize
the construction of a superliner to replace
the steamship Admerica and the construction
of a passenger vessel for operation in the Pa-
cific. Both of these new ships will signifi-
cantly reduce our qualitative deficiency in
troop transport potential. Their earliest
completion will, therefore, make an impor-
tant contribution to improving our national
defense posture.

In the event of a national emergency, the
military would have an immediate need for
a number of troop transports. Depending on
the gravity of the situation and the time
factors involved, this need might not be
met by ships now available to us. It is
easy to visualize situations, even short of
general war, where demands for the rapld
mass movement of people would exceed our
present military capability. This could well
become a race against time to evacuate na-
tlonals, to redeploy forces, or to augment
existing forces overseas. For such purposes
a significant increase in our limited reserve
capabllity in high-speed passenger ships

under the American flag will be of great value,
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There will be an urgent need for merchant
shipping even in the event of an initial
devastating nuclear exchange.
tive on the high seas would stand a good
chance of surviving the initial onslaught.
Many vitally important tasks will remain to
be done. These may include military occupa-
tion of enemy territory, continued support of
allies, and transportation for our own eco-
nomic rehabilitation. Heavy damage to our
industry and lack of time would prevent the
construction of sorely needed shipping. We
would have to carry on with what we have
on hand.

The question may arise as to whether our
calculations of shipping needs for general war
have taken into consideration the capabili-
ties of our allles and the magnitude of multi-
lateral commitments to the NATO pooling
concept. The answer is a qualified “yes.”
The United States has entered in all sincerity
into NATO planning for the pooling of mer-
chant shipping. We intend to abide by our
commitments in the event of a NATO war.
It appears most probable that the national
requirements of other NATO nations would
exceed their combined shipping capabilities,
Additionally, many foreign flag passenger
ships have marginal endurance under heavy
loading conditions, It must be pointed out,
too, that the NATO Defense Shipping Author-
ity is not expected to become fully opera-
tional until 2 or 3 months after the out-
break of war., Meanwhile, our immediate
need for efliclent transports must be filled
from United States flag shipping.

Of utmost significance in this connection
is that the United States must be prepared
for emergencies other than all-out war and
a NATO war. We have interests in many
areas of the world that fall outside the NATO
sphere of planning. We must also recognize
that under varlous ecircumstances which
might arise, the policles and views of the
United States would not necessarily coincide
with those of our many allles in each and
every crisis. The lessons of history have
taught us that, as a matter of fundamental
policy, our primary reliance must continue
to be placed on capabilities under our direct
control.

Present planning indicates that by a com-
bination of employing active passenger-type
vessels and activating additional ships from
the national defense Reserve flect, we could
meet our minimum needs for troop trans-
port in the event of general war. We have
enough ship space to provide the required
initial 1ift. This determination s wvalid,
however, only on a quantitative basis. Un-
fortunately, the majority of our ships are
old. Most of them are deficlent in speed
and lacking in other features that are im-
portant in minimizing the hazards of mov-
ing troops by sea. The use of many of them
under modern war conditions would involve
a high degree of risk which can be signifi-
cantly reduced by the construction of mod-
ern, high-speed ships.

“America’s active and Reserve lnvent.orias
of passenger-type vessels add up to a total
of 158 actual ships, ranging in age from b
to 30 years. Of these, 56 ships are limited
to a top-speed range of 16% to 16%4 knots,

_ have an average age of 14 years, and repre-

sent a combined emergency capacity for
about 56,000 troops. Sixty-one ships have
a top-speed range of 17 to 171, knots, average
age of 15 years, and a combined emergency
capacity for about 163,000 troops. There are
8 ships of 18 knots that are 30 years old and.
have a combined emergency capacity for
about 4,000 troops. We have 24 ships in the
19-knot bracket, including 16 MSTS trans-
ports which can do 20 knots in a pinch.
However, to call them 20-knot ships would®
be stretching a point. They have an aver-:
age age of 13 years and a combined emer-
gency capacity for about 81,000 troops.
Deduction leaves 12 actual passenger-type,
ships that are capable of 20 knots or more.
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They represent a combined emergency ca=
pacity for about 33,000 troops, but 5 of these
ships are over 25 years old and are lacking
in several defense features. In fact, our
existent, fully modern trooplift potential
amounts to only 6 ships—8 converted 20- -
knot Mariners, the 25-knot Constitution and
Independence, and the 33-knot United States,
which add up to a total emergency capacity
for about 14,000 troops—enough for 1 stream=-
lined division.

Ships under construction include two pas-
senger vessels for Grace Lines and two for
Moore-McCormack Lines. As with the con-
varted mariners, they meet the minimum-
speed requirements for modern-troop trans-
port. The four ships will provide a total
emergency capacity for about 5,000 troops.
These ships do include many improved-
designed features, and they will contribute
appreciably to the quality of our total-troop
1ift potential.

.World Wars I and II proved that the sub-
marine is a deadly enemy of merchant-type
ships. The Soviet submarine force has
reached a strength of over 450 submarines,
which is greater than the rest of the world
navies combined, and the largest submarine
force in world history in peace or war. Be-
cause of a concentrated building program
commencing in about 1850, the greater per-
centage of these are new, long-range units
of modern design. By contrast, the Germans
had only 57 submarines in operation at the
beginning of World War II. The impact of
this numerical comparison is ominous. With
a few notable exceptions, a steadily growing
submarine menace is compounded by a rela-
tive stagnation in merchant-ship develop-
ment and the consequent increase in the
vulnerability of our shipping.

The vulnerability of merchant ships to
submarine attack can be reduced in some
measure by certain built-in national defense
features. The more important of these are:

(a) Speed.

(b) Compartmentation for damage con-
trol.

(c) Increased fire- and shock-resistance.

(d) Extra endurance and crulsing range.

(e) Defensive armament and equipment.

Each of these defense features is valuable.
The importance of speed cannot be over-
emphasized. Speed is the best passive de-
fense that merchant-type ships can employ
against hostile submarines. The faster the.
target, the more difficult it is to hit with
submarine torpedoes, and the more difficult
it is for a submarine to get into position for
launching a torpedo attack. These are
simple derivations from the laws of proba-
bility.

An added advantage of high speed is the
flexibility in routing. Fast ships can be
operated Independently over more devious
routes than is possible in convoy operations.
This permits them to avold known concen-
trations of submarines without undue loss
of voyage time.

In the past war it was standard doctrine
among naval shipping control authorities
that a ship capable of 18 knots or more
should normally be employed as an inde-
pendent, rather than in convoy. This speed
criterion is no longer valid, due to develop- .
ments in submarine performance and the
over-all magnitude of the submarine men-"
ace. Today it is not considered prudent to_
permit independent routing of any ship not
capable of a sustained speed of at least 20
knots. Even at this minimum speed there is°
considerable risk involved.

Detalled studies indicate that ships capa-:
ble of speeds up to 24 knots are, in certain
situations, as susceptible to attack by sub-
marines capable of sustalned high speed
submerged as was a 13-knot ship during
World War II. There is no magic speed’
figure that guarantees complete immunity to
submarine attack. In transiting known or,
probable focal points of submarine menace,
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even the fastest ships would require addi-
tional protection, but this does not reduce
the value of high speed as an effective pas-
slve means of protection.

Our studies show that with Increases in
speed above 25 knots the proportionate re-
duction in vulnerability definitely pays off.
High speed design is expensive, but it will
prove of great value in time of war.
importance of speed will increase as subma-
rine development advances.

In emphasizing the value of speed, the
importance and value of other built-in na-
tional defense features should not be ob-
scured. Many of them also serve to improve
the commercial quality of a vessel, especially
as regards safety and reliabllity. High
standards of compartmentation reduce the
vulnerability to enemy hazards by localizing
damage; the spread of flooding into undam-
aged compartments is prevented, and a sub-
stantial margin of buoyancy is thus as-
sured. Special preservative coatings, mini-
mum use of wood, and other preventative
measures increase a ship’s resistance to fire
damage. Carefully designed shock mount-
ings reduce the possibility of breakdown of
essential machinery under enemy attack.
Certailn preparatory structural work is ac-
complished, such as foundations and adapta-
tions, with a view to wartime installation of
armament and other defensive equipment.

Endurance adequate to fulfill a ship’s pri-
mary mission is a vital factor in wartime.
Maximum endurance s required in ships
whose mission entails long extended periods
of steaming at sea. All types of major war-
ships and submarines fall in this category.
Transports and those logistic support-type
ships whose mission involves point-to-point
transportation should possess sufficient en-
durance to make round-trip voyages at maxi-
mum sustained speed. Many of our avail-
able transports do not possess suflicient en-
durance to fulfill their mission.

The requirements of endurance include the
additional fuel capacity requisite to ex-
tended cruising range at high speed. The
size of distilling plants, the storage space for
dry and refrigerated provisions, the capacity
of electrical distribution systems, and many
other features are also important considera~
tions in regard to endurance.

The development of nuclear power repre-
sents a great advance in ship propulsion,
particularly because of unlimited endurance.
Nuclear propulsion in a man-of-war is of
inestimable value as it insures a compara-
tively unlimited cruising range and enables
a major warship or submarine to remain in
its operating area for extremely protracted
periods of time. As you know, the Navy has
undertaken a long-range program for the ap-
plication of nuclear power to surface ships,
as well as submarines. To date, 19 nuclear-
powered submarines and 2 nuclear-powered
surface ships have been approved and funds
appropriated for their construction.

Not only is nuclear propulsion presently
very expensive to construct; it is also costly
to operate. Navy experience and estimates
show that the operating fuel cost of nuclear-
powered ships is considerably greater than
that of similar ships fitted with conventional
propulsion.

It is noted that bill H. R. 9654 would in-
corporate nuclear propulsion in the replace-
ment for the steamship America. We do not
believe that this action would improve elther
the commercial or defense utility value of
this vessel by sufficient margin to warrant
the disproportionate increase in the initlal
cost and the operating costs.

A passenger ship, even when used as a
transport, 1s essentially a point-to-point car-
rier. For such employment, adequate en-
durance can be achieved without resort to
the high premium cost of nuclear power.
For example, the cruising range of the steam-
ship United States is fully adequate for
emergency purposes. The high pressure, high
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temperature steam powerplants originally
proposed represent the most efficlent and
most modern design of steam propulsion,
and can be installed in the minimum of con-
struction time. The incorporation of nuclear
propulsion would most likely necessitate con-
slderable extensions in the design and build-
ing periods. Until further developments
make nuclear-powerplant costs- competitive
with oil we do not recommend the appli-
eation of nuclear propulsion to ships of this
type.

I have given you only a brief résumé of
national defense features. Basically they are
improvements and refinements in design,
above normal commercial standards, that
make a ship more sturdy, more capable, and
more rellable, particularly under wartime
conditions. These features not only improve
a ship’s performance and her ability to evade
attack; they also enhance a ship’s capacity
to absorb an enemy attack and survive.
They reduce her requirements for logistic
support.

The replacement for the steamship America
and the passenger vessel for the Pacific will
have designed speeds of about 33 knots and
28 knots respectively. As in the case of the
steamship United States, the design of both
ships will include speed above commercial
requirements built in for defense purposes.
These new ships will incorporate the maxi-
mum in safety and reflect the most modern
national defense features. Their comfortable
cabin spaces, designed for approximately
2,000 and 1,600 passengers respectively, will
be convertible to troop accommodations with
utmost ease and a minimum of delay.

Even without any conversion, these new
ships could respond quickly and effectively
to an urgent demand in the event of emer-
gency. Under such conditions the two ships
would have the capability to evacuate a com-
bined total of 7,000 mixed civilians and de-
pendents or to redeploy a combined total
of 9,500 troops. By relatively rapid conver-
sion, their capacities could be increased to
ultimate totals of 14,000 and 10,000 troops
respectively.

The prosecution of war utilizes all the
resources of our Nation. Our entire indus-
trial potential is intermeshed into our overall
national defense posture. To project our
military power overseas and support sus-
tained combat operations, our Armed Forces
would rely heavily upon American industry—
and the maritime industry, as in the past,
would play a key role.

. We are fortunate that we have laws and
policies that are designed to both encourage
and develop a strong maritime industry. It
is most opportune for national defense that
these two superior ships are proposed for
construction under the logical policies of ex-
isting law for the primary purpose of further-
ing vur maritime commerce and maintaining
the prestige of our American merchant ma-
rine.

. While I have stressed the need for these
ships in emergencies, there is an advantage
in having additional United States flag pas-
senger capablility to provide for peacetime
military requirements, Many of the trans-
ports operated by the Milltary Sea Transpor-
tation Service are poorly appointed for peace-
time troop movements. Additional commer-
clal passenger capability would make it pos-
sible for MSTS to utilize its better transports
more effectively and Inactivate the less de-
sirable ships. Such action would effect a
more economical operation and, at the same
time, provide additional support for the pri-
vately owned merchant marine. At present,
United States commercial lines can only make
an appreciable amount of space available to
MSTS in the so-called off season. Because of
this, MSTS is compelled to operate a greater
number of ships than would otherwise be
necessary.

In summary, for reasons set forth above,
the Department of Defense desires to em-
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phasize the urgent need for the construction
of modern passenger ships. These two ships
have been under discussion for about 2 years
and will require about another 3 years to
build, once approved. The financial and con~
tractual details of the varlous proposed bills
are matters of Department of Commerce cog-
nizance. While deferring to the Department
of Commerce in regards to such business as-
pects, the Department of Defense fully en-
dorses the enactment of legislation which will
authorize the prompt construction of these
modern passenger ships.

PAYMENTS IN KIND UNDER THE
SOIL BANK ACT

Mr. COAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. COAD. Mr. Speaker, I have today
introduced a bill which would amend the
Soil Bank Act to direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to make payments in kind
to producers who agree to take basic
commodity acres out of production under
the provisions of the act.

I should like to point out that soil-
bank funds in many areas have been
completely depleted and that this pro-
gram will be stopped from further ex-
gtansion if this condition continues to ex=

The purpose of the bill that I have of-
fered is to make two provisions possible
for the 1958 crop year. First of all it
would offer a further incentive to the
farmers to reduce the production on the
basic grains and, secondly, it would help
reduce the stocks of these commodities
presently held by the Government in
storage.

‘The present provision in the Soil Bank
Act, authorizing payment in kind for
grains, is extremely vague and couched
in such evasive language that it is diffi-
cult to understand, let alone administer.

This amendment which I have pro-
posed would clarify the formula under
which payment in kind could be made
and would make the program effective
immediately and attractive to the farm-
ers. Passage of this bill would allow the
Secretary of Agriculture to contract for
more acreage than at present, as the
payment in kind would not be limited to
the dollar restrictions under existing law.

NATION APPLAUDS THE BOY
SCOUTS OF AMERICA

- Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, we have
much to learn from the Boy Scouts of
America in self-reliance; in healthy,
wholesome living; in helpfulness to
others.

These youngsters have a sense of com-
munity spirit far greater than many of
their elders.
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Their many acts of kindness and their
unfailing courtesy are a constant sur-
prise to us and a reminder of the con-
sideration that we should show to others
less fortunate than ourselves.

The Boy Scouts of America provide a
constructive outlet for the energies and
the idealism of youth, and in the proc-
ess they prepare our boys for the respon-
sibilities of manhood.

It is more than coincidence that Boy
Scout troops are often associated with
and supported by the churches of all
denominations. For the character of a
growing boy is strengthened by his de-
votion to the truths of his religion.

Home and school and church and
country and wonderful adventures in
the outdoors where they learn the se-
crets of nature—all these good influ-
ences bring out the best in a boy.

They teach him self-respect and re-
spect for others.

There would be no juvenile delin-
quency in our country if all of our
youngsters had the benefit of scout
training.

That is why, during Boy Scout Anni-
versary Week, we urge them to join this
fine organization. As Boy Scouts they
will experience wholesome fun and gen-
uine fulfillment in the healthy atmos-
phere of a real boy’s world, where they
learn the pride and satisfaction that
comes with unselfish service.

We congratulate the Boy Scouts of
America for their spirit and their ac-
complishments.

WHO ARE MR. STASSEN'S
SPONSORS?

Mr. GAVIN., Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Speaker, from news-
paper reports we read that Mr. Harold
Stassen has many admirable traits that
gqualify him to become a candidate for
Governor of Pennsylvania.

I suppose these traits would qualify
him for the candidacy in his home State
of Minnesota equally as well.

Why he selects Pennsylvania instead
of Minnesota I am unable to under-
stand as we have many potential candi-
dates in Pennsylvania with equally ad-
mirable traits—potential candidates
eminently qualified tc serve as Governor
of Pennsylvania and who are Pennsyl-
vanians with a vast knowledge of our
industrial and economic life.

I might say that because of the con-
tradictory position he has taken on some
matters pertaining to the Republican
Party, he has outlived his usefulness in
the party.

Evidently he is on the way out of the
White House and he knows it. I can
see no reason why he should adopt
Pennsylvania to further his political am-
bitions.

I understand he claims to have a num-
ber of Pennsylvania sponsors. If so,
why does he not name them? If he
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does have any, I have never heard of
them.

It is about time Mr. Stassen speaks
out and says who his sponsors are as we
who represent the great State of Penn-
sylvania would like to know who they
are.

ACTION TO REPEAL FEDERAL EX-
CISE TAX ON AUTOMOTIVE VE-
HICLES

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr, CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
think it is significant to note that yes-
terday the President, at his regular news
conference, indicated that a tax cut
could be a reserve weapon in fighting a
more prolonged recession if, in his opin-
ion, it becomes necessary. The same view
has been expressed earlier by Secretary
of the Treasury Anderson. If such a
principle has merit, it should be put into
practice now, before the symptoms of
economic illness become more acute. An
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of
cure!

One of the most critical spots today in
our economy is the automotive industry.
‘Why not help this industry now, before it
has a greater adverse effect on our gen-
eral economy? To me, an effective rem-
edy is readily at hand.

Yesterday, I wrote to the Chairman of
the House Committee on Ways and
Means to request that early hearings be
scheduled on a bill I introduced last
year to repeal the Federal excise tax on
automotive vehicles.

Repeal of this tax would provide an
immediate impetus to a vital segment of
our economy and meet the growing un-
employment in the automotive and many
related industries. Now, Mr. Speaker, it
is true that the drop in automobile pro-
duction affects Michigan more acutely
than anywhere else—and especially in
my District because we have more auto-
mobile workers than in any other single
Congressional District.

But the bellwether effect of the auto-
motive industry on the rest of the na-
tional economy has been demonstrated
time and time again. When the eco-
nomic weather in Michigan turns cold,
the entire Nation shivers. It should be
remembered that one out of every seven
employed persons in the United States
works in the manufacture, distribution,
service or commercial use of motor
vehicles.

We cannot afford to wait until the en-
tire economy feels the full effect of the
automotive slump. We should take
action immediately to grant such tax
relief. To me, the automotive worker
up my way would rather have a job than
an increase in his personal exemption
which would be meaningless if he had
no job at all.

I want the record to be clear that I am
not advocating a general tax cut at the
present time—but that I am simply
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urging that the principle of tax relief to
stimulate our economy be put to use on
a selective basis in one of our most im-
portant industries, before it is too late.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to exam-
ine the history of the automotive excise
tax. In 1932, rates of 2 percent were im-
posed on trucks and on parts and acces-
sories, and 3 percent on passenger cars
and buses—all being, in theory, tempo-
rary taxes prompted by the depths of the
depression in which the Nation then
found itself. World War II first added
one-half of 1 percent to each of these
rates in 1940, and then in 1941 boosted
passenger car rates to 7 percent and
others to 5 percent. It imposed the new
5 percent on truck trailers too, for the
first time. It is well remembered that
the Federal Government took various
steps in World War II to help divert raw
materials to the stream of defense pro-
duction and away from use of civilian
products.

Following outbreak of the Korean af-
fair in 1951, the automotive excise taxes
were boosted once again from the pre-
vious high plateau on which they had
been placed by World War II increases.
All categories were increased to 8 per-
cent with the exception of passenger
cars, which were assigned a new excise
tax rate of 10 percent.

With the advent of the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1956, the excise tax rate
became 10 percent across the board, ex-
cept for retention of the 8 percent rate
on parts and accessories.

Thus, we see a continual progression
upward in automotive excise taxes. Al-
though these rates were temporary in
theory each time they were imposed, in
practice they tend to become more and
more built into our Federal tax structure.

But the unfairness of this series of
taxes is shown by the fact that, of all
forms of transportation, only the auto-
motive industry must shoulder the bur-
den of excise taxes of this magnitude.
There is no doubt but that this places
that industry at a competitive disadvan-
take due wholly to taxes. It is estimated
that $146 in Federal excise tax must be
paid on an automobile sold to the ulti-
mate user for about $2,000. Altogether,
over $500 of that purchase price consists
of taxes. Exclusive of Federal excises,
motor vehicles bear more than 40 differ-
ent taxes., According to 1955 statistics,
owners and operators of motor vehicles
paid Federal, State and local automotive
taxes of more than $7 billion. So it is
apparent that the automobile carries a
tax load heavy in comparative rates and
total amounts.

The impact of the automotive industry
on our national economy must be con-
sidered. Until recently, it had been em-
ploying directly nearly 1 million workers;
and 9 million more employed in highway
transportation depend for their liveli-
hood on an economically healthy auto-
motive industry. Makers of motor ve-
hicles and parts purchase 72 percent of
all upholstery leather, 69 percent of all
plate glass, 41 percent of all lead, 29 per-
cent of all zine, 23 percent of all steel, and
10 percent of all copper sold in the United
States. Retrenchment within the auto
industry on purchases and employment
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therefore has an adverse effect on our
whole national economy, resulting in an
accompanying decrease in tax take for
the Government. It is this widespread
effect of a decline in the automotive in-
dustry that should be kept in mind in
considering the need for repeal of excise
rates. The net effect of any such repeal
on tax income cannot be simply stated
to be a loss of the amount previously
raised from automotive excises. Keeping
the wartime rates in effect may cause a
loss of tax revenue from other sources.
Conversely, reducing the excise rates may
encourage the production of taxable in-
come elsewhere, with a corresponding in-
crease in tax income from those sources.

We have already noted that these taxes
discriminate against the automotive in-
dustry as compared with other forms of
transportation. The same type of dis-
crimination appears upon comparing
automotive excises with the tax status of
other consumer goods competing with
automotive vehicles for the customer’s
dollar. Following the end of hostilities
in Korea, nearly all excise rates were
lowered. Golf clubs and other sporting
goods enjoyed reduced tax rates of 10
percent instead of 15 percent. The excise
tax rate on cameras declined from 20
percent to 10 percent, as did also the
rate on perfumes, cosmetics, and toilet
preparations. The excise rate on such
luxury items as fur coats and jewelry
was halved. Motorcycle taxes dropped
from 10 percent to zero.

I am certain it will be conceded that
the automobile and the truck are far
more essential than many of the items
listed above. Yet, the automotive excise
rates have been maintained at their high
wartime levels.

Traffic surveys have shown that over
90 percent of the automobiles in the
United States are used either wholly or
in part for essential purposes each week.
Surveys also show over half of all pass-
enger car mileage is in the category of
necessary, and 65 percent of all auto
trips are directly connected with earn-
ing a livelihood or with other basie, vital
activity. Especially in these days of su-
burban living, the automobile becomes
an essential item of transportation.

Farmers constitute the largest class
of truck owners, operating almost one-
third of all trucks in existence in the
United States.

These automotive excises bear heav-
iest on lower-income groups. According
to late 1956 statisties, it is indicated that
nearly 44 percent of the owners of pas-
senger cars in the United States earn
less than $4,000 a year. Representing
about 15% million families, these owners
feel the pinch of automotive excise taxes
even when they purchase used cars hav-
ing a residual of excises in the sales
price, as well as whenever they buy new
cars. In either event, they are also hit
hard by the excise on automotive re-
placement parts and accessories.

To summarize, we should have an
early look at legislation to reduce auto-
motive excise rates for the following
reasons. Most importantly, it will pro-
vide an immediate method of helping to
restore vitality to our lagging economy.
Repeal of these taxes would help to in-
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crease employmient in the automotive
and related industries. It would stimu-
late purchases of materials by the auto-
motive manufacturing industry. It
would induce the creation of other
sources of taxable income, thereby off-
sefting to a considerable degree, the
attendant reduction in Federal revenues.

I believe this is an immediate, justi-
fiable method of aiding in turning the
tide of a national economic downtrend.
For that reason, I urge that early and
favorable consideration be given to H, R.
3022, a bill I introduced last year, that
is now pending in the House Ways and
Means Commitiee.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr.
Speaker, I call to the attention of the
Members of the House a bill I introduced
earlier this week. Today we are deal-
ing again with military appropriations,
so this is a particularly appropriate
time, I think, to speak of it. The bill
would provide authorization for the Sec-
retary of Defense to pay cash awards to
members of the military who come for-
ward with practical inventions or sug-
gestions which will result in a more
efficient and a more economical opera-
tion of our Defense Department. This
program would be similar to the one
now in effect for civilian employees of
the Government. Certainly, our mili-
tary people should have an equal oppor-
tunity to earn monetary rewards. I in-
vite the support of the Members of the
ﬁouse on this very meritorious legisla-

on. .

THE LATE BERTRAND H. SNELL

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, I cannot let this time go by
without expressing my deep sorrow at
the passing of a former colleague of
ours, the late Bertrand H. Snell. He and
his lovely wife Sara were in Washington
when I first came to Congress. My late
husband, John Jacob Rogers, and I were
happy to count them great friends. I
never shall forget his patience and his
helpfulness at that time. An able and
brilliant legislator, he was a great power
in the House, and chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules at one time. But he
was never too busy to take over our re-
sponsibility in government. I have seen
the House in operation for a good many
years from the gallery and had talked
over with my husband the legislative
processes, but it was a very different
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thing to come to the floor of the House
and as one of the new and untried
Members have the responsibility for the
passing of legislation.

Bertrand Snell was a great American,
a great statesman, a great Republican.
He believed in the two-party system, but
he had complete faith in the Republican
Party, and all that he dealt with and
stood for was in the Republican way of
doing in our democracy, with freedom
for everything that he believed right. I
have never seen a more courageous or
devoted public servant than Bertrand
Snell. He will long be remembered in
th_ls country and I believe in other coun-
Trles.

UNITED STATES ARMY BUDGET

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I hear that
th= distinguished gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr, Vinson] declares that he will
oppose cuts in the United States Army
as asked for in the President’s budget
this year. Asa member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations Subcommittee for
the Department of Defense I have been
opposing all cuts in the Armed Forces,
and especially the Army for the past sev-
eral years. I will infroduce amend-
ments this year in the committee, and
in the subcommittee, and if I do not
prevail there, then I will introduce them
on the floor, to restore the cuts asked for
in the budget this year in the National
Guard Reserve components and the
United States Army with additional
amendments to make the Department of
Defense meet the needs of the peace and
security of this Nation and the world.
They are now woefully inadequate.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr, Speaker, I asked
for this time in order to interrogate the
majority leader as to what he may ad-
vise us concerning the legislative pro-
gram.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, on
Monday there will be the general Gov-
ernment matters appropriation bill for
1959 and the urgent deficiency appro-
priation bill for 1958. You will remem-
ber the chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Canwon], stated yesterday
there were two items relating to unem-
ployment compensation for veterans and
also for unemployment compensation in
other categories.

On Monday, District Day business will
be considered. 'There are four bills:
H. R. 9271, a bill relating to the National
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Society of the Sons of the American Rev-
olution; S. 1040, revising the Life In-
surance Act; H. R. 7300, amending the
Alcoholic Beverage Control Act; H. R.
9304, relating to the Policemen’s and
Firemen’s Retirement and Disability Act.

There is no other business scheduled
for the rest of the week, unless some
emergency matter arises which, of course,
is not expected. If any such matter
should arise, it would be one of those
matters that would not compel the
Members to come back. I can promise
the membership that since they will be
away in connection with the activities
next week, the Members can be assured
of complete protection in that respect
except for the business programed for
Monday, of course. I have been asked
by various Members whether there will
be a rolleall on Monday. The leader-
ship is not going to ask for a rolleall,
and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Cannon], I believe, yesterday said that
it was not his intention to ask for a roll-
call. But, of course, Members realize
that the leadership on either side of the
aisle cannot speak for each and every
Member on their respective sides, but I
would think the chances are overwhelm-
ingly in favor of acting on these mat-
ters on Monday without a rollcall vote.
I cannot guarantee that, but am only
guaranteeing my own action.

Mr. ARENDS. I thank the gentleman
for that information.

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

Mr. ARENDS. 1 yield.

Mr. GROSS. Somehow I have lost
track of the famous freedom wall. I
wonder where it went. It was supposed
to come up yesterday.

Mr. McCORMACK. It was taken off
the program yesterday. I frankly ad-
vised the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SmitH] of the situation—that was after
consultation with the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. AsPINALL].

Mr. GROSS. Would there be any
possibility of that bill coming up next
week?

Mr. McCORMACEK. There is no pos-
sibility in the world that that bill might
come up next week and that, of course,
is not said in derogation of the bill and,
of course, is not a reflection on the mer-
its of the bill. But, it is not going to
come up next week and the gentleman
knows that I would never under any cir-
cumstances pull a surprise on the Mem-
bers of this body.

Mr. Speaker, as I have previously
stated, after Monday there is no further
legislation programed unless it is some-
thing of an emergency nature, and fur-
ther of a nature where there will be no
necessity to call the Members back.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I will yield for a ques-
tion.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. My
understanding is that there was no op-
position at all to the money in this defi-
ciency bill for the Veterans’ Unemploy=
ment Insurance. Is that correct?

Mr. McCORMACK. That is my un-
derstanding.
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Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. So
there is no controversy about the bill in
any way?

Mr, McCORMACK. That is my un-
derstanding.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. I
rejoice in that.

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAEER TO
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing the adjournment of the House
until Monday next the Clerk be au-
thorized to receive messages from the
Senate, and that the Speaker be author-
ized to sign any enrolled bills and joint
resolutions duly passed by the two
Houses and found truly enrolled.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY

Mr., McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet
on Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Isthere objection?

There was no objection.

SEVENTEEN MUSTS FOR SURVIVAL

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. MATTHEWS] is recognized
for 45 minutes.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous mat-
ter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Flor-
ida?

There was no objection.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, for
the past several months the newspapers
of America have been filled with sugges-
tions by our citizens as to what we must
do if we are to survive. In more recent
days, a very distinguished committee
from the other body suggested that there
are 17 musts for the Nation's defense.
These musts were what we might con-
sider defense points and were listed as
follows:

First. Modernize and strengthen the
Strategic Air Force.

Second. Step up the dispersal of SAC
bases.

Third. Put more effort into developing
antimissile missiles.

Fourth. Improve our early warning
system for manned aircraft and acceler-
ate the development of an early warning
detection system for ballistics missiles.

Fifth. Modernize and strengthen
ground and naval forces.

Sixth. Provide an adequate airlift for
ground troops.

Seventh. Pour more effort into our
antisubmarine programs.

Eighth. Step up production schedules
of Atlas, Thor, Jupiter, and accelerate
the development of Titan.

Ninth. Reduce lead time in the devel=
opment of weapon systems by cutting
down on decision time and by simplifying
procurement procedures.
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Tenth. Provide for a freer exchange of
seientific and technical information be-
tween the nations of the Free World.

Eleventh. Start work at once on the
development of a rocket motor with a
million pounds thrust.

Twelfth. Give serious attention to the
question of shelters and stockpiles for
civil defense.

Thirteenth. Reorganize the structure
of the Defense Establishment.

Fourteenth. Provide increased incen-
tives for the retention of trained person-
nel in the military services.

Fifteenth. Accelerate and expand re-
search and development programs, pro-
vide funding on a long-term basis, and
improve control and administration
within the Department of Defense or
through the establishment of an inde-
pendent agency.

Sixteenth. Put more effort in the de-
velopment of manned missiles,

Seventeenth. Accelerate the develop-
ment of the Polaris missile system.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I certainly agree
with the findings of this distinguished
committee and what I have to say is
certainly not intended to be a criticism
of these important musts. However, I
am going to suggest seven musts for the
survival of our Nation and not a single
one of them will cost any money. I
think upon reflection we shall discover
that most of the 17 musts that I have
enumerated and which were so well
evaluated by the distinguished commit-
tee from the other body will ecost
money—a tremendous amount of money.
It is interesting, then, to note that the
seven musts that I propose to the Amer-
ican people for our survival will not cost
the expenditure of an extra thin dime.

The first must that I would suggest
is this: We must realize that money
cannot solve all of our problems.

I have been somewhat fearful since
we began the present session of Con-
gress to note a feeling that I think is too
general that all we have to do now to
win this fight for survival, and that is
what it is, Mr. Speaker, is just to spend
more money. We have different tech-
niques offered to us as, for example, that
employed in the appropriations bill that
we passed several days ago amounting
to approximately $1.4 billion when we
were told that this is really an advance
appropriation for spending money in
next year's budget. Then we increased
the debt ceiling from $275 billion to
$280 billion so that we could spend more
money and not have to raise taxes or
ask any sacrifices from the American
people to meet this extra obligation. I
voted against raising the debt limit. I
am conscious of the fact that one reason
we have had to increase the debt limit
is not because of sputnik but because of
the increased interest rates that we are
paying on the national debt, which now
amount to approximately a billion dol-
lars more a year than they did when
I first came to Congress 5 years ago. I
voted against raising the debt limit be-
cause I thought it was not giving all the
facts to the American people. I was
fearful that our people would think that
we can now go ahead and spend more
money for defense preparations, and not
have it cost us anything. I have become _
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tremendously discouraged during the
past few days to realize that it seems as
though we are convinced now that
whether we have war or peace we must
always have a tremendous national debt
and that we can never pay it off, but
must continue paying nearly $8 billion
a year interest on this debt, and, of
course, within a very short time that
amount will be compounded.

Again and again throughout this be-
loved Republic of ours, I have seen evi-
dences of the fact that too many of our
citizens feel that the answer to all of
our problems is money, and tragically
enough, so many of us seem to think
that it is not our money, but it is the
money of someone else more fortunate
than we are. Certainly any thinking
citizen must realize that to have an ade-
quate defense we must spend money.
But the must upon which I am insisting
again is the realization that money can-
not solve all of our problems.

As an amateur student in the field of
history, I remember one tragic fact
about the decline of all the great civil-
izations of the past. They have all fallen
because among other things they have
put greater faith in the material things
of life than they have in the spiritual
things. Now there are many people in
America today who feel that we ought
not to teach the Bible or any kind of re-
ligion in our public schools. Many of
these same people would be driven out
of America, would be imprisoned and
would be treated with the utmost of con-
tempt if it were not for the teachings
of the Old and New Testaments in the
Bible. In the Old Testament the em-
phasis in the whole instruction is on
the necessity of a people if they are to
survive of following the principles of the
spiritual rather than the principles of
the material. Several days ago we all
received an interesting magazine pub-
lished by Doubleday & Co., Inc, and en-
titled “The Challenge of the Sputniks.”
Immediately after receiving this inter-
esting publication I read it and I quote
now from page 96 of this publication
an article written by Bertrand Russell.
In speaking of a possibility of unpar-
alleled happiness for the human race if it
decides to pursue its collective welfare
rather than damage to some hated
group, Russell says, “This demands a
morality which will be new only in the
sense of being acted upon. As an ideal,
it is not new, but very old. It has been
preached for countless centuries by sages
and religious leaders, who have been
highly honored after being put to death.
I hope, though not with complete con-
fidence, that men may learn to permit
themselves to be happy, even at the cost
of enduring the happiness of those
whom they have hitherto hated. If this
lesson can be learnt in time, science can
lay the foundation of a new golden
age, If it cannot be learnt, every in-
crease of knowledge will be only a step
toward ultimate and complete disaster.”

The plea here is for the acceptance of
all members of the human race to lean
on a morality of love. BSurely, we in
America would do well to abide by that
philosophy and the inferesting fact
about it is that it does not cost a dime
of money.
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The second must I want to suggest if
we expect to survive is the fact that:
The words “our responsibilities” must
assume equal status in our thinking as
do the words “our rights.”

One of the most outstanding facts,
of course, about the Constitution of the
United States is the first 10 amendments
to the Constitution which are the so-
called Bill of Rights. Let us enumerate
these rights:

First, Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion,
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof;
or abridging the freedom of speech, or
of the press; or the right of the people
peaceably to assemble, and to petition
the Government for a redress of griev-
ances.

Second. A well regulated militia, be-
ing necessary to the security of a free
state, the right of the people to keep
and bear arms, shall not be infringed.

Third. No soldier shall, in time of
peace be quartered in any house, with-
out the consent of the owner, nor in time
of war, but in a manner to be prescribed
by law.

Fourth. The right of the people to be
secure in their persons, houses, papers,
and effects, against unreasonable
searches and seizures, shall not be vio-
lated, and no warrants shall issue, but
upon probable cause, supported by oath
or affirmation, and particularly describ-
ing the place to be searched, and the
persons or things to be seized.

Fifth. No person shall be held to
answer for a capital, or otherwise in-
famous crime, unless on a presentment or
indictment of a grand jury, except in
cases arising in the land or naval forces,
or in the militia, when in actual service
in time of war or public danger; nor
shall any person be subject for the same
offense to be twice put in jeopardy of
life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any
criminal case to be a witness against him-
self, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or
property, without due process of law;
nor shall private property be taken for
public use, without just compensation.

In passing, it should be noted that in
this particular right we have the guar-
anty that no person shall be compelled
in any criminal case to be a witness
against himself. It is interesting to note
that traitors, crooks, and other infamous
people have hidden behind this guaranty
which is so precious for the preservation
of a free America.

Sixth. In all criminal prosecutions,
the accused shall enjoy the right to a
speedy and public trial, by an impartial
jury of the State and district wherein
the crime shall have been committed,
which district shall have been previously
ascertained by law, and to be informed of
the nature and cause of the accusation;
to be confronted with the witnesses
against him; to have compulsory process
for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and
to have the assistance of counsel for his
defense.

Seventh. In suits at common Ilaw,
where the value in controversy shall ex-
ceed $20, the right of trial by jury shall
be preserved, and no fact tried by a jury,
shall be otherwise reexamined in any
court of the United States, than accord-
ing to the rules of the common law.
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Eighth. Excessive bail shall not be re-
quired, nor excessive fines imposed, nor
cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.

Ninth. The enumeration in the Consti-
tution of certain rights, shall not be con-
strued to deny or disparage others re-
tained by the people.

Tenth. The powers not delegated to
the United States by the Constitution,
nor prohibited by it to the States, are
reserved to the States respectively, or to
the people.

These glorious rights have long been a
part of the fabric of our constitutional
government. Many thinking citizens
today feel that in upholding these rights,
the Supreme Court of the land has gone
to the extreme. These citizens hold that
many times there is a conflict between
the so-called rights of the individual and
the rights of a sovereign nation, and that
if great care is not taken, we give the
individual such extreme rights that the
Nation cannot survive. I am not a
lawyer and I do not pretend to have any
great knowledge of constitutional gov-
ernment. I do know, however, that the
whole judicial system of our country is
in a very strained position. Too often we
find the crook, the murderer, the rapist,
released—and we must constantly be on
our safeguard to realize the maximum of
justice for all of our people.

Just several days ago I heard one of
our colleagues—and I do not mean to be
critical—comment to the effect that in
Russia young people were taught to
serve the state, whereas in America the
purpose of our Government is to liberate
the individual. I do not believe we can
survive as a Nation if that is the only
thought we have about our Government.
If, in other words, we think about nothing
but our privileges and our rights and our
opportunities for material fund and hap-
piness, and we are not willing to accept
the responsibilities that go with Ameri-
can citizenship, our form of government
is doomed.

Look about you, if you will, in the
well of the House. Here are words that
are carved on this woodwork, and sure-
ly they are immortal aspirations of our
people. They ought to be. They have
a place here. Here are the words
“union, justice, tolerance, liberty, peace.”
I think it is tragic that we do not
have the word “responsibility.” We have
a responsibility to vote, we have a re-
sponsibility to vote intelligently, we have
a responsibility to consider our neighbor,
we have the responsibility to practice
the Golden Rule—it cannot be enforced,
it is not perhaps what we might call a
fundamental legal requirement of Amer-
iean citizenship, but it is a moral obliga-
tion that we must assume if our de-
mocracy is to survive. Communism can
survive without the practice of the
Golden Rule, but our democracy cannot.
I repeat again, then, that the second
must for survival is the words “our re-
sponsibilities” must assume equal status
in our thinking with the words “our
rights.”

Next, and the third must is: We must
evaluate properly the statement “All
men are created equal,” which thought
is so foremost in so many of our po-
litical orations of the day and in many
addresses that are made by citizens in
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varying walks of life. In the immortal
Declaration of Independence, which was
largely the handiwork of Thomas Jef-
ferson, we read this powerful statement:

We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights, that among these are
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

Now, so often political orators do not
say that all men are created equal, but
they will use the words “All men are
mual.li

They use that statement as a great
fact of our democracy. Jefferson of
course, certainly did not intend that in-
terpretation of his statement. Mind
you, after the phrase “That all men are
created equal,” we have this restrictive
thought, “That they are endowed by
their Creator with certain unalienable
rights, that among these are life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness.” In
other words, I hold that Jefferson meant
by the phrase that all men are created
equal that they are created equally in
the love of God, and that God gives them
the right of life, liberty, and the pur-
suit of their happiness. I am inclined
to believe along with many scholars of
Jefferson that the great author of the
Declaration of Independence was deeply
indebted to the Honorable George Mason
of Virginia, although Jefferson would
never admit his indebtedness. On May
25, 1716, George Mason sent his famous
declaration of rights to the Virginia Del-
egation in the Continental Congress. A
few days after the receipt of these
rights, Jefferson began writing his fa-
mous Declaration of Independence.
Now in Mason's Declaration of Rights,
we find these great statements:

That all men are born equally free and
Independent and have certain inherent nat-
ural rights—among which are the enjoyment
of life and liberty with the means of acquir-
ing and possessing property and pursulng
and obtaining happiness and safety.

To prove, I think, Jefferson’s indebt-
edness to Mason, it is well to note that
in Jefferson’s first draft of the Declara-
tion of Independence we find this state-
ment: 5

That all men are created equal and inde-
pendent, that from that equal creation they
derive rights inherent, and unalienable,
among which are the preservation of life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

" In other words, Jefferson most prob-
ably derived not only his inspiration from
John Locke, who was such an excellent
expositor of the natural rights of man,
but also from George Mason. And the
whole idea of this phrase “all men are
created equal” is the fact that men are

born equally free and independent and
that as a result of that free and inde-

pendent birth, they have rights includ-
ing the enjoyment of life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness.

I am shocked, however, to note the
number of times that we find this phrase
distorted and the orator uses the words
“all men are equal.” You see, to distort
the thought means, then, that all of us
have the same ability. I would certainly
grant that every citizen has a right to
rise as high in life as his abilify or her
ability enables him or her to rise. But
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to accept the fallacious thought that all
of our eitizens are equal is, I think, to
promote the end of the Republic. The
acceptance of this thought of equal
ability has, I think, much to do with
the problem we have in the classrooms.
Too many times the slow student holds
back the student of more ability because
the people demand that all children be
taught the same subjects. A course of
study, in other words, must be preseribed
to take care of the slow child. And if it
is too slow for the fast learner, too often
nothing is done to correct the problem.

This great country of ours ought to
give every citizen a right to earn his
proper place in life. But that place in
life must be earned. Whatever place he
accupies will have to depend upon his
natural ability. If we depart from that
standard, and I fear we have departed
from if, in many instances, we cannot
hope to match the threat of Soviet
Russia.

Much criticism has been directed of
late toward the curriculum in our pub-
lic schools. I think some of this criti-
cism is well founded, but I think we must
never overlook the fact that the com-
munity itself is responsible for the cur-
rieulum. We have been told that in
Russia students of outstanding ability
have been separated at an early stage
in their educational career from those
of lesser abilities. The children of
lesser abilities are thus stratified in a
state or class that keeps them from at-
taining the dignity and ecommunity
stature of those students who are more
gifted. We are told, further, that in the
public schools of Russia, students go to
school 6 days a week and sometimes
there are 3 shifts a day in each class-
room. We are told further that stu-
dents in the higher grades of the elemen-
tary schools must take science and
mathematics, and if they are not able
to accept the mental disciplines of these
subjects, why then they are relegated
down the eduecational Iladder. One
great mistake that we must not make in
America is to copy the Russian system
of education. That does not mean to
say, however, that we ought not earnestly
to analyze our curriculum to see how we
can improve it. I surely think we can
stand tremendous improvement without
a single extra expenditure of money to
make it possible within our educational
system to give greater opportunities to
students of greater abilities, to recognize
the fact that these gifted students ought
to be treated with at least as much
special attention and conecern as those
students who are less gifted. I find the
use of the word “exceptional” very repug-
nant to me as it applies to educational
philosophy. We use that word to desig-
nate the student of potential genius, as
well as the student of low ability.
Surely without being cruel and uncon-
cerned about human personality, we can
devise some other means of classifying
students so as to avoid at least the in-
herent suggestion that in our democracy
we value inferior ability as much as we
do exceptional ability. I wish it were
possible in this falk to explore further
possibilities of improving the edueational
opportunities of our students. I want
to stress again that I think great im-
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provement can be made without the ex-
penditure of a single dime. I do not
deny the fact that we need to spend more
money, but I think enough emphasis has
been given to that aspect of the prob-
lem. I would suggest, for example, that
we use television and other modern
media of communication to a far greater
advantage in the classroom. I would
suggest that we check very thoroughly
the programs of counseling and guidance
and admit the fact that this problem is
a family problem, and that there is a
limitation of the ability of the schools to
accept responsibilities for guidance. We
need to explore subjects in the class-
room that are offered merely for the sake
of getting credits to get a high school
diploma. We should evaluate the op~
portunities for mental discipline in our
classrooms and make these opportuni-
ties for mental discipline more available.
At this point I would like to insert a
timely article by Felix Morley which ap-
peared in the January 1958 issue of Na-
tions' Business:

[From Nation’s Business for January 1958]
THE STATE OF THE NaTION
(By Felix Morley)

SCIENTIFIC TRIUMPH OF RUSSIA SHOWS A
PARADOX IN EDUCATION

A disturbing paradox in comparative edu-
cation is revealed by Russia's triumph with
the sputniks. How is it that the Com-
munists, who decry competition, emphasize
it so strongly in their schools while we,
clalming to believe in free enterprise, have
gone so far to eliminate the competitive
spirit from the classrooms?

Of the facts involved there Is, unfortu-
nately, no longer any question. Official pub-
Hcations belatedly tell us that in the Soviet
schools there is no promotion until the
pupil has passed examinations specifically
designed to weed out the unfit. The Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr.
Marion B. Folsom, says that our entire pub-
lie school curriculum must be reexamined,
“if we are to hold our own with Russia.”
It is now freely admitted that in Russian
elementary education there is “a pace of
schoolwork far more rigorous than any en-
eountered in the United States,” to quote &
warning that went ignored when made by &
competent American observer nearly 20
years ago.

By contrast, thoughtful parents in this
country are well aware that in many of our
public schools annual promotion is now all
but automatic, with no relation to individual
effort. 'The basic subjects, even those as
fundamental as the three R's, are subordi-
nated to social activities agreeably labeled
“life adjustment” or “group awareness.” In-
tellectual competition is viewed with mis=
trust and anything more than perfunctory
discipline is frowned upen as frustrating.
The net result, shattering to our national
self-esteem, is that the Russians have forged
ahead of us in those resources of scientific
manpower where we once thought ourselves
particularly competent.

The redeeming feature of eur scholastic
deficiency is that Americans are clearly in
revolt agalnst the system that produced it.
In November a Gallup poll disclosed that 89
percent of those interviewed favor
mathematics a required subject throughout
high school, as do the Russians. About the
same time the headmaster of a hard-driving
and expensive Washington private school
revealed that applications there have soared
%o 1,000 for every 75 boys the schoal can
take. The other day a small college with
national reputation announced that it will
henceforth admit no student who cannot
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pass a test in algebra, “which should have
been accomplished in secondary school.”
There is no lack of demand for competitive
education in the United States. The fallure
is in the supply.

Several factors have combined to create
this anomalous situation. Perhaps the most
influential is the extreme to which the
plausible theory of progressive education has
been carried. Starting from the reasonable
thesis that schooling should be enjoyable,
the trend in public education has gone on to
eliminate all coercion, all taskwork and al-
most all sharply competitive training. Un-
fortunately this misguided kindness has alto-
gether failed to make the lives of teachers,
pupils, or parents happler. We do not need
psychologists to tell us that the child whose
will is never crossed is the one who makes
himself and others miserable,

Extreme progressivism has done much to
make the high school diploma virtually
meaningless as a measure of individual
achievement. But material prosperity has
also played an important part in the subtle
degradation of the public schools. When
even elementary education was a privilege,
obtainable by few, real sacrifices were made
to attain it and value rose accordingly., As
a right, available and even compulsory for
all, there is no such appreciation. Although
we have long outgrown the little red school-
house it is no mere nostalgia to say that those
who trudged there in all sorts of weather
galned values not provided by door-to-door
bus delivery. Nor is there any architect
skillful enough to build a love of learning
into the country club accommodations cur-
rently deemed desirable as an educational
setting.

Still a third source of depreciation is
found in the current philosophy of teacher
training. The emphasis has shifted from
knowledge of subject matter to deftness in
presentation. The whole public school sys-
tem is topheavy with educationists who
know how but not what to teach. Talent is
no longer as important as the mere number
of credits which teachers achieve in manda-
tory courses concerned with  procedures
rather than with content. TUndoubtedly
techniques are useful, but they do not of
themselves make teachers any more than
typing ability of itself creates muthors. In
the assembly line production of mechani-
cally qualified educationists is found one of
the primary reasons for the malaise in our
public schools.

The American educational deterioration,
now painfully focused by Russia’s scientific
achievement, is thus in no major respect due
to any lack of funds. Some of the decline
in standards, on the contrary, is probably a
result of too lavish, or at least too careless,
expenditure, It follows that the problem
will not be solved, and could even be intensi-
filed, by merely pouring more money into
public education.

Yet the naive belief that money alone can
cure what is wrong with our schools is wide-
spread, and is contantly promoted by a
powerful and well organized lobby. TUn-
doubtedly there will be concerted effort to
obtain more Federal aid for education from
the session of Congress now convening. At
the grassroots there is a healthy skepticism
about the educational frills which money
can provide. Many a local bond issue, for
more luxurious school facilities, has been
turned down by community plebiscites in
recent months., But this revolt in the loecali-
ties has merely strengthened the demand
that Washington take over financing which
voters see no need to impose directly upon
themselves.

Federal ald in this fleld, of course, runs
counter to that faith in local self-govern-
ment on which our Federal system is based.
Nevertheless, intervention by Washington
must be expected if the incompetence of our
public education, by contrast with that of
Soviet Russla, i1s as pronounced as evidence
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indicates. For this means that the problem
is no longer local, but is becoming one of
national defense.

There 1is, however, a procedure—wholly
consistent with American traditions—where-
by Washington could do much to improve the
schools without any additional budgetary
charge. And it iz a method which would be
welcomed by parents and teachers alike,

All that is necessary is for the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare first to
define, and then promote, the minimum cur-
riculum deemed mnecessary for schooling
worthy of that name, Secretary Folsom
points out that every Russian schoolchild
must take 5 years of mathematics beyond
arithmetic, and is relegated to a vocational
school if he cannot make the grade. But he
stops short of advocating any mrethod for
restoring the competitive spirit for American
youngsters. Yet it 1s really a duty, rather
than merely proper, for the presumably ex-
pert Office of Education to do just this.

Once a standard, hard-hitting curriculum
is recommended it would be up to the locali-
ties to declde how much of it, if any, they
would adopt. But they would at least have
an index for guidance. They would have a
basis for constructive reform more substan-
tial than the wholly fallacious idea that good
education can be built into expensive build-
ings. And public attention would be focused
on methods, which are the heart of the prob-
lem,

To get results in this field the incoming
Congress need only ask two simple questions,
but should insist that schoolmen now on the
Federal payroll provide unequivocal answers:
Why is it that the spirit of competition has
been so sharply and disastrously curtailed in
an institution as fundamental as the Anver-
ican public school? Why is it that the better
colleges and universities, instead of welcom-
ing graduates of the public shools, are com-
ing to regard them, by and large, as inferior
materlal for every type of professional train-
ing?

Both questions need to be asked—and an-
swered.

The President has suggested a program
of Federal aid to education involving the
granting of scholarships to gifted stu-
dents. Now, I have an open mind on this
problem, but as I recall, even during the
depression days when I was graduated
from college, I do not know of a single
gifted student of genuine ability who
wanted to go to college who was not able
to get to college. My alma mater, the
University of Florida, is still an institu-
tion that boasts of the fact that many
hundreds of its students are able to ob-
tain part-time jobs and actually pay all
of their expenses in college. Now there
may be gifted students who have the
genuine will for more education and who
cannot obtain it because of their lack of
financial ability. I know in certain spe-
cial fields, such as in the field of medi-
cine, that this may be true. But I want
to repeat again that in my experience as a
former university student, as a director
of student activities, and as a director of
alumni affairs, all at the University of
Florida, I do not know of one single in-
stance of a gifted student, irrespective of
his financial condition, who wanted to get
a higher education who was not able to
get this education. One thing we must
surely do in our public schools is to avoid
the use of Federal troops to enforce inte-
gration, and to insist on a discipline in
schools where the little gangs and ado-
lescent criminals make a mockery of the
wholesome environment so necessary for
education. Little Rock and the New York
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City public schools have emphasized to
the Nation that money is no substitute
for constitutional government or the in-
sistence of moral standards in the class-
rooms.

Again, the third must that I have in
mind is the fact that we must evaluate
properly the statement “all men are cre-
ated equal” and we must, I think, come
to the conclusion that by this phrase
we mean that no citizen in America has
a right to expect anything except that
which he earns, that we are not equal
as far as ability is concerned, but we are
equal in the divine creation of God and
in the love of providence, and we are
equal insofar as we ought to have the
right to rise just as high in life in our
democratic society as our abilities enable
us to rise,

The fourth must that is essential if we
are to survive is the simple fact that: We
must be honest with ourselves and the
world.

I do not think we in America are more
dishonest than the people in any other
nation, but I do know that we need to
stress first of all just the simple word
“honesty.” The crook in labor, in busi-
ness, or in public life must be ferreted
out. The community must not take the
position, no matter how crooked the indi-
vidual is if he serves selfish aims, he is
entitled to friendship and loyalty.
Whether or not we can survive will de-
pend on whether or not there are enough
people who put the interest of the Repub-
lic before they place their own selfish in-
terest. Surely the interest of the Repub-
lic is to demand strict honesty on the
part of our leaders in all fields of en-
deavor. I am shocked to think that de-
spite overwhelming evidence on the part
of the dishonesty of a labor leader, that
he can still command enough allegiance
and respect on the part of the over-
whelming rank and file of the labor or-
ganization so that he can thumb his nose
at decency and be elected president of a
powerful labor union that has, in turn,
the power of life and death over many
hundreds of independent and honest
businessmen and likewise has the power
of life and death over hundreds and
thousands of honest men and women in
organized labor. I am appalled to note
the increase in embezzlements in the re-
spectable business circles of America,
where men and women steal literally
hundreds of millions of dollars each year
in America, and this tragic trace of cor-
ruption is on the increase. In fact, one
of our colleagues several days ago in a
very interesting talk, pointed out that, in
his opinion, there were about $20 billion
in income each year that the American
people did not even report. There does
not take much logie, I think, to deduce
the fact that with all of the greatness of
America that fundamentally when we
have such a great problem of dishonesty,
that the time has come to realize that we
cannot, with the almighty dollar, buy
this moral virtue of honesty. It isan as-
piration that should be a national aspira-
tion. It is a goal that does not cost a
dime of Federal expenditure.

I think this idea of being honest with
the world is of paramount importance.
For example, I think the time has come
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when we must say very frankly that
America does not have the resources to
solve all of the problems of the world.
What we can do is to help other nations
to help themselves. I am proud of the
idealism of America, which has made
possible a tremendous amount of help to
nations all over the world. Crities of
America would say that this help has
been given largely because of the self-
interest of America. I do not deny the
fact that, in my opinion, much of the aid
we have given has been because of self-
interest, but I am also convinced that we
have been prompted to an equal extent
by the spirit of idealism and by the feel-
ing that we have a responsibility to help
men and women of good will throughout
the whole world. For example, tell me,
if you will, of the history of any other
great nation that has been largely re-
sponsible for winning two world wars,
and yet as a result of these wars, has not
demanded one extra foot of territory.
Tell me, if you please, the example of
another nation that fought a war such
as the Korean conflict, and poured forth
the precious blood of our youth and the
material resources of our Nation to stop
the onroad of the fatal philosophy of
communism. Then, after the struggle
ceased, mind you, once again we did not
ask for any material compensation. Ido
not believe the remainder of the world
has been told eloquently enough of this
sincere expression of American idealism.
But again and again we must be honest
and realize that we cannot solve all of
the problems of another nation. Each
nation’s problems must be largely solved
by the people of that nation.

A fifth must is the fact that: We must
solve our fiscal problems.

How tragic it is that in this period of
high income we have still not made any
progress at all toward reducing the huge
national debt that faces us seemingly
now forever in the future. The interest
on this national debt is closely approxi-
mating $8 billion a year. If the people
of the sovereign States did not have to
pour this vast amount of money into the
Federal coffers, think, if you please, how
many schools they could build. Con-
sider the better salaries they could pay
school teachers. Ponder the new hospi-
tals and new public buildings that could
dot the landscape of almost every county
in the Union. ¥Yet, I think, because we
are afraid to suggest that there must
be some sacrifice, we go on postponing
the inevitable day when in my opinion
we shall collapse in economic ruin. Now,
I think we can make great progress in
reducing this debt by not spending more
money but by doing such simple things
as demanding that we get more defense
out of each dollar that we already spend.
Consider, if you please, how much money
we are spending now for defense. Spend-
ing for military funetions of the Depart-
ment of Defense—what we might call
direct expenditures—has amounted to
about $45 billion for the last 2 years and
that amount will be increased by about
another billion this year. Then in addi-
tion to that, let’s consider the billions
for military assistance and defense
support of our allies, let us consider the
expenditure of billions under Public Law
480, and particularly let us keep in mind
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the program through which we trade
our agricultural surplus for foreign cur-
rencies. Let us consider many other ex-
penditures for the defense of this Nation,
such as the cultural exchange of stu-
dents, the Voice of America, and I am
compelled to believe that we have ap-
propriated adequate sums. I am not
convinced that we are getting a dollar’s
worth of defense out of each dollar spent.
The President in his annual state of the
Union message told us of his firm resolve
to do something immediately about con-
flicting authorities within the Depart-
ment of Defense. The lack of coopera-
tion among the departments, the rivalry,
the tremendous paperwork which is so
unessential, have come almost to the
point of a national scandal. When are
we going to have real unity in the De-
fense Department? When are we going
to have a better method of procurement
which year after year we are told would
save billions of dollars a year? When
are we going to realize that if we should
ever have another world war—and God
forbid—we cannot fight it on the same
basis that we fought World War II?
When are we going to do these things
that don’t cost the money, that admit-
tedly are not dramatic, and that ad-
mittedly will cause a lot of heartache and
a lot of difficulty? When are we going
to do these things that are essential if
we are to survive? Let me stress that
I shall certainly vote for every appropria-
tion for defense that I believe is neces-
sary. I am suggesting here a must,
however, that is supplemental and will
not cost a dime, but would rather save
money. And that must again is the fact
that we must solve our fiscal preblems.
We must get a dollar’s worth of defense
out of each dollar we spend.

Now, a sixth must is: We must pre-
serve our form of government.

When our forefathers came fo these
pilgrim shores they had the advantages

of the mistakes of the great civilizations

of the past. They devised a form of gov-
ernment that is indigenous, I think, to
the United States of America. This form
of government emhbodied a separation of
the powers of the Federal Government
into three great branches—the execu-
tive, the legislative and the judicial. I
have seen the development just during
the few years I have been in Congress
of a type of government that I think is
entirely different from what our fore-
fathers envisoned. I have heard those
who seemingly think that the only way
in the world to get things done is to
have the Federal Government at Wash-
ington to do it. They have forgotten
the fact that with the divisions of the
Federal Government our forefathers de-
vised a powerful State government sys-
tem, and specifically set forth in the 10th
amendment to the Constitution that the
rights not given to the Federal Govern-
ment are reserved to the States or to the
people. Every dollar of taxation we get
comes from the sovereign citizens of
America. The philosophy that the
States are incapable of solving their
problems to me is one of the most dan-
gerous philosophies prevalent in America
today. On the Federal level we find the
Supreme Cowrt in many decisions tak-
ing away from the States certain respon-

February 6

sibilities and privileges which should be-
long to the States. I do not intend to
dwell upon this tremendous problem at
length, but in my humble opinion, we
must realize that our form of govern-
ment is different, that it is indigenous
to our own beloved country, and for our
form of government to continue we
must have on the Federal level a clear
division of powers as among the execu-
tive, the legislative and judicial, and
then insofar as the relations between the
Federal Government and the States are
concerned, we must never fail to realize
that this is a sovereign Nation composed
of sovereign States. The only powers
given to the Nation are those powers
that the States, themselves, delegated to
the Federal Government,

The seventh must is that:
us must sacrifice.

Plato said that when the citizens of
& Republic had rather serve the Republic
with their money than with themselves,
the Republic is not far from its fall. We
need to have in Ameriea today more
than ever before a sense of service to the
people of this Nation. I think the Amer-
ican people will respond to the chal-
lenge of sacrifice. They do not want
sacrifice to be a one-way street on the
part of some of our people and not on
others. Surely the man with a small in-
come cannot be expected to sacrifice as
much materially as the man of larger in-
come. Once we are given the goals, I am
sure that the American people will re-
spond to the challenge. We need to be
told, however, I think, that we cannot
expect to have our cake and eat it too.
To be specific, we cannot expect to have
the same number of televisions, autome-
biles and other luxuries of life that de-
mand the talents and energies of most of
our creative thought and produce the
new pioneers in science to mateh the
achievements of Russia. One tragie fact
as far as scientists in Russia are con-
cerned is that their efforts have been
directed entirely toward a war potential.
Someone has said that if we had as
much engineering effort toward the de-
velopment of the sputnik in America
as we have had in the development of
the new fins on automobiles, that we
could long since have launched our
sputnik. I realize these are generalities,
These statements do not hand out a bill
of particulars. What I am pleading for
is for the clear establishment of goals,
and then the calm statement of the facts
to the American people. And I repeat
once again that I believe our American
people will meet the challenge.

Bernard Baruch, in the Doubleday
publication to which I referred before,
states the problem, I think, eloquently:

The basic problems confronting us today

are not new—they only appear in new guises
to each generation. And as I see these prob-
lems arise again and again in my lifetime,
I feel like a battered old veteran coming
back from the wars who, if he cannot point
out the road to victory, ecan at least show
how to avoid the path which leads to defeat.

Sometimes, it seems to me, this path is
widening into a superhighway, along which
we speed, apparently unconcerned with our
destination as long as we get there on foam-
rubber seats and pushbutton drive. If
America ever crashes, it will be in a two-
tone convertible,

Each of
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While we devote our industrial and tech-
nological power to producing new model au-
tomobiles and more gadgets, the Soviet
Union is conquering space. While America
grumbles over taxes and cuts the cloak of
its defense to the cloth of its budget, Rus-
sia is launching Iintercontinental missiles.
Suddenly, rudely, we are awakened to the
fact that the Russians have outdistanced
us in a race which we thought we were win-
ning. It is Russia, not the United States,
who has had the imagination to hitch its
wagon to the stars and the skill to reach for
the moon and all but grasp it.

America i1s worried. It should be. We
have been set back severely, not only in mat-
ters of defense and security but in the con-
test for the support and confidence of peo-
ples throughout the world.

Still there is no reason to panic. What
human folly commits, human ingenulty can
overcome. We can overcome our mistakes,
our delays, our incompetence, but this re-
quires hard work and sacrifices and putting
first things first.

I have no patience with those who claim
that our economy cannot stand the strain
of meeting the Soviet challenge and com-
plain that taxes are too burdensome. There
are worse burdens than taxes. The cost of
preserving the peace is infinitely less than
the cost of fighting a war. I, for one, will
never concede that we cannot do as much in
the defense of our freedoms as any potential
enemy may be doing to destroy those free-
doms.

Sputnik is more than a satellite hurtling
through space, more than a warning of
leadership jeopardized and security imper-
iled. Sputnik represents the test of democ-
racy. Do we meet this challenge—regain our
leadership, assure our security? Do we dis-
cipline ourselves to protect our freedoms?
If we do not, we will bear the far harsher
disciplines which our enemies will impose on
us,

Those are simple, sobering facts. I
realize in all humility that there are
many other musts that one might con-
template as we think of this struggle for
survival. But I repeat once again, Mr.
Speaker, that the seven musts which I
have enumerated are important and of
special significance. I do not believe
that these musts will cost a dime of
extra money. They will cost sacrifice.
They will cost a renewed dedication to
country. They will cause a reorienta-
tion of effort. They will challenge each
of us to do our particular part in the
best manner possible to make our con-
tribution—however great or small—in
the race for survival that confronts us.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas.

Mr., PATMAN. I believe the budget
figures show that it is $2 billion more
than 1952, In fact, I am confident of
that.

Mr. MATTHEWS. I appreciate the
gentleman from Texas giving me these
more accurate figures. Is that not tragic
to contemplate that in just a little over
5 years, it is nearly $2 billion more a year
just to pay the interest on the national
debt. Will the gentleman not say that
is correct?

Mr. PATMAN. That is correct and
further remember that is the amount of
the increase in the interest charge on
the national debt. In other words, we
are paying $2 billion more for approxi-
mately the same amount of money as we
paid 5 years ago in 1952,
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Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen-
tleman. In fact, I think this year the
total interest payment on the national
debt would be about $7.9 billion or nearly
$8 billion,

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MATTHEWS. 1 yield.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. William Tyler
Page was the author of the American
Creed which has been adopted by the
Congress. In that creed is a phrase
which I think is a beautiful one and ex-
presses the kind of Government we have:
“A democracy in a republic.”

Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen-
tleman for that statement. I understand
that Mr. Page before he wrote that won-
derful creed examined all the great docu-
ments of American history. He put in
that creed the most precious thought
to me that could be found in any of
those memorable documents.

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MATTHEWS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. I have
listened with a great deal of interest to
the statement of my friend and distin-
guished colleague from Florida. I want
to congratulate him on his thoughtful
remarks.

There were two points he made that
I felt were particularly well taken—first,
that the mere expenditure of money
alone is not going to solve the present
crisis in which we in the Free World find
ourselves. How true that is.

Second, he touched a point on which
I feel most strongly when he pointed out
the urgent necessity for reorganization
in our Defense Department. This inter-
service rivalry just does not make sense
to me. If I run a business, for instance,
I do not have three research departments.
I have one. It seems to me that the
waste and duplication, the difficulty of
getting any clear decisions and the lack
of clear authority among the many com-
missions, boards, and the 50 or more as-
sistant secretaries in the Department,
all this is so apparent that something
must be done and done quickly. The
gentleman is so right when he says we
are not getting the most out of our tax
dollar for defense purposes.

Mr. MATTHEWS. I thank the gen-
tleman very much. I appreciate the
gentleman’s comment.

ECONOMY IN GOVERNMENT

Mr. BASS of New Hampshire. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. WiL-
soN] may extend his remarks at this
point in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, the greatest practitioner of false
economy the world has ever known is the
United States Government itself. One
need only reflect briefly on existing con-
ditions to see the truth of that indict-
ment, It is shameful. If a householder
conducted his family affairs and handled
his family budget in the same manner,
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he would be hustled off to a booby hatch
faster than he could say Jack Robinson.

As I see our Federal budget makers
unquestionably shoving ° astronomical
billions into the bottomless pit of the
so-called defense effort and simultane-
ously squeezing the domestic economy to
death, I am dismayed. It brings to mind
the Biblical quotation: “¥Ye blind guides,
which strain at a gnat, and swallow a
camel.”

The Federal budget for fiscal 1959 pro-
poses $45.8 billion for “major national
security” and $27.5 billion for everything
else, including $7.9 billion as interest on
the national debt. Any saving that is
to be made, we are told, must come from
the lesser items—the defense collossus
to remain inviolate and supreme.

Mr. Speaker, no one in this Chamber
or in this country wants a strong and
invulnerable America more than I want
it. But I submit, Mr. Speaker, that we
need not spend ourselves into bankruptey
to be invulnerable. Such is precisely
what the Kremlin wants us to do. I am
sure we can reshuffle the billions present-
ly going into the defense effort—reshuffle
them in a way to allow all the money
needed for rocketry and nuclear develop-
ment, research and education. No one
can convince me that billions cannot be
saved by cutting out frills and deadwood
in the present defense setup—these bil-
lions to be diverted to the nuclear effort.

I get letters every day from business-
men, small industries and individuals
who are being forced to their knees by
the intolerable imbalance of the Federal
spending and taxing structure. I am
sure every other Member of this body
receives similar complaints. We all have
heard of ailing businesses calling in effi-
ciency experts to reshape, streamline,
and retool their organizations so as to
put them back on the right track. If
ever any business needed an efficiency
expert, it is the United States Govern-
ment.

I am impelled to this outburst today,
Mr. Speaker, by a Federal “penny wise
and pound foolish” situation which is
worse than I thought. It is false econ-
omy of the first order, degrading to the
prestige of America, discouraging to our
own people, and very costly, in the long
run.

. Throughout our country’s history a
source of great national pride has been
the beauty, the dignity, the impressive-
ness, and the permanency of United
States Government buildings, monu-
ments, parks, and other properties. Our
National Capital is among the most
beautiful and inspiring cities in the
world. The architecture of Washing-

“ton’s public buildings, the materials and

the workmanship in these buildings seem
to symbolize the courage and the virility
of America.

Throughout the land, in most towns
and cities, our Federal Government has
erected thousands of post offices and
other public buildings. Into these build-
ings have gone thoughtful and beautiful
architecture and materials of the finest
quality. These buildings have served as
symbols of strength and stability of the
Nation. Local communities point with
pride to these structures. The high
standards of Federal construction have
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been an incentive to owners and builders
of private property.

Any foreign visitor traveling through
America cannot but be impressed by
these symbolic and beautiful buildings,
atop of which the American flag so
proudly flies.

These things, Mr. Speaker, have be-
come an integral part of the American
tradition. They have been honored, ad-
mired, and respected by the entire world.
Our prideful people never tire of sending
out postcard pictures of their local na-
tional structures which show how won-
derful it is to live in America.

Suddenly, now, we have stopped all
this—except in Washington itself. And
even here we find a downgrading of
quality in public buildings, a tendency to
substitute inferior materials where they
will not be noticed.

As our rapidly expanding communities
outgrow their old post offices and public
buildings, we find these structures are
being replaced by shoddy and flimsy
structures of a standard design and re-
sembling warehouses. The Govern-
ment's General Services Administration
has a public-buildings branch which has
charge of these projects. It seems to be
the current attitude of GSA that Federal
buildings are basically workshops and
should look the part—that the values
which previously guided design, con-
struction, and the selection of materials
are no longer to prevail

Today's plan of public buildings is ob-
viously a complete reversal of the Amer-
ican tradition under which we have oper=
ated for more than 100 years.

Except in Washington, Federal build-
ings are constructed under regulations
of the Lease Purchase Act whereby a
private builder produces a building and
then leases it to the Government for,
usually, a 20-year period during which
time he would amortize his original out-
lay.

Life of the Lease Purchase Act ex-
tended only to July 1, 1957, because the
Congress felt that the scheme was not
doing the job expected of it. However,
the cost limitations set up by GSA and
the Bureau of the Budget still prevail and
public structures are still going up under
private financing.

Architects and engineers who have
been granted design allocations from the
Government under the Lease Purchase
Act find restrictions are so severe that
the use of quality materials or originality
in design is impossible.

It is my conviction, Mr. Speaker, that
this policy will ultimately cost the tax-
payers more, rather than less, These
makeshift buildings, of inferior materials
and so hastily constructed, will be fall-
ing to pieces in a few years, and by the
time the Government’s 20-year lease has
expired they will be rubbish.

This is false economy of the first
order.

And let us not forget that construction
of these warehouse-type buildings is a
terrific letdown for the local people who
always have felt pride in Federal prop-
erties of their communities. You can
imagine a citizen taking a visitor past a
flimsy stuccoed structure and pointing
with pride to his town’s new post office.
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Our granite, marble and limestone
quarries and manufacturers of pressed
brick have been hard hit. Their prod-
ucts, no matter how long in use, have
withstood the ravages of weather
throughout the years. They have proven
that quality in materials is sound econ-
omy and much cheaper in the long run.
Because of GSA, these natural stone and
brick industries are having bitter times
and thousands of workers in the indus-
tries have seen their jobs disappear.

Many producers of quality materials
and a number of architects have pro-
tested the GSA policy. They point out
that quality materials dominate the bet-
ter class of private construction through-
out the country. They find it is far eas-
ier to sell privately than it is to sell to
Governments buildings.

Now we witness the odd spectacle of
private industry, rather than the Gov-
ernment, advocating the use of materials
with proven long and useful life in lieu
of unproven materials and materials
known to be inferior, of slight longevity
and high maintenance cost. Certainly
if a private builder who has to put out
his own dollars, finds quality material
to be the cheapest, then it must be a
sound procedure. Private builders are
not likely to be throwing money away.

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that this
matter will be investigated. I want
economy in Government—but I simply
do not think our present public buildings
program represents economy.

TO THINE OWN FUELS BE TRUE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Mr. BAILEY]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased to note that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. SavrLor] has again
taken up the subject of importation of
natural gas. Although it may be some
time before the Federal Power Commis-
sion makes its decision on the applica-
tions to import natural gas from Can-
ada, Congress must be ready to rectify
any decision that might be counter to
the welfare of the American people. We
hope that the FPC will flatly refuse to
permit Canadian gas to come in here
and displace our own fuel; yet we must
realize that there is no predicting what
these Government agencies will do.

I said that I was happy to learn of
the gentleman’s bringing the Canadian
gas issue before this session of Congress.
He has always been with me in the fight
to protect America from the economic
catastrophe that would result if we were
to go along with the administration’s
foreign trade proposals,

I am happy to note also that more and
more other Members of Congress are
coming into our camp. They have been
back home in recent months, and they
realize more than ever what can happen
to American workers when foreign pro-
ducers are permitted to usurp our mar-
kets.

‘We need all the help that we can get.
‘We must keep a lookout on the stern of
our Ship of State as well as on the bow.
Then, of course, we must always have
someone to watch from the portside and
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someone for the starboard, because the
Executive Department is willing to open
all of our ocean ports to the cheap man-
ufactured goods of Europe and Asia. It
insists that we accept as much residual
oil as our friends in South America want
to ship to us.

Perhaps I should amend that last sen-
tence to give the subject more latitude,
for I have not yet been informed by our
diplomats whether Marcos Perez
Jimenez is our friend or not. Our State
Department throughout his reign was
willing to echo his sentiments about
Venezuelan oil shipments to the United
States; the State Department’s present
attitude toward him and his successors
may not have yet been determined. It
has been customary in recent years to
find out first whether a foreign govern-
ment is willing to accept cash gifts
from us. .

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BAILEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FLOOD. The gentleman, who
has always been in the forefront in this
matter of dumping residual fuel oil from
Venezuela, of course, will recall that the
present Secretary of State before Con-
gressional committees here and in the
other body praised at some length ex-
Dictator Jimenez, of Venezuela, and
pointed to his dictatorship as a fine
example of our friends to the south
when we were discussing this matter of
residual fuel oil,

Mr. BAILEY., I am inclined to agree
with the distinguished gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

As for Jimenez himself, as he looks
back from his refuge in the Dominican
Republic, he possibly wonders whether
he would not have exhibited more wis~
dom by keeping some of his petroleum
and converting it into explosives to be
used in the defense of his Government
rather than to have poured so much of
his country’s oil into United States
markets,

Well, we have been subjected to these
irresponsihilities of the State Depart-
ment for a long time, so there has been
a deluge of foreign commodities coming
at us from the south and the east and
the west. We have also been very gen-
erous in our trade arrangements with
Canada, but the new threat that faces
us since the discovery of natural gas up
there is something else again. This gas
would, based on applications now being
studied by the Federal Power Commis-
sion, enter Midwest markets that coal
and lignite actually built. Repeat:
These markets were literally built by
American coal and lignite industries.
They never would have been established
in those areas had not domestic fuels
been available. Many of the railroad
lines entering these markets would not
have been laid down at all had it not
been for the prospective freight busi-
ness from the mining regions.

Now we are confronted with an at-
tempt to bring in an alien fuel to dis-
place our own coal and lignite in the
furnaces and boilers of those market
areas. Some governors and Senators
from the States which would get this
foreign fuel have had the temerity to
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insist that the FPC rush through with
its approval of the project. I have not
yet heard them come down here to Con-
gress to ask for a revision of the section
in the Agricultural Adjustment Act
which practically prohibits all Canadian
wheat and dairy products from crossing
the border. They have not raised their
voices against tariffs that keep out
Canadian lumber and processed mate-
rials that compete with those made in
the Midwest.

Looking at the issue from a vantage
point to the north, we find the Cana-
dians themselves are most respectful of
their own industries. They do not per-
mit importation of commodities destruc-
tive of their economy. As a matter of
fact, there is even a tariff of 50 cents per
ton on the coal that moves from the
United States into Canada.

The dairy farmers of Wisconsin and
the wheatgrowers of Minnesota cannot
be censured for wanting to protect their
own bread and butter. People of Can-
ada are exhibiting rational tendencies
when they seek to safeguard their own
jobs.

Mr. Speaker, let us go on record as the
Congress respectful of the Constitution
and with the courage and patriotism to
draw the line against polizcies which
sacrifice American jobs at the altar of
internationalism. Our work is cut out
for us. As a start, we must be ready to
take these three steps:

First. Defeat any attempt by the State
Department to bring the United States
into the Organization for Trade Cooper-
ation.

Second. Amend the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act to give Congress, instead
of the White House, the power of review
in Tariff Commission recommendations.

Third. Be ready to pass a law in case
the FPC slips on the Canadian gas cases
safeguarding domestic fuel producers
who ship to the Midwest.

If you look closely at the gauntlet
which the State Department has thrown
down, you will find that it was not made
in the United States of America. I am
throwing it back, and I am hopeful that
my colleagues will stand behind me when
the State Department opens fire on us
with its big shots in the Cabinet and in
other executive offices. I also include
such invited guests and payroll partici-
pants as Eric Johnston, and even a
former President of the United States
who are going to take part in a huge
gathering here in Washington to tell the
American people that we should go ahead
with this foreign aid program and ex-
tend these trade agreements.

Mr. Speaker, I have said repeatedly on
the floor of this House that as long as
the President of the United States and
the State Department control the final
decisions in matters of our trade poli-
cies, every industry in the United States
is a pawn in the game of international
politics, with Mr. Dulles playing our hand
at the poker table in Geneva. This is
no time to sell America short. We could
not buy their friendship with dollars
appropriated out of the United States
Treasury, and I submit, Mr. Speaker,
that we cannot buy their friendship at
the expense of the sacrifice of jobs of
American men and women.
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You have heard the phrase, “More
trade and less aid.” Do not fall for it.
Right now our economie situation is such
that we should be, and I will say that I
am more concerned with the growing
unemployment problem in this country
than I am with sputnik and satellites
and what have you. If it develops that
we have 6 or 7 million men and women
out of work next June, you will forget
about satellites and many other things
you are talking so lightly about at the
present time.

FEDERAL RESERVE BANKING
SYSTEM

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Patman] is rec-
ognized for 45 minutes,

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include certain extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

FALLACIES CONCERNING FEDERAL RESERVE
SYSTEM EXPOSED

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I do not
have a prepared speech. I have infor-
mation which I expect to insert in con-
nection with my remarks in explanation
of the remarks I shall make.

THE 12 FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS NOT OWNED BY
MEMEER BANKS

I am going to talk about certain pol-
jcies concerning the Federal Reserve
banking system. For instance, you often
hear it said that the Federal Reserve
banks are owned by the commercial
banks, That is a fallacy. It is not true.
The Federal Reserve banks belong to the
Government of the United States. They
are an agency of this Government. That
I shall prove and document in the state-
ment that I make here this afternoon.
RESERVES OF MEMBER BANKS NOT USED BY THE

FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS

Another statement that is often made
that is fallacious is that the reserves the
12 Federal Reserve banks have of the
commercial banks are used to buy Gov-
ernment bonds and the interest received
on these Government bonds is retained
by the Federal Reserve banks and not
passed on to the commerecial banks, that
the commercial banks that own stock in
the Federal Reserve banks should have
these earnings. That is a fallacy, too.
The reserves of the member banks are
not used by the Federal Reserve banks
for any purpose.

Under our fractional reserve system,
which I believe in, and I only ask that
it be operated in the public interest, each
bank must retain on deposit a certain
amount of money in order to make sure
that the demands of the depositors can
be met.

The goldsmith of old soon discovered
that when gold was deposited with him
and he gave a receipt for the gold that
was deposited with him for safekeeping
this receipt was used as money, and very
seldom did anyone ever come to him and
ask for the actual gold. They did not
need it. The receipt was good enough
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to use in the channels of trade and com-
merce, and it was unnecessary to have
the gold. Experience taught the old
goldsmiths that if they had as much
as $1 for every $10 in loans that were
outstanding that $1 would be sufficient;
in other words, a 10-percent reserve. So
they commence to lend $10 and draw
interest on $10 for every $1 in gold in
reserve.

Here in the United States we have
adopted what is tantamount to the gold-
smith theory of a fractional reserve sys-
tem, having from 6 to 10 percent of
money on reserve to pay the demands of
depositors. That money prior to the
Federal Reserve Act in 1913 had to be
kept in the banks. It could not be used
for any other purpose; it must be in
the vaults of the banks at all times.
But when the Federal Reserve Act was
passed, the law said that a bank instead
of keeping the money in its own vault
could put its reserves with the Federal
Reserve bank in that district and it
would be just as good as keeping it in its
own vaults. That is the reason the Fed-
eral Reserve banks now have about $19
billion of reserves of member banks bhe-
cause the Federal Reserve banks are
keeping these reserves as a matter of
accommodation and convenience for the
member banks. Nobody can use those
reserves. If they were to be used, they
would be doing double duty. They must
remain there intact and cannot be used.
So the statement that the Federal Re-
serve banks use those reserves of the
member banks is a fallacy that I shall
show by quoting competent witnesses be-
fore I get through.

DOES STOCK IN FEDERAL BANKS CONSTITUTE
OWNERSHIP?

Another statement is that since the
stock of the Federal Reserve System of
the 12 banks is all owned by member
banks, why does it not convince anyone
that the member banks own the Federal
Reserve System. I shall prove here by
quoting competent witnesses this after-
noon that this stock is not stock at all.
The word “stock” is a misnomer. It is
not stock. I think Mr. Martin who is
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board
in a recent statement used a correct
phrase when he said that the commer-
cial banks have a “nonproprietary in-
terest” in the Federal Reserve banks.
That is correct. It is not stock at all
You can just put that down. The bank
that holds this so-called stock cannot
sell it. It cannot hypothecate it. It
cannot vote it according to the amount
of stock that it holds. If the bank goes
out of the System, it just gets its money
back. The investment in so-called stock
is 3 percent of a banks capital and sur-
plus. Its investment in so-called stock
goes up or down according to the amount
of the capital and surplus of each mem-
per bank. That is all there is to it. It
carries with it no proprietary interest in
the Federal Reserve System. That I
shall show and document. What is the
stock used for? The 12 Federsl Reserve
banks, the member banks, have depos-
ited with them about $325 million at
the end of 1956 in this so-called stock
which is not stock at all since that is a
misnomer. That $325 million is not
used for any purpose. It is not needed
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for any purpose. The Federal Reserve
banks do not use this money. It is idle
and unused and I shall show by proof of
competent witnesses that it should be
veturned to the commercial banks so
that the Government would be saved
about $19 million a year, paying 6 per-
cent interest on something that is not
needed and is not used and there is no
reason for it being there. The taxpayers
are obligated to pay and do pay 6 percent
on this $19 million a year for its use
when it is not used at all. We can cer-
tainly save that $19 million a year.
FEDERAL RESERVE NO INDEPENDENT AGENCY

Another fallacy is that the Federal
Reserve Board and System is an inde-
pendent agency of our Government. Of
course, it is not. It is an agency of the
Congress. The Congress created it. It
is not like the legislative, executive or
judicial branch. It is not like that at
all, It is an agency of this Congress.
We can do anything with them that we
want to by law. We can do whatever
we want to do with the system.

INTEREST FIXING BOARDS

Another question arises. Should
bankers be on these monetary boards
like the Open Market Committee and
others where there is decisionmaking
power? In other words, on the Open
Market Committee there are 5 repre-
sentatives of the Federal Reserve banks
selected by the private bankers and the
other 7 are public members, members
of the Federal Reserve Board.

Now, should they be allowed to be on
that Board, with such tremendous
power? Of course, President Woodrow
Wilson, when that question came up in
1913, said “Certainly they must not be on
the policymaking board. To permit
them to be on a board fixing interest
rates and determining the supply and
availability of money would be just like
the railroad owners being on the Inter-
state Commerce Commission and deter-
mining freight rates and passenger
rates.”

CENTRAL BANK CREATED IN 1835

President Woodrow Wilson was so de-
termined that the 1913 act kept the
bankers off of any board connected with
the Federal Reserve System. But in
1935 the Federal Reserve Act was sub-
stantially changed. That word, as all-
inclusive as it is, is not sufficient to de-
fine exactly what happened in 1935 to
the Federal Reserve System. It caused
the Federal Reserve System, by act of
Congress; to take an about-face and to
go in an exactly different direction.
From 1913 to 1935 the 12 regional banks
had some power. Each bank was au-
tonomous. The Board of Directors had
some power. They had an open market
of their own in each of the 12 Federal
Reserve banks. But the 1935 act took
all the power away from the 12 banks
and placed that power in the Federal
Reserve Board here in Washington. For
instance, there is no important power
that remains with the directors of the
regional banks. No important power.

When I made that statement a few
days ago a Member challenged me and
said, “Oh, you are mistaken. The power
to fix discount rates still remains with
the regional banks., In Philadelphia
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they lowered the rates, and others have
followed and some have not followed.”
I said, “Yes, I noticed that. But I still
insist that the law is that the Federal
Reserve Board has that power. The re-
gional bank has the power to recom-
mend but the Federal Reserve Board
does not have to accept its recommenda-
tion, and the Federal Reserve Board,
under the law, has the power to deter-
mine the rate itself.” That is written
into the law on purpose. So that power
is not left to the local Federal Reserve
banks. There is no important power
that is left that cannot be conducted
from Washington by the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System.

LEGAL OPINION OF FEDERAL RESERVE STATUS

Now, I have a statement about the
status of the Federal Reserve System
with the United States Government. It
was given to me when I was in another
body conducting an examination of Fed-
eral Reserve officials. I asked for an
opinion of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System on the
status of the System and the banks.
This statement given to me at that time
is conclusive evidence that these Fed-
eral Reserve banks are agencies or in-
strumentalities of the Federal Govern-
ment—so held by the courts of this
country also.

BSTATUS OF FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM WITH

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

April 14, 1952, the Board of Governors
addressed a letter to me, as chairman
of the Subcommittee on General Credit
Control and Debt Management of the
Joint Committee on the Economic Re-
port, in reply to my letter requesting
information, in which the Chairman of
the Board stated that he was enclosing
a memorandum prepared by the Counsel
of the Federal Reserve Board concern-
ing the legal status of the Board and
the Federal Reserve banks. Of course,
this opinion was also the opinion of the
Board of Governors.

Excerpts from the statement are as
follows:

STATUS OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM AND OF THE FED-
ERAL RESERVE BANKS
The Board of Governors was created by

Congress and is a part of the Government of

the United States. Its members are ap-

pointed by the President, with the advice
and consent of the Senate, and it has been
held by the Attorney General to be a Gov-
ernment establishment (30 Op. Atty. Gen.

308 (1914)).

- L] - - L

The 12 Federal Reserve banks are corpo-
rations set up by Federal law to operate
for public purposes under Government su-
pervision,

- L] L] * *

The Federal Reserve banks derive their
existence and powers from statutes passed
by Congress, and in this practical sense may
be looked upon as agencies of Congress.

- - - L -

In view of the public nature of their func-
tions, the courts have held the Federal Re-
serve banks to be agencies or instrumentali-
ties of the Federal Government.

One of the wisest men whom I have
ever had the privilege of knowing in con-
nection with the Federal Reserve System
was Dr. E. Goldenweiser, Dr. Golden~-

weiser had a lot to do with the System
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from its very beginning. Over the many
years that I have appeared before com-
mittees of Congress, like the Ways and
Means Committee, the Commitiee on
Banking and Currency, and similar com-
mittees of the Senate, when the Federal
Reserve System was involved, Dr. Gold-
enweiser was always right there at the
elbow of the people who answered the
questions about the Federal Reserve
System and about the banks,

Dr. Emanuel A. Goldenweiser went to
the Federal Reserve Board in 1919 as
assistant statistician and became Direc-
tor of Research and Statistics in 1926,
when he left to join the Inmstitute of
Advanced Study, Princeton University.

By virtue of his long experience with
the Board of Governors from the end of
World War I through the policy-shaping
days of the 1920's, 1930's, and through
World War II, Dr. Goldenweiser became
one of the world’s recognized authorities
on central banking, Few men were as
well qualified to make the contribution
which he did through his numerous
books and his regular appearances here
before Congressional committees, where
he often appeared in his own right and,
even more often, as the supporting staff
member sitting by the side of official
witnesses testifying as spokesmen for
the Federal Reserve System.

Marriner S. Eccles who was Chairman
of the Board of Governors for so long
went out of his way in his autobiography
to remark: “As for Dr. Goldenweiser, the
Reserve System had in him a man of
great imagination and independence of
thought. He was highly respected and
his influence was felt not only within the
Reserve System but in all other quar-
ters.”

The recognition which he received in
other quarters is testified to by the fact
that the professional societies in his own
fields chose him as president of the
American Statistical Association in 1943
and in 1946 as president of the American
Economic Association.

While Mr. Goldenweiser played an im-
portant role in the establishment of the
International Monetary Fund and the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development, as well as the current
Federal Reserve System, three of his col-
leagues in a memorial—American Eco-
nomic Review, September 1953—said
that it was largely “through unsigned
articles in the Federal Reserve Bulletin,
through unpublished memorandums,
that Mr. Goldenweiser made his greatest
contributions to knowledge and under-
standing.”

He was considered to be about the
wisest man around Washington or in the
United States on the Federal Reserve
System. Dr, Goldenweiser said that the
stock in the Federal Reserve banks was
what he would consider an appendix,
absolutely useless, not needed, and that
when the system is revised the appendix
should be removed. In other words, the
stock should be paid back to the member
banks because it serves no purpose. His
exact statement is as follows:

STOCK NOT IMPORTANT

Mr. GoLpENWEISER. Now, the ownership of
the stock, as everyone here seems to agree,
has become a very minor matter. It is not a
source of funds. I do not remember what the
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capital is now, but it is in the minor hun-
dreds of millions, whereas the resources of
the Federal Reserve are in the tens of billions,
so that you can see that the ratio is
negligible.

I think that it is of no particular conse-
quence in that respect, and I think that if
one were revising the banking system, that
stock ought to be abolished, because I think
it stands for the wrong principle, but, as I
said at some length, I think it has lost all
practical importance. (From hearings on
Monetary Policy and Management of Public
Debt before the Subcommittee on General
Credit Control and Debt Management of the
Joint Committee on the Economic Report,

. T75.
¥ ) REMOVE THE APPENDIX

The technical fact that the banks are
legally owned by member banks has been re-
ferred to by several ol the speakers, and it
seems to me very properly it has been indi-
cated that that is a piece of atavistic rem-
nant of the philosophy of the Federal Re-
serve Act when it was enacted and that it
has lost any important significance.

It is essentially a compulsory contribution
to the capital of the Federal Reserve banks.

If in the course of time a thorough revision
of our whole banking legislation were under-
taken, I would think that this appendix
might be removed, and it could be done
simply by having the Federal Reserve banks
repay to the member banks the capital
which is no longer necessary and which con-
stitutes a very small part of the resources of
the System.

If that were done, it would be done both
because of logic and because of the appear-
ance of political implications that are often
attached to this. Practical importance it
does not have. (From hearings on Monetary
Policy and Management of Public Debt be-
fore the Subcommittee on General Credit
Control and Debt Management of the Joint
Committee on the Economic Report, pp. 761-
762.

) M, 8. ECCLES STATEMENTS QUOTED

The next witness I will call in con-
nection with what I have said concern-
ing the ownership and activities of the
Federal Reserve System is Marriner S.
Eccles. Mr. Eccles came to Washing-
ton in 1934, after a career in finance in
the State of Utah, including the owner-
ship and operation as president and
chairman of banks in Utah, Idaho and
Wyoming, and as chairman and director
of varied industrial projects, lumber,
real estate, sugar and construction. He
became a member of the Board of
Governors—then the Federal Reserve
Board—in 1934 and served on that Board
until 1951. He was chairman of the
Board of Governors from 1936 until 1948.
In this service as chairman and in his
service as a member of the Board I be-
lieve he served longer than any other
person. During that period he took a
leading part in solving the problems of
the post-bank-holiday period, and in
shaping monetary and fiscal policies to
meet the overwhelming problems of
World War II. His career in this respect
began with the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Finance—72d Congress, 2d
session—when he testified in February
1933. From that time on he was a regu-
lar witness, always admired and listened
to before Congressional committees of
both the House and Senate. The life-
time experience and intimate knowledge
of central banking operations has made
him much sought after as a witness, even
since his return to Utah where he re-
sumed an active position in the operation
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of commercial banks and industrial
concerns.

Governor Eccles also wrote a book, the
name of which was Beckoning Fron-
tiers. I shall quote from that book. I
quote what Mr. Eccles said about the ob-
ject and purposes of the Federal Reserve
System which bear out the points and
corroborates the statements I have
made:

That matters of mnational credit and
monetary policy should be under public con-
trol has been recognized since the System
was first proposed. For example, in the re-
port of the House Committee on Banking
and Currency in 1913 on the original Fed-
eral Reserve legislation there is a statement
to this effect:

“The function of the Federal Reserve
Board in supervising the banking system is
a Government function in which private per-
sons or private interests have no right of
representation except through the Govern-
ment itself. The precedent of all civilized
governments is against such a contention.”

The statement of President Woodrow Wil-
son before the Congress in joint session on
June 23, 1913, is even more decisive. On
that occasion President Wilson sald:

“The control of the system of banking and
of issue which our new laws are to set up
must be public, not private; must be vested
in the Government itself, so that the banks
may be instruments, not the masters, of
business and of individual enterprise and
initiative.”

The necessity of placing the regulation of
monetary policy under Government control,
which was clearly recognized by the pro-
ponents of the Federal Reserve Act in 1913,
is the guiding principle of the legislation
which is now under consideration by your
committee. (Beckoning Frontlers, by M. S.
Eccles, pp. 212-218.)

There could be no arguing with him on
that word in the report. But the message
of Woodrow Wilson before Congress was a
counterweight to what Glass said. The col-
loquy continued:

“Governor EccLes. The reading of the
statement of Woodrow Wilson here (read-
ing):

“‘The control of the system of banking
and of issue which our new laws are to set
up must be publie, not private——'

“Senator Covuzewns. Did you write that,
Senator?

“Senator GLass. What?

“Senator Covuzewns. Did you write that,
too?

“Senator Grass. No. Woodrow Wilson
wrote that. Nobody ever wrote anything for
him that I know of. Nobody ever wrote any-
thing for me.”

Governor EccLEs (continuing reading):
“Must be vested in the Government itself, so
that the banks may be the instruments, not
the master, of business and of individual
initiative and enterprise.”

The authority of Wilson's statement on
the concept of “control” brought the col-
loquy to an end, with Glass saying: “I agree
to all of that. Pardon me for the interrup-
tion, go ahead” (p. 214).

You, as bankers, know very well that indi-
vidually you have little or nothing to do
either with the amount of deposits your cus-
tomers leave with you and with the use that
is made of those deposits. All you can do
individually is to try to make as large and as
profitable loans and investments as you can
with due regard to safety. You are by pro-
fession retail or wholesale merchants deal-
ing in credit, and money: you create as
much money as your opportunities for lend-
ing will permit. ¥You have no power indi-
vidually to influence the volume of money
that is created. Your function is a private
business function; but the regulation of
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changes In the total volume of money is a
public function.

You are told that since the Reserve banks
deal with your money you should have some
eay in its investments. But this argument
will not stand examination. When the Re-
serve banks buy securities they do not do so
with existing money; they create new money
for the purpose, and this increases your re-
serves and your deposits. When they sell se-
curities, you lose deposits and reserve funds.
The Reserve banks, in other words, are not
agencies for the investment of member-bank
funds; they actually create and destroy
money. Neither are open-market opera-
tions a regional or local matter., Their ef-
fect cannot be confined to a single district,
but is nationwide and affects all classes (pp.
210-211).

Though the House version in this respect
ran closer to what I felt was desirable than
did the final bill that emerged from the con-
ference committee, the new law at least es-
tablished the principle that open-market op-
erations would henceforth be initiated in
Washington (p. 225).

Again and again in these pages I have
noted that additions to the supply of money
are provided only by the banking system.
This happens when banks increase their to-
tal loans and investments either to the Gov-
ernment or to the public. This in turn in-
creases bank deposits by a like amount.
Under present conditions it is therefore im-
perative to stop the overall growth of loans
and investments, including Government se-
curities, at both commercial and Federal Re-
serve banks if further price increases are to
be prevented.

There is no limit to the amount of money
that can be created by the banking system,
but there are limits to our productive facili-
ties and our labor supply, which can be only
slowly increased and which at present are
being used to near capacity (p. 467).

Mr. Eccles says on page 225 of that
book that when the 1935 act passed here
in Congress the new law at least estab-
lished a principle that open market
operations would henceforth be initiated
in Washington.

But Mr. Eccles was clearly wrong in
assuming the law would be correctly
administered because the open market
operations went right straight to
New York City, There one official, who
is not selected by the Board of Gov-
ernors—the public members—he is se-
lected by the New York Federal Reserve
Bank—has charge of what is known as
the open market account. That open
market account buys and sells Govern-
ment bonds and securities in the billions
of dollars sometimes every month—15 to
20 billion dollars a year. That 1 person
operates the account for all 12 of the
Federal Reserve banks, He is not se-
lected by the Federal Reserve Board; he
is selected by the 9 directors of the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of New York, 6 of
whom are selected directly by the com-
mercial banks themselves. So that he
is operating this huge open market
account that often determines the avail-
ability of money, that often determines
interest rates. Anyone who has knowl-
edge of what the open market account
is going to do could make a million dol-
lars overnight. Just the slightest leak
would cause speculators to profit greatly
from it. Although it is operated there
by those who are selected by the private
commercial banking system there are no
laws and no regulations that would pro-
hibit the people connected with it from
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giving out leaks or information to their
friends, or even speculating themselves
in the market in Government bonds.
Imagine that.
There is no protection that the people
have—none whatever.
MRE. MARTIN PRESENT CHAIEMAN

Mr, Martin was on the witness stand
one time when I interrogated him about
this stock. His testimony was as fol-
lows:

Representative Parman,. You do not mean
to say that the small amount of stock that
the banks hold, 8 percent of their capital,
3 percent paid up, I believe it i15—6 percent
capital and 3 percent paid—that is not
enough to where you would say that the
banks own the Federal Reserve System, do
you?

Mr. MarTIN, No, sir; I would not say that.
I think that the Federal Reserve banks are
quari-public institutions, and I think that
this stock ownership is a means of providing
for member-bank participation. It is a part
of the democratic process to provide for par-
ticipation by the member banks in deter-
mining who some of the directors of the
Reserve banks will be.

While I do not think it is a vital thing,
it seems to me that the advantages of re-
taining that ownership for the purpose of
obtaining this participation on a democratic
basis in the individual Federal Reserve banks
more than outweighs any disadvantages.

Representative Parmaw. It is more of a
token subscription, is it not?

Mr. MarTIN. It is more of a token; yes, sir.

Representative Parman. It does not really
amount to anything so far as——

Mr. MarTIN. It does not amount to a great
deal in terms of stockholders’ control, but
it does give them a participation and in-
terest In the system that I think they would
not have without it. (Hearings, Subcom-
mittee on General Credit Control and Debt
Management of Joint Committee on the Eco-
nomic Report, March 1952, p. 122.)

PRESIDENT OF AMERICAN BANEKERS ASSOCIATION
TESTIFIES

In another hearing Mr. Hemingway,
president, American Bankers Associa-
tion, testified. Mr. Hemingway is from
St. Louis. He corroborates what I have
said about the stock being just a token
subscription that does not amount to
anything and does not give the banks
any ownership interest in the Federal
Reserve banks.

STATEMENT oF W. L. HEMINGWAY, AMERICAN

BANKERS ASSOCIATION
TOKEN SUBSCRIPTION

Representative Parmaw. As the head of
your bank in St. Louis do you feel like your
bank has any financial responsibility to the
Federal Reserve System?

Mr. HEmmnewAaY. I do not believe I under-
stand that question, Mr. Chairman.

Representative Patman. Well, is there any
danger of your having any financial loss by
reason of your membership?

Mr. HemincwaY. The only possible loss we
could have would be for us to be required to
pay in the balance due on our subscription.

Representative ParmanN. That is 3 percent?

Mr. HeMINGWAY. That is 8 percent.

Representative Parman. That is the limit
that could be asked of you to pay?

Mr. HEMINGWAY. Yes, sir.

" Representative Parman. And you have no
other financial obligations or responsibility
that you can think of at this time or know
of? 1In fact, I am quite sure that is it.

Mr. HeEmiNewAY. No; we have none.

Representative Parman. Three percent—I
wonder why that other 3 percent was never
pald in? Of course, it is really not needed,
X guess, is the reason.
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Mr. HEMINGWAY. Well, you may remember
at that time the capital stock was pald in
in gold.

Representative Parman. Yes; I remember
reading about it.

Mr. HEmmvcwaY. I do not know that this
is a fact, but I imagine that they got about
all the gold they wanted, And so did not call
for more.

Representative Parman. As &8 matter of
fact, the stock does not mean much in the
Federal Reserve System, does it, Mr. Hem-
ingway?

Mr. HEMINGWAY, Well, it means this to us:
That we have a voice in the operation of the
bank; it is not a very loud voice, but still we
belong.

Representative PaTman. But, as you said
here, the banker should not have a control-
ling interest in it.

Mr. HEmMINGwAY. That is correct.

Representative Parman. And that stock—
some of the witnesses have testified, at least
I got this from their testimony, this infer-
ence, that it was more of a token subscrip-
tion, and did not enter into the solvency of
the institution In any substantial way.

Mr. HEMINGWAY. That is right.

Representative Patman. It is very small
compared to the tremendous amount of busi-
ness that these banks are doing. -

Mr. HEmingwaY. That is right; yes.

Representative Parman. In fact, the last
year, I do not know what the total business
was, but I imagine they ran up to between
$1 trillion and 82 trillion.

Mr. HEMINGWAY. A very large volume of
businegs.

Representative Parman. Yes.

There is no liability then, financial respon-
slbility, that you know of except to pay in
that other 3 percent, if called upon?

Mr. HEminewaY. That is correct.

MEMBER OF PRESIDENT'S CABINET TESTIFIES

Then I have the testimony of Mr. Fol-
som when he appeared. Of course, Mr.
Folsom was Chairman of the Committee
on Economic Development. He is a
public-spirited gentleman who has held
many important official positions, in-
dustrial and other positions throughout
the United States. He is highly re-
garded and highly respected and is at
this time a member of President Eisen-
hower’s Cabinet. I interrogated him
about this stock and about its value, and
he corroborates what I have said.
STATEMENT OF MARION B. FOLSOM, CHAIRMAN,

BOARD OF TRUSTEES, COMMITTEE FOR ECONOM-

IC DEVELOPMENT

Representative Parman. Do you consider
the Federal Revenue System a public insti-
tution, Mr. Folsom.

Mr. Forsom. Yes, sir.

Representative PATMAN. And do you agree
with that, Mr. Folsom?

Mr. Forsom. Well, an unusual public in-
stitution.

Representative PaTman. Do you believe
that the amount of stock that the commer-
cial banks hold in the Federal Reserve banks
which I belleve aggregates about $241 mil-
lion, do you believe that that gives the
bankers a right to say that they are the
owners of the Federal Reserve System?

Mr. Fousom. It is a very limited ownership
and actually it works out in practice that
the relationship is quite different from the
relationship in the ordinary stock company.

Representative Patman. It is not intended
to be ownership.

Mr. ForLsom. No.

Representative PArman, Mr. Wiggins made
the suggestion the other day in I think a
most reasonable and logleal argument for
continuance of that stock ownership that
because of that the bankers would bhe more
interested in that System and the System
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would get the benefit of their counsel and
advice and experience and their services.

Mr. Forsom. Yes, there is no question
about that.

ERepresentative PATMAN, But as far as con-
trolling and having an effect in the capital
structure, it does not mean anything.

Mr. FoLsoMm. No.

Representative PaTman, Because it is too
small. (From hearings on Monetary Policy
and Management of Public Debt before the
Subcommittee on General Credit Control
and Debt Management of the Joint Commit-
tee on the Economic Report, p. 322.)
UNDER SECRETARY OF UNITED STATES TREASURY

Then I have another witness from the
great State of South Carolina. His
name is A. L. Wiggins. He is as fine
a man as I ever knew. He has held im-
portant positions in Government. While
he was Under Secretary of the Treasury
he was before a Congressional commit-
tee and I interrogated him about these
questions that I have raised here. Mr.
Wiggins very promptly replied and cor-
roborated what I said concerning the
ownership of this stock; that it does not
give the banks any proprietary interest.

Mr. WiceiNs. My name is A. L. Wiggins, of
Hartsville, S. C. I am chairman of the
boards of directors of the Atlantic Coast Line
Rallroad Co., the Louisville & Nashville Rail~
road Co., and several smaller associated rail-
roads. I am also chalrman of the board of
directors of the Bank of Hartsville, Harts-
ville, S, C., capital stock $100,000, and presi-
dent of a small nonbanking trust company.

For the larger part of my business career
I have been a director and manager of a
number of small-business institutions en-
gaged in finance, merchandising, agriculture,
and manufacturing, and newspaper pub-
lishing.

From January 1947 to July 1948 I was
Under Secretary of the Treasury. In this
capacity, one of my duties was to assist the
Secretary of the Treasury in the manage-
ment of the public debt and, in particular,
t0 maintain liaison with the Board of Gov-
ernars of the Federal Reserve System, and
other representatives of the open-market
committee. (From hearings on monetary
policy and the management of the public
debt before the Subcommittee on General
Credit Control and Debt Management of the
Joint Committee on the Economic Report—
March 14, 1952. p, 220.) ¥

Representative Parman. I want to ask you
one or two questions on that point, Mr.
Wiggins.

Do you consider the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem is a public institution?

Mr. WiceInS, So far as the—yes; it is a
public institution.

Representative PATMAN. A public institu-
tion? You do not consider the amount of
stock owned by the commercial banks as
sufficient to give them control of the in-
stitution?

Mr. Wigeins, The stock ownership, in my
opinion, has nothing to do with the control.
It is a peculiar type of stock that earns only
6 percent. The owners of the stock have no
interest in the earnings of the bank beyond
the 6 percent dividend they get.

Representative Parman. And they have
only paid in 8 percent.

Mr. Wiceins. Well, they get 6 percent on
the amount paid in.

Representative PAaTMAN. Yes, they get 6
percent.

Mr. WiccIinNs. Six percent on the amount
paid in. They have paid in only half of the
par amount of the stock.

Representative PATman. In other countries
of the world, do you know of another country
where the central bank is not owned by the
government?

Mr. WiceIns, At the moment, I do not.
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Representative Parman. I think the fact
is, Mr. Wiggins, that in all countries the
central bank is owned by the government,
and in this country I do not consider that
the commercial banks own the Federal Re-
serve Banking System because they have that
token amount of stock, which is so small
and insignificant compared to the business
done by these institutions; you agree with
that, do you not?

Mr. Wiceins, That is right.

Representative PATmMAn. It is too small to
consider that they would have any supervis-
ory power by reason of the ownership of that
small amount of stock which gives them a
6 percent dividend each year?

Mr, Wiceins. That is correct, sirs (p. 221).

RECENT TESTIMONY

Then next I have testimony of a more
recent date. It was in December 1956, a
year ago last December, I was presiding
as chairman of a Joint Subcommittee on
Economic Stabilization of the Joint
Economic Committee, and we had before
us at that time Mr. Martin, who was
Chairman of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System and Mr. Al-
fred Hayes, president of the Federal
Reserve Bank of New York, and Mr.
Rouse, the first time he had ever been
before a Congressional committee and
several others who are named. Mr.
Rouse was and is manager of the Sys-
tem’s open market account in New York.
Now, may I invite your attention to one
thing that I think is important, that al-
though the 12 members of the Open
Market Committee are the most im-
portant 12 people in the United States
of America, I venture to say that there
are not 3 Members of the United States
Congress who can name the 12 members
or even half of them. I doubt that I
could name them right now if called on.
They are isolated from the Government.
We never hear anything about them.
Yet we have delegated to those men
more power than the Congress itself has.
They have more power over the economy
of this country than the United States
Congress. Yet we never have any con-
tact with them. We never have them
before Congressional committees. We
never interrogate them. We just let
them go footloose and fancy free. They
use the Federal Reserve notes—printed
at the Bureau of Engraving and Print-
ing—to buy Government bonds, keep the
bonds and collect interest to the tune
of $600 million a year and spend the
money any way they choose without
having to go through an Appropriations
Committee or any other committee of the
Congress, without having to make any
financial accounting. Since 1913 neither
the Federal Reserve Board nor any
of the 12 Federal Reserve banks have
ever been audited by a Government
auditor; not one time. The only audits
that they had were internal audits,
where they selected the auditors, told
them what they should do, and had their
reports made to themselves. That is
the only kind of audit that has been
made since the Federal Reserve System
was adopted in 1913,

I asked some very important ques-
tions, I believe, of these members of the
Federal Reserve Board, and the person
in charge of the open market account,
and I hope you read these answers, and
I am sure that you will agree with me
that we have delegated too much power
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to too few people who are interested in
higher interest rates and scarcer money
and who have every incentive to operate
in a way and manner that is not in the
public interest.

MoNETARY PoLICY: 18556-56—HEARINGS BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC STABILI-
ZATION OF THE JoINT EcoNomic COMMITTEE,
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 84TH CoN-
GRESS, 2p SEssiON, PURSUANT TO SEC. 5 (a)
oF PusLic Law 304 (79TH CONG.), DECEM=-
BER 10 anD 11, 1956

Chairman PaTMAN, The committee will
please come to order.

Is the manager of the open market ac-
count available now?

Mr. Rouse. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M’'CHESNEY MARTIN,
JR., CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, ACCOMPANIED BY
ALFRED HAYES, C. CANBY BALDERSTON, J. A.
ERICKSON, W. D. FULTON, DELOS C. JOHNS,
A, L, MILLS, JR., OLIVER S. POWELL, J. L. ROB~
ERTSON, CHARLES N. SHEPARDSON, AND M, S.
BEZYMCZAK, MEMBERS OF THE FEDERAL OPEN
MAREKET COMMITTEE, AND ROBERT G. ROUSE,
MANAGER, SYSTEM OPEN MARKET ACCOUNT—
Resumed

Chairman PATMAN. Give your name to the
reporter, if you please,

Mr. Rouse. Robert G. Rouse.

The CHAIRMAN. Is Mr. Robert V. Roosa in
your office?

Mr. Rouse. He 1s a vice president of the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York, and
presently in charge of research and statis-
ties. He was associated with me In the open
market function until comparatively re-
cently.

The CHAIRMAN. You are acquainted with
his book?

Mr. RoUse. Yes.

The CHAmIRMAN. I think it was written on
Federal Reserve Operations in the Money
and Government Securities Markets. He
was with the Open Market Committee quite
a long time, was he not?

Mr. RousE. Yes, he was with the function
for approximately 8 years. He is still inter-
ested in it, of course, as an economist.

The CHAIRMAN. You have complete charge
of what you call the open market account
for the New York Federal Reserve Bank?

Mr. RoUskE. Yes, sir; I am manager of the
account.

The CHAIRMAN. And you were selected by
Mr. Hayes of the New York Federal Reserve
Bank, or by the Board of Directors?

Mr. Rousi. I was selected originally by
Governor Harrison and Allan Sproul in No-
vember 1938, approved by the directors of
the bank, and approved by the Federal Open
Market Committee.

That was an annual process thereafter,
and it has been carried out through March
of this year, when I was last selected and
approved by the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. You are employed by the
bank?

Mr. Rouse. I am a vice president of the
bank.

The CHamMAN. And approved by the
Open Market Committee?

Mr. Rouse. Correct, sir.

The CHAmRMAN. Including the Federal Re-
serve Board?

Mr. Rouse. Yes, sir.

The CHAmRMAN, Where do you get your
pay?

Mr. Rovuse. From the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York.

The CHAIRMAN. From the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York, You are hired and pald
by the Federal Reserve Bank of New York?

Mr. Rouse. That is right, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. In your operations in con-
nection with the open market, you buy and
sell Government securities for all the 12
Federal Reserve banks?

Mr. Rouse. That is correct.
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The CHAmRMAN. Under the 1935 act, no
other bank has any right to buy or sell secu-
ritles, but each bank is obligated to carry
out instructions from you?

Mr. Rouse. They are obliged to sell or buy
as the account sells or buys.

The CrAmMAN. When you buy, say, & mil-
lion dollars worth of Government securities,
you give a check on some bank, do you not?

Mr. Rouse. We give our own check,

The CHamMaN. You give a check on the
Federal Reserve Bank of New York?

Mr. Rouse. Yes, sir.

The CuAmmMAN. How do you allocate that
million dollars among the 12 Federal Re-
serve banks?

Mr. Rousg. It is in accordance with the
dally averages of the total resources of each
bank, pro rata.

The CrHAmMAN. In other words, you will
determine the daily average of the resources,
value of the resources, of each bank, and
then that million dollars will be allocated to
each bank in proportion?

Mr. Rouse. That formula was adopted by
the Federal Open Market Committee. This
is done annually. As of February 28, or
some such date, we each year allocate the
securities if, by reason of the application of
that formula each day, or each day that a
transaction takes place, some variance has
developed during the year; and the Com-
mittee, has the opportunity to reassess the
propriety of that formula at any time that
it sees fit.

The CHAIRMAN. If there is any—in other
words, if it is not properly balanced, you
make the adjustment at the end of the year?

Mr. Rouse. The Committee authorizes an
adjustment in the formula.

The CHAmrMAN. If it is necessary for New
York banks to transfer bonds to, say, Dallas,
Tex., Dallas, Tex., will send you Federal Re=
serve notes to pay you for them?

Mr, Rouse. It is done through the inter-
district settlement fund.

The CHAmMAN. Now then, suppose you
should buy a million dollars worth of bonds
from the Dallas bank, and the Dallas bank
said, “I want Federal Reserve notes in pay-
ment of these bonds, a million dollars,” how
would you go about getting those notes de-
livered to the Dallas bank?

Mr. RouseE. We have never had that ques-
tion come up, Mr, PATMAN.

The CHAIRMAN. I beg your pardon?

Mr. Rouse. That is a new—I don’t think I
understand your question.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, you see, these Fed-
eral Reserve notes, of course, are printed by
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing here
in Washington. In some way you get that
million dollars worth of Federal Reserve
notes to pay that Dallas bank. How would
you get those notes? How would you get
them away from the Bureau of Engraving
and Printing?

How would you get them delivered to the
New York Federal Reserve Bank for that
purpose?

Mr. Rousk. It is a bookkeeping transaction
through the interdistrict settlement fund, I
believe, which is carrled out at the Board
of Governors' office.

The CHAmMAN, In practice, it is a book=-
keeping operation. But the truth is, all the
bonds that you have—and you have about
$25 billlon worth of bonds, do you not?

Mr. Rousk. Something less than that; yes,
sir.

The CHAIRMAN. About 24 or 257

Mr. Rouse. About 24,

The CHAmMAN. Every one of those bonds
have been bought, not on the resources of
the Federal Reserve banks, but on the credit
of the Nation by exchanging Federal Reserve
notes for them, have they not?

Mr, Rouse. Yes; they are bought by the—
out of Federal Reserve funds.

The CHAIRMAN. No; you are mistaken
there, are you not? You do not say that
they are bought with Federal Reserve funds.
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The money is created by those bonds. Do
you not understand that?

Mr. Rousk. It is created—yes, indirectly.

The CHAIRMAN, Well, directly.

In other words, if you buy bonds, you
must pay for them, and those $24 billion

.worth of bonds were paid for, but not by
Federal Reserve bank funds; they were pald
for by Federal Reserve notes.

Now, I will not insist on your answering
that. I will ask Mr. Martin to answer that.

Is that not correct, Mr. Martin?

Mr. MarTIN, It would be the same thing,
sir.

The Cuammaw. In other words, that is
where the power to create money comes in,

through the Federal Reserve.

Mr. MarTIvN, Yes.

The CaHAmMAN. You create the money. In
other words, the money is printed, it is paid
for the bonds, the $24 billion worth of
bonds.

Mr. MarTIN, We have the power to create
money.

The CHAmRMAN. And you did do it to buy
these bonds?

Mr. MarTIN. In the purchase of bonds, we
ease the money market; in sales of bonds——

The CHAmRMAN. I am not talking about the
reasons or arguments. I am just asking.

Mr. MarTIN. I was just talking about the
process. The purchase of bonds would ease
the money market, and the sale of bonds
would contract it.

The CrHamman. Let's divorce it from any
argument about any market, easy or hard,
and confine it to the bonds that you already
have.

You have $24 billion worth of bonds. Now,
those bonds were bought by giving of Fed-
eral Reserve notes in exchange for the bonds,
were they not?

Mr. MarTIin. Well, Federal Reserve credit.

The CHAIRMAN. What is that?

Mr. MarTiN. Federal Reserve credit. They
were not specific——

The CHAIRMAN. That is what I mean. But
every one of them is an obligation of the
United States Government; is it not?

Mr. MarTIN. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. And -every one of those
- notes that you trade for those bonds of
the Government says on its face that it is
an obligation of the United States Govern-
ment?

Mr. MarTIN. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. And that is what makes
it good.

Mr. MArTIN, That is right.

The CHARMAN, Now then, whenever you
take that Government obligation from the
Bureau of Engraving and Printing and you
trade it for $24 billion worth of bonds which
you have, and you have those bonds now,
you draw interest on those bonds, do you
not?

Mr. MARTIN, We do.

The CHAIRMAN, About $600 million a year;
and, although you traded one Government
obligation for it, you keep the bonds and
you do not cancel them. They pay interest,
and you use that $600 million in any way
that is allowed by law, for administrative
purposes in the operation of the Reserve
banks. And then, of course, after all the
deductions have been made, why, you pay
60 percent of the remainder into the Treasury
of the United States?

Mr. MarTIN. That is correct.

The CHAIRMAN. The point I am trylng

to make, Mr. Martin, is, I am trying to an-
swer a fallaclous argument that 1s going
over the country: No. 1, that these reserves
that the member banks have in their Federal
Reserve banks are used to buy these bonds.
That is a fallacy, is it not?

Mr. MarTIN, That is a fallacy.

The CEAmRMAN, That is a fallacy; it is not
true.

Mr, MaRTIN. That is right,

The CHARMAN, All right.
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No. 2 is that the banks own the Federal
Reserve Banking System, and it is run by the
banks; it is operated for their benefit.

That is a fallacy, is it not?

Mr. MarTIN. That is a fallacy.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, the reason it is a
fallacy is because the stock in the bank does
not mean anything to the operation of that
bank, does it? In other words, it is not used.

Mr. MarTIN. The stock in the bank is not
proprietorship.

The CaammaN. It is not used at all, is it?
There is no use that that stock is put to?

Mr. MARTIN., Well, the——

The CHAIRMAN. The member banks.

Mr. MarTIN. There is a use put to it in the
sense that it provides participation in the
vote.

The CHAIRMAN, That is kind of psycho-
logical, to make them feel they are part of
the System.

Mr. MARTIN. No. It creates the power to
vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The what?

Mr, MarTIN. It creates the power to vote.

The CxHamRMAN, The power to vote for——

Mr. MarTIN. It is not proprietorship.

The CraammMaN. The power to vote for di-
rectors to run the bank.

Mr. MARTIN, Yes.

The CHARMAN. Well, that 1s easy. That
is nice. [Laughter.] I was wondering what
they did.

But they paid in about $300 million?

Mr. MarTIN. That is right.

The CHAIRMAN. In stock. And that stock
now is there, but it is really useless to the
banking system except make them helieve,
“Now you have got an interest in this thing,
and that determines your participation in
electing directors.”

But do they vote according to the amount
of stock they have?

Mr. MARTIN. No; not precisely.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, you see, that is
knocked in the head, too, is it not? What
I mean is, it is not used for that purpose.

All right.

So it 1s used to give the bankers a feeling
that they have an interest in the Federal
Heserve System when they don't have any
interest except they get 6 percent interest
on that stock, 6 percent dividend; is it not?

Now, 1s it not a fact, and we have gone
over this before, that the Federal Reserve
System and the Federal Reserve banks are
Government institutions operated for the
Government?

Mr. MARTIN, The Federal Reserve Board is
clearly Government. The Federal Reserve
banks, under our setup, are quasi-Govern-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. Are quasi-what?

Mr. MARTIN, Quasi-Government; they have
an independent board of directors.

The CHAIRMAN. All right, let's examine
that.

That stock, or that word “stock” is a mis-
nomer, is it not?

Mr. MarTIN, If you are talking about stock
in terms of proprietorship—ownership—yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, of course that is what
stock is; yes. Normally that is what stock
is; when you say “stock,” you mean a pro-
prietary interest of some kind, do you not?

Mr. MarTIN, In the ordinary sense, yes.

The CuAIRMAN. That is right, in the ordi-
nary sense.

Mr, MarTIN. You and I are in agreement
that it is not proprietary interest.

The CHAIRMAN, Yes.

Therefore, this does not convey any pro-
prietary interest at all, and the word “stock”
is a misnomer. It is not a correct word at
all. Itis just an involuntary assessment that
has been made on the banks as long as they
are members.

Now, they go ouf, the money Is refunded
to them. But as long as they are members,
they get 6 percent annually on that.
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And as evidence of the fact that they do
not have any proprietary interest, which you
admit, is the fact that this so-called stock
cannot be sold, it cannot be hypothecated,
and as a convincing and unanswerable argu-
ment that the banks have no interest in the
Federal Reserve System as such, finaneial
or proprietary interest, the law specifically
provides that in the event of the liquidation
of a Federal Reserve bank, that after they
get their $300 million stock back, the Gov-
ernment gets everything else. That is right;
is it not?

Mr. MarTIN. That is right.

The CramMaN, Now, if the banks had any
proprietary interest in that, they would get
what was left after liquidation, would they
not?

Mr. MarTIN, Well, you and I are in agree-
ment it is not proprietary interest.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Therefore, the statement that the banks
own the Federal Reserve System is not a
correct statement, 1s 1t?

Mr. MarTIiN. The banks do not own the
Federal Reserve System.

The CaHAIRMAN. That is right.

Mr. MarTIN, But the banks do participate
in the management.

The CrHAmRMAN. It is an agency operated in
the Government's interest by public mem-
bers, seven members of the Federal Reserve
Board, each one selected for a term of 14
years, and he cannot succeed himself after
he {fills out the whole term.

Of course, he can fill out 2 or 3 part-terms
and make it 25 years. That would be all
right. And they are selected by the Presi-
dent and confirmed by the Senate.

Mr. MarTIN, That Is correct.

The CuamMaN. Now, you state—I am
about to get off of this gentleman over here,
and I will go back and ask him another gues-
tion.

Senator O'ManHoNEY. You are going to let
him up? [Laughter.]

The CaHAIRMAN. Ithink I had better ask Mr.
Martin this instead of this gentleman.

I believe you have stated repeatedly, Mr.
Martin, that the Treasury, in sizing up what
kind of interest rate should be charged—and
Mr. Humphrey has testified a number of
times before this committee, I know, to that
effect—that the Treasury will call in people
who are dealers and people who have some-
thing to do with the sale of Government
securities, and that they talk to the Treasury,
and then they talk to you.

Almost invariably they go from the Treas-
ury to your shop, do they not?

Mr. MarTIN. They frequently do; yes, sir.

The Cumamman. They frequently do, and
they are the ones that are consulted for the
purpose of determining the interest rate that
should be paid on Government bonds; I mean
they are the ones that the Treasury uses.
And you, of course, either say “yes” or “no.”

Mr. MARTIN. We consult with the Treasury.
We don't say “yes"” or “no" on their interest
rate. We are glad to give them the best
advice that we have about what we think the
market is.

The CHamMAN. Do you really believe we
have a free market in Government bonds, Mr.
Martin?

Mr. MarTIN, Well, all freedom is relative,
but I say there are forces in the market place,
as I have repeatedly said to you, that are
stronger than both the Federal Reserve and
the Treasury together. Some people ques-
tion that, but I think that is where the law
of supply and demand comes in.

The CHAIRMAN. You would not positively
and without reservation say that there is a
free market at all times in Government
bonds?

Mr. MarTIN. I would say that there is some
intervention, as was provided in the Federal
Reserve Act, in the market, but that gen-
erally speaking, the market forcas are per-
mitted to operate.
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And since the Treasury-Federal Reserve
accord in 1951, the market forces, the mar-
ket has been relatively free.

Now, that does not mean that we step
completely aside and let the market become
the law of the jungle. We are there as a
guardian. We are trying to develop a cli-
mate and a general situation in which the
players on the field have the best conditions
to operate in.

But we do not make the market.

The CHAmMAN, I am not going to pur-
sue that accord further, but you have dug up
a real snake that I want to help you kill on
that.

Senator O'ManoNEY. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask a question on that point?

The CHAIRMAN, Yes, sir.

Senator O'ManoneY. Your answer is a
qualified one, is it not, Mr. Martin?

Mr. MarTIN, Yes; it 1s qualified.

Senator O'MaHONEY. You do not want this
committee or anybody who reads or hears
this testimony to believe that you are saying
that there is a free market in Government
securities. There Is not, is there? Am I not
right?

Mr. MarTIN. There is not a completely free
market in Government securities. We are
watching over it from time to time.

HOW FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD OPERATES

Let us see for a moment how the Fed-
eral Reserve Board operates. We have a
Board of seven members appointed by the
President, each one for a term of 14
years, and confirmed by the United
States Senate. Those seven members are
to represent the people, they are to repre-
sent Congress. They are to carry out
the constitutional duty that Congress has
of coining money and regulating its
value. We have delegated the power to
them. Let us see how they operate. In
every decision they make concerning
open market operations, for instance,
where they can make money scarce or
make it plentiful, make interest rates
high or make interest rates low, they are
assisted by 12 presidents of the 12 Fed-
eral Reserve banks each of whom has
been selected by representatives of the
private banks of that Federal Reserve
district. So they have 12 people to help
these 7 public members perform their
duties, right in there with them, voting,
if you please—not all 12 of them vote,
but 5 vote, but all participating in the
discussions and helping to evaluate the
problems and issues before the Open
Market Committee.

Not only that, Mr. Speaker, but Con-
gress has also permitted each Federal
Reserve district to have one advisory
committee member selected by the banks
directly. That means 12 bankers on the
advisory committee who also help these
T perform their duties.

So I say that Congress has placed our
seven public members in an almost im-
possible position to make decisions that
are always in the public interest. I am
not charging any corruption against the
Federal Reserve Board. I have a very
high regard for the members of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, whom I have come
in contact with. And I am sure that they
have not intended to violate the law.
But Congress has placed them in an al«
most impossible position to perform their
services honestly in the public interest.
That is something I think we should
look into. We should have the General
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Accounting Office audit and investigate
the entire system in addition to a full in-
vestigation by a Congressional commit-
tee. I hope the Members will read what
these witnesses, whom I have quoted
here, testified concerning these points;
that the Federal Reserve banks are not
owned by the private banks; they are
owned by the United States Government;
that the so-called stock in the Federal
Reserve banks is not stock at all. Itis a
hoax, as far as actual stock is concerned.
The word “stock” is a misnomer and is
meaningless. The so-called stock in the
form of investment is not used by the
Federal Reserve banks at all, and is not
needed by the Federal Reserve banks at
all. The Federal Reserve System is an
agency of Government, and bankers
should not be on boards that have the
power to fix interest rates.

We have had some sad examples in
what has happened in recent years. In-
terest rates have gone away up for no
reason on earth. They could have been
kept down just as they were over a pe-
riod of 10 or 15 years; long term at 2%
percent held longer than 12 years, I
know. They could have held on, but the
people who have helped make our mone-
tary policy have not felt that way about
it. They have run interest rates up
high, they have run them down low; they
have run interest on bonds high and
have run them down low. During one
year, 1954—they bought bonds in 1953
during that depression period when they
ran the price of Government bonds
down so low—so many of them bought
Government bonds low in 1953 and in
1954 sold them that they made 966 per-
cent more profit than the preceding
year in the sale of Government securi-
ties in that one year. The report of the
FDIC discloses what I have said. So I
think we should bring this thing to an
end of permitting a few people, many of
them selfishly interested with axes to
grind themselves, having the power to
make interest rates high and Govern-
ment bonds low, and manipulate the
monetary system of our Nation in a way
that speculators are more enriched and
fare better than the honest people who
work for a living.

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. PergIns] is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, as this
House is well aware, our American edu-
cational system—because of an interplay
of forces and events best left without de-
bate at the moment—is at this time
deemed inadequate to insure this Na-
tion’s defense, or survival. However, the
real alarm that prompts my addressing
you today is aroused by the administra-
tion's plea for more scientific brains as a
defense measure, and its subsequent sug-
gestion that would surely defeat exactly
what it proposes to do.

President Eisenhower, in his budget

message to Congress this year, startled
most of us by urging that the Federal

Government abandon its sponsorship of
vocational education beginning in 1960.
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We find on page M28 of the budget for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, the
following statement:

The initlal progress report of this commit-
tee, made last month, recommends complete
transfer of two programs to the States.
These programs are vocational education
and the construction of waste treatment fa-
cilities. Legislative proposals to carry out
these and future recommendations of the
committee will be transmitted to the Con-
gress. An orderly readjustment requires
time for action by both the Congress and the
State legislatures. Consequently, the effect
of the proposed transfers on expenditures
and revenues of the Federal Government will
occur beginning in 1960.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, our voca-
tional program—established in 1917 with
the enactment of the Smith-Hughes
Act—provided the system which trained
11 million war workers in little better
than 3 years during World War II. Asa
result, our unprepared Nation and other
allied nations were armed almost over-
night to win the greatest battles in
history.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. Iyield.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to associate myself with the
views so ably expressed by our distin-
guished colleague from KEentucky. I
think my colleague from Kentucky would
permit me that it might be well to point
out that the distinguished gentleman
from Georgia, Hon. PHIL LANDRUM
is now occupying the Speaker’s chair.
He has talked to me so much of his great
interest in vocational education and
about the great programs that he has
in his District. In my own District, the
Eighth District of Florida, this great
program has meant so much that I can-
not adequately express just what it does
mean to our people. I certainly hope
it will be continued in full force. I want
to help the gentleman in every way that
Ican. I would like to ask the gentleman
this question, which he has already
brought out. Does it not seem a little
bit inconsistent to ask for a billion dol-
lars for some brandnew program and
then they want to take away these few
little million dollars from a program that
all of us have been able to accept no mat-
ter what our views are on States rights
and so forth.

Mr, PERKINS. I want to say to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MATTHEWS ]
that the recommendation of the Presi-
dent in his budget message and the state=-
ment of the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, Mr. Folsom, is com-
pletely inconsistent with what they pro-
pose to advocate at the present time. I
want to thank the gentleman for his con-
tribution.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PERKINS. I yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. I congratu-
late the gentleman for the fine state-
ment that he is making. The gentle-
man knows that I will go down the line
with him on this question. Vocational
education has been a great factor in im-
proving the economy of our Nation and
making it possible for our people to better
contribute toward the defense of our
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country. I certainly hope that this
splendid vocational educational program
will not be hampered in any way. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. PEREKINS. I want to thank the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BRownl.
I think we should all keep a lookout for
any legislation to implement this pro-
posal and to let the whole country know
the true effect of the recommendation.

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield.

Mr. DENTON. I, too, want to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Kentucky
for the statement he has made, and con-
cur in the position he has taken.

I am a member of the subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations
which deals with the appropriation for
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. About 2 years ago, I think
it was, our committee was able to have
appropriated the full amount that was
authorized by law for this program.
Since that time we have added the train-
ing in fishery work and practical nursing.
While we have extended the program, I
thought it should have been extended a
great deal further.

I am very disappointed to hear that the
President has recommended we curtail
this effort. We find that a great majority
of the boys and girls in this country who
go to high school do not go on to college.

This vocational training program of-
fers them practical training for their
work in later life. There are agriculture,
homemaking, and the training in the
mechanical arts included in it.

Our country is proud of our industrial
know-how. I think we lead the world in
that field, but we have been set back
recently by the fact that Russia has
launched its two sputniks. But I think
we can still take pride in the fact that
America leads the world in industrial
ability. We have the artisans and skilled
workmen in this country. I certainly
think that at this time when Russia is
trying to gain the advantage, that we
cannot afford to curtail this program in
any respect.

It is a partnership program between
the Federal Government and the States.

This program simply encourages train-
ing. I think the people of the country
want it. I remember several years ago
we cut the appropriation for this work
a half million dollars. I have received
more criticism for this than for anything
that has happened since I have been a
Member. I found the retail merchants
were especially put out about it. They
were interested in what is called distribu-
tive education to the businessmen. The
laboring people were disappointed. The
Congress restored that appropriation the
next year.

I am certain the American people do
not want this program curtailed. I think
it is for the best interests of the Nation
to continue it. nation that can
spend $70 billion can spend $40 million
under the Smith-Hughes Act to carry
out this program. I again commend the
gentleman.

Mr. PERKINS. I want to thank the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. DENTON]
and to say that I do not know if any pro-
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gram where this Congress appropriates
money that the taxpayers get full value
received more so than in this particular
program, We are appropriating under
both the Smith-Hughes Act and the
George-Barden Act $33,179,000. Under
the practical nurse training program we
appropriated $4 million. Under their
proposal the practical nurse training
would be eliminated after the life of the
present authorization. The fishery trade
funds would be interfered with. So, it
just cripples the whole vocational edu-
cational program, and it was for this
reason I took time to call it to the atten-
tion of the Members of the House. I
felt that a majority of the Members of
the House would vigorously oppose it.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to associate myself with the
remarks of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky in regard to the importance of
this program. May I also commend the
gentleman from Eentucky for his very
fine leadership as one of the membhers of
the Committee on Education and Labor
of the House. The gentleman has made
a very valuable contribution to this
matter.

Mr. PERKINS. I thank, the gentle-
woman from Oregon. I feel that the
membership appreciate your invaluable
assistance and contributions on all edu-
cational proposals coming before this
body since you have been a member of
the committee,

Mr. PILCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. PILCHER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to associate myself with the gentleman
from Kentucky and the rest of my col-
leagues who are so interested in this vo-
cational program. I do not know of any
program in my district that we have
come nearer getting a dollar's worth for
every dollar spent than the vocational
program and I will do everything I can
to see that it is not crippled.

Mr. PERKINS. I agree with the gen-
tleman that we get full value from this
appropriation.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PERKINS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. MADDEN. Iwasvery much inter-
ested in the remarks of the gentleman
from Kentucky and I was happy to see
him take the floor and discuss this im=-
portant matter of vocational educa-
tional training, especially due to the fact
that the gentleman from Kentucky is a
hard-working member of the Committee
on Education and Labor. I am hoping
that the members of the Committee on
Education and Labor will follow through
in this session of Congress to see that
there is not any curtailment of that great
practical program that so many millions
over our country have been benefited by,
and I refer to the vocational training
program. The Calumet region, which
is in my district in Indiana, is a great
industrial section and I know I have in
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my district alone tens of thousands back
over the years who have benefited by the
vocational education that they secured
through this program.

A couple of weeks ago I made a speech
on the floor of the House cautioning the
Congress this year to avoid any steps that
would cut down on programs that really
are so beneficial to the people, and not be
carried away by a frenzy of spending bil-
lions of dollars on satellite explorations
and neglect the programs that really
benefit and are so essential to the welfare
of the people of our country. This pro-
gram is certainly one of them and I do
hope that the gentleman from Kentucky,
as a member of that great Committee on
Education and Labor, will see that his
committee follows through and protects
;.-;:%ntial and beneficial programs of this

Mr. PERKINS. I certainly thank the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MappEN] for his remarks.

The vocational schools of our Nation
for 40 years have produced these forces.
But they will not, they cannot, continue
if the ridiculous suggestion to withdraw
Federal funds should become law.

The only way I can interpret the ad-
ministration’s fantastic inconsistency is
to wonder if the right hand pays any
heed to what the left hand is doing.

Let us look at what has happened.

Some time ago a group known as the
Joint Federal-State Action Committee
was appointed to study the matter of
Federal grant-in-aid programs.

The members of this committee are as
follows:

Appointed by the President: Cochair-
man, Robert B. Anderson, Secretary of
the Treasury; members, James P. Mitch-
ell, Secretary of Labor; Marion B.
Folsom, Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare; Percival F. Brundage,
Director of the Bureau of the Budget;
Meyer Kestnbaum, special assistant to
the President; John S. Bragdon, special
assistant to the President; Howard Pyle,
deputy assistant to the President.

Appointed by the chairman, Gov-
ernors’ Conference: Cochairman Gov.
Lane Dwinell, New Hampshire; members,
Gov. Victor E. Anderson, Nebraska; Gov.
James P. Coleman, Mississippi—resigned
and replaced by Governor of- Florida;
Gov. Price Daniel, Texas; Gov. George
Docking, Kansas; Gov. George M. Leader,
Pennsylvania; Gov. Theodore R. Mc-
Keldin, Maryland; Gov. Dennis J.
Roberts, Rhode Island; Gov. Robert E.
Smylie, Idaho; Gov. William G. Strat-
ton, Illinois, ex officio.

In reading through this list of com-
mittee members, it was rather discon-
certing to me to find the name of our
Secretary of Labor, James P, Mitchell.
I have always admired the work of his
department in stimulating our appren-
ticeship program and in encouraging
training to upgrade the work force of
the Nation. It therefore alarms me to
see that Mr. Mitchell—in agreeing to
the elimination of Federal funds for
vocational education—would cut the very
heart out of the program that provides
the type of training his department
promotes,
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The commitiee recommended the fol-
lowing:

The President requests the Congress to
repeal, as soon as practicable, the laws au-
thorizing grants for the older programs of
vocational education and that the governors
and the legislative bodles of the several States
develop mecessary means for providing the
additional funds to replace the Federal
grants.

In addition to the program of voca-
tional education, there is nothing more
important in the maintenance of a
healthy nation than the proper treat-
ment of sewage disposal and the welfare
of those in need at the time of national
disaster.

It is my understanding that the recom-
mendations of this joint committee are
to be presented for consideration and
action to the National Governors’ Con-
ference to be held next May.

Six months ahead of any final action,
however, you will find them as specific
proposals in the President’s budget mes-
sage for fiscal 1960.

The extent to which this is out of line
with the thinking of our governors’ or-
ganization and the State officials can be
more easily judged when we consider a
news story from the December T issue of
the Memphis Commercial Appeal. Here
we find a motion for immediate approval
of the very proposal I have just outlined
to you was defeated 35 to T by the Board
of Managers of the Council of State
Governments in meeting in Hot Springs,
Ark., on December 6.

Gentlemen, I am proud to tell you we
have in operation in Kentucky a system
of voecational education that is known
to be the most economical and eflective
way to provide vocational training op-
portunities for our people. It includes
a carefully developed, efficiently operat-
ing network of 13 area vocational
schools. Through this type of program,
offerings are not limited to the relatively
few people for a single community. In-
stead they stretch out and reach the
larger number of citizens who are in-
cluded in a complete geographical area.

In the district that I represent, we
have three of the finest vocational
schools in Hazard, Ashland, and Paints-
ville. I am told by reliable authorities
‘they may be compared with many of
the leading vocational schools in the
Nation. Many courses in these schools
have long waiting lists for students who
want to attend. Various companies and
other employers often hire graduates as
soon as they are available. And, in
many cases, students are lured away
from school even before their courses
are completed.

In the Commonwealth of Kentucky
we have one of the outstanding leaders
in vocational education, Mr. James L.
Patton, State director of vocational edu-
cation. Mr. Patton is doing a wonder-
ful job. Prior to becoming State direc-
tor he served as head of the Mayo Voca-
tional School in Paintsville, Ky. Mr.
Patton has informed me that through
the stimulation of Federal funds our
enrollment in voecational education has
increased from 30,694 in 1944-45 to
64,239 for the 1956-57 school year—a
109-percent increase. Projected needs,
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based on a 1956 survey, indicate our
enrollment will increase up to 140,465
for 1959-60—provided we can pay the
teachers and provide adequate facilities.

We in EKentucky must provide this
training if we are to continue to con-
tribute to the defense efforts and the
further economic development of our
State and our Nation.

Today it is possible for Kentucky to
train for useful employment large num-
bers of boys and girls—men and
women—who can profit from it. But I
am quick to admit that without the
stimulated incentive we have had from
Federal funds we would not have
reached this high-point service to the
people. And, more important, the with-
drawal of more than $2 million in Ken-
tucky from our financial resources would
not only cripple our program—it would
eventually lead to the complete elimina-
tion in most communities.

This would also be the case in almost
40 States which are now far from rich
and heavily taxed to boot. These
States, too, would have drastic cuts in
available money for the many projects
they must maintain.

It is quite apparent that people from
States impoverished by lack of funds
would migrate to large industrial areas
away from their home communities—
creating a tremendous problem for the
States where they settle. As untrained
new citizens they would not be qualified
to contribute to production in the in-
dustrial world. The industrial States
would, as a result, be responsible for
training and upgrading them in order
that they might find useful employment.

As I see it, the President and his
Health, Education, and Welfare Cabinet
officer, Mr. Folsom, would be concerned
only in training what they term the
“abilities” to plan our defenses but they
would leave to the 48 different States the
development of skills and crafts that
would, as I have said before, put into
actual operation the missiles, planes,
guns, and ships necessary for the defense
of our Nation.

This would be paradox enough with-
out further complexity.

It is the specific recommendation of
taking away from the program that
trains for the crafts, the skills, and the
techniques so necessary not only to our
survival and defense but to life itself
that leaves me, at the least, in a state of
utter confusion.

On Monday of this week I sat in a
committee hearing and heard our Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
stress the utter necessity of helping our
families, communities, and States train
young people.

In the next breath, Mr. Folsom ad-
mitted voting in council against further
Federal aid for vocational education.

Mr. Speaker, I have always believed
and fought for legislation that would
provide better teachers, better buildings,
and better equipment for teaching. To
my way of thinking, there is no way of
separating vocational education as a
necessity for improving the knowledge
and skills of our people and preparing
them for later life. This phase of edu-
cation is just as important as any other
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phase and to my way of thinking all of
them are important.

This proposal also gravely endangers
our defense—our very survival—and for
this, if for no other reason it must not
even face consideration. Gentlemen, I
say we must continue to back the voca-
tional program that for 40 years has so
faithfully served us.

Through it more than 67 million youth
and adults have learned to earn while
they have been trained for vital roles in
society.

Through it the masses of our youth—
not just a small percentage—are and
will be trained for good citizenship and
productive work.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks and to include extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

OUR EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks at this point in the Recogrb.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
an important issue before America today
is the strengthening of our educational
system to provide the scientists, technol-
ogists, and skilled manpower the Nation
needs to meet the challenge of Soviet
Russia and keep pace in the scientific
revolution.

At the same time, the Nation must not
concentrate on science education to the
impairment of the general educational

_System which is the strength of our
democracy.

At Yale University on February 3-4
President Eisenhower’s Committee on
Scientists and Engineers sponsored a
conference on America’'s human re-
sources to meet the scientific challenge.
The conference brought together some
125 participants from science, education,
industry, government, and the Nation’s
mass communications media. The con-
ference was asked to examine the com-
petitive position of the United States in
world science and technology, and to sug-
gest steps that should be taken to im-
prove scientific education, strengthen
basic research, and interest more young
people in scientific careers.

Dr. James R. Killian, Jr., science ad-
viser to the President, made the opening
conference address on Toward a New
Level of Excellence. Mr, Allen Dulles, Di-
rector of the Central Intellicency Agency,
described the Soviet challenge to the
United States. Other speakers are Dr.
Alan T. Waterman, director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation; Dr. Lee Du-
Bridge, president of the California Insti-
tute of Technology; and Mr. William
Benton.

Participants included Mr. Thomas K.
Finletter; Mr. Eric Johnston; Mr. Alfred
C. Neal, president of the Committee on
Economic Devalopment; Dr. Harrison




1880

Brown, professor of geochemistry, Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology; Dr. Jer=
rold Zacharias; Dr. Eatherine McBride,
president of Bryn Mawr College; Dr.
Clarence H. Faust, of the Ford Founda-
tion; Dr. Paul Gross, vice president of
Duke University; Mr. William C. Foster,
vice president, Olin-Mathieson Chemi-
cal Corp.; Mr. T. H. Chilton, the Du
Pont Co.; Mr. Walker Cisler, pres-
ident, Detroit Edison Co.; and many
others outstanding in American educa-
tion, science and industry.

The conference at Yale was spon-
sored jointly by the President’s Commit-
tee and the William Benton Foundation.

The mobilization of some of America’s
top intellectual resources to examine
United States science programs origi-
nated with Mr. Benton, former Con-
necticut Senator and former Assistant
Secretary of State. Mr. Benton was
among the first to recognize the real
nature of the Russian threat to the
United States in science and technology.
His first-hand observations during a
trip through Russia convinced him 2
years ago that the Russian upsurge in
science would soon challenge the United
States, and that the intensive Russian
system of science education would out-
strip United States production of scien-
tists and engineers.

As we know, these events have now
taken place.

In announcing the conference, Dr.
Howard L. Bevis, chairman, declared:

The times demand far more than narrow
application of American sclentific effort to
purely military needs. We must mobilize
our intellectual resources to meet the total
challenge of the scientific revolution that
is reshaping the world.

In the Yale conference, we saw gov-
ernment joining with private citizens to
attack a national problem, and through
the public communications media, to
carry the facts to the American people.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr.
Speaker, to include in the REecorp the
address made by that outstanding edu-
cational leader Dr. Lee DuBridge, presi-
dent of the California Institute of
Technology.

The address follows:

When I was asked to speak at this con-
ference on the subject of Education in the
Age of Sclence, my first reaction was that
this topic should be assigned to a historian
rather than a physicist. For the age of sci-
ence did not dawn on October 4, 1957 (sput-
nik day). It dawned about the year 1700
when the brilliantly perceptive experiments
of Galileo had led the mind of Isaac Newton
to the enunciation of the first and most fun-
damental of the laws of physics. Galileo and
Newton ended the era of speculative phi-
losophizing and opened the age of scientific
discovery.

Needless to say, education has never been
the same since.

For when it became evident that all knowl-
edge was not to be found in the writings of
anclent authorities, that new knowledge
could be obtalned by asking questions of
nature, then education took on a new pur-
pose and a new meaning. It meant teacher
and student could now turn from the dull
tasks of memorizing to the exciting venture
of inquiring. Now, at last, old ideas could
be put to the test of new discovery. The
truth about the physical world was to be
found not by reading musty books, but by
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doing experiments. Some of the ideas In the
musty books were, of course, proved to be
true. But others, even some written by the
greatest authorities, were demonstrably false.

In the dawning age of science, then, learn-
ing took on a new meaning; education be-
came an expedition into the great unknown.

Yet here we are, 250 years later, asking
ourselves what should education be in an
age of science.

The fact is, of course, if this were only
an age of sclence there would be no difficulty.
If we all could unstintingly devote ourselves
to the pursuit of knowledge and its fruitful
application, our schools, colleges, and uni-
versities could be great centers of intellectual
learning. And those not interested could
amuse themselves some other way.

The difficulty is that this is not only an
age of sclence, it is also an age of human
beings. And most human beings have the
exasperating property of possessing instincts,
desires, emotions, ambitions, prejudices,
ideas, and ldeals which are wholly and com-
pletely unsclentific. There is, for example,
no scientific basis for the tendency of human
beings always to be fighting each other, Any
sclentist knows we would all be better off if
we could work together. But the fact is
that this is the age of human conflict as
well as the age of sclence. And so human
beings are put in the ridiculous position of
devoting half their time to using the knowl-
edge of science to make themselves and their
neighbors happier and more comfortable—
and the other half inventing methods of
wiping their neighbors off the face of the
earth, or of preventing the mneighbor from
wiping them off the earth. So the challenge
is not how to educate in an age of science,
but how to educate in an age when the fruits
of science are simultaneously being employed
to the ends of human confiict and of human
comfort.

Now there are varlous schools of thought
as to how to approach this problem. One
school says that all we have to do is to stop
the development of science and its applica-
tions, and then the tools of human conflict
would be less deadly and the conflict would
cease. This school ignores the fact that hu-
man conflicts were just as intense in the
days before science as they are now.

Another school of thought suggests that
we should devote all our efforts to making
the tools of conflict even more powerful
than they are today. Then no one will ever
dare use the tools—and confliects will then
cease. The danger with this theory is that
if it is ever proved wrong, the results will
be so disastrous that there will be no chance
of discovering or adopting a theory that is
right.

A third school of thought asserts that the
answer s just to eliminate the human con-
flicts and then everything will be fine. This
theory, of course, is unassallable. But it
runs up against the discouraging fact that
no one has the faintest idea how to avold
human conflicts. No courses in human rela-
tions or life adjustment seem to have helped
much. No Isaac Newton has ever been able
to elucidate a theory of the forces between
nations or peoples so we can divert such
forces to constructive ends. One educator
recently asserted that the prime problem of
the schools was to teach people to get along
with each other. But he did not name &
single living human being who was quali-
fled to teach such a course. And he also
ignores the fact that individual Americans
and individual Russians now get along fine
with each other whenever they have the
chance. It's just that the alms and ideals
of the two natlons are in moral conflict.
And the possibility of open warfare will re-
main until one nation, or both, changes its
aims or ambitions, or suppresses them, to
the extent that a peaceful agreement can be
attained, And we should all give support
to every attempt to achieve that end.
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In the meantime, the best course would
appear to be to keep strong enough to pro-
tect ourselves and seek to extend interna=-
tional collaboration in those fields where
fruitful results are in sight and where in-
ternational agreements are readily achleved.

And what are those areas?

Why, the areas of pure and applied sci-
ence, of course.

Russians and Americans do not disagree
on the laws of mechanics or of nuclear phys-
ics; on the structure of molecules, the design
of a bridge or a dam or a dynamo. They
even have the same ideas about the design
of hydrogen bombs—for the simple reason
that nuclear forces behave the same way on
both sides of the Iron Curtain. It might be
useful if more American children—and more
Russians too—became aware of this oneness
of sclence by becoming more familiar with
sclence itself,

My suggestion, then, Is that it might be
well to introduce the age of science into our
school system. Powerful forces will resist
this intrusion, but there are powerful rea-
sons for it:

1. It will help us protect ourselves.

2. It will help us improve our own in-
ternal health and welfare.

3. It will help us lead the world to the
conclusion that a free democratic society is
better than communism.

4. It will expand the area of human un-
derstanding and agreement, constrict the
area, and hence the possibility, of major
conflicts.

As you are all well aware, the mechanisms
for bringing our educational system into
tune with the facts of the 20th and 21st cen-
turies are complex, dificult, and possibly
expensive,

Our basic difficulty, of course, is that the
proper study of mathematics, sclence and
engineering is intellectually demanding;
hence, the untoughened mind gets quickly
discouraged and frustrated. Such a mind,
then, automatically sinks to easler studies—
thus accelerating its own softening process.
There seems to be a kind of law in high
school and college courses—namely, that the
soft ones drive out the tough ones. And in
certain places this softening, degenerating
process appears to have gone to extreme
limits.

A general toughening-up process is clearly
in order—a lifting of intellectual standards
not only in mathematics and science, but in
all intellectual fields. This means vigorous
elimination, or relegation to nonacademic
status, of the nonintellectual courses In
basket weaving, automobile driving, and a
host of other diversions.

How do we achieve all this?

I do not have time for a thesis on educa-
tion today. Some aspects of the problem
have already been discussed by the partici-
pants in this conference program. But since
we are largely representatives of American
universities—meeting on the campus of one
of America’s oldest and greatest univer-
sitles—I would like to suggest a few things
that universities can do.

1. We can elevate our own intellectual
standards—and let it be known that we will
not accept students who have neither the
talents nor preparation to meet such stand-
ards. The rising flood of young people com-
ing of college age gives us a fine chance now
to announce that we will open our facilities
only to those students who take the trouble
to prepare themselves properly and thor=
oughly for university-type work.

2. We can elevate especially the quality
of work in our teacher-training curricula.
‘We can insist that the prospective teacher of
math or sclence shall undertake a thor-
ough preparation in those subjects—not
waste endless time In empty courses in
methodology—courses which now do much
to repel many able students from teaching
careers,
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3. We can redouble our efforts to increase
teachers' salaries—aiming to double them
within the next few years as the President's
commission has proposed. Retaining bet-
ter minds in the teaching profession is the
surest road to lifting intellectual standards
all along the line. No one pretends that
teachers are attracted solely by money, but
nobody denies that money helps. And the
other things needed the university can read-
ily supply.

4. As one little contribution to elevating
the status of the teacher, of attracting more
able men into it and giving them some prac-
tical teaching experience, I propose that we
improve the position of the graduate stu-
dent-teacher. At present, the graduate as-
sistant is an impecunious young man who
is charitably given some teaching chores to
do at #2 an hour so he won't have to go off
and work in a filling station for #3 to keep
from starving. No wonder so many graduate
students promptly acquire a contempt for
the whole teaching profession. I suggest
that the graduate assistant be treated as a
Junior faculty member, that he be selected
with great care, that he be paid subsantially
more than the graduate fellows get who do
nothing, that he be given supervised teacher-
training experience, and as he qualifies he be
glven more responsible instructional dutles.
He would be a better student and a better
teacher for this experience, a more likely re-
cruit to the profession. And many of them
would provide some pretty keen competition
to some of the old faculty members who may
be going to sleep.

So much for suggestions to my university
colleagues. But I do not wish to imply that
the main problems in our educational sys-
tem lie in the universities—nor that they
have the sole responsibility for fixing things.
In fact, this conference is addressed very
largely to the group that is responsible for
both the strengths and the weaknesses of
our educational system—and who can really
do something about it: the general publie.
And so here are my suggestions to John Q.
Citizen.

1. Mr. Citizen: Remember that the pres-
ent educational crisis did not begin with
Sputnik I, nor will it end when we have
more and bigger satellites in their orbits
than the Russians have. Our educational
crisis arises because we in America—to
maintain our political and economic sys-
tem—must educate more people to higher
levels than any society ever before attempted
in all history. Unfortunately, as we have
struggled with the problems of numbers we
have let our intellectual standards slip—and
it is now time to “pull up our socks” and
restore intellectual quality in our school sys-
tem from top to bottom.

2. However, Mr. Citizen, we do not do this
by copying the Russians. They have bullt
an efficlent system to serve the technical
needs of the state. We have built a system
well adapted to free the minds of 170 mil-
lion people. And 170 million free and well-
trained minds in a democratic society need
not fear any challenge. All we need to do
is make sure our educational system really
aids and encourages its students to use their
minds to full capacity.

3. Finally, Mr. Citizen, you have too long
gone under the misapprehension that you
could get a good educational system for
practically nothing. You thought that pay-
ing a few dollars school tax on your house,
supporting your boy in a good fraternity at
college, and sending in a $10 check to your
alumni fund every year was all you had to
do. You thought that the Government and
Mr. Rockefeller would somehow do the rest.
You were wrong. When the Ford Founda-
tion made a magnificent gift of over a quar-
ter of a billlon dollars in endowment to the
private colleges of the country last year, the
Nation suddenly learned that what these
colleges needed was not a quarter of a bil-
lion, but over six billion dollars—or a gquar=
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ter of a billion dollars every year. Nobody
but you, Mr. Citizen, can pay that bill. And
you can do it quite readily by just lifting
your total contribution to education,
through taxes and gifts, from $2 out of
every $100 of total personal income to $3—
and keeping at that level, or higher, as the
gross national product rises. So far, Mr.
Citizen, your local and State taxes and gifts
have not been enough. So now Uncle Sam
is about to come along and lift a few more
dollars from your purse to help out. But if
you'll run home and vote quickly for a
higher school tax—and send twice as much
to alma mater next year, you can keep
Uncle Sam from getting into the educational
business any deeper. If you don’'t—then
Uncle Sam will do the job for you because
Uncle Sam can't afford for America not to
have a first class educational system.

FOREIGN-AID PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHAN] is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr, Speaker, in my
announcement of candidacy for reelec-
tion, among other things, I called for
Congress to act upon all foreign-aid ap-
propriation programs on a country-by-
country basis rather than by the present
grab-bag method used by the Depart-
ment of State in presenting foreign-aid
pirograms to the Congress for appropria-
tion.

I took this position because I was an
original supporter of the foreign-aid pro-
grams then necessary for the reconstruc-
tion of devastated Europe and the pre-
vention of Russian takeover of all of
Europe,

There is no doubt in my mind that the
United States security interests are
served by carefully worked out, prac-
tical programs of foreign assistance made
on a loan basis under conditions which
give assurance that the receiving coun-
try will be able to meet its obligations.

Unfortunately our foreign-aid pro-
gram has degenerated into a giveaway
contest in which unfriendly regimes in
many countries are dipping their hands
into the pockets of the American tax-
payers under the guise that unless they
are allowed to do so they will hurry off
to Moscow for help.

Under the prevailing grab-bag ar-
rangement Members of Congress are re-
quired to gulp down give-away programs
to Communist regimes such as that
headed by the dictator Tito, even if they
favor assistance only to countries which
have proven their friendship and are
making a real fight to keep free of Rus-~
sian economic tentacles.

Members of Congress are compelled to
take everything the State Department
advocates or approve nothing in the field
of foreign economic and military assist-
ance.

It is high time Congress took time to
evaluate each and every proposal for
economic assistance to foreign countries
on the individual merits of each coun-
try’s program.

We cannot win steadfast friends with
money. Fairweather allies are worse
than no allies at all. Bismarck had this
to say on the subject many years ago:
“No one will ever be rich enough to buy
his enemies with concessions.,” I would

1881

add this, no country will ever be rich
enough to pay the price of blackmail,
which the Russians are tempting many
countries to seek from us today.

The Cleveland News has featured ar-
ticles by Jack Kennon on United States
foreign aid policy and performance.
The record as Mr. Kennon presents it
shows a very sad case for the American
taxpayer and an urgent need for Con-
gress to assume its constitutional respon-
sibilities. Mr. Kennon, associate editor
of the Cleveland News, is an outstand-
ing newspaperman whose views are re-
spected by the people of my district and
all Ohio. Mr. Kennon has made a care-
ful study of American foreign aid and
his articles are certain to provoke many
questions in the minds of Members of
Congress before President Eisenhower’s
request for $2,140,000,000 for economic
assistance is acted upon by Congress.

Under unanimous consent granted me,
I include two articles by Mr. Jack Ken-
non, associate editor of the Cleveland
News:

Maze or FOREIGN Alp BEFUDDLES WASHINGTON
(By Jack Kennon)

Nearly everybody in Washington is con-
fused about our foreign economie aid pro-
grams year after year without letup—in-
cluding Members of Congress who vote the
funds.

You get conflicting and vague answers—
e en from Congressmen—to questions where
the money goes, how it's spent and, especial-
1y, what stipulations are set up by our Gov-
ernment to insure repayment of loans to
foreign countries,

“Don't ask me,” is the stock answer from
most Washington officials,

You can't find the answers in the of-
ficial publications by various Government
agencies created to supervise our economic
and technical aid abroad.

The main emphasis is placed on our obli-
gations to foreign countries to keep them
out of the clutches of the Russian Bear.

As one Member of Congress told us about
the philosophy behind our forelgn-aid pro-
grams (and his statements were echoed by
correspondents covering the Washington
scene) :

“When you boil it all down, it's chiefly
giveaway. The idea is that if the United
States doesn’t provide foreign economic aid,
if our money and technological help is un-
avallable or inadequate, these countries will
become dependent upon the Soviets. That's
what the United States is trying to stop.”

Virtually alone, we might add.

We're the only country on the face of the
globe that pours out its funds by the bil-
lions annually in an economic effort to con-
tain communism all around the world.

Uncle Sam is a Midas, in the eyes of most
foreign countries, some in the remotest areas
of the world—some so small you can barely
find them on a world atlas.

The “ifs” mentioned above admittedly ex-
cuse a great degree of slipshod methods in
distributing economiec and technical aid, how
the benefiting countries’ quotas are estab-
lished, what the American dollars are to be
spent for, and how to be repald, if repaid it
shall be.

TWO THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED AND FIFTY-NINE
TECHNICIANS

At the present time, the United States has
some 2,869 Government employees overseas—
they're called technicians—telling foreign
countries how our foreign aid should be spent
and how to supervise various United Btates-
financed projects.

Most of these United States technicians are
in the Near East and south Asia.
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In recent years, the emphasis in our foreign
economdic aid program has been centered in
the Near East and south Asia. The Far East
comes next, Latin America next, Africa next,
and Europe last, although a $400 million new
loan to France this week may push the Euro-
pean ald total this year beyond that of
Africa.

HELFING 50 COUNTRIES

Incidentally, there are more than 5,000
European nationals now in the United
States—at our expense—for training in con-
nection with foreign ald projects sponsored
by the International Cooperation Adminis-
tration.

Financing economic development abroad
has become an integral and, perhaps, perma-
nent part of our annual Federal budget.

We're now financially helping more than
50 foreign countries in some form of ald.
As we sald, the average American would be
hard put to locate many of the countries on
the map.

‘What struck us In our study of our forelgn
economic and technieal aid programs is the
unbelievable extent to which this Nation
now is obviously committed—in billions of
dollars annually—to help foreign countries
stave off communism, ostensibly by helping
them economically.

SOLD BILL OF GOODS

We certainly appear to have been sold the
bill of goods that, if we don’t fork over vast
sums of money each year to large and small
countries, the Eremlin soon—and this is
timeless—will have these countries in its
clutches.

However, great sums of American money
go to countries already in the Communist
orbit, We keep on giving or loaning these
countries millions in the hope that, some day,
somehow, they will extricate themselves from
the arms of the Russlan dictators.

Congress this spring may slash another
substantial sum from the foreign aid budget
submitted by President Elsenhower. But the
cut will be negligible when compared with
our total foreign aid outlays. It would re-
quire a small volume merely to enumerate
how mmany are the ways the various agencies
created to supervise this assistance overseas
can find to operate the spending.

Death and taxes are generally considered
positive certainties in this life. United States
forelgn ald might be added. It's permanent.
It's gargantuan. It's highly controversial.
It's vague. And, mostly, it’s unbusinesslike.
But there it is—something new in our time
in the American way.

UNITED STATES A UsEp To FIGHT FREE
ENTERPRISE
(By Jack Eennon)

More than $16 billion in United States
free enterprise money has been given to large
foreign nations since World War II to help
them nationalize their industry and com-
merce contrary to the American way.

Ironically, one of the chief beneficlaries—
to the amount of $465 million still owed us—
is Russia.

The $16 billion plus expenditure comes
under the highly controversial United States
foreign economic and technical aid which
this Government is passing out around the
world.

You learn this amazing, and startling, fact
in combing through the operations reports
of the International Cooperation Adminis-
tration in Washington, which supervises dis-
tribution of American foreign ald.

These tremendous expenditures by a
supergenerous Unecle Sam are buried in thick
volumes of charts and statistics published
annually by the ICA.

To give you some idea of the difficulty in
detecting these:

The 19567 operations report of the ICA alone
requires 84 pages of charts and fine-print
statistics, the latter so small that a magni-
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fying glass is needed to read the figures—in
millions of dollars.

DECLARES AID HELPS RESIST COMMUNISTS

How our Government can keep track of
our forelgn aid disbursements—giveaways,
loans, surplus agricultural commodities, ma=
chinery, materiel, etc—stretches one's be-
llef.

The argument advanced by the Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration in sup-
port of our foreign economic and technical
aid policies is that they help to strengthen
the economies of various countries and keeps
them strong enough to reslst Communist
military aggression.

Right here with this statement starts the
argument as to how to fight a cold war to
hold back communism.

The purpose of military ald abroad is un-
derstandable. But the purpose and concrete
results of our foreign economic and technical
aid outlays are obviously fertile ground for
bitter debate and differences of opinion in
Washington and throughout the country.

It appears to rankle many Americans and
their representatives in Washington that this
free-enterprise country should go on indefi-
nitely, and at stratospheric levels, to bolster
the economies of foreign nations, some of
whom are with us in the struggle to block
the Soviets and some of whom are not, and
to help nationalize thelr industry and
commerce.

CHARGES IT SPEEDS TRENDS

There is the widespread charge, difficult
to deny, that our foreign economic ald has,
in many countries, merely accelerated the
trend toward nationallzation of business and
commerce, and has done little to halt Rus-
sian expansion moves, which is the purpose
of our foreign economic aid dollar expendi-
tures.

Hitting only 15 spots around the world as
to how natlonalization stands the world over
today—alded by American “free enterprise”
money—we find:

We have given Brazll postwar foreign-aid
grants totaling exactly §€26,800,000. In Bra-
zil, the government operates the banks, util-
ity services, railroads, and coastwise naviga=-
tion, and is a stockholder in ecompanies in
the iron and steel, automobile, and other in-
dustries.

THREE BILLION SEVEN HUNDRED MILLION TO
BRITAIN

Our postwar foreign-aid grants to Great
Britain total $3,763,000,000. England prob-
ably is our most important military ally.
But it goes In for nationalization of in-
dustry—even if somewhat limited. The gov-
ernment is in telephone and telegraph,
broadcasting, gas, electricity, railroads,
trucking, canals and coal mining. England
has sociallzed medicine, which our foreign-
aid money, obviously, has helped to finance.

TWO BILLION FIVE HUNDRED MILLION FOR ITALY

We have given France In postwar foreign-
ald grants a total of $4,333 milllon. The
French Government owns the Renault
plants, which produce the major share of
that country’s private automobiles. Elec-
tricity, gas, rallroads, air transport, broad-
casting, and the insurance business are na-
tionalized. The banks are almost entirely
government-owned. The government owns
newspapers and controls a large press as-
soclation.

Our postwar foreign-aid grants fo Italy
total $2,674 million, whose government owns
the rallways, the telephone and telegraph
systems. It is in the banking business, and
government-controlled companies produce 85
percent of Italy’s coal, B0 percent of the pig
iron, 65 percent of the steel, B0 percent of
the shipbuilding and 73 percent of rail trans-
portation.

Other large foreign countries whose gov=
ernments are also in big business in a big
way and the amounts they have received in
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the last 12 years Include: Norway, $236 mil-
lion; Sweden, $87 milllon; Austria, $1,061
million; Turkey, $4956 million; “neutral” In-
dia, $216 million; Czechoslovakia, $186 mil-
lion; Indonesia, $118 million; Hungary, $5.8
million; Poland, almost $3656 million; Yugo-
slavia, $734 million; Bolivia, $10,361,000 (in
the last 2 years alone.)

This United States foreign ald, pushing
along the trend toward these countries’
nationalization, wasn’'t given to the people
or to the businessmen of these countrles; it
was given to the governments and the gov-
ernments can use the funds to start gov-
ernment-owned enterprises.

INDUSTRIAL USE OF AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. BROWN] is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I am glad to note that there are several
recent reports which indicate both a de-
sire and a determination to provide solu-
tions to farm problems.

Since I have frequently referred to
both the need and the possibilities of
utilization research, I would like to com-
mend the Commission on Increased In-
dustrial Use of Agricultural Products for
a worthwhile contribution in its study
in the field of utilization research. The
study of utilization research for agricul-
tural commodities was authorized under
Public Law 480 of the 84th Congress.
The Commission obtained the assistance
of 188 of the country’'s outstanding lead-
ers in agriculture, industry, science, and
private and public agencies.

The factual report of this Commission
deserves consideration and study by each
Member of the Congress and all others
who are interested in agriculture and its
relationship to the American economy.
The observation is made that both Fed-
eral and State Governments spend not
more than $18 million per year on utili-
zation research for agricultural com-
modities. The further observation was
made that most of the money spent for
research goes to improve and increase
production.

I recently stated that agriculture can-
not be isolated from the remainder of the
economy. This applies to utilization re-
search just as it applies to the cost-price
squeeze which has resulted from the high
prices farmers pay in comparison with
those they receive for farm commodities.
The Commission proposes an expanded
program of utilization research and de-
velopment which would enable agricul-
ture to do what industry, with its larger
resources of money and men, has long
been doing. Industry is currently in-
vesting at least $3 billion a year in re-
search, which amounts to 3 percent of
gross sales. In comparison, it is obvious
that the $18 million expenditure for agri-
cultural utilization research is grossly
inadequate.

The result of this study by the Com-
mission brought forth a definite conclu~
sion that something should be done and
could be done in this field. The Com-
mission found that to make possible and
encourage such a development there are
four main needs. The first need is the
realization of the importance, the pos-
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sibilities, and the urgency of the indus-
trial utilization approach to farm-sur-
plus problems. The second need was
found to be a greatly expanded program
of fundamental and applied research to
learn more about the nature of agricul-
tural raw materials and to determine
what existing or new industrial products
and processes may profitably use them.
This work would not end in the labora-
tory, but in promising cases would go
through the development stages of pilot-
plant experiments and ftrial commer-
cialization preceding full commercial
use. In this agricultural research and
development program the Commission
recommends the mobilization of the ef-
forts of many scientific institutions—
private, public, State, Federal, and, in
some cases, the Government would share
the cost of the research with private in-
dustries. The Commission found the
third need to be to insure that more
scientific talent is frained for the neg-
lected field of farm-product research
and development through fellowships,
scholarships, grants, and by other
means. The Commission found the
fourth need to be to provide in certain
cases suitable financial incentives dur-
ing a temporary trial or development
period. It was stated in the report that
the initial step in launching such a pro-
gram is sound legislative action by the
Congress.

This study points to the fact that raw
madterials produced by farmers contain
the same chemical components as are
found in many nonagricultural mate-
rials used to make products. Reference
is made to the fact that both coal and
petroleum were plants long ago. The
Commission stated that farm-produced
materials can be modified, tailored to
particular needs, taken apart and re-
combined to make new products with
new properties.

The Commission’s report outlines 106
broad fields of research and develop-
ment, including hundreds of product
uses, that seem to promise fruitful
results.

The amount now available for indus-
trial utilization research in the United
States Department of Agriculture is re-
ported to be only $16,145,000. The Com-
mission on Industrial Use of Agricul-
tural Products has recommended that
this be increased at least threefold, with
additional sums for new crops, develop-
ment and trial commercialization, and
incentives.

I urge that the Congress give imme-
diate consideration to the needs of util-
ization research for agricultural com-
modities, that the recommendation of
the Commission that Congress declare
as a matter of policy the obligation to
foster basic research in agricultural
products and their uses be enacted into
legislation, and that the other recom-
mendations of the Commission be given
early consideration.

Let us not view this needed program
in utilization research as one solely in
the interest of agriculture. The ever-
increasing needs of the population, and
the corresponding decrease in natural
resources, require that this program
start immediately in the overall national
interest. Let us not forget that the
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quantities of materials found in the
earth are fixed, but wherever products
may be developed from agricultural
commodities the quantities of the raw
materials which may be produced are
unlimited.

The Commission on Increased Indus-
trial Use of Agricultural Products has
made two alternative recommendations
for the administration of this utilization
research program. The first alternative
is to establish a five-member, nonparti-
son agricultural research and industrial
board to be appointed by the President
with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, This board would allocate funds,
make contracts with research institu-
tions, and direct and coordinate the
program, but would not itself engage in
research. The second alternative would
place the responsibility for the program
in the Department of Agriculture under
an Assistant Secretary.

Whichever administrative approach is
taken, the Commission emphasized the
need of achieving effective results as
promptly as possible.

The existence of some surplus agricul-
tural commodities represents an in-
crease in productivity unequaled by any
other segment of the economy. Yet
there is every indication that such sur-
pluses would represent small quantities
under an American economy having
adequately developed programs for farm
commodity utilization. Research in the
production area has played a large part
in providing adequate quantities of agri-
cultural commodities. I have no doubt
that adequate research in the utilization
area would prove to be even more suc-
cessful. The farmers, the consumers,
business and industry, as well as the
Government, would benefit from these
successful developments. The success
of such a research program would sub-
stantially strengthen our preparedness
efforts and contribute greatly to the eco-
nomic well-being of the country.

Let us appropriately consider agricul-
tural resources as our most basic assets
and not as liabilities. The existence of
surplus agricultural commodities should
serve to point the way to the vast op-
portunities which lie ahead in this field
rather than highlighted as presenting
problems.

There have been numerous instances
when programs were desired by the Gov-
ernment when industry did not feel that
such programs could go forward with-
out Government incentives. For exam-
ple, the incentives of the Government
aided the synthetic-rubber industry, the
aluminum industry, the Cuban nickel
development, the development of tita-
nium, and numerous other similar indus-
tries. Private funds were not available.
Necessity and Government incentives
have in the past provided the research
and development required to achieve the
desired end results.

Our people are mnow giving much
thought to training programs for edu-
cating scientists. Many educational rec-
ommendations have been made fo insure
that America be in the forefront of tech-
nological development. There can be no
doubt America does not want a second-
rate defense. It would appear that the
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scientists who would be trained in utili-
zation research for agriculture would be
possessed of knowledge which would
materially strengthen our overall pre-
paredness, OQOur reserve of scientsits
would be thereby increased, and our over=
all preparedness would benefit. The
products developed through agricultural
utilization research might well increase
the availability of many items now essen-
tial for defense purposes through substi-
tution of newly developed products.

The Government is now in the process
of studying the essential survival items
for an emergency. Agriculture must play
an increasingly important role in mobili-
zation for defense. This program could
gr?;e to be of great assistance in this

eld.

I have repeatedly stated that agricul-
ture must be viewed over the long period,
for increases in production require a long
lead time. A temporary surplus of today
should not bring about recommendations
for the removal of the farmers from the
land, but should provide the incentive to
utilize these benefits to the fullest. A re-
cent study of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee states that a number of agricul-
tural economists estimate that farm out-
put will have to expand between 25 and
40 percent in less than 20 years, and that
this required expansion in production
will exceed any expansion in a compara-
ble period of time since 1870. It is fur-
ther stated that it appears that getting
the necessary expansion in production
beyond the next 10 years will require
positive effort. Utilization research could
serve to stabilize the requirements of the
present with those of future years.

It is in the interest of the Nation to
provide a balanced program for agri-
culture. Until the means is found to
provide a fair share of the total national
income for the farmer, the markets of
the manufacturers in the farm areas will
be limited. The farmers have been
caught in a cost-price squeeze. The
farmers cannot be separated from the
overall inflated economy under which
they must pay high prices for farm sup-
plies and family expenditures and re-
ceive low prices for farm commodities.
The cost of manufactured supplies pur-
chased on the farm, whether the re-
sult of freight increases, wage increases,
or duties, is passed on to the farmer.
The farmer has been unable to pass on
the increased cost of producing farm
commodities, and the high prices of our
economy are out of balance with foreign
markets. Unemployment in manufac-
turing results in part from the cost-price
squeeze borne by the farmer,

The recent study of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee states that there was
a decrease of 584,000 in farm numbers
in the Southeast in 1954 as compared to
1935. The attention of all who are in-
terested in the national economy should
be given to the existing situation on the
farm, for in the Southeast in 1954 the
average farm operator was 50 years of
age. Only 15 percent of the farm oper=
ators were under 35 years of age, while
61 percent were 45 years of age or over.
The greatest contribution the farmers
can make to the American economy is
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by remaining on the farm. The adop-
tion of recommendations similar to those
of the Commission on Increased Indus-
trial Use of Agricultural Products could
do much in accomplishing this result.
After studying several reports on this
subject, I remain convinced that a prop-
erly balanced long-range program for
agriculture will provide the means for
the farmers to remain on the farm and
to make substantial contributions to our
overall economy.

On January 28, 1958, the Special
Stockpile Advisory Committee made a
report to the Director of the Office of
Defense Mobilization on its study of the
national stockpile. This committee rec-
ommended the stockpiling of finished
items and vital supplies for survival, re=-
lief, and rehabilitation. In recommen-
dation No. 10, the Special Stockpile Ad-
visory Committee further stated that
consideration should also be given to ac-
quiring survival and relief items in ex-
change for agricultural surpluses. The
further recommendation was made that
metals and minerals be acquired beyond
the quantities considered essential for
defense purposes when obtainable in ex-
change for United States stocks of agri-
cultural surpluses. These recommenda-
tions afford opportunities of trading
surplus agricultural commodities in the
early stages of the utilization-research
program. Once the research program
goes forward there is good reason to be-
lieve that surplus stocks would be in de-
mand.

A question also arises as to what con-
stitutes a surplus of an agricultural
commodity. The defenses of this coun-
try are reportedly geared to two types of
conflict, including limited-scale war or
an attack on the United States. Large
sums of money are being expended to
achieve preparedness for either emer-
gency. Adequate quantities of food and
various agricultural commodities are
necessary for survival and preparedness.
The Department of Agriculture has been
assigned mobilization responsibilities re-
lating to this subject. It would appear
that if agriculture is to share its proper
role in mobilization for preparedness,
any definition of “surplus” would apply
only to those stocks in excess of our
defense needs. Yef, on July 17, 1957, a
House Subcommittee on Agriculture re-
ported that in the event of nuclear war
the United States is utterly without a
plan to immediately feed its population.
It was further stated that this consti-
tutes perhaps the weakest link in the
chain of defense planning,

PERMANENT  DISABILITY PAY-
MENTS TO DISABLED CITIZENS

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, when
Congress passed the 1956 amendments to
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the Social Security Act providing for
permanent disability payments to our
crippled and disabled citizens we thought
that we were offering a wonderful new
protection to a very substantial number
of people. This protection has since
been narrowed by administrative action.

Congress was advised by the Social
Security Administration that disability
payments would be payable to some 400,-
000 individuals, and the actuarial studies
for this particular change contemplated
that many people would be recipients of
this particular section. That amend-
ment reads as follows:

The term “disability” means inability to
engage in any substantial gainful activity
by reason of any medically determinable
physical or mental impairment which can
be expected to result in death or to be of
long-continued or indefinite duration.

We found, however, that only around
100,000 severely disabled workers were
able to receive their first checks under
the provisions of this particular 1956
amendment, and that number had grown
to only 140,500 as of November 1957, since
the enactment of the disability provi-
sions. The administration has simply
administered this section in such a way
that only the most severe and total dis-
abilities qualify, and many deserving
cases are held off the benefit rolls.

I have had people in my office seeking
help with this section who had harden-
ing of the arteries to such a degree that
they were barely able to walk, but who
were unable to qualify. I have seen
other cases involving severe heart con-
ditions who were willing to work but un-
able to do so and who were unable to
qualify under this particular section. I
have seen a number of cases where the
individual concerned was classed as per-
manently and totally disabled by other
Federal agencies, so much so that he was
drawing veteran’s benefits as being per-
manently and totally disabled, or was
laid off of a Federal job as being incapa-
ble of work, and yet was unable to qualify
under the provisions of this section.

To my mind, Mr. Speaker, this is a
very sad commentary on the adminis-
trative handling of this section. For
this reason I have introduced legislation
today to ease the provisions of this ad-
ministrative interpretation, and which
will make it easier for persons who are
so disabled as to be unable to continue
working on their jobs or similar employ-
ment to secure the benefits of the provi-
sions of this section.

To show how bad the administration’s
policies have been, I want to quote what
Ray Henry, a well-known syndicated
columnist on social security affairs, re-
cently wrote in his column entitled “Se-
curity for You.”

How disabled does a person have to be to
draw soclal security disability payments?
Trying to get a concise answer to this from
the Social Security Administration is like
chasing butterfiles. * * * Probably the best
advice a disabled person can follow if he
thinks he is eligible for social security pay-

ments 1s: File your application and wait for
& decision,

One bill I introduced today makes a

more liberal and fair interpretation of
“disability,” so that a person who is un-

February 6

able to engage in substantial gainful
activity by reason of medically deter-
minable physical or mental impairment
which can be expected to result in death
or be of long or indefinite duration shall
be deemed unable to engage in any sub-
stantial activity, if, solely by reason of
having such impairment he is unable, as
a practical matter, either to obtain em-
ployment or to continue in his present
employment.

The other bill provides that a person
shall also be considered to be totally
disabled and eligible for the benefits of
this section if he has been declared to
be totally and permanently disabled
within the meaning of any other Fed-
eral or State legislation either for pur-
poses of hiring or for purposes of draw-
ing benefits.

I hope these bills get speedy and fa-
vorable treatment.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. ScuHerer for February 10, 11,
and 12, 1958, on account of hearings of
the Committee on Un-American Activ-
ities at Gary, Ind.

To Mr. MiirLer of Maryland (at the
request of Mr. MarTIN) for the remainder
of the week on account of official busi-
ness.

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. Passman on Tuesday next, for 30
minutes.

Mr. FercHAN, for 10 minutes, on today,
to revise and extend his remarks and to
include five articles.

Mr. Scupbpkr, for 60 minutes, on Febru-
ary 24.

Mr, WiLson of Indiana, for 5 minutes,
today and to revise and extend his re-
marks.

Mr. PoweLL (at the request of Mr. Mc-
CormMACK) today, for 15 minutes.

Mr. Brown of Georgia (at the request
of Mr. McCormack) today, for 20 min-
utes.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, or to revise and extend re-
marks, was granted to:

Mr. Teacue of Texas (at the request
of Mr. CoorLEy) and to include ex-
traneous matter.

Mr. Reuss and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. May.

Mr. SCHWENGEL.

Mr. Byrne of Illinois (at the request
of Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN) .

Mr. BOGGS.

Mr. EncLE and include extraneous
matter.

Mr. BREEDING.

Mr. JoranseN (at the request of Mr,
Bass of New Hampshire) and fo include
extraneous matter.
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ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a hill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.10146. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and
for other purposes.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.1908. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Hospital Center Act in order to ex-
tend the time and increase the authorization
for appropriations for the purpose of such
act, and to provide that grants under such
act may be made to certain organizations

ized to construct and operate hospital
facilities in the District of Columbia.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 2 o’clock and 36 minutes p. m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, February 10, 1958, at 12
o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications: were taken from the
Speaker’'s table and referred as follows:

1581. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a draft of propesed legis-
Iation entitled “A bill to authorize civilian
personnel of the Department of Defense and
certain personnel of the National Advisory
Committee for Aeronautics to ecarry fire-
arms”; to the Committee on Armed Services:

1582. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Director for Supply Management:
Policy), transmitting the annual report of
the Department of Defense relative to the
disposition of foreign excess personal prop-
erty located in areas outside the continental
United States, Alaska, Hawail, Puerto Rico,
and the Virgin Islands for the fiscal year
1957, pursuant to Public Law 152, Blst Con-
gress; to the Commitiee on Government
Operations.

1583. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re-
port covering personal property made avail-
able for distribution te public health and
educational institutions and civil defense
organizations, pursuant to section 203 (o)
af the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949; to the Committee om
Government Operations.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills'and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BRAY:

H. R. 10562. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934, so as to prohibit the
granting of authority to broadcast subscrip-
tion television programs; to the Committee:
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CHRISTOFHER.:

H.R.10563. A bill to provide that the

price support level for basic agricultural
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commodities and dairy products i effect for

1968 shall not be less than those in effect

for 1957; to the Committee om Agricultune..
By Mr. COAD:

H.R.10664. A bill ta provide for making
payments in kind under the acreage reserve
program of the Soil Bank Act; to the Com-~
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. DAWSON of Ilinois: (by re-
quest):

H. R. 10665. A bill to improve opportuni-
ties for small-business concerns to- obtain a
fair proportion of Gevernment purchases
and contracts, to facilitate procurement of
property and services by the Gowernment,
and for other purposes; to the Committee: on
Government Operations,

By Mr. HAGEN:

H. R. 105666.. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
from gross income for certain amounts paid
by a teacher for his further education; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

H. R. 10567. A bill to extend for an ad-
ditional 4-year period the provisions of the
National Wool Act of 1954; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. HAYS of Ohio:

H. R. 10568. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of State to evaluate in dollars certain
financial assistance loans expressed i for-
elgn currencles arising as a result of World
War II, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. JONES of Alabama:

H. R. 10569. A bill to authorize the use of
additional funds for the 1958 cotton acreage-
reserve program; to the Commitiee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. McCARTHY :

H. R. 10570. A bill to provide for unem-
ployment reinsurance grants to the States,
to revise, extend, and improve the unem-
ployment insurance program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee onm Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MOORE:

H. R. 10571. A bill to proteet the right of
the blind to self-expression through organi-
zations of the blind; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. MULTER :

H.R.10672. A bill to permit certain for-
elgn students to attend the District of
Columbia Teachers College on the same
hasis as a resident of the District of Colum-
bia; to the Committee on the Distriet of
Columbia.

By Mr. NIMTZ:

H. R. 10573. A bill to define parts of certain
types of footwear; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. O'KONSKI:

H.R.10574. A bill to provide for unem-
ployment reinsurance grants to the States,
to revise, extend, and improve the unem-
ployment insurance: program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi:

H.R.10575. A bill to alleviate the critical
shortage of high quality cotton and to pro-
tect farm income, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ALLEN of Illinois:

H.R.10576. A bill to provide for the is-
suance of a postage stamp. in: eommemora-
tiom of the 100th anniversary of the Lincolm-
Douglas joint debates; to the Committee- o
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R.10577. A bill to provide for unem-
ployment reinsurance grants to the States,
to. revise, extend, and improve the unem-
ployment insurance program, and for
other purpeses; to the. Committes om: Ways
and Means.

By Mr. DINGELL:
H.R.10578. A bill to amend title IT of the.
Social Security Act to provide a more Iiberal
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definition of the term. *disability” for pur-
poses of entitlement to disability insurance
benefits and the disability freeze; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JUDD:

H R.10579: A bill to provide for the
naturalization of certain alien children
adopted by United States citizens wheo are
missionaries stationed abroad; to the Com-
mittee on the Judielary.

By Mr. EILGORE:

H.R. 10580. A bill to alleviate the critical
shortage of high quality cotton and to pro-
tect farm income, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr: MOULDER:

H.R. 105681. A bill to amend section 146%F
of title 18 of the United States Code with
respect to the mailing of obscene matter,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

H.R. 10582. A bill to amend sections 1461
and 1462 of title 18 of the United States
Code to make applicable with respect thereto
the venue provisions of section 3237 of such
title; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DINGELL:

H.R. 10583. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide that certain
determinations of permanent and total dis-
ability made by other Federal or State agen-
cies shall be accepted by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare as proof of
disability for purposes of such title; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BYRNE of Illinois:

H.J. Res. 530. Joint resolution designating
October 31 of each year as Youth Honor
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. CHURCH:

H. J. Res. 531. Joint resolution designating
October 31 of each year as Youth Honor
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FRICE:

H. J. Res. 532. Joint resolution designating
October 31 of each year as Youth Honor
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BROYHILL:

H. Con. Res. 262. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia.
should proceed at once with the construc-
tion of the bridge over the Potomac River
as authorized and directed by the act of
August 30, 1954; to the Committee on the.
District of Columbia.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H. Con. Res. 263. Concurrent resclution to
request the President to designate the year
1960 as “Visit U. 8. A. Year”; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COAD:

H. Res. 473. Resolution establishing a Spe-
cial Committee on Astronautics and Space
Exploration; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. HEBERT:

H. R. 106584. A bill for the relief” of' Kuzma

Murima; to- the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. HOLTZMAN:

H.R.10685. A bill for the relief of Chaskel
PFichtenbaum; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary..

By Mr. HUDDLESTON :

H.R. 10586. A bill for the relief of Levada
Burgess Avery; to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

Hi R. 10587. A bill for the relief of Homer
G. Preston; ta the: Committee on: the Ju-
dieiary.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN=

H.R.10688. A bill for the relief of Everet
Rosengyist; to- the Committee. on the Ju-
diciary.



1886

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

877. By Mr. BEAMER: Petition of Mrs.
J. E. Hester and others of Anderson, Ind.,
protesting the advertising of alcoholic bev-
erages in interstate commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

378. Also, petition of Russell E. Bainbridge
and others of Marion, Ind., protesting the
advertising of alcoholic beverages in inter-
state commerce; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

879. Also, petition of Mrs. J. Lee Boller
and others of the Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict of Indiana, protesting the advertising
of alcoholic beverages in interstate com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

880. Also, petition of the Main BStreet
Methodist Church in Kokomo, Ind., pro-
testing the advertising of alcoholic beverages
in interstate commerce; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

381. Also, petition of Mrs. William H. Har-
rison and others, of the Fifth Congressional
District of Indiana, protesting the advertis-
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ing of alcoholic beverages in interstate com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

382. Also, petition of Mrs. Alda Nall and
others, of Portland, Ind., protesting the ad-
vertising of alcoholic beverages in interstate
commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

383. Also, petition of Mrs. L. C. Loder and
others, of the Fifth Congressional District of
Indiana, protesting the advertising of alco-
holic beverages in interstate commerce; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

384. Also, petition of Miss Eugenia M.
Nunemaker, of the Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict of Indlana, protesting the advertising
of alcoholic beverages in interstate com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

385. Also, petition of Mrs. Will EKemper
and others, of the Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict of Indiana, protesting the advertising
of alcohollc beverages In interstate com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

386. Also, petition of Miss Chloe E. Lacy
and others, of Anderson, Ind,, protesting the
advertising of alcoholic beverages in inter-
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state commerce; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

387. Also, petition of Mr. and Mrs. Paul
Brock and others, of the Fifth Congressional
District of Indiana, protesting the advertis-
ing of alcoholic beverages in interstate com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

388. Also, petition of Walter L. Thomas
and others, of the Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict of Indiana, protesting the advertising
of alcoholle beverages In interstate com-
merce; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

389. Also, petition of Mrs. Frank Aldrich
and others, of Marion, Ind., protesting the
advertising of alcoholic beverages in inter-
state commerce; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

390. Also, petition of the members of the
South Marion Friends Church, Marion, Ind.,
protesting the advertising of alcoholic bev-
erages in interstate commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

391, Also, petition of the Indian Heights
Home Owners Assoclation of Kokomo, Ind.,
protesting the attempts to establish pay tele-
vision; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Anniversary of Lithuania’s Proclamation
of Independence

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EMMET F. BYRNE

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. BYRNE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I would appreciate permission to extend
my remarks in the Recorp regarding an
important anniversary on February 16,
when the Lithuanians of the Free World
will commemorate Lithuania’s procla-
mation of independence 40 years ago.

The Lithuanians who are still free and
living in different parts of the world
should not forget the land of their fore-
fathers who gave them freedom long ago.
Particularly those Lithuanians who have
come fto America should keep in mind
and heart one thought: The love of free-
dom for the individual exists in America
and this common concept creates en-
during friendships between peoples and
nations.

During the span of Lithuania’s inde-
pendence, her people made remarkable
progress in all fields of human endeavor.
In achieving her independence she had
overthrown a yoke which had been on
her shoulders for almost one hundred
and twenty years. This yoke was Rus-
sian misrule. Lithuania was truly a
member of the family of free nations.

Once again Lithuania became the sub-
ject of Russian tyranny which extends
to every area and facet of life, The
peasants who were the pride of their
country became serfs in the homeland.
The farms no longer flourished.

The enslaved Lithuanians are living
in truly dark days. They experience de-
portations under all kinds of guises.
Families are separated. The people are
“invited” to go to Siberia for “voluntary”

labor. The people are told that this
“invitation” is extended them by the
Russian Government because the Rus-
sians want the families reunited. The
Lithuanians are silent these days but
they know well the methods employed
by the Russians and they are living for
the day when they will again proclaim
their independence to the whole world.
This is their dream which keeps them
going with heads low but hearts and
spirits undaunted. Such thoughts as
this cannot be enslaved or enslave the
peoples of a country but on the contrary
it will enable them to one day shed the
yoke of tyranny again.

In encouraging the Lithuanian Ameri-
cans and by setting an example for
them, we are helping to speed the day
when we can join them in celebrating
the achievement of another proclama-
tion of independence in Lithuania.

Salvation by Appropriation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. AUGUST E. JOHANSEN

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, we
have developed, in this country, an al-
most fanatical faith in salvation by ap-
propriation.

Especially, I should add, faith in sal-
vation by Federal appropriation.

An earlier generation expressed a
somewhat related viewpoint in the crude
saying that money talks.

Fortunately, there were always those
who pointed out that while money may
talk, it doesn’t necessarily talk sense, or
sound values, or character and integrity,
or good judgment, or desirable results.

Today we desperately need similar re-
minders that blind faith in the power
and beneficial effects of governmental
appropriations can be equally mislead-
ing, shortsighted and disastrous.

Especially do those of us in Govern=-
ment need these reminders.

Otherwise, as a Nation, we may utter-
ly fail to achieve urgently needed results
and, at the same time, go completely
broke in our fumbling and foolish efforts
to achieve these results by reliance on
more and more spending.

Blind faith in salvation by appro-
priation can be totally disastrous in the
area of military defense.

We court disaster, militarily, if we for-
get for a single moment that the mere
act of voting and spending more and
more billions is no guaranty of, or sub-
stitute for, sound strategic concepts, ef-
fective and efficient defense organiza-
tion, or wise military planning and exe-
cution.

One sound idea may not only be worth
billions, defensewise, but may be the
only thing that gives the billions either
worth or sense.

Blind faith in salvation by appropria-
tion explains, in my judgment, the
abysmal blunders and failures of so-
called foreign aid. It also explains our
frantic and even irrational efforts to off-
set and repair those failures by appro-
priation of still further billions of tax
dollars for the same purposes.

Today we are laughed at, and in some
instances openly despised, by those in
other lands who nonetheless still accept
our largesse, just because of our global
efforts to prove that “money talks.”

Finally, blind faith in salvation by ap-
propriation jeopardizes, and may de-
stroy, needed efforts to improve educa-
tion in the United States.

Of course, education requires money—
but money does not always educate.
Higher standards, imposed both from
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within and without the student, are es-
sential to improved edueation.

So far as the externally Imposed
higher standards are concerned, they
cannot come from the Federal Govern-
ment without creating a form of Fed-
eral control fatal to freedomr both in
education and im the Natiom And
neither in tax-supported nor privately
endowed schools is education something
that is merely bought.

Money—even the billions of your tax
dollars spent by Government—ean and
often dees talk nonsense, folly, and dis-
mal failure.

Tuition-Tax Exemption for Parents of
College Students

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. EDWIN H. MAY, JR.

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring
attention to H. R. 10543, a bill which I
introduced yesterday. This bill, in ef-
fect, would provide a tax deduction up
to $800 from gross income for any single
yvear for parents who are financing the
higher education of their children and
for self-supporting individuals who are
pursuing college-level work. Expenses
for which such deduction would be al-
Towed would include tuition payments
and entrance fees,

If the Congress should see fit to pass
this bill, I believe that it will be a sig-
nificant accomplishment in our overall
purpose to see that those who are capable
of doing college-level work have the op-
portunity to do so. Too often in the past
have talented young people had to forego
a college education because their par-
ents have not been able to afford the
costs involved. This bill will greatly
relieve the financial strain on parents
and will give added insurance that we
do not waste the talents of our more
capable young people.

It is a known fact that a high percent-
age of those in the upper half of their
high school graduating classes do not go
on to college. Itisalso known that a con-
siderable number of them have the prop-
er motivation but find that they are un-
able to go on because of financial reasons.
When a person has the ability and desire
to. go on to college, it is a national dis-
grace that ways are not found to make
it possible for that person to develop to
his full potentiality. Not to find such
ways is to waste a natural resource, the
utilization of which may very well deter-
mine the final outcome of the struggle
between the forces of communism and
freedom. On the other hand, even did
this struggle not exist, it is high time that
we made some effort to minimize the
financial burden to parents at all income
levels whose children are in college.

Although this is only one area requir-
ing remedy in the field of education, it is,
nevertheless, a most significant area.
You will recall, Mr. Speaker, that early in
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1957, during the 1st session of the 85th
cungrem I introduced H. R. 70387, which
wwmmmwmmsammm
up to $600 from gress income: for any
single year for expenses incurred in the
pursuit of graduate studies. That bill,
and the one I now propose, are two very
impertant steps: we can take toward ree-
tifying the many inequities in our system
of education.

You are aware of my interest in educa-
tion from my activity during the debate
on the school-construction bill last year,
at which time I offered an amendment.
The biils herein mentioned are the result
of a continuing study that I am making
of the American education problem.. I
shall propose further legislative remedies
in the near future.

Presenting an lowa Physicist—James
Van Allen

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. FRED SCHWENGEL

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, as
the Free World exults in flicht of the Ex-
plorer, T feel that we should recognize
some of the outstanding young scientists
who made this exploit possible. In Iowa
we beam with the satisfaction of know-
ing that Iewans contributed to the de-
velopment of the satellite and that
“made in Towa'™ instruments orbit with
it. In these remarks, I wish to give
credit to Dr. James Van Allen of the
State University of Iowa. In other in-
sertions, I plan to call your attention. to
the contributions of George Ludwig, also
of the university staff, who made some
of the delicate instruments which are
recording valuable scientifie data. in
outer space. In these presentations due
credit should go to the News and In-
formation Service of the State Univer-
sity of Iowa and especially James
Jordan, Gordon Strayer and James
Wells.

Front pages of newspapers and tele-
visionr stations all over the Nation last
weekend carried a pieture of three: sci-
entists holding above their heads a du-
plicate of theﬁrs!‘. earth satellite to be
launched

preciates, the three men were rocket and
satellite scientists—Wernher von Braun
of Huntsville, Ala.; William H. Pickering
of Pasadena, Calif., and James Van Allen
of Iowa City, Iowa. Leaders of major
phases of the Jupiter-C and Explorer
achievement, they became owvernight
heroie figures to an anxious: Nation.
They were leaders in reassuring an
America whieh had faced second-class-
power status in the new age of space.
That picture;, like the tremendous
event which it celebrated and reported,
shows Ameriecan teamwork at its best,
merging a variety of umecommon skills
and talents in a common cause. And
the backgrounds and careers of these
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three men themselves also serve to illus-

trate what can be done when individual

interests are suberdinated te common
needs and goals. Talke, for example,
some of the events: and facts of the
career of James Van Allen, Jowa-born
and Iowa-edueated scientist who has
been head of the State University of
Iowa Department of Physies sinece 1951,

On the evening of April 5, 1950—to
backiraek a few years—Professor Van
Allem was host to several fellow sci-
entists at this home in Silver Spring,
Md. The Iowsa physicist was then super-
visor of high-gltitude research in the
Applied Physics Labevatory of Johns
Hopkins University. Honored guest that
e_venmg was Sydney Chapman, Oxford

As the mnta.l]md shnp ahout: the phys-
ies of the upper atmosphere and space,
they deplored the lack of organized sci-
entific information about earth’s en-
vironment in the universe. Out of this
discussion. came the idea for Interna-
tional Geophysical Year, the current col-
lective enterprise involving scientists of
67 nations. Although the launchings of
the two Russiamn sputniks and the United
States Explorer are the most spectacular
IGY achievements to date, the huge en-
terprise has brought together more than
10,000 seientists and technicians in
knowledge-advaneing projects: all aver
the globe.

Thus it can be said that the modest
home of an. Iowan then living im Mary-
land was the birthplace of International
Geophysieal Year, one of whose majer
achievements America has been cele-
brating for the past several days. The
honored guest: of that oceasion, British
geophysieist, Sydney Chapman, went on
te become chairmamn. ef the internationsal
committee for orgamizing and planning
IGY. Dr. Chapmam still helds that pest
under a different. title, president of the
Speecial Committee for IGY, with the
Committee composed of an American, a
Belgian, a Russian, and s Frenchman.

Dr. Van Allen and Dr. Chapman, the
other guests eof that now seientifically
historic' evening, and their associates in
research kept in touch with ene another
in: the following years: as they worked to
unite the seientists of the world in com-
mon. enterprise. The British seientist
retived at age 65 in: 1953 from teaching
at Oxford University to devote full time
to the IGY cause. But in the midst of
preparations for 1957-58 ke spent a full
semester in the fall and winter of 1953-
54 at the University of Iowa as a visiting
professor in the department headed by
Professor Van Allen:.

With these associations: added to his
demonstrated prowess as a rocket and
cosmic ray expert, the Iewa physieist
grew increasingly influential in IGY
planning. The United States national
commiittee for IGY accepted his propoesal
for a gigantic, integrated attack en up-
per-air mysteries:all over the globe. The
Vam Allen plam ealled for halloon, rocket,
rockeen, and satellite vehieles for ex-
tending researclh: in eosmic rays, elec-
trical currents i the ionosphere, the
particles responmsible for the auroras—
northern and southermu lights—the
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earth’s magnetic field, and other phe-
nomena to be explored at high altitudes.

Other universities and scientific agen=
cies joined in the pursuit of knowledge
in these areas. But it is notable that
Iowa physicists alone sent up a total of
71 high-altitude research vehicles during
the first 6 months of International Geo-
physical Year, starting July 1, 1957.
Iowa research instruments rode 54
“rockoons,” balloon-lifted rockets fired
from as far north as Thule, Greenland, to
as far south as Cape Adare in Antarctica.
Made-in-Iowa apparatus was suspended
beneath 14 small skyhook balloons to
collect more than 200 hours of round-
the-clock cosmic ray data at the IGY
base of Fort Churchill on Hudson Bay.
Also at Hudson Bay two Nike-Cajun—
27-foot, 2-stage—rockets were fired last
August in auroral experiments. Four
more such rockets are to be fired this
month by Graduate Student Carl MecIl-
wain at Fort Churchill. In another im-
portant Iowa experiment Prof. Frank
MecDonald sent up a giant skyhook bal-
loon last fall at Minneapolis. McDonald
hopes to repeat this experiment again
this month.

Following the announcement 2 years
ago that the United States would attempt
to launch earth satellites during Inter-
national Geophysical Year, Professor
Van Allen was named to the eight-man
technical panel for the artificial moon
under the chairmanship of Richard W.
Porter, rocket engineer for the General
Electric Co. Van Allen had been the first
to launch a scientific experiment aboard
a German V-2 rocket in 1946 at White
Sands, N. Mex., a project under Porter's
general direction. In 1948-49 Van Allen
directed the development of the Aerobee
research rocket, a higher altitude out-
growth of the V-2, and in 1951-52 the
Jowan developed the “rockoon” tech-
nique, a device about one-fiftieth as ex-
pensive as the Aerobee. The technique
uses a small balloon to lift a small rocket
through the densest 15 miles of the at-
mosphere before firing it, so that it climbs
another 50 to 70 miles through the dif-
fused rim of the atmosphere.

Since 1947 Van Allen has been chair-
man of the rocket and satellite research
panel, an independent group of research
leaders who started their organization
in 1946 at White Sands, N. Mex., with
the name of upper atmospheric rocket
research panel, changing the name in
1956. The proposed Commission pin=
points scientific efforts to intensify re-
search in outer space for long-range ob-
jectives, independent of as well as allied
to military programs.

With a background of this scope and
depth it is not surprising perhaps that
in January 1956, Van Allen was given a
heavy new responsibility by the technical
panel for the earth satellite program of
the National Academy of Science. He
was named chairman of the working
group on internal instrumentation, to
survey all proposed experiments to be
carried within the “moons” and to make
recommendations on the most practical
design of the satellites.

Late in 1956 this group had examined
numerous proposals for scientific cargoes
for the satellites, and Van Allen brought
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33 of the suggested experiments together
in a book, Scientific Uses of Earth Satel-
lites, which he edited and the University
of Michigan Press published. Experi-
mental proposals were screened for the
book and later for a program of four
Vanguard satellites on bases of first,
scientific importance; second, technical
feasibility; third, the record of the scien-
tist making the proposal; and fourth,
the suitability of the satellite vehicle for
the observing equipment.

It was in his role as chairman of the
instrumentation group for 2 years now,
as well as being responsible for Iowa
cosmic ray apparatus within the Ex-
plorer, that Van Allen was selected last
weekend, along with Von Braun and
Pickering, to make the public presenta-
tion of satellite facts and estimates after
the successful launching.

The son of the late Alfred M. Van
Allen, an attorney, and Alma Van Allen,
who is still living, James Van Allen was
born 43 years ago in Mount Pleasant,
Jowa. His mother credits C. A. Cottrell,
now city superintendent of schools in
Mount Pleasant and then a science in-
structor in the high school, as stimulat-
ing the boy’'s interest in science. He de-
veloped parallel interests in wood and
metal crafts under the tutelage of Glen
Hoffman, who is still teaching in the
Mount Pleasant school system. He also
did well in his other high-school subjects,
as witnessed by his becoming valedicto-
rian of his graduating class.

In my opinion this is one of the great
strengths of the American educational
system. Dedicated teachers whose in-
terest goes beyond the confines of a pre=
scribed curriculum to seek out and en-
courage the exceptional student in the
areas where he is outstanding, practice
true pedagogy, and America is the bene-
factor.

In paying tribute to James Van Allen,
we should also give credit and pay tribute
to C. A. Cottrell and the hundreds of
school administrators like him who did
yeoman service in the teaching ranks
and then rose to positions which enable
them to guide the same type of instrue-
tion through our entire school systems,

At Iowa Wesleyan College in Mount
Pleasant the young Van Allen majored
in physics, graduating with highest hon=
ors in 1935. There he studied the phys-
ical science under Thomas P. Poulter,
who encouraged individual and original
experimentation by his students. Van
Allen continued to dig deeper into phys-
ics, particularly nuclear studies, during
his graduate work at the State Univer-
sity of Iowa, where he earned his mas-
ter of science degree in 1936 and his
doctor of philosophy degree in 1939.
Then research and war work took him
outside Towa until 1951.

From 1939 to 1942 he was a research
fellow and physicist with the Carnegie
Institution of Washington, D. C. Dur-
ing World War II he was an officer in
the Navy Bureau of Ordnance, rising
from the rank of lieutenant, junior
grade, to lieutenant commander. He
worked on such projects as proximity
fuses for naval artillery shells and won
four combat stars and other citations in
the Pacific Theater.
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From 1946 to 1950 he served as super=
visor of high-altitude research in the
Applied Physics Laboratory of Johns
Hopkins University, winning in 1948 the
C. N. Hickman award of the American
Rocket Society for his scientific work
with the German V-2 rockets and for
his leadership in developing the Aerobee
rocket for probing the upper atmos-
phere.

When the position of head of the
State University of Iowa Physics Depart-
ment became vacant in 1950, three of
Van Allen’s former teachers at SUI—
Profs. George W. Stewart, E. P, T. Tyn-
dall and John Eldridge—sought out
their onetime student and proposed his
selection. They had been impressed by
the young Van Allen as a student and
even more impressed by his scientific
achievements after leaving the univer-
sity. He was appointed to his present
post January 1, 1951,

During the summer of 1953 the Royal
Society of London chose the Iowa phys-
icist to be coorganizer of an interna-
tional conference on upper atmospheric
research held at Oxford University. At
this conference he also presented three
research reports: The Inexpensive At-
tainment of High Altitudes With Bal-
loon-Launched Rockets, Atmospheric
Ozone at High Altitudes, and The Pri-
mary Cosmic Ray Spectrum and the
Energy Balance in the Atmosphere.

On leave of absence from the Univer-
sity of Iowa during 1953-54 he was in
charge of experimental instrumentation
for Project Sherwood at the James For-
restal Laboratories in Princeton, N. J.
The project is an Atomic Energy Com-
mission program to tame the forces of
the hydrogen bomb for peace.

Besides editing the 1956 book, Scien-
tific Uses of Earth Satellites, he con-
tributed a chapter, The Nature and In-
tensity of the Cosmic Radiation, to the
book, Physics and Medicine of the Upper
Atmosphere. He is the author of ap-
proximately 50 articles on cosmic rays,
nuclear physics, atmospheric physics and
the use of rockets in high altitude re-
search, one of the most popular being
The Artificial Satellite as a Research
Instrument in the November 1956 issue
of Scientific American magazine.

The Iowa physicist married the for-
mer Abigail Halsey in 1945. The cou-
ple has four children—Cynthia, 11;
Margo, 8; Sarah, 5; and Thomas, 2.

New Legislation Seeks To End Price
Discrimination Against Independent
Merchants

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HENRY S. REUSS

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. REUSS, Mr. Speaker, a unique
type of price discrimination is harassing
many of our already suffering small-
business men. Here is an example of
the way it operates.
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A drug manufacturer sells aspirin di-
rectly to a chain of drug stores at the
same price he charges wholesalers—the
historic middlemen for small and inde-
pendent merchants. After the whole-
saler adds his markup, the independent
druggist pays more for aspirin than does
his chainstore competitor.

The Robinson-Patman Act intended to
prevent this type of price diserimina-
tion by letting a manufacturer give
wholesalers a funectional discount, en-
abling the wholesaler to take his price
markup and still sell to the small stores
at the price paid by the chain stores
dealing directly with the manufacturer.

This sound provision of the Robinson-
Patman Act has become a dead letter.
It has never been used to prevent such
price diserimination. I feel it is high
time to give force to this clause and put
an end to the existing price discrimina-
tion.

To that end, I have introduced a bill
today, February 10, that requires a seller
who sells his product directly to some re-
tail stores but not to others, to give the
wholesale suppliers of small merchants a
functional discount. This will help the
independent businessman to compete
more effectively with his chainstore
operator.

This bill is a clarification of the Rob-
inson-Patman Act. I respectfully urge
my colleagues to consider this legislation
carefully. It is important to the welfare
of small business, and required if the
Robinson-Patman Act is to serve the
original intent of Congress.

Remarks of Senator Albert Gore Before
the Mississippi Valley World Trade
Conference

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HALE BCGGS

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I commend to all of the Members
of both bodies the following splendid
address by Senator GORE:

REMARKS OF SENATOR ALBERT GORE BEFORE
THE MississiPPI  VALLEY WOoORLD TRADE
CONFERENCE
It should be clear to everyone now that the

nations of the Free World face a serious chal-

lenge from Soviet communism. Recent
events have brought into sharp focus Russian

progress in the field of scientific and mili-

tary technology.

The challenge we face, however, is not
limited to the threat of military aggres-
sion. Mr. Ehrushchev has openly boasted
that the communistic economic system is
superior to our own, and that, in time, the
uncommitted nations of the world will see
that this is so. While the economic chal-
lenge has not been dramatized, as by the
laglnching of a sputnik, it is, nevertheless,
real.

‘Inquiries are under way in Washington to
determine just how we do stand in the race
for development of ballistic missiles and
what should be done about it. These in-
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quiries are of great importance, and I am
sure the American people, given adequate
leadership, are willing to do what needs to
be done to insure adequate military strength
for national security. But we must not ne-
glect other matters equally important in the
struggle for survival of free civilizations.

National security and public welfare re-
quire that we do those things which will pro-
mote our economic strength here at home
and which will contribute to improved eco-
nomic conditions in other nations who are
allied with us in the struggle.

One of the things we must do is to take
steps to preserve and promote mutually
beneficial trade between free nations. Our
principal means of doing this is the recipro-
cal trade program. This program, one of the
outstanding achievements of my fellow Ten-
nessean, Cordell Hull, stands in danger. It
will expire altogether this year unless the
Congress acts to extend it. It has passed the
test of time, serving the country well dur-
ing the administration of two Democratic
Presidents and one Republican President.
It is just as important, if not more impor-
tant, today than when it was started in the
mid-1830's. I understand that some of the
organizations which sponsor this conference,
the New Orleans Chamber of Commerce and
International House, for example, have very
strongly favored an extension of the Re-
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act. But before
getting to the question of why it should be
extended, let’'s take just a few moments to
consider what the program is—and what it
is not.

The Trade Agreement.; Act of 1934, as orig-
inally enacted and in the form in which it
has been extended upon several occasions,
authorizes the President to enter into
agreements with other nations under which
we agree to eliminate certain specific trade
barriers in return for a commitment by the
other nations participating in the agreement
to eliminate or reduce their own trade re-
strictions. In other words, we say to country
A, “We will make it easler for you to sell to
us if you will make it easier for our busi-
nessmen to sell to you.” That is where the
word “reciprocal” comes in.

The law has always contained strict limits
on the extent to which the President may go
in reducing tariffs by such agreements and
has always directed that any agreement con-
tain an escape clause under which we may
abrogate the agreement if any American in-
dustry is unduly injured thereby. A great
deal of misinformation has been dissemi-
nated about this program. Some would have
us believe that it Is a sort of giveaway deal
under which we eliminate all of our tariffs
unilaterally, for the benefit of other coun-
tries—a sort of sly method of transferring
the jobs of American men and women to
foreign countries. Nothing could be further
from the truth. The real purpose of the
program is to increase mutually advanta-
geous trade among the nations of the world
by reducing artificial trade barriers. Insofar
as we ourselves are concerned, it has meant
the promotion of increased trade, exports as
well as imports.

Since passage of this act, our Government
has taken the lead in trying to bring about
conditions leading to more international
trade. The issue is whether or not we
should continue these efforts. Is increased
trade good or is it bad? To me, the evidence
is overwhelming that we profit in many ways
from increased trade with other countries.

Some of the countries friendly to us must
trade to live. If they can’t trade with us,
they will trade elsewhere. Moscow is always
eager to send trade missions to any country
which will receive them. The Masters in the
Kremlin think nothing of denying their own
people various types of consumer goods in
order that these items may be available for
shipment in foreign trade. They know that
political ties follow the trade routes. The
pattern of their operations is all too familiar,
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Trade misslons are followed by economic
technicians who are, in turn, followed by
military advisers and military aid. Sooner
or later, there is another Communist satellite
country. I do not wish to minimize in any
way whatsoever this important aspect of an
enlightened foreign trade program.

But even if security and such foreign pol-
icy considerations were not present—if we
consider only the impact upon our own econ-
omy—we find that we have a tremendous
stake from a dollar and cents standpoint in
a further expansion of foreign trade.

A look at the record will demonstrate what
has happened since our reciprocal trade
program started. In 1935, when it was just
getting under way, our imports of merchan-
dise were valued at §2 billion. By 1956 they
had increased to $12.6 billion. But while we
were experiencing an increase in imports of
about 515 percent, our exports of merchan-
dise had climbed from 2.3 billion to about
$19 billion, an increase of about 730 percent.

Crities of foreign trade are always talk-
ing about jobs in industry which are alleg-
edly lost because of imports. They neglect
to mention all of the jobs which are made
possible by our exports. There is one simple
rule in any consideration of foreign trade
that cannot be avoided: if we sell, we must
buy. We were able, in 1956, to sell about $19
billion worth of merchandise abroad, while
receiving $£12.6 billion in imports. We must
face the fact that we cannot expect to con-
tinue to export in this volume, much less
expect to expand our exports, unless we are
willing to permit imports.

Now, just how important is foreign trade
to our economy? Last year our gross na-
tional product was about $414 billlon. We
disposed of 4.5 percent of that total in the
markets of the world. Now, 4.5 percent
doesn’'t sound like a very large figure, but
when compared with other items which
make up the gross national product, some
appreciation of the magnitude of our export
trade may be established. For example, in
1956 the value of all nonfarm residential con-
struction in the United States was $15.3 bil-
lion, approximately $4 billion less than the
value of our exports. In 1956, our total in-
come from corporate dividends was §12 bil-
Hon, less than two-thirds the value of our
exports. Exports make up 9 percent by value
of our production of movable goods, 8 per-
cent of manufactured goods, 11 percent of
agricultural products, 26 percent of construc-
tion and mining equipment, 19 percent of
trucks, 11 percent of machine tools, 14 per-
cent of our coal production, and 20 to 40
percent of our cotton, rice, and tobacco.

‘We must place in proper perspective the
enormous stake we have in export trade.
This past year we have experienced a slight
decline in residentlial construction which has
had a serious impact upon the lumber in-
dustry and many others which are depend-
ent in part upon the construction of homes.
And make no mistake about it—those af-
fected have let their situations be known, as
they should. You have noticed that when
the announced dividends of large corpora-
tions are somewhat less than anticlpated, the
repercussions in the stock market are sharp
and immediate, But, for some reason, few
seem to realize that there is any threat to
our economy in a decline of our export mar-
kets, The fact is that our exports can mean
the difference between prosperity and re-
cession. They can mean the difference be-
tween a high level of employment for Amer-
ican workers, and unemployment. Our farm-
ers are in enough difficulty as it is. It would
be much worse if we suddenly lost our for-
eign markets. Everyone agrees that we must
find some way to increase the markets for our
agricultural commodities. We simply can't
do it unless we are willing to trade with our
neighbors.

Altogether, on the basis of statistics on file
with the Department of Commerce in Wash=-
ington, it is estimated that the jobs of about
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41, million Americans depend upon our ex-
port-import trade.

Now, you may say, how does all of this
affect the people of the Mississippi Valley, a
large part of whose foreign trade is chan-
neled through the great port of New Or-
leans? A look at the economy of the region
will give us the answer., The Mississippl Val-
ley produces industrial and agricultural com=~
modities for export to a larger degree than
many realize. Then, too, some of our man-
ufacturing industries depend upon imported
raw materials, and our forelgn trade is of
tremendous benefit to the area’s financial
and commercial interests.

Let us take a look at some specific indus-
tries and their products and see how foreign
trade affects them. Exact figures on exports
of products made in the Mississippl Valley
area are not available, but figures are avail-
able on exports through this great port of
New Orleans and we can use those figures as
a guide.

For example, in 1956 we exported over $1
billion worth of iron and steel mill products,
and about 11 percent was exported through
New Orleans, or more than $100 million
worth. A great many of the more than one
million workers engaged in producing iron
and steel owe their jobs to this export
volume.

A great many chemicals, both organic and
inorganie, and allled products are exported
through New Orleans. Just to give one ex-
ample, 38 percent of all the sulfur ex-
ported from this country goes through New
Orleans. A great many of the 835,000 people
who work in chemical and allied industries
owe their jobs to exports of this type of mer-
chandise from the Mississippl Valley area.

Nearly all of our industries benefits greatly
from exports. We must remember, too, that
our export business creates jobs in addition
to those directly concerned with the prod-
ucts being exported. Banks, railroads, truck
lines, barging and shipping companies, ware-
houses, insurance companies, brokers and
dozens of other enterprises benefit from this
export trade.

For example, the American merchant ma-
rine, although 1t is relatively small, contrib-
utes an estimated $5.3 billion per year to
the economy and creates jobs for 225,000
workers.

What about our farmers? Again, figures
are not available which show the value of
all farm products exported from farms in the
Mississippl Valley area, but we do have fig-
ures for exports out of New Orleans.

The farm products shipped out of New
Orleans make up an impressive list. For
example, 41 percent of all the soybeans ex-
ported from the United States goes through
New Orleans, as does 26 percent of the cot-
ton, 21 percent of the corn, and 8 percent
of the wheat and wheat flour. Without this
large quantity of exports, the farmers of the
Misslssippl Valley would be in an even worse
economic plight than they are.

Very few people would fail to recognize the
value to the economy of our export trade.
Those who are inclined to question the value
of foreign trade usually complain of the
competition which imports offer our own
products.

Some products which are imported are
necessary to our economy. Imports such as
coffee, tea and bananas enrich our diet, and,
although we could do without them, we
would find them difficult to replace. These
imports create many jobs in their processing,
transportation, and distribution. If we tried
to produce these Items under conditions ex-
isting here at home the cost to the consumer
would be prohibitive.

We have come to depend on imports for
such vital materials as asbestos, chromite,
industrial diamonds, manganese, nickel, and
tungsten. All together, we import about
one-tenth of our raw material requirements.
Such vast imports certainly create many
Jobs., Indeed, without some of them, our
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whole industrial structure would have to be
changed. Imports certainly figure promi-
nently and constructively in the overall bal-
ance of the economy. Imports, like exports,
create many jobs.

Among the more prominent imports com-
ing through New Orleans are coffee, sugar,
bananas, burlap and jute bagging, and crude
rubber. Through New Orleans we import 19
percent of our coffee, 27 percent of our sugar,
23 percent of our bananas, 26 percent of our
burlap and jute bagging, and 8 percent of
our crude ruober.

The problems of world trade cannot be
Judged in finality on the basis of their local
or regional effect. The national interest
must be the real yardstick. Nevertheless,
since foreign trade is so important to the
people of the Mississippl Valley region, in-
cluding the citizens of my owr BState of
Tennessee, I must confess that even though
the advantages to our Nation as a whole
impel me to support expansion of foreign
trade, I do so much more enthuslastically
because of the benefits from such trade
which will flow to the people of our region.

Veterans Should Participate in State De-
partment’s Exchange Program

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
o

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I am inserting in the REecorp a letter
which I have written to the Secretary
of State recommending that provision be
made in the exchange of persons agree-
ment negotiated with the Soviet Union
for veterans and veterans groups to be
represented. This suggestion has been
advanced by the State Directors of Vet-
erans’ Affairs through Col. Waldron
Leonard, Director, Veterans’' Affairs for
the Distriet of Columbia.

I have asked Secretary Dulles to con-
sider this proposal and I hope that it will
be favorably received by the Department
of State.

The letter follows:

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS,
Washington, D. C., January 31, 1958.
Eon. Joaw FosTer DULLES,
Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR. SECRETARY: This has reference to
the agreement which has been negotiated
with the Soviet Union, referred to in the
press as a comprehensive exchange of per-
sons agreement. Press reports indicated
that delegations in a wide range of fields
and small groups of writers, composers,
painters, scientists, and sports teams may be
exchanged.

Press reports which I have seen made no
mention of an exchange of veteran groups
and there is no indication that an in-
dividual's service in the Armed Forces, par-
ticularly during World War II or Korea, may
be given special consideration in the selec-
tion of persons to participate in the ex-
change.

I am of the opinion that definite provi-
slons should be made to include veteran
groups and, where possible, wartime mili-
tary service on the part of the individual
should be considered in the selection of
persons participating in the exchange.
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There iz no group In our country better
qualified to interpret the things they see
while in Russia and properly evaluate the
responsibilities which confront them as in-
dividuals in the exchange, than our former
servicemen who served this Nation during a
time of war. Many of these individuals
have had the opportunity to visit foreign
countries and develop an appreciation for
the problems of other nations. Probably
most important of all, these individuals,
through their wartime service for the se-
curity of this Nation, are in a better posi-
tion to contribute to accomplishing the de-
sired objectives of the proposed exchange.
One method which has been proposed that
would guarantee at least minimum veteran
participation in this field would be to permit
the Governor of each State to designate a
veteran to represent the State in one of the
chosen flelds.

I sincerely hope that this proposal can
be given serious consideration. I will ap-
preciate receiving your views on this subject.

Sincerely yours,
OLIN E. TEAGUE,
Chairman.

Statement in Support of H. R. 9814

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. J. FLOYD BREEDING

OF EKANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I should
like to call to the attention of the Mem-
bers of the House a statement which I
presented to the Wheat Subcommittee
of the House Committee on Agriculture
on February 6, 1958:

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE J. FLOYD
Bre=DING, DEMOCRAT, oF KANSAS, IN SUPPORT
oF H. R. 9814 BEFORE THE WHEAT SUBCOM-
MITTEE, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
first I should like to express my appreciation
for this opportunity to be heard on the bill,
H. R. 9814, which I introduced on January
8, 1958.

The bill simply provides for an amendment
to the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938
to allow acreage planted to the 1958 crop of
winter wheat in excess of wheat acreage
allotments to be considered in establishing
future wheat acreage allotments.

I should like to make clear, Mr. Chairman,
that nelther this bill, H. R. 9814, nor I, at
the present time, contemplate any material
revision of the wheat program as it is con-
stituted presently.

What I am attempting to do, in simple
Justice and fairness, is to exempt from that
penalty the wheat producer who planted in
1957 for harvest in 1958 without knowledge
or notice of the penalty—until after he had
completed seeding.

I am merely proposing that the 1957 win-
ter wheat planter, who planted in excess of
allotment for harvest in 1958, without knowl-
edge of additional possible penalties to be
suffered under Secretary of Agriculture Ben-
son’s Interpretation of section 2 of public
law 85-203, the so-called feed-wheat legisla-
tion be freed from that penalty; namely, los=
ing a portion of his base acreage allotment in
punishment for overseeding.

Subsection (h) of section 334 of Public
Law 85-203 states that “notwithstanding any
other provision of law, no acreage in the
commercial wheat-producing area seeded to
wheat for harvest as grain in 1958 or there-
alter in excess of acreage allotments shall be
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considered in establishing future State,
county, and farm acreage allotments.”

It has been determined, that either by
law or by United States Department of Ag-
riculture ruling—and apparently there is
eome controversy over this point—that the
operation of the above-cited section would
cause the wheat farmer who plants in excess
of allotment to suffer the loss of a portion
of his base acreage allotment. At the mo-
ment, Mr. Chairman, I am not disputing the
law, the ruling, or the penalty.

Mr. Earl W. Chapman, acting State ad-
ministrative officer for the Kansas State ASC
Committee, In a letter, dated October 29,
1957, to Mr. Raymond J. Pollock, director of
the grain division of the United States De-
partment of Agriculture sets forth the time-
date sequence of USDA notification to the
Kansas State ASC Committee, relative to
Public Law 85-203:

“We are aware of the fact that the act
was passed on August 28, 1957. On Sep-
tember 3, 1957, we received a telegram dated
in Washington, D. C., August 30, 1957,
signed by H. L. Manwaring, deputy admin-
istrator for production adjustment relating
to the feed wheat law slgned by the Pres-
ident on August 28. The information typed
at the top of the telegram indicates that it
left Washington at 4 p. m. on August 30.
Included as the last statement in this tele-
gram was the following: ‘Law also provides
that for 1958 and thereafter any wheat acre-
age in excess of the farm allotment will not
be considered in establishing future State,
county and farm allotments.’” On Septem-
ber 3, 1957, in a memorandum to all county
ASC officers we gquoted the above referred
telegram in its entirety.

“On or about September 4, 1957, we also
received a United States Department of Ag-
riculture release dated August 30, 1957, on
the subject USDA Outlines 30-Acre Farm-
Use Wheat Production Provisions. Tnecluded
in this 2-page release as the second para-
graph was the following: ‘Another provision
contained in this law provides that no acre-
age seeded to wheat for harvest as grain in
1958 or thereafter in excess of the wheat-
acreage allotment on any farm regardless
of the size of the wheat allotment shall be
considered in establishing future BState,
county or farm acreage allotments’ In a
memorandum dated September 4, 1857, to
all county ASC offices we quoted this press
release in its entirety.

“On or after September 14, 1957, we re-
celved notice GR—400 containing instruc-
tlons and forms to be used in operating the
feed-wheat program. An advance draft of
section 24 to be inserted in Wheat Marketing
Quota Handbook 3—Wheat was attached to
notice GR—400 and in paragraph 115 therein
quoted the provisions of Public Law 85-203.
These instructions were issued to all county
ASC offices on September 17, 1957, in a mem-
orandum on the subject Instructions and
Forms to be Used in Operating Feed Wheat
Program.

“Notice GR—404 dated September 26, 1957,
on the subject Information With Respect
to 1958 Excess Wheat Farms was received in
this office on October 3, 1957, and a copy of
this memorandum was issued to all county
ASC offices in a letter from this office dated
October 4, 1957."

Notice, Mr. Chalrman, that not until Oc-
tober 38, 1957, did the Kansas State ASC
Committee receive USDA information which
spelled out specifically the operation of Pub-
lic Law 85-208 as it applies to excess-wheat
farms—particularly, the penalties involved
for planting wheat in excess of allotment.
USDA notifications prior to notice GR—404,
dated September 26, 1957, and received at
the Kansas State ASC Committee on October
3, 1957, from my observation simply restate
subsection (h) of the law: “That no acreage
seeded to wheat for harvest as grain in 1958
or thereafter in excess of the wheat acreage
allotment on any farm regardless of the
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size of the wheat allotment shall be con=-
sidered in establishing future State, county,
or farm-acreage allotments.”

Although information received by the
Eansas State ASC Committee prior to Oc-
tober 3, 1857, was made public by the com-
mittee, presumably that information was
not sufficient for a clear interpretation of
the law and its consequences, for none was
made. That is, prior to Kansas State ASC
Committee receipt of notice GR-404 on Oc-
tober 3, 1957.

Mr. Chairman, I have been a wheat farmer
all my life, and for almost 30 years in the
district which I represent; and I know that
winter wheat operators in my area begin
planting as early as August 15. Under the
revised law, there just was not sufficient
time for the farmer to be on notice that he
could be penalized for overseeding through
the loss of some of his base-acreage allot-
ment. In fact, many of the people in my
immediate area were finished seeding be-
fore October 4, 1957. I am proposing that
the 1957 winter wheat farmer be excused
for 1958 from the penalties of the game be-
cause he was not made aware of the rules
of the game before he started to play.

I have been informed that my bill, as
written, would also free from the base-
acreage-loss penalty for 1958 the so-called
30-acre wheat farmer, thereby causing a con-
siderable amount of wheat-acreage allotment
to be shifted from western commerclal wheat
producing areas. In order to avoid that
eventuality, I have prepared an amendment
to H. R. 9814 to exclude the 30-acre farmer
from the provisions of the bill. I submit
that amendment for your consideration.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I
should also like to submit for inclusion in
the record several typical letters I have re-
ceived pertaining to this subject from wheat
farmers in my area of Kansas.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members
of the committee, for this opportunity to be
heard.

Proposed amendment to H. R. 9814: That
the first sentence of subsection (h) of sec-
tion 334 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938 is amended by inserting after “1958"
the following: *“(other than acreage seeded
to wheat in 1957 for harvest in 1958 except
acreage exempt from marketing quota pro-
visions pursuant to subsection (f) above).”

Legislation To Supplement Salt-Water-
Conversion Program

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CLAIR ENGLE

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, February 6, 1958

Mr. ENGLE. Mr, Speaker, I am in-
troducing a bill to supplement the Saline
Water Act of 1952 by providing for con-
struction of a large-scale demonstration
plant for the production of fresh water
from salt water or saline water. I au-
thored the Saline Water Act of 1952 and
the amendment to the act in 1955. The
purpose of the basic act and the amend-
ment thereto was to provide for study
and research with the objective of find-
ing ways and means of economically con=-
verting salt or saline water to fresh
water for municipal, industrial, and agri-
cultural uses. Progress has been made
under this program, although the results
have not been as favorable as we had
hoped. It has become pretty clear that
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conversion of salt or saline water
for agricultural purposes will not be
feasible for a long time. On the other
hand, with respect to municipal and in-
dustrial water, it appears that in water-
short areas conversion may be competi-
tive with other means of acquiring water
in the not too distant future.

Since there is no indication of any
major breakthrough or sudden advances
in technology which might bring about
large reductions in cost of conversion, I
believe that the time has come in our re-
search and development program to se-
lect one of the more promising processes
for large-scale salt-water conversion and
construct a demonstration plant of some
magnitude. In this way we can look to
gradual cost reductions through im-
provement in efficiency, reductions in
capital and operating costs, and so forth.

My State of California has a greater
interest in this matter at the present
time than other areas of the country be-
cause the water situation there is more
critical and because the State's future
economy depends on the availability of
an adequate supply of water. For this
reason, I am proposing that the con-
struction of this demonstration plant
and the testing program be a joint ven-
ture between the Federal Government
and the State. I believe that the State
of California is able and willing to join
in this undertaking. I expect comple-
mentary legislation to be introduced in
the State Legislature.

The bill provides that the demonstra-
tion plant could be constructed in com-
bination with either a steam electric
powerplant or a nuclear reactor, if it is
determined that such addition will re-
sult in the reduction of conversion costs.
The provision in the legislation author-
izing the joint agreement is broad enough
to include other parties in addition to
the Federal Government and the State.
I have in mind that a public or private
supplier of water or electricity, or both,
might well be the constructing and op-
erating agency and get the benefit of the
byproducts resulting from the testing
program. As a means of assisting the
Secretary of the Interior and the State
of California in determining and select-
ing the process to be demonstrated, the
bill also provides for contracts with lead-
ing equipment manufacturers in this
field for the purpose of conducting feasi-
bility studies and preparing proposals.
The location of the plant and the de-
tails of constructing, operating, and test-
ing, as well as the cost to be borne by
each party would be subject to negotia-
tions. However, the bill provides that
the cost to the Federal Government and
to the State will be equal.

With the tremendous and continuing
increase in water needs in this country
and the growing dependence in many
areas on the availability of water to
maintain the economy, it seems to me
that this program of finding ways of
economically converting salt or saline
water is an urgent one. Critical water
shortages already can be foreseen in
some areas. It will take several years
to construct and complete the testing of
one of these processes as proposed in this
bill. We cannot afford to wait longer in
getting started.
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