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of the textile industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. LANE:

H. Res. 541, Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the textile industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. McINTIRE:

H. Res. 542. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the textile industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. OSMERS:

H. Res. 543. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the textile industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. SEELY-BROWN:

H. Res. b44. Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the textile industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. WIDNALL:

H. Res, 545, Resolution to authorize the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce to conduct an investigation and study
of the textile industry of the United States;
to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of California, memorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States relative to the completion of
the Corning Canal, and construction of the
Red Bluff Diversion Dam; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of California, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to the construction of a salt water
conversion demonstration plant; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ASHMORE:

H. R, 12102. A bill for the relief of J. Paul

Adams; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr, BOYLE:

H. R. 12108. A bill for the relief of Milunika
Stevanovic; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.12104. A bill for the relief of Ivansa
Buek; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CRAMER.:

H.R.12105. A bill for the relief of Theo-
dore A. Sames; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. HARDY :

H.R.12108. A bill for the relief of Sam-
uel Abraham, John A. Carroll, Forrest E. Rob-
inson, Thomas J, Sawyers, Jack Silmon, and
David N. Wilson; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HAYS of Ohio:

H.R. 12107. A bill for the relief of Martin

Kirchner; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mrs. EELLY of New York:

H.R. 12108. A bill for the relief of Hannah
Jane Jackson; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MINSHALL:

H.R.12109. A bill for the relief of Agnes
Lorraine Pank; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'BRIEN of New York:

H.R.12110. A bill for the relief of Miss
Lillian Dunn (formerly Miss Lillian Oh); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROONEY:

H.R.12111. A bill for the relief of Fran-
cesco Grisanzio; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

583. By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: Resolution of
Orange County, N, Y., Board of Supervisors,

April 22
interceding with the Department of the
Army in an effort to prevent a proposed re-
duction in the National Guard; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services,

584. By Mr., WILLIAMS of New York: Peti~
tion of Mrs. Lulu E. Nash, Oneida, N. Y., who
submitted petitions from the many signers
in the 34th Congressional District of New
York State, favoring passage of S, 582 and
H. R, 4835, bills to prohibit the advertising
of alcoholic beverages on the radio and TV;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

585. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Her-
bert C. Holdridge, Washington, D. C., relative
to Frank Bednarz and others countersigning
the petition of Herbert C. Holdridge, similar
to others submitted as Nos. 500 and 545, and
appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
March 26 and April 14, 1958, relating to be-
ing “for criminal action against the agents
of the private corporation of the Federal Re-
serve bank and its collaborationists”; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

586. Also, petition of the president, Alaska
National Guard Officers’ Association, Anchor-
age, Alaska, relative to the Alaska National
Guard expressing alarm and concern over the
taking of salmon by Japanese nationals be-
tween 175° west and 170° east longitude; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

587. Also, petition of Willilam Rapoport and
others, Detroit, Mich., requesting passage of
the bills H. R, 1008, H. R. 4523, and H. R. 4677,
pertaining to the Railroad Retirement Act; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

588. Also, petition of Alexander Meilkle-
Jjohn, Berkeley, Calif., relative to Helen
Lindgren and others endorsing the petition
of Alexander Meiklejohn of Berkeley, Calif.,
relating to a redress of grievance pertalning
to the House Committee on Un-American
Actlvities, similar to one submitted as peti-
tion No. 351, dated January 7. 19568; to the
Committee on Rules.

589, Also, petition of the chief clerk, Phila-
delphia City Council, Philadelphia, Pa., re-
questing Congress to overrlde the veto by
the President of the omnibus rivers, harbors,
and flood control authorization bill; to the
Committee on Public Works.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Business Failures

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. COYA KNUTSON

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, thereis
an article in the April 18, 1958, issue of
U. 8. News & World Report which should
cause widespread interest and concern.
It begins on page 83. Its title is “Reces-
sion’s Toll: 45 to 50 Firms a Day.”

The part that immediately struck my
eye was this:

Failures in States around the Great Lakes
held close to 1957 levels in the first 2 months
of 1058, but now, on the basls of weekly re=-
ports, have risen sharply over a year ago.

In speaking of the rising rates of
failures, the U. S. News article asserts:

Fallures among retail clothing stores are
running about 15 percent higher than a year
ago. Liabilities involved in these fallures
are about double the volume of a year ago.
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There is a considerable increase in the
number of eating and drinking places going
broke, indicating that people are eating out
less often, taking more meals at home.

Failures are nearly half again as high
among stores selling hardware and bullding
materials.

While casualties among furniture stores
are running about the same as in 1957, there
is a considerable increase in the liabilities
of the firms that are failing.

Overall, fallures among retailers are up
more than 13 percent over a year ago and
there is an even bigger increase—34 per=-
cent—in liabilities involved.

Failures are higher than a year ago among
wholesalers of food and farm products, ap-
parel, dry goods, lumber, bullding materials,
and hardware.

In manufacturing, failures are up for lum-
ber, paper, leather and leather products, coal
mining, and iron and steel products.

Now to go back to the lead paragraphs
of this U, 8. News article:

On an average day in this recession period,
45 to 50 American firms close their doors and
go out of business.

If the present rate continues through the
year, more than 14,000 businesses will go to
the wall in 1958. This will be the highest
annual total in nearly 20 years.

So far in 1958, business failures are run-
ning 12 percent higher than in 1957 and 27
percent higher than in 1956.

In addition to the businesses going broke,
others in growing numbers are closing down
voluntarily, getting out while they are still
solvent, Many others, hard pressed, are
merging with competitors, hoping to make a
go of it.

The increase in business fallures, In gen-
eral, is greatest among retallers.

Older firms, In business 10 years or longer,
account for a growing share of failures.

Mr. Speaker, this trend in business
failures is nothing new. A like situation
prevailed in the late twenties and early
thirties. In those days, as it is now, sta-
tistics had a way of hiding the grim
facts. The U. S. News says that from
45 to 50 businesses a week are closing up
shop in this recession. This amounts to
one firm per State. On the surface, it
does not sound like a catastrophe.

But let us go into it.

For instance, Peterson's Paper Mill—
the main industry of a Minnesota
county-seat town—closes its doors. The
entire population of the town is around
3,000 people. The paper mill employs
about 150 men. These 150, plus fheir
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wives, plus their children, make up one-
fifth of all the inhabitants. The usual
customers stay away from Schultz’s
Hardware Store. The regulars do not
show up at Red’s Cafe. Schultz closes
up. Sodoes Red. Their customers begin
to look worried every time they pass the
First National Bank. That makes the
officers of the bank look worried, too.

What has been a recession takes on
the identifiable earmarks of a depres-
sion. A depression, as we well know,
is a chain reaction of closed business
places, bankrupt banks, and empty wal-
lets.

It cannot be cured by having the
owner of a family farm be a part-time
farmer and a part-time town jobholder.
Only part-time economists go for that.

It can be cured by doing everything
humanly possible to stabilize the secu-
rity of the family farm. If—and when—
this is done, community and State and
Nation can, once more, be brought back
to prosperity.
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Results of a Poll

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker, I have
recently concluded a poll among resi-
dents of the 39th Congressional District
of New York, asking their opinions on
20 of the most important issues before
the Nation. More than 7,000 persons
replied to the questionnaire.

There has been great interest in the
poll, among both the people whom I am
privileged to represent and among many
persons and groups outside my district.
So that my colleagues and all these
other interested persons and groups
may have the benefit of the results of
the poll, I include in the REecorp the re-
sults of the poll:

Percentages
Un-
Yes | No | de-
cided
1., Do you favor a greater Federal mponslhl!lt?r to Increase selence education? . ..o oooocaeo. 67.6 | 28.5 3.9
2. Bhould Congress enact a Presidential disabilitylaw?_.__._________________ ________________ 76.0 | 17.4 6.6
Ifsuch - a law were passed, whom do you think should decide whether a President is dis-
abled: (a) the Vice President (3.9); (b) the President’s Cabinet (20.6); (¢) a commission
of executive and legislative officials (49.9); Undecided (16.6).
3. Would you favor a system of pay television?. 8.3 | 8.7 4.0
4. Do you favor extending statehood to—
(a) Hawaii? BL.7 | 125 5.8
B e e i o e i R e L L L s e S R e R 85.3| 9.0 57
8. Do you favor an increase in postal rates to reduce the annual postal service defleit? .oooo... 70.1 | 26.3 3.6
6, Do you favor a pay increase for—
(ag Postal workers?____. 58.7 | 32.1 0.2
(b) Other Federal Government employees?________ .l o li.. 34.4 | 49.6 | 16.0
7. Bhould Congress enact legislation to provide Federal regulation of welfare and pension
funds now under—
(u) Union control?. s 66.2 | 24.1 9.7
cl Employer control? - oo oo cciie st e 50.5 | 36.4 | 13.1
8. Bhould the Federal minimum-wnfo law be amended to—
(a) Raise the present $1 hourly rate?_ s 46.8 | 46.8 6.4
(h‘{ Extend cov to more workers? 72.1 | 17.7 | 10.2
0. Bhould the social-security law be amended to—
(a) Abolish the present annual $1,200 ceiling on earnings?. . 47.8 | 35.5 | 16.7
(g T3 Po g B THe b T e DA O o I o D RN R A o o o 60.1 | 22.5 | 17.4
10, Do yo % u favor increasing the p $4,200 social ity tax base, and the tax contributions,
enefits also are rafsed?. Simmdadanacaacl 58T | 884 8.5
11. Do you favor reducing ncmmilltnry Federal spending to permit a tax eut?_ ... ......._. 62.1 | 30.8 7.1
12, Do you favor a wider farm price supEort formula of 60 to 90 pereent of parlty and an increase
in acreage allotments, instead of the present 75 to 90 percent of parity?.. . oo ooecoas 27.6 | 52.1 | 20.3
13, 8hould these provisions of the agrieultural Sofl Bank program be continued:
E The conservation reserve? 41.6 | 34.1 | 24.3
b) The acreage regerve?_ .. __. 25.2 | 48.1 26.7
14. Should atomic energy for peaceful purposes be developed by (a) the Federal Government
{11 1); g‘)) private enterprisc (27.3); (c) a partnership of both (57.3); Undecided (4.3).
o you favor the proposed multibillion dollar program for construction of civil defense el e s
16, Should 'ﬁe ecntlnus our fnrulgn aid | plogmms Col—
s) 56.3 | 33.1 | 10.6
& nomlc assistance ? 60.6 | 30.3 9.1
17. Bhould the United States exchange atomic- -weapons informatlon with our allies?___________| 58.2 | 82,1 9.7
18. Do you favor closer cooperation with N '\'i O countries in politieal, economie, and eultural”
fields, in addition to our military alliance 80.1 | 13.8 6.1
19. Do you favor in cultural and cnmmercinl relations with Russia? ... ... . __ 52.6 | 39.1 8.3
20, Do you believe the United States should seek new negotiations now with Russia on dis-
armament and world political pr 57.9 | 34.2 7.9
Israel’s Independence Day Jewish nation into their own hands. At

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. JAMES T. PATTERSON

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, on
May 14, 1948, when the courageous and
farsighted Zionist leaders in Palestine
proclaimed the birth of the State of
Israel, they took the destinies of the

the time this seemed a daring and some-
what dangerous act. Today, 10 years
after that momentous and epoch-making
event, it is abundantly clear that their
courage paid off. In a single decade
Israel has moved from a struggling new-
born state to a powerful political and
cultural force in the Middle East. Israel
is not only a safe haven for refugee Jews,
but also a model democratic state in a
sea of ancient feudal countries.

Our friendship and respect for Israel
continued as we have seen the desert
blossom and a democratic society spring
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up in a part of the world that knows
mostly feudal and autocratic govern=
ments. It is widely recognized that Is-
rael has used American foreign aid to
better advantage than any other state
in the Middle East. A well-educated, in-
dustrious people they have set forth with
the enthusiasm and vision that only pio-
neers can muster to their cause. They
have worked hard and have built a
thriving modern nation where formerly
there was little but desert, poverty, and
disease.

But there is also a close friendship
between our two countries because of the
compatibility between our deepest na-
tional interests. We share a common
interest, the development and preserva-
tion of international conditions that
make it possible for democratic societies
to grow and to survive.

On the anniversary celebration of Is=-
rael’s Independence Day, I wish them
more power and full success in their
efforts to make the desert bloom and to
provide security for their people.

States Rights—The Law of the Land

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. SAM J. ERVIN, JR.

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, Charles
J. Bloch, of the Georgia bar, has written
a timely, significant, and moving book
entitled “States Rights—The Law of the
Land,” which is worthy of notice by
every student of constitutional history
and law. A review of this book, written
by me, appeared in the Winston-Salem
(N, C.) Journal and Sentinel on April
20, 1958. I ask unanimous consent that
a copy of the review be printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the review
was ordered printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

THE MEANING OF STATES RIGHTS
(By Sam J. ErvIN, Jr., United States Senator)

Charles J. Bloch, of the Georgia bar, is
deeply versed in history and law. He loves
and understands the Constitution of the
United States, He knows it was designed to
establish an indissoluble union composed of
indestructive States.

While attending a Congresslonal commit=
tee hearing a year ago, Mr. Bloch was
amazed to hear a Congressman voice the
astounding statement that the doctrine of
States rights “Is the very warp and woof of
the philosophy underlying the Communist
system.” He concluded on the spot that it
was high time * * * someone tried to tell
the American people the facts of history
upon which the doctrine of States rights is
based.

The American people are, indeed, fortu-
nate that Mr. Bloch did not leave this task
to others. He devoted to its performance
his enlightened mind, his wunderstanding
heart, his vast learning, and a tremendous
research in historical and legal fields.

The result is the recently published States
Rights—The Law of the Land, a compact
volume of 381 pages (The Harrison Co.
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£10) whose lucld and luminous language 1s
readily understandable to lawyers and lay-
men alike.

SIGNIFICANT VOLUME

The book is timely, significant, and moving.
It merits a place in the library of every
American who belleves that the destiny of
this Nation ought not to be dictated by non-
elected Supreme Court judges who forsake
their proper sphere of action to usurp and
exercise constitutional powers belonging to
other departments of the Federal Govern-
ment and the States.

The able and eloguent author analyzes
with commendable clarity and conciseness
historical facts, the Constitution of the
United States, and relevant decisions of the
Supreme Court to document and establish
these fundamental propositions:

1. The States do not look to the Federal
Government as the source of their powers.
The reverse is true. The Thirteen Original
States became self-governing Common=-
wealths 13 years before George Washington’s
first inauguration as President. These sov-
ereign States created the Federal Govern=
ment. They did this by a Constitution,
which delegated to the Federal Government
the specific powers necessary to enable it to
discharge its limited functions as a central
government, and reserved to the States the
general powers necessary to enable them to
regulate their internal affairs. To make the
retentlon by the States of thelr reserved

doubly sure, the First Congress and
the States Inserted in the Constitution the
10th amendment, which declares in words of
utmost simplicity that “the powers not dele-
gated to the United States by the Consti-
tution, nor prohibited by it to the States,
are reserved to the States respectively, or to
the people.”

BOVEREIGNTY ESSENTIAL

The preservation of the sovereignty of the
States, within the limits of their constitu-
tional powers, is essential to the preservation
of our system of Government. To preserve
the sovereignty of the States, the Constitu-
tion and the great decisions of the Supreme
Court of former days established three cardi-
nal rules to govern the judges of the Supreme
Court in judging State action or State legis-
lation. The first rule Is that the Supreme
Court is not concerned with the desirability
or wisdom of State action or State legisla-
tion. These are matters exclusively for State
determination. The second rule is that in
passing on the constitutionality of State ac-
tlon or State legislation, the only question for
the Supreme Court to decide is whether such
action or legislation is within the scope of the
reserved powers of the State. The third rule
is that the Supreme Court is not to hold
State action or State legislation unconsti-
tutional unless the conclusion to that effect
is unavoidable.

3. During the past 20 years a majority of
the Judges of the Supreme Court have been
men who had no judiclal experience what-
ever and little actual experlence as general
practitioners of law before their respective
appointments to the Supreme Court. In-
stead of adhering to the sound rules designed
to preserve the sovereignty of the States,
these judges have been instrumental in hand-
ing down decision after decision invali-
dating as unconstitutional State action and
State legislation simply because they deemed
such action and legislation undesirable or
unwise.

GROWING THREAT SEEN

4, Our system of Government will survive
only if affirmative action is taken to prevent
further inroads by the majority of the Su-
preme Court on the constitutional powers
of the States. This action ought to be two-
fold in nature. The Senate should reject
all future appointees to the Supreme Court
save those whose past judicial or legal ex-
periences makes it certain that they will carry
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with them to that high bench the qualifica-
tions and temperaments indispensable to the
proper discharge of judiclal dutles; and the
Congress should enact legislation restricting
the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court and
inferior Federal courts and revitalizing the
10th amendment.

When the reader lays down this book,
he instinctively joins in the prayer implicit
in the author’s dedication: “To my grand-
sons, for them and those of their age, my
hope is that constitutional government may
survive."

Fiftieth Anniversary of Discovery of the
North Pole, April 21, 1958

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

)

HON. JOHN R. PILLION

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I would like to call attention to the
following statement prepared by Mr.
Robert Holder, of Snyder, N. ¥. April
21, 1958, is the 50th anniversary of that
date when Dr. Frederick A. Cook, a resi-
dent of New York State, discovered the
North Pole and claimed it for the United
States.

Dr. Frederick Albert Cook gave out the
first deseriptions of the North Pole which
were published in the New York Herald
of September 2, 1909.

Five days later, on September 6, 1909,
Robert Peary announced that he had
reached the North Pole on April 6, 1909.
It is important to note this second con-
quest of the pole a year later.

If there is ever any dispute concerning
the ownership of the North Pole, we can
claim the top of the Arctic by the right
of discovery by two brave Americans.
The strategic importance of the Arctic
is known to every schoolboy today; 50
years ago it was an almost useless mys-

tery.

Arctic interest has been stimulated
by the scientists during this Interna-
tional Geophysical Year when many na-
tions are seeking the answer to the many
Arctic mysteries. The work of the pio-
neer explorers serves as a springboard
for present-day research. I would like
to mention some highlights of Dr, Cook’s
epic journey across the unknown Arctic
wastes.

In an airline measurement the dis-
tance from his Greenland camp is about
700 miles. This distance was for him
to be extended to a walk of 4,000 miles
over land and sea with the shadow of
death daily on the horizon. It was the
longest sledging record in history.

Dr, Cook’s reaching the North Pole
was the result of precision planning.
Profiting from his studies of the work
of other explorers he concluded that
previous failures had been due to too
heavy equipment and the attempt to
maintain large parties. His equipment
was specially designed. Hickory was
taken to Greenland where the sledges
were constructed. His special sled was
the result of over 10 years’ experimenta-

April 22
tion which started when Amundsen and
Cook served their apprenticeship to-
gether on the Belgian Antarctic Expedi-
tion, 1897-99. It is significant that both
these men, who apparently were made
of the same stuff, reached the extremi-
ties of the earth because of streamlining
their equipment—Amundsen, South
Pole, 1911; Cook, North Pole, 1908.

Dr. Cook knew that, because of ice
conditions, April was the best month and
that a dash was important. He was cer-
tain that a small party could travel
faster.

The expedition consisted of 2 Eskimos,
young and in their prime; 26 dogs:; 2
sleds loaded with 800 pounds apiece;
and the leader, Dr. Cook, who was 43 and
in perfect condition. They reached their
goal in 34 days, sledging an average of
15 miles a day. These 520 miles were
endless days of torture, of extreme
thirst and slow starvation. Their ration
of a pound of pemmican daily was not
enough and their bodies slowly wasted
away. They did not mind the cold
which ranged as low as —50° but suf-
fered from the bitter gale winds which
peeled their skin from their cheeks
and noses. It was a lifeless world, with
no radios, no airplanes, no means of
communicating with the world, and no
hope of rescue. It is a story of forced
marches beyond human endurance, yet
the will and the mind somehow gave
them the courage and strength for an
almost impossible task.

Cook's route was over game lands dis-
covered by Sverdrup, which gave the
North Pole seekers another advantage.
The liberal diet of raw meat kept the
three men in top trim.

After the pole was reached there was
the trip back. Instead of the return
being easy, as it was expected it turned
out to be the most heart-rending part
of the entire trek. The story of the

return is perhaps more exciting and

pathetic than the dash for the pole.

Dr. Frederick A. Cook wrote two books
about his North Pole experiences: My
Attainment of the Pole, and Return from
the Pole, and every American would do
well to read these inspiring tales of
what was perhaps one of the most heroie
exploits in Arctic exploration, if not in
the history of all exploration.

Surplus Foods for Needy Americans

EXTENSION OF REMARES

HON. CHARLES H. BROWN

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr, Speak-
er, among the many problems that
plague the Nation—our gravest domestic
problem, I think, is that we have too
many people trying to pay 1958 living
costs with a 1948 income. People who
established their social security or rail-
road retirement base when the average
annual wage in this country was $1,000
are caught in a vice. People getiing a
$55-a-month old age assistance check—
or $60 from the Veterans' Administra=-
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tion—are, too. A young industrial
worker, temporarily unemployed, trying
to keep a big family of growing young-
sters together on a $30-a-week unem-=-
ployment compensation check, is in the
same vice.

Just the bare necessities of life—food,
clothing, and shelter—have become a
nightmarish problem to some 20 million
American people.

For years, the retired and disabled
have clung fast to the hope that,
sooner or later, the cost of living will
come back around to their level.

But it has been over a decade now
since the inflation spiral started. Every
day, we get more and more on a wartime
footing—more and more of a wartime
economy; and the end is nowhere in
sight.

We are a Nation renowned for its
abundance and its capacity to produce;
but we have always had trouble dis-
tributing what we produce.

In recent years some progress has
been made in housing, especially in the
cities. Public housing projects have
provided some of our retired people with
shelter at discount prices. But too
many of our people are trying to exist
on inadequate diets. To them, food is
& problem.

It is absurd for even one person to be
hungry or on a totally inadequate diet
when the Nation's Government is ac-
cumulating and maintaining stockpiles
of surplus foodstufIs.

Surely, within the framework of our
free enterprise system, there is some way
to get our food surplus into the stom-
achs of those who need and should have

Every once in awhile, I hear the Sec=
retary of Agriculture say that he wants
to get some of this blessing of abun-
dance into the mouths of people instead
of in Government warehouses.

The Secretary has made some com-
mendable progress in getting his surplus
food into foreign mouths—at a 50 per=
cent discount under Public Law 480.

But we are making no progress at all
getting this food into 20 million Amer-
ican mouths—the pensioned, the needy,
and the unemployed. There is no 50
percent discount for our own—that is
only for the Pakistanians, the Japanese,
the Yugoslavs, and others overseas.

I question the wisdom of this foreign
discount policy not alone on the grounds
that charity begins at home. I think
we are overlooking a real opportunity
for expanding the American farmer’s
market here at home, and the Govern-
ment is buying the food, anyway.

Any good sales promotion manager
would probably take one look at what
we are doing and say: “Look—you are so
fascinated with the green grass on the
other side of the ocean that you are
ignoring completely the best territory
you have for increasing food sales.

“Get to work on these 20 million pen-
sioners, disabled, and unemployed
Americans who have been forced to cut
down to one-half the milk they really
want, or who are buying a half-dozen
eggs when they really want to buy a
dozen. There is your sales opportunity.

“And do not kid yourself that you will
get the business by cutting the price one-
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half cent or one cent. Go after it the way
the soap companies do—with a coupon
operation. That is one of the fastest
sales stimulators there is.”

Mr. Speaker, this committee is hold-
ing hearings on a food-stamp program.
At long last, the Congress is getting
down to business on a device by which
this Nation can extend to 20 million de-
serving people a cost-of-living pension
raise, in the form of a food-coupon pro-
gram that will really stimulate sales and
consumption of some farm commodi-
ties—a double-barrel job, if it is done
right,

Now, what kind of a program would it
have to be, to be right?

Well, I am no expert, but let us think
together a little bit:

First, it must be handled through es-
tablished channels of trade. We believe
in the free-enterprise system and we
must not circumvent or injure proces-
sors, wholesalers, or retailers.

Second, the regular channels of trade
are familiar with coupons. They redeem
and cash in coupons at grocery stores
all over America every day. Why not
call the program a food coupon plan
instead of a food stamp plan?

Third, if we expect the program to in-
crease per capita consumption—and I
feel it should—there is where we get into
merchandising.

I respectfully suggest that food cou-
pons should not cover 100 percent of the
retail price of a quart of milk or a pound
of butter, except in cases of dire need.
The coupon should be good for 50 percent
of the retail price and the purchaser pays
the other 50 percent in cash.

In this way, coupons can be distributed
to twice as many worthy people for the
same redemption cost; and it would
stimulate more net increase in total food
consumption.

If 20 million purchasers went into
stores with coupons worth 12 cents on
a 24-cent quart of milk, you would get
more real stimulation into milk con-
sumption than if 10 million purchasers
went in with coupons worth 24 cents on
a 24-cent quart of milk,

A per capita increase of 10 quarts of
milk a year, multiplied by 20 million peo-
ple is a total increase of 200 million
quarts. But if the coupons were made
redeemable for 100 percent of the retail
price and thereby could be made avail-
able only to 10 million people, even if
consumption increased 15 quarts each—
the total increase would be less.

In instances where the sole purpose is
relieving dire need, where people have no
money, coupons would have to be worth
full retail value. But to do the double-
barrel job of getting food to people who
cannot buy enough of it and at the same
time stimulate consumption for pro-
ducers—I wonder if the coupons should
not be good for 50 percent of the retail
value, with the purchaser putting up 50
percent of the retail price in cash.

There is another reason for the 50-per-
cent-of-retail price coupon; and that is
the farm value of surplus foodstuffs that
best lend themselves to a food-coupon
program represents less than 50 percent
of the retail cost of the food through nor-
mal trade channels.
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A coupon good for 4 cents on a 24-
cent quart of milk actually is getting
into consumption only about 10 cents
worth of farm surplus milk. There is
14 cents for processing, transporting,
distributing, and so forth.

Now, if you could move that quart of
milk into consumption with a 12-cent
coupon and 12 cents consumer’s cash, the
Government coupon is about the equiva-
lent of what the CCC will pay for that
much dried milk to put it in a warehouse.

And do not underestimate the power of
a 12-cent coupon to get a housewife to
purchase a 24-cent quart of milk, or a
40-cent coupon to get her to purchase an
80-cent package of flour.

‘The soap companies, the coffee blend-
ers, the cereal manufacturers can prove
to you that it works.

This is a way to stimulate inecreased
consumption and take a big step forward
toward eating our way out of some of
this surplus production.

Now, everyone knows that it will not
make any real dent in the 1 billion
bushels of corn or the 900 million bushels
of wheat now owned by the CCC.

Coupons cannot solve the problem-
crop difficulties which plague us.

Certain commodities will lend them=
selves to a food-coupon program; and
others will not. But let’s not give up on
the food stamp idea just because every
commodity might not fit into it. Let us
take those that do fit and see how it
works.

The commodities that lend themselves
most favorably to a food-stamp program,
in my opinion, are fluid milk and cream,
butter, cheese, wheat flour, dried beans,
poultry meat and eggs, and red meat.

Right now the CCC does not own any
red meat, poultry meat, or eggs. They
do hold gquantities of every other com=-
modity I mentioned, and are apt to ac-
guire additional gquantities at any
minute.

Now what about costs?

Here is what the average American
spends at retail price for the following
foodstuffs, now in surplus:

Commodity: Per year
Fluid milk._. $34. 90
Cream M it 4.35
Butter 6.30
Cheese 4. B85
Wheat flour 4.70
Driedbeans.. o oo __ 1.056
Cornmeal_____ 1. 05
Oatmeal___________. .B5
Rice..... 1.05

Retail expenditures per capita for
other foodstuffs run approximately:

Product: Per year
e R $16. 80
Broiler meat 8. 40
Turkey 1.68
Red meat --=-= 856.00

The average American consumes about
14 quarts of fluid milk a year. This is
an average. Obviously, many people
drink more than 14 quarts a month.

Chances are, our pensioners and our
needy did not drink 7 quarts of milk a
month last year. But if they got $1.50
worth of food coupons each month with
their Government check—the coupons
good for one-half price on each quart—
they could buy their 14 quarts for the
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same amount of cash they have been
spending for 7 quarts.

This would be really expanding mar-
kets. And the program can be as big
or as small as Congress wishes to make

it.

If the 5.5 million people now receiving
public assistance were to receive coupons
for milk, and flour, and other products
now in Government surplus, and each
got $29.40 a year—the cost of the food
coupon program would total $165 million
a year—or about $75-$80 million more
than it costs the Government to hold the
food in storage as is done now.

Actually, it may not run even this
much, because present surplus disposal
policies, wherein the food is sold in for-
eign markets at a 50-percent discount
plus ocean transportation costs, are
quite costly.

Personally, I would like to see this
coupon program include more people.
Everyone in the lower brackets of social-
security retirement, railroad retirement,
veterans, unemployment compensation,
and so forth, need it.

There are some 16 million receiving
retirement, disability, and survivor bene-
fit checks from United States Govern-
ment agencies.

Say, 8 million of them get less than
$80 a month, They could well be in-
cluded in this program and not exceed
the $1 billion authorized.

For less than $200 million a year, the
unemployed could get a 50-percent dis-
count on food in surplus. Why not co-
ordinate this program with any changes
in unemployment compensation now
under consideration?

Milk, cheese, butter, flour, cornmeal,
eggs, and poultry meat could move into
the mouths of 20 million deserving
Americans—our disabled, blind, our
needy, and our sorely pressed retired.
Instead of piling it up in warehouses, or
selling it all to the Japanese or Paki-
stanis at a 50-percent discount, we
could sell some of it to 20 million of
our own people at the same 50-percent

unt.

Surely, we can summon enough wis-
dom among us to devise a food-coupon
program that will help alleviate some
inflation problems and move surplus
food into American stomach instead of
storage.

Polish Constitution Day

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JOHN H. RAY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, many of our
fellow citizens of Polish ancestry will
celebrate, on May 3, the 167th anni-
versary of the enactment of Poland’s
Constitution by the Polish Diet in War-
saw, in 1791. Exercises in commemora=
tion of that historic action will be held
in most of the Polish communities
throughout the world—outside of Poland
itself, I doubt that e Communists
who rule there will permit any public
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demonstrations but I am certain that
their constitution day will be honored in
the minds and hearts of the Poles now,
unhappily, living under the Communist
yoke.

I suspect that the average American
of non-Polish background believes that
Pulaski and Kosciusko, heroes of the
American Revolution, provide our prin-
cipal links to Poland. Those two dis-
tinguished soldiers gave substantial help
in the founding of our Republic, but the
contribution of men and women of Po-
lish blood did not end with them by any
means. Over the years Polish brains
have enriched our literature, our science,
and our art; Polish valor has strength-
ened our fighting forces; and Polish skill
and brawn have helped build our cities
and our industrial plants. And, al-
though Polish immigrants brought with
them a passionate love of individual lib-
erty, they left in their homeland as much
dedication to freedom as they brought,
and that dedication was forcefully ex-
pressed in the constitution enacted more
than a century and a half ago. On the
eve of their Constitution Day anniver-
sary we should express our appreciation
and gratitude to the Polish people for
their long devotion to liberty.

Poland has a long and glorious his-
tory. Since it emerged as a nation in
the middle of the 10th century a number
of attempts have been made by aggres-
sive neighbors to assimilate it. But the
spirit of free Poland outlasted the czar-
ist, Hapsburg, and Hohenzollern Em=-
pires. As we now congratulate our
friends of Polish blood on their Consti-
tution Day anniversary, we do so with
confidence that free Poland will outlast
the Communist Empire and eventually
resume its place in the family of nations
under a government of its own free
choice.

The Old Quest for Peace in the New Age
of Science

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. HENRY M. JACKSON

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL REcORD an address
entitled “The Old Quest for Peace in
the New Age of Science,” which I deliv-
ered before the 11th Annual Borah
Foundation Conference, at the Univer-
sity of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho, on March
20, 1958.

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

THE OLD QUEST FOR PEACE IN THE NEW AGE
oF SCIENCE

(Address by Senator HeENrY M. JACKSON)

I deeply appreciate the Invitation to come
to the University of Idaho and to participate
in your annual Borah conference.

I do not know of a more approprlate
group before which to discuss the quest for
peace in this perilous age.
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For 11 years now this forum has given its
participants new insights into foreign policy
and the problems of peace. Indeed, this con-
ference has achieved a well-earned natlonal
reputation,

As we meet,-satellites are flying through
the air above us. Newspapers are filled with
H-bombs, outer space, intercontinental mis-
siles, antimissile missiles, and anti-anti-
antl-missile missiles.

In truth, everywhere we turn In the ques-
tion of war and peace, we see the infiuence
of science. There is no doubt that sclience
has greatly complicated the problem of keep-
ing the peace.

As one commentator put it: “The road to
hell is paved with good inventions."

Gone are our two preclous allles of the
past, time in which to mobilize, and distance
to protect our homeland. Today whatever
force is required, either to deter war or to
win it if deterrence fails, must be on hand,
ready at all times.

On the other side of the world, we face
an adversary who is deliberately determined
to use sclence and technology as the hand-
malden of ultimate world conquest.

As a result of Soviet advance in sclence
and technology, they now challenge us across
the board, in military prowess, in science, in
economic and political affairs, in education,
in person-to-person relations, indeed in
about every area of activity.

It almost goes without saying that we must
meet the material challenge by producing
enough weapons, launching satellites, over-
coming recessions, and increasing the rate of
our industrial growth and development.

These are the dramatic things which we
must do.

But there is real danger that we will think
of this contest as only one of: number of
planes against number of planes, range of
missile against range of missile, size of satel-
lite against size of satellite.

I'd like to talk with you now about a
very undramatic, very commonplace, very
obvious thing—and yet the most important
thing of all—people,

The history of international politics, when
you come down to the essence of it, is the
history of individual human beings.

What are their loyalties? How hard will
they work? What ultimately matters is what
human beings belleve in and how well they
labor for it.

What counts is what a farmer in some
remote Indian village, some university stu-
dent in troubled Indonesia, or some civil
servant In the new state of Ghana, believes
and does.

There are over 2 billion people in the world.
Roughly one-third follow Moscow. Another
one-third follow the free way of life, the
traditional centers of which are North Amer-
ica and free Europe. The final one-third are
the uncommitted peoples across the broad
sweep of the Afro-Asian area.

What matters is this: Will Moscow be able
to hold the people behind the Iron Curtain
and keep them working effectively and pro-
ductively?

Will the Free World be able to hold itself
together, with its people working effectively
and productively?

And what will happen to the uncommitted
peoples?

At this point we face a great paradox, On
the one hand, we have our free tradition
saying that the individual is everything,
the individual person is what counts. On
the other hand, we have Marxism saylng
that individual people are nothing and that
all that matters are the laws of history.
Yet despite this, it is the Sovlets, more than
we, that In practice seem to realize what
really matters—people.

Look how they appeal to the ordinary
person’s hunger for peace. By a remarkable
public relations job EKhrushchev persuades
many people that the Sovlet system has
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really changed since Stalin's day, into some=-
thing less dangerous.

Take the recent example of Hungary—
turning loose brutal murderers one day,
turning loose the dove of peace the next.
Within weeks after the enormous blood-
letting in Hungary, the Eremlin was back in
business cooing peace, and getting people to
believe it.

EKhrushchev's refrain seldom varies: “We
want peace and the other side wants war,”
& heady tune for peoples who yearn for a
future of peace and progress.

Not so long ago, the Kremlin showed no
concern for othes peoples—except to support
Communist factions abroad. Today, how=
ever, Moscow gives the impression of being
concerned with everyone. Anyone who is
not aggressively against them 1is called
friend. Ehrushchev courts non-Commu-
nists, like Sukarno and Nehru, every bit as
diligently as Stalin once courted his Com-
munist agents.

Last January, a Gallup poll in New Delhi,
India, asked this question: “Which is doing
more to help peace in the world, Russia or
the West?" The answers came out this way:
Russia 54 percent; West 18 percent; don’t
know 28 percent. Note the ratio: 3 to 1
for Russia.

Another recent Gallup poll asked citizens
of 12 world capitals: “Who is ahead in the
cold war, Russla or the West?" The answers
came out this way: Russla was rated ahead
in 10 capitals, in some cases by 4 or 5 to 1,
among those who gave definite answers. The
‘West was rated ahead in only two capitals.

Around the whole globe today we are clearly
on the defensive.

How has this happened?

One reason is that Moscow uses dellberate
lies as a matter of policy and manages to
fool many people a lot of the time.

A second reason is that we are an open
society—we live in a goldfish bowl. People
can see not only what is right with us, but
everything that is wrong with us. People
cannot easily see what is wrong with Moscow.
Moscow lets the rest of the world see only
what she wants them to see. No reports of
the ruthless purges are issued by the Kremlin
press. No accounts of the Siberian prison
camps ever get through Eremlin censorship.

A third reason for our difficulty is that
Moscow is consciously and deliberately going
‘about being nice to people—ready to snap
the trap shut when the time comes. The
volce of Moscow is perhaps the least impor-
tant weapon in the Soviet arsenal.

Rising Soviet industrial strength gives
Moscow goods and brains for export, and
Soviet leaders now exploit economic aid as
an Instrument of political warfare. More
than 2,000 Soviet technicians are at work
among the uncommitted peoples. Moscow
has welcomed a steady stream of visitors
from Asia and Africa for training programs
behind the Iron Curtain.

A fourth reason for our defensive position
is that Russian experience is just a genera-
tion away from that of the uncommitted
peoples. Only recently the Soviet Union was
a backward, feudal, and underdeveloped
country, too. Persons in less well-developed
countries are encouraged by Soviet experi-
ence, partly because it is closer to their own.

By contrast our experience as an old in-
dustrial nation seems very far ahead of
theirs. The American standard of living is
roughly 3 times as high as the Englishman’s,
6 times as high as the Italian’s, 11 times as
high as the Turk’'s, 18 tinres as high as the
Peruvian’s; but it is 40 times as high as the
Indonesian’s.

When President Sukarno went to Moscow
he reportedly told Khrushchev: “You people
are still close to your revolution. You've
managed to rise from feudallsm, just like
we're trying to do. We have more in com-
mon with you than with the West.”
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Finally, our own Ineptness contributes
greatly to our difficulty. Too often we give
the Ilmpression that the only people we care
about are those who play the game our way.
We insist that people be in our own image,
We suffer from a kind of national superiority
complex. What America needs most is to
learn the meaning of humility.

Take for example a familiar attitude to-
ward allles. We expect allles to agree with
us and to do what we want. We object when
they don't. Yet this pressure to conform
only alienates our good friends.

After all our allies are independent na-
tions with their own special concerns. They
are, and should be, free to take positions
which differ from ours on many issues.

We need allies. But we want allles, not
satellites.

As another example, take a familiar atti-
tude toward neutral nations. We think that
neutrals are somehow not playlng fair. We
want them to choose sides once and for all
and join our coalition.

When, however, we try to dragoon them
into alliance with us, we simply drive them
further away.

The underdeveloped ecountries are not
pawns in the power game, as some Americans
think. They are young nations with in-
terests and goals of their own. Burdened by
pressing domestic problems, a nation like
India prefers neutrality to the added cares
of an alliance.

Boft neutrals who become overdependent
on Communist help are a hazard. Hard neu-
trals, however, who recognize the full danger
of Russian tactics are not a hazard, so long
as they remain as independent of Moscow as
they do of us.

Granted that we now find ourselves on the
defensive, what are we going to do about it?

First of all, we must alter our own basic
attitude. We should stop trying to mold
other peoples in our own image.

Moscow tells people to be themselves, but
what she really means is for them to be Com-
munists. We too often say, “be like us,”
when all we need say Is “be yourselves.”

We should adopt the principles of the good
politician. A good politician recognizes that
different groups have diverse interests. He
makes it his business to understand the state
of mind of his constituents. He gets around
to learn what people are thinking, He finds
out what they want and trles to help them
reach their goals. Where possible, he strives
to assist each group in pursuit of its objec-
tives.

Ladies and gentlemen, this approach to
other peoples has important implications for
our entire foreign policy. I believe that if
we took this approach seriously, we could get
off the defensive. We could promocte pro-
grams that will gain us the friendship and
respect of other peoples.

Let me suggest three particular programs,
which I feel deserve our most urgent
attention.

First, we should substantially increase our
technical cooperation program, and make it
a vehicle of our traditional respect for human
dignity and liberty.

The proposed technlcal assistance pro-
gram for fiscal 1959 1s very modest. It
would cost only $163,600,000. I think we are
missing a great opportunity and that we
should expand the export of technical know-
how to help people help themselves.

An increase in this area could be offset by
reductions in military and economic aild. We
get a better return for our dollars if we en-
courage more person-to-person cooperation
and give less in the form of handouts.

Our friends abroad want material help.
But they look also for intellectual and
spiritual Inspiration. Their hearts as well
as their economic systems need a lift. One
way to meet this need is to promote pro-
grams in which we work with other people
rather than just do something for them.
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Why should not our technical assistance
program send thousands of Americans abroad
each year to work together with the uncom-
mitted peoples and so help strengthen the
basis of common humanity that unites all
people of good will? As nurses, doctors, soil
conservationists, experts in mental health,
and engineers, they could demonstrate by
dedicated labor their genulne concern for
the welfare of the people.

I wish we could arrange for large numbers
of our young people, who are fresh from
their college and technical training, to go
abroad say for a term of 2 years.

No person should be recruited for the
program simply because of his or her tech-
nical competence. Participants should slso
have these qualities: first, a catching ideal-
ism; second, an interest in people for their
own sakes—they should genuinely wang
those with whom they will live and work
to be better off and happler, irrespective
of the Soviet threat; and third, they should
be looking for contributions which others
can make, treating their work as a two-way
street.

In summary, partieipants in the program
should be guided by the true spirit of hu-
mility.

This country meed not and should not
carry the sole burden of an expanded tech-
nical cooperation program among the un-
committed peoples. The entire NATO
community can join in the effort.

There is a prevalent notion that unless
America runs the show, America will not
get the credit. But this is far from the
case. Today, we are likely to galn more
credit if we do not insist on doing it all
ourselves, but rather join in genuinely com-
mon undertakings,

There is no more Important task than
epeeding common scientific and technical
programs within the NATO alliance. Such
programs will promote the security and wel-
fare of the Atlantic Community. They will
also assure a greater reservoir of brains
and know-how for technical cooperation in
Asia and Africa.

Second, we should expand the exchange-
of-persons programs in the Free World, and
offer a full-scale person-to-person exchange
program to the Soviets.

We have many excellent exchange-of-per-
sons programs in the Free World, including
the highly successful Fulbright program.
But we could do far more than we are dolng.

The hest way to learn what other people
are thinking and hoping is to go to see them,
talk to them, and live among them. The
best way for people to find cut what we
are really like is to come to see us.

When Nehru visited this eountry he went
to see some of our most advanced welfare
institutions, an Insane asylum, a community
center, and a public school. He reportedly
commented: “If this is really typical of
America, then I have certainly misunder-
stood you.”

This is not the occaslon to discuss the de-
tails of a greater exchange effort. I believe
every proven and workable program should
be pushed, both those financed by private
money and those supported Irom public
funds.

What I want to emphasize today is this:
We should not limit our exchange efforts to
the Free World. I believe we should offer
the Russians a full-scale person-to-person
exchange.

We may find that Moscow wants only the
present token program—a few students, a
few technicians, orchestras and movie stars.
Whatever the Soviets have in mind, how-
ever, we should be well out ahead of Moscow
in our proposals.

Quite probably exchange programs with
Communist countries will net few dividends
for peace. But it makes sense to keep open
the lines of communication with ordinary
people behind the Iron Curtain.
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During my trip to Russia in 1056 I was
deeply impressed with the friendliness of
everyday Russlans. I had an opportunity
to go into their homes and to meet them,
both in European Russia and in Asiatic
Russia. I found that the Soviet leaders had
made little headway among their people in
destroying the good name of Western people,
despite 40 years of vicious propaganda.

Even people who fall under the sway of
evil ideas are not necessarily evil persons.
One can talk to them and exchange ideas
in many areas outside the realm of politics.

Perhaps we can make some headway if
we send skilled specialists to Russla, for ex-
ample, in surgery, in mental health, in family
welfare, in classical studies, and even folk
songs. These people can talk to their
counterparts in Russia without becoming in-
volved In ideological controversy. Some
common understanding might be developed
in flelds of common interest, Certainly
Soviet political ideology will be the last area
to yield to any reconciliation.

Why should we not challenge Russia to
give 50 Indian leaders the chance to go be-
hind the Iron Curtain and then have those
same 50 leaders come to visit us?

If Moscow accepted such a proposal, all to
‘the good. If Moscow rejected it, still we
could not lose. Neutral nations would be
treated to a demonstration that Russian talk
of freedom 1s a pretty shallow thing.

I am proposing that we maintain pressure
on the Russians—that we keep them on the
defensive in this field where they deserve to
be on the defensive. Of all countries,
America should never be caught reluctant to
open its doors to those who want to visit us
and get to know us.

Third, we should strengthen our education
in the social and humanistic studies, includ-
ing foreign languages, and assure ourselves
the tools for working with other peoples.

Since sputnik we have heard a good deal
of talk about our deficiencles in science edu-
cation. These deficiencies are, indeed, seri-
ous and need correction. We cannot afford
to be second best in technological progress,

Equally, however, we cannot afford to ig-
nore the disciplines which can help us turn
our technological progress to the benefit of
mankind. A renaissance is needed in the
teaching of the soclal and humanistic stud-
ies in history, economics, literature, philoso-
phy, and foreign languages.

Every American should be steeped in the
humane tradition including scientists, en-
gineers, and technicians, themselves. When
the critical issues lie, as they do today, in the
area of the relation of sclence to human be-
havior, then science tralning by itself is not
enough.

In particular, I want to urge greater fore-
sight and greater effort in the study of for-
elgn languages.

Compared to the Soviet Union we are do-
ing a fifth-rate job in language training.

An estimated 10 milllon Russlans are
studylng English. Less than 8,000 Amerl-
cans are studying Russian,

Every child in a Soviet high school is re-
guired to study German, French, English,
Spanish, or Latin, One-half of our American
high schools do not even offer modern
languages. In the American high schools
which do offer foreign languages, less than
15 percent of the students take them.

Russian universities teach well over 40
different foreign languages including Man-
churian, Ulgur, and the Burmese, Vietnam-
ese, Malayan, and Indonesian languages. I
might point out that Russian universities
also have to teach the 17 native languages
spoken in the Soviet Union.

Some of the Russian grade schools now
even instruct 8- and 9-year-olds in Chinese,

Hindi, Arabic, Parsi, and Urdu.

One can almost anticipate what countries
are next on the Soviet calendar of conquest
from their language curriculum.
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America still lumbers along emphasizing
the colonial languages, French and German,
How unimaginative can we be to send our
emissaries to the former colonial areas speak-
ing only the language of the old rulers?

For example, Telugu is the language of
33 million people in India. Not six people
in this country, however, can read a news-
paper in Telugu. Yet members of a Soviet
delegation arriving in India can speak it and
read it.

In person-to-person contacts Americans
should talk the native languages, even the
dialects. We should equip our technicians to
meet the village chief at his door, address
him in his own tongue, and offer to work
with him on a project he holds dear. This
would promptly make us a new friend.

To prepare for mastery of a language one
needs one elementary text, preferably with
accompanying tapes or phonograph records,
as well as a student dictionary and a series
of graded readers. These works take years
to produce and require the talents of highly
trained linguistic scholars. And until these
materials are available there is no possibility
to teach the language on a sound basis.

Yet today there are about 40 important
languages of Asia alone for which our work-
ing tools are sketchy or nonexistent.

Urgent steps should be taken to put this
country's language-study program in good
shape. This will take a national effort. We
need a long-range plan. Then we need coor-
dination among all the interested public and
private agencies to get the plan implemented.

In conclusion, let me say this:

The past is littered with the wreckage of
nations that made only a material response
to the challenge of thelr times. We must
not make that mistake.

In our struggle with the Soviet Union we
have one weapon which the Soviets do not
have, and cannot have. That weapon is our
democratic tradition of respect for human
dignity and liberty.

The Kremlin can build the same planes
and missiles we do, it may build even better
ones. The Eremlin can use the slogans of
freedom, it may even use them better. But
it does not have the respect for human dig-
nity and liberty that really counts,

Our greatest strength is our intellectual
and spiritual heritage. May we, In our time,
prove true to that heritage.

Report From Congress

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. PATRICK J. HILLINGS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Speaker, follow-
ing is my regular report to my constitu-
ents in California’s 25th Congressional
District:

CoMMUNIST CLoUDS OVER LATIN AMERICA

There is little doubt that the master strat-
egy of the Eremlin now is directed at our
friends in Latin America. The Communist
plot was tellingly revealed by the demon-
strations and riots that threatened the lives
of our Vice President and his wife during
their good will tour of South America. This
tour has placed in sharp focus the follow=-
ing:

f. We can be proud of Vice President
Ricmarp Nixon and his wife for the remark-
able courage, dignity, calmness, and di=
plomacy they displayed in the face of agita-
tors who obvlously were bent on destroying
them,
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2. Our policy toward our neighbors in the
Western Hemisphere must be given a thor-
ough reappraisal, for there was more to the
demonstrations against the Nixons than
just Communist agitation; there is eco-
nomic distress in many of the countries to
the south and it is absolutely necessary that
our country take this into account on fu-
ture foreign-aid programs,

3. Communist Infiltration of the Western
Hemisphere has abandoned the subtle tech-
nique and has reached the point of outright
aggression against the institutions of per-
sonal freedom and liberty.

Again we can be proud of our outstand-
ing constituents in the 25th Congressional
Distriet—Vice President and Mrs. Nixon.

Rep MENACE StILL HERE

Recently the San Francisco Chronicle at-
tacked me for my stand in support of the
action of immigration officials in deport-
ing one Willlam Heikkila, an admitted Com-~
munist, to Finland. Some of you may have
read about this case in the newspapers. It
was claimed that Mr. Heikkila was deported
without just cause; was spirited away in
the dead of night while a court order was
pending; that he had no opportunity to in-
form his wife or attorney of his arrest and
that he could not speak or write the lan-
guage of Finland, the country to which he
was being deported; that he had no relatives
there; and that the Congresslonal inves-
tigation of the case had only taken 1 hour.
My investigation was termed another “red
herring” in much the same manner as the
Alger Hiss case. All of these allegations are
false. The plain facts are that Heikkila has
lived in the United States for 52 years
without even bothering to become g citizen;
that he has refused under oath, as late as
December 1956, to tell whether he is or is not
an agent of the Communist Party; that his
arrest was perfectly legal, and that he was
allowed to notify his family. As a lawyer, as
a Congressman, and as a cltizen, I have al-
ways believed in due process of law. For 11
years, Mr. Heikkila fought his case through
the courts and even though an alien, had
every benefit of our judieclal system although
he was dedicated to the overthrow of our
Government. I predict that as a result of
the continuing investigation of this case by
my committee in the Congress, the evidence
will show that Heikkila does not deserve to
remain in our country and that the United
States Immigration Service was perfectly
%ust(.ilﬂed in deporting him to his native Fin-
and.

NucLEArR TESTS SHOULD CONTINUE

There has been a clamor for the end of
testing of nuclear weapons. I would sub-
scribe to the end of such tests 100 percent if
the Sovlet Union would agree to an ironclad
inspection plan. But the leaders of the
Kremlin won't agree to inspection despite all
the propaganda that has been pouring out
of Moscow that Russia has ended such tests.

I have sponsored a resolution to express
the sense of the House of Representatives
that such tests should be continued by the
Free World as long as the Soviet Union re-
fuses to agree to a suitable inspection plan
and presents a threat to the securlty, free-
dom, and liberty of peoples in the Free World.

Moreover, I checked with Adm. Lewis
Strauss, Chairman of the United States
Atomic Energy Commission, on the safe-
guards being taken to reduce the hazard of
radioactive fallout during the current experi-
ments being undertaken at the Eniwetok
Proving Ground in the mid-Pacific area.

Admiral Strauss told me: “Protection of
health and safety is a primary consideration
during the current tests. * * * The test
series will advance the development of weap-
ons for defense against aggression whether
airborne, missile-borne, or otherwise
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mounted. * * * Test will be con-
ducted in a manner designed to keep as low
as possible the publie exposure to radiation
arising from the detonation of nuclear
weapons,”

The Financing of Small Business—Long-
Term and Equity Capital

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

HON. WILLIAM S. HILL

OF COLORADO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, the Republi-
can members of the House Select Com-~
mittee on Small Business yesterday in-
troduced legislation amending the Small
Business Act to provide long-term loans
for small business in increased amounts
and to provide an additional method to
help small business secure equity capital.
My bill is H. R. 12026. The other Re-
publican members of this committee and
their bill numbers are: Hon. R. WALTER
Riesrman, of New York, H. R. 12027;
Hon. HoracE SEELY-BrROWN, JR., of Con-
necticut, H. R. 12028; Hon. WirLiam M.
McCurrocH, of Ohio, H. R. 12029; Hon.
TmorHY P. SHEEHAN, of Illinois, H. R.
12030; and Hon. ArcH A. MoORE, of West
Virginia, H. R. 12031.

There is almost complete agreement
that a practical way must be found to
increase the availability of credit and
risk capital to our small-business con-
cerns. This does not mean for any par-
ticular endeavor, but it means for small-
business concerns whether they are
engaged in manufacturing, processing,
wholesaling, retailing, or the service in-
dustries. The question is by what means
or methods may the Federal Government
properly assist in solving the financing
problems of small business. There have
been many approaches to the problem
as is evidenced by the number of bills
which have been introduced on this sub-
ject. Each bill has its good points; the
question is which points outweigh others
in making a final decision which the
Congress will enact into law.

Many of us believe that the best ap-
proach is by amending existing legisla-
tion. The Small Business Administra-
tion, through its nationwide organiza-
tion, is equipped to ecarry out the will of
Congress when legislation is enacted for
the financing of small business. At the
present time it would seem that once a
sound program has been decided upon,
getting it into effective use at the earliest
possible moment would be of the utmost
importance.

BTATE COOFPERATION AND PARTICIPATION

The central core of our proposal is to
have the Federal and State Governments
working together in encouraging private
capital to assist and finally take over the
job of providing long-term loans and
equity capital for the small-business sec-
tor of our economy. We propose that
each State, Territory, and Common-
wealth, 51 in all, establish under State
law a development, investment, and
credit corporation. It is contemplated
that each State development, investment,
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and credit corporation would operate
under a State charter and would in turn
be chartered by the Small Business Ad-
ministration. Both long-term loans and
equity capital would be provided through
the State development, investment, and
credit corporation. At the same time,
none of the present duties of the Small
Business Administration would be dimin-
ished. In fact, the responsibilities of the
Small Business Administration would be
materially increased.
INCREASE IN THE AMOUNT AND TERM OF
SMALL-BUSINESS LOANS

We feel in making these proposals that
it is important to the success of any plan
to provide financing to small business
that the term of the loans be of suffi-
cient length and the loans be in suffi-
cient amount to encourage the several
State governments to cooperate and par-
ticipate to the limit. Therefore, we pro-
pose that the maximum amount or regu-
lar small-business loans be increased
from $250,000 to $500,000 and that the
maximum maturity be extended from 10
to 15 years.

On the equity-capital side, the Federal
Government is permitted to supply on a
matching basis a maximum amount of
$5 million. This is the total which may
be outstanding at any one time for each
of the State development, investment,
and credit corporations.

HELPING SMALL BUSINESS WITHIN A STATE

Our bill provides that under no cir-
cumstances can any of the money bor-
rowed or invested be utilized to relocate
a business concern. We believe this to be
very important because the whole intent
and purpose is to build up small business
within the State and in localities within
the State. We feel that if a concern de-
sires to relocate, it should not be at the
expense of the State or the Federal Gov-
ernment, but that the money should be
otherwise provided.

EXPLANATION

The Republican members of the House
Select Committee on Small Business be-
lieve that the best features of its bill are
reflected through its simplicity; through
the fact that a new agency does not need
to be established; and through the fact
that the Federal Government will be sup-
plementing rather than replacing private
financial institutions. In fact, the whole
proposal contemplates private capital
taking over this job as soon as is praec-
ticable. A short explanation and the bill
follows:

-BECTION~-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF THE SMALL

BUSINESS INVESTMENT AND DEVELOPMENT ACT

The first section provides that the act
may be cited as the Small Business In-
vestment and Development Act.

Section 2 sets forth the finding of Con-
gress that the continuing growth and
development of small business is essen-
tial to a sound national economy, but
that such growth and development is im-
peded by the inability of small-business
concerns (because of various factors, of
which the principal ones are specifically
stated) to obtain equity ecapital. It is
therefore declared to be the policy of
Congress and the purpose of the act to
promote the sound development of small
business by providing a source of such
capital.
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Section 3 adds a new subsection (e) to
i;esigon 207 of the Small Business Act of

Paragraph (1) of the new subsection
(c) authorizes the Small Business Ad-
ministration to purchase investment se-
curities issued by State development in-
vestment and credit corporations and
having specified rates of interest and
maturities. The administration could
not hold investment securities of any
such corporation in an amount exceed-
ing $5 million at any one time and pur-
chases of such securities by the Admin-
istration would have to be matched by
other purchasers of such corporation’s
securities.

Paragraph (2) provides that the Ad-
ministration shall not purchase invest-
ment securities from a corporation un-
less, first, the corporation will use the
proceeds exclusively to assist small-bus-
iness concerns of stated types in its
State and will not use any of such pro-
ceeds to finance the relocation of exist-
ing eoncerns; second, the corporation, in
furnishing such assistance, will meet the
conditions and standards set forth in
the act and those prescribed by the Ad-
ministration, and third, the corporation,
in furnishing such assistance, will use
funds obtained from other sources in an
amount at least equal to the funds ob-
tained from the Administration.

Paragraph (3) provides that only one
corporation per State can participate
in the program of assistance, and re-
quires any such corporation to have been
chartered by the State for substantially
the same purposes as the purpose of
the act and to meet minimum standards
and criteria prescribed by the Admin-
istration.

Paragraph (4) authorizes the Admin-
istration to obtain the funds needed to
carry out the program by issuing notes
and obligations in an aggregate amount
not exceeding $255 million and selling
such notes and obligations to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. The proceeds of
such notes and obligations would be used
to establish the special revolving funds
which would be used to purchase invest-
ment securities under the program.

Paragraph (5) allows any State de-
velopment investment and credit cor-
poration or its shareholders to repur-
chase any of its investment securities
purchased by the Administration.

Paragraph (6) directs the Administra-
tion to impose reasonable service charges
in connection with its purchase of in-
vestment securities; and such charges
would constitute a reserve fund for the
payment of any losses under the pro-
gram. :

Paragraph (7) provides that assist-
ance under the program would not re-
duce or otherwise affect any similar as-
sistance being furnished under State or
local programs.

Paragraph (8) provides that the Ad-
ministration’s claims for repayment on
investment securities which it purchases
from a corporation shall not be subor-
dinated to any other claims against such
corporation.

Paragraph (9) contains definitions of
the terms “State development invest-
ment and credit corporation,” “invest-
ment securities,” and “State”,




6962

Section 4 authorizes the Administra-
tion to make grants to State agencies,
State development investment and credit
corporations, and schools, for studies,
research, counselling, and information
concerning small business. Such grants
would be limited to one—not exceeding
$40,000—per State, and $2 million annu-
ally in the aggregate.

Section 5 replaces the present ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration with a 5-man Small Busi-
ness Board appointed by the President
by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate from among individuals truly
representative of small business and
thoroughly experienced in small-business
operations. Each member of the Board
would serve for a 5-year term, and would
receive a salary of $20,000 plus travel
and subsistence expenses. The functions,
powers, and duties of the Administration
and the Board would be exercised by
an Executive Director subject to the
Board's direction and supervision.

Section 6 increases the maximum
amount of a regular small-business loan
under the Small Business Act of 1953
from $250,000 to $500,000, with a cor-
responding increase—subject to a ceiling
of $5 million—in the maximum amount
of a loan to a corporation formed and
capitalized by small-business concerns.
It also increases the maximum maturity
of a regular small-business loan from 10
to 15 years.

Section 7 permits the securities of a
State development investment and credit
corporation or a small-business concern
to be exempted from the provisions—
principally those requiring registration—
of the Securities Act of 1933 and the
Trust Indenture Act of 1939 if the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission finds
that enforcement of such provisions with
respect to such securities is not necessary
in the public interest and for the protec-
tion of investors.

Section 8 repeals section 13b of the
Federal Reserve Act and provides that
future repayments of loans made under
that section, as well as amounts availa-
ble for such loans but not yet used, shall
be covered into the Treasury as miscel-
laneous receipts.

A bill to amend the Small Business Act of
1058 to provide a source of equity and
long-term loan capital for small-business
concerns in the United States, and for
other purposes
Be it enacted, ete., That this act may be

cited as the “Small Business Investment and

Development Act.”

Bec. 2. The Congress hereby finds that the
continuing growth and development of
small business Is essential to a sound na-
tional economy, but that this growth and
development is being impeded by the ina-
bility of small-business concerns to obtain
sufficient amounts of equity capital. The
Congress further finds that this situation is
a result of many factors, chief among which
are (1) the possession by the small-business
concerns of insufficient ownership capital,
with too much reliance on borrowed funds,
at the time when they are established; (2)
the existing narrow market for small-busi-
ness securities, resulting in excessive costs
for small-business security issues; (3) wide
‘fluctuations in small-business profits over pe-
riods of time, deterring outside investment
in small-business concerns and causing in-
vestors to prefer security issues of large and
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established businesses; and (4) inadequate
retained earnings resulting from the current
tax rates. It is, therefore, declared to be the
policy of the Congress and the purpose of
this act to promote the sound development
of small business in the United States by
providing small-business concerns with a
more adequate source of equity and long-
term loan capital.

SEc. 3. Bection 207 of the Small Business
Act of 1853 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new subsection:

*“(e) (1) The Administration is empowered
to purchase investment securlties issued by
State development investment and credit
corporations which have been chartered un-
der paragraph (8) and meet the conditions
set forth in paragraph (2), The Administra-
tion shall not purchase investment securities
of any such corporation in an amount ex-
ceeding the amount of the securitles of such
corporation which are held by other pur-
chasers; and in no event shall the Adminis-
tration at any one time hold investment
securities of any one such corporation pur-
chased under this paragraph in an amount
exceeding §5 million. Investment securlties
purchased by the Administration under this
paragraph shall bear interest at a rate not
less than the rate of interest pald by the
Administration on funds obtained from the
Secretary of the Treasury under paragraph
(4) plus one-fourth of 1 percent per annum,
and shall have maturity dates of 20 years
or less,

“(2) The Administration shall not pur-
chase the investment securities of any corpo-
ration under paragraph (1) unless it has
determined—

“(A) that the corporation will use the
proceeds thereof exclusively to provide equity
capital or make loans to small-business con-
cerns within the State where it is located;

*“(B) that the proceeds thereof will not
be ueed in whole or in part to finance the
relocation of existing business concerns or
their afiiliates or subsidlaries;

“(C) the character and field of operations
of the small-business concerns to which as-
sistance will be furnished by the corporation
with the proceeds thereof;

(D) that any loan made by the corpora-
tion with the proceeds thereof will have a
maturity not exceeding 15 years and will be
subject to such other terms and conditions
as the Administration may deem necessary
or appropriate;

“(E) that, so long as the Administration
holds any of the Investment securities of the
corporation, the governing body of such cor-
poration will inelude such representatives of
the Federal Government (including the Ad-
ministration), State, and local governments,
and other groups having an interest in
small-business development as the Admin-
istration may deem appropriate;

“(F) that the corporation, in furnishing
equity capital or making loans to small-
business concerns, will use funds obtained
from other sources in an amount at least
equal to the funds obtained through the
sale of its investment securities to the Ad-
ministration under this subsection; and

“(G) that the corporation will comply
with such other conditions and meet such
other standards as the Administration may
prescribe to carry out this subsection.

“#(8) The Administration shall grant to
not more than one State development in-
vestment and credit corporation (either ex-
isting on the date of the enactment of this
subsection or hereafter organized) In each
State a charter authorizing such corporation
to participate in the program of assistance
to small business established by this sub-
section. Such charter shall be granted to
any corporation only after the Administra-
tion has determined that it has been char-
tered by the State in which it is located for

purposes substantially similar to the pur-
pose of the Small Business Investment and
Development Act, and that it meets such
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other minimum standards and eriterla as the
Administration may deemr appropriate to
carry out this subsection; and any charter
iszued to a corporation by the Administra-
tion under this paragraph shall constitute
formal recognition of such corporation's ex-
clusive right in its State to participate in
the program of assistance to small business
established by this subsection.

“{4) To obtain funds for the purchase of
investment securities of State development
investment and credit corporations under
paragraph (1), the Administration may
issue and have outstanding at any one time
notes and obligations for purchase by the
Secretary of the Treasury in an amount not
exceeding $2556 milllon. Such obligations
shall be in such forms and denominations,
and be subject to such terms and condi-
tions, as may be prescribed by the Adminis-
tration with the approval of the ESecretary
of the Treasury. Such notes or other obli-
gations shall bear interest at a rate deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury,
taking into consideration the current aver-
age rate on outstanding marketable obliga-
tions of the United States of comparable
maturities as of the last day of the month
preceding the {issuance of such notes or
other obligations. The BSecretary of the
Treasury is authorized and directed to pur-
chase any notes and obligations of the
Administration issued under this paragraph,
and for such purpose is authorized to use as
a public debt transactlon the proceeds
from the sale of any securities issued under
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended;
and the purposes for which securities may
be issued under such act, as amended, and
extended to include any purchases of such
notes and obligations. The Secretary of the
Treasury may at any time sell any of the
notes and obligations acquired by him under
this paragraph. All redemptions, purchases,
and sales by the Secretary of the Treasury
of such notes and obligations shall be
treated as public debt transactions of the
United States. Funds obtained under this
paragraph and any proceeds therefrom sghall
constitute a revolving fund which may be
used by the Administration in the exercise
of its funections under paragraph (1).

() Any State development investment
and credit corporation whose investment
securities are purchased by the Administra-
tion under paragraph (1), or any share-
holder or shareholders of such corporation,
may at any time, under regulations pre-
scribed by the Administration, repurchase
any or all of the securities so purchased.

“{6) The Administration shall fix and im=
pose reasonable service charges in connec-
tion with the purchase and handling of in-
vestment securities under paragraph (1),
and the charges so imposed shall be placed
in a special reserve fund in the Treasury
and used from time to time as needed to
reimburse the Administration for any losses
resulting from the purchase and handling of
such securities.

“(7) The assistance furniched small-busi-
ness concerns under the program estab«
lished by this subsection shall not affect,
and shall be in addition to, any State or
local programs established to provide assist-
ance for such concerns.

*“(8) In purchasing the investment secu-
ritles of any corporation under paragraph
(1), the Administration shall impose such
requirements as may be necessary to insure
that its claim for repayment with respect to
such securities will not be subordinated to
any other claim for the repayment of funds
owed by such corporation.

“(9) As used in this subsection:

“(A) the term ‘State development invest-
ment and credit corporation’ means an en-
terprise which is incorporated under the law
of any State and one of the primary pur-
poses of which is promoting and assisting
the growth and development of small-busi-
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ness concerns within such State as a means
of assisting, developing, and expanding its
economy;

“(B) the term ‘investment securities’
means any obligations evidencing the in-
debtedness of a State development invest-
ment and credit corporation in the form of
bonds, notes, or debentures, or in such other
form as may be prescribed by regulations
of the Administration; and

“(C) the term ‘State’ means the 48 States,
the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.”

Sec. 4. Bection 207 (b) of the Small Busl-
ness Act of 1953 is amended (1) by striking
out “and” at the end of paragraph (4), (2)
by striking out the period at the end of
paragraph (5) and inserting in lieu thereof
#: and”, and (3) by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

*“(8) to make grants to any State govern-
ment or agency thereof, to any State de-
velopment investment and credit corpora-
tion (as defined in subsection (¢) (8) (A)),
or to any land-grant college or university
or any other college or school of business,
engineering, commerce, or agriculture, for
studies, research, and counseling concern-
ing the management, financing, and opera-
tion of small-business concerns, and for the
dissemination of technical and statistical
information needed In order to carry out
paragraph (4) by coordinating such infor-
mation with existing information facilities
within the State and making such informa-
tion available to State and local agencies.
Only one such grant shall be made within
any one State in any 1 year, and no such
grant shall exceed $40,000 in the aggregate.
Not to exceed $2 million annually shall be
made available for the purposes of this para-
graph from the amounts provided for the
purposes enumerated in this subsection from
the revolving fund established by section
204 (b)."

S8ec. 6. (a) Bection 204 (c) of the Small
Business Act of 19563 is amended to read as
follows:

“(e) (1) The management of the Admin-
istration shall be vested in a Small Business
Board (hereinafter referred to as the
Board), which shall consist of five members
appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the BSenate, from
among individuals who are truly represen-
tative of small-business interests and thor-
oughly experienced in matters affecting
small-business operations. No more than
three of the members of the Board at any
time shall be members of the same political
party.

“(2) Each member of the Board shall be
appointed for a term of 5 years, except that
(A) of the members first appointed, one shall
be appointed for a term of 1 year, one for a
term of 2 years, one for a term of 3 years, one
for a term of 4 years, and one for a term of
5 years, as designated by the President at
the time of appointment, and (B) any mem-
ber appointed to fill a vacancy shall be ap-
pointed only for the unexpired portion of
his predecessor’s term.

“(3) Each member of the Board shall re-
celve basic compensation at an annual rate
of $20,000.

“(4) Each member of the Board, in addi-
tlon to receiving compensation as provided
in paragraph (3), shall be reimbursed for
I y travel, subsist e, and other ex-
penses actually incurred in the discharge of
his duties as such member,

“(56) No member of the Board shall en-
gage in any other business, vocation, or em-
ployment while he is serving as a member of
the Board.

*“(6) The Board shall annually elect a
chairman and a vice chairman from among
its members.,

*“(7) Three members of the Board shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business."
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(b) Section 204 (d) of such act is amended
by striking out “Administrator” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘“chairman of the Small
Business Board".

(c) Section 204 (f) of such act is amended
by striking out “Administrator” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “Board”.

(d) Bection 204 of such act is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(g) (1) The Board shall appoint an ex-
ecutive director, who shall serve at the
pleasure of the Board and shall, subject
to its supervision and direction, be respon-
sible for the execution of the functions of
the administration. Except as otherwise
specifically provided in this act or as other-
wise directed by the Board, all of the func-
tions, powers, and duties vested in the ad-
ministration and the Board shall be exer-
cised and performed by the executive di-
rector and may be exercised and performed
by him through such officers, employees, or
other personnel of the administration as he
may designate,

“{2) The executive director shall receive
compensation fixed by the Board at an an-
nual rate of basic compensation not exceed-
ing $17,600; and he shall in addition be re=-
imbursed for necessary traveling and sub-
sistences expenses, or paid a per diem allow=
ance in lieu thereof within the limitations
prescribed by law, while away from his of-
ficial station upon official business.

“(3) The executive director shall comply
with all orders and directions which he re-
ceives from the Board; but as to all third
persons his acts shall be presumed to be in
compliance with the orders and directions
of the Board."”

(e) Sectlon 205 (a) of such act is amended
by striking out “Administrator” each place
it appears and inserting in lieu thereof
“Board”.

(f) Section 2056 (b) of such act Iis
amended—

(1) by striking out *Administrator”
wherever it appears and Inserting in lieu
thereof “Board';

(2) by striking out “him" wherever it ap-
pears and Inserting in lleu thereof “it";

(3) by striking out “his" wherever it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof "its";
and

(4) by striking out "he” wherever it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof “it”.

(g) The first sentence of section 205 (c)
of such act is amended by strilkng out “he”
and “Administrator” and inserting in lleu
thereof “it"” and “Board", respectively.

(h) Section 206 (b) of such act is amended
by striking out “Administrator” wherever it
appears and inserting in lieu thereof “Board”.

(1) The Administrator of the Small Busi-
ness Administration, provided for under the
Small Business Act of 1953 as in effect im-
mediately prior to the enactment of this
act, shall continue in office until the mem-
bers of the Bmall Business Board (estab-
lished by section 204 (c) of such act as
amended by this section) have heen ap-
pointed and qualified. Nothing in this act
or the amendments made by this act shall
be construed as requiring or preventing the
appointment of such Administrator as a
member of such Board.

SEc. 8. (a) (1) Section 207 (a) (2) of the
Small Business Act of 1953 is amended by
striking out “$250,000” the first two places it
appears and Inserting in lieu thereof
*'$500,000",

{(2) Bectlon 207 (a) (2) of such act Is
further amended by striking out *“$250,000
multiplied by the number of separate small
businesses which have formed and capital-
ized a corporation as hereinbefore provided
for in this section” and inserting in lieu
thereof “$500,000 multiplied by the number
of separate small businesses which have
formed and capitalized a corporation as here-
inbefore provided for in this section, but in
no case more than $5 million.”
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(b) Sectlon 207 (a) (2) of such act is
further amended by striking out 10 years”
each place it appears and inserting in lieu
thereof “15 years".

See. T. Becurities issued by State develop-
ment investment and credit corporations (as
defined in section 207 (c¢) (9) (A) of the
Small Business Act of 1953) or by small=-
business concerns (as defined under section
203 of that act) may be exempted by the
Securities and Exchange Commission from
any of the provisions of the Securities Act of
1933 or the Trust Indenture Act of 1939, or
issued under special regulations, if the Com-
mission finds, having due regard for the
purposes of the Small Business Act of 1953,
that the enforcement of such provisions
with respect to such securities is not neces-
sary in the public interest and for the pro-
tection of investors.

Sec. 8. Effective 1 year after the date of
the enactment of this act, section 18b of the
Federal Reserve Act (12 U. 8. C., sec. 3852a)
is repealed; but such repeal shall not affect
the power of any Federal Reserve hank to
carry out, or protect its interest under, any
agreement theretofore made or transaction
entered into in carrying on operations under
that section. Within 60 days after the date
of the enactment of this act, each Federal
Reserve bank shall pay to the United States
the aggregate amount which the Secretary
of the Treasury has heretofore paid to such
bank under the provisions of section 13b of
the Federal Reserve Act; and such payment
shall constitute a full discharge of any ob-
ligation or liability of the Federal Reserve
bank to the United States or to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury arising out of subsec-
tion (e) of such section 13b or out of any
agreement thereunder. The amounts repaid
to the United States pursuant to this section
and any remaining balance of the funds set
aside in the Treasury for payments under
section 13b of the Federal Reserve Act shall
be covered into the Treasury as miscel-
laneous receipts.

Address by Hon. John W. McCormack at
30th Anniversary Banquet of North-
eastern Region of the National Confer-
ence of Christians and Jews

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OoF

HON. PETER W. RODINO, JR.

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, on April
1, 1958, the northeastern region of the
National Conference of Christians and
Jews, Inc., held its 30th anniversary ban-
quet, at which our friend and colleague
from Massachusetts [Mr. McCorMACK]
was honored for his distinguished service
in the field of human relations.

I am pleased to include in my exten-
sion the remarks made on that occasion
by Majority Leader McCoRMACK.

Mr. McCorMACK's remarks follow:

To be present as we are this evening, to
meet and hear the principal speaker, Dr.
Frank Graham, -educator, statesman, diplo-
mat, gentleman, and one of the greatest
Americans of this challenging period, is an
honor and treat in itself.

To be the recipient, as I am, of your great
organization’s award of this year is an addi-
tional honor, which Mrs. McCormack and I
appreciate and will always treasure.
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The fact that your organization without
regard to religlon, race or color, and dedi-
cated to promote justice, amity, understand-
ing, and cooperation, feels that I merit this
award brings a feeling of happiness to me
that I find difficult to express in words. For
Mrs. McCormack and myself I express our
sincere thanks. And I am proud to say that
the guidance and protection of Mrs. Me-
Cormack has been my constant inspiration.

While I amy the recipient of this award
and honor tonight, there is in it a trans-
cendent significance far more profound than
any glory that may accrue to me personally.
It is the deeper implications of the purposes
and objectives of your organization—Iits spir-
itual origin and beneficial results, and the
atmosphere of nobility of mind created by
those present that impresses and dominates
my mind.

For brotherhood is at the very heart of
the issues that divide the world.

If my life’s work had been different and
this award were given me for inventing and
launching an American earth satellite that
would America as the leader in this
field of research and technology, important
as that would be, I would not treasure it as
much as I do the honor I have just received.
For is it not true that in the age in which
we live, brotherhood must be equated with
survival?

Coexistence, as advocated by international
communism, 18 a subzero atmosphere.

It is an expediency to deceive, to subvert,
to dominate, with resultant enslavement,
persecution, imprisonment, and even death
and martyrdom.

It is the nearest communism and the
Kremlin can come in implementing its dis-
honest interpretation of peace.

For the alleged brotherhood preached for
temporary purposes by the Communist world
is based on hatred. And brotherhood can-
not result where hatred exists, whether in
the minds of peoples, or in the minds of
individuals.

Brushing aside the honeyed but insincere
utterances of the Communist world, what
they are really saying is that we are to get
along with them, under their terms and
conditions, until the time has come, as
Ehrushchev says, when they will bury us.

For we live in a world where the Commu-
nist regime does not want to understand the
rest of the world.

For those with the origin of hate are
men who fear to be men, and-prefer to be
robots.

On the International level the problem
with brotherhood is that just as it takes
two or more to make a fight, so it takes two
or more to make for brotherhood.

To Lenin, Stalin, Hitler, now EKhrushchev,
brotherhood lacks the note, the stomp, and
the brutishness of the dictator and master,
and was and is synonymous with decay,
social and otherwise.

But if history has proven anything, it is
that what they stood and now stand for,
was compounded with fear, of the uncon-
scious arrogance of an inferiority complex,
and of a disturbed sense of insecurity.

For a moral voldness or a vacuum exlsts
in their lives.

And history shows what happened to Hit-
ler. And while the form was different, in
;‘ilmbum’ naziism was the same as commu-

And Stalin lies in his Moscow mausoleum
denigrated as a military phoney, blackened
as a coward, a murderer, and a maniac by
the very accomplices and his group of world
killers who now rule in his place.

And If they are wise they will take re-
course to history and govern themselves ac=
cordingly.

For the forces of hate, hatred of God and
nelghbor, cannot overcome and defeat the

::,rcee of love, love of God and love of neigh-
s
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Such forces might temporarily gain an
advantage—they might win battles in a cold
or hot war, but where the forces of hate
try to defeat those of love—they cannot
win the war.

One of the great weaknesses of the Com-
munist world is lack of faith, lack of under-
standing, lack of brotherhood, of the hate
of its dictators.

And if our foreign policy is positive—and
takes this into consideration—we can effec-
tively capitalize the same.

For the desire for liberty—which is dl-
rectly connected with falth and brother-
hood, may be temporarily suppressed by a
dictator—but never destroyed. For the In-
herent desire for liberty comes from God,
Himself. And what God bestows, man can-
not destroy. i

Brotherhood 1s something that has to be
fought for with reservoirs of human energy,
patience, and wisdom, beyond anything
imaginable by a mind charged with aggres-
slon and brutality, and a mind charged with
hatred and greed.

Brotherhood exacts the noblest manifesta-
tion of the human spirit. It is enjolned in
the old and new testaments of love of God
and love of nelghbor. For love of God and
neighbor, with brotherhood as the imme-
diate result, is the rock upon which Judeo-
Christianity stands.

“And thou shalt love thy neighbor as thy-
self.”

Without confining myself to our country,
it is, however, imperative that America be
strong militarily and in our material re-
sources and productive capacity.

We must utilize our brains and facilities,
which we have, on a high decision making
level, with the authority to carry out such
decisions, so that even for a short period of
time the Soviet Union may not have a de-
clded advantage over us, when they can at-
tack our targets and we cannot attack their
targets.

For if that day should arrive they will
probably offer us terms which if accepted
would be capitulation on our part, and if we
falled to accept, in my firm opinion, they
would carry out a surprise attack.

‘With our avowed policy of nonaggression,
which I do not completely agree with, it is
imperative that our country always be in a
position where we can, if attacked, retallate
and so so effectively and decislvely.

For while the Communists hate and deny
God, and as a result idealism does not exlst
in their minds, they cannot deny that the
law of self-preservation applies to them as
well as to others,

And if we keep strong militarlly always
having the power to retallate, that power
might be a deterrent to attack, and as time
passes, out of evil might come good. But
we cannot rely on that. While we can hope
for the best, we must be prepared for the
worst.

And the spirit of brotherhood must be
strengthened, intensified, and broadened, not
only here but abroad.

For brotherhood brushes aside misunder-
standing—it brings about unity.

For we of America are not a race. We are
& people, of all races, colors, and creeds.
The areas of agreement are so wide there
should be no bigots amongst us.

For lower than the lowest animal that
roams the woods; meaner than the meanest
animal, and more cruel than the cruelest
animal is a human being who hates another,
and particularly because of a difference of
race, color, or creed.

For the animal does not know better.
But the human belng is gifted and endowed
by God with a mind, with the power to
think and reason, to resolve his or her rea=-
son into a will, and to exercise that will
for good or for evil.

The advancement of brotherhood, in deeds
as well as words, means a unified and
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strengthened America, better able to meet
the challenge of today.

For the undeniable fact is that spiritual
strength is necessary to ultimate victory.

And while we must be strong in this pe-
rlod of strain in things material, we must
above all be strong spiritually. For spiritual
strength is the reserve strength that could
be the difference between victory and defeat.

And in your dedication to brotherhood and
understanding your organization is playing
an important part in the real strength of
a nation, in this case our beloved country,
its spiritual strength and unifying results.

It is with a spirit of humbleness that I
accept the award you have conferred upon
me, an award which Mrs. McCormack and I
shall always treasure.

And in a broader sense, I am representing
tonight men and women everywhere of good

.

Otto Z. Fox, Charleston, S. C., Receives
America’s Highest Brand Names Award

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS

OF BOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Speaker, in a re-
cent testimonial dinner in New York
City, Brand Names Foundation, an or-
ganization designed and created for the
purpose of protecting legitimate produets
by the producers of commodities familiar
to every American, awarded a bronze
plaque as a top award for 1957 competi-
tion to Otto Z. Fox, owner of Fox Music
House, Charleston, S. C. This bronze
award was the result of Mr. Fox’s having
been selected from the competition of
134 firms and 25 retail categories. The
ceremonies attendant to this fine and dis-
tinguished honor awarded to my friend,
this outstanding Charlestonian, cul-
minated a week’s celebration, and it was
held in the grand ballroom of the Wal-
dorf-Astoria Hotel, in the great city of
New York on April 16, 1958.

Charleston and the Nation are proud
of Mr. Fox. Mr. Fox is identified with
the civic and community pride for which
Charleston has been famous over the cen-
turies. Mr. Fox never loses an oppor=
tunity to contribute to every program de-
signed for the betterment of the vast and
sprawling community of Charleston. He
is a fervent believer in the American en-
terprise system and the right of small
business to exist in this era in which big
business is getting bigger and little busi-
ness is getting smaller. Mr. Speaker, it
is a great honor to call to the attention of
my colleagues in the Congress this sin-
gular and outstanding contribution Mr.
Fox has made to music and to the indus-
try which produces the finest musical in-
struments the world has ever known.

This week, Mr. Speaker, Mr. Fox
visited me in Washington and was my
guest along with his charming wife for
lunch in the Capitol of the United States.
I want the ReEcorp of the Congress to
show that from the city of Charleston
came the outstanding music dealer in the
Nation for 1957, and I want the RECORD
to show that this fine American achieved
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this honor in one of the most competitive
communities the world has ever known.
He achieved this distinction in an era
when the capacity to stay in business
taxes every fiber of every business and
every sinew of every American.

It Is Time for Congress To Act in COrder
To Curb the Southern Bombings and
Other Interstate Criminal Conspiracies

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. KENNETH B. KEATING

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. KEEATING. Mr. Speaker, a very
serious situation has recently been spot-
lighted in our Nation which demands the
urgent attention of Congress. That is
the dire threat posed to many of our citi-
zens as a result of the concerted crimi-
nal conspiracy which in recent weeks has
resulted in six vicious bombings or at-
tempted bombings involving Jewish cen-
ters and synagogues in the South.

Our information concerning these out-
breaks of lawlessness is sketchy and in-
complete. But a certain pattern is
emerging, which indicates there is at
work a coordinated interstate effort to
intimidate Jewish citizens and others
concerned with upholding the law of our
land.

We do know that within the last 6
months there have been bombings and
attempted dynamitings in 6 cities. A
synagogue in Charlotte, N. C. A syna-
gogue in Gastonia, N. C. A Jewish cen-
ter in Miami, Fla. A Jewish center in
Nashville, Tenn. A center-synagogue
and publiec school in Jacksonville, Fla.
And a synagogue in Birmingham, Ala.

It is significant to note that the latest
outbreak of violence—the dynamiting
of a Jewish center and a Negro school
in Jacksonville—apparently followed the
exact pattern of earlier incidents in
Nashville and Montgomery.

In addition, it is significant that the
abortive attempt to dynamite the syna-
gogue in Birmingham, had it succeeded,
would have coincided with the blast at
the center and school in Jacksonville.

These are not coincidences. They are
evidences of an interstate conspiracy to
coerce and intimidate those who are in
good faith and honesty attempting to
carry out the Supreme Court's decision
concerning school integration. Leaders
of the “Confederate Underground”—the
group apparently behind the cam-
paign—have boasted in their threaten-
ing phone calls that they are members
of a widespread conspiracy. It is my
opinion elements of the Ku Klux Klan
form the hard core of this nefarious
organization.

It is commendable that local authori-
ties have taken stern and vigorous ac-
tion in an attempt to round up the hood-
lums perpetrating these dastardly
deeds. It is commendable that the

great majority of the local citizenries in
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these communities and their vocal lead-
ers have spoken out against these out-
breaks. But that is not enough. The
interstate nature of the plots—the ahil~-
ity of the bombers to flee swiftly across
State lines—prevents an effective crack-~
down. For example, the only witness to
the Jacksonville bombing reported see-
ing a car with Georgia plates pulling
away from the scene of the blast.
Jacksonville is close by the Georgia
border.

It is, therefore, incumbent upon the
Federal Government to step in and
crumble this pattern of lawlessness. I
have been in touch with officials of the
Justice Department, inquiring as to
what can be done to assert the inter-
state powers of Uncle Sam to curb this
conspiracy. Right off the bat comes
the suggestion that the FBI step in and
conduct one of its famous and effective

investigations. Unfortunately their
hands are tied, under the status of our
laws today.

Upon the evidence thus far presented
to the Justice Department, there simply
are no indications that Federal laws are
being broken. The bombings break only
State and local laws, in spite of the con-
spiratorial overtones involving several
States. The FBI therefore cannot exert
its considerable investigational powers,
and enforcement must be left entirely to
local and State officials.

The answer to this problem lies in
bringing our laws up to date to meet the
challenges posed by interstate conspira-
cies of this type. With the advent of
modern transportation and communica-
tion facilities, the day of the merely
statewide criminal organization is pretty
much gone. In their place have come
clever and well-heeled conspiracies op-
erating across State lines in order to
avoid effective investigation and prose-
cution by officials of any one State.

By making full use of State jurisdie-
tional barriers, these conspiracies, which
cover a wide range of activities from
black market babies, narcotics, and gam-
bling to bootlegging, have in many cases
been allowed to operate with impunity,
free from direct checks on them from
any source.

A bill which I have introduced, H. R.
258, would close the gap in our Federal
laws and permit the FBI to step in when-~
ever interstate conspiracies were work-
ing to break State felony laws. The
terms of this measure are simple. They
would be effective in curbing a wide
range of conspiracies across State lines.
Particularly, enactment of this bill would
give the FBI the green light to put an end
to this dynamiting conspiracy in the
South.

Simply stated, this measure would
make it a Federal offense for two or
more persons to conspire to commit any
organized crime offense against any
State if any facilities of interstate com-
merce were used in furtherance of the
conspiracy. Any viclation of a State
felony law threatened by such an inter-
state conspiracy could come under the
scrutiny of the FBI if this bill were en-
acted. It is the single most effective
means for curbing these vicious crimi-
nals.
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If this law had been on our statute
books when these bombings took place,
investigative powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment could have been brought to
bear immediately. The hoodlums in-
volved could not run and hide behind
State jurisdictional lines, as they are ap-
parently doing now.

In the past, efforts to have Congress
pass such a measure have lacked the
support of the Justice Department,
which has felt it would place too great
a burden on their agents and facilities.
To my way of thinking, this admission
that there would be a great deal of work
to be done is the strongest argument pos-
sible for enactment of such a bill.

My conversations with Justice Depart-
ment officials last week, in the wake of
the spate of bombings in the South, indi-
cate there may be a change of attitude
within the Department. I am hopeful
they are coming around to my way of
thinking and that they will soon sup-
port my proposal or a similar one which
would achieve the same ends. If the
Department will support such a measure,
I am confident the Congress will respond
speedily in passing it.

We should, without further delay, put
such a law on our statute books. It
would enable the FBI to do what local
officials simply cannot do—step in and
prevent and prosecute bombings such as
we have witnessed in recent months, It
would prevent intimidation of citizens
whose only fault is that of trying to
carry out the law of the land. It would
put an end to the utter disregard for
law and order with which a few hood-
lums have infected certain areas of the
South.

The Recession and the Family Farm

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. COYA KNUTSON

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, since
it is becoming increasingly difficult to
pry information—even the most simple
information—from the reluctant ad-
ministration leaders, I am more than
ever placed in the position of the late
Will Rogers, who said, “All I know is
what I read in the papers.”

The lead story in the Washington
(D. C.) Post of April 8, 1958, has this to
say:

Unemployment rose 25,000 in March to
5,198,000—the highest jobless total in 1615
years. * * *

The 25,000 increase in wunemployment,
oompa.red to an increase in February of al-
most 700,000 over January, indicated the
rate of the economic slump may be slowing.

Twenty-five thousand does not seem to
be, at first glance, a world-shaking ad-
vance in unemployment.

But it would be a world-shaking ad-
vance in unemployment if one of these
25,000 happened to be you.

In thumbing through the April 11,
1958, issue of U. S. News & World
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Report I came across two timely, bubt
‘seemingly unrelated items.

On page 23, Iread:

sUnemployment” in the recent recession
is tending to center in younger workers.
“Among jobless” one out of four is age 24 or
younger. These often are young heads of
families, in debt for a car, furniture, maybe
a house, and with one or two young children.
The squeeze on these jobless 1s severe.

“The reason” why younger workers are
hit hard? Often it's seniority rules. Union
contracts usually call for the last worker
hired to be the first laid off, and for the
last laid off to be the first rehlired.

“The younger worker” tends to be left out
in the cold. Yet that younger worker usu-
ally is least able to stand unemployment.
His children are growing, not grown; his
debts are at the peak, not paid off. It is the
younger worker who tends to be the biggest
customer of business, and he is being hurt.

The words which are quoted in the
above quotation were quoted by U. S.
News & World Report editors; not by me.

There is no percentage figure in this
article about the actors in this American
tragedy of 1957 who come from family
farms. We are well supplied with eco-
nomic statistics. We have plenty of cen-
sus statistics. But with all of our scien-
tific advances it has been impessible to
yepresent living human beings by life-
less calculations.

The best I can do is, as briefly as I can,
to bring you a picture in words.

Gus Hanson does not exist. I have
literally picked his name from a hat.
Yet Gus Hanson is a symbol, an arch-
type. What is happening to him is hap-
pening to scores of thousands of young
Americans, born and raised on a family
farm.

Gus graduated from high school. Like
g0 many of his contemporaries, he did
his hitch in the armed services. After
his tour of duty in the Army was com-
pleted, he came home. It didn’t take Gus
long to find out how things stacked up.
There wasn't anything for him at home.
The way things were going, the farm
could barely support Mom and Dad and
the two younger children still in school.
So Gus took off for the city. He was
hard working and ambitious. He got a
job. He met a girl—the girl. They were
married. Their first baby was born. A
second was on the way.

Then, without warning, Gus found a
pink slip in his pay envelop. There were
a few extra dollars instead of the usual
2-week notice.

I want to know what will happen to
Gus Hanson’s family. I want to know
what will happen to Gus Hanson's broth-
ers and sisters, his mother and father.
I want to know what will happen to
America’s Gus Hansons.

Why do I want to know this?

Another article in the U. 8. News &
World Report of April 11, 1958, has the
answer.

On page 50, Iread:

Russian farmers do not, cannot, own the

land they farm. * * * There is little incen-"

tive to spur the peasants to more efficient
work or greater production.

It was the land-owning peasant who stood
in the way of those trylng to communize
Russia 40 years ago. Milllons of peasants
were liguldated before the Communists
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could fasten their yoke on the Soviet people.
And, today, the Soviet farmer is still a foe
of communism—a source of constant fear to
the rulers of the Eremlin.

I want to know what will happen to
America's Gus Hansons because the
family farm is, at one and the same
time, the backbone of American finan-
cial stability and the first line of defense
against communism. Gus Hanson de-
serves a future. He is our Nation's in-
surance against whatever comes tomor-
row. No institution in the United
States—our farms, our fields, our mines,
our industries, our commerce—is as val-
uable to the United States as our Gus
Hansons.

All this talk about “conquering outer
space” is just jibberish if Congress and
the administration do nothing about
conquering the vast inner space in the
hearts of young Americans—f{rom the
family farm, or whatever their origin—
who have lost their jobs.

Let us get busy on our Gus Hansons.

At the Bottom of the Well

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. RALPH W. GWINN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. GWINN. Mr. Speaker, this is a
speech, as revised, which was delivered
at the 67th Annual Congress of the
Daughters of the American Revolution
on April 17, 1858:

Distinguished guests, my subject was
Have You a Pet Federal Aid Program?
After attending two of the sessions of the
Daughters of the American Revolution Con-
gress, and on further reflection, I know that
most people have had their pet Government
dole. They have received some of the cor-
rupt proceeds that always come from any
Government soclallzed project. I have
learned, also, that you are all heartily
ashamed of that, and that you intend to
reform. So I am going to talk about why
your resolutions, so carefully prepared, are
headed for the bottom of the well when they
arrive in Congress on Capitol Hill. Then I
will propose a remedy and glive you and your
husbands and brothers and, aboye all, your
sons a job to do.

Last month, one of the most distinguished
leading manufacturers in this country came
to see me as ranking Republican member on
the Labor and Education Committee. He
wanted five perfectly sound, greatly needed
amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act that we
have been trying to get since 1947,

I told him, “Why, don't you know that
you haven't a ghost of a chance to pass any
such laws? We haven't the votes, * * *"

He looked surprised.

Another man came in and sald, “We have
been working on a tax-reform bill for years,
We must take this incredible load of Govern=
ment off the backs of the American people.”

Nelther of these men seemed to know, and
indeed very few of us know, that in the last
election we, and especially the businessmen,
spent millions—we don't know how many
millions—to elect a President of the United
States.

But the AFL-CIO political action knew
that they could not elect Mr. Stevenson, so
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they went to work to elect a Congress, and
did it. &= = »*=

Now we have, after 10 years of thelr or-
ganized political action, this situation: At
least 1756 Members in the House of Repre-
sentatives today owe their seats, wholly or
partially, to the money and the work of the
CIO-AFL and their allies. We now have 216
Congressmen and 45 Senators (that s, a
working majority) who vote most of the time
for the legislative programs of the Americans
for Democratlie Action, This is the front
organization for labor bosses. This i8 the
descendant of the Soclalist Party in Amerleca,
and the financlal beneficiary of large sums
from the CIO-AFL.

Free Enterprise, care of We, the People,
put out a little pamphlet which you can get
that gives the votes of all the Congressmen.
The red votes are for the ADA propositions;
the black marks are against them. It is re-
markable how completely red some of our
States have gone by the votes of their Con-
gressmen. That is, they vote consistently
for labor-Socialist measures * * *,

Walter Reuther is not going to be Presl-
dent of the United States some time in the
future as some fear. He does not need to
be President. Labor bosses have already
taken over, in critical areas, and are now
dominating Congress. When the elections
are over this fall, they will have, in all prob-
ability, 25 or 30 more Members beholden to
them, on the floor of the Houses of Con-
gress. They will have been financed and
selected and then elected by CIO-AFL. They
expect to have no opposition by you or any
other women's organizations or any business«
men's groups organized for political action.

L] L] L] - L]

How does the ATFL-CIO political action
and control by a labor-Soclalist government
in Amerlca affect you, the Daughters of the
American Revolution?

It is perfectly obvious. You have passed
certain important resolutions. * * * They
will not receive the consideration that they
deserve * * *, They represent the wisdom
that resides In you, as delegates and
officers. They are Important and have been
for years. I know of no organization whose
judgment I respect more than the Daughters
of the American Revolution. * * *

We have gotten to the point that such
things as a billion dollar increase in Gov-
ernment lending authority is no longer so-
cialism in the minds of most of our people.
You know better. Your resolutions show
that you know better and you must, above
all, continue to meet, to discuss, and con-
tinue to tell America that our Government
today is almost at the mercy of worldwide
soclalism. And that America too is Socialist
in everything but name.

But you are prepared to see the Congress
of the United States drop your resolutions
to the bottom of a well.

- - - - -

Instead of reducing spending and taxes,
and ending Government powerplants and ir-
rigation projects, food subsidies, Govern-
ment housing, vast and unprofitable Gov-
ernment lending and vast forelgn ald, we
get more and still more, and besides some
700 other Government projects.

Nearly all the people’s petitions and reso-
lutions are ignored. It’s as useless to peti-
tion Congress today as it was for your an-
cestors to petition Parliament and King
George in 1775.

Now what shall we do?

What we need to do now, my friends,
is to imitate—to see to it that the great
genius of organized American men and wom-
en—especially the businessmen—gets into
the political battle. Thelr present organiza-
tions are the only forces in America that
can possibly save us from an expansion of
our present labor-soclalist government.
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Here is how labor does it:

Mr., Meany says, “Politics 1s labor's big
job.” Top officers spring into political ac-
tion. AFL~CIO is put in fighting trim.

Here is a little book: “How to Win" elec-
tions, the best book published.

Sixty-two percent of the labor press is
devoted not to just talk, but to political and
legislative action.

As you carry your resolutions back home
to get some action of your own, drop by the
CIO-AFL offices and get a copy of “How to
Win.” They sell it to their workers for 50
cents. They will charge you $3, but It's
worth it.

Then go to the political boss in your
county and say to him that you heard down
in Washington that we are now designating
candidates for Congress,

You'll find some young lawyer who would
like to make the fight, but he has no money
and no organization. If he runs he has to
go out and get himself elected.

8o, he doesn't run. Why should he?

He knows that he will be opposed by an
organized political machine directed by ex-
tremely practical professional politicians
who work for the leaders of organized labor.
He knows that they have at their disposal
more than 300,000 paid workers, in addition
to millions of men and women who are go
misled by our custom of misnaming soclalism
until they believe in it, They are dedicated
to work against him.

The potential statesmen of tomorrow—
they may be your sons—are staying out of
politics today because they know that they
alone cannot possibly win out against labor's
political power. That must be your deep
concern.

Call a meeting of all the people you know
who believe in America and in what your
ancestors fought and died for in those long-
ago days.

Get the professionals who work for local
conservative organizations. Get the pald
secretaries of the local chamber of commerce,
the local employers association, the medical
soclety, the dental society, the bar assocla-
ciations, along with the elected officers of
those organizations.

This local group can start now to develop
the mechanics of political action.

This takes time. It takes planning. You
will need professional help. You should
be thinking about providing TV time,
radio shows, getting together the money
for newspaper ads, campaign literature, and
direct mail to voters. Start holding rallies,
picnics, coffee hours, and the other social
activities which cement together people with
a common objective. Provide the candidates
with an opportunity to find out what you
want your Congressman to be and see if the
candidates measure up. Think about out-
door advertising, posters, buttons, bumper
stickers on automobiles, matchbooks, pen-
clls. They all cost money, but they are the
mechanics of polities.

You may be told that these activities are
against the law.

The most recent court actions are that you,
the DAR, or any other association or group,
or corporation, can spend money in such ac-
tivities for the purpose of informing mem-
bers, customers, stockholders, suppliers, and
so forth, of their views on public issues, and
the effect on their affairs and of the election
to office of candidates who share or oppose
those views.

Such organizations may use any mediums
of communication known to mankind for
this purpose.

Do not, as a matter of law and as a matter
of practical common sense, go around en-
dorsing candidates. Such endorsements,
without more, are of utterly no value in a
political campaign.

Your local group must do actual work
in the electlon districts. You will need vot-
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ing records of Incumbent legislators, Na-
tional, State and city councils. Tou will
need information as to political spending by
organized groups in your last elections. You
will need authoritative discussions of the
issues. You cannot rely solely on the news
that comes out of Washington to give you
the kind of information you need. Your
local paper is more likely to give you the
kind of information you need than the big
city dailies. Furthermore, your local news-
paper will look upon you as a potential ad-
vertiser.

All of this material is now avallable from
public sources, from official reports, here
in Washington. Steps are being taken now
by several organizations to provide you with
the kind of material which will give you the
substance for political action.

Only the local people—you and you and
you—can come up with the manpower and
the money and the enthuslasm that will
even begin to offset labor’s political strength.

National organizations can, and God knows
I hope they will, provide you with the ma-
terial for you to use (as you best can de-
cide) in selecting and electing to office the
kind of men you want in office.

You, the DAR, cannot do it alone. ¥You
must persuade, demand, cajole all of the
conservative organizations to lay aside their
normal competitive instincts to engage in
an organized, planned campaign that will
encourage Intelligent and conservative
young people to go into public life. Many
are now convinced that men of principles
who believe in America and her former sys-
tem of government are not wanted in pub-
lic office, You must convince them other-
wise.

Time is short. Labor leaders now have at
their beck and call probably less than 2 mil-
lion political workers out of their total of 18
million dues payers. This relatively small
number has been d calculatingly in
exactly the places where it will bring about
the most far-reaching political results.

Your job is to offset that organized mi-
nority. You can improve upon my sugges-
tions as to how to run a political campaign.
For a mere man to even assume superiority
in any area over women, with their inborn
instinct—their motherhood instinct to pre-
serve the race—Is ridiculous.

How can you do nothing in this fight?
If you go home and stay inside, you will
be doing something. You will be doing pre-
cisely what Walter Reuther and those others
whose actlivities bring joy to the hearts of
world communism want and expect you
to do.

Bob Welch, whose reputation you all
know, tells me that there is only 1 danger
which the Communists face today and only
1 thing they fear. That is, for the Ameri-
can people to be awakened sufficlently, too
soon, to the very nature and methods and
existence and progress of the Communist
conspiracy itself.

By doing nothing you and you and- you
will have become another ally of world com-
munism.

Dean Manion, an old and cherished friend
of mine, calls my attention to a quotation
from the Book of Proverbs:

“Remove not the ancient landmark, which
thy fathers have set.”

What is the landmark?
if we had the votes?

We can restore the Constitution, and re-
assert its provisions so that even the Supreme
Court of the United States cannot misin-
terpret it.

We can limit the power of Congress to tax,
as it was limited until the 16th amendment.

‘We can take away—if the face of the Con-
gress iz changed—those  things which the
Federal Government is now doing which are
immoral, unconstitutional, illegal, and out-
rageous.

What must we do
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We can once more set the free mind of
America, the foundation, the creative, the
atomic power of America, free America, fur-
ther from the restrictions, the management
of man over man, the compulsions, the prop-
aganda, the deception, the unlimited, un-
conscionable power of government.

Almost 6 years ago Senator Taft and Can-
didate Eisenhower signed a manifesto of
principles. This is what it says, in part:

“The greatest threat to liberty today is
internal, from the constant growth of big
government through the constantly increas-
ing power and spending of the Federal Gov-
ernment. * * *»

God help us as we organize for the peace=
ful revolution to restore constitutional goy-
ernment in our land.

Nuclear-Powered Navy
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. PATRICK J. HILLINGS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. HILLINGS. - Mr. Speaker, an out-
standing Member of this body, our col-
league from California, the Honorable
Crarc HosMEeR, has written a revealing
article entitled “Nuclear Power for the
Navy” for the United States Naval Insti-
tute proceedings.

Mr. HosMer is a commander in the
United States Naval Reserve and is an
articulate authority on nuclear energy
as a member of the Joint Congressional
Committee on Atomic Energy.

I commend this article to your atten-
tion. The article follows:

NUcLEAR POWER FOR THE Navy

(By Comdr. CrarG HosMmER, United States
Naval Reserve)

Fast becoming a reality is a powerful new
nuclear-powered United States Navy—a Navy
backboned by atomic-bomb-carrying 85,000
ton super-carriers, fast striking guided-mis-
sile cruisers and destroyers, and specially de-
signed submarines for high-speed attack,
hunter-killer, radar-picket, guided-missile
and other new missions.

Already more than $2 billion have been
spent or programed for research, develop-
ment, and construction of such a Navy. The
table on ©page 6970 sets out what
is on hand and what is on order. Another
$500 million a year for at least 8 years ahead
will be needed to bring it into full being.

It began in 1948 with a small but ambi-
tious joint Navy-Atomic Energy Commission
program aimed at submarine nuclear pro-
pulsion and later expanded to include de-
sign and development of a full spectrum of
naval nuclear propulsion plants for new
naval construction from small submarines
to the largest aircraft carriers.

By early 1954 the basic question of feasi-
bility of naval nuclear propulsion was af=
firmatively answered by successful comple-
tion of all critical tests of the Nautilus land-
based prototype plant. That answer made
possible continuous cruising at top speeds,
unlimited cruising radii, and practically ab-
solute freedom from fuel logistics. It has
revitalized the role of seapower in geo=-
politics.

At the heginning of naval reactor de-
velopment 10 years ago, even the most imag-
inative nuclear propulsion enthusiasts hardly
foresaw such a future. Nor did even the
most practical amongst them envisage the
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full scope of difficulties ahead, Neither the
technical problems nor their solutions were
well understood. In fact, many of the probh-
lems were not even known.

The task was to devise a safe, reliable plant
within naval space and weight limitations.
It began with an examination of various pos-
sible reactor cycles. Gas-cooled reactors
were discarded as involving too much space
and too many technical problems. Other
types were in turn rejected for various rea-
gons. Finally left as promising to meet naval
requirements were but two: a reactor utiliz-
ing liquid sodium as its coolant, or one utiliz-
ing pressurized water.

Liguid sodium seemed to offer the best ap-

proach because it permitted high steam tem-

peratures and pressures, with consequent
greater efficiency. But the physics and
chemistry of liquid sodium were little known
and insurmountable development problems
might be encountered. Although pres-
surized water involved lowering steam tem-
peratures and pressures, more was known of
the characteristics of water. That could
mean fewer problems of basic research and
faster development of the plant.

Decision was made to pursue both ap-
proaches and preliminary design began. So
dissimilar are the physics and chemistry of
water and sodium that in effect two simul-
taneous but essentially independent projects
were involved. Both were carried success=-
fully through land prototype and shipboard
installation stages.

Liguid sodium leakage problems appeared
in the Seawolf’s land prototype plant which
were mnot in themselves insurmountable.
However, they were considered in combina-
tion with other factors in an eventual deci-
sion favoring the Nautilus' pressurized water
type reactor system as the accepted approach
to practical naval nuclear propulsion.

The men who carried on the work had no
experlence or rules of thumb to guide them,
No power reactor had ever been designed be-
fore. They had no science of reactor tech-
nology to apply to the job. They created it
as they went along.

From the beginning they applied a "can
of worms" description to their work, for
each component and function of a nuclear
power plant, from the reactor vessel through
the turbine and all auxiliaries, are wholly
interrelated and interdependent.

For example, raising turbine exhaust tem-
perature or back pressure in a conventional
plant is felt primarily in fuel economy.
Buch a reduction in thermal efficiency in a
nuclear plant affects each of its complex
components, The necessary increase in heat
output requires size, capacity, and weight
increases in the condensate, feedwater, and
heat-generating systems, and equipment.
Bize of the reactor, steam generator, coolant
system and auxiliaries is increased. Pro-
portionate inereases in radiation shielding
must follow. These in turn affect the size,
design, and characteristics of the hull into
which the plant is to be placed, or, as a
practical matter, thrust back upon the plant
designer the necessity of selecting every
characteristic of design in relation, not only
to each function and component of his
plant, but in relation to hull space and
welight limitations as well,

Development of the two original naval,
nuclear reactor plants, and to only a slight-
ly lesser extent today's plants, involves crea=-
tion not only of the total concept, but in-
dividually of each of its components, It
demands tremendous and concurrent basic
research into unexplored fields of the new
sclence. Maximum assurance that all parts
individually will work and that they will
work as a unlt when coupled together, and
function with a high degree of safety, dic=
tates what might otherwise be wasteful
overdesign and overtesting.

Few, if any, off-the-shelf items exist which
can be Incorporated in nuclear plants.
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Canned pumps are but one entirely new con-
cept brought into being to make nuclear
power possible. Prolonged successful effort
to develop as complex a component as this
often has to be discarded when efforts fail
to develop another which is interdependent.
Fresh starts must be made on the problems
of both.

Reactor design develops the need to know
undiscovered properties of common sub=
stances under conditions of reactor chemis-
try and irradiation. Requirements are gen-
erated for rare metals and alloys concerning
which the full spectrum of chemistry,
physiecs, and metallurgy need be researched
and industries found or formed to produce
them in quantities required. For example,
such diverse enterprises as the Carborundum
Co., National Distillers Corp., Wah Chang
Corp., and Natlonal Research Corp. had to
be persuaded to engage in large-scale zirco-
nium production.

Not only has the naval nuclear reactors
program faced mountainous technical prob-
lems, but it has been burdened from the
beginning with a continuing necessity to seek
answers to a varlety of nontechnical gues-
tions affecting its ultimate success.

Wholly new and workable administrative
and funding relationships, to be discussed
later in detall, had to be evolved and must
be continuously perfected between the Navy
and the AEC, amongst naval personnel in and
outside the reactors program, and between
the Government reactors group and industry.

As operations expand, new personnel must
be brought in; technigques must be developed
for their rapld specialized training; and new
facllities established for the baslc research,
design, and engineering functions involved
in the work. Progress from design to con-
struction of plants involves large-scale train-
ing of industry personnel. The design and
construction of new ships for the new plants
brings in a whole new group for specialized
instruction; manning those ships brings in
another.

During the process a basle philosophy on
security of information had to be evolved,
continuously adapted to an ever-increasing
body of knowledge, and the mechanics of
implementing it amongst public and private
groups engaged in the program kept effi-
ciently in motion. The approach has been
to distinguish between specific design and
dimensional characteristics which are classi-
fied, and technology as such which is un-
classified. Communicating the latter has
involved the writing of up-to-the-minute
technical handbooks by scientific personnel
engaged In the work concurrently as they
do it. Six such handbooks have been pub-
lished and another eight are currentiy in
preparation.

Another essentlal task of those engaged in
the program has been to translate difficult
scientific concepts into information mean-
ingful to the layman. It is fundamental to
obtaining policy decisions from legislative
and executive leaders of Government under-
lying financial support of the naval nuclear
program. It is also vital to the publie,
which in a democracy ratifies those decisions
at the polls,

The foregoing enumerations barely hint at
the multiple technical and nontechnical
problems involved in the naval nuclear reac-
tors program from the beginning and which
will continue to plague it for years ahead.
Yet they are ample testimony to the out-
standing devotion and qualities of the offi-
cers and civillans who carry it forward.
Within 6 years from the start they produced
the basic pressurized water nuclear propul-
slon plant illustrated on the following page
which is now standard for all new nuclear
naval vessels,

The plant arrangement shown approxi-
mates that developed for submarine propul=-
sion, and it will vary only in details for the
supercarrier with four dual reactor power=
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plants, and the cruiser Long Beach and sub=
marine Triton, each with dual reactors.

The naval nuclear propulsion plant con=
sists of a nuclear reactor core contained in a
pressure vessel; a primary coolant system
utilizing fast-flowing pressurized water to
remove the heat generated by nuclear fission
in the core and transfer it via a steam gen-
erator to the secondary, or steam system; a
steam machinery plant for propulsion and
auxiliary electric power generation; and
radiation shielding.

The reactor consists of a pressure vessel
housing a core of enriched uranium fuel en-
cased in a protective metal, such as gzir-
conium, which passes heat to the coolant; a
moderator, in this case the coolant itself, to
slow down neutron emissions to efiicient fis-
sion speeds; and rods of a neutron absorbing
metal such as hafnium, together with ma-
chinery to insert and withdraw them from
the core, to control rate of fission and thus
amount of heat produced.

The primary coclant system consists of one
or more loops, each having one or more cool-
ant pumps; a steam generator (boiler); a
pressurizing vessel; and connecting piping
with appropriate valves.

Since the coolant water becomes radio-
active in passing through the reactor core,
shielding is required around the portion of
the plant containing the coolant in order
to protect personnel from radiation. A sep-
arate reactor ghield surrounds the pressure
vessel. It affords sufficient protection
against radiation from the reactor core to
allow access to the reactor compartment
when the reactor is shut down. All shielding
designs incorporate encugh protection to
meet clvillan radiation exposure tolerances
established by the AEC.

The steam produced in the separate sec=
ondary circuit by the steam generator 1s non-
radioactive, and the steam propulsion ma-
chinery need not be shielded. This machin-
ery and the necessary auxiliaries for electrie
power are arranged in a conventional way in
the engine room. However, arrangements
within the reactor ecompartment must of
necessity be strongly influenced by consid-
erations of accessibility in relation to radia-
tion and the continuous necessity of remov-
ing heat even after the reactor has been shut
down. The latter phenomenon, known as
radioactive decay heat, results from the con-
stant breakdown of radicactive materials even
under normal conditions.

Penetrating to all parts of naval nuclear
powerplant design are intensified require-
ments for ruggedness, reliability, and easy
maintainability dictated by safety, the ex-
treme endurance of nuclear plants, and
higher average sustained shlp speeds.

These various special nuclear plant con-
siderations also complicate the work of de-
signers of hulls into which they will fit.
Gone are the days when minor weight allo-
cation errors can be overcome by pumping
Tfuel between tanks. Crew living and working
spaces must be allocated with radiation haz-
ard in mind. Stacks are eliminated, but
vertical free spaces must e arranged for
removal and renewal of reactor cores. Stow-
age space for consumable supplies and am-
munition must be enlarged to take full ad-
vantage of the ship’'s longer range crulsing
capabilities. Many other speclalized con-
siderations are involved. A byproduct of
tackling them has been experimentation with
novel hull configurations that may substan-
tially Increase speed-power ratios of future
ships.

Another byproduct of naval nuclear pro-
pulsion has been the evolution of a unique,
hybrid military-civilian research and de-
velopment organization that may well set ad-
ministrative patterns for successful missile
research and development and any similar fu-
ture large-scale Government projects. With-
out it, there would probably be no nuclear
powered naval ships in existence today.
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Its antecedents are in the Atomic Energy
Act of 1946 assigning responsibility for re-
search and development in the theory and
production of atomic energy, including proc-
esses, materials and devices related to such
production, to the newly created Atomic
Energy Commission.

Soon after passage of the act, Navy com=
munications to AEC began setting out po=-
tential nuclear propulsion requirements in
connection with the submarine program as
defined by a small, cross-sectional group
within the Bureau of Ships. AEC’s response,
in part, was to turn back to the very Bureau
of Ships” group that generated the require-
ments for manpower assistance in meeting
them.

By 19849 the Commission’s activities in this
field were sufficient to justify inclusion of a
Naval Reactors Branch in its Division of
Reactor Developments established that year.
Also by that year it had become apparent
in the Bureau of Ships that the activities of
the cross-sectional group were sufficiently
unique and unconventional to warrant
special treatment. A period of organizational
experimentation began, culminating in for-
mal establishment in 1856 of Bureau of Ships
Code 1500, designated as the Nuclear Propul-
sion Division and headed by a new assistant
to the Chief of the Bureau for Nuclear Pro-
pulsion.

Code 1500, however, did not mean a sep-
arate Navy reactors program paralleling the
AEC's program, because Code 1500 had by
this time also developed into the Commis-
sion’s Naval Reactors Branch, unofficially
referred to as the *“headquarters organiza-
tion" by both Navy and AEC. Naval officers
ordered to the program report to both AEC
and BuShips. Navy and AEC clvilian em-
ployees are utilized interchangeably. Rear
Adm, H. G. Rickover, United States Navy, is
both Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Ships
for Nuclear Propulsion and Chief of the
Naval Reactors Branch, Division of Reactor
Development, United States Atomic Energy
Commission. So complete is the Navy-AEC
integration in this “two-hat" organization
that neither AEC nor naval personnel need
switch headgear during the course of their
work.

Possibly the only persons who can dis-
tinguish the military from the civilian
characteristice of headquarters organiza-
tion are the Government accountants who
must assess Its cost of operations between
the AEC and the Navy. Even here the line
of demarcation is often blurred; but, in
general, nuclear research and development
costs, including construction of land proto-
type powerplants, are paid for by AEC,
while the Navy pays for research and devel-
opment on steam parts of the plants and
construction of nuclear ships. During the
current fiscal year (1958) research and de-
velopment money amounts to around $86
million from the Commission and around
$11 million from the Navy. The prototype
aircraft carrler propulsion plant has con-
sumed the lion's share of these cwrrent
funds.

Inherent in the headquarters organiza-
tion setup is a flexibility and freedom in
both administrative and funding action
essential to rapid progress in complex scien-
tific operations. This has speeded civilian
as well as naval reactor development. No
new group had to be organized from scratch
to develop the $110 million ecivilian pres-
surized water reactor at Shippingport, Pa.
Naval Reactors Branch, long experienced in
that type of reactor, was assigned the job
and went to work without delay. Addi-
tionally, the organizatlon’s dual nature
avolds duplication of effort and facilities,
such as purchasing officeg, inspection groups,
and so on. For example, purchase of nu-
clear cores on competitive bidding for which
the Navy pays is done through AEC pur-
chasing offices.
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‘The organization is unique in a number of
other respects and bears substantially the
image demanded by its strong-minded chief,
and founder, Admiral Rickover.

In discussing the qualifications of some
80 officers and civilians assigned to Head-
guarters, Rickover told the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee:

“By qualification I do not mean, neces-
sarily, their technical ability, but their desire
to work long hours and to be dedicated to
the job as well. We adopted the procedure of
getting only young people. If we get In peo-
ple with more experience, it takes too long to
have them unlearn the bad things they know.
We haven't got time for that., We don't try
to get top-flight scientists. A lot are top-
flight scientists by reputation only. We can’t
afford to have people around who have repu-
tations who don't work hard. We would
rather have people who work hard and don’t
have reputations.”™

New recruits for headquarters organiza-
tion come from a number of engineering and
scientific schools which recommend their
best graduates. After a serles of 5 interviews,
about 1 in 4 is accepted. A similar procedure
applies to naval officers. Some 40 engineer-
ing duty officer applicants are screened an-
nually and 4 or 5 finally accepted. Several
naval reservists selected have stayed on in
headquarters as civilian employees on com=
pletion of their duty tours.

Once selected for headquarters duty, of-
ficers as well as civilians are given at least
six months’ special training at schools and on
projects, followed by assignments on the
basis of ability, not rank, and irrespective of
military or civilian status. “The best quali-
fied man gets the job,” Rickover states, “and
in my opinion it is the only way you can run
any kind of technical organization.”

The organization also operates on a prin-
ciple of retaining major control rather than
assigning substantial areas of responsibility
to contractors. This in effect draws .con-
tractors into an integration with Head-
quarters which expands the naval nuclear
propulsion program from the “two hat"”
Navy-AEC concept to a “three hat" Navy-
AEC-contractor concept. Headquarters con=-
trol extends even as far as employment deci-
sions on contractor personnel, “Anyone re-
sponsible for a reactor program,” Rickover
explains, “must take on the problem of see-
ing that his contractors hire the right sort of
people and train them. Unless he does, he
is in for trouble.”

The centralized method of headquarters
operation eliminates considerable redtape
and memorandum writing. It permits quick
decislons. But it violates generally accepted
sound management criteria by overburdening
key personnel with a large volume of both
technical and nontechnical minor decisions.
Justification for it is claimed not only from
the inherently complex design interrelations
within the powerplant itself, but in another
circumstance explained to the Joint Atomic
Energy Committee by Comdr. R. V. Laney,
United States Navy:

“Each naval reactor project has a specific
end in view. It is intended to be installed
in a definite ship at some definite time. Be-
cause the building time for a ship and that
for a reactor and the reactor plant compo-
nents are different, the ship is partly built
when the reactor and reactor equipment are
still being designed. Its characteristics, its
length, beam, its speed—all are determined,
frozen, The task is very sharply defined, and
there is a very high premium on success.
The reactor designer must concelve, develop,
design, and produce a reactor, which, when
delivered to the ship, will fit into the reactor
vessel which it has never seen before. That
reactor vessel is resting in a ship which is a
stranger, and the reactor, the vessel, the
pumps, the heat exchangers, and the intri-
cate control equipment must, the first time
they operate in unison, operate correctly, so

6969

the ship will have the necessary amount of _

power to produce the speed for which she was
designed.”

Projects such as Laney describes, together
with necessary basic research, are presently
carried on under close headquarters organi-
zatlon control at 3 development centers, 2
(Bettis Plant and Enolls Laboratory) oper=-
ated for AEC by contractors, and 1 privately
managed.

The Commisslon maintains Bettls Plant
at Pittsburgh, operated by Westinghouse
Electric, employing some 1,300 scientists and
engineers, and Knolls Atomic Power Labora-
tory at Schenectady, operated by General
Electric and employing another 500. Coms-
bustion Engineering, Inc., operates its own
center near Windsor, Conn., employing ap=
proximately 200.

The centers, together with headquarters
personnel, and close to 1,000 scientists and
engineers on contractor payrolls, total nearly
38,000 highly skilled technicians at work on
naval nuclear propulsion. Another 250 to
300 BuShips personnel engage in closely in-
terrelated work.

Today bringing a new reactor concept into
being takes about half the 6 years needed
to produce the original Neutfilus and Sea-
wolf plants. A year is consumed by pre-
liminary analysis and design studies to fix
the essential nature of the project; another
year is needed for detailed design and anal-
ysis, including mock-up critical experiment
in the physics, chemistry, and metallurgy of
the reactor. During the third year engineer-
ing, construction, and installation of the
core, components, and machinery completes
the work.

Throughout such a project weekly lists of
critical items delayed, in trouble, or needing
help is submitted by the development center
to headquarters for priority attention. De=
talled monthly reports on each phase of the
project assist overall coordination. All
major design and technical decisions in a
program are made by agreement among the
principals, that is, AEC, the Navy, and the
development center. If there is strong dis-
sent from any party, it is talked through
until essential agreement is reached. Lesser
technical decisions which derive from major
ones, extending even to the contractor level,
are made in somewhat the same way by be=-
ing referred back to headquarters, the prin-
cipal technical source of direction.

This pattern of vertical relationships be-
tween the development centers, contractors,
and headquarters in its capacity as the
AEC's Naval Nuclear Reactors Branch, does
not, however, pertain to its intra-Navy re-
lationships as Code 1500. These are sub-
stantially horizontal, particularly with the
Preliminary Daslgn Branch and with the
Hull and Machinery Design Branches of the
Bureau of Ships, where discussions are in-
formal and close.

In general, Code 1500 is responsible for
research, development, engineering, and in-
stallation of an entire nuclear plant of a new
type. Reactors for subsequent plants re-
main a Code 1600 responsibility, but repeat
machinery now comes under cognizance of
BusShips Machinery Branch, the same as
machinery for conventional ships., This shift
back to conventional from task group ad-
ministrative procedures as the program
progresses from its research and develop-
ment to production is a wise one.

Just as the development of naval nuclear
propulsion created demand for special ships
to utilize it, so has it created demand for
speclally selected and trained men to man
them. The intricacles involved inevitably
drew the Bureau of Ships into this fleld as a
technical adviser to the Bureau of Naval
Personnel. Large numbers of submariners
have received the training and already some
200 men and 12 officers are being trained
anticipation of commissioning nuclear-
powered surface ships.
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Nuclear ship enlisted personnel are se-
lected by forces afloat, but in accordance
with strict standards of intelligence, ability,
and conduct. So outstanding is this group
that about 6 percent are further selected
each year as officer candidates—20 times the
overall Navy rate. Officers submit to a series
of comprehensive interviews by Admiral
Rickover and others before final acceptance
for training.

Following selection both officers and men
undergo 6 months’' intensive schooling in
physics, mathematics, and various nuclear
subjects, followed by another 6 months’ fur=-
ther study and practical operation of proto-
type plants at the Natlonal Nuclear Reactor
Test Station, Arco, Idaho.

Officers are more intensely tralned than
enlisted men. All officers must, and a num-
ber of enlisted ratings do, qualify as nuclear
plant chief operators before completing the
course. Qualification establishes proficlency
in all phases of reactor operation, particu-
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larly in everything pertaining to safety. It
requires at least 1,000 hours practical work
on a prototype plant and is sald to be several
times as difficult as qualifying for submarine
command.

In addition to regular training, prospective
commanding officers are assigned several
months’ duty at headquarters organization
and in the development centers. Each is
placed in contact with the designers and
developers of the powerplant destined for
his command and acquires the same inti-
mate knowledge of its capabilities as the
men who created it.

The policy of bullding a land prototype of
each naval nuclear plant type pays divi-
dends, not only during development, but
during the careful and meticulous training
program as well. Crews go aboard ship fully
experienced in operating a plant identical
to the one which they must safely control
to protect the lives of themselves and their
shipmates, These factors, as well as care
in design, are responsible for the excellent

Naval nuclear ships and reactors
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safety records of presently operating nuclear
submarines,

The advent of naval nuclear propulsion
has, indeed, brought about as major a change
in naval men, material, and methods as it
has in concepts of naval tactics, It has
placed on naval policy planners the difficult
burden of allocating available naval funds
to costly commitments for seapower in being
to meet the crises of today and at the same
time carrying forward the bold nuclear re-
search, construction, and training programs
needed to meet the crises of tomorrow.

But if Congress appropriates hoped-for
funds, by 1966 the Nation will have in being
5 or 6 superflattops, half a dozen guided
missile cruisers, the beginnings of a de-
stroyer fleet, and some 45 submarines, all
nuclear powered.

The substantial shift over from steam to
naval nuclear power will have been made
during a brief 18 years, compared to more
than 60 years needed for the shift from saill
to steam.
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Secretary of Agriculture Benson Answers
Questions

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HAMER H. BUDGE

OF IDAHO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks, there follows a
radio report over station KRXK, of Rex-
burg, Idaho. I am sure readers of the
ConNGRESSIONAL REcorDp will be interested
in the questions reported by Gene Shu-
mate of Rexburg and the answers by Sec=
retary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson:

A few weeks ago I wrote a letter to Mr.
Ezra Taft Benson, Secretary of Agriculture.
This followed the Presidential veto of the
attempt by Congress to retain farm price
supports at the present level for the re-
mainder of the year. In the letter I ex=
plained to Mr. Benson that distance pre-
vented attendance at his regular news con-

ferences and that in leu of such attendance,
I would like answers to seven specific ques-
tions. When the Secretary returned to Wash-
ington from a trip West, he answered the
questions. I'm sure we all appreciate this
consideration and I'm sure you will be Inter-
ested In the questions and answers.

Mr. Benson wrote: “In reply to your ques-
tions in the order listed in your letter:

“Question. President Eisenhower com-
mented, at the time he vetoed the latest
farm legislation, that what the farmer needed
was a ‘thaw' and not a ‘freeze.)’ Exactly
what does this mean?

“Answer, The President was referring to
the need for more freedom to farmers in de-
termining their production and marketing
plans to meet rapidly changing conditions
and to more flexibility to the Secretary in
establishing the national average support
levels and acreage allotments. The thaw
versus freeze concept is discussed in the con-
cluding paragraph of the President's mes-
sage.”

Breaking away from the letter for just a
moment, we will quote that last paragraph
mentioned:

“To meet the rapldly changing conditions
in agriculture, farmers must be able to make
their own management decisions on their

own farms. They must not have their pro-
duction and prices frozen in an outmoded
pattern. They must not be made the cap-
tives of a restricted history; they must be
given freedom to build a brighter future.
This can be done if farmers and those who
serve them will team up in support of sound
legislative and administrative action.”

That was the Presldent's last paragraph
in his message to Congress when he returned
the Senate resolution without his approval.

Now, back to Secretary Benson's letter:

“Question, Is it your opinion that the
lowering of support prices will lead to higher
market prices for farm products in time for
the farmer to benefit this year?

“Answer. The President’s program Is a
long-time program which is not scheduled
to go into effect until the 1959 crop season.
Hence, there could be no benefits from the
President’'s program in the 1958 crop season.
Incidentally, to be effective beginning with
the 1959 crop year, the President's program
should be approved by Congress this year.

“Question. Is the recent 4-percent rise in
farm prices due to a general improvement
in farm produce or is it primarily livestock
price rises? .

“aAnswer, Prices of all the varlous groups
for which the Department compiles prices
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except wool and dairy products increased
from mid-February to mid-March when farm
prices in general advanced 4 percent. The
most important increase was in the form
of continued higher prices for meat ani-
mals. Higher prices for potatoes, fruit, and
eggs also contributed substantially to the
increase.

“Question. How much of the increase in
beef prices is due to unfavorable weather in
the Southeast?

“Answer. Recent unfavorable weather in
the Southeast had practically no effect on
beef prices. However, the current price is
partly reflecting the drought 2 years ago in
the Southeast.

Question. How much of the increase in
beef prices is due to the withholding of
cattle from the market by southwestern
ralsers as they try to build up herds de-
pleted by the recent drought?

“Answer. Most of the increase in beef
prices i8 due to the reduction in slaughter
supplies which is general throughout the
United States, and the strong demand.

“Question., Is there any estimate in your
Department of what the market prices on
small grains would be if all supports and
acreage allotments were removed; on wheat,
for instance?

“Answer. The President’s program does not
contemplate the discontinuance of price
supports. On the contrary, the program
recognizes that there is nothing wrong with
& sound and realistic storage and loan pro-
gram, Under these circumstances we have
not made any estimates as to what prices
would be without supports.

“Question. Do you feel that in the future
the farmer must accept the fact that open
market prices on foods and fibers, as well as
dalry products, will maintain a level below
prevailing prices and that the answer to
profitable farming ls the elimination of
smaller units in favor of larger, more-efiicient
units?

“Answer. There is no reason to belleve that
farm prices will decline under the President’s
program, Currently, prices of nonprice-
supported commodities (such as livestock)
are higher, relatively speaking, than prices
of supported commodities. The level of farm
prices in the future will be influenced to a
large degree by the extent to which markets
can be expanded. As far as future supports
are concerned, the President has indicated
that they will be set at levels as high as
could be justified under the criteria specified
by law. Incidentally, the basic objective of
the President’s program is higher net in-
come which depends upon the volume sold
as well as price per unit. While in recent
years there has been a trend to larger land
holdings and fewer farms, the family farm is
holding its own. We believe the family farm
will always continue to be the backbone of
American agriculture.”

And these have been the answers from Sec-
retary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson to a
recent letter in which I wrote him some
specific questions.

Financing Small Business

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, on
March 31, 1958, the Federal Reserve
Board transmitted to the chairmen of
the Banking and Currency Committees
and the Select Commitfees on Small
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Business of both Houses of Congress a
document on the financing of small busi-
ness which was very clearly labeled a
study of financing of small business.
The Board of Governors was very care-
ful in the letter of transmittal not to re-
fer to the document as a report. The
four chairmen of the Congressional com-
mittees joined in the statement, submit-
ting this study to the Congress for its
attention. They, too, carefully referred
to it as a study and not as a report.

In the preparation of the document
as a committee print for use by Members
of Congress, unfortunately, somebody
placed upon the cover of the document
the word “report” instead of “study.”

That has brought about an unfortu-
nate situation, due to careless reporting
and careless editorializing on the part of
some members of the press. One edito-
rial in the Wall Street Journal editori-
alized about this study, indicating “it
would be well if Congress paid attention
to it” and further stated that the “re-
port” indicated the Small Business Ad-
ministration was a temporary and a
“distress organization,” holding out no
promise to small business primarily be-
cause the agency was set up “to grant
loans to applicants who cannot get them
anywhere else.” It then goes on to say
that this is unsound business practice,
and the Government should not encour-
age loans to poor credit risks.

It is easy to write, but it takes real
hard work to become properly informed
before writing.

Not only was the study not a report
but the study itself very plainly states
that no member of the Board partici-
pated in the writing of the material sub-
mitted, and, on the contrary, the “views
expressed are those of the authors and
do not necessarily reflect the views of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve Bank.”

Now let us turn our attention for a
moment to the contents of the study to
determine whether or not there is any-
thing there to sustain the criticism and
improper conclusions found in the news
item.

The study very properly states that
the law has always required of the Small
Business Administration and its prede-
cessor lending agencies, that before the
Government makes any credit available,
it must appear that the loans cannot be
obtained from private financing.

This provision has been found sound
and workable. It is necessary in order to
protect private enterprise from Govern-
ment competition.

That does not mean, however, that
loans are to be made to bad risks. As a
matter of fact, the Government lending
agencies, and particularly the Small
Business Administration, have a very
good record in that respect. Actually,
there have been more complaints made
against the Small Business Administra-
tion because it adheres too strictly to
the requirement of the law that no loan
be made unless there is “reasonable as-
surance of repayment.” The loss ratio
by the Small Business Administration is
much, much smaller than that experi-
enced by private lenders.

There are many reasons why small
business can get no loans from private
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lenders other than the fact that it is a
bad credit risk, There are plenty of
good credit risks among the small-busi-
ness men of the country who have been
unable to get private loans. The Small
Business Administration is filling that
void to the limited extent permitted by
existing law.

There is nothing in the study as pre-
sented by the Federal Reserve Board
which justifies the coneclusion that Gov-
ernment encourages private lenders to
consider poor credit risks.

There is no doubt that the Govern-
ment can and should play a greater role
in connection with making risk or equity
capital available to small business and
there is much to be said for making loans
available for a term beyond the 10 years
permitfed by the existing law to the
Small Business Administration. Con-
struective criticisms along those lines will
be helpful to the Congress in performing
its duty. News items and editorials, such
as referred to above, will do nothing ex-
cept to create confusion.

In connection with the foregoing, I
am pleased to call to the attention of
our colleagues the following letters writ-
ten to and received by the ever-vigilant
George J. Burger, vice president of the
National Federation of Independent
Business:

BoarD oF GOVERNORS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM,
Washington, April 16, 1958,
Mr. GEORGE J. BURGER,

Vice President, National Federation of
Independent Business, Washington
Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. BUrGeEr: Thank you for your
letter of April 14. I am glad to have your
further comments about the Small Business
Administration.

The report to which the Wall Street
Journal release referred is a technical study
of the problem of small-business financing,
prepared by the staff of the Federal Reserve
System with a number of university or inde~
pendent scholars also collaborating. The
conclusions drawn in the individual studies
are those of the authors, and do not neces-
sarily represent the views of the Board of
Governors. The published study was given
to the press without an accompanying re-
lease prepared by the Board or its staff.
Such comments as the press may have made
of the study, or such points as the press
may have taken out of context, are, there-
fore, the responsibility of the press and in
no way the responsibility of the Board.

Sincerely yours,
Wn, McC, MARTIN, Jr.

AprIL 14, 1958,
Hon. WiLLiamMm McC. MARTIN,
Chairman, Federal Reserve Board,
Washington 25, D. C.

Dear Mze. MarTIN: I noted in the Wall
Street Journal todcoy: “Reserve Board says
small business agency, banks fail to ald
growth.” Of course both this office and our
head office at Burlingame, Calif., will closely
scrutinize and study the report issued by
the Board to the Committee on Banking
and Currency and the select Committees on
Small Business. However, we do believe
there is some need for a clarification and
proper evaluation of the operations of the
Small Business Administration.

As the saying goes: “Rome wasn’t built
in a day” and it goes without saying that in
our opinion, after closely scrutinizing the
operations of the agency from its inception,
it may be found that the operation of the
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agency was handicapped from the flrst in-
stance through impediments. To substan-
tiate that statement—from the very first ine
stance the National Federation of Independ-
ent Business vigorously opposed the estab-
lishment within the agency of the Policy
Board, and we are referring to the Secretary
of the Treasury or his alternate, and the
Secretary of Commerce or his alternate, and
the SBA Administrator,

When the vote came up on this in the
United States Senate in the first instance
this office wired 96 Members of the Senate
opposing that part of the act. In other
words, we maintained that the administra-
tion of the act should rise or fall on the
actions of the Administrator himself, and
we have lived to see the day that we were
correct in our findings.

We know that when the agency was
originally established and a few months into
its operation, after a hurried nationwide
visit in key regional offices of SBA, and upon
reporting our findings back to Washington
the result was that the whole operation of
the SBA as to its lending policy was changed
as it related to those eligible to secure SBA
loans.

The Wall Street Journal report further
states: “The study griticlzed the SBA for
granting loans only when small business
finds it impossible to get them anywhere
else.,” What's wrong with that? I believe it
may be found in the act itself that small
business is expected to attempt to secure
loans from private sources, and when they
are not available and the credit standing of
the applicant is O. K., the Small Business
Administration moves in. In other words
the procedure used by SBA is not in com-
petition with private banking circles.

The report further states: “The tremen-
dous postwar increase in indebtedness of
small businesses might raise the question of
whether credit had become too readily avall-
able.” The writer's experience in private
business for better than a guarter of a cen-
tury or more prior to my connection with
the federation leads me to belleve that
where small business goes in for financial
loans from private banking institutions their
applications are generally scrutinized very
very carefully before any consideration is
given to the loan.

We believe, from reviewing the operations
of the Small Business Administration, and
after having recently completed personal
visits to SBA Offices in Chicago, Minneapolis,
Seattle, Portland, San Francisco, Los An-
geles, and New York City, that the agency
is showing consistent progress more in keep-
ing with the will of the Congress and the
full intent of the act.

We further believe, due to the splendid
action of the House in the 1st session of
the 86th Congress, which voted and approved
improved SBA legislation expanding the
powers and operations of the agency, and
more important, the key to its operation as
to financing matters—authorizing a new Ad-
visory Board conslsting of the Administrator,
Secretary of Commerce, Secretary of the
Treasury, and not less than 3 nor more
than 5 small-business men, this will go a
long long ways In bringing long overdue fi-
nancial assistance to small business where
such credit is not available through private
banking institutions, and in -closing we
might add that the opinion we have ex-
pressed above is also the opinion held by
some members of the banking fraternity.

Sincerely,
GEeonGe J. BURGER,
Vice President, National Federation
of Independent Business,

Arrir 17, 1958.

EDITOR, WALL STREET JOURNAL,
d4 Broad Street, New York, N. Y.
Dear Sm: I noted with considerable in-
terest on the editorial page of today's Wall
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Street Journal “Topsy-Turvy Business,™
which certainly calls for our attention in
view of the interest our nationwide mem-
bership—all independent business and pro-
fessional men—has in the operation of the
Small Business Administration.

You state: “The temporary Small Business
Administration will probably outlive us all.”
You are correct, and it will outlive us all
until such time as banking Iinstitutions
throughout the Nation are permitted to make
long-term capital loans to small business,
You are well aware that under present bank-
ing laws the banks more or less are regulated
by State and Federal law on long-term loans.

We are leaving no stone unturned, which
after all is the majority vote of our mem=
bership, to have the Senate take concurrent
action on the improved Small Business Ad-
ministration legislation which was voted by
practically unanimous action in the House
in the 1st session of the 85th Congress—to
be exact, 392 for and 2 against.

Our understanding of the recently released
report of the Federal Reserve Board, “Fi-
nancing Small Business,” is that it was not
a report of the Board itself but was merely
a report of the staffi which was engaged to
study the situation.

Page 19 of the report carries letter of
transmittal dated March 31, 1958, directed
to the chalrmen, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, Senate Select Com-
mittee on Small Business, House Committee
on Banking and Currency, House Select
Committee on Small Business, signed by
Wm. McC. Martin, Jr., Chairman, in which
he stated: “Last fall the research stafls of
the Board of Governors and the Federal Re-
serve banks undertook a study of the fi-
nancing problems of small business.” We
could find nothing in Mr. Martin's letter
to the committees where he called the
Small Business Administration a distress or-
ganization, nor do we find in his letter any
comments as quoted: “hold out any proms-
ise for development” of small businesses,

We believe in fairness to your nationwide
readers of the Journal that you may find it
convenient to publish this letter as it goes
without saying many thousands of small
business people throughout the Nation do
read the Wall Street Journal,

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE J. BURGER,
Vice President, National Federation
of Independent Business.

Victory Without War—Is It Possible?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, an excel-
lent new book published a few days ago
has come to my attention. The title is
Victory Without War. This is a chal-
lenging subject in which all of us are
deeply interested.

This perceptive volume is written by
a distinguished soldier-analyst, George
Fielding Eliot. Mr. Eliot tells a sharply
challenging story of the amazing build-
up in the missile and space exploration
field now credited to Soviet Russia. He
recommends certain “must” courses to
make war impossible, These are courses
to be taken by the United States and the
Free World if they are to equal the So-
viet Union's remarkable advance.
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To know current, vital problems in
this most interesting area, I recommend
this volume as an efficient and telling
work which will make every intelligent
American, regardless of party, stop, look,
and listen,

I am particularly struck with the keen
analysis embodied in these forward-
looking views and want them to be con-
sidered by the careful and thinking
Members of the Congress and the Amer-
ican people in broadening the basis for
their judgment.

The Defense of America: A Special De-
bate on the Reorganization of the De-
fense Department

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. F. EDWARD HEBERT

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following broadecast
entitled “The Defense of America: A
Special Debate on the Reorganization
of the Defense Department,” as broad-
cast over the CBS television network,
April 20, 1958. Guests, the Honorable
Leverett Saltonstall, United States
Senator, Republican, of Massachusetts;
the Honorable William C. Foster, Deputy
Secretary of Defense, 1951-1953, mem-
ber of the Advisory Committee to the
Secretary of Defense To Study the Re-
organization Plan, the Honorable F.
Edward Hébert, United States House of
Representatives, Democrat, of Louisi-
ana: the Honorable John T. Koehler,
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 1949 to
1951. Moderator, George Herman, CBS
News. Producer, Nancy Hanschman.

The broadeast follows:

Mr. HermanN, I am George Herman. I am
substituting for Eric Sevareid, who is unable
to be here.

Gentlemen, President Eisenhower wants a
major reorganization of the Defense Depart-
ment involving the Army, the Navy, and the
Air Force.

Do you agree, Senator SALTONSTALL?

Senator SarromstTAarn. I am sympathetic
with his objectives.

Mr. HeErManN, Congressman HEperT?

Mr. HeéperT. I am opposed to the Presl-
dent’s proposal.

Mr. FosTeErR. The plan demonstrates the
President’s leadership in the field in which
he is preeminent.

Mr. HErMAN. Mr. Koehler?

Mr. KoenrEr. I am opposed to any pro-
posal which results in merger of the armed
services.

Anwvouncer. From Washington, the CBS
Television Network brings you The Defense
of America: A Special Debate on the Reor=
ganization of the Defense Department.

Participating in the debate are Senator
Leverett Saltonstall, of Massachusetts, top
Republican on the Senate Armed Services
Committee; William C, Foster, former Depu=
ty Secretary of Defense; Representative Ed-
ward Hébert, of Louisiana, one of the top
Democrats on the House Armed Services
Committee; and John T. Koehler, former
Assistant Secretary of the Navy.
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The moderator s George Herman, CBS
News Washington correspondent.

Mr. HErmaN, Gentlemen, I think you all
know that President Eisenhower told Con-
gress last January that he was going to give
them his plans for defense reorganization
before long, and on the 3d of April he sent
Congress & message which proposed a much
broader and deeper reorganization than any-
one had apparently expected.

On April 16, he sent a draft of legislation
to bring about that reorganization, and a
bill was promptly introduced in Congress,
and the following day he delivered a strong
and dramatic appeal for support in a speech
before a gathering of news editors here in
Washington.

Secretary of Defense McElroy has also
spoken in defense of the plan, which very
strongly bears his own imprint.

With the Department of Defense under
Mr. McElroy, which drew up the main points
of the plan after conferring with past and
present Chiefs of Staff and with the five-
man committee of which Mr. Foster was a
member, the President’s legislative leaders
will now have the main burden of carrying
forward this plan in Congress, and in partic-
ular that means Senator SALTONSTALL.

So, Senator, would you start off by telling
us what you feel about the President’s reor-
ganization plan?

Senator SartowsTart. Mr. Herman, I am
glad to. First, let me say I am happy to be
on this program with these 3 other gen-
tlemen and yourself, because I have worked
with all 4 of you, on Capitol Hill, on the
subject, at one time or another.

Now, today what we all want is security
and a great opportunity for peace in the
world. What we need for our security is
strong defense of a quick retaliatory effort,
quick and very massive in the retaliatory
effort. To get that quick retallatory effort,
we have got to have efficlency, and to be
efficient we have got to today use as little
money as we can, because of the tremen-
dous expense that goes into our defensive
effort,

Mr. HerMmaAN. And for that reason you plan
to support the—

Senator SaLTONSTALL. As I sald, I am sym-
pathetic with the objectives of the Presi-
dent. I think we have got to work out
some of the detalls in the Congress that
aren’'t perhaps entirely clear in his message
or In the bill that he has submitted.

Mr. HermanN. Thank you, Senator SaLTon-
STALL.

Congressman HEBERT?

Mr. HEBerT. Mr. Herman, I am surprised
at Senator SaLTonsTALL's statement, pleas-
antly so, because I can't be in disagreement
with it.

Mr. HerMAN. Try.

Mr. HEserT, We aren’t at all in disagree-
ment on the objectives. We are all for
mother and country and against sin, but the
thing that strikes me most in the Presi-
dent's most recent proposition to reorganize
the Department is the similarity of all pre-
vious reorganization attempts. I think it
would be well to trace the history of these
reorganization movements.

The orlginal one began in 1947, at which
time we had the original intent, and of
course it was for efficiency and economy, the
same words used today. At that time it was
indicated that if we adopted the original
Unification Act, everything would be solved
and we would be on our way to efficiency
and economy.

Admiral Forrest Sherman at that time
then envisaged what the Defense Department
would be, and his words were: there would
be 1 Secretary, 4 deputies, 100 people, and
a concentrated office, with a decentraliza-
tlon of power.

That Secretary and 4 deputiez and 100
people has now grown to 33 individuals in
the Department of Defense who can
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called Mr. Secretary, and the hundred peo-
ple have grown to 3,500 people.

Now, the next time: we also heard of the
reorganization as soon as we got a new
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Louils Johnson.
He came to the Hill in 1949, I think it was.

He said, “We want efficiency and we want
economy. Now, if you will just give us this
added power, it is going to solve everything.”

So he marched up the hill.

Then we had another Secretary of Defense
come up, Mr. Charles Wilson, and he came
to the Hill.

He sald, “We want efliclency and we want
economy. If you change this and give me
more power, we are going to accomplish this
and give us more Secretaries.”

So we promptly gave him that,

And now, several years later, we have an-
other new Secretary. He marched up the
hill again and we hear again efliciency and
economy.

Now, these statements I am making in
general and I am quoting the individuals
in general, but for the benefit of my friend,
Senator SarTonsTALL, and Mr, Foster, I have
the records stacked here and here which
can be found the accurate guotes, and I am
sure you will accept my paraphrasing.

But I think there is one thing I want to
leave, before I go on now, and that is this:
The President has said that the present law
causes waste and ineffectiveness, but I won-
der who wrote the present law, except the
President himself. The Congress had abso-
lutely nothing to do with it. They accepted
a blank check from him, and we couldn't
change a comma or a semicolon,

Mr. Herman. I just want to ask you as you
conclude that statement, Mr. HEsERT, whether
by this you mean that you do not think we
need further eficiency, and you do not pro-
pose to support the President's——

Mr. Hésert. We need further efficlency and
economy, but we could do it with what we
have in hand and could have done it under
the first act.

Mr. HerMAN. Mr. Foster, I am sure you will
have a reaction to that.

Mr. Foster. Well, I do. Of couree, I think
we all agree in the objectives. I think we
all accept the Congressman'’s paraphrase, al-
though he may have conceivably taken it a
little bit black where it was gray instead of
white.

You are quite right. There have been each
time over thesze years a hope that the latest
plan would meet the change : nd conditions
a little bit better, and I think we must all
realize that conditions have substantially
changed since 1947,

I think the onrush of technology, to use
the President’s phrase, has been something
that none of us could have foreseen. I think
the substantial progress which our major
enemy has made none of us could have fore-
seen.

I think it 1s quite clear today that we
need a more direct command channel be-
tween the President as Commander in Chief
through his deputy, the Secretary of Defense,
to the operating commands, which are the
cutting edges of our defense, and I think that
each of these plans to which you refer has
actually made an improvement.

True we have never reached perfection; we
never will. I am sure that this plan will
require amendment sometime in the future,
But I do believe that this does meet the
major things which we have to do; namely,
to clarify command channels, to put research
and technology at a high level where it can
be developed and be avallable to the Chiefs
of Staff to meet the kind of conditions which
we face from here in.

And while I agree perhaps it could have
been done better each time, Mr. Congress-
man, it has improved down through the
years, but I believe we need this to make it
better and good enough to meet today’s
challenge.
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Mr. HerMAN. Mr. Foster, you were 1 of the
5 men on the committee which advised Sec-
retary McElroy on the building of this plan.
Let me ask you this: Were the past plans
considered as evolutionary steps? Was that
built upon the past, the changes of the past
plans?

Mr. FosTer. This is certainly evolutionary,
and I would not say I was a member of the
committee. I was 1 of the group of 5 con-
sultants and we consulted, questioned, ad-
vised, in that sense, but the plan is the Presi-
dent's and the Secretary’s, using, to the
extent that he could, since he had not been
there long, as you know, the experience which
a number of us had had.

And you will recall the group, the three
Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs, Mr. Rockefeller
who has been active in administrative rec-
ommendations through the whole Govern-
ment, and myself, and I think that as a group
of consultants we were very effective in chal-
lenging major suggestions, and I think that
what has come out as evolutionary 1s not de-
structive to what has gone on in the past,
but will be an improvement over it.

Mr. HErMAN. Mr. Koehler, you were in the
Pentagon from 1948 to 1951, I believe, as an
Assistant Secretary of the Navy. You were
there during the last reorganization. How
does this one strike you?

Mr. Koenrer, Well, I wasn’t there during
the last reorganization. I was there during
the first two. I wasn't there in 1853,

As Congressman HEsert has said, this Is
No. 4,

Now, I would like to take a slightly differ-
ent tack from that taken by the other three
gentlemen. I agree, of course, with the objec~
tives, that we must have the most eflicient
and the most capable military forces that our
circumstances and our finances permit. But
in view of some disagreements at very high
level, and being a lawyer, I think that I can
best perform my part of this task this after-
noon to the language of the proposals,

The Congress has consistently repulsed at-
tempts (1) to merge our armed services; (2)
to create a single Chief of Staff; and (3) to
authorize someone other than Congress to
prescribe the roles and missions of the serv-
ices, which authority is vested solely in the
Congress by article 1, section A, clauses 12,
13, and 14 of the Constitution.

The President has saild as recently as last
Thursday that the proposed changes will not
result in merger, nor the creation of a gen-
eral staffl system, and that the bill does not
undermine the constitutional power of the
Congress in this respect.

On the other hand, Chairman Vinsow, of
the House Armed Services Committee, has
reached the opposite conclusion on each of
those three points. It goes without saying
that both statements are entitled to highest
consideration and the highest respect. I be-
lieve, therefore, that we should, to the extent
possible, address ourselves to the language of
the bill and in considering the language,
consider just as carefully the language that
would be deleted from the present legisla=-
tion.

Mr. Hermaw. Gentlemen, in listening to
all four of you, one thing strikes me right
away. We all talk about whether we call
it chains of command, whether we call it
efficiency, whether it gets called as it was
called in the previous reorganization, “more
bang for a buck,” we all talk about improv-
ing the status of our Armed Forces and we
all talk about getting more firepower, more
defense power for our dollar.

What I would like to ask of you at this
point is how bad are things? How urgently
do we need reorganization? Are things in a
devil of a mess, and how quickly must we
move on this? Senator SALTONSTALL.

Senator SavTonsrTann, I would just say
this, Mr. Herman, and you bring up a very
good point. Things aren’t in & mess.
Things are going forward well. They can go
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forward better, But we have always got to
remember today is the speed of attack. To-
day or in a year or so the Russians presum-
ably can send a missile over here that will
come over in 30 minutes.

Now that is quite different from World
War I or World War II or 1947, Mr, HEBERT.
It can come over very guickly., Therefore,
we have got to organize our defense very
quickly and very efficiently, and that has got
to mean a quicker chain of command and a
quicker action, and that action has got to be
devastating if we are going to be secure,
because if it is devastating we won't be
attacked.

Mr. HEperT. Senator, show me one thing
in the present law which the President him-
self wrote with a blank check which would
prevent immediate action if we were at-
tacked?

Senator SarTonsTaLL, The one thing is the
time that it takes to get a command, we
will say, from the Secretary of Defense or
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff down through
to the command post for action.

Mr. Hésert, Where is that prevented in the
present law?

Senator SavTonstann, There is nothing to
prevent it.

Mr. Hésert. Of course there is not.

Senator SavTonNsTaLL. Except that the peo-
ple that it has to go through. What we want
to do is to have it go through as few people
as possible, and yet keep a clivillan head at
the final command.

Mr. HEeerr, I am thoroughly in accord,
but I suggest there is not a thing in the
present law that prevents immediate action.
There is not one thing, and I would like
to have it pointed out if there is one thing.

Eeep in mind again, Senator, that the
President himself in 1953—what has been so
different from 1953 to 1958—the President
himself wrote the present law under which
they exist in the Defense Department, you
will agree with me on that I am sure, because
it was a reorganization act, not a statutory
act, and the President wrote it and we
couldn't change a comma. In this book back
here which I won’t have time to bring out, he
says now is the time to perfect the Depart-
ment, “and I am perfecting it now with this
plan.”

Mr. Heamawn. Congressman HEserTt, before

. you come out with any more of your secret

weapons from the table back there, let me
ask you this:

Do you belleve that things have not
changed so radically from the production
of missiles and from the shrinking of warn-
ing times, that things do not require a
different frame now from the frame they
required 5-10 years ago?

Mr. HEserT. No, sir. Our lack is lack of a
decision or, If not lack of decision, of an
immediate decision. The stumbling block
in the Defense Department has been in the
area of the Comptroller who controls the
money in which Mr, Eisenhower is so inter-
ested. We could have put up a satellite a
year and a half ago if the decision had been
made in the Defense Department, and it was
not made.

Mr. FostER. May I go back to this ques-
tion of command, and the President's for-
mer reorganization act, because I think this
1s extremely Important. It is true it was
written as a reorganization plan, by the
President when he first came in. Five years
have passed. We do have a strong security
setup in our Armed Forees, but in 5 years we
have learned, as Senator SaLTONSTALL said,
that the command lines are not as clear as
we would like to have them.

The executive agent process is not as effec-
tive under these terms and times which we
are up against today. Then when that was
written we thought in terms of a manned
alr force attacking us. This is a matter of
hours. We had sufficlent tactical warning.
We could get our deterrent forces, our retali=
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atory forces in the air. Today, as Senator
SALTONSTALL says, this is a matter of 30 min-
utes. In addition to that, in any passage of
command down, the executive agent does
introduce what have been determined to be
unnecessary additional layers to go through.

Mr. HiserT. That is correct.

Mr, Foster, I remember in history, sir, and
I appeared before you several times when
I was there, you were very concerned about
layers of command at that time, We were
talking about cataloging, you will recall, and
you felt there were too many. This is simply
a movement toward the elimination of ob=-
structive layers.

Mr. HEserT, I don't want to monopolize
the time, Mr. Foster, but you injected some-
thing in there. I want to ask you a question.

You mentioned the cataloging situation.
That was the one act that to unify and make
uniform purchases, make a catalog with a
single number, isn't that correct?

Mr. FosTeER. No; it didn’'t unify purchases.

Mr. HEsEaT. But it was direction for unifi-
cation, wasn't 1t?

Mr. FosteER. It was an attempt to get a
common name for each and every item.

Mr. HEBERT. And that is what is being done
today at a savings of some §5 billion, I think,
estimated by the Hoover Commission, isn't
that correct?

Mr. FosteEr. This is correct, and you and I
both worked toward this end.

Mr. HEBERT. You did? Wait just one sec-
ond please, sir. I have the record here in
which you opposed that bill and sald you
had enough laws; that you didn’t need any
more laws. Now where do you stand today?

Mr. FosTER. We would have done it with-
out the law and we do not feel that the
Congress in that kind of a thing should get
in and do the executive actions which you,
sir, as a legislator write the policies and the
executive branch carries out.

Mr. HfBert. I have proved my point.

Mr. Herman. Batween the legislator and
the administrator here, I think a lawyer
wanted to get a word in.

Mr. Koenrer. I wanted to get back to the
discussion that Senator SaLToNsTALL started;
namely, that because of technological im-
provements and the fact that the new world,
the new look is so different, we must be able
to act very very speedily.

I agree, but it strikes me as more than a
happenstance that this desire for speed in
reaction has come about very recently. Now
the missile program is not new. The mis~
sile program is not a matter of the last 6
months, And it seems very interesting that
during the years 19563 through 1957 the or-
ganization of the Department of Defense was
deemed amply capable of taking care of tech-
nological improvements under the present
Joint Chiefs of Btaff.

But the Rockefeller report has come out
within the last few months; and the Rocke~
feller report, which I think in my humble
way is the basis of this proposal; is replete
with very sweeping statements——

Mr, FostEr. May I interrupt there, be-
cause it is not the basis of this proposal,
Mr. Eoehler,

Mr. EoeHLER. Shall T say was taken into
consideration then in preparing——

Mr. FosTeEr, It was along with the advice
and counsel of glozens, twenties of other
people, all of whom were also experienced
and competent,

Mr. Koenrer. I stand corrected. Bhall I
say it had a bearing on the subject. But
the Rockefeller report—and I, of course,
have not had access to other reports—is com-
plete with sweeping conclusions and gener-
alizations; and, so far as I am concerned, it
is very much like a brief without citation
of authority.

I do not feel that the present Joint Chiefs
of Staff have falled to make proper position
for the protection of this country in the
event of some International disaster. It may
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be that thelr present system could be im-
proved, because any system can be improved,
but I am astonished that in a period of
a few months a reorganization as sweeping
as this is should be necessary, in view of
what I consider to be the tremendous ad-
vances we have made in the last 10 years in
unification.

Senator SavTonsTALL. May I, Mr. Koehler,
g0 into one part of that, and that is this:
The position of the Chalrman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

We put in there our most experienced
military man, a man with a hard personal-
ity and a man in whom the country has
confidence.

We have had General Bradley, Admiral
Radford, and now General Twining. Those
are the three.

Now what we really In a way do is to
downgrade him when we put him in there.
We do not give him authority. Now that
bothered me in 1847, It bothered me again
in 1949, and I was on both those confer=
ence committees that worked out the tech-
nlcal language of those acts.

Now what the President is trying to do
is not to downgrade the Chief of Staff, but
to take advantage of his experience and to
give him a true responsibility in working
out our strategy, as I see it. And that is
one very important part of this act. I
do not think anybody will—well, I will not
say anybody, but I do not think that that
should be too much opposed.

Mr. HERMAN. Let me ask you four gentle-
men this. At this point in our history, with
the missile war apparently approaching the
tilt, do you then think that we can respond
to these future fast happening wars with
our present setup, or some kind of a re-
organization, whether it be a basic reorgan-
ization or a plan of this kind, or whether
it would simply be a reorganization decided
upon by the Chiefs of Staff, that some such
reorganization is needed, or are we all right
for a missile war now.

Mr. HieerT. I think the reorganization is
needed in the other direction. Cut out all
of these secretaries and all of these need-
less people. Let the Joint Chilefs of Staff
have some authority right directly under the
Secretary of Defense himself, and revert back
to the original plan as it was drawn and as
the testimony of General Eisenhower at that
time and Forest Sherman, Bob Patterson,
everybody that appeared sald would settle it.

However, there is one thing, and Senator
SavToNsTALL has put his finger on it. There
is one thing that worries me greatly about
this military thing, and that is a military
man on horseback. That is the idea, of
course, it has been thrown up as a screen,
Senator,

I know they say even the President, and
I may say here parenthetically something
that I am deeply concerned about, and that
is the language of the President in his
speech the other day, as an example, before
the national editors association in which he
just tossed off with a wave of the hand and
said of the people who criticized him: it
was sheer nonsense. Does he mean to say
that he can wave off a man like CArRL Vin-
soN, whom he undoubtedly was criticizing,
44 years of experience in milltary affairs in
this country? Every man who wears a star
on the uniform today was a lieutenant when
he came to Congress, and that includes Gen-~
eral Eisenhower. Whom General Elsenhower
calls Uncle Carrn. Is that nonsense when
he gilves forth? I don't think so.

Senator SarToNsTALL. Mr. HEBERT, wWe all
have great respect for Uncle Carrn. I have
dealt with him across the table a good many
times, and I know he is a man who has a
great deal of knowledge on this subject. But
that doesn't mean that the President neces-
sarlly was criticlzing him.

What I think the President wants to do is
to give a greater responsibility to the Joint
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Chlefs of Staff, and to glve duties to the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The
Chairman, under this bill of the President’s,
isn’t golng to be a one man on horseback.

Mr. HéserT. Not at this time, but in the
future.

Senator SarronsTaLL. Nor ever, I hope.

Mr. HéserT. You hope.

Senator SavronsTaLL, TYou are looking
pessimistically at the future. I wouldn’t
agree with making him one man, but he has
got the Joint Chiefs to work with, The
Joint Chiefs are kept as operational heads,
but at the same time they are allowed to
delegate certaln of their operational duties
so0 as to have more time for strategic plan-

and for the overall operation. The
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is
given certain managerial duties. He ap-
ts the Director. The Director will be re-
sponsible to him, the Director of the Joint
Staff Organization. And the Joint Staff
Organization is built up to be the overall
strateglc command.

Mr. Héeert. And, mind you, this new bill
or proposal of the President puts an un-
limited number of people on the Joint
Chiefs, where it was previously limited.

Mr. HerMan. Let me go to the far end of
the table now and ask first Mr, Foster——

Mr. FosTER, As an engineer, may I get a
word in with all these lawyers?

Mr. Hiésert. I am not a lawyer.

Mr. FostEr. I assumed you *vere a lawyer,
but if not, I will get in anyway.

I would like to get back to Mr. Koehler's
statement first about all this has developed
in the last few months, and why didn't we
know it before, since we have known about
missiles for some time.

We have known about missiles for some
tlme. They did not give evidence of becom-
ing operational in the immediate future until
the last several months. But there had been
much study given to what we did about
missiles over the last 4 or 6 years, and the
military men who were concerned with this
were those same three distinguished Chair-
men of the Joint Chiefs that you speak
of, General Eisenhower, and General Gruen-
ther, each of whom believe at this point in
history in order to meet these new threats
that there should be a clarification of these
lines of command in order to do It more
rapidly.

Now, going to Mr. Hiéserr's statement
sbout CarL Vinsonw, I think everyone in the
Defense Department, everyone in the mili-
tary services, has great respect for his ex-
perience and his ability. But I think in this
he has perhaps felt, as you say, that there
could be the man on horseback, but I wonder
if that is realistiec.

May I just finish one sentence. The Presl-
dent is the Commander in Chief of the mili-
tary forces by that same Constitution to
which we refer, He is charged with that
responsibility and he must discharge it. It
iz a terrific responsibility. He must have
under him a man who can pass those com-
mands as clearly and guickly through as it is
possible to do it.

And I think that this setup does exactly
that. There can be no man on horseback
with our system of government, because,
you know, every single military man is un-
der the direction of a civilian, and every
civilian is under the direction and under
the control of you gentlemen as Congress
who will appropriate, and there are numerous
other groups and controls within the Gov-
ernment that make it impossible to ever
achieve the man on horseback under this or
any other similar democratic plan of organ=
ization.

Mr. HermaN, I would like to hear the
lawyers’ reaction to that.

Mr. Eoemrer. I think it is just about my
turn to say something. Bill, I clearly would
have no way of passing any informed com-
ment on the extent to which or the manner
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in which the chain of command over mili-
tary operations should be clarified. I am a
civilian. I just don't know. To the extent
that it can be done properly, it should be
done.

What concerns me, as I said before, is the
necessity, the apparent necessity, of a
sweeping reorganization of the entire De-
partment of Defense. Now, I warned you
originally that I was golng to get to the law,
and I think what is important is not only
what is in the new proposal but what has
been stricken out.

I now read the present law:

“Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this act”—this is existing law—"the combat-
ant functions assigned to the military serv-
ices by section”—so and so and so and so—
“shall not be transferred, reassigned, abol-
ished or consolidated. Military personnel
shall not be so detailed or assigned as to
impair such combatant functions, The Sec-
retary of Defense shall not direct the use
and expenditure of funds of the Department
of Defense in such manner as to affect the
result prohibited by paragraphs 1 and 2.

And substituted therefor, the proposed law
is a provision that the Secretary of Defense
shall have authority to establish unified or
specified commands and assign forces of
the Army, the Navy, and the Alr Force, to
those commands,

‘When you add to that the provision that
the requirement of law that the three De-
partments shall be separately administered
is to be stricken out, and then when you
add to that this provision, I mean by strik-
ing—this is in the present law which I am
now about to read, and which is to be
stricken:

“No provision of this act shall be so con-
strued as to prevent a Secretary of a Mili-
tary Department or a member of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff from presenting to the Con-
gress on his own initiative, after first so
informing the BSecretary of Defense, any
recommendation related to the Department
of Defense that he may deem proper.”

So the Congress, gentlemen, is forbidden
to receive the very information it should
have in order that it may judge more capa-
bilities of the service.

Senator SarTroNsTALL, Mr. Koehler, would
you yleld there?

Mr. KoEgLer. Certainly. I am finished.

Senator SavToNsTALn, I don’'t think the
unified command viclates any gquestion or
involves any question of merger of forces.
‘We did it in the war. We are doing it now.

Mr. KoeHLER. I couldn't agree with you
more.

Sanator SALTONSTALL. So far as individual
members of the Defense Department coming
up to the Congress, I personally do not be-
lieve that the Congress will change that
provision. Now, the President himself has
sald——

Mr. KEoEHLER. I am pleased to hear you say
that.

Senator SarToNsTALL. The President him-
self has sald that he did not feel that a
man, when he is asked cuestions, or at
least McElroy saild that, and I think the
President has sald it, that when a man is
asked questions he should answer truth-
fully. And we have had a great deal of
experience in that in the last 18 months, in
the so-called Symington preparedness com-
mittee and in the Johnson preparedness
committee. We have had other freedom of
discussion with a man holding up his hand
and taking an cath and speaking truthfully.
So I wouldn't worry about that.

Now, I think so far as the merging of the
services are concerned, we can’t connect that
with unified command.

Mr, EoEHLER. No.

Senator SavronsTAarn, That 1s another
problem that has got to be argued out by
itself. And there again the President has
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said emphatically he did not wish to merge
the services.

Mr. KogarLer. I know that. The dificulty
is, Senator, that I find it extremely difficult
to square the language of the proposal as
written. Now, when we come—section 2 is
the declaration of intent of the statute, and
sectlon 2 says it shall be the intent of this
legislation not to merge the armed services.
Well and good.

Now, if we turn to the section of the
statute which implements that section of .
intent, within the policy enunciated in see-
tion 2, that is the intent not to merge: “The
Secretary of Defense shall take appropriate
steps” and so forth “to provide for more
eflective” and so forth “eliminate duplica=-
tion.”

Now, “No function which has been or
hereafter authorized by law to be per-
formed by the Department of Defense or
any officer or agency thereof shall be sub=-
stantially transferred, reassigned, abolished
or consolidated wuntil 30 days after a
report in regard to all pertinent detalls
shall have been made by the Becretary of
Defense to the Committees of the Armed
Services of the Congress.”

Now, he makes that report. He walls 30

‘days, and if Congress acts within the 30=-

day ©perlod, Congress can prevent the
transfer of those functions. But if Con-
gress does not act within the 30-day period,
those functions are effective, as I read the
law.

That seems to me that if he should do it
during that period when Congress was in
recess——

Senator SavroNsTALL, That has got to be
clarified.

Mr. KoEHLER, I am reading the law as it is
written,

Mr. HiEsprT. Senator, I am glad to hear
you say that. I agree with what you said.
I don't belleve the Congress 1s going to buy
this bill at all, and that is what we are dis-
cussing right now.

We are going to have some type of re-
organization, but the question is, Are we
going to take what the President has spoon-
fed us? and I don't think—I don’t think the
President’s bill will get out of the Armed
Services Committee of the House.

Mr. FosTER. Mr. Congressman, you are en=
titled to your own opinion, and we will leave
that go.

Senator SavTonsTALL. I think it will.

Mr. FosTEr. I would like to get back to the
legal brief here, because it seems to me that
this whole question of separate administra-
tion is one of the key things in this whole
argument. X

Mr. EoeHLER. I agree with you.

Mr. FosTer. You set up a law and I am not
a lawyer, but you set up a law in which
you allegedly give direction, control and au-
thority and the complete responsibility for
the security of the United States to the
Secretary of Defense.

Then you go down four lines and say, but
you can't do this, you can't do that, and
you can't do the other things.

You say he can come up and he can make
these changes. He gives the Congress notice
and if the Congress says “no,” he may not do
it.

It seems to me with the unification of sea,
air, and land forces which we must have in
order to fight the kind of battles and wars
we have today, you have got to give equal
authority to the man to whom you have
glven responsibility, and this set of proposals
is so designed to give that authority to the
man on whom you have placed this terrific
responsibility.

Mr. KoeHLER. Bill, I couldn’t agree more
with everything you have said. My only ar-
gument was this: I am dealing with the
legislation that has been submitted to the
Congress. I am not doing anything else but
interpreting that legislation.
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On the basis of this legislation, the Presi-
dent has said merger will not result. Chair-
man Vinson has sald merger will result.

As I read this legislation, and I am not
taking a position personally for or against
merger, as I read this legislation a future
unknown Secretary of Defense will have the
authority if he chooses to exercise it to
merge the services.

Mr. Foster. Well, perhaps that is so. The
writers of the Constitution did not know the
future people who were going to operate un-
der it.

I do not think you can write a plece of
law, and you legislators can advise me on
this, that is only for this particular man. I
think this is good sound legislation to meet
the difficult problems we have, and I think
that unless we do this kind of thing, we
may be too little, too late, and too slow.

Mr. HEéserT. Mr. Foster, as I understood it,
you complain now that the Secretary is re-
sponsible and then the authority is taken
away from him,

Mr. FosTeEr. That Is correct.

Mr, HisgrT, That is right. Now, in the bill
which you subscribe to and which you like,
if you will read the act in section 4, it gives
the direction to the Secretary of the Navy,
*“the Chief of Operatlons shall exercise com-
mand and supervision over such of the
forces of the Navy and the Marine Corps as
the Secretary of the Navy determines.”

That is an affirmative declaration that the
SBecretary and the Chief of Naval Operations
has control, is that correct?

Mr. Foster. That is correct.

Mr. HiserT. Now we come to the “but”:
“Other than the forces assigned by the Sec-
retary of Defense to unified or special com=
mands.”

Mr, FosTeER. That is correct.

Mr. HéserT. In other words, by the wave of
his hand he could have Mr. Arleigh Burke
up there with no forces under him at all.

Mr. Foster. That is correct.

Mr. HEserT. Why subscribe in one instance
and complain in another?

Mr. FosTeEr. Oh, no, this is not true at all.
What we are saying is that in order to fight
modern wars, you must have the abllity to
have in command forces as your cutting
edge sea, land, and alr forces.

Mr. Héserr, That is correct.

Mr. FosTER. One assignment to a unified
joint or specified command. The commander
of that force by direction of the Presldent
through the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff is charged with the re-
sponsibility of operating that force.

Mr, HEserT. That is correct.

Mr. Foster. At that point the Chief of
Naval Operations or the Secretary of the
Navy does not have this command over those
forces.

Mr. HEperT. Isn’t that in existence today?

Mr. Foster. But he must support them.
It is in existence today.

Mr. HiEserr. Then why do you need an-
other law before——

Mr. FosTER. I thought you meant——

Mr. HeEperT. Admiral Stump commands
the Pacific and he commands everybody in
the Pacific.

Mr. KEoEHLEr. Mr. Herman, could I swing
to something else again?

Mr. HermaN, I was golng to suggest at
this particular point we had been discussing
particularly the provisions of the Secretary
of Defense to handle forces.

Now, another major point arises at this
time, and I think is unalterably connected
with it, and that is ability to handle funds
and to transfer them from one force to an=
other and I haven't heard that discussed.

Mr. KoEHLER. Maybe I could lead off on
that and really divert a little from that.

Mr. HErman. Very well, sir.
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Mr. KoeHLER. I am a veteran of two Pen-
tagon reorganizations, the 1947 one and the
1949 one.

I recall distinctly when the first plan went
into effect in 1947. BSecretary Forrestal, in
whom there was no abler public servant that
I ever knew, Secretary Forrestal took the
position that the Department of Defense
could work successfully only if it had a very
few number of people in the Secretary of
Defense's organization. Some say 50, some
say 100. That is unimportant.

In the 1949 act, specification was made for
3 Asslstant Secretaries of Defense, and later
in the 1953 act, 6 more were added.

Now, it seems to me, although I wasn't
too much subjected to the intervening layer
of Assistant Secretaries of Defense, it seems
to me that the appointment of every addi-
tional Assistant Secretary of Defense down-
grades to a certain extent a service Secre-
tary, because he must be taking some of the
secretary’s functions, and also adds another
burden to the already intolerable burden of
the Secretary of Defense, because there is
one more person who has to report to him.

Now, I believe that it would make very
much sense if we are going to keep the serv-
ices at all, to eliminate the greater part of
that intervening layer.

Let the service Secretaries relieve the Sec-
retary of Defense of a tremendous burden
administrative and otherwise, and let the
Secretary of Defense devote more of his time
to his fundamental job, which is working
with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

That is the heart of his job.

Mr. Herman, Go ahead, Senator SaLToN-
STALL.

Mr. FostER. I do want to get in on that
one.

Senator SaLToNsTALL. As one that was on
that conference committee, and worked out
this act and who worked very closely with
Mr. Forrestal at that time, I know some=-
thing of what he was thinking,

Now the words that were finally put in,
as you will recall, are “authority” and
“gontrol.”

Mr. EoEHLER. That is correct.

Senator SaLTonsTALL. But the Department
shall be separately administered.

Mr. KoerLer. That is correct.

Senator SavrownstaLn., That was done to
work out this compromise, if you will, that
could earry through. That has been inter-
preted since that time to give the Secretary
of Defense the authority over the services.

On the other hand, it is clear that they
should be separately administered.

Mr. KoeHLER. That 1s correct.

Senator SavToNsTALL. One of the purposes
of this act, as I understand it, at the present
time, is to clarify that.

Mr. KoEHLER, One purpose is to wipe up
separate administration.

Senator SavTtonstaLL. The words ‘‘sepa-
rately administered" are wiped out as such,
but the varlous services are not merged.
The Secretary of the Navy, for instance, will
continue to——

Mr. KEoEHLER. Benator, could I ask you just
one question?

Senator SarToNsTALL. Certainly. I don’t
know if I can answer it, but I shall try.

Mr. KEorurLer, If the services cease to be
administered separately, and if they are
taken out of the chain of command, the
service Secretaries, which may be proper, as
Mr. Foster said, I am not qualified, what
then is left of the individual services? Are
they organizational entities at all?

Mr, FosTeEr, Of course, they are, and there
is absolutely no thought of eliminating the
services as such.

The elimination of the separately adminis-
tered is to give the Secretary of Defense the
authority which he needs to truly direct and
coordinate these groups, and this story of 100
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people to do this job, I have heard that a
good many times, and you know, Jack, as
well as I, that Jim very rapidly changed his
feeling about that way of running the De=
partment.

Mr. HEserT. Just a moment. It is In here
if you want to read it, Admiral Sherman——

Mr. FostEr. I don’t care whose testimony
it was that Is contrary to this.

Mr. HEserT. It was never sold to the Con-
gress other than what he said, Mr. Forrestal
never told the Congress anything different.

Mr. FosTer. He never went back for a hun-
dred in the reorganization at all, and I can
assure you to run a business—and I think
perhaps you gentlemen are overlooking the
magnitude of this operation that has to be
done by the Secretary of Defense. On this
I can speak with some authority. I am not
a lawyer, but on this one I can speak with
some authority.

You are running a $40 billion or $50 billion
business. You have $120 billion worth of
plant and installations. ¥You are complain-
ing about seven vice presidents.

I think this is a very small number of vice
presidents. I think the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense is one of the most efficient
business operations that I know in terms of
numbers, 1,600 civilians, 700 military people.

Mr. HermaN. Let me get a question in
here, please. I just want to say that as a
former Deputy Secretary of Defense, your-
self, perhaps you would want to comment on
this question of how the Secretary of De-
fense's Office operates and also you might
want to add at this point the guestion of
the Deputy Secretary of Defense for Research.

Mr. FosTER. His title will not be that, al-
though he will be somewhat similar to that.
Qf course, research and technology is so
obvlously such a terrificly important part
of our whole military activity now that un-
less we give to that the position of authority
and prestige which it deserves, we may well
be unable to attract the kind of real brains
and real forward progress that we have to
have in order to keep up in this terrific race.

I think that this plan, a Director of De-~
fense Research and Engineer, provides that
kind of authority. It gives to that man the
prestige of authority in precedence, fifth in
precedence behind the Secretary, the three
Secretaries, and the Deputy Secretary. And
it gives to him a control over, as well as an
ability to advise, the Secretary of Defense
on the highest research and technology level,
and we need it. We must have 1t.

We have lost In this regard over these last
few years. We know this, all of us. And
unless we are able to give this kind of a job
and get the kind of brains and support and
direction that I believe can get through this
device, we may really be in a desperate state.

Mr. HEserT. There is nothing in the law
that prevents you from accomplishing every-
thing you have said.

Mr. FosTeER. This I gquestion.

Senator SALTONSTALL. Mr. HEBERT, may I
just say this. This I personally know. Take
for Instance today, the solid fuel as opposed
to the liquid fuel in the propulsion of a
missile.

Today there are three separate investiga-
tions going on in solid fuel, in each one of
the services. Now this was brought to my
attention by a man who is involved in it.
He says there simply isn't manpower enocugh
to do it. I just glve you that as one example.

I dont think there will be much debate
over this one centralization of research, do

ou?

v Mr. Héperr. BSenator, I think we could
take a cue from that on the Hill, too, the
overlapping investigations we have got.

Mr. Herman. Let me ask all four of you
gentlemen to turn your attention to that
question, the question of inefficiency, need=
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less duplication of which so much has been
made and also of the funds involved here.

Is there so much inefficiency and needless
duplication now going on in the Pentagon?

Mr. Hiégert, May I address myself to the
money question? That is very interesting.

When the President first came out with
this very revolutionary plan, the straw man
was put up as the moneyman.

The Secretary of Defense would control all
this money. He knew the Congress never
would buy anything like that. So he aban-
doned it and then in his statement he said
he didn’t really need that right now.

We will set that aside until a later date
because he has the power now.

Whether he has the power now is de-
batable, but he exercised the power now be-
cause he is exercising a line item veto which
the Congress has refused to give him by
the conduct in the Comptroller's Office in the
Department of Defense and in the Bureau
of the Budget. And in the hearings of recent
vintage by the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, when all of the services were there,
every individual that testified, every Secre-
tary, every general had one comment to
make: that the reason for the tardiness and
delay in our missile program and all hin-
drance rested in the Comptroller of the De-
fense Department and the Bureau of the
Budget where the money is being controlled.
S0 he has got it now and he says nothing
about it, and that is where the delay is.
This is—no, I won't use the word he used,
*“nonsense.”

I think it is tragic that this matter has
been placed out of focus and the word “non-

* sense” used, and every time the President
speaks, he says, “I'm the man that knows.
I'm the great military man."”

Does the 44 years of Mr. Vinson, 22 years of
Mr. Brooxs, the 22 years of Mr. ARENDS, the
22 years of Mr. KmLpAy, 18 years of Mr. RIVERS
mean anything—we are not children.

Mr. FosTER. Administration or writing of
the policy? I think that there is a good deal
to be sald for what really I believe was the
President’s thought on this, namely, to give
some flexibility for transfers within the over-
all appropriations. You know, Mr. HEBERT
and Senator SavroNsTALL and Mr. Eoehler,
that the budgets are made up 3 years almost
before they actually get to the point where
they are being spent. With all the due wis-
dom that is accumulated in both the Con-
gress and in the Department of Defense and
in the Budget Bureau, it 1s impossible to
foresee the changes that will take place in
this rapidly changing world, and all that is
being requested is, number one, that the
budget be that of the overall Department of
Defense, the overall plan of how to support,
maintain and further these defense forces,
and when the time comes to the actual ex-
penditure, the right to move within line
items and within the services some amount—
Mr. McElroy said less than 10 percent.

Some other figure was mentioned as 5
percent. Say it is between 5 and 10 percent.
I think that if you get the kind of problems
we have today, this flexibility can save us
a great deal of money, and will allow us to
proceed with the new things that develop
at the point the money is avallable.

Senator SavTonsTtaLnL. We have a certain
amount of flexibility today. The Defense
Secretary in the last budget had, I think,
$100 million which is a comparatively small
amount of $40 billion that he had complete
control over. He had also certain powers of
transfer: As I remember it, not over 10 per-
cent change in any one appropriation item,
any one line item, and not over 5 percent
could come from any other line item. Of
course, that had to be within the services.
That couldn’t be shifted from one service
to another.
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Now we also have the power of transfer of
funds for construction purposes. That has
been done historieally. And that comes
down and goes through if it gets the approval
of the Appropriations Committees in the
House and in the Senate.

Now, how far Congress will go with allow=
ing that transfer to be made between services
is a problem that we have got to argue out
and argue out very carefully.

Mr. HégerT, That is correct and that is the
crux. Again, the Secretary has the power
which the President is asking, but he wants
just a little bit more, and I understand he
is going to have $500 million in that emer-
gency fund.

Mr. Foster. He does not have it as between
services.

Mr. Hesert, I think he was more fear-
ful

Mr. Foster. He wants flexibility in order to
meet changes.

Mr. Koegarer. I think that problem is one
that lends itself admirably to resolution be-
tween the Congress and the Department, as
Senator SaLTONSTALL has sald.

Senator SALTONSTALL. You have been down
there many times.

Mr. KogHLER. Many times. I would like to
get back to this question and I trust, Bill,
you would bear with me on this one of the
Assistant Secretaries of Defense versus the
Secretaries In the military departments.

As I told you and as you know, my eX=
perience there terminated late in 1851. But
even then, I found difficulty as an Assistant
Secretary of the Navy in carrying out what
to me where the orders assigned to me by the
Becretary. I found a rather diffuse situa-
tion at the Assistant Secretary of Defense
level because it seemed to me that there you
didn’t have authority running hand in hand
with responsibility.

You had authority, but the responsibility
was down the line. Now, I think today—and
I think it is a very sad thing—I think today
the Secretaries of the military departmenis
are of much lower stature than they were
10 years ago, and without question, if this
proposed bill becomes law, the Secretaries
of the military departments, for my money,
will not amount to very much at all.

I would like to reverse the trend so that
the carrying out of the tremendous admin-
istrative functions of the Department of
Defense could be done under the aegis of the
service Secretaries' rather than under the
aegis of the Assistant Secretaries of Defense.

Mr, HermaN, I'd like to take this away from
the officials at this point and ask the Mem-
bers of Congress, Congressman HEBerT and
Benator SaLTONSTALL, how they feel on that
particular argument?

Senator Savronsrtann, Well, I think that
the Secretaries of the various services should
have a very substantial authority. Now, I
think that in these days of quick decisions
and quick actions and strong actions, there
has got to be a greater centralization of
authority.

Therefore, I would make it perfectly clear
in the law that the authority is in the Secre-
tary of Defense under the President through
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for action in these
unified commands, for instance, and then
the detalls of how to carry out a lot of that
business have got to be left and given to the
Secretaries of the services rather than assist-
ant secretaries in the Defense Department.

Mr, FosTeEr. If I may interrupt for 1 min-
ute, 1t will just take a second, that the Secre-
taries of the services will continue to have
tremendously important delegated authority
under the authority of the Secretary of De-
fense. They have got to support the whole
military——

Mr. HerMmAN. I think we have come to the
point where we are running out of time and
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our agreements and disagreements are pretty
well lined up, so I'd like to ask you to reflect
back over your arguments here and offer you
one last moment for rebuttal and restatement
of your positions, starting as we started be-
fore with Senator SALTONSTALL.

How do you now feel that you should state
your position?

Senator SALTONSTALL, Mr, Herman, I am
very glad to have been on this discussion
because I think it has been very helpful, I
hope, to people who have listened and cer-
tainly to me who have taken part.

I reiterate what I sald before. In these
days of missiles and supersonic airplanes and
all that goes with speed, we need speed of
decision, we need speed of action. We are
never going to be an attacker. We are going
to be attacked. We may be attacked. We
hope we won't be. We are more liable not
to be attacked if any possible enemy knows
that we have got a speedy retaliatory effort
that is going to be a very destructive and
devastating effort.

Now to accomplish that, we have got to,
because of the speed of action, we have got to
have more authority in one person, more
authority most essentially in a civililan.
That is the Secretary of Defense.

We have got to give him the strateglc
powers of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. If we
do that, and that is all the President wants
to do, we will be able to give that massive
retallatory effort.

Mr. Hermawn, Very well,
HEBERT.

Mr. HEéperT. I think after listening to the
discussion today that I am more convinced
than ever that those of us who oppose this
extraordinary bill of the President’s are
thinking along the right lines.

There has been nothing developed today
that has indicated in any manner, shape or
form, that this speed that is desirable of
which Senator SALTONSTALL has just spoken
could not be accomplished.

You can write all the laws in the world,
but you can’t change human nature, and if
the Secretary of Defense is not a man of
action and speed, the added power which
could well be misplaced, will not help him
one lota. I belleve it most important that
we do reorganize the Department, but or-
ganize it downward instead of upward by
giving more central authority to fewer people
and drawing a definite line so we will know
exactly where we stand and keep each service
in its true autonomy, its true identity. And
I hope that we can get the proper testimony
on the Hill and I was very interested in Sena-
tor SBarTonsTALL talking about the people who
appeared, but the echoes of names like Den-
feld, Gavin, and Putt ring in my mind,

Mr, HErman, Could I ask you just in a very
brief word whether you propose to start some
kind of reorganization downward?

Mr. HEBErRT. Oh, yes. There is a blll be-
fore the committee, positively. We have that
bill. We have no negative approach. Mr.
Vinson has a bill in with Mr, Kipay. That
is the bill that I support. Z

Mr. HErMAN. Thank you. And Mr. Foster.

Mr. FosTer. Well, I couldn't disagree more,
of course, with the Congressman, and I think
that it is a completely negative bill to which
he refers. I am sure we are all aiming at the
same objectives. We all want to have the
most efficlent, the most adaptable, the most
decisive forces that we can get, and I think
we have to ask ourselves these questions:
Will this organization give us better coordi-
nation and direction of the Armed Forces?
Will it give a better place in the scheme of
things to research and technology? Will it
make it possible for us to react more rapidly
to the almost instantaneous attacks to which
we may be subject? And will this in essence
provide for us the kind of defense effort
which will allow us to survive at a time in

Congressman
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history when we are truly threatened with
destruction almost overmight if the enemy
makes that choice?

Mr. Herman. Mr. Koehler, will it?

Mr, FosTer. I say it will,

Mr. KoeHrLER, I would just like to say this:
That this is the first conference of this type
in which I have participated in which there
has been so much light and so little heat on
a subject that is bound to raise so many dif-
ferent points of view. I would like to revert
to a few remarks I made in my opening state-
ment.

And regardless of my personal views, I
would like to say that it may well be, for rea-
sons that Mr. Foster knows much better than
1, that our national security requires funda-
mental changes in our present defense struc-
ture, If the President and the Congress so
determine and if those required changes in-
clude merger of the Armed Forces and the
creation of a single Chief of Staff, that would,
of course, be a definitive answer.

My concern, as I said earlier, lies not with
the expressed intent of the proposed legisla-
tion, but with the conclusions I have drawn
from a study of its language. We are & gov-
ernment of laws and not of men, and with
that in mind, I am forced to conclude that
this bill, if passed, would authorize some
presently unknown and future Secretary of
Defense to merge the armed services as we
now know them and would also authorize, if
not create, a command structure,

Mr. HermaN. Mr. Koehler, I think we have
Just about run out of time. I want to thank
all you gentlemen for joining with us today
in this discussion of the defense of America.

The Attorney General Declares War on
Organized Crime

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. KENNETH B. KEATING

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, no prob-
lem facing this Nation today should
cause greater concern than the rise in
power of organized crime organizations.
These gigantic octopi have stretched
their tentacles across State borders until
they have enveloped our Nation, reach-
ing into the homes and businesses of
Americans everywhere. Unless a death
blow is struck at the heart of these mon-
sters they can stifle our whole economy
and threaten our very existence as a
nation.

No State alone is equipped to deal ef-
fectively with these nefarious organiza-
tions. What is needed is a national cru-
sade spurred on by the combined efforts
of top crime fighters in both State and
Federal Governments.

The Attorney General of the United
States has announced his determination,
as head of the Department of Justice, to
conduct the kind of concentrated, coor-
dinated, and sustained drive against or-
ganized crime that is needed to rid it
from our land. In a speech delivered
last night before the Advertising Coun-
c¢il, Inc., he ably identified the target and
outlined the plan of attack. It is a
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speech which every Member of Congress
and, indeed, every American should read.

Mr, Speaker, we cannot expect the De-
partment of Justice, any more than our
Armed Forces, to fight effectively with-
out the proper weapons. Existing laws
do not provide an up-to-date arsenal,
and for some time I have urged Congress
to supply one.

There are several bills, which I have
introduced for a number of years, pend-
ing before the Committee on the Judi-
ciary now. I intend to offer several more
in the near future. The Department of
Justice no doubt will have additional
proposals.

I am especially pleased to note the in-
dications in the Attorney General's
speech that the Department is swinging
around to the view that legislation em-
bodying the principal of my bill, H. R.
258—to permit the Federal Government
to erack down when interstate conspira-
tors are breaking State felony laws—is
the most effective and direct means for
annihilating organized crime.

I am confident that this Congress will
want to join in the battle against crime
by giving early and favorable considera-
tion to such measures before it adjourns.

I commend the Atftorney General for
his courage and determination in under-
taking this enormous and vital task. I
am sure that law-abiding citizens every-
where wish him every success, and will
cooperate in every way possible,

Under leave previously granted, I in-
sert Attorney General Rogers’ fine
speech at this point in the REcorp:
ADDRESS BY HoN. WiLLiam P. ROGERS, ATTOR=

NEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,

BEFORE THE ADVERTISING CounNciL, INC.,

HOTEL STATLER, WasHINGTON, D. C., May

5, 1958

Tonight I want to talk about a problem
which I believe requires serious attention,
These days, quite naturally, we are concerned
with the economy of our country and our
national defense. In a very real sense, the
problem of crime is related both to our
economy and to the future strength of our
Nation.

As you know, this year the Nation will
spend more than $40 billion on national
defense. But how many people know what
crime costs our country? Most people are
wholly unaware of the staggering propor-
tions to which it has grown—unmindful of
the fact that it is second only to national
defense in terms of cost. The estimated
cost of crime in the United States in 1 year
is about $20 billion.

Twenty-five years ago the Attorney Gen-
eral was appalled by the fact that in 1933
115 milllon major crimes had occurred—
one for each 84 persons in the Nation. In
1958, it appears now that about 3 million
major crimes may be committed—twice as
many as in 1933. This means that in 1958
one major crime will be committed for every
60 persons in the United States.

Sinece 1950 the rate of erime in our coun-
try has been exploding at a rate four times
as fast as the rate of growth of our popula-
tion. The rate of crime in 1957 increased
9 percent over 1956.

These statistics only begin to tell the
story. One of the facts which stands out
in bold relief is the alarming increase in
the number of crimes committed by young
people. Almost half of the persons arrested

for major crimes last year were under 18
years of age.

Somehow there has been a
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fallure properly to inculcate our people,
particularly our young people, with a sense
of moral values—with an awareness of how
destructive crime is to them and to the
country., These figures indicate that there is
& tremendous Job to be done by schools,
churches, parents and organizations such as
this in the years ahead.

Tonight I want to talk not about general
problems relating to crime but rather about
some of the things we hope to do in the field
of law enforcement. Let me mention that
I would hope too that this influential or-
ganization which has contributed so much
to solving important problems of our Nation
in the past, will want to give its thoughtful
attention to what it can do to help reduce
the rate of crime in our country.

What is one of the most obvious facts
about the growth of crime in our country?
It is the growth of organized crime and the
success of its operation.

Syndicates made up of criminals have co-
ordinated and extended their operations over
many States and In many cases, across na-
tional boundaries. Why is this true? It is
true because organized racketeers and hood-
lums have learned how to make crime pay.

The top echelon of organized criminals
have been able to remove themselves from
exposed positions and now operate by
scheming, directing and organizing. Organ-
ized criminals exert general control over
those types of criminal activities that yield
the most profits—gambling, narcotics, and
extortion, to name the big three. And ob-
viously they pay only a small portion of
their taxes on these activities because if
they paid all of their taxes as ordinary
citizens do, a life of crime would not pay.

In order that you may have a better under-
standing of the problem from the standpoint
of a law enforcement official let me make
some general observations,

First, I notice that there is a widespread
lack of awareness as to the respective roles
of Federal responsibility as compared with
the State and local responsibility in the field
of law enforcement. Generally speaking re-
sponsibility for law enforcement in our
country rests in large measure on the States
and localities. The fact is that less than 10
percent of all crimes violate Federal law.

Yet almost every time a serious local
crime is committed which gets national pub-
licity some Senator, Congressman, Governor,
or civiec group will immediately demand that
the FBI investigate it. This is a very fine
tribute to the FBI but it demonstrates a lack
of understanding of the law and tends to
shift the responsibility away from the States
and localities where it belongs.

Consider the recent atrocious bombings of
schools, churches, and synagogues which
have occurred in Florida and other Southern
States. At first there were demands that the
FBI take over the investigation. The Federal
Government did not have jurisdiction in
those cases because no Federal law was In-
volved. The Federal Government does not
have jurisdiction merely because the perpe-
trators of the crimes may have crossed State
lines or because a conspiracy may be in-
volved or because a series of crimes are in-
volved. Unless a Federal law has been vio-
lated the FBI has no jurisdiction to in-
vestigate.

The law enforcement officials of the States
and localities involved have recognized their
responsibility. Officials from 29 southern
cities have conferred for the purpose of tak-
ing cooperative action to solve these shocking
crimes. Those responsible are to be compli-
mented for taking this affirmative, de-
termined actlon.

The FBI stands ready to help the local au=
thorities in every way possible. Its labora-
tories, identification facilities, information
from its files, etc., have been made available,
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It 1s maintaining the closest liaison with the
responsible authorities and will give them
every assistance possible.

The point I hope you will remember is that
it is important for the public to place re-
sponsibility where it belongs. Communities
get the kind of law enforcement they deserve
and the public must know where the re-
sponsibility lies.

Another fact which is not always fully
appreciated is that within the Federal Gov-
ernment itself jurisdiction for investigating
crime is divided. The jurisdiction of the
FBI is limited to general crimes and crimes
involving national security, Internal Reve-
nue has its own investigating staff which has
jurisdiction of matters pertaining to tax
frauds. The Narcotics Bureau in the Treas-
ury Department has primary responsibility
for investigating mnarcoties violations. The
BSecret Service is responsible for investigating
counterfeiting and crimes relating to the
public moneys. The Post Office investigates
misuse of the mails.

All of these investigating agencies have
compilled outstanding records in thelr re-
spective fields but organized criminals have
not seen fit to compartmentalize their activ=-
ities so as to fit neatly Iinto these niches.
The Department of Justice has complete and
sole responsibility for the prosecution of all
crimes. It seems obvious then that the in-
formation obtained by separate investipgat-
ing agencies must be fitted together more
effectively by the prosecutors than in the
past if we are to meet today's crafty chal-
lenge of the organized criminal.

About a month ago, I announced a long-
range program for combating organized
crime in this country. Although as I have
mentioned, the Federal Government has a
limited jurisdiction we do have some power=
ful weapons. The main ones are the income-
tax laws, the tax laws relating to narcotics,
and the Hobbs Act and the Taft-Hartley
Act relating to extortions and payofis in
union activities,

Let me briefly sketch the three main
points of the program.

1. The program will be concentrated.

We will give top priority to 100 of the top
racketeers in the United States. That is not
to say we will ignore the others for we plan
to attack crime on as many fronts as we can.
It does mean, however, that we will give im-
mediate and concentrated effort to the 100
worst hoodlums and racketeers in the
country.

The list of names will not be made publie
for two reasons. In the first place, it would
tip our hand and make the Investigative
work more difficult. In the second place
such publication of the names might be
attacked as prejudicial in the event of trial.
After there have been convictions or d=por-
tations we will announce the names and
will replenish the list with others who are
deserving.

You may wonder why a list of 100. Of
course, it is an arbitrary figure to be used
prineipally for purposes of concentration of
effort. A brief discussion of how organized
crime functions today will Indicate why this
concentration, I believe, will be effective.

Last November at Apalachin, N. Y., a meet-
ing of 64 top racketeers and hoodlums took
place. A majority of those in attendance
came from New York, New Jersey, and Penn=-
sylvania, but there was a fair representation
from the South, Midwest, and even the west
coast. A few of those in attendance had
been in a similar meeting as far back as
1928 in Cleveland. Many of them were in
attendance at a meeting in 1952 in the Flor«
ida Keys, in 1953 at Miami, in 1954 at Chi-
cago, and in 1956 at Binghamton, N. ¥.
Meetings such as these at Apalachin, at-
tended by what amounts to the board of
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directors of organized crime for a given area,
serve many nefarlous purposes. Lines and
means of communication are established,
methods of distribution are agreed upon,
territorial arrangements are made. As a re=-
sult, gang wars of the twenties and thirties
have been almost completely eliminated.

The members of these top-level planning
boards are also the key figures in organiza-
tions with headquarters in New York, Miami,
Chicago, and other cities in the United
States. Here the multimillion dollar busi-
nesses take shape. Those on top seldom
come in contact with the local hoodlums
who are responsible for maintaining diseci-
pline, bribing local officials, or actually dis-
pensing the products of crime. But through
strong arm tactics ecarried out through sub-
ordinates in a chain of command and with
the power to shut off necessary financing,
production, and sources of supply, they ex-
ercise control over most of the profitable
forms of illegal activities. The dope peddler,
the bookie, the numbers runner, the vendor
of obscene magazines, are all largely de-
pendent for their illicit merchandise and for
permission to engage in these activities upon
these overlords of erime.

These overlords of crime in many instances
have invested their {ll-gotten gains in hotels,
night clubs, coin-operated machines, scrap
iron trucking, etec., and hide behind these
legitimate fronts while directing their
criminal activities.

It is our purpose to concentrate on these
overlords. We plan to find out everything
that we can find out about them—their
sources of income, their present activities,
how they invest their money, and how they
avoid paying their taxes. Without in any
way denying them any of the rights which
our citizens have under our system of jus-
tice we will attempt to find out what Federal
law they have violated and to obtain the
necessary evidence to prove it.

2. The program will have a Government-
wide coordination of effort.

After consultation with the Secretary and
Under Secretary of the Treasury, the Direc-
tor of the FBI, the Commissioner of Nar-
cotics, the Commissioner of Immigration, the
Secret Sarvice and the other investigative
agencies we concluded that we would turn
the combined strength and resources of all
Federal investigative and law enforcement
agencies in a common effort against the or-
ganized criminal.

Of course we have not been oblivious In
the past to the activities of organized crime
and the need for cooperation. What seemed
to be lacking and what we are in the process
of establishing is a unified prosecutive com=
mand, where all information on racketeers
from all investigative agencies will be cor-
related, studied and acted upon.

Let me cite an illustration of what I mean.
The distribution and sale of narcotics, par-
ticularly to young people, is one of the most
reprehensible of all crimes. Almost all of it
is imported, and it lends itself peculiarly to
the control and distribution practices of the
organized criminal conspiracy. Most heroin
comes from Turkey, Syria, and Iran in the
Near East and China in the Far East. Or-
ganized crime has built up a gilant trans-
mission belt for securing this drug, for pro-
viding for its safe importation, and ulti-
mately for its distribution to the dope
peddlers. One pound of heroin is worth
about $150,000. The Bureau of Narcotics
seized about 1,700 ounces of heroin in 1957,

Most marihuana comes from Mexico, Over
26,000 ounces of marihuana were seized at
ports and borders, and over 11,000 ounces
were seized within the United States in 1957,
So you can see that the sale of narcotics is
a huge business,

In many instances it is possible to ldentify
top racketeers who traffic in narcotics but
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not to obtain the necessary evidence to seek
an indictment. Now the important thing is
to put this criminal out of circulation—the
crime for which he may be convicted is of
secondary importance. So we will study all
the evidence which the Government has in
its possession from all the investigative
agencies. Perhaps we can prove a tax-fraud
cage, possibly he may be subject to deporta=
tion, the FBI may have information which,
placed together with all other information
obtained from the Narcotics Bureau, may
show the violation of some other Federal
law, or in some instances we may be able to
supply local law-enforcement officers with
evidence sufficient to convict for a local
crime.

3. It will be a long-range, sustained pro=-
gram.

From my experience in law-enforcement
work I have noticed that efforts directed on
organized crime are apt to be sporadie. A
series of viclous crimes occur or & Congres-
sional investigation is held and a drive on
crime is started. When the excitement dies
down the drive is apt to die down,

The program we have in mind is not in=
tended to produce quick or sensational re-
sults. Rather, it will be a long-range pro-
gram built on policies which will be lasting
and intended to meet a continuing and con-
stantly changing problem.

Recently we have seen instances of how ef-
fective racketeers have been in taking over
control of a few powerful labor unions.
They not only steal money from the union
treasury but they use the unions to extort
huge sums of money from contractors.

Obviously, the efforts of the racketeers to
penetrate these unions are well planned and
sustained. A few years ago the most power=-
ful racketeer in southern Illinois was Evan
Dale, who was president of a union of hod-
carriers and common laborers. For years he
exercised complete control over the rank and
file of his union, responsible to no one. Dur-
ing his trial for extortion Dale described
himself in the following language:

“I am a Chicago boy. When I left Chi-
cago I threw away my shovel for a blackjack
and I have been using it effectively ever
since. I came to southern Illinocis 15 years
ago to carve out an empire. I have carved
out an empire. I have 38,000 laborers and
28 business agents under me.”

For his part in the multi-million-dollar
shakedown of contractors during the con-
struction of a powerplant for the Atomic
Energy Commlssion, he was sentenced to 15
years in jall

There is only one way to combat suiccess-
fully the activities of such racketeers who
have taken over a few labor unions—and
that is with a sustained and long-range pro-
gram of law enforcement. Of course it is
not possible or desirable to spell out in any
detail all the plans of the Department in this
field. What I have said represents a general
approach to the problem.

The policy of the Department of Justice
can be expressed this way:

1. We will attack the, problem of crime on
all fronts within the limit of our jurisdic-
tion,

2. We will give top priority to concentrat-
ing on the top 100 racketeers.

3. We will urge the courts to impose
maximum penalties and within the pro-
cedures laid down by the law will seek to
expedite the trial of cases.

4. We will urge Federal legislation to give
the Federal authorities more weapons to
cope with organized criminal activities that
have interstate ramifications.

5. We will cooperate with State and local
authorities to the greatest extent possible.

The program which I have discussed this
evening deals only with one phase of the
crime problem in the United States. The
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problem Is a much broader and more serious
one than anything that improved Ilaw
enforcement alone can solve.

There are many things which must be
done. For example, the public must be more
alert to the tieup between crime and local
politics. Experience shows that organized
crime on a profitable basis cannot exist for
long in any area without the connivance of
local law enforcement officers.

Then too the public must be made more
aware that their support and cooperation in
giving information about crime especially
in the field of extortion is essential if our
law enforcement agencies are to cope effec~
tively with the ever increasing rise of crime
in the United States.

Finally, there is a heavy responsibility
which rests on all of us more effectively to
instill young people with the basic traits of
character which are so vital to our free way
of life.

The Advertising Council, which has given
g0 generously and so successfully of its time
and talents to programs for human better-
ment, may want to give some of these and
other broader aspects of the problem its
future consideration. If you do I assure you
that all of us in the Department of Justice
will give you our enthusiastic cooperation.
I can think of nothing which would be more
helpful to the Nation than to have the
benefit of your thought and counsel and
your active participation in helping to solve
this grave national problem.

Increasing Pay for Federal Employees

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. MERWIN COAD

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. COAD. Mr. Speaker, recently,
many questions have been raised con-
cerning the status of legislation inereas-
ing pay scales and benefits for various
groups of Federal employees. I have
conducted extensive research to find an-
swers to these questions, a summary of
which I have compiled for the following
talk given to the Iowa State Federation
~ of Federal Employees at Ames, Iowa, last

Saturday.

AN ADDRESS BY MERWIN CoAD, REPRESENTA=
TIVE IN CONGRESS, SixTH IowaA DISTRICT,
BEFORE THE IOWA STATE FEDERATION OF
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, AMES, Iowa, May 10,
1958
Before I get into the main part of my talk,

1 want to express my thanks for this oppor-
tunity to be with you today. It is always
gratifying, of course, to get back to Iowa,
and the pleasure of returning home is made
greater by occasions like this where one can
see old frlends and talk to the people one
admires and respects.

As many of you know, this year, 1958,
marks the 75th anniversary of the Civil Serv-
ice Act. The merit system in the Federal
Government really began when the Pendle~
ton Act was slgned by President Arthur on
January 16, 1883. This law was the
culmination of many years of increasing
public disgust and indignation at the spoils
system and growing demands for reform.

Through the years the idea of a clvll serve
ice based upon merit has become stronger,
and the merit system has been steadlly ex-
panded to the point that it now includes
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about 90 percent of all Government em-
ployees. The levels of efficlency and publie
service have grown and developed along with
the merit system, and I believe that all
thoughtful people would agree, in this dia-
mond anniversary year, that the Clivil SBervice
Act of 1883 was one of the most significant
pieces of legislation in American history.

I can say with all sincerity that I have al-
ways had a high regard for employees of the
Government, Through the years they have
given loyal and dedicated service, often in
the face of criticlsm as widespread as it was
unjust. Since I have been in Washington,
I have seen no reason to change my long-
held opinion on this matter; in fact, I am
more than ever convinced that the American
people are fortunate indeed to be served by
Federal employees of such high caliber.

I would like to speak to you about some
of the more important Congressional legisla-
tion aflecting you as Federal employees. In
some ways this is a bit risky because anyone
who tries to foresee just what Congress will
do is really sticking his neck out. However,
there are some solid facts to work on, and
maybe we can make some intelligent guesses.

The blggest and most important item is, of
course, the pay raise. I hope that all of you
know where I stand on this matter. I have
been in favor of an adequate pay ralse ever
since I got into Congress, and I expect to do
everything in my power to bring about its
early enactment. To me it is a shameful
thing that the increase was not granted
long ago. The trouble is that too often
matters of this kind get so tangled up with
a whole assortment of other issues that they
no longer are considered and treated upon
their own merits alone.

Please do not misunderstand me. I cer-
tainly do not mean to imply that there will
be no pay increases. By all indications,
quite the contrary is the case. I really be-
lieve that there almost surely will be an
increase. I am simply saying that all the
delay and apparent stalling have been very
unfortunate and frustrating and, perhaps to
some extent at least, inexcusable.

Of course, we should not forget that the
first session of this Congress did pass both
postal and classified pay bills. You will re-
call that the President vetoed them. The
principal argument at the time was that the
bills were inflationary. Now, with the coun-
try in a recession, some administration people
say the bills would cost too much,

I must confess that this line of economic
reasoning is too deep for me. First, it argues
that no pay raise should be granted in good
times because it would be inflationary; sec-
ond, it argues that there should be no in-
crease when times are not so good because
it would cost too much.

As I said, this is a bit too much for me,
and it may be rather difficult for you, or any
other rational people, to understand.

The truth is that these arguments ignore
the basie, critical facts about pay raises.
They ignore the greatly increased cost of
living which, so far at least, has not heard
about our recession. They ignore the fact
that there has been no pay raise since 1955.
They ignore the fact that the pay of Federal
employees has always lagged behind the pay
in private business and industry, and is now
even further behind than usual. In general,
they ignore the fact that by any equitable
standards of need and merit, an immediate
and substantial pay ralse is fully justified.

As you probably know from reading your
newspapers, the fate of the pay bills is now
tied in with the measure to increase the
postal rates. This is not the place for a
lengthy discussion of the postage rates as
such, but because the final outcome of the
pay bills seems to depend on the postal-rate
legislation, a brief comment is necessary.
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Some of you may be wondering what
postal-rate increases have to do with your
pay hikes. This is a good question, and
one that defles any reasonable explanation
as far as I am concerned. The administra-
tion has declared that the rate increase is
needed, partly to help finance the Post
Office Department and partly to help finance
employees' pay raises.

I would like to say, parenthetically, that
In my opinion the post office is a public-
service organization. Delivering the mail is
one of the most important services the Fed-
eral Government performs. And it must re-
main a service. The Post Office Department
is not in business to make money. It is in
business to deliver the mall. If it can be
more or less self-financing, that is fine. But
there is no possible justification for folsting
unreasonable and exorbitant postage rates
onto the public.

The linking together of postage rates and
Federal employee pay scales is difficult to
understand on the basis of doing what ought
to be done in the easlest, fairest, and most
practical way. If civil servants deserve a
wage Increase—and they most assuredly do—
they deserve it regardless of how much it
costs to mail a letter. There simply is not
even the remotest connection between the
two. The merits of one have nothing what-
soever to do with the merits of the other.

I repeat, I think you are going to get a pay
raise in spite of the obstacles that have been
placed in the way. Many of these obstacles
have indeed already been overcome. Bills
for both postal and classified pay increases
have already moved a considerable distance
along the legislative trail. Both the House
and the Senate have passed bills for in-
creases for classified workers. The bills are
not the same, and the differences will have
to be ironed out, but ultimate passage seems
pretty well assured.

The pay raise may be the most significant
issue affecting Federal employees, but it
should not be allowed to obscure the fact
that there are other important matters un-
der consideration as well. As members of a
Federal employees’ association, you will be
interested in learning about the progress that
has been made toward galning more official
recognition of unions made up of civil serv-
ants.

Because of their very nature, unions of
Government employees must be weaker than
other unions. For example, one of the big
differences is that members of a Government
union have no right to strike. I think most
of us agree that there should be no right to
strike against the Government of the
United States, but this does not mean that
some of the other union activities should not
be strengthened.

A subcommitiee of the House Post Office
and Civil Service Committee has recently
held hearings on a bill that would increase
the bargalning power of Federal unions.
This measure officially recognizes the right
of leaders of these unions to represent the
membership in cases where there is a dispute
or grievance with a Federal agency.

Under this bill these disputes would be
referred to an impartial board of arbitration
made up of a representative from the agency
involved, from the employee union, and a
representative appointed by the Secretary
of Labor. The proposed law provides that the
decision of the arbitration board would be
final and conclusive.

If this bill becomes law, it probably won't
solve all of the labor problems in the Fed-
eral service, but it should substantially in-
crease the bargaining power of the unions.
I am sure that all of you will be interested
in future developments in this fleld.

With regard to retirement, you will recall
that there were very sweeping amendments
to the Retirement Act in 1966, Not much is
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in the legislative mill at the present time
touching upon the retirement of currently
active civil servants.

However, those of you who have friends
who retired before October 1956 will be hap-
py to learn that they have a very good chance
of receiving a boost in their annuities in the
near future, Legislation to increase these
annuities by about 10 percent has passed
both Houses of Congress and is now before
a conference committee which is working out
differences in details.

This is essentlally a cost of living increase,
and certainly a much deserved one. Many
annuitants who retired before the liberaliz-
ing amendments of 1956 have had a very dif-
fleult time making ends meet. This pending
bill should be of considerable help to them.

Other significant legislation that Congress
18 now considering concerns your Govern-
ment life insurance. The great majority of
civil servants are covered by this program,
and it 1s easy to understand why. This insur-
ance is inexpensive to buy and simple in its
operation, and it provides an extra means of
protection for the family of each Federal
worker who has taken advantage of it.

Under the present arrangement this insur-
ance costs the employee 25 cents each pay
period for every $1,000 of coverage. The Gov=
ernment now pays in just one-half of this
amount, or 1214 cents per each $1,000 cover-
ing the employee.

The proposed legislation calls for increases
to 32 cents and 16 cents respectively for the
employee and the Government. In return
the value of the policy would decline to a
maximum of only 50 percent of its original
value after the employee reaches age 66 in-
stead of to 25 percent, as is now the case.

Another provision of this bill, designed to
make the law more generous, changes the
years-of-service requirement for continuing
cost-free insurance coverage after retirement.
At present, an employee must have com-
pleted at least 15 years in order to be eligible
to keep his insurance, The pending bill
changes this to 12 years.

There are several other matters of interest
I would like to discuss with you if we had
the time. I doubt if immediate action can be
expected on many of these items, but I might
mention a few of them very briefly in case
you are interested.

For example, there is the question of
hours of work. In some businesses and
industries and in many State and local gov-
ernments, employees have been working
somewhat less than a 40-hour week for
some time. There are stirrings of Interest
about changing the length of the Federal
work week, but at present it is just some-
thing to file in the back of your head.

With regard to health insurance plans
for civil servants, the administration has
agked that any action be deferred until
next year.

The Treasury Department has recently is-
sued a ruling that may affect any of you
who have taken extended leave for educa-
tional purposes. The Department has de-
clared, retroactive to January 1, 1954, that
these education expenses are deductible if
the purpose of the schooling was primarily
almed at improving your skills and abilities
for your job. Those of you who have taken
such leave might check with your per-
sonnel people to see if you are eligible,

As employees of the Federal Government
we are the ones charged with the respon-
sibility of making democracy work in the
everyday relations of life. We have a great
opportunity and we are faced with mighty
challenges. Surely we would every one re-
new the dedication we hold in those prin-
ciples of democracy. We would make strong
this Nation by our diligent and responsible
service to the people of the entire Nation,
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As persons employed by the Government
we would make the whole strong by
strengthening the individual. Let us not
grow weary in well doing, but let us resolve
that we shall serve admirably in the light
of the knowledge that each servant is
worthy of his hire.

America has been made great by the ef-
forts of devoted persons in positions of pub=
lic responsibility. America will remain
strong and continue to be great for those
who serve her will give in devotion to the
tack ahead.

“Nature [Irresistibly Wills That Right
Shall at Last Prevail,” Wrote Imman-
uel Kant of Kénigsherg—The Case for
the German Expellees With Special
Emphasis on the Sudeten German Issue

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. B. CARROLL REECE

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 22, 1958

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, today is the anniversary of the birth
of one of the world’s greatest thinkers,
the German philosopher, Immanuel
EKant. Born on April 22, 1724, at Kénigs-
berg in Prussia, he studied, taught, and
at the age of 80 died there, seldom leaving
his hometown and never venturing he-
yond the confines of his home province.
Yet, to this very day, his thoughts have
stirred the minds of people all over the
world so much so that in the wake of
World War II a new crop of reprints
and republications of, and reedited com-
mentaries on, his famous essay, On
Eternal Peace, has appeared.

During Kant’s lifetime his friends used
to gather at his birthday to do him honor
and a curious custom grew up: To ad-
dress so wise a friend on his birthday
was a task that required preparation.
Therefore, the birthday cake, which the
well-wishers brought, contained a bean.
Whoever drew the slice with the bean
was the bean king and entrusted to pre-
pare next year’s birthday speech. After
Kant died, in 1804, his friends, forming
a self-perpetuating group, continued the
custom of meeting on his birthday and
choosing the hean king in Konigsberg
until April 1945, and since then in
Gottingen.

To me, the city of Kant still is Konigs-
berg. That the Communists and their
parrofs should now ecall it EKaliningrad
is a blasphemy on civilization to which
the Free World cannot, and should not,
reconcile itself.

Immanuel Kant was a patient and
tireless student of the political systems
which he then knew. His watchful and
penetrating mind observed the political
developments of his time and he main-
tained an impartial and enlightened
attitude toward all political questions. It
was with great reluctance that in his
77th year he felt it necessary to abandon
the long cherished project of writing on
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a System of Politics toward which his
tract, On Efernal Peace, was to be but
a first stage.

The small tract, On Eternal Peace,
which Kant wrote at the time of Wash-
ington’s second administration looks
rather inconspicuous when compared
with the weighty volumes that modern
publishing mills are grinding out by the
score. Nonetheless, it may be fitting and
proper to quote from that tract a few
lines which may well serve to guide those
who earnestly search for a genuine solu-
tion to the world’s problems. These are
the words of Immanuel Kant:

Act so that thou canst will that thy maxim
shall become a universal law.

Right must never be compromised to a
line of policy, but policy always be subor-
dinated to right. Woe to him who adopts
a line of policy other than that which holds
sacred the rule of justice.

A true policy, therefore, cannot advance a
step without first paying homage to the
moral law; and, although politics taken by
itself is a difficult art, yet its union with
morals removes it from the difficulties of art.
For this combination of them cuts in two
the knots which politics alone cannot untie
whenever the two come into conflict with
each other,

The rights of men must be held sacred,
however great may be the sacrifice which
the maintenance of them lays upon the gov-
erning power. We cannot divide right into
halves, or devise & modified condition of
right intermediate between justice and ex-
pediency. Rather must all politics bow the
knee before the principle of right.

Nothing is more infuriating than an act
of injustice. All other wrongs which we may
suffer do not compare with it, No conclu=
sion of peace shall be regarded as such, when
it has been made with the mental reserva-
tion of conflict matter for a future war.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps few people in the
world today are more firmiy united in
opposing communism than are the 16
million Germans expelled from the Ger-
man provinces east of the Oder-Neisse
line, the Sudetenland, and other parts
of Europe. These sturdy people, out-
numbering the total population of
Sweden, Norway, and Denmark com-
bined, experienced in 1945 the full im-
pact of the Red invasion of their ancient
homelands. Their expulsion to Western
Germany resulted in the tragic death of
more than 3 million of their number.

In the strugegle against the Red
octopus of Communist imperialism of
the free peoples the Germans, because of
their geographic location, play a notable
role. No wonder that, when other plans
miscarried, the Kremlin rulers launched
the Polish Rapacki plan with the ob-
vious intent to neutralize and immo-
bilize West Germany. Removal from
the society of free nations of the Ger-
mans surely remains to be a major policy
objective of the Communists. It should
not go unnoticed that this plan also
wants to neutralize, that is to freeze,
most of those parts of Europe which
were eased into communism by the ex-
pulsion of the Germans, besides neu-
tralizing West Germany where these ex~
pellees are now living.

There can be little doubt that the ex=
pulsion 13 years ago from their home-
lands, the German provinces east of the
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Oder-Neisse line, the Sudetenland, and
other regions of cenfral and east Europe,
of a considerable part of the German
people has greatly helped bringing about
the communization of these areas of the
European Continent. Mr, Speaker, the
Kersten report—House Report No. 2684,
83d Congress, 2d session—of the Special
House Committee on Communist Aggres-
sion, in 1954, has given an account of
Czechoslovakia's communization. I like
to add to this excellent report by point-
ing to the important part—perhaps
hitherto not fully recognized in its true
proportion—which the expulsion of the
Sudeten Germans had in bringing about
the communization of that country.

Among the 16 million German ex-
pellees, mentioned before, were 3.3 mil-
lion Sudeten Germans, the latter group
equal in size to the total population of
either Eire or Norway. They were ex-
pelled in 1945 and 1946 from their
ancient homeland by the Communist-led
Czechoslovak Government of the so-
called national front. About 300,000 of
them died during the process of ex-
pulsion.

Mr. Speaker, I wish here to emphasize
once more that the expulsions of all these
Germans established a wrong. They
constituted a flagrant violation of the
rules of international law, of the laws
of humanity, of the basic principles of
international morality and, thus, actu-
ally served the cause of Communist im-
perialism.

Then, as you may recall, 10 years ago,
an out and out Communist regime took
over in Czechoslovakia. That sad event
in February 1948, shocked the free peo-
ples throughout the world. However,
Communist control had already asserted
itself in 1945, when the Sudetan Ger-
mans were expelled,. What we witnessed
in 1948 was merely the shrewd legaliza-
tion of a system illegally foisted upon
the people in 1945.

When speaking of the Sudetenland, I
refer to the territory comprising the
border regions of Bohemia and Moravia-
Silesia, that is, the border regions of
the western part of present-day Czecho-
slovakia. In 1921, 3.2 million Sudeten
Germans and 6.8 million Czechs were
living in Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia
while, in 1935, the figures showed 3.3 mil-
lion Sudeten Germans and 7.4 million
Czechs.

As a political entity, a state, Czecho=-
slovakia does not antedate the year of
1918 when Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia
with its Czech and German population
were combined with Slovakia, the latter
comprising 2.3 million Slovaks and 692,-
000 Magyars, and with Carpathian
Ruthenia inhabited by 549,000 Ruthe-
nians. Nevertheless, Czechs and Ger-
mans have been living side by side in
those first-named regions for nearly a
thousand years. About one-third of the
Czechs today have German family names
while a great many Sudeten Germans
have Czech names.

HISTORICAL SURVEY: (1) EARLY HISTORY

In order to get a clear picture of the
whole case it will be helpful to start
with a historical survey showing the
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background of Bohemia and Moravia-
Silesia. Germanic tribes, namely the
Marcomani, Quadii and Langobardi in-
habited, exclusively, these provinces be-
tween the 1st and 6th centuries after
Christ. It was not until the sixth cen-
tury that Czech Slavic tribes came in
from the east and settled in the interior
area of these provinces among the rem-
nants of the Germanic itribes most of
whom had left. The border region, the
later Sudetenland, was mainly primeval
forest, sparsely inhabited and not set-
tled by the Czechs. The sixth century
then saw the invasion of Europe by the
Asiatic Huns and Avars. The Slayvs were
liberated from the rule of the Avars with
the help of a German chieftain, Samo,
who later became their first duke.

In 845 A. D. 14 chieftains of Czech
tribes came to Regensburg, Germany,
and accepted the Christian faith. Since
these early beginnings, Czech-German
relations have been distinetly friendly,
perhaps interrupted for only a brief
period by the Hussite wars, those re-
ligious quarrels in the 15th century.
Bohemian dukes infermarried with Ger-
man princely families. Bohemia itself
became a fief of the German empire or,
stating the full title, the Holy Roman
Empire of German Nation. Bohemian
dukes, since 1198 kings, received their
title from the German emperor; but they
themselves were electors of the empire
choosing at the death of an emperor the
successor to the crown.

From the 12th century on, Bohemian
dukes and lords began to welcome to Bo-
hemia and Moravia German settlers who
cleared the primeval forest of the
sparsely inhabited border region, culti-
vating the new soil and developing the
area that later became known as Su-
detenland. Other Germans were wel-
comed to other parts of Bohemia and
Moravia where they founded towns and,
at an early date, began mining activities.
Most towns in Bohemia and Moravia-
Silesia have a German background. The
Germans brought with them the great
municipal codes of Magdeburg and
Nuremberg; they cultivated crafts and
frades. In 973, the first German
bishopric was established in Prague and
in the 14th century, during the reign of
the German emperor, Charles IV, was
raised to an archbishopric. Charles IV
was, at the same time, king of Bohemia.
He resided in Prague, spoke German as
well as Czech, and was acclaimed by both
peoples “father of the country.” In 1348
Charles IV established at Prague the
first university in Central Europe and
decreed it to be a study center for schol-
ars of all nations of his realm.

HISTORICAL SURVEY: (2) DURING THE CENTURIES
OF THE HAPSEURG DYNASTY

When in 1526 a Hapsburg prince suc-
ceeded to the Bohemian throne, Bohemia
and Moravia-Silesia became part of the
Hapsburg domain, but continued to be
an integral part of the Holy Roman
Empire of German Nation until its end
in 1806. The Hapsburg dynasty reigned
there for nearly four centuries. In the
early years of the 17th century, the Ger=
man emperor, then Rudolf II of Haps=
burg, again resided at Prague in the
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Hradschin castle. In 1649, however, the
Imperial Court was moved to Vienna and
the latter, owing to its more central lo-
cation, then became the residence of the
emperors.

Individual nations within the Haps-
burg realm enjoyed considerable pros-
perity in trade and commerce and there
was much intermarriage among the var-
ious peoples. Though both languages,
Czech and German, were used in Bo-
hemia and Moravia-Silesia, Emperor
Josef II decreed in 1784 that German be
the official language in his domain
which, at that time, included Belgium
and Italy. It provoked opposition and
was not long upheld; from 1790 on, Ger~
man and Czech continued to be used side
by side in Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia.
By a ruling, in 1880, of the then Aus-
trian Minister of Education, Julius von
Stremayr, it was expressly stated that
both tongues were the official languages
in that area. This was reaffirmed by
Count Kasimir Badeni, the Austrian
Prime Minister in the late 1890's.

From the beginning of Austrian con=-
stitutionalism in 1860 to the end of the
Dual Monarchy in 1918, the Czechs were
represented in the imperial parliament
at Vienna by their own deputies and
were free to use their own language,
build their own schools and establish
other institutions of learning. Besides,
in the provineial legislatures of Bohemia
and Moravia-Silesia the Czechs had a
majority and often outvoted the Sudeten
Germans. At Prague in the governor's
office, which at that time may have been
more important than the ministry of in-
terior at Vienna, Czechs held many in-
fluential positions. Provincial adminis-
tration of schools, agriculture, and wel-
fare was properly apportioned to both
nationalities.

However, the 18th and 19th centuries
had seen the rise in Europe of national-
ism. Johann Gottfried Herder, born in
1744 in Mohrungen, East Prussia, became
the great philosopher propounding his
ideal of an enlightened humanitarian
nationalism. Oddly he found the most
ardent disciples among Slavic intellec-
tuals. His ideas served as a guiding light
for Czech nationalism which, thoroughly
roused in 1848, then took a Pan-Slavic
direction. This was manifestly evident
in 1849 during the first Pan-Slavic Con-
gress at Prague when the Russian an-
archist, Mikhail Bakunin, as if in antici-
pation of what was to happen there a
century later, played a leading role. Into
the concept of the national state the
Czechs introduced a dangerous element
of their own. They began to mistake
the Bohemian kingship for a Czech na-
tional kingship and the Bohemians for
Czechs, claiming the country altogether
for themselves and regarding Sudeten
Germans as a minority of aliens.

In 1867, the Austrian empire was re-
organized into the Dual Monarchy of
Austria-Hungary and the Magyars there=
by obtained a status equal to the Ger-
mans. People of Slavic nationalities
then tried to have this arrangement
widened into a triple monarchy by estab-
lishing under the Hapsburg crown an
autonomous state of Bohemia. Because
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of Hungarian opposition the plan failed.
Czech refusal to guarantee as a precon=-
dition to the Sudeten Germans the right
of self-administration contributed to the
failure.
HISTORICAL SURVEY: (3) THE FIRST
CZECHOSLOVAK REFUBLIC

Led by T. G. Masaryk and Eduard
Benes, Czech politicians saw in World
‘War I the opportunity for their people to
secede from the Hapsburg empire and
set up an independent republic. Prom-
ising the Slovaks full autonomy, Masaryk
persuaded them to join the Czechs in
forming one state when he concluded
with the Slovak League of America the
Pittsburgh Agreement of May 30, 1918.
The new Czechoslovak Republic then
came into being on October 28, 1918.

At that hour the Sudeten Germans,
on their part, decided to establish the
provinces of German-Bohemia and
Sudetenland, and to associate these with
the new Republic of Austria. Head of
the provincial government at Prague was
at the time Dr. Rudolf Lodgman von
Auen. He is today the president of the
National Union of Sudeten German Ex-
pellees and a co-chairman of the Su-
deten German Council. Dr. von Lodg-
man had long urged a solution of the
problem of Austria-Hungary on lines
of federalism. He advocated freedom—
his ancestors had fled England at the
time of Elizabeth I in search of free-
dom—and he stood for the right to self-
determination. But in spite of the fact
that Austria-Hungary was ostensibly
dismembered so as to realize that right,
firmly proclaimed by our President
Woodrow Wilson, it was squarely refused
to the 3.2 million Sudeten Germans who
were forced against their will to be part
of the new Czechoslovak Republic.

To subdue the demands of the people,
the Czechs even dispatched troops to the
Sudetenland and when, in March 1919,
there were public demonstrations the
Czech military fired into the ecrowds
causing many casualties. Leading the
resistance movement in those days was
Josef Seliger, chairman of the Sudeten
German Social Democratic Party.

Headed by Dr. Benes, the Czech dele-
gation to the Paris Peace Conference did
not shrink away from using such tricks
as presenting maps showing a Sudeten
German area falsely reduced. The de-
ceit was later contradicted even by the
official Czechoslovak census figure, In
an oral statement to the Big Four, Benes
admitted that the Sudeten Germans, if
given a free choice, would probably se-
cede from the new republic. To compen-
sate for denying them the right to self-
determination Benes§, in a written mem-
orandum to the peace conference, went
on record in favor of a Swiss type of con-
stitution for Czechoslovakia. It re-
mained an empty promise.

Dr. von Lodgman and the Slovak
spokesman, Msgr., Andrew Hlinka, as
well as leaders of the Magyars in Czecho-
slovakia also managed to go to Paris to
attend the Peace Conference. But they
were kept in their hotels behind barbed
wire and were not given a hearing.

CIV——440
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THE PROPHETIC WARNING OF A TRUE AMERICAN

Today we recall that it was a man
representing the United States who ob-
jected to the flagrant violation of the
right to self-determination in the speci-
fic instance of the Sudeten Germans.
Mr. Speaker, it gives me a sense of grati-
fication to remind the Members of this
House of that great citizen of our coun-
try and to quote his prophetic words. I
refer to Prof. Archibald Cary Coolidge,
the well-known Harvard historian. In
December 1918, he was appointed by the
Secretary of State to be political ob-
server in Austria-Hungary, assigned to
the American Commission to Negotiate
Peace and instructed to head a field mis-
sion to the former dual monarchy. Pro-
fessor Coolidge incidentally is a founder-
member of the New York Council in
Foreign Relations and served as first
editor of its quarterly, Foreign Affairs.

Reporting to the Commission from
Vienna on January 12, 1919, Dr. Coolidge
wrote:

The great argument on which the Ger-
mans of Austria and Bohemia rest their case
is, as they are never tired of repeating, the
principle of self-determination. * * * When
after the cessation of hostilities the Czechs,
instead of disarming, called their men to the
colors and occupied the German parts of
Bohemia, people in those regions were in-
clined to resist by force. The government
of Vienna, however, forbade all such resist-
ance, declaring that the matter could be set-
tled only by the Peace Conference in Paris,
and that the Germans of Austria and Bo-
hemia should peaceably await its decision
trusting to the justice of their case. * * * To
tear away some three millions of Germans
from their fellows and to unite them against
their wills to a Czechish population of barely
double their numbers would not only be a
most flagrant violation of the principles which
the Allies and especially the United States
have proclaimed as their own and which have
been accepted by Austria, but would utterly
destroy any hope of a lasting peace. * * *

A decision which shall place one-third of
them under the heel of a foreign people who
have already begun to take steps to de-
nationalize them will mean an end to any
hope of a permanent peace in this part of the
world. Sooner or later the questlion must
and will come up again, and in the mean-
time the Balkanization of the former terri-
tories of Austria will be a source of woe and
peril, not only to the territories themselves
but to the rest of the world. In the eyes of
the German Austrians today the issue is a
clear one between the new doctrine of self-
determination from which so much is hoped
and naked imperialism of the old discredited
type.

Dr. A. C. Coolidge summed up his ob-
servations in a detailed memorandum of
March 10, 1919, which he submitted to
the Peace Commission. He dealt with
the problem of nationalities and new
boundaries in all parts of the former
Hapsburg monarchy and set out stating:

The opinions which I shall now venture to
submit represent in many cases ideas of
long standing confirmed or modified by un-
usual opportunities of observation in the
last few months. I shall merely state my
conclusions with but a few words of ex-
planation, as it would take far too long to
attempt anything like adequate treatment
of the various questions. * * *

To grant to the Czechoslovaks all the ter-
ritory they demand would be not only an
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injustice to millions of people unwilling to
come under Czech rule, but it would also
be dangerous and perhaps fatal to the fu-
ture of the new state. * * * The bloodshed
on March 3 when Czech soldiers in several
towns fired on German crowds * * * was
shed in a manner that is not easily for-
glven. * * * For the Bohemia of the future
to contain within its limits great numbers
of deeply discontented inhabitants * * * *
will be a perilous experiment and one which
can hardly promise success in the long
run. * * * I am aware that political and
other considerations at the present time may
make it impossible for our Commission to
support all of the solutions I have advocated.
Nevertheless, I am presenting them as those
which seem to me best in themselves.

Three weeks later, on April 1, 1919,
the Sudeten German question was taken
up at a Peace Conference meeting dis-
cussing the report of the Czechoslovak
Commission on the frontiers between
Czechoslovakia and Germany. It wasat
this meeting when our Secretary of
State, Mr. Lansing, objected to including
into the Czechoslovak State large Sude-
ten German areas and declaring that—

The American delegates objected to the
whole method of drawing frontier lines on
strategic principles.

And that—

The fixing of frontier lines with a view to
their military strength * * * was directly
contrary to the whole spirit * * * of the
policy of the United States as set forth in
the declarations of President Wilson,

M. Laroche of the French delegation,
upon being asked at this meeting
whether the commission would approve
of a plebiscite in the area, replied that a
plebiscite could not be proposed without
extending it to the remainder of the
German Bohemians, which would reduce
the Czechoslovak state to very slender
proportions. Mr., Lansing thereupon
plainly said that this was not a good
reason to justify an injustice. How-
ever, the views of the French Foreign
Minister prevailed, namely, to strengthen
Czechoslovakia, which M, Pichon trusted
“would remain an ally of France” as
against Germany which, as far as the
French Foreign Minister was concerned,
still remained a country to be feared.

The clear analysis given of the situ-
ation in the reports of Archibald C.
Coolidge and the correct attitude of Rob-
ert Lansing will remind us of the equally
prophetic warning issued at about the
same time by the South African states-
man, Gen. Jan Smuts, and dealing
with the injustice about to be done to
the Germans in Prussia by turning over
some of their homeland to the Poles:

I think we are bullding a house of sand.

* * * I shudder to think of its ultimate
effect.

Mr. Speaker, these warnings should
be remembered today by those who may
tend to place again expediency above
right and justice.

The United States, however, then be-
gan to withdraw from the scene of Euro-
pean political intrigues. The constitu-
tion of the Czechoslovak Republic was
devised by a mostly Czech commission
and not by a duly elected convention.
Czech became the official language.
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The Sudeten Germans were not given a
fair chance to participate. The facts of
the undemocratic beginnings of Czecho-
slovakia should not be overlooked.

The Czech land reform law of 1919
allotted 2,025,400 acres of German prop-
erty in the Sudetenland to proteges of
the Czech political parties. Only 7 per-
cent of the land taken from Sudeten
German owners was given to Sudeten
German farmers, while 93 percent was
handed over to new Czech seftlers. In
addition, land property expropriated in
the central parts of Bohemia and
Moravia-Silesia, that is, outside of the
Sudetenland, amounting to another
3,818,064 acres and owned by Germans,
was also handed over to the Czechs. In
the Sudetenland proper, 31 percent of
the entire land area was confiscated in
1919. The Czech colonists were settled
and Czech schools were built with the
aim to break up the German language
area.

Although the Sudeten Germans repre-
sented about 30 percent of the total
population of Bohemia and Moravia-
Silesia, they made up only 10 percent of
the employees of the general civil serv-
ice, 13.1 percent of the postal service,
12.8 percent of the judicial administra-
tion service, 12.4 percent of the railway
employees, and only 5.4 percent of the
army officer corps. The police force was
almost exclusively Czech. Administra-
tive reforms in 1927 must also be re-
garded as discriminatory, though a
smoothly working publicity machine was
able to show the outside world the pic-
ture of what appeared to be a democ-
racy.

In the 1920 parliamentary elections
the Sudeten German parties won 74 out
of the 300 available seats. Some of
these parties, the so-called Activists,
entered the government coalition and,
since 1926, most political parties of the
Sudeten Germans participated in the
government coalition, thus showing
their honest desire to cooperate. But
they were unable to gain any ground
toward reforms on federative lines.
Even a late-in-the-day palliative assur-
ance of more posts to be assigned to
Sudeten German civil servants remained
an empty promise,

Upon being nominated ministers in the
Czechoslovak Government, two Sudeten
German politicians, Mr. Spina, of the
Farmers Party, and Mr. Mayr-Hartig, of
the Christian Social Party, accepted the
call, but declared that Sudeten German
representation in the Prague government
was not to be interpreted as a solution
of the nationalities problem of Czecho-
slovakia. They then requested Czech
agreement to basic reforms and recogni-
tion of minority rights by allowing to
bring the issue before the League of Na-
tions. Their efforts failed.

The worldwide economic crisis at the
end of the 1920’s imposed a heavy bur-
den on the Sudeten Germans. Czech

/bankers and administrators gave pref-
erence to Czech enterprises. Out of 800,-
000 unemployed 500,000 were Sudeten
Germans. Little wonder that they began
lot:Jkindg more and more for support from
abroad.
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In 1935, the Sudeten German Party,
a union of a number of political groups,
polled 1,249,530 votes and thus emerged
as the largest political party in all of
Czechoslovakia, but was forced to remain
in opposition. Early in 1937, several
younger members of those German par-
ties that participated in the government
coalition made once more a concerted
effort to convince the Czechs of the
urgencey of thoroughgoing reforms. Hans
Schutz, of the Christian Social Party,
sternly demanded equal rights, while
‘Wenzel Jaksch, of the Social Democratic
Party, bluntly asked whether or not there
was still a place in the Czechoslovak
Republic for genuine Sudeten German
partnership. Incidentally, both men are
today distinguished members of the Ger-
man Bundestag, the former also a co-
chairman of the Sudeten German Coun-
cil. Though these parties, until 1935,
had held about 75 percent of the Sude-
ten German share of seats in the Prague
Parliament, the Benes government re-
fused to make any concession.

Now the British became increasingly
concerned about this situation in Czech-
oslovakia. In the growing crisis of
1938 Lord Runciman was chosen to head
a mission of mediation and, after a close
study on the ground, he reported:

It is hard to be ruled by an alien
race. * * * In the last electlons in 1936 the
Sudeten German Party polled more votes
than any other slngle party. ¢ % ¢ But they
can always be outvoted; and consequently
some of them feel that constitutional action
is useless for them. * * * Even as late as
the time of my mission, I could find no
readiness on the part of the Czechoslovak
Government to remedy (the complaints) on
anything like an adequate scale. * * * Just
as it is essential for the international posi-
tion of Switzerland that her policy should
be entirely neutral, so an analogous policy
is necessary for Czechoslovakia—not only for
her own future existence but for the peace
of Europe.

However, Czechoslovakia refused to
admit its multinational status and did
not strive for a position of neutrality.
In spite of its vulnerability because of
the large percentage of citizens of non-
Czech nationality it allowed itself to be
used as a political pawn, and since the
treaty in 1935 with the Soviet Union,
increasingly as a pawn in the hands of
the Kremlin, thereby causing its own
gradual disintegration, The case was
correctly diagnosed in the Kersten re-
port—page 18:

Fateful for the people was the fact that
they were misinformed by many fellow trav-
eling Intellectuals, by means of newspapers,
books, and through all mediums of communi-
cation as to the real nature of communism,
cleverly described for years even prior to
World War II as undergoing an evolution
toward a democratic humanitarian ideology.

The Kersten report correctly also
points to the Slovaks as being thor-
oughly dissatisfied. The Prague govern-
ment treated them in much the same
way as the Sudeten Germans. About
half of Czechoslovakia's total popula-
tion was tired of being bossed by the
7.4 million Czechs. No wonder that the
foundation of the republic began to
crumble, when the Anglo-French dé-
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marche of September 21, 1938, demanded
the cession to Germany of the Sudeten
region. It was soon followed by demands
of Poland and Hungary for the cession
of areas inhabited by their conationals,
131,000 Poles and 692,000 Magyars, and
finally by the declaration of independ-
ence of the 2.3 million Slovaks who
sought recognition as a nation.

From the beginning the Czechs had
been showing a lack of realism, a lack
of willingness to plan, in good time, for
constitutional reforms. If in the years
after 1918 a Swiss solution had earnestly
been sought, events might well have
taken a different course. The word
“Munich” has since been linked in our
mind with a short-sighted, dangerous
policy vis-a-vis an aggressive dictator.
Surely the right to self-determination
should not be exercised by employing
violence which would only bring about
new injustice. Nevertheless, the right to
self-determination is today recognized
as a canon of international law. A
brief glance at the map of Asia and
Africa will suffice to convince everybody
of its potency and potentiality, of its
full meaning in the realities of present-
day world affairs,

As to Munich, it should be remem-
bered that neither the Czechs nor the
Sudeten Germans were partners to that
agreement. It was made by the four
European big powers. When Hitler, in
1939, under a flimsy pretext occupied
the central area of Bohemia and Mora-
via-Silesia he openly violated the right
to an independent national life of the
Czech people just as the Czechs, two
decades before, had violated that same
right of the Sudeten Germans. There-
after, the Sudetenland was separated by
state boundaries from the rest of Czech-
oslovakia.

To charge the Sudeten Germans with
treason against the Czechoslovak Re-
public is beside the point, when the
charge is made by the Czechs who them-
selves set the example. In opposing Aus-
tria-Hungary, Masaryk, Bene§, and their
adherents had solicited during World
War I the support of foreign govern-
ments and had organized thousands of
Czech deserters from the Austrian Army
to join Czech legions on the side of the
Allies. It was hard to make Sudeten
Germans later believe that as to their
own case “sauce for the goose was not
to be sauce for the gander.” The expul-
sion of the Sudeten Germans cannot be
based on treason allegedly committed by
them against the Czechoslovak Repub-
lic nor upon the charge of association
with Hitler's policy of suppressing the
Czechs.

SUDETEN GERMAN CONTRIBUTIONS TO WESTERN
CIVILIZATION

Before going into the events leading
up to the expulsion it seems appropri-
ate to refer to some of the contributions
which Sudeten Germans have made to
western civilization. These contribu-
tions are truly a part of the history of
Bohemia and Moravia-Silesia and re-
main to this day an integral part of the
picture of this area. It started, as we

have seen, with the first traders and
settlers, the founders of towns in the
early Middle Ages. They brought Chris-
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tianity and the culture of the West, the
chivalry of medieval knighthood, the
great legal codes of Magdeburg and
Nuremberg, the sciences taught in
schools. When the Hussite era tem-
porarily interrupted this wholesome
German influence it resulted in the de-
cline of municipalities, of the liberties
of its citizens and it brought about the
rise of an oligarchic rule and a system
of peasant bondage. During the 16th
and 17th centuries Czechs and Sudeten
Germans, united under the royal ban-
ner of Bohemia, fought side by side in
defending European Christianity against
the Mohammedan Turks. It was in
Prague where the new High German lan-
guage was developed, the same in which
Martin Luther wrote his translation of
the Bible.

Present Communist rulers of Czecho-
slovakia publish quite an amount of
propaganda material to have tourists
visit the beautiful cities of Bohemia
and Moravia. Yet they as well as their
fellow travelers in the West painstak-
ingly omit to mention how much of all
this is principally the accomplishment
of the same Sudeten Germans whose
descendants they have cruelly expelled.
They try to nationalize, ex post facto,
the history of the land and where, in 1787
at Prague, Mozart’s opera, Don Giovanni,
was first performed; where, in 1823 at
Marienbad, Goethe wrote his Marien-
bader Elegie; and where, in 1844 at
Karlsbad and Marienbad, Richard Wag-
ner composed Thannhéuser.

Here are some more of the facts:
During the reign of Charles IV, Peter
Parler built the famous St. Vitus Cathe-
dral and gave to Prague an individuality
of its own when he also built the Town
Hall, the Charles Bridze and the castle
of Karlstein. Many other fine Gothic
buildings were erected by Germans.
The picturesqueness of Bohemian cities
which we find so charming owes much to
the Baroque period. The list of artists
and architects of that time includes: A.
Leithner, Christoph and Ignaz Dientzen-
hofer, Santin Aichel, Ignaz Bayer, Peter
Brandel, Reiner Mathias Braun, Hart-
mann Balthasar Neumann, F. Dietz,
Fischer von Erlach, Lukas von Hilde-
brandt, Anton Zimmer, J. M. Lassler,
Ferdinand Max and Johann Brokoff—all
of them German; Franz M. Kanka, Ja-
kob Blazejovsky and Karel Skreta were
Czech; in addition there was 1 French
and 6 Italian architects. Castles,
churches, monasteries, and town houses
in all of Bohemia and Moravia bear evi-
dence that Sudeten Germans cannob
now, ex post facto, be separated even
from those parts of the country which
were inhabited by the Czechs.

Natives of the Sudetenland who made
their mark in history include: Albrecht
von Wallenstein, who led the Imperial
armies in the Thirty-Years War; Prince
Schwarzenberg, the Austrian statesman
of the Napoleonic era; Count Radetzky,
the Austrian field marshal; Hans Kud-
lich, known for his part in the struggle
to liberate the peasant from bondage;
Gregor Mendel, founder of moderngenet-
ics and author of the Mendelian law;
writers like Karl Postl, known in this
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country by his pen name of Charles
Sealsfield, Maria Ebner-Eschenbach,
Berta von Suttner, and Adalbert Stifter;
Alois Senefelder, who invented the stone
press; Joseph Ressel, who invented the
ship screw; Mathias Schoenerer and
Franz Josef Gersten, who built the first
railway in Bohemia, and Anton von Ger=-
sten, who built the first railway in Rus-
sia; Johann Liebig and Johann Schicht,
the industrialists, and Ferdinand Por-
sche, who constructed the Volkswagen;
Johann Nepomuk and Clemens Maria
Hofbauer, who were later canonized by
the Catholic Church, and the late Car-
dinal Theodor Innitzer, of Vienna; the
recent Austrian Presidents Karl Renner
and Theodor Koerner as well as Adolf
Schaerf, who occupies this high office
now. We might add that the parents
of the composer Franz Schubert came
from the Sudetenland and that Arch-
bishop Aloysius Muench, of Fargo,
N. Dak., the papal nuntius in Germany,
is of Sudeten German descent.

The following figures will illustrate
the extent to which Sudeten Germans
constituted an integral part of Czecho-
slovakia’s economy. Their share of
that country’s various industries was as
follows: Raw materials, 70 percent; coal
mines, 66 percent; lignite mining, 80
percent; iron and steel foundries, 70
percent; sugar refineries, 58 percent;
textile machinery factories, 80 percent;
electrotechnical industry, 70 percent;
porcelain and chinaware, 90 percent;
glassworks, 80 percent; wool industry, 75
percent; textiles, 89 percent; silk fac-
tories, 100 percent; artificial silk, 80 per-
cent; fringe and gimp industry, 100 per-
cent; paper, 80 percent; chemicals, 70
percent; fertilizers, 60 percent; musical
instruments, 90 percent.

In addition, Sudeten German farming
and timberland property amounted to
11,095 square miles. Their property
holdings had an estimated total value of
$19.5 billion. This figure does not in-
clude the Sudeten German share of
Czechoslovak state property, natural re-
sources, art collections, libraries, the
value of Sudeten German international
firms. Numerous products, such as
some of the beer—Pilsener and Bud-
weiser are German, not Czech names—
and the Gablonz glassware and custom
jewelry industry, carrying the imprint
“Made in Czechoslovakia” were dis-
tinctly Sudeten German. Then there
is the good will of people seeking the
cures in world-famous health resorts
like Karlsbad, Marienbad, Franzensbad,
St. Joachimsthal, and Teplitz-Schénau.
Also, not included, is the value of the
recently developed uranium mines of
Joachimsthal. Incidentally, students of
history will recall that our own dollar,
by way of abbreviation, derived its name
from the Joachimsthaler Gulden, a coin
minted from silver that was mined near
this town.

The Potsdam decisions, by removing
what a diobolic Communist propaganda
had portrayed as a troublesome minor=
ity and thereby furthering the estab-
lishment in that area of a Communist
regime, actually cut Bohemia’s links to
the West reaching back over nine cen=-
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turies and thus pushed that country
into the lap of the Kremlin rulers.
What has been through hundreds of
years a vital part of Central Europe is
now serving as an advance base of
Soviet imperialism.

POLITICS DURING WORLD WAR II

Dr. Benes unfortunately seems to have
blamed the Sudetcn Germans for his
own shortzomings and considered them
instrumental in his downfall in 1938,
His mind was beclouded by Germano-
phobia. He did not seek a just and fair
solution in his dealings with those Sude-
ten German politicians who were, like
he himself, exiled by the Nazi regime
and living in London during World
War II. I refer to Wenzel Jaksch and
Richard Reitzner, both of whom now
are members of the German Bundestag.

According to his “Mémoires"—“Pa-
méti"—published in Prague in 1947, this
is what Bene$§ at a reception in London
on January 7, 1942, told Wenzel Jaksch
in an effort to have him agree to depor-
tation from Czechoslovakia of all Sude-~
ten Germans, excepting a limited num-
ber of anti-Fascists:

During the social revolution which will
certainly occur we shall have to rid our
country of all the German bourgeoisie, the
Pan German intelligentsia and those work-
ers who have turned Fascist. This would be
the final solution and, so far as we are con-
cerned, the only possible solution which we
would be able to implement, namely com=-
bining our soclal revolution with the na-
tional revolution.

I added to Jaksch and his friends: We
must have the courage to speak about this
openly; and especially you Social Democrats
should have the courage to do so. This plan
even contains an element of Marxism and
Marxist dialectles in the revolutionary proc-
ess which must inevitably accompany the
changes in the social structure of the na-
tion as an outcome of this great and world-
wide catastrophe. After the First World
War * * * I foretold that the German na-
tionalist bourgeoisie in our country would
some time in the future attempt a counter-
revolution and that there would be no peace
between us until this bourgeoisie was sub-
jected to a similar revolution to that which
the Czechs had gone through in past cen-
turies. Now, after the Second World War,
this revolution is inevitable; and the entire
nationalities problem in our country will be
radically solved at the same time.

It is only fair to say that some Czech
opposition was voiced against these
plans, notably from Army General Lev
Prchala.

It is rather unfortunate that Bene3
apparently had no scruples as to how he
would gain his end. For instance, in a
conference on May 12, 1943, with Presi-
dent Roosevelt he asserted that the Rus-
sians were willing to agree to the trans-
fer of the Sudeten Germans. Then, 17
days later, on May 29, Dr. Hubert Ripka
explained to Mr. Bogomolov, the Soviet
Ambassador in London, that the Ameri-
cans had already agreed to the trans-
fer, and that in these circumstances
the Czechoslovak Government in Exile
expected the Soviets to consent. On
June 6, Ripka telephoned Benes, who was
at the time in the United States, that
Soviet Russia had just agreed to the
transfer—the same agreement which
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Benei had used as a lever in his con-
ference with President Roosevelt on May
12, 1943.

The Soviets were the first allies grant-
ing to the Czech Government in Exile de
jure recognition. Against the advice of
western statesmen Benei went to Mos-
cow and in 1943 signed a new treaty with
the Soviet Government. Eager to show
his ability of playing an important role
in the arena of world politics he may
have thought of himself as a man who
would build the great bridge between
the West and the East. As seen in retro-
spect, however, he seems to have been
prior to the Tehran Conference more
than perhaps any other person active in
strengthening Roosevelt's ill-conceived
trust in Stalin. In this way, I regret to
say, he certainly proved to be a valuable
tool of the Kremlin.

Toward the end of World War II,
Benes returned to Prague by way of
Moscow, accompanying the Red army,
as it advanced from the east into Czecho-
slovakia, and himself being accompanied
by a Czech Government group led by a
Communist, Zdenek Fierlinger, who is
today the President of the Czechoslovak
Republic. At Kosice in eastern Slovakia
Bene$ and his colleagues proclaimed on
April 5, 1945, the so-called KoSice pro-
gram according to which the country for
the time being was to be ruled by presi-
dential decrees. The program was
signed by: Zdenek Fierlinger, Josef
David, Klement Gottwald, Viliam Si-
roky—today the Prime Minister, Dr. Jan
Sramek, Jan Ursiny, Jan Masaryk—son
of the first President of Czechoslovakia—
Ludvik Svoboda, Dr. Hubert Ripka, Vi~
clav Nosek, Dr. Vavro Srobar, Dr. Zdenek
Nejedly, Dr. Jaroslav Stransky, Vaclav
Kopecky, Bohumil Lausman, Julius
Duri§, Dr. Jan Pietor, Antonin Hasal,
Frantisek Héla, Dr. Jan Soltezs, Dr.
Adolf Prochazka, Véclav Majer, Dr.
Vladimir Clementis, Dr. Mikula§ Fer-
jeneik, and Jan Lichner.

Czechoslovakia was now restored with-
in the pre-Munich boundaries, except
for Carpathian Ruthenia which the So-
viets had seized and incorporated into
the Soviet Ukraine, and which the new
Czechoslovak Government then ceded to
the Soviet Union. The Slovaks were
once more subjected to Czech domina-
tion. The new government announced
the formation of a so-called National
Front, supposedly a coalition of the
Communist Party and three parties will-
ing to collaborate with them, that is,
Social Democrats, National Socialists,
and People’s Party. All Czech political
parties of the center and the right side
were declared illegal, among them the
National Democrats, the Artisans, and
the Republican Agrarians, the latter be-
ing the biggest political party in pre-war
Czechoslovakia. Their leaders and func-
tionaries were jailed. All Slovak parties
were likewise outlawed and, instead, new
leftist parties such as the so-called Slo-
vak Democratic Party and other puppet
groups were artificially created. In this
way, political parties were abolished
which, before World War II had long
represented the large majority of the
non-Communist Czech and Slovak peo-
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ples. In addition to these millions of
Czechs and Slovaks all Sudeten Germans
and Magyars were disfranchised. Only
by applying this method of outlawing
political opponents—exactly copying
Hitler’s procedure in Berlin in 1933—
and of exploiting the prejudice of their
willing collaborators, did the Commu-
nists succeed in 1246 to show up as the
largest political party.

Now free elections, freedom of speech
and press were abolished. Kangaroo
courts, called people’s courts were es-
tablished in order to liquidate the oppo-
nents of Communism. So-called Na-
tional Committees, fashioned after the
Russian local “Soviets,” were set up to
take over the work of administrative of-
fices. The economy was nationalized.
While Benes himself assumed the office
of President, Communists were appoint-
ed to key positions at all levels and, from
the beginning, were in control of police,
army and the state propaganda ma-
chine.

The non-Communist ministers col-
laborated at every turn and supported
the Communist line. Since some of
these people later escaped to the West
it may be of interest to mention, in ad-
dition to those who signed the Kosice
program, some of the prominent poli-
ticians of the era of the so-called Na-
tional Front: Dr. Peter Zenkl—Vice
Premier, Dr. Jozef Lettrich—leader of
the Red puppet Slovak Democratic
Party who, after the 1946 elections when
the Slovaks had failed to vote for the
Communists, signed the agreement
abolishing Slovakia’s autonomy, Dr. Jan
Papének, Dr. Juraj Slavik, and Franti-
Sek Némec—who represented as ambas-
sadors abroad the Red regime of Prague,
Ferdinand Peroutka—a Socialist jour-
nalist, and Milos Vanek—one of the
original bosses of the Czechoslovak
Communist Party.

As the previously mentioned Kersten
report—page 17—stated:

It should be pointed out that the Com-
munist advance in Czechoslovakia was
greatly facilitated by the behavior of the
non-Communist parties and their leaders.
The signing of the BSBoviet-Czechoslovak
Agreement of December 12, 1943, and
especially the proclamation of the EoBice
program of April 5, 1945, opened the door
for an unreconstructed drive on the part
of the Communists to seize full power in
the country.

We know, however, that the so-called
National Front represented merely a
minority of the people. The last free
election in Czechoslovakia returned a
parliament of 300 deputies. Only 118
of them were of parties that later ad-
hered to the so-called National Front.
On the other hand, 107 deputies were of
those Czech and Slovak parties that
were declared illegal in 1945, while 75
deputies were of Sudeten German and
Magyar parties.

THE REIGN OF TERROR—EXPULSION AND DECREES

A reign of terror began with the ar-
rival of the Soviet Red army and the
regime which was to become the govern=
ment of the so-called National Front.
One of the first administrative measures
provided for the hasty construction of
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concentration camps into which tens of
thousands of Sudeten Germans were
driven. The late R. R. Stokes, a former
British minister, has given a vivid de-
scription of conditions in those camps
which he himself had visited. Benes’
inciting words, “Annihilate the Germans
where you find them,” broadecast from
Kosice, led to a wave of cruel murder.
The bloody Sunday at Aussig in July
1945, the massacres in Saaz, Briix and
Landskron, the death march of Briinn
are only some of those outrages for
which the Czechoslovak government of
that time will be held fully responsible.

The Sudeten Germans were outlawed.
Before being expropriated their homes
were open for pillage either under the
pretext of a raid for hidden weapons or
merely by groups of police guards or
plain Czech plunderers. In some towns
orders were issued that homes of Ger-
mans must not be locked. Strict curfew
was imposed on them. They were
forced to wear white badges so as to
make them conspicuous. They were
forbidden to use public conveyances and
the sidewalks, visit restaurants, write
letters, change places of residence.
They were restricted for buying grocer-
ies and shopping in stores to certain
hours of the day, and special ration
cards discriminating against them were
issued. Schools and kindergartens were
closed to their children. Adult Germans
were called up and transported to the
interior of Bohemia to provide forced
labor on farms, in mines, and industry,
at first without pay, later at low wages
that were seldom paid. Still worse was
the treatment in prisons, where over=-
crowded cells, brutalities and disease, in
addition to insufficient rations, increased
the death toll.

. Article XIII of the Potsdam Protocol
outlined the procedure for what was
then called the transfer of the German
population from Poland, Czechoslovakia,
and Hungary. We know now that the
Communists, by means of the expulsion,
pursued the following objectives:

First. By eliminating the German ele-
ment from the area, they wished to has-
ten the communization of those coun=
tries.

Second. In the depopulated regions,
they wanted to introduce collective
farms and state industrial enterprises
fashioned after Russian Soviet examples
before proceeding with those schemes on
a general scale.

Third. The confiscated property was
also to be used for bribery purposes,
since destroying the sense of honesty
turns people into more pliable tools of
immoral communism.

Fourth. By inciting violence and acts
of cruelty against the Germans, the
Communists and their collaborators
hoped to build up hatred between the
Germans and these Slavic peoples so as
to make the latter wholly dependent on
the alliance with Communist Russia.

Fifth. The German expellees were to
create social disorder and to be a hotbed
of communism in overcrowded West
Germany.

As to the expulsion of the Sudeten
Germans, it may safely be said that this
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was not a spontaneous reaction of the
Czech people against the German occu-
pation of their country, but an act
planned by Czech politicians in exile and
carried out by the government of the so-
called National Front with all possible
haste before the large majority of the
Czech people would have second
thoughts about it. Presidential decrees
were supposed to give the proceedings a
cloak of legality. Quotations from some
of these decrees will point toward the
responsibility of the government of the
so-called National Front.

First. Constitutional decree of the
President of the Republic of August 2,
1945:

ARTICLE 1

1. Czechoslovak citizens of German or
Magyar nationality who acquired German or
Magyar citizenship under the regulations of
the foreign occupational forces shall have
lost their Czechoslovak citizenship by so
doing.

2. The other Czechoslovak citizens of Ger-
man or Magyar nationality shall lose their
Czechoslovak citizenship on the day when
this decree will come into force.

Signed by Benes, Fierlinger, Masaryk,
Nosek, Svoboda.

Second. Decree of the President of the
Republic of October 25, 1945:

Any immovable and movable property
shall be confiscated without any compensa-
tion to the benefit of the Czechoslovak Re-
public * * * which is* * * owned:

1. By German or Magyar legal persons; or

2. By natural persons of German or Mag-
yar nationality.

Signed by the signers of the Koiice
program.

Third. Decree of the President of the
Republic of January 21, 1946:

ARTICLE 1

1. With Immediate effect and without
compensation and for the purpose of the
land reform such land property shall be
confiscated as is owned by—

(a) all persons of German or Magyar na=
tionality without regard to their citizenship.

Signed by Bene§, Fierlinger, Nosek, Dr.
Srobar, Dr. Stransky, Duris, Majer.

Fourth. Law of May 8, 1946, passed by
the provisional National Assembly:

ArTICLE 1

Any act committed between September 30,
1938, and October 28, 1945, the object of
which was to aid the struggle for liberty of
the Czechs and Slovaks, or which represented
due reprisals for actions of the occupation
forces and their accomplices, is not illegal,
even when such actions may otherwise be
punishable by law.

Signed by Benes, Fierlinger, Drtina,
Svoboda.

The last mentioned parliamentary
act, which I have added to the decrees,
provided for a general amnesty for all
crimes committed against Germans,
Magyars, and anti-Communist Czechs
and Slovaks and thus gave ex post facto
a semblance of legality to the law of the
jungle.

Though Czechoslovakia was practi-
cally controlled by the Communists since
1945, the process of communization was
completed when on February 25, 1948,
the President of the Republic, Dr. Benes,
accepted the resignation of 12 non-Com-
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munist ministers of the Cabinet and
appointed a new out and out Communist
Cabinet, headed by Klement Gottwald,
who had been the prime minister since
1946 and merely continued in office.
Thus the process of communization was
completed in an apparently legal way.
In the National Assembly both Commu-
nists and non-Communists, 230 out of
300 deputies, voted for the new govern=-
ment on March 10, 1948. Benes re-
mained President of the Republic. The
whole tragedy shows a striking similar-
ity to Hitler's taking over in Germany
15 years earlier with old Hindenburg
continuing in the presidency.

EXPULSION WAS A VIOLATION OF INTERNA-

TIONAL LAW

The expulsion of the Sudeten Ger-
mans from the homes which they had
inhabited for a thousand years violated
the principle of the right to self-deter-
mination of peoples. We should re-
member that this right was solemnly
proclaimed by our own President Wood-
row Wilson, who in his Mount Vernon
address of July 4, 1918, declared:

The settlement of every question, whether
of territory, of sovereignty, of economic ar-
rangement or political relationship, must be
upon the basis of the free acceptance of that
settlement by the peoples immediately con-
cerned.

It is well known that this Government
has taken a prominent part in establish-
ing this prineciple and in the develop-
ment toward incorporating it in the law
of nations. The expulsion of the Ger-
mans stands in direct contradiction to
this great prineciple. I can here refer to
a previous speech of mine in this House
on May 16, 1957, wherein I have tried
to show this Government's policy on the
pertinent questions as it was clearly
evolved during the last 4 decades to a
point which should leave little room for
doubt.

I might add that this Government was
also strenuously opposed to arbitrary
displacement of persons during both
World Wars. We protested against the
transfer during World War I of Belgian
workers and condemned, as a grave vio=
lation of international law, the displace-
ment during World War II of Poles and
other peoples within the then Nazi orbit.
We asserted the right to resettle in their
home countries, of all displaced persons.
As to our own fellow citizens of Japanese
descent, temporarily displaced after
Pearl Harbor from their homes near the
Pacific Ocean, we reaffirmed by an act of
Congress the right to their homes. Let
me also point out that article 9 of the
United Nations Human Rights Declara-
tion of December 10, 1948, regards arbi-
trary expulsion as contrary to interna-
tional law and states that “no one shall
be subject to arbitrary exile.”

Also relevant, it would seem to me, is
the Convention on Genocide of Decem-
ber 11, 1946, which declares to be a
crime, under international law, (a) kill-
ing members of a national, ethnic, racial,
or religious group; (b) causing serious
bodily or mental harm to members of the
group; (c) deliberately inflicting on the
group conditions of life calculated to
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bring about its physical destruction in
whole or in part. About 300,000 Sudeten

Germans, that is, a considerable part of
their total number, did not survive the
removal from their ancient homeland, a
fact which proves that they were vic-
tims of this crime.

Let me finally quote from the draft
code, prepared in accordance with the
resolution of November 21, 1947, of the
United Nations General Assembly, to de-
fine “offenses against the peace and se-
curity of mankind” that would be
“crimes under international law, for
which the responsible individuals shall
be punished.” Article 2, paragraph 11,
lists:

Inhuman acts such as murder, extermina-
tion, enslavement, deportation, or persecu-
tions, committed against any civilian popu-
lation on soclal, political, racial, religious,
or cultural grounds by the authorities of a
state or by private individuals acting at the

instigation or with the toleration of such
authorities,

This adequately covers the expulsion
of the Germans from Sudetenland as
well as those from the German provinces
east of the Oder-Neisse line, and from
other parts of Eastern Europe, and
proves it to be—let me here repeat the
words of article 1 of the penal draft
code—among the “crimes under inter-
national law, for which the responsible
individuals shall be punished.”

I may remind this House of the fact
that the offenses against the peace and
security of mankind were drawn up by
a commission of legal experts upon the
direction of the United Nations General
Assembly to formulate the prineciples of
international law recognized in the char-
ter of the Nuremberg tribunal and in
the judgment of the tribunal. The
above-cited articles cannot be dismissed
as mere suppositions and theories or as
a mental exercise in hypotheses. Their
contents have been confirmed by the
series of death sentences pronounced on
the war criminals, sentences which
speak the grim language of fiat justitia.
Justice does not know a double standard.
Justice is indivisible. It is, in the words
we read on the face of our Supreme
IC'O'I.II"I: Building, “Equal justice under the
aw.” .

VOICES RAISED AGAINST THE EXPULSION

Many courageous persons have raised
their voice against the expulsion of the
Sudeten Germans. Even at the heyday
of the so-called National Front regime,
Roszevac, a Catholic paper in Olmiitz,
dared to protest on October 31, 1945,
against ecruelties in internment camps
and the rape of Sudeten Germen wom-
en; and in another newspaper, Obzory,
Dr. Helena Kozeluhova, a journalist, cb-
jected to the cruelties of the expulsion.
Of course, such voices were quickly sup=
pressed and Dr. Kozeluhova, for in-
stance, was forbidden to write another
line—curiously by men who themselves
are now in exile and professing to be
anti-Communist.

Czechs and Slovaks of the political
parties that were suppressed by the
Communists undoubtedly disapproved of
the expulsion. Many of them opposed
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it while in exile, among them Dr. Josef
Cerny, a leader of the Agrarian Party
and former Czechoslovak Minister; the
Christian Democrats Josef Kalvoda and
Simeon Ghelfand; EKarel F. Stekr, the
Artisan Party functionary and secretary
general of the Union of Czechoslovak
Industrialists in Exile; the former depu-
ties, Dr. Bohdan Chudoba, Dr. Michael
Zibrin and others of the National Demo-
cratic as well as other parties.

In 1945, the Czech National Commit-
tee in London under its chairman,
Gen. Lev Prchala, issued a declaration
denouncing the expulsion and con-
demning all acts of the so-called Na-
tional Front regime as illegal and not
binding upon the Czech people. A stand
against the expulsion was also taken by
most Slovak exiles such as the Slovak
Liberation Committee, the Slovak Na-
tional Council Abroad, the National
Committee for the Liberation of Slovakia,
and by that large organization of Ameri-
cans of Slovak descent which, in 1918,
signed the Pittsburgh agreement creat-
ing the Czechoslovak Republic.

In a speech before the National Con-
ference of Americans of Slovak Descent
at Washington, D. C., on May 24, 1954,
which was attended by 5 Members of the
Senate and 26 Members of this House,
the president of the Slovak League of
America, Philip A. Hrobak, declared:

The Slovaks do not want, nor do they re-
quest, the Czechs to represent them in any
field of human endeavor, whether cultural,
political, or spiritual, And, of course, the
Slovaks do not want to be credited with the
criminal acts committed by the Communist-
dominated National Front government of
Dr. Eduard Benes and Clement Gottwald.
The Slovak nation has nothing to do with
the criminal expulsion of Germans and Mag-
yars from Czechoslovakia, nor with the bru-
tal persecution and suppression of religlon
and of all anti-Communist opposition in
that hapless country (Cf., CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, June 2, 1854; Mr. MumMa, of Penn-
sylvania).

The preparatory committee of the
Ecumenical Council of Churches asked
on February 23, 1946, for a review of the
policy which expelled the Germans, and
called article XIIT of the Potsdam
Agreement a challenge of the Christian
conscience.

On November 6, 1945, the Catholic
Bishops of America at their annual con-
vention in Washington, D, C., declared:

By agreement among the victors millions
of Germans, who for centurles have lived In
‘Eastern Europe, are being forced from their
homes, without resources, into the heart of
Germany. * * * We boast of our democracy,
but in this transplantation of peoples we
have, perhaps unwittingly, allowed ourselves
to be influenced by the herd theory of heart-
less totalitarian political philosophy.

Pope Pius XII, in his letter of March
1, 1948, to the German Catholic bishops
expressed his wish that the expulsions be
renounced.

POSBITION TAKEN BY THE GERMAN FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT
‘What, then, is the position taken by
the German Federal Government with
regard fo the Sudeten German expul-
sion? With all votes except those of the
Communist deputies, the German Bund-
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estag on July 14, 1950, adopted the fol-
lowing resolution:

Subsequent to the abandonment of the
territories east of the Oder-Neisse line, the
fictitious government of the Russian occu-
pled zone of Germany signed the Prague
agreement on June 23, 1950, in which the i1~
legal and Inhuman expulsion of the Sudeten
and Carpathian Germans is acknowledged
as irrevocable, just, and final. On this occa-
sion the German Bundestag declares once
more that this fictitious government is not
authorized, politically or morally, to speak
for the whole German people or nation, not
to sign any agreements whatsoever,

The Prague agreement is Incompatible
with the Inalienable right of man to a home-
land. Therefore, the German Burdestag
solemnly protests against the abandonment
of the right to & homeland for those Ger-
mans of Czechoslovakia, now under the pro-
tection of the German Federal Republie, and
confirms the Iinvalidity of the Prague
agreement.

On the other hand, the German Bundestag
apprecliates the rejection by the High Com-
missioner of the Prague nt.
Moreover, it earnestly wurges all free
nations to work toward a peaceful so-
lution in the true spirit of the Atlantic
Charter which guarantees to the Germans,
too, the natural rights of man.

The executive branch of the German
Federal Government has also repeatedly
stated its policy on the pertinent ques-
tion of the expellees. Germany recog-
nizes the boundaries of 1937. However,
it also stands for the right of other ex-
pellees to return to their respective
countries. Chancellor Konrad Adenauer
has made this clear in various messages
to Sudeten German expellees. On Palm
Sunday of 1955, Dr. Adenauer declared:

General human rights must, in the opin-
ion of the Federal Government, also include
the right to a homeland.

Foreign Minister Heinrich von Bren-
tano, speaking for the German Federal
Government, declared in the Bundestag
on June 28, 1956:

The right to their homeland and to self-
determination is the inalienable prerequisite
for settling the fate of men and peoples liv~
ing in exile or in bondage.

The Under Secretary of the German
Foreign Office, Dr. Walter Hallstein,
stated on September 28, 1956:

When furthering on an international level
the right to a homeland on the basis of the
right to self-determination, the Federal
Government relles principally on the pro-
visions of the Atlantic Charter of August
12, 1941, the Charter of the United Na-
tions of July 26, 1945, the General Declara-
tion of Human Rights of December 10, 1948,
and the European Convention for Protection
of Human Rights and Basic Freedoms of
November 4, 1950, with its supplementary
protocol of March 26, 1953, all of which have
been formulated in the spirit of the above
mentioned principle.

In a statement before the Bundestag
in October 1956, Under Secretary Hall-
stein added:

The Federal Government will at every
suitable occasion point out to the nations
concerned and to the world that the eleven
million expellees now living in the Federal
Republic, have never waived the claim to
regain their homelands in justice, peace and
freedom. Moreover, the Federal CGovern-
ment will call attention to the fact that this
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position is shared by the whole of the Ger=
man nation,

ACTIVITIES OF, AND POSITION TAKEN BY,

BEUDETEN GERMAN EXPELLEES

Let us now take a look at the expelled
Sudeten Germans. Where are they to-
day? What is their life and work n
the country where they have found a
refuge? What are their political activ-
ities? What, in particular, is their posi-
tion with regard to their Czech neigh-
bors? Are they perhaps planning a
bloody revenge for the long suffering
they have had to endure?

There are Sudeten German expellees
today in the Soviet-occupied zone of
Germany, in Austria, Great Britain,
Sweden, the Argentine, Brazil, and the
United States. But the great majority
of them, more than 2 million, are living
in West Germany. They have used their
skill and industry in building up for
themselves a new life in the West. They
reopened markets which they had sup-
plied at the time when their products
bore the imprint “Made in Czechoslo-
vakia.” They created new industrial
enterprise and even built new towns,
such as Neu-Gablonz in West Germany,
thereby notably contributing to that
country’s present-day economy. Quite
a few, however, particularly farmers, are
still compelled to a dismal existence in
West German refugee camps. Gener-
ally speaking, despite their tragic fate
they went to work in a free and com-
petitive economy and show no sign of
turning toward communism.

To the contrary, because of their past
experience with the Communists they
are contributing to an understanding
of the danger to free institutions by
creeping and cryptic Communist sub-
version. Recognition in this respect
should be given to Dr. Walter Becher,
member of the Bavarian Legislature and
who is also secrefary general of the
Sudeten German Council, an organiza-
tion of Sudeten German members of
West German legislative bodies func-
tioning under the joint chairmanship of
the venerable Dr. Rudolf Lodgman von
Auen and two distinguished members of
the Bundestag, Hans Schiitz and Richard
Reitzner. Their principal organization,
however, is the National Union—Lands-
mannschaft—of Sudeten German Ex-
pellees, also headed by Dr. von Lodgman
jointly with Dr. Hans Christoph See-
bohm. The latter is Federal Minister
of Transportation and as such a mem-
ber of Chancellor Adenauer’s cabinet.
Sudeten Germans are taking an active
part in the political life of West Ger-
many and are serving in important posts
in the legislative and executive branches
on the federal as well as state—Land—
level.

While the Sudeten Germans have
stood up for the right to return to their
ancient homeland, they have expressly
renounced any thought of vengeance on
the Czech people. They have given
solemn notice of their firm stand on
these two points. As early as 1949, a
number of Sudeten German politicians
including Dr. Walter Becher, Dr. Emil
Franzel, Hans Schiitz, Richard Reitzner,
‘Wenzel Jaksch, Dr. Hermann Goetz, and
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Dr. Walter Zawadil had signed in
Eichstitt, West Germany, a declaration
stating:

The nations behind the Iron Curtain
should be aware of the fact that the restora-
tion of their own rights and their freedom
is inseparably bound up with the recogni-
tlon and realization of the right to their
homelands of all expellees. In making this
publicly known we do not wish to indiet,
collectively, the Czech and Polish nations.
Sudeten Germans do not seek vengeance,
but ask for justice. Though the overall rec-
ognition of right would require that legal
measures be taken against criminal acts, we
emphatically do not desire that fear of a
collective revenge should impede the de-
liverance from Communist shackles of these
unfortunate natlons. We shall use the
whole weight of infiuence with our own
ethnic group as well as with other expellees
to insure that the struggle for a return to
our: and their homelands will be part of the
overall effort toward a Christian and humane
rebirth of Europe.

Then on August 5, 1950, the chosen
representatives of all German expellees,
including the Sudeten Germans, signed
at Stuttgart, West Germany, a solemn
declaration which has become known as
the Charter of the Expellees, and which
is already being recognized as a great
human document. I should like to quote
from it these passages:

We * * * renounce all thought of revenge
and retaliation. This is a solemn and
sacred resolution, in memory of the infinite
suffering of mankind, particularly during the
past decade, * * * To separate a man from
his native land by force is to kill his soul.
We have suffered and experienced this fate.
We feel qualified, therefore, to demand that
the right to the native land be recognized
and that it be realized as one of the baslo
human rights, granted to man by the grace
of God.

The expellees then publicly declared
that they will support every endeavor
toward a united Europe in which the
peoples may live in freedom from fear
and coercion. They called upon all na-
tions and men of good will to join them
in this great undertaking. Since then,
the German expellees have persistently
followed the policy to which their rep-
resentatives had set hand and seal at
Stuttgart in 1950, Rejecting Communist
and neutralist temptations as well as
appeals to narrow nationalism, they are,
today, perhaps the most dedicated ad-
herents of a united Europe.

But the Sudeten Germans did not rest
their case with a solemn declaration of
faith. They took practical steps toward
an agreement, on the basis of mutual
respect and a genuine search for a real
solution, with their Czech and Slovak
neighbors, now also in exile. In 1850,
the Sudeten German Council concluded
an agreement in London with the Czech
National Committee, headed by Army
General Lev Prchala. The agreement
recognizes the right to self-determina-
tion of both nations, Czechs and Sudeten
Germans.

Since then, satisfactory meetings were
had, and encouraging steps taken toward
cooperation, with leading members of
the Republican Agrarian Party, largest
political party in prewar Czechoslovakia;
the Artisan Party; the Czechoslovak In-
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dustrialist Union in Exile; the Christian
Democratic Movement in Exile; the Na-
tional Democratic Party; and even with
politicians, now in exile, who defected
from the so-called National Front; lead-
ers of the Slovak Liberation Committee;
the Slovak National Council Abroad; the
National Committee for the Liberation
of Slovakia; and the Slovak League of
America. Slovaks today are resolved
that, unlike 1918, they shall not again
compromise on the question of national
independence. Their independence day
is March 14, the day in 1939 when the
Slovak Republic was established.

At a meeting held at Herrenchiemsee,
West Germany, from May 24 to 26, 1956,
Sudeten German members of the Bun-
destag declared in another statement
that they will seek to realize the right
to self-determination within the frame
of a federated Europe and side by side
with the Czech people.

Dr. Walter Becher recently submitted
to me a statement from which I quote
the following Sudeten German program:

The Sudeten Germans believe that for a
future settlement of the problems of a free
Central Europe certain basic principles of
justice should be accepted as prerequisite.
Accordingly they wish to advance the fol-
lowing aims which, in their belief, will guar-
antee freedom and justice to all nations of
former Czechoslovakia: (1) Restoration of
the status that existed prior to the Nazi and
Communist Interventions, including the res-
titution to Czechs, Slovaks, Hungarians,
Carpathian Ruthenians, and Sudeten Ger-
mans of property; the return to their home-
land of those who have been expelled; resto-
ration of freedom of speech, press, and elec-
tions, of an independent judiciary, of private
property; in short, full political and eco-
nomic freedom; (2) the unrestricted exer-
cise for all nations of former Czechoslovakia
of the right to self-determination.

It is hoped that aims such as these
would tend to unify the nations of for-
mer Czechoslovakia and, moreover, in-
spire other captive peoples and their
exiles in the common task of overcoming
the forces of communism. Since the
Communist doctrine aims to eradicate
any thought of property rights, the cap-
tive peoples in the Soviet-dominated
countries develop a general attitude of
apathy and indifference toward their
places of work, collectivized farms or
state enterprises. The return of the
German expellees and the restoration to
them of their properties may therefore
prove to be less difficult than is some-
times anticipated.

SUGGESTING A REALISTIC APPROACH TOWARD A

SOLUTION

In closing, I should like to revert to
the tenor of an earlier speech, made in
this House on May 16, 1957, on the sub-
ject of the expellees from the German
provinces east of the Oder-Neisse Rivers.
The general line of thought which I had
then developed may be equally relevant
to the case before us today.

A realistic policy for Central as well
as East Central Europe, that is, coneern-
ing Cgzechoslovakia and the Sudeten
Germans, as well as concerning Poland,
the Germans of East Prussia, and the
other German provinces east of the Oder-
Neisse Rivers can only be a policy that
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is both just and moral. It must be
firmly based upon historical truth and
the rule of international law, To assume
that any government can ever develop a
successful policy on the shaky structure
of a wrong, and on perpetuating that
wrong, is an illusion and, let me empha~-
size it with all solemnity, a dangerous
illusion.

Moreover, a realistic policy for Central
and East Central Europe must perforce
take into consideration the magnitude
of the Communist threat. It cannot but
take an uncompromising stand against
that threat. No one will deny that com-
munism is an evil. To compromise with
evil betrays weakness which is, at the
same time, dangerous; for it encourages
the forces of evil and allows them to be-
come more firmly entrenched. A moral
policy, refusing to compromise with evil,
is thus the most realistic policy.

The case for the East Prussians, Pom-
eranians, Silesians, and others from the
German provinces east of the Oder-
Neisse line, and the case for the Sudeten
Germans from Czechoslovakia show, in
some respects, common features; but
they also show, in other respects, dif-
ferences that should be clearly under-
stood and pointed out to the people con-
cerned so that the issues will not be con-
fused by minds that are perhaps not
given to legal thinking.

The East Prussians and other Germans
from the German provinces east of the
Oder-Neisse line have been illegally ex-
pelled from an area which, by inter-
national agreement, has been certified
as part of the Soviet-occupied zone of
Germany. Their expulsion from this
part of Germany is a criminal act in
utter defiance of the rules of inter-
national law. Moreover, the purported
annexation by the Soviet Union and
Communist Poland of part of this Soviet-
occupied zone of Germany is a flagrant
violation of international law and is,
therefore, null and void. So long as the
German expellees from east of the Oder-
Neisse line, and in fact, all Germans with
the German Federal Government speak-
ing on their behalf, do not renounce their
inalienable right this area is part of
Germany and will continue to be part of
Germany, regardless of the jabbering to
the contrary of a few muddle-headed in-
dividuals. Incidentally, students of lin-
guistics may know that the verb jabber
is also a German colloquialism of the
East Prussians, It may have been intro-
duced there by the English dissenters
who found in East Prussia refuge from
religious intolerance.

As to the Sudeten Germans, they also
have been expelled from an area to
which their ancestors had come, not as
aggressors but as sturdy pioneers, eight
centuries ago, and which they also have
developed by their own skill and indus-
try, by peaceful and patient labor to a
high state of civilization. This fact can-
not be disputed. Though the area was in
pre-Hitler days part of the Czechoslovak
Republic, the expulsion from their
ancient homes of the Sudeten Germans
was, as I have shown, a flagrant viola=
tion of the right to self-determination
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and, in its execution, & crime under
international law. The Sudeten Ger-
mans continue, therefore, to have a valid
legal title to their homes of which they
were illegally deprived.

Mr. Speaker, it is my considered opin-
jon that the German expellees should
be encouraged to stand firm upon their
right. It is in the best tradition of
American foreign policy to denounce the
wrong and to uphold the right. More-
over, wavering would be tantamount to
further tightening the stranglehold on
the captive peoples by the Kremlin and
would thus actually support Soviet im-
perialism. :

Just as the Soviets dangled before the
dizzy eyes of the Poles the enticing bait
of the German provinces east of the
Oder-Neisse line, so the Czechs were
being dazzled by Kremlin stooges with
the rich spoils in the Sudetenland. To
the same degree that the Poles accepted
the German provinces, and the Czechs
accepted the Sudeten properties out of
the bloody hands of Stalin, they both
permitted themselves to be chained to
Moscow. This has been the fateful and
deadly but logical result. Both Czechs
and Poles who think of keeping these
spoils must continue to lean on Soviet

-
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Russian backing and thus render them-
selves subservient to the Kremlin.
Would the present regimes in War-
saw, and possibly also in Prague, like
to assure the Free World of a new trend
toward what some people in the West
wishfully call independent communism?
Very well, then they should unmistak-
ably renounce any claim on an area,
respectively, on properties to which they
have neither legal nor moral title. Noth-
ing less will and can convince the Free
World of their sincerity. Holding on to
these spoils can only serve the purposes
of the Kremlin and must logically sub-
ject them to a never-ending game of ex-
tortion. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that
the executive branch of this Govern-
ment, in administering our foreign-aid
program, keep this fact firmly in mind.
In proposing this realistic approach I
am, as I believe all of us are, aware of
the fact that this Nation of ours is the
hope of the Free World and of the captive
peoples longing to be free. We should,
therefore, never think of suggesting a
solution which would jeopardize the
principles of right and justice. Instead,
we should insist with firmness and per-
severance that a status conforming with
international law be restored. This will
provide the only realistic basis upon
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which to develop good German-Czech
and good German-Polish relations and
promote a climate conducive to the
growth of a united Europe.

Mr. Speaker, today being the birthday
anniversary of Immanuel Kant it may be
fitting to end my remarks with yet an-
other quotation from his essay, On Eter-
nal Peace. Recalling to our mind the
very memory of this, one of the world’s
greatest thinkers should make us feel
uncomfortable in knowing that his home
is now ravaged by the Communists, and
it should make us resolve to insist that
this wrong cannot last forever. As stated
by Immanuel Kant:

Moral evil has this gquality inseparable
from its nature that, in carrying out its pur-~
poses, it is antagonistic and destructive to
itself, especlally in relation to such others
as are also under its sway; and hence it
must give place to the moral principle of
goodness, although the progress to this may
be slow. * * *

For the moral principle in man is never
extinguished, and his reason, pragmatically
tralned to realize the ideas of right accord-
ing to this principle, grows without ceas-
ing through its constantly advancing cul-
ture, while the guilt of such transgressions
also comes more clearly into light, * * *

It may then be said that nature irresisti-
bly wills that right shall at last obtain the
supremacy.
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