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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, Avcust 26, 1959

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Deuteronomy 9: 3: Understand there-
fore this day, that the Lord thy God is
He who goeth before thee.

O Thou who art the infallible coun-
selor of our minds, in this moment of
prayer, wilt Thou answer our loftiest as-
pirations with Thy divine inspiration.

We are commending and committing
our President to Thy gracious providence
as he takes counsel with the leaders of
the peace-loving nations.

May Thy Holy Spirit guide them and
enable them to register a larger measure
of achievement ir promoting amity and
concord among all the members of the
human family.

Grant that, as we face wistfully a fu-
ture that none can forecast or foresee,
we may never be tempted to feel that the
better nature of man has expended itself
and is incapable of ascending to greater
heights.

Help us to fortify our souls with the
assurance that the future will be as radi-
ant and bright as the promises of God.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills and
a joint resolution of the House of the
following titles:

On August 21, 1959:

H.R. 137. An act to allow a deduction, for
Federal estate tax purposes, in the case of
certain transfers to charities which are sub-
jected to foreign death taxes;

H.R. 4120. An act for the relief of certain
officers of the Public Health Service; and

HR.7463. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1960, and for other purposes.

On August 24, 1959:

H.R.4242, An act for the relief of certain
allens;

H.R.7165. An act for the rellef of Filip
Lewensztejn (Harry Lipa Levenstein); and

H.J. Res. 405. Joint resolution for the relief
of certain aliens.

On August 25, 1959:

H.R.109. An act to designate the dam and
reservoir to be constructed on the Pound
River near Bartlick, Dickenson County, Va.,
as the “John W. Flannagan Dam and Reser-
voir';

H.R.267. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that multiple
sclerosis developing a 10 percent or more
degree of disability within 3 years after sepa-
ration from active service shall be presumed
to be service connected;

H.R.271. An act to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide a further
peried for presuming service connection in

the case of veterans suffering from Hansen's
disease (leprosy);
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H.R.802. An act to validate and confirm a
contract entered into between the TUnited
States and the town of Bridgeport, Wash.;

HR.1074. An act to repeal the act of
August 9, 1939, creating the Louisiana-Vicks=
burg Bridge Commission;

H.R. 1705. An act for the relief of Louls J,
DeWinter and Simone H. DeWinter;

H.R.1718. An act for the relief of Oather
S. Hall;

H.R.2188. An act to set aside certain lands
in Washington for Indians of the Quinault
Tribe;

H.R.2191. An act to designate a stream in
California as the “Petaluma River™;

H.R.2193. An act to designate the Coyote
Valley Reservoir in California as Lake Men-
docino;

H.R. 2398. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a fish hatchery in the north-
western part of the State of Pennsylvania;

H.R.2405. An act to amend section 101 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
a child shall be deemed to be the adopted
child of a veteran where the child was a
member of the veteran’s household and is
adopted by the spouse of the veteran within
2 years of the veteran’s death;

H.R.2465. An act to authorize the convey-
ance by the Secretary of Commerce of certain
lands in Arlington County, Va.;

H.R.2722. An act to supplement the act of
April 26, 1906 (34 Stat. 137), entitled “An act
to provide for the final disposition of the
affairs of the Five Civilized Tribes in the
Indian Territory, and for other purposes,”
and for other purposes;

H.R.2034. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property of the United
States to the city of Fort Walton Beach, Fla.;

H.R. 3335. An act to provide for the appor-
tionment by the Secretary of the Interior of
certaln costs of the Yakima Federal reclama-
tion project, and for other purposes;

H.R.3365. An act to authorize the credit-
ing of certain service for purposes of retired
pay for nonregular service, and for other
purposes;

H.R.4328. An act to amend provisions of
the Canal Zone Code relative to the handling
of the excess funds of the Panama Canal
Company, and for other purposes;

H.R.5854. An act to clarify a provision in
the Black Bass Act relating to the interstate
transportation of fish, and for other purposes;

H.R.6288. An act to establish a National
Medal of Science to provide recognition for
individuals who made outstanding contribu-
tions in the physical, biological, mathemati-
cal, and engineering sciences;

H.R. 6378. An act to authorize the Ameri-
can Society of International Law to use cer-
tain real estate in the District of Columbia
as the national headquarters of such society;

HR.6500. An act to amend Public Law
85-818;

H.R. 7112, An act to amend section 1005(c)
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 to author-
ize the use of certified mail for service of
process, and for other purposes;

H.R. 7907. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act to incorporate St. Ann's Infant
Asylum, in the District of Columbia,” ap-
proved March 3, 1863, as amended;

H.R.B225. An act to amend the Uniform
Narcotic Drug Act of the District of Columbia,
as amended, to permit paregoric to be dis-
pensed by oral as well as written prescription;
and

H.R. 8527. An act to exempt certain pension
and other employee trusts from the laws of
the District of Columbia relating to perpetui-
ties, restraints on alienation, and accumula-
tion of income.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by M.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
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amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2725. An act to amend chapter 3 of
title 18, United States Code, so as to prohibit
the use of aircraft or motor vehicles to hunt
certain wild horses or burros on land belong-
ing to the United States, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill and a joint resolution of
the House of the following titles:

HR. 2411. An act to amend paragraph
1629 of the Tariff Act of 1930 so as to pro-
vide for the free importation of tourist 1lit-
erature; and

H.J. Res, 444. Joint resolution for the relief
of certain aliens.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 7645. An act to provide for the con-
struction, alteration, and acquisition of pub-
lic bulldings of the Federal Government, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists on its amendment to the
foregoing bill, requests a conference with
the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two houses thereon, and appoints
Mr, CHAVEZ, Mr. NEUBERGER, Mr, McCaRr=-
THY, Mr. CasE of South Dakota, and Mr.
Prouty to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to bills and a concurrent resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following
titles:

S.510. An act for the relief of Peter R.
Muller;

S.554. An act for the relief of Argyrios G.
Georgandopoulos;

5.967. An act for the relief of Lea Levi;

S.1945. An act for the relief of Josef Jan
Loukotka; and

S.Con. Res. 33. Concurrent resolution fa-
voring nsion of deportation in the
cases of certain allens.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the House amendments
to the amendments of the Senate to the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 354) entitled
“Joint resolution for the relief of cer-
tain aliens.”

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 1436) entitled
“An act to amend section 1 of the Act
of June 14, 1926, as amended by the Act
of June 4, 1954 (68 Stat. 173; 43 U.S.C.
869),” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
Moss, Mr, ArrLorT, and Mr. GRUENING to
be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (H.R. 2906) entitled “An act fo ex-
tend the period for filing claims for credit
or refund of overpayments of income
taxes arising as a result of renegotiation
of Government contracts,” disagreed to
by the House; agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-
points Mr. Byrp of Virginia, Mr. KERR,
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Mr. FrREAR, Mr. WirrLiams of Delaware,
and Mr. CarLsON to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
6596) entitled “An act to encourage and
stimulate the production and conserva-
tion of coal in the United States through
research and development by creating a
Coal Research and Development Com-
mission, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Vice President has appointed Mr. JoEN-
sToN of South Carolina and Mr. CARLSON
members of the Joint Select Committee
on the part of the Senate, as provided
for in the act of August 5, 1939, entitled
“An act to provide for the disposition of
certain records of the U.S. Government,”
for the disposition of executive papers
referred to in the report of the Archivist
of the United States numbered 60-4.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DE-
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 1860

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 8575) mak-
ing appropriations for military construc-
tion for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the Senate
amendments, and agree to the confer-
ence asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
SHEPPARD, WHITTEN, CANNON, JoNas, and
TABER.

PROHIBIT POLITICAL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MOVING ACROSS STATE
LINES TO INFLUENCE CONGRES-
SIONAL ELECTIONS

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I am today introducing a bill
which would prohibit political contribu-
tions moving across State lines to influ-
ence congressional elections.

This is a bill to return control of elec-
tions to the States and to the people.
Representative government is at stake.
The freedoms of our people guaranteed
in the Constitution are being threat-
ened by men like Jimmy Hoffa who
boast of spending $6 million to elect his
Congress. A free ballot is being threat-
ened by men like James Carey, who open-
1y and blatantly threaten the Members of
the House who voted for the Landrum-
Griffin antiracketeering bill.

Our freedom is being threatened by
stupendous political slush funds that
move in at the whim of some pressure
group in another State and often a
thousand or more miles away.
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It is not in the best interest of clean
representative government to have sel-
fish interest groups to pour money across
State lines to influence the outcome of
congressional elections.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
would be shocked and amazed to know
of the millions upon millions of dollars
pouring across State lines every 2 years
in a bold bid to control Congress. In
some areas of this country in campaigns
for this House and the upper body of this
Congress, the expenditures are fantastic
and unbelievable. In some elections most
of the money comes from out-of-State
and even from foreign countries.

My bill, Mr. Speaker, will cover pres-
sure groups of all kinds, organizations of
all kinds, big business and little business.
This bill, when enacted, will promote
freedom at the ballot box. The American
people are demanding our urgent atten-
tion to this serious threat to free con-
gressional elections.

AMENDING SECTION 1 OF THE ACT
OF JUNE 14, 1926, AS AMENDED BY
THE ACT OF JUNE 4, 1954

Mr. ASPINALL, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’'s table the bill (S. 1436) to
amend section 1 of the Act of June 14,
1926, as amended by the act of June 4,
1954 (68 Stat. 173; 43 U.S.C. 869), with
an amendment of the House thereto, in-
sist on the House amendment, and agree
to the conference asked by the Senate,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? [After a pause.]l] The Chair
hears none and appoints the following
conferees: Mr. AspINALL, Mrs. ProsT, and
Messrs, RUTHERFORD, SAYLOR, and CHENO=-
WETH.

LENDING AND BORROWING LIMITA-
TIONS OF NATIONAL BANKS

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 8160) to
amend the lending and borrowing limi-
tations applicable to national banks, to
authorize the appointment of an addi-
tional Deputy Comptroller of the Cur-
rency, and for other purposes, with a
Senate amendment thereto and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 4, line 8, strike out “is"” and insert
“and subsection 11(m) of the Federal Re-
serve Act (12 U.S.C. 248(m) ) are”.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I inquire of
the chairman of the committee making
this request whether or not the matter
has been cleared with the minority mem-
bers?

Mr. SPENCE. It has been cleared
with the minority members and I thought
it had also been cleared at the leadership
level.

Mr. HALLECEK. WMr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, what is this bill we
have before us? What does it do?

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 8160
would amend an existing provision which
makes the limit on loans to one bor-
rower 25 percent of capital and surplus
instead of 10 percent, if the loan is in
the form of notes secured by U.S. obli-
gations.

There is a comparable restriction on
State member banks in section 11(m) of
the Federal Reserve Act. In order to
keep from creating an unnecessary and
undesirable diserimination between na-
tional banks and State member banks,
the Senate Banking and Currency Com-
mittee amended the bill so as to remove
the same phrase “in the form of notes”
from the Federal Reserve Act.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred

'A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE
MEETINGS DURING GENERAL DE-
BATE IN THE HOUSE

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Elections of the Commit-
tee on House Administration and the
Science and Astronautics Committee may
be permitted to sit today during general
debate in the House.

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

There was no objection,

AUTHORITY TO RAISE INTEREST
RATE ON LONG-TERM GOVERN-
MENT OBLIGATIONS—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO, 217)

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

To the Congress of the United States:

On June 8, I transmitted to Congress a
message requesting legislation that
would (1) remove the artificial limita-
tion which the law now imposes on the
interest rate at which the Treasury is
allowed to borrow money for more than
5 years, and (2) remove a similar limi-
tation on the rate the Government can
pay on savings bonds.

Last week, the Committee on Ways
and Means of the House of Representa-
tives voted to suspend consideration of
these proposals for the remainder of this
session. This action was a grave dis-
appointment to me,

The American people have a tremen-
dous stake in this proposed legislation.
Failure to enact it means that millions
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of thrifty Americans cannot be fairly
treated, since the Treasury will be un=
able to pay a fair rate of interest on sav-
ings bonds; the cost of living may rise
further, as the Treasury will be forced
to manage our $290 billion debt in a
way that adds to pressure on prices; re-
sponsible people at home and abroad can
only conclude that we have not yet de-
termined to manage our financial affairs
as soundly as we should.

I would like to make two things ab-
solutely clear:

First. The administration is willing to
assume full responsibility for managing
the Federal Government’s debt if it is
allowed to do so free from artificial re-
strictions and on a parity with other
borrowers.

Second. If the requested legislation is
not enacted, those in the Congress who
are unwilling to pass it must assume full
responsibility for the possibly serious
consequences.

This country’s outstanding public debt
of almost $290 billion is held by our
citizens and finanecial institutions, and
by foreign central banks and investors
who have accumulated dollars as part of
their reserves. Each investor has his
own investment requirements. He buys
different kinds of securities in order to
meet those needs. Common to all in-
vestors, however, is the requirement that
the rate of interest paid on the securities
be fair and equitable in the light of other
investment opportunities, and, secondly,
that the purchasing power of their in-
vested dollars will not be impaired.

These considerations apply directly to
the way in which the Government han-
dles its debt. There can be no question
as to the Government's obligation to deal
fairly and justly with the millions of its
citizens who invest a portion of their
savings, sometimes as a patriotic duty, in
Government bonds. And there should
be no question as to our determination
to manage our debt soundly and in the
best interests of all of the people.

We have worked tirelessly for a bal-
anced budget. We need this balance so
that we can avoid the deficits that lead
to higher prices, to a rising cost of liv-
ing, and to an eating away of the value
of the billions of dollars that thrifty
and farsighted Americans have saved.
But congressional inaction on our debt
management proposal could do much to
offset the progress we have made toward
fiscal responsibility.

To manage the public debt in a sound
manner the Treasury must be able to
borrow money for long as well as short
periods of time. A 1918 statute now
prescribes, however, that we cannot pay
more than 4% percent for long-term
money. £So long as the present pros-
perity contributes to a strong demand
for credit, and thus keeps the cost of new
long-term borrowing higher than 4%
percent, we will not be able to borrow for
periods longer than 5 years.

Let me suggest one simple parallel to
show why the Treasury should be able
to borrow for longer periods. Suppose
that an individual had a mortgage on
his home that had to be renewed every
few months. He would be exposed to
every shift in the economy and to every
change in financial conditions. Yet, the
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Congress in effect is forcing the Treas-
ury into this type of exposed position.
It is saying to the Treasury, “When you
have any borrowing to do, do it all on a
short-term basis.”

Within the next 12 months the Gov-
ernment must borrow $85 billion to cov-
er maturing securities, redemptions, and
seasonal cash needs. This Government,
with its great finanecial resources, can
normally carry a sizable amount of short-
term debt. But it cannot afford to rely
exclusively on borrowing that must be
continually renewed. Yet, if the Con-
gress insists that we continue to finance
wholly with short-term securities, the
whole $290 billion debt will grow shorter
and shorter. This will make it even
harder to handle in the future.

The vital interests of all Americans
are at stake because excessive reliance
on short-term finaneing can have grave
consequences for the purchasing power
of the dollar. The issuance of a large
amount of shori-term Treasury debt
would have an effect not greatly differ-
ent from the issuance of new money.
Because these securities are soon to be
paid off, their holders can treat them
much like ready cash. Moreover, short=-
term securities are more likely to be-
come lodged in commercial banks.
When a commercial bank acquires a mil-
lion dollars of Government securities,
bank deposits rise by a million dollars.
This is the same as a million dollar in-
crease in the money supply. When the
money supply builds up too rapidly rela-
tive to production, inflation is the result.
The piling up of an excessive amount of
short-term debt poses a serious threat
that may generate both the fear and the
fact of future inflation at an unforesee-
able time.

Now, while the Nation is enjoying a
period of rapid economic advancement,
we want to keep the cost of living steady.
And, if we act wisely, we should be able
to do so. We must live within our means
and we must exercise all the necessary
precautions in the use of credit. We have
made good progress toward preventing
excessive Government spending. But we
may fail in our efforts to keep prices
from rising if we do not handle our debt
in the proper way. This is why the
Treasury must have the capacity to
finance the Government’s requirements
in free credit markets without artificial
restrictions.

The need for sound debt management
stems not only from domestic considera-
tions. Foreign investors have substan-
tial holdings of our securities, as well as
other claims on this Nation. With so
large a financial stake in our economy,
these foreign central banks and other
foreign investors have a very practical
interest in the manner in which we han-
dle our affairs. It is essential that they,
too, continue to view the American dol-
lar as a strong and stable currency. Ina
free market economy, confidence is not
the simple result of legislation., It is
earned by adherence to sound practices.

Let me state as plainly as I can that
this is not legislation to increase inter-
est rates. This administration is not in
favor of high interest rates. We always
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seek to borrow as cheaply as we can
without resorting to unsound practices.
The Treasury already has the authority
to borrow at any rates of interest on
obligations up to 5 years. What we are
seeking is the authority, already pos-
sessed by all other borrowers, to obtain
funds for longer periods as well. To
prohibit the Treasury from paying the
market price for long-term money is just
as impracticable as telling the Defense
Department that it cannot pay the fair
market price for a piece of equipment.
The result would be the same in either
case: the Government could not get what
it needs.

The need for congressional action with
respect to the existing 3.26 percent in-
terest rate ceiling on savings bonds is
equally pressing. The Government oc-
cupies a dual trusteeship position with
respect to the 40 million Americans who
own savings bonds and the 8 million peo-
ple who purchase them regularly. The
average holder looks to the Government
for a fair rate of return, reasonably com-
petitive with other savings opportunities.
The Treasury has announced that when
the ceiling is removed, it will immediately
raise the rate from 3.25 percent to 3.75
percent on all newly issued E- and H-
bonds, if held to maturity. Whenever
legislation is enacted, this rate increase
will be made retroactive to June 1, 1959.
In addition, the future return to the in-
vestor on savings bonds purchased before
June 1 and held to maturity would be
increased by one-half of 1 percenit. These
actions would result in fair and equitable
rates of return on savings bonds.

The second part of the trusteeship re-
lationship of the Government with re-
spect to holders of savings bonds in-
volves the purchasing power of the
dollars invested in the bonds. The sav-
ings bondholder expects the Govern-
ment to try to insure that the future
value of his savings will not be eaten
away by progressive erosion of the dollar.
To help assure that the value of the dol-
lar will be protected, the whole debt
management proposal should be en-
acted.

Each of these trusteeship considera-
tions is vital; the thrifty American is
entitled to both.

The issue with respect to our legis-
lative proposals is whether we are going
to demonstrate responsibility in the
management of our Federal debt. Ours
is the richest economy in the world, We
have a large public debt, but we can
certainly handle it soundly and effi-
cienfly if we remove the artificial ob-
stacles to borrowing competitively in the
free market. By adopting the adminis-
tration’s proposals, the Congress would
be demonstrating to people at home and
abroad that we have the determination
to preserve our financial integrity and to
protect our currency.

No issue of greater importance has
come before this session of Congress. In
the best interests of the American peo-
ple, I urge the Congress to enact the
administration’s proposals at this ses-
sion.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE Housg, August 25, 1959.
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FHA LOAN INSURANCE AUTHORIZA-
TION AND HIGHWAYS—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 218)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was
read and referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

On Wednesday of this week I shall
leave for Europe on a mission important
to the security and welfare of the Amer-
ican people. This mission will require
my absence from the country for about
10 days. Unavoidably, it comes while
the Congress is in what may be the con-
cluding days of a session, and while im-
portant items of legislation are under
consideration.

Before I leave I should like to com-
ment on two matters that involve Gov-
ernment programs now in progress which
would be seriously hampered in the
absence of appropriate action by the
Congress,

1. FHA LOAN INSURANCE AUTHORIZATION

The Congress is well aware of the im-
portant services performed by the Fed-
eral Housing Administration in insuring
mortgage loans for Americans who wish

to buy homes. Not all homes are pur-

chased under FHA, but a large number
are, and it is important that there be
no forced reduction in its activities. Yet
this is exactly what will happen if addi-
tional loan insurance authorization is
not available to FHA at an early date.

The administration has repeatedly re-
quested the Congress to grant FHA an
increase in its loan insurance authority.
I renew this request, and suggest that it
be passed in a separate piece of legisla-
tion. An increase in FHA's loan insur-
ance authority should not be made con-
tingent upon the possibility of approval
by the President, after the Congress has
adjourned, of legislation which contains
features that the administration finds
seriously objectionable and that are en-
tirely unrelated to FHA's home loan
insurance program,

2. HIGHWAYS

As T have repeatedly stated, there is an
urgent national need for legislation to
allow the Interstate Highway program
to proceed at a steady rate. Both the
Congress and the Executive are justly
proud of the vast hizhway construction
program enacted in 1956. A good begin-
ning has been made on this program, and
it is inconceivable that it should be al-
lowed now to come to a halt. For traffic
safety and convenience, as well as to
meet the requirements of a growing econ-
omy, it is essential that we continue to
build new, modern roads.

Last January I recommended a tem-
porary increase of 114 cents in the Fed-
eral tax on gasoline in order to maintain
the planned highway construction sched-
ule on a pay-as-you-go basis. The re-
cent action by the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representa-
tives in approving an increase of 1 cent

for 2 years represents a step in the right
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direction. Although it would mean some
slowing down of present construction
rates, a 1 cent tax increase would allow
a reasonable rate of progress to be main-
tained.

A small inerease in the tax on gasoline
is the best way to put the Interstate
Highway program on a self-supporting
pay-as-you-go basis. I must express
again my objection fto proposals that
would,
budget surpluses, divert receipts from
the General Fund of the Treasury that
are collected from various excise taxes
on automobiles, The transfer of these
receipts to the highway trust fund would
only shift the fiscal problem from the
highway trust fund to the general fund,
which is already in precarious balance.
I should also make clear that I do not
favor proposals that would finance an-
ticipated deficits in the Highway Trust
Fund over the next several years by the
issuance of bonds.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE House, August 25, 1959.

QUIETING TITLE TO REAL PROPER-
TY ADJACENT TO ROCKY MOUN-
TAIN ARSENAL, DENVER, COLO.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
immediate consideration of the bill
(H.R. 4714) to quiet title and possession
with respect to certain real property ad-
jacent to the Rocky Mountain Arsenal,
Denver, Colo.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. JoHNSON]?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, will the gentleman
explain this bill?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. At
the time the Government bought some
35 square miles of land it inadvertently
described as being in the arsenal area
part of one block which lay across a
highway and railroad from the arsenal
so0 as to include the whole block, thereby
taking title to these properties without
paying for the ground. Recently one of
the owners tried to sell his property and
discovered this cloud over his title. The
agreement between the Department of
the Army, the owners and all concerned,
was that it would now take a special act
of Congress to quiet title.

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

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
United States hereby releases, relinquishes,
remises, and quitclaims to the person, per-
sons, or body corporate or politic, who,

under the laws of the State of Colorado

(including the laws of prescription and ad-

verse possession), are or would be except for-

any claim of right, title, or interest in and
to such lands on the part of the United
States, the lawful owners thereof, all right,
title, interest, claim, or demand that the
United States may have in and to so much
of the lands in blocks 80, 81, 82, 83, 93, and
94 of Irondale subdivision in section 28 and

in the absence of foreseeable.
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in block 5 of South Irondale subdivision in
section 33, all in township 2 south, range
67 west of the sixth principal meridian in
Adams County, Colorado, lying north of the
south right-of-way line of State Highway
Numbered 2 (United States Numbered 6)
adjacent to the Rocky Mountain Arsenal,
Denver, Colorado.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

SAFETY STANDARDS FOR PASSEN-
GER-CARRYING MOTOR VEHI-
CLES PURCHASED FOR USE BY
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The SPEAKER. The unfinished bus-
iness is the vote on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BEN-
NETT] to recommit the bill HR. 1341,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan moves to recom=-
mit the bill HR. 1341 to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. B of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a quorum is not present and
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
seﬁt. Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 125, nays 264, not voting 46,
as follows: :

[Roll No. 144]
YEAS—125

Abbitt Dooley Meader
Abernethy Dorn, 5.C. Merrow
Alford Dowdy Michel
Alger Downing Milllken
Allen Everett Moore
Arends Frelinghuysen Morrison
Ashley Gary Mumma
Auchincloss George Murray
Ayres Glenn O'Konskl
Baker Goodell Osmers
Barden Gross Ostertag

AITY Halleck Patman
Bass, N.H Hardy Pelly
Bates Harmon Pirnie
Becker Hébert Poft
Bennett, Mich., Herlong Quie
Bentley Hiestand Ray
Berry Hoeven Rees, Eans,
Bosch Hoffman, Ill, Riehlman
Bray Holt Robison
Brooks, Tex. Horan Rogers, Tex.
Broyhill Hosmer Rutherford
Budge Hull Bt. George
Burleson Jensen Saylor
Bush Johansen Bhort
Byrnes, Wis, Jonas Simpson, 111,
Cahill Knox Simpson, Pa.
Cederberg Lafore ‘Smith, Calif,
Chiperfield Laird Smith, Kans,
Collier Landrum Smith, Va.
Colmer Langen Taber
Conte Lipscomb Thompson, La.
Curtis, Mass, McIntire Thompson, N.J.
Curtis, Mo, McSween Thomson, Wyo.
Dague Mack, I1l. Tuck
Derounian Marshall Utt
Dixon May - Van Pelt
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Wainwright Westland
Wallhauser Wharton
‘Walter Whitten
Weaver Widnall
Weis Wier
NAYS—264
Addonizio Fountain
Albert Frazler
Alexander Friedel
Anderson, Fulton
Mont. Gallagher
Anfuso Garmatz
Ashmore Gathings
Aspinall Gavin
Avery Giaimo
Bailey Granahan
Baldwin Grant
Baring Gray
Barr Green, Pa.
Barrett Griffiths
Baumhart Gubser
Beckworth Hagen
Bennett, Fla. Haley
Betts Hall
Blatnik Halpern
Blitch Hargls
Boland Harris
Bolling Hays
Bonner Healey
Bow Hechler
Bowles Hemphill
Boykin Henderson
Boyle Hess
Brademas Hogan
Breeding Holifield
Brewster Holland
Brock Holtzman
Brooks, La. Huddleston
Broomfield d
Brown, Ga. Inouye
Brown, Mo. Irwin
Brown, Ohio Jarman
Buckley Jennings
Burdick Johnson, Calif.
Burke, Ey. Johnson, Colo.
Burke, Mass, Johnson, Md.
Byrne, Pa. Johnson, Wis.
Carnahan Jones, Ala.
Casey Judd
Celler Earsten
Chamberlain Earth
Chelf Easem
Chenoweth Kastenmeier
Church Eearns
Clark Kee
Coad Keith
Coffin Kelly
Cohelan EKeogh
Cook Kilday
Cooley KEilgore
Corbett King, Calif
Ccunningham King, Utah
Curtin
Daddario Kitchin
Daniels Kluczynski
Davis, Ga. Kowalski
Davis, Tenn, Lane
Dawson Lankford
Delaney Latta
Dent Lennon
Denton
Devine Levering
Diggs Libonati
Dingell Lindsay
Dollinger McCormack
Donohue McCulloch
!:)m-rlxé N.Y McDonough
McFall
Durham McGinley
Dwyer McGovern
Edmondson McMillan
Fallon Macdonald
Farbstein Mack, Wash
Fascell Madden
Felghan Magnuson
Fenton Mahon
Fino Mailllard
Fisher Martin
Flood Matthews
Flynn Metcall
Flynt Meyer
Foley Miller, Clem
Forand Miller,
Forrester George P,

Adalr Bolton
Andersen, Canfield
Minn. Cannon
Andrews Carter
Bass, Tenn. Cramer
Belcher Derwinskl
Boges Elllott
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Willis
‘Wilson
Younger
Zablocki

Mills
Minshall
Moeller
Monagan
Moorhead
Morgan
Morris, N. Mex.
Morris, Okla.
Moss
Moulder
Multer
Murphy
Natcher
Nelsen

Nix

Norblad
Norrell
O'Brien, 111,
O'Hara, I11.
O'Hara, Mich.
O'Neill
Oliver
Perkins
Pfost
Philbin
Porter
Preston
Price

Prokop
Pucinski
Quigley
Rains
Randall
Reece, Tenn.
Reuss
Rhodes, Ariz,
Rhodes, Pa.
Riley

Rivers, Alaska
Rivers, 8.C.
Roberts
Rodino
Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rogers, Mass,
Rooney
Roosevelt
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Santangelo
Schenck
Scherer
Schwengel
Scott

Selden
Shelley
Sheppard
Shipley

Sisk

Slack

Bmith, Towa
Springer
Staggers
Steed
SBtratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Teague, Tex.
Teller
Thomas
Thompson, Tex.
Thornberry
Toll
Tollefson
Trimble
Ullman
Vanik

Van Zandt
Vinson

Wampler
Watts
‘Whitener
Withrow
Wolf
Wright
Yates
Young
Zelenko

Harrison
Hoffman, Mich.

Jackson O'Brien, N.Y. Siler

Jones, Mo, Passman Smith, Miss,
Kilburn Pilcher Spence

Loser Pillion Taylor
Machrowica Poage Teague, Calif,
Mason Powell Udall

Miller, N.Y. Rabaut Williams
Mitchell Saund Winstead
Montoya Sikes

So the motion to recommit was
rejected.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Boggs for, with Mr. Fogarty against.

Mr. Cramer for, with Mr. Carter against.

Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Montoya against.

Mr. Miller of New York for, with Mrs.
Bolton against.

Mr. Teague of California for, with Mr.
O'Brien of New York against.

Mr. Kilburn for, with Mr. Powell against.

Mr. Jackson for, with Mr. Sikes against.

Mr. Harrison for, with Mr. Andrews
against.

Mr. Machrowice for,
against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Mitchell with Mr. Mason.

Mr. Pilcher with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan.

Mr. Evins with Mr. Ford.

Mr. Saund with Mr. Adair.

Mr. Loser with Mr. Canfield.

Mr. Passman with Mr. Siler,

Mr. Winstead with Mr. Griffin,

Mr. Elliott with Mr. Belcher.

Mrs. Green of Oregon with Mr. Andersen
of Minnesota.

Mr. Bass of Tennessee with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Udall with Mr. Pillion.

Messrs. RHODES of Pennsylvania,
METCALF, FRIEDEL, CURTIN, and
GUBSER changed their vote from “yea”
to “nay."” ;

Messrs. MORRISON, AUCHINCLOSS,
and WESTLAND changed their vote
from “nay" to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The cdoors were opened.

The S . The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

with Mr. Spence

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until midnight
tonight to file a privileged report on the
Housing bill.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr, SMmiTH] ?

There was no objection?

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr Speaker I de-
sire to announce at this time that the
housing bill will be brought up for con-
sideration on tomorrow.

DEPRESSED DOMESTIC MINING
AND MINERAL INDUSTRIES

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi-
ness is on agreeing to House Concurrent
Resolution 177.

The Clerk read the fitle of the House
concurrent resolution.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the House concurrent resolution.

The House concurrent resolution was
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider
was laid on the table.
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DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY

Mr. McCORMACK., Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under Calendar Wednesday be
dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

ASSISTANCE IN THE CONSTRUCTION
OF FISHING VESSELS

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 349.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
5421) to provide a program of assistance to
correct inequities in the construction of fish-
ing vessels and to enable the fishing indus-
try of the United States to regain a favorable
economic status, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill, and shall continue not to
exceed 2 hours, fo be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. It shall be in order to consider
without the intervention of any point of
order the substitute amendment recom-
mended by the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries now in the bill, and such
substitute for the purpose of amendment
shall be considered under the five-minute
rule as an original bill. At the conclusion
of such conslderation the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have heen
adopted, and any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of
the Whole to the bill or committee substi-
tute. The previous question shall be con~
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 minutes, at the conclusion of
which I yield 30 minutes to the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN].

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 349
makes in order the consideration of H.R.
5421, to provide a program of assistance
for the construction of fishing vessels
and to enable the fishing industry of the
United States to regain a favorable eco-
nomic status. The resolution provides
for an open rule and 2 hours of general
debate,

An example for the need for this leg-
islation, the New England fishing indus-
try is in dire straits by reason of the
fact that imports of frozen fish fillets at
prices below the cost of production have
caused severe losses. The trawlers in
use have an average age of over 16 years,
and because of the poor prospects of
profits there is no capital available for
their replacement. The use of the older
vessels has resulted in higher mainte-
nance costs, higher insurance premiums
by reason of bad experience both with
respect to the vessels themselves and in-
Jjuries to crews, and inadequate catches
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because of obsolescent gear and fishing
practices.

The new England fishing industry is
forced to compete not only with the low=
er wage costs of its competitors in Can-
ada, Iceland, Britain, and elsewhere, but
with the lower cost of vessel construction
in those countries. By law, U.S. fishing
vessels must be constructed in U.S. yards,
and the additional cost, which according
to the Department of Commerce runs as
much as 42 percent, places a hopeless
handicap upon the rehabilitation of the
industry.

The Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, in reporting out this meas-
ure, struck out the provision for loans
to fish processors and modified the con~
struction subsidy provisions by reducing
the amount payable annually to $1 mil-
lion with a limit of 3 years on the op-
eration of the bill, and with a ceiling of
3314 percent of cost upon the subsidy to
be paid. In addition, appropriate pro=
visions were incorporated similar to
those in the Merchant Marine Act of
1936 relating to construction under the
direction of the Maritime Administra-
tor that in the event of requisition by
the United States only book value of the
vessels would be paid the owner, and
with a provision for recapture of the
construction subsidy in the event the
vessel is not used in the fishery for
which it was designed.

The basis for subsidy assistance is
the failure of the President to afford
relief to a segment of the industry un-
der the Trade Agreements Assistance
Act of 1951, under which the U.S. Tariff
Commission, after an investigation and
hearing, may report to the President
that a particular industry or segment
thereof is suffering injury from foreign
competition. Thereupon, under section
T(e) of that act, the President may make
such adjustments in rates of duty, im-
port quotas, or otherwise to prevent or
remedy the injury. This bill becomes
operative with respect to the particular
segments of the fishing industry only
where such adjustments are not made.
30 This bill makes no changes in existing

W.

I urge the adoption of this resolution.

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

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Is it not a fact that this
bhill would not be necessary had the
Simpson amendment to the extension of
the Trade Agreements Act been adopted,
which would have taken away the Presi-
dent’s overriding authority?

Mr. O'NEILL. Well, I cannot agree
with you on that statement. It could be,
in part, the cause, but actually the fish~
ing industry needs help. Besides the
imports, there are many other segments
of the industry that are sorely in need
of help because of the obsolescent vessels
they are fishing with today. I think you
have seen recently television broadcasts
showing the new equipment that the
Russian fleet has. They start out with
what they call hunting ships, feeler
ships, that go out and find where the
catch is, and then the remainder of the
trawlers come over to that spot, We do
not have anything of that type. We still
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fish in the same manner that the fisher=
men used to fish 100 and 200 years ago.
Today the fleet is so old and so danger=-
ous to the members of the erew that the
insurance is almost prohibitive.

Mr. GROSS. Well, you cannot replace
these obsolete vessels because of the im=-
ports of foreign fish, which have made it
unprofitable for the New England fish-
eries to operate; is that not correct?

Mr. O'NEILL. In part, I say that is
one facet.

Mr. GROSS. And so those who voted
for extension of the so-called Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act can take their
share of the responsibility for the eco-
nomic punishment inflicted on this in-
dustry; is that not correct?

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. LANE].

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to sup-
port the rule as presented by my col-
league from  Massachusetts [Mr.
O’NeLr] and also to support the bill
from the committee, HR. 5421, and to
say that I am one who did not vote to
extend the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act.

Mr. Speaker, no American enterprise
has suffered more from the strange com-
bination of unfair foreign competition,
and the indifference of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, than the New England fishing
industry. A front-page story in the May
13, 1959, edition of the Wall Street Jour-
nal carried the headline: “New England-
ers Lose U.S. Fish Markets to Big New
Foreign Fleets.”

The story follows:

Gloucester, the Nation’s second most im-
portant fishing port (only the big tuna
center at San Pedro, Calif.,, handles more
tonnage), is feeling the brunt of the im-
port problem, but it's shared at Boston and
New Bedford, Mass., and Rockland and
Portland, Maine (other big fishing centers
as well). These Atlantic ports send their
fleets into one of the world's most important
fishing grounds—a 260,000 square-mile area
stretching a thousand miles from Long Is-
land north to Newfoundland. The competi=-
tion in these waters is awesome; at least
14 other nations, including Russia, have
trawlers there.

Every country in the world with a fish-
ing industry has subsidized it, with the
exception of the United States. It is
ironic that, out of taxes paid by people
in the United States—including fisher-
men—our Government has helped other
nations with funds that are then used,
in part, to build the newer, bigger fish-
ing trawlers with the latest technological
equipment, that are forcing American
fishermen out of business.

This is a classic example of a Govern=-
ment policy that defeats itself, and
brings ruin to a basic American in-
dustry.

Our New England trawlers average 22
years in age. Practically no new trawl-
ers have been built in the United States
since 1948. Our fleet has shrunk to less
than 800 vessels, 25 percent less than 6
years ago.

Either the Government should give us a
ship construction subsidy or repeal the pres-
ent law which dates back to 1792, prevent-
ing us from buying foreign ships for domes=-
tic fishing—
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Declares Thomas D. Rice, executive
secretary of the Massachusetts Fisheries
Association.

Our fishing industry must compete
not only with the lower wage costs and
lower insurance costs, and lower prod-
uct prices of its foreign competitors, but
with the lower cost of vessel construc-
tion in those countries. By law, U.S.
fishing vessels must be constructed in
U.S. yards, at prices up to 42 percent
higher than construction costs in other
countries. It is utterly impossible for
our fishing industry to rehabilitate it-
self, or, in the long run, to stay in busi-
ness, burdened as it is with these crush-
ing handicaps. To survive, it must
either buy its trawlers abroad, or be
provided with an equalizing construc-
tion subsidy by the U.S. Government.

The first alternative is rejected im-
mediately because, in helping the fishing
industry, it would hurt the shipbuilding
industry. We need both industries—
and in healthy condition—for the sake
of national security and national prog-
ress. The only solution to this one of
the several problems involving the fish-
ing industry, is to provide for a subsidy
to be paid by the United States for the
construction of fishing vessels, in Amer-
ican shipyards, and for the use of the
American fishing industry. This sub-
sidy would be the difference between
foreign and domestic shipbuilding costs.
It is economic suicide to subsidize other
nations, to the detriment of our own in-
dustries. To prevent this self-destruc-
tion it becomes mandatory to subsidize
our fishing industry, because no other
relief is available.

Total landings at Boston’s fish pier,
last year, were 123.8 million pounds.
This was the lowest since 1922. Sub-
sidy becomes necessary, not only for the
reasons mentioned above but for the
further reason that the President has
failed to provide the relief that was
sought under the Trade Agreements As-
sistance Act of 1951. The President did
not make the required adjustments in
rates of duty, or import quotas, to pre-
vent or remedy the injury from foreign
competition.

The present bill goes into action to
compensate, in part, for such mistakes
in Government policy that imperil our
fishing industry. It is a very modest
approach to the problem, providing for
annual construction subsidies of only
$1 million annually. It is limited to 3
years, a reasonable “trial run” to deter-
mine its effectiveness. It specifies the
competent supervision to maintain
standards and prevent abuses.

One thing is certain: the New Eng-
land fishing fleet, already weakened by
the overwhelming help provided for its
foreign competitors, will deteriorate and
disappear, unless the Government of the
United States comes to its rescue via
H.R. 5421 reported out by your Commit-
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope the rule will be
adopted shortly and we will proceed with
the debate on this bill, and that it will
be passed unanimously.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield for a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. O'NEILL., Iyield.
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HOUR OF MEETING THURSDAY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet tomor=
row at 11 o’clock a.m.

The SPEARKER pro tempore (Mr.
Foranp). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may require to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BATES].

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., BATES. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I commend the gentleman for
his magnificent fight for the great fishing
industry. I want the gentleman to know
that I want to do everything I can to
help. I have some of these people in my
district who make a living from the fish-
ing business, and they have been very
badly hurt. The gentleman deserves a
great deal of credit.

Mr. BATES. I thank the gentle-
woman very much.

Mr. Speaker, I have in my hand a
document which describes the various
forms of aid rendered to the fishing in-
dustry in practically every country of the
world. Here is another document which
consists of the parliamentary debate in
the House of Commons in regard to its
aid to the fishing industry in England.
The Minister of Agriculture and Fish-
eries in the course of debate said, “I
should like to say at the outset that the
fishing industry is one of our great na-
tional industries, vital to our national
larder, and, in a wider sense still, vital to
our national economy and to our na-
tional security. The welfare of this in-
dustry will always be an object of the
most active concern of Her Majesty's
Government.”

The assistance rendered to the fishing
industry of the United States by our Gov-
ernment could easily be covered in a par-
agraph. However, the damage done to
our fishing industry at home by direct
and indirect, or lack of action, by our
Government could fill volumes. Before
I discuss the present bill, which in no
sense is a subsidy to the fishing industry,
I would like to highlight just a few of
the instances in which our governmental
action has hurt this industry and hurt it
badly. It is an incredible, fantastic and
unfair story which has brought this 300
year old industry to its knees.

The Congress in the Tariff Act of 1939
gave some protection to the groundfish
industry by fixing a tariff of 24 cents a
pound for imports under 15 million
pounds a year. Then the foreigners got
smart and decided to cut up the fish into
fillets and remove all but the edible parts.
In this way, they could bring in about
four times as much edible fish for the
215-cent rate. In addition to this, infla~
tion cut the protection in half again be-
cause the rate was per pound and not ad
valorem. Thisthen meant that the orig-
inal protection was cut to one-eighth of
its original value.

Now, last month, a court deecision cut
the 2'%-cent rate to 1 cent when the
fillets are cut into smaller pieces, a rate
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which had previously been assigned to
scrap bits and pieces. Hence, the pro-
tection given to the industry was abso-
lutely meaningless.

Faced with this situation, in 1951, the
industry exercised its rights under the
escape clause of the Reciprocal Trade
Agreement. In its report, the Commis-
sion acknowledged the marked effect of
the imports but stated it did not believe
that the situation for the future was
black and that perhaps it would improve.
The door was left opened, however, and
we were told to come back again if our
predictions came true. Well, they came
true and, in 1954, another decision re-
versed the previous decision and relief
was urged by the Commission. How-
ever, the President, noting that the de-
cision was not unanimous, asked the
Commission to study it some more, It
did, and in 1956, the Tariff Commission
by a unanimous decision again urged
the President to take immediate action.

The President, in his report said:

I am fully aware that the domestic ground-
fish fishing industry is faced with serious
problems. I recognize that beset as it 1s
with problems ranging from the age of its
vessels to competition with other food prod-
ucts, the fishing industry of the United
States will experience difficulties in the years
ahead unless bold and vigorous steps are
taken now to provide root solutions for the
industry’s problems.

Yet, he turned down the request for
relief of imports even though the in-
dustry had met every economic justifica=
tion for relief. The reason given in the
denial of relief was because “the other
nations concerned are not only our close
friends but their economic strength is
of strategic importance to us in the con-
tinuing struggle against the menace of
world communism.”

So, after 7 years of hard work, our
efforts were in vain.

Now, during this same period, other
adverse factors were being inflicted upon
this industry.

First. The Supreme Court, ruling in
the Jones case, held that the fishing in-
dustry was placed under the Merchant
Marine Act for personnel insurance and
denied the cheaper rates of Workmen's
Compensation. Now, instead of costing
$75 per man per year, it costs 10 times
that amount.

Second. During World War II which
was the only time when the fishermen
could make money, their boats were com=~
mandeered by the Navy. Although that
hurt them, they did not complain be-
cause it was important for our security.

Third. Under the mutual security bill,
we have built boats for Iceland, our great
competitor, and provided the latest
radar and sonar equipment. Last year,
a constituent of mine wanted to buy the
latest fish-cutting equipment from Ger-
many and asked that terms be arranged
so that this equipment could be paid
for in installments. The German man-
ufacturer said that the money had to be
on the barrelhead. He revealed that
at the same time, Iceland was buying a
lot of this equipment. How? With
U.S, dollars under the foreign aid pro-
gram.

Fourth. T now come to the essence of
the bill before us. Under the Merchant
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Marine Act, all boats which engage in
coastwise trade, must be built in the
United States. The only exception is
ships in the Great Lakes. Hence, the
fishermen of Gloucester and Boston and
elsewhere must pay 100 percent more for
their boats than if they were built over-
seas. That is national policy through
national law.

Is it fair or just or right that the im-
poverished fishermen should pick up
the check alone for this policy which is
merely to support the shipbuilding in-
dustry? Should we penalize one in-
dustry to support another? Is it any
wonder that Gloucester has not built a
new fishing vessel in almost 7 years?
Of course, the shipbuilding industry is
vital to our national defense and we
must keep it going. I remember only
a few years ago, when only 17 ships
were being built in our country and
there were no future orders. If the pol-
icy to support the shipbuilding industry
is vital for our country—and I believe
it is—then let the country pay for it;
not the little fellows who “go down to
the sea in ships.”

Mr. Speaker, I trust I have pointed out
enough instances whereby our Govern-
ment has hurt our fishing industry se-
verely. Let this great Nation assume its
own responsibility and carry its own load
and remove it from the fishermen who
have been hurt too often and too hard.

Even with this bill, the load is only
partially lifted but it will be most help-
ful. Let us in this bill follow the advice
of the President when he said that—

The industry will experience difficulties in
the years ahead unless bold and vigorous

steps are taken now to provide root solutions
for the industry's problems.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BATES. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to congratulate the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Bates], for his fine, able
statement. He has always been a great
champion of the fishing industry. As
one who is not directly affected by the
fishing industry—there is not too much
of it in my district—I have studied this
problem, I know how meritorious the in-
dustry is in asking for relief. It has
suffered from the efforts of the Govern-
ment to help others. We help others
both at home and abroad, why not do a
little bit for a great industry, one of the
oldest industries in the country. We all
profit in keeping it flourishing.

Mr. BATES. I thank the gentleman
for his remarks and for the continued
interest he has manifested in the prob-
lem for many years.

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. DORN of New York. I have fol-
lowed the gentleman’s discussion of this
subject and I recognize him as an expert.
As a member of the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries which
wrestled with this subject, I know how
the gentleman’s efforts resulted in the
ultimate climax today of this bill being
before us. There is one thing about this
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that troubles me, however. - I do not rep-
resent a fishing industry, I represent a
fish-eating industry. How will this af-
fect the price of fish to the consumer?

Mr. BATES. This will not affect the
price. If the fisherman can get a boat at
less cost, he could perhaps sell the fish
cheaper.

Mr. DORN of New York. It is the
gentleman’s considered opinion that as
far as the consumer is concerned he will
benefit by this legislation?

Mr. BATES. If the gentleman is talk-
ing about the price of fish at the market-
place, of course it has to be the same or
lower than it is today. It certainly will
not go up as a result of this bill.

Mr. DORN of New York. I thank the
gentleman and I join in congratulating
him for the work he has done.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I want to commend the
gentleman for his indictment of the Re-
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act. The
gentleman has done an excellent job, one
of the best jobs I ever heard on the House
floor, of indicting the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would be opposed to taking this
$1 million a year that this bill proposes
to use to subsidize the New England
fiishing industry——

Mr, BATES. The shipbuilding indus-
try; not the fishing industry. At the
present time the fishing industry is sub-
sidizing the shipbuilding industry.

Mr. GROSS. All right. The $1 mil-
lion to be appropriated if the Committee
on Appropriations follows out this bill.
Would the gentleman be in favor of tak-
ing that from the foreign giveaway pro-
gram?

Mr. BATES. Now, the gentleman
knows that $1 million off the mutual
security bill would not amount to very
much.

Mr. GROSS. And he would be in
fa.itr;or of taking it out of there, would he
not?

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I want tocon-
gratulate the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts on the splendid presentation he
has made. I concur with the gentleman
in the remarks about the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act and the disastrous
results which it has had upon many seg-
ments of American industry. The gen-
tleman, I think, has made out a good
case for this bill, and I intend to support
it.

Mr. BATES. I value the advice of the
gentleman and I appreciate his com-
ments,

Mr. ALLEN. Mr, Speaker, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, PaTman]. .

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

IF THE DEMOCRATS JOIN IN THE REPUBLICANS
HIGH-INTEREST POLICY, THERE WILL BE NO
PARTY TO FROTECT THE PEOPLE
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the

President has sent a message to the Con-
gress urging us to repeal the 414 interest
limit on long-term Government bonds.
Now, I do not believe that there is a
Member of this Congress who wants in-
flation. I am sure the President does
not want inflation. But, with all due re-
spect to the President of the United
States, I think his proposal is highly in-
flationary. Interest rates can be infla-
tionary just the same as wages or profits.
In other words, wages and profits and
interest enter into cost in a way that
either one can be inflationary. In any
case, it would operate in the same way as
a tax increase on about 98 percent of the
people of the country, and a tax reduc-
tion for about 2 percent of the families of
great wealth. I hope that the Demo-
cratic Congress will stand firm in turn-
ing down this request.

REPEALING THE LAST SAFEGUARD NOW THE OB~

JECT OF A CRUSADE

In doing so, Congress will be following
a pattern that was set 40 years ago,
when near the end of President Woodrow
Wilson’s second term, the Secretary of
the Treasury asked that this identical
ceiling be lifted. A Democratic Congress
at that time denied the request, and for
40 years we have been living under this
414 -percent ceiling.

This administration has now raised
interest rates as high as it can raise
them, unless Congress acts to repeal this
40-year ceiling. If the Democrats
buckled under and joined in this Repub-~
lican policy, there would be no one left
to protect the interest of the people, I
do not expect that they will

But the Wall Street money managers
are not going to give up easy in this cam-
paign to remove the last remaining safe-
guard the people have. In fact, all the
signs point to an all-out “blitz” cam-
paign in these closing days of Congress,
to pressure through the administration's
bill before the Congress adjourns. All
stops are out, and all of the resources,
propaganda, and pressure at the admin-
istration’s command have now been
thrown into this effort for still higher in-
terest, which is, of course, the one thing
closest to this administration’s heart.

Yesterday the Treasury allowed itself
to sell 91-day Treasury bills at the
highest interest yield since the bank
holiday of 1933.

At the beginning of the week one of the
great national magazines, U.S. News &
World Report, featured an eight-page
interview with Secretary Anderson on
the subject. And this so-called inter-
view, I might add, is really a bigger and
better appeal brief for the Wall Street
bankers and money lenders in arguing
their case to the American people.

The campaigners have even recruited
Marriner S. Eccles, onetime Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board during
President Roosevelt’s and President Tru-
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man's administrations, to join in the
campaign for the administration’s high-
interest bill.

And, finally, President Eisenhower has
now been persuaded to put on his best
and brightest suit of armor, even more
gleaming than Charlemagne’s, to lead
the high-interest crusade, in a more de-
termined assault than ever before. Inci-
dentally, President Eisenhower's message
to Congress yesterday seems to me to
contain some arrogant statements. It
says that he wants to make two things
absolutely clear, and then it says:

First, the administration is willing to as-
sume full responsibility for managing the
Federal Government's debt if it is allowed to
do so free from artificial restrictions and on
a parity with other borrowers.

WILLING OR NOT, THE ADMINISTRATION HAS RE-

SPONSIBILITY FOR MANAGING THE DEBT

WITHIN THE LAW

Well, it seems to me that the admin-
istration already has full responsibility
for managing the Federal debt, whether
the Congress agrees to the administra-
tions high interest policy or not. The
administration assumed that responsi-
bility when it was elected. And if the
administration is not willing to continue
its lawful responsibility, then it certainly
owes the American people a betier ex-
planation than it has given yet as to why
it is unable to manage the Federal debt
within the interest-rate ceiling that has
been the law of the land for 35 years
before the administration sought elec-
tion and took office.

HIGH INTEREST IS NOT CAUSED BY THE DEMAND
FOR MONEY

Certainly the recordbreaking rise in
interest rates which this administration
has achieved cannot be explained by
supply and demand factors. The in-
crease in interest rates has no relation
whatever to the demand for savings
which includes the gross amount of
funds invested domestically, the net
amount of funds exported for foreign
aid and other purposes, and the net def-
icit of the Federal, State, and local gov=
ernments combined. In fact, in 1952 the
demand for savings was a larger percent=
age of the national income than it has
been in any year since. And again in
1953 the demand for savings was a
larger percentage of the national income
than it has been in any year since. How
then can the almost constant rise in in-
terest rates since 1952 be explained?
How can the sponsors of the administra-
tion's proposal explain a 30-percent jump
in the long-term Government-based
rate, and an 88-percent jump in the biil
rate between 1952 and 1957? How can
the administration’s spokesmen explain
a further jump of 18 percent in the
long-term bond rate and a like jump in
the bill rate between 1957 and today?

In 1952, the total demand for sav-
ings—to finance all private investment
and to finance all public and private
debt—amounted to 15.4 percent of the
gross national product of the country.
In 1957, when interest rates had been
raised to what then seemed beyond all
conscience, the total demand for sav-
ings amounted to only 13.9 percent of
the gross national product.
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Today, preliminary data for the sec-
ond quarter of 1959 indicate that the
demand for savings will be back up close
to the 1952 rate, and this includes, in-
cidentally, & $9 billion increase to finance
an extraordinary buildup in business
inventories, largely because of the ex-
pected steel strike, which will make only
a temporary demand on funds.

HIGH INTEREST NOT EXPFLAINED BY TAIL=

WAGGING-THE-DOG THEORY

A free market in Government securi-
ties? Is the Government merely fol-
lowing the market rates up, in competi-
tion with private borrowers, as we are
being told? Well, the fact is that the
Federal Government is issuing 75 per-
cent of all the securities being offered for
sale. Are we to believe then this “tail-
wagging-the-dog” theory, that private
borrowing is running up Government
rates? Are we to believe that yesterday
the Treasury was helpless, and could do
nothing but accept the bid prices it re-
ceived for its bills? Well, only 17 Gov-
ernment securities dealers buy one-
quarter of all these bills and these deal-
ers advise all of the large financial insti-
tutions what the bid prices should be
and are going to be. Altogether we
could say that this market for Treasury
bills is made by no more than 100 big
financial institutions, all of which are
fully aware of one another’s expecta-
tions as to the prices they should offer
the Treasury for its bills.

IF THE PRESIDENT WANTS TO DEAL FATRLY WITH
88 PERCENT OF AMERICAN FEOPLE, HE MUST
ASK FOR LOW INTEREST

No, this high-interest policy is not to
help the overwhelming majority of the
people though the President seems to
have been persuaded to think so. He
said in his message yesterday, and I
quote:

There can be no question as to the Gov-
ernment’s obligation to deal fairly and just-
ly with the millions of its citizens who in-
vest a portion of their savings, sometimes
a3 a patriotic duty, in Government bonds.

But I suspect the President has not
considered that statement very careful-
ly. Let me put it this way. What per-
centage of the families of this couniry
own as much as $1,000 worth of Govern-
ment bonds? Well, when we find such
a family, one of the fortunate few, what
is that family to gain by this bill to
raise interest rates? It is to receive one-
half of 1 percent more in interest per
year. This will be $5 more a year for
this fortunate family. But it is pretty
obvious that as against this gain of $5
more a year that the family with $1,000
of Government bonds will have, that
family is going to pay several hundred
dollars more a year in increased inter-
est charges to finance an automobile, to
finance all of the household equipment
and furnishings it will buy, and to fi-
nance the mortgage on the house. No,
this high-interest policy is for the bene-
fit of a few wealthy families, plus Wall
Street bankers and money lenders. It is
nothing more or less than a bold scheme
to further redistribute the national in-
come in favor of the wealthy.

Consider this: In 1952 personal in-
come from interest was $12.1 billion, and
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it has jumped every year since—without
any pause for recessions—until such in-
come is now, in July of 1959, at the an-
nual rate of $22.4 billion. And this does
not include the billions of dollars of in-
creased interest income which has been
stored up in corporations and banks—
only the personal income,

In contrast, consider this: In this
same period of time farm income has
gone down from $15.3 billion to $12.2
billion.

I could add that I personally know
farmers who are going out of the farm-
ing business right now because, they tell
me, the high interest they are already
paying no longer permits them to make
ends meet trying to farm.

Farm, business, and personal income—
Farm interest 1952 to July 1959

SEASONALLY ADJUSTED ANNUAL RATES

[Billions of dollars]
Proprietors’
income

Total Per-

per- sonal

Period sonal Busl- | Inter-

income ness | est in-

Farm | and come

profes
sional

) (v BESCEREIETR ot (15 1 15.3 26.9 12.1
953, 288.3 13.3 27.4 13. 4
289.8 12.7 27.8 14.6
310.2 1.8 30. 4 15.8
332.9 11.6 32.1 17.5
350. 6 1.8 82.7 19.5
350.0 14,2 32.4 20. 4
369.0 13.5 33.5 2L1
37L0 13.2 a33.7 21.3
| 875.4 12.9 3.0 21.6
370.0 12.2 84.3 2.8
331.3 12.0 3.5 22.0
483, 8 12.1 34.7 2.2
July. .| 8841 12.2 3.8 22.4

8ource: Department of Commerce.

HIGHER INTEREST RATES WILL CAUSE INCREASES
IN UTILITY RATES AND TAXES

An increase in the interest rates on
the Government’s long-term securities
will cause similar increases in the inter-
est rates on all long-term rates, includ-
ing all utilities and municipals.

Such increases will cause rate in-
creases for consumers of electricity, gas,
water, telephone, transportation, and so
forth. This will be very inflationary.

Such increases will also cause taxes
to be raised by the Federal Government,
States, counties, cities and political
subdivisions.

Now, in 1953, when this administra-
tion first eame in, it deliberately set
about to raise interest rates.

HIGH INTEREST HAS BEEN THE ADMINISTRA=
TION'S POLICY FROM THE BEGINNING

I can give you the instance when this
was first started. In the first part of
1953, within 2 months after it took of-
fice, the administration issued a 314
percent long-term bond. That rate was
34 percent higher than any other long-
term rate on marketable bonds in ex-
istence at that time. It was just an ar-
bitrary increase of 34 percent on long-
term bonds. For what purpose? Did
they need the money? No, they were
just asking for $1 billion and they had
several times that amount in the banks
subject to call. They did not need the
money. Therefore the bond issue was
put out for the purpose of establishing
higher interest rates—then 314 percent.
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Now, today, 4% percent is not high
enough for this administration to man-
age the debt the way it wants to. It
would not be very pleasant to predict
where interest rates would stop if we
took the lid off and let this administra-
tion have its way.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (ELR. 5421) to provide a pro-
gram of assistance to correct inequities
in the construction of fishing vessels and
to enable the fishing industry of the
United States to regain a favorable eco-
nomic status, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 5421, with Mr.
CaArRNAHAN in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to make just a
plain explanation of why this bill is be-
fore us today and the purposes of the
bill.

For many years the New England fish-
eries have been declining chiefly because
of the impact of cheap foreign fish from
Canada, Iceland, Great Britain, and
other countries. Various suggestions
have been made fo restore the industry
s0 as to make it competitive, but none
of the plans have been successful to date.

The law applying to fisheries requires
that only American-built vessels be uti-
lized in this industry. The foreign ship-
yards patronized by our foreign com-
petitors can build vessels for up to 50
percent less than the cost here in the
States. Handicapped as New England is
by low cost of fish, the additional burden
of paying up to a double price on the
vessels themselves is intolerable.

The bill attempts to remedy this situa-
tion by providing a construction differ-
ential subsidy up to one-third of the cost
of new vessels constructed in the United
States. This approach represents no
great departure from the previous law
in that the bill is patterned closely after
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 under
which very many of our present mer-
chant ships have been constructed. It
limits the application of the law to areas
that have been the victims of the Trade
Assistance Agreements Act and limits it
to a period of 3 years, with a maximum
expenditure by the Government of $1
million per year,

I call your attention, Mr. Chairman,
to the situation that has arisen in this
particular industry and to the report of
the Merchant Marine Committee on this
bill, dated August 5, 1959.

The report reads as follows with re-
spect to the reciprocal trade matter:

The basis for subsidy assistance is the
failure of the President to afford relief to a

segment of the industry under the Trade
Agreements Assistance Act of 1951. Under
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the provisions of that act, the U.S. Tariff
Commission, after an investigation and hear-
ing, may report to the President that a
particular industry or segment thereof is
suffering Injury from foreign competition.
Thereupon, under section T(c) of that act,
the President may make such adjustments
in rates of duty, import quotas, or otherwise
to prevent or remedy the injury.

It is not the Reciprocal Trade Act that
has brought this situation on. In fair-
ness and justice to this great segment
and this great area of the Nation, it is a
fact that the President has not followed
the recommendation of the reciproeal
trade agreements. In justice and in
fairness, I think that should be called to
the attention of the House for that is the
basis upon which I, as chairman of the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, speak in behalf of this bill
today.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. Under the Trade Agree-
ments Act, the President is given over-
riding authority, authority which some
of us sought to take away from him when
the act was last extended and so, there-
fore, it is part and parcel of the act.

Mr. BONNER. Of course, it is, but he
pays no attention in this instance to the
recommendation of the Tariffi Commis-
sion.

Mr, GROSS. I quite agree with that,
and the reason for this bill is part and
parcel of the Trade Agreements Exten-
sion Act.

Mr, BONNER. You are correct.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield to a distin-
guished member of the committee.

Mr. PELLY. In fairness to the Presi-
dent and his failure to act, will not the
gentleman agree with me, he is doing
what he is doing and following a policy
that he is following because of our na-
tional security and, therefore, basically
this is a matter of our national security?

Mr. BONNER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Bartesl, a dis-
guished Member of the House, went into
detail with respect to that, and that is
the reason I am for this bill. We cer-
tainly have to help our home folks if
we expect to keep industry alive in this
country.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield.

Mr. JENNINGS. Do I understand
then, if we vote for this bill, we are vot-
ing against the security of America?

Mr, BONNER. No, sir, you are not
voting against the security of America.
You are voting for the security of Amer-
ica, and you are voting for the working
people who follow the sea to make their
livelihood.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, did I
understand the gentleman from Wash-~
ington to say the reason the President
was not acting on the advice of the Tariff
Commission and following their advice
zvas:? because of the security of the coun-

ry

Mr. BONNER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr, Bates] went into de-
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fail on this very subject here, and I can-
not add to the statement he made in ex-~
plaining this situation. I think after I
have finished my statement, if you will
wait until after I finish my statement,
I will yield.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield just to clarify that one
point?

Mr. BONNER. Certainly, I yield to a
member of the committee.

Mr. PELLY. I would like to explain
to the gentleman that my reference to
the national security was the fact that
I felt the President could not afford re-
lief because he felt it might affect the
bases we have in these countries, and
the attitude of their people toward us.
I would agree 100 percent with the chair-
man of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries that the real jus-
tification for this bill is national secu-
rity.

Mr. BONNER. That is the issue here
today. There is no doubt about that.

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

Mr. BONNER. I must yield to a
member of my own committee, of course,
and a very fine member and a working
Member of this House, a man I am very
happy to be associated with.

Mr, GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
Buf, is there any question of security
as between Canada and the United
States?

Mr. BONNER. I happened to be in
Maine recently. Practically all the
trucks I saw, the fishing trucks coming
down through Maine were from Canada
and Nova Scotia, carrying fish into Bos-
ton, which makes it very competitive
and impossible for these ships to com=-
pete with that type of competition
which they have,

Mr. GROSS. We have fallen on a sad
and sorry day, if there is any question
of our security that depends upon Can-
ada to the extent that we must permit
their fish to come in here and undersell
the U.S. market. I just do not under-
stand why it is argued that where Can-
ada is involved there is any danger to
the United States from the standpoint of
security.

Mr. BONNER. Not only is Canada
involved, but other countries who are
operators in ocean fishing.

Mr. PELLY. Is it not true that Can-
ada subsidizes her fishing industry?

Mr. BONNER. That is true, as do all
the great fishing nations of the world.

The bill contains many safeguards to
assure that its purpose is carried out,
among them being provision that any re-
moval from a particular fishery requires
payment to the Government of the con-
struction subsidies; in other words, if
these ships that are subsidized in a par-
ticular distressed area were moved to
another area the ships would be liable for
repayment of the subsidy. In the event
that the vessel is taken by the Govern-
ment for emergency use the price paid
by the Government will be the depre-
ciated value of the vessel without inclu-
sion of the subsidy payments.

Mr. Chairman, it must be remembered
that during World War I and World War
II this type of vessel that is spoken of in
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this bill played an important part in the
national defense of this Nation. Small
boats are used for inshore work and
minesweeping, and they were actually
used in some instances in the submarine
warfare. So I think and I believe that
this approach will be successful in ma-
terially aiding not only the New England
fisheries, but also any other fisheries of
the Nation that might be caught in this
situation. They will be enabled to make
a start toward competing effectively with
foreign competition,

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

Mr. BONNER. Iyield.

Mr. JENNINGS. Is this sefting a
precedent that we are going to operate
in this fashion when the President over-
rules the Tariff Commision? Are we go-
ing to be confronted with this type of
legislation in other fields? Will this not
lead to a subsidy of the textile industry,
the steel industry, and others?

Mr. BONNER. I anticipated that
question, and I will answer it in this way:
These ships are competitive world wide.
We cannot control their competition.
Our domestic situation is entirely an-
other matter. These ships operate out
where we cannot control who competes
with them. As I have said here, the
competition of these ships is built and
operated 50 percent less than the ships
that operate from our shores.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield.

Mr. MACDONALD. Is it not also true
that this is different than any other
domestic industry?

Mr. BONNER. Is it a peculiar situ-
ation.

Mr. MACDONALD. It is different in-
asmuch as by law no ship which is built
in a foreign yard can be used in the
domestic industry.

Mr. BONNER. In any of the ports of
this country. Therefore, Mr. Chairman,
I urge the passage of this bill. I think
the bill is fair; I think it is the proper
thing to do under the conditions.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield.

Mr. DENT. DidI understand the gen-
tleman to say that the crux of the mat-
ter is because of the fact that the Presi-
dent had failed to give consideration to
the recommendations of the Tariff Com-
mission?

Mr. BONNER. The gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. BaTes] went into de-
tail on that matter, and he read the
statement of the President. The Presi-
dent elected not to increase the tariff in
this particular instance although the
Commission, as I understand it, had
recommended it twice.

Mr. DENT. Is it nof also true that
although the President by law has the
full authority to accept or reject the
recommendation of the Tariff Commis-
sion, that there is an overriding consid-
eration in every one of the tariff settle-
ments because of the fact that this Na-
tion belongs to GATT and that GATT
is made up of some 47 nations, in which
group this United States has the same
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single vote as Liberia and 45 other coun-
tries, and that we cannot establish, even
if we want to establish, beyond certain
recommendations made by the GATT
organization, and, therefore, the Recip-
rocal Trade Act not being at fault as
such, but the overriding influence of
GATT which was created. After this
Congress turned down the organization
for tariff regulations another organiza-
tion was born and has been instituted
into our internal affairs. The President
could not have established tariffs on this
particular subject without permission
from GATT. I believe that is true,

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield, but I am tak-
ing a great deal more time than I con-
templated.

Mr. BATES. I think it should be made
clear that the reason this bill is before
the House today is not because of the
import question per se, but that is mere-
1y a corollary argument which I used in
my presentation. The important thing,
I think, is this: We are forced to build
our boats here in the United States. If
that is the national policy, then the Na-
tion as a whole, not the fishermen alone,
should bear the cost of the policy.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DENT. In the gentleman’s pre-
liminary statement in discussing this bill
he said that the reason we have to do
this is because of the importation of fish
and fish products, making it necessary
for us to subsidize the shipbuilding in
this country.

Mr. BONNER. We do not permit for-
eign-built vessels to operate in this trade.

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

Mr. BONNER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Without going into
the question of whether or not this af-
fects rates and tariffs, or whether or not
our tariff policy is involved, I think we
can say to our colleagues who perhaps
might feel very strongly on that, that this
bill cannot affect whether or not we have
more or less tariff on these things, It
merely points out—the distinguished
chairman of the committee pointed out
that this condition exists—there is a need
for assistance to a segment of the indus-
iry which happened to be affected by this
adverse ruling of the President after
proper action by the Tariff Commission,

I think what the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries has been trying to point out to the
House is that this situation exists. To
go into the subject of tariffs and whether
the action of the President was proper
or improper is really begging the question
and to engage in a series of peripheral
issues has no place in the discussion be-
fore us today.

Mr. BONNER. I might reply to the
gentleman by saying that the commit-
tee considered permitting this type of
vessel being built outside the United
States.

Mr. DINGELL, That is correct.
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Mr. BONNER. Our shipyards are an
essential part of the national defense, our
American labor is something that we are
all interested in, therefore the commit-
tee would not give any consideration to
permitting vessels in this trade being
built outside the United States, nor did
we give great consideration to register-
ing vessels in any commerce that are
built outside the United States.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may re-
quire.

Mr. Chairman, about everything that
could be said about this bill has been said
and very ably so by the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Bonner], and the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. BaTes].
Both have explained the background and
the basis and the reason for this bill.

As a member of the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, the
problem and plight of the New England
fisheries has been before us for at least
12 years. It was particularly acute 10
years ago in 1949 when this House
adopted a resolution asking the State
Department to investigate the reason for
the decline in the fishing industry ac-
tivities in New England and to report
back to the Congress with recommenda~
tions as to what might be done.

The State Department did make an
investigation and did find that the New
England industry had been injured by
the imports of cheaply produced for-
eign products, but made no recommen-
dations whatsoever. That was in line
with the State Department's thinking
and policy as of that time and I think
that philosophy and policy still exist.

What happened in the New England
fishing industry is now happening to
other segments of our fishing industry.
Our tuna fishing industry has been hurt
very seriously. The number of boats
employed in tuna fishing has been cut
in half. The Northwest fishing industry
has been injured badly and will continue
to be hurt by the importation of cheap-
ly produced foreign products, and so will
the remaining deep sea fisheries of our
Nation, including the shrimp fisheries.
The basis for the injury, of course, has
been the increasing amount of cheaply
produced foreign imports with which we
cannot compete because our labor costs
and other costs are higher. I think it
has been made clear to the House, but
I want to repeat again, that while it is
the imports that have caused the dam-
age, we would not be here with this bill
at all except for the fact that the New
England fisheries people, as well as the
other fisheries people, must build their
boats in the United States. They can-
not employ foreign-built boats. They
must be built in the United States.
These boats, as has been stated by the
chairman, cost about twice as much to
build as do foreign-built vessels. This
one fact take the fisheries industry out
of the same category with other indus-
tries which are injured by cheaply pro-
duced foreign imports.

A number of Members of the House
have asked me about other industries
and have mentioned them by name, and
I have tried to point out that the fishing
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industry is in a special category, for one
reason alone, and that is that they must
buy their boats in the United States.
This puts them at an economic disad-
vantage.

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

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr, GROSS. There would be nothing
to prevent the House from passing a
simple bill to provide that they can build
these fishing boats in foreign yards,
would there?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. That is true. The
House could do so if it wants to. How-
ever, may I say in that connection that
the Department of the Interior suggested
this course to our committee. They
recommended that Congress repeal the
law presently on the books which requires
that those vessels be built in the United
States. However, then we are confront-
ed with the very serious national defense
problem. In the event of an emergency,
we would not then have a shipbuilding
industry and the shipbuilding skills
which would be so essential in the event
of an emergency, and I doubt very much
that this Congress would consent to
repealing that law.

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

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen=-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. The subsidy provided in
this bill applies only to the construction
cost of the vessel?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. That is correct.

Mr. JONAS. What part of the cost of
operation of the fishing fleet is involved,
in capital investment in the vessel;
and, what part applies to other costs of
operating the fleet? I mean, are we
reaching the real problem? We do not
reach the differential in labor cost, in-
surance cost, and all of the other costs.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. No, we do not.

Mr. JONAS. In this bill we only un-
dertake to touch one small phase of this
differential.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Thsat is correct.

Mr. JONAS. Now, what percentage of
the total cost do you think this would
touch?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I have never heard
any figures. I am sorry I could not give
any accurate estimate.

Mr. JONAS. Is it the opinion of the
subcommittee that if this subsidy applies
only to the construction cost of a vessel,
that would make the domestic fleet com-
petitive with foreign fishing fleets?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. No, it would not
completely; but it would improve the
situation, we think, sufficiently to enable
the New England fishing fleet to stay in
business and not be run out of business.

Mr. JONAS. It would not completely
cure the problem?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. No.

Mr. JONAS. It would still have the
competition with foreign fleets?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. That is correct.

What this bill, in effect does, is to put
the fishing industry in the same category
with all the other industries in the
United States that are hurt by foreign
imporis.
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Mr. MAILLTARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Iyield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr., MAILLIARD. I would like to ask
the distinguished gentleman from Wash-
ington if he shares my concern about
section 4 of the committee substitute in
that it is a restriction, as I read this
section, to an instance where application
has been made for relief under the Trade
Agreements Assistance Act, and has been
certified by the Tariff Commission as
being meritorious but denied by the
President as a matter of overriding na-
tional policy. I am concerned about that
for this reason: This is a rather artificial
restriction. I agree that this bill should
be restricted in its application to those
industries where help is definitely need-
ed, but I am thinking in terms of the
tuna fishing industry on the Pacific
coast, where they are in exactly the same
situation as the New England fishing in-
dustry but where they could not get
relief under this bill because there is no
trade agreement with regard to tuns;
therefore they could not go to the Tariff
Commission, and yet their ecircumstances
are exactly the same.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman,
may I say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia that this particular matter of
which he speaks has been discussed by
various members of the commititee. We
felt in bringing this bill to the House
we should bring it in in as limited a
form as we can. What the gentleman
says is absolutely true. The tuna fish-
ing industry, as I indicated earlier, has
been terrifically hurt by imports. The
tuna boats have been cut in half in re-
cent years, and though they are hurt
just as much by the imports of products
as is the New England fishing industry,
they cannot get relief under this bill
simply because they are not entitled be-
cause of technicalities to go to the Tariff
Commission and ask for relief. They
cannot even get before the Tariff Com-
mission. Of course, I must say very
frankly to the gentleman that I would
have preferred personally a differently
worded bill which would have enabled
the tuna fishing industry to obtain this
same relief. I think the gentleman has
taken a sound stand in indicating, per-
haps, that other language might have
been better than that presently con-
tained in the bill.

Mr. MAILLIARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr, TOLLEFSON. I yield.

Mr. MAILLJARD. I was unable to
come up with language that satisfied
myself, so I did not offer an amendment
in committee, and I do not intend to
offer an amendment today because I do
not want to confuse this issue. I know
how desperately the New England fish-
eries need this assistance. I should
hope that perhaps when this bill reaches
the other body section 4 might be
worded in such a way that it would pro~
vide that where no trade agreement
exists, the Tariff Commission could,
upon application, make a determination
as to whether the injury was sufficient
to be given this consideration. I am
thinking of the tuna industry but, who
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knows, one day it may be the shrimp
fisheries in the gulf, or some other
fishery. There is no limit to the possi-
bilities here. Yet the production of
food resources from the fisheries is a
very vital part of our whole economy
and one that perhaps is not quite as
well understood as it should be. At the
same time I think we do not want to go
to the expedient of permitting ships to
be built abroad because the shipbuilding
industry, which produces ships for fish-
ing purposes is the same industry upon
which we depend tremendously for the
construction of small auxiliary craft like
minesweepers, and so forth, in time of
war.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I am glad the gen-
tleman is giving thought to some lan-
guage which would make the bill more
in line with my own ideas of what was
needed. But, as I have indicated, it
would require some carefully drafted
wording and, perhaps by the time it gets
over to the other body, somebody will
have thought of it.

Mr. Chairman, I trust that while the
word subsidy is obnoxious to many
Members of the House, they will none-
theless realize that this is a much needed
measure. I speak as one whose indus-
tries are not going to be helped one whit
by this bill. None of the industries in
my area that are being hurt by imports,
and we have a great many of them, are
going to be helped by this bill. But I do
know the situation in New England. I
have lived with it for 13 years on our
committee and I realize we have got to
do something. Otherwise, we are not
going to have any New England fishing
industry; it is that serious. I hope the
House will approve our bill.

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

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PELLY. Will the gentleman
agree with me that the basic issue in
this legislation is not in any way setting
a precedent. Basically it is simply one
of following the same policy we have had
with regard to our merchant ships.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. That is correct.

Mr. PELLY., Whenever an industry is
damaged because it is not allowed to
build its ships in foreign yards, it must
build its ships in local yards and there-
fore at a higher cost, the Federal Gov-
ernment in order to sustain the skills
and facilifies for shipbuilding, compen-
sates the shipbuilder for that loss.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. May I say to the
genfleman that actually this House ap-
proved construction subsidies for fish-
ing vessels away back, I believe, in 1936.
But unfortunately the wording of that
act is such that we found that in fact
the fishing vessels could not come under
it. But Congress already has spoken on
this subject once. All we are asking you
to do now is to speak again in language
which is understandable and under
which the New England fisheries can
come in for some assistance.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
I yield to the gen-

Mr. TOLLEFSON,
tleman.

Mr, BATLEY. Will the gentleman ex-
plain to the Members of the Committee
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why it would be helpful to the east coast
fisheries and not to the west coast fish-
eries?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Yes; because the
bill provides that the subsidy shall only
go to that fishery which has appealed to
the Tariff Commission for relief, where
the Tariff Commission has recommended
relief, but where that recommendation
has gone to the President and the Presi-
d;nt for some reason of his own has said
oW o."

Mr. BAILEY. The west coast fisheries
have not processed a case under the es-
cape clause?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. We have not. But
the day is coming, I would guess, when
we will be hurt as badly as have been
the New England fisheries. I am sure
the day is coming because the number of
imports of fish products has been in-
creasing year by year until now they
are so tremendous that it is difficult for
me to understand why more of our fish-
ermen are not out of business altogether.
Many of them are, but I am speaking of
the whole industry. I am surprised that
some segments of our fishing industry
have not closed altogether.

Mr. BAILEY. Will this legislation be
broad enough so that when an industry
that has not already applied to the Tar-
iff Commission, if it does apply to the
Tariff Commission and gets a favorable
ruling, will benefit under it?

Mr. TOLLEFSON, The bill applies
only to the fishing industry. As of the
moment this is limited to those cases, as
I have said, where the Tariff Commis~
sion has recommended relief but the
President has denied it, and to similar
cases in the future.

Mr. BAILEY. In view of the fact that
I am interested in a number of them, I
think perhaps the legislation might be
all right in that respect, where you can
convince the Tariff Commission. It is
more in line with what I have been try-
ing to do, to take away from the Presi-
dent the right to overrule the Tariff
Commission.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I know the gen-
tleman’s position and I subscribe to it
and have supported it. I think he has
done a tremendous job.

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

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield.

Mr. WILSON, I have listened to the
arguments in favor of this bill, and I am
very sympathetic to the problems facing
the New England fishermen. Our prob-
lems are almost identical, the problems
faced by the tuna industry in California.
Unfortunately, the tuna industry does
not qualify under this bill because of the
escape-clause provision. Buf the tuna
industry does support this legislation,
and we in California are supporting it
because it shows that the Government is
and can be interested in preventing the
tuna fishing fleet and other fishing
fleets from disappearing from the seas.

I hope the legislation is successful and
we support it fully.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I thank the gen-
tleman from California.

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

Mr. TOLLEFSON. I yield.
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Mr. OLIVER. I take this opportunity
to commend the gentleman for the
conscientious work of the committee in
the consideration and in the writing of
this bill, and for the splendid way in
which the gentleman has discussed the
basic issues involved in the bill. I would
like to ask the gentleman this question.
Are there any national defense consid-
erations in the passage of this bill, in
your opinion?

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Oh, yes, indeed.
I think the experience of World War II
where the Navy, shall I say, confiscated
or took over a great number of fishing
vessels and utilized the vessels in the
defense effort shows how important this
is to our national defense. In addition,
jnasmuch as the fishing vessels have to
be built in the United States, this as-
sures the existence and the continuation
of shipbuilding skills and facilities. The
Navy not only utilizes fishing wvessels,
put they, themselves, have built in our
shipyards, as the gentleman knows, a
lJarge number of small boats like mine-
sweepers which are badly needed in time
of war. Those vessels could not have
been built in the United States had we
not had the skills and the facilities to
do so. Therein enters the national de-
fense aspect.

Mr. OLIVER. I thank the gentle-
man very much for that observation.
It appeared to me one of the basic and
important factors in the passage of this
legislation might be that we would
thereby get a fleet of vessels which could
be used, perhaps, in an emergency to do
the many jobs that the Navy has to do
and which it has been found necessary
to do in past conflicts. ;

Mr. TOLLEFSON. As a matter of
fact, the Navy today relies on informa-
tion it obtains from fishing vessel opera-
tors. They are sort of outposts, you
might say, with respect to seeing what
other nations might be doing with ship
operations or submarine operations in
waters off our shores.

Mr. OLIVER. I thank the gentleman
very much.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. MacponNaLD].

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

Mr. MACDONALD. I am happy to
yield to my distinguished leader.

Mr. McCORMACK. I congratulate
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Macponarpl who introduced the bill, and
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Bates] for the very fine statement he
made as well as the other gentlemen who
have spoken in favor of this bill on both
sides of the aisle. I think this is very
fair legislation. I am glad to join with
my dear friend, former Speaker of the
House, Mr. MarTIN, for urging the pas-
sage of the bill. As we all know, all of
the fishing industry in all parts of the
United States favor this bill. It is the
result of months and months of nego-
tiation before this present session of the
Congress met. The entire fishing indus-
try—north, south, east, and west and
in the Great Lakes area agree. This bill
comes before the House representing the
united views of all of the fishing indus-
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try of our country. I strongly urge the
passage of the bill because the fishing
industry certainly is entitled to this com-
pensatory consideration. Naturally, as
to the suggestion made, or the recom-
mendation that the law be waived about
building fishing vessels outside the
United States—no Congress would pass
that, and properly so. This is one bill
which will be most helpful to the fishing
industry. It is the result of many years
of effort as was so ably expressed by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Bares] and other Members who have
spoken on this bill. I strongly urge that
the Committee of the Whole adopt the
bill,

Mr. MACDONALD, I thank the gen-
tleman.

Actually, while I have been allotted 10
minutes, I do not intend to take 10 min-
utes because I think the waterfront has
been pretty well covered. I would like
to review, very briefly, exactly what this
bill does. It is a very simple bill. It is
a very small bill moneywise. I point out
to the House that the entire amount in-
volved in this bill is but $3 million—$1
million a year for 3 years to cover up to
33Y; percent of the differential between
domestic and foreign ship construction.

Secondly, these payments can be made
only to those fisheries which have been
injured and for whom the escape clause
relief has been recommended by the
Federal Tariff Commission, and that
recommendation has been rejected by
the administration. To show its need,
the industry has appeared before the
Federal Tariff Commission four times in
11 years and the Federal Tariff Commis-
sion on two occasions, once unanimously,
set forth decisions that this industry
should be relieved by having increased
import duties up to 50 percent or to
establish a quota formula to control the
flow of imports. Neither of those rec-
ommendations were followed.

I say to the gentlemen who have made
inquiry, why should not other industries
in the United States be similarly
treated.

I say that because the fact is that in
1729 this Congress saw fit to pass a law
which in effect said that no fishing ves-
sel constructed in a foreign shipyard
may be used in the domestic fishing in-
dustry of the United States. Perhaps
at one time this had some point because
the effort was to protect and encourage
the shipbuilding activities of a young
America and the development of her
trade and commerce. That time has
passed, but still we do not want to in-
jure the shipbuilding industry of this
Nation which was certainly needed in
World War II and would be again in
case of national emergency. To those
people who think of the word “subsidy”
as a dirty word, I would remind them
that the cost of this program, per year
does not reach the cost of the storage
program for surplus crops under the
Benson agricultural program for a sin-
gle day. So I recommend to the House
that we unite and right an injustice
that was done in the name of national
security. It is not fair that one small
segment of an important industry
should have to bear the brunt of an act
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committed in the name of national secu-
rity. If it was done in the name of na-
tional security, the result should be
shared by all the taxpayers of the
country.

Mr. Chairman, those of us who are
vitally interested in the fishing industry
in the United States have become very
alarmed at the recent decline and the
difficulties experienced by our domestic
fishing industry. The industry as a
whole is declining fast. It is losing eco-
nomic stature, witn some segments al-
ready facing ruin because of the impor-
tation of foreign-caught fish. Likewise,
our fishing fleets are being forced out
of business by this kind of competition.
Everyone knows that for some time this
most important industry has been fight-
ing a losing battle against the present
policy which makes concessions to for-
eign competition and which simulta-
neously refuses to provide relief to our
domestic fishing industry.

Failure to provide tariff relief and its
failure to provide construction-differ-
ential payments for the fishing vessels
that by law must be built at much
higher costs in this country have ex-
posed our fishing industry to the unfair
competition from abroad that is driving
us out of business.

I want to point out that while our
U.S. fishing fleet is gradually deteriorat-
ing Russian fishing vessels have been
moving into water a mere 250 miles off
New England's coast with a modern
oceangoing fleet. The Russians are
penetrating our fishing waters in their
overall efforts to defeat us through eco-
nomic competition. They also use their
fishing vessels for military purposes in
connection with their large submarine
fleet. The Russians have large, modern
fishing vessels whose activity is not re-
stricted by governmental action. We
must not allow the Soviet Union to out-
distance us in this field as they have in
others.

I am sure the Members of the House
agree with me when I say that some
assistance is needed both in and out of
Congress to prevent the collapse of this
most essential industry. I, therefore,
want to commend Chairman BoNNEr of
the House Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Committee and Chairman Boyxin
of the Subcommittee on Fisheries, as
well as all the members of the parent
committee for the excellent work they
did in connection with this much needed
proposal.

Mr. Chairman, we are considering
today a bill that is designed to promote
the welfare of our fishing industry.

I urge your strong support of bill H.R.
5421 which would help distressed fish-
eries in the United States compete with
foreign fisheries which employ lower-
paid labor and use ships costing 36
to 50 percent less than similar type
ships built in the United States. Low-
priced foreign fish imports have caused
severe financial losses to large segments
of our domestic fishing industry, par-
ticularly in New England. Financial
losses have been so high that much of
our fishing equipment is aged and in-
efficient, with high insurance, mainte-
nance, and operating costs, a high injury
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rate for fishermen, and inadequate fish
catches because of obsolescent gear and
outmoded fishing practices.

My bill would also help our domestic
shipbuilding industry. American fishery
vessel operators are not allowed to use
low-priced, foreign-built ships. They
can use only those ships constructed in
the United States—United States Code,
title 46, paragraph 11, and Revised Stat-
utes 4132, as amended, passed by Con-
gress in 1792—because we wish to main-
tain a healthy domestic shipbuilding in-
dustry. This is an objective worthy of
your support and that is part of the
reason that this bill authorizes the pay-
ment to a domestic shipbuilder of a fish-
ing vessel 3314 percent of the differential
between the cost of constructing a fishing
vessel in the United States and such a
cost in a foreign country. This 33% per-
cent differential is really lower than the
average differential, because foreign ship-
builders can construct and deliver large
ships to the United States for an esti-
mated average cost of 42 percent below
our costs. In Japan the differential is
50 percent; in northern Europe the dif-
ferential would be about 45 percent, and
in the United Kingdom and France the
differential would be less.

You will note that the committee re-
port on bill HR. 5421 stresses the im-
portance of a strong domestic shipbuild-
ing industry. It statesthat—

The necessity of maintaining shipyards in
operating condition and good financial health
in the United States has been amply dem-
onstrated in both World War I and World
War II. In both of these, the small boat yards
capable of constructing fishing vessels did
yeoman service in the construction of mine-~
sweepers and other auxiliary vessels for de-
fense, and it is inconceivable that they be
condemned to extinction.

The committee report stressed also the
importance of providing to domestic fish-
ery shipbuilders the differential of 3314
percent as a method of helping our dis-
tressed fishing industry gain a more
favorable position for competing with
cheap foreign imports. My bill provides
that this differential is to apply only to
those segments of the fishing industry
which are in distress.

Our financially embarrassed fishing
vessel operators would like to purchase
new, American-built ships, but they are
unable, or understandably reluctant, to
buy any new ships, because of the higher
costs. Their impoverished financial con-
dition, poor equipment collateral, and
dim future prospects are so bad, gener-
ally, that they have great difficulty, or
have not been able to obtain loans from
banks or from the Small Business Ad-
ministration.

Fewer and fewer fishing vessels are be-
ing constructed in recent years in the
United States. In 1947-49 more than
1,000 vessels were documented, but in
1957 only 601 vessels, or 40 percent less,
were documented. Of these 601 ves-
sels nearly half, or 296, were added to
the fishing fleet in the South Atlantic
and gulf areas mainly for shrimp fish-
ing. In the other very important fish-
ing areas of New England and the Pa-
cifie Coast States there were few-
er fishing vessels in 1957 than in 1955.
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Of the 12,000 vessels of 5 net tons or
over engaged in fishing activities in 1957
a considerable number were old and
obsolete.

This bill asks for only $1 million per
year for just 3 years, which is a short
time and a small sum compared to its
valuable benefits to be derived for fish-
eries, shipbuilders, and to the security of
the United States.

The general objectives of my bill have
been approved by the several Federal de-
partments. Numerous individuals and
organizations have stressed that it
should be approved. The bill contains
safeguards so that differentials will be
safely and wisely provided only to re-
sponsible, but distressed fisheries.

Before concluding I would like to point
out that under section 4 of the bill a
construction subsidy shall be granted
only to assist in a fishery suffering in-
jury from which escape clause relief has
been recommended by the Tariff Com-~
mission.

As you probably know twice in recent
yvears President Eisenhower has rejected
two recommendations by the Tariff
Commission for the relief of the New
England ground fish industry. This
has been done on the grounds of na-
tional security. The fishing industry has
established economic justification before
the Tariff Commission and demon-
strated that it cannot maintain compe-
tion against foreign imports without
tariff relief or some other measure of
assistance. But friendly relations con-
sideration between Iceland, other coun-
tries and our State Department have
precluded relief and the fishing indus-
try’s condition continues to worsen.

I, therefore, ask: Is it equitable to as-
sume that one industry should bear the
entire brunt of our national security pol-
ieies with respect to friendly nations en-
gaged in fisheries commerce? Should
this industry be forced to suffer eco-
nomically for national security consider-
ations which affect us as a Nation as a
whole?

Some measure of assistance is clearly
in order. I want to repeat that my bill
is designed to revive an industry that
is rapidly deteriorating because it is
plagued by high ecosts and low prices.
It is an industry that is struggling to
maintain its equilibrium in an economic
storm that threatens to throw it off
course. My bill is an effort to place the
fishing industry in an equitable position
as compared with other economic seg-
ments in our society. If enacted into
law it will save and revive the important
fishing industry of the United States.
I, therefore, commend this bill and
strongly urge its approval.

Mr. BUREKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I wish to go on record in
favor of H.R. 5421. While this measure
will not correet all the inequities in the
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fishing industry as it affects New Eng-
land it is a step in the right direction.

The fishing industry in New England
has been in dire straits by reason of the
fact that imports of frozen fish fillets
at prices below the cost of production
have caused severe losses.

Many of the fishing trawlers are now
over age and because of the poor profits
there is little or no capital available for
their replacement.

This is a moderate bill and should
have the support of all those interested
in keeping fishing industry alive in our
Nation.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation which is de-
signed, primarily, to recreate a modern
fishing fleet in the New England area
that can compete with the subsidized
fisheries of foreign nations.

Those who have spoken on this bill
during this debate have covered the
several phases of the need for action
in this field, caused both by the critical
competition from imports of fish and
fish products, which is forcing the New
England fishing industry to its knees,
and the refusal of this administration
to give us relief through the provisions
of the escape clause authority of the
Trade Agreements Act.

Attention has been called to the exist-
ing law which prohibits the use in our
coastwise commerce of boats built in
foreign yards. So, if we are to be en-
couraged and helped to revive our in-
dustry, make jobs, and utilize the rich
resources of the sea, with which we are
so abundantly blessed in the North At-
lantic, then, it must be through this
legislation which is not a new principle
for our Government. The same proce-
dure of construction differential subsidies
is applied to keep our merchant marine
fleet in a healthy, modern status. Of
course, this has been our practice for
years, sinece the 1936 act to be exact,
The approach of subsidies for construc-
tion of merchant ships has proved it-
self, not only in peacetime but has
helped to save this Nation in times of
war.

This bill, authorizing a modest ap-
proach of $3 million over a 3-year
period for the rejuvenation of this fish~
ing fleet, may also prove to be a national
defense factor of great value if we are
unfortunate enough to become embroil-
ed in another armed conflict. During
World War II, the Navy acquired and
converted for defense purposes many of
these very same vessels, which we now
seek to replace, through this legislation,
with modern, effective craft. These ves-
sels will be used for the peaceful pursuit
of harvesting the sea in competition
with our neighbors who are constantly
improving their fleets through govern-
mental subsidies, just as we seek to ac-
complish, here, today. Also, Mr. Chair-
man, we must fulfill our legislative re-
sponsibility to act in the national de-
fense. This bill, which deserves your
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wholehearted and complete support, will
do both of these jobs.

Today, it is the New England interests
which must be protected. Tomorrow, it
could be the tuna fisheries of the Pa-
cific or the shrimp fisheries of the gulf
and the South Atlantic.

This legislation is constructive. It is
in the national interest. It calls for your
unselfish support. I urge the passage
of this bill.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. NORBLAD].

Mr. NORBLAD. Mr. Chairman, I
shall support H.R. 5421, to provide a
program of assistance to correct in-
equities in the construction of fishing
vessels and to enable the fishing industry
of the United States to regain a favor-
able economic status.

There is no question but that the New
England fishery is in dire straits and our
west coast fisheries are not in good
shape. Because of poor prospects, there
is no capital assistance for the replace-
ment of obsolescent vessels. Use of the
older vessels has caused higher mainte-
nance costs, higher insurance premiums,
injuries to crews and inadequate catches
because of old gear and obsolescent fish-
ing vessels.

By law, U.S. fishing vessels must be
constructed in U.S. yards and the addi-
tional costs, which according to the De-
partment of Commerce run as much as
42 percent, places a hopeless handicap
upon the fishing industry.

As much as I dislike the thought of
Federal subsidies, I realize full well there
are instances where the Federal Govern-
ment must step in and provide assistance
if an industry, such as fishing, which is
of great importance to the entire Nation,
is to be preserved and the jobs of those
employed therein are to be saved.

Although H.R. 5421 applies solely to
the New England fishery, I hope it can
be amended to include our west coast
fisheries, as they too are in a depressed
condition and certainly need assistance
1o enable them to replace outworn, ob-
solescent vessels.

I believe that H.R. 5421 is a fair and
equitable proposal which would do much
toward rehabilitating our fishing indus-
try in the United States, which has suf-
fered continued hardship by reason of
certain trade policies of the United
States.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, there
have been a lot of extraneous issues
thrown into this discussion today. I
think we need to get right down to the
crux of this bill, which is to be found in
section 4 on page 2, which reads as
follows:

Sec. 4. A construction subsidy shall be
granted under this Act only to assist in the
construction of a fishing vessel to be oper-
ated In a fishery suffering injury from which
escape clause relief has been recommended
by the Tariff Commission under the Trade
Agreements Assistance Act of 1951, as
amended (65 Stat. 74), but where such re-
lief has been or is hereafter denied under
section 7(c) of such Act,
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Then we go to the report, and the first
sentence of the report on page 3 under
the heading “Summary of the Need for
the Legislation” reads as follows:

At the present time, the New England
fishery is in dire straits by reason of the
fact that imports of frozen fish fillets at
prices below the cost of production have
caused severe losses.

There is one issue and only one issue,
and that is whether on that basis you
are going to vote for a bill that provides
a subsidy for the New England fishing
fleet, for that is the only segment of the
fishing industry that can qualify under
this bill. That is the real issue. It is
the issue of the New England fishing in-
dustry having gone to the Tariff Com-
mission, having twice been upheld by the
Tariff Commission, President Eisenhow-
er twice having overturned the decisions
of the Tariff Commission, and now this
bill seeks to overrule the President by
indirection and reliance on the Federal
Treasury.

What is going to happen if this bill is
adopted?

What kind of precedent will be set?
The pottery industry may go before the
Tariff Commission, obtain a favorable
decision under the escape clause and be
overruled by the President. The glass
industry, the knitting industry, the auto
industry and many others may do like-
wise. Are you going to pass a series of
bills to compensate, as the gentleman,
my friend from Massachusetts, the dis-
tinguished majority leader advocates, for
the damage caused by the so-called re-
ciprocal—the misnamed reciprocal trade
agreements for there is little or no reci-
procity.

My friend from Massachusetts who
supports that program and who is at
heart, I am sure, a freetrader, advocates

resort to the U.S. Treasury to provide

compensatory payments. That is his
answer to the damage that is being done
by our foreign trade agreements.

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

Mr. GROSS. Certainly I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle-
man undertake to penetrate my heart?

Mr. GROSS. Just your mind, not your
heart.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Does the gentle-
man think he is qualified to penetrate
my mind?

Mr. GROSS. On this subject—perhaps
not completely but certainly to a limited
extent, and I will not go beyond that.

Mr. McCORMACK. I admire the gen-
tleman very much because I am unable
to penetrate his mind.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman is head-
ing as fast as he can to free trade when
he supports the so-called Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act with a 20-percent
reduction in tariffs over a 4-year period.

Mr. McCORMACK. I am not attack-
ing or criticizing the gentleman for his
views.

Mr. GROSS. I am not criticizing the
gentleman either.

Mr. McCORMACK. I am not charac-
terizing my friend as a high protection-
ist. He would not want me to and I
would not do it. ¥Yet when he starts
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talking about free trade he is just as far
wrong as anybody can be. I try to ra-
tionalize, I am sure my friend does, too,
from his own angle. I would no more
accuse my friend of being a high pro-
tectionist than I would accuse him of
favoring Khrushchev’s visit and to ad-
dress a joint meeting of Congress.

Mr. GROSS. Let me tell the gentle-
man how I feel about this tariff situation.
We are in trouble and we are getting
deeper into trouble all the time over this
flood of imports. The answer to it is a
tariff based upon the differential in costs
of production as between this country
and any foreign country, and I do not
care what foreign country it is.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I am not arguing
that.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman can call
that a high tariff or low tariff.

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman
simply referred to me as a freetrader.
I say the gentleman is just as far wrong
in that statement as if I referred to him
as a high protectionist. We are having
a little pleasant colloquy, are we not?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, very friendly.

Mr. McCORMACE. One reading the
Recorp may get a different impression
than we intend to convey to one an-
other. The gentleman knows that the
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act was
to meet the Smith-Hawley Act and the
high tariff provisions and the results
that flowed from that act. I will agree—
and I have never taken any other posi-
tion—that under the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act and its administration
certain other conditions have arisen. It
was in the Democratic platform, and I
was chairman of the platform commit-
tee when we talked about the adminis-
tration of the act. I will agree that
when an American industry is adversely
affected, sharply affected, and they make
out a case for what I call compensatory
consideration, the gentleman knows my
phrase and the gentleman knows it is
very logical and sound although my
friend disagrees with me.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr, TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman § additional
minutes.

Mr. GROSS. No, I cannot agree with
the gentleman that the answer to this
or any other damage by virtue of im-
ports is compensatory payments out of
the U.S. Treasury.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I said “compen-
satory consideration.”

Mr. GROSS. What is the difference
between them? Your compensatory
consideration in this bill amounts to a
million dollars a year ad infinitum.

Mr. McCORMACEK., This bill is along
the lines of what one of my friends on
the Republican side said, it follows sub-
sidies for the building of ocean-going
passenger ships and our Merchant Ma-
rine. This is more consistent with that
than the illustration my friend gave.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts,

Mr. MACDONALD. I think the gen-
tleman will want to correct the REcorp.
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This bill lasts only 3 years.- It expires
at the end of 3 years. The total cost is
$3 million.

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I misspoke myself
when I said “ad infinitum,” I will strike
that. It goes for 3 years, but I will be
amazed if you would not be here asking
for more appropriations at the end of 3
years.

Let me say to the gentlemen from

Massachusetts, this bill is not going to
cure anything. I have every sympathy
for the industry. The industry is hurt,
it has been damaged, and I have every
sympathy for those injured. But I
would much prefer to vote for an out-
right subsidy for the building of the New
England fishing fleet than to approve
this proposition of in fact amending the
Trade Agreements Act in this fashion
to the exclusion of all others who are
being damaged. As I said, this bill is
not going to cure anything. You can
build these fishing boats, but if you can-
not compete with low-cost foreign im-
ports, it is not going to solve your prob-
lem at all and the gentleman knows that
very well,

Mr. MACDONALD. Does not the gen-
tleman agree there is a difference in the
illustration he gave? There are people
who manufacture glass in Toledo, for in-
stance, and they import the machines
with which they manufacture this glass.

Mr. GROSS. No, not necessarily.

Mr. MACDONALD. That happens to
be the fact. Would he follow the law
in the same way and have these people
pay 50 percent more because by law
they cannot purchase trawlers outside
the United States? Does the gentleman
want the law changed in that way?

Mr. GROSS. I have never voted for
such a bill in the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries. I simply
raised the question. I have never voted
for a bill to provide for the construction
of ships in foreign yards, and the gen-
tleman well knows that. I do not be-
lieve in it. I believe in paying American
workmen for their labor and American
industry the cost of producing their
products. The best market for the prod-
ucts of our farms is the American mark»t
and the best consumers are those gain-
fully employed in American industries,
including shipyards. I say you you are
not going to solve the real problem with
this bill.

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

Mr, GROSS. Yes, I am happy to vield
to my friend from the State of Washing-

ton.

Mr. PELLY. The distinguished ma-
jority leader referred to the Democratic
platform, and I would like to refer to
the statement of policy of the Republican
Party, which is to protect labor stand-
ards. This bill is right in line with that.

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr, Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, when I referred
to the Democratic platform, I did not
mean to exclude or make any partisan
reference.

Mr. PELLY. I just wanted to remind
the gentleman that both parties are in
support of the principles which are in
line with this particular legislation.

Mr. GROSS. Both parties are what?
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Mr. PELLY. In support of protecting
the high standards of American labor as
against foreign labor.

Mr. GROSS. Well, it is going to be
pretty hard for me to believe that Presi-
dent Eisenhower, the titular head of the
Republican Party, is going to be very
favorably disposed toward this bill
which, in fact, sets aside his decisions
and provides a backdoor approach to
the United States Treasury to get money
because he has overruled decisions of the
Tariff Commission. It is hard for me to
believe that he wants that kind of a pre-
cedent established all over the country,
because of the many other industries ad-
versely affected by reason of foreign im-
ports., I warned when the extension of
the Trade Agreements Act, the so-called
reciprocal trade agreements, last came
before the House that the fact of the
extension, with its 5 percent reduction
in tariffs over a 4-year period, or a total
of 20 percent, would live to haunt the
Members of this House, and here it is
today to haunt them. I just do not be-
lieve that President Eisenhower, if he
has seen this bill or gets a good look at
it, is going to be very favorably disposed
toward it.

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. I was interested in the
comment the gentleman made that this
bill will not solve the problem it seeks to
solve. Did the gentleman hear the col-
loquy I had with the gentleman from
Washington?

Mr. GROSS. Yes.

Mr, JONAS. Being a member of the
committee and having studied this sub-
ject carefully, I wonder if the gentleman
from Iowa could enlighten the House as
to the proportion of the cost of operat-
ing a fishing vessel is attributable to the
purchase price of the vessel. Is not that
a small part of the total cost?

Mr. GROSS. I would have to go back
to the hearings to find an answer for the
gentleman. Perhaps the chairman of
the committee could enlighten the gen-
tleman as to his question. I am happy
to yield for that purpose if he cares to
answer.

Mr. BONNER. What is the question?

Mr. JONAS. I asked the gentleman
from Iowa if there was any information
before the committee which would dis-
close the percentage or proportion of the
cost of operating a fishing vessel that is
attributable to the cost of the vessel.

Mr. BONNER. In the regular sub-
sidy with our merchant marine we grant
approximately 50 percent. In this bill
we limit it to one-third the cost of the
vessel.

Mr, JONAS. Assuming that a fishing
trawler would cost $300,000, the subsidy
would be $100,000?

Mr. BONNER. That is correct.

Mr. JONAS. Would that take care of
the cost differential? Would that make
the domestic fleet competitive with for-
eign fleets? That is the problem we are
trying to solve.

Mr. BONNER. Yes. With the prop-
er type of trawlers the industry can
compete.
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Mr, JONAS. But you have recurring
costs, such as labor, insurance, upkeep,
and maintenance.

Mr. BONNER. That is shore cost.
’I‘lixlere is no shore cost included in this
bill.

Mr. JONAS. I would like to vote for
the bill if it would correct the problem,
and I am interested in the problem.
But the gentleman from Iowa has about
convinced me that this bill will not solve
the problem we seek to solve, and that
if we adopt this approach we will be es-
tablishing a precedent which will have
to be followed in every case where a
domestic industry is damaged by imports.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle-

-man from Massachusetts.

Mr. O'NEILL. I would like to explain
to the gentleman from North Carolina
that my district and the city of Boston
is where the most part of the fishing
fleet is located. And, we are concerned
about it, naturally, and I know quite a
bit about it. In this day and age while
our New England fleet is obsolete and
while we still fish, as I stated before, in
the same manner and follow the same
customs as we did in the last 100 or 150
years, what we need today is a more
modern trawler. The $1 million a year
will only build probably 3 or 4 trawlers.
In the overall fleet, what do 3 or 4 trawl-
ers mean? It will mean that they will
have new, modern equipment, with elec-
tronic devices, with sounding systems,
things of that kind, so that they can go
up to the Grand Banks or the Georgian
Banks, or off the various places where
they go to fish, and use this sounding
equipment, this electronic equipment, to
locate the fish. They will relay this in-
formation to the rest of the fleet and
then the fleet will go up there.

In other words, at the present time, we
do not have what they call finders. That
is what they have in the Russian fleet to-
day. That is what they have in the Ice-
land fleet today. That is why we need
at least this limited number at the pres-
ent time so that they can be sent out as
scouts to locate the fish, so that the
men will not spend days at sea, and many
useless hours, not knowing where the fish
are located but so that they will have
the information and will be able to come
back with the fish.

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

Mr. GROSS. 1yield to the gentleman.

Mr. OLIVER. Perhaps this is not per-
tinent to what the gentleman has been
saying, but with regard to the inquiry
made by the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Jowas] to which my friend
from Massachusetts [Mr. O’'NeiLL] has
been addressing his remarks, here is a
sentence taken from a telegram received
today from the representative of the Na-
tional Fisheries Institute, which says:

Adoption of this legislation provides the
only hope for American industry to compete
with foreign fishing vessels.

I offer that contribution because while
this bill is probably not a solution of the
problem, it offers the only hope toward a
solution. I wanted to make that point.
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Mr. GROSS, Mr. Chairman, again we
have a bill before the House which seeks
to solve a problem by dealing with effect
and not the cause. This is again the
easy way out—the accepted practice of
rushing fo the Federal Treasury to solve
all problems, no matter how large or how
small. That is the prime reason why
this Government has accumulated a debt
of $290 billion—an impossible mortgaze
that has been yoked around the necks of
future generations.

The trouble in this instance, I repeat, is
directly attributable to the alleged re-
ciprocal trade program, and these trou-
bles are multiplying every day. To put
American labor and industry on a world
price level can only mean a lower stand-
ard of living in this country. To raid
the U.S. Treasury to provide compensa-
tory payments for all damage inflicted by
foreign imports is unthinkable for the
Treasury is worse than “busted” for it
went $13 billion in the hole in the last
fiscal year alone.

Congress must face up to the fact that
the foreign trade policy of this country
has failed; that our industry and labor
cannot possibly meet the competition
with which it is faced.

It will be interesting to compare the
votes for this bill with the votes that were
cast for the last extension of the so-
called reciprocal trade act. Those who
voted for that extension, and the terms
and conditions eontained therein, cannot
consistently vote for this bill.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. Morrisl.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Chairman, it seems to me that this great
committee and those who have spoken
on this bill have made a fine case, an
excellent case for this bill. Iam certainly
strongly in favor of it after having read
the bill and heard the debate.

I should like to make just a few obser=
vations in the short time allotted me.
This bill could not possibly affect direct-
1y the district that I have the honor to
represent nor the State of Oklahoma;
nor could it directly help or affect any-
thing in the Midwest that I know of.
But I do hope that all of us in regard to
this subject matter will do our very best
not to be local in our views but that we
will think in terms of our whole country.
I am frying to do that on this occasion
because, as I say, this cannot directly
help us at all out our way, but it will help
an important segment of our whole so-
ciety. It will help the fishing industry,
and they are entitled to that help.

I am glad that they have very frankly
and very pungently used the word “sub-
sidy.” Some people have been afraid of
that word. But I call your attention to
the fact that we have had subsidies in
the United States ever since George
Washington's time. Many, many seg-
ments of our society have been subsi-
dized. The only question we should ask,
it seems to me, if we are called upon to
subsidize some group in our country is
whether or not it is justified and we can
afford it. Were it not for the subsidies
that we have granted through the years
to certain of our segments and groups we
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would not be the strong Nation we are
today. :

The tariff has been mentioned. The
tariff is probably the biggest subsidy in
America. I have used these figures be-
fore, but I repeat, from 1932 to 1952
the tariff, which I do not oppose as long
as it is reasonable, in this country cost us,
the taxpayers and consuming publie,
$10.8 billion. The subsidy for farm sup-
port prices during that same period cost
us $1.2 billion.

I have always gone along with you
ladies and gentlemen in regard to your
justified subsidies. You have made in
my judegment an excellent case here.
I would hope and, yes, I pray that when
we come along with the farm program,
if we make a good, reasonable case and
show that farmers are entitled to it, help
us out. We need it, just as the fishing
industry needs it. Yes, you made an
excellent case. You do need it, and we
need it. So help us out, too. I will stay
with you; you stay with us as long as we
are both right.

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

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. BAILEY. I should like to say to
the distinguished gentleman from Okla-
homa that I feel somewhat as he does.
I think they have a problem in New
England and from my leadership in the
effort to do something about our recipro~
cal trade policies I know all about the
fisheries situation, not only on the east
coast, but on the west coast. I am in
sympathy with what you are trying to
do, but there is one weakness in your
proposition, gentleman, and I feel I
would be remiss in my duty if I failed to
point it out to you. The President has
the authority to appoint the members of
the Tariff Commission. His last two ap-
pointments have been men who have in
recent decisions of the Tariff Commis-
sion quit finding unanimous decisions in
favor of any industry. The President
has it in his authority to take control
over that because he can name the mem-
bers of the Tariff Commisison, and I
would say by the end of 1 or possibly
2 years, you will not get a favorable
ruling out of the Tariff Commission for
any industry because it will be hand-
made by the President, and he is op=
posed to being overridden on these mat-
ters. So your bill, of course, only ap-
plies to cases where the Tariff Commis-
sion has given a favorable ruling under
the application of the escape clause.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I thank
the gentleman for his contribution. I
hope there will be very litfle or no op-
position to this bill. This is a good bill.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members de-
siring to do so may extend their own
remarks at this point in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation sponsored
by my distinguished colleagues from
Massachusetts, Congressmen MACDONALD,
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O'NEeiLL, Bates, and Lane, to provide a
program of assistance to correct inequi-
ties in fishing vessels construction and to
help the fishing industry to regain a
favorable economic status.

The New England fishing industry in
particular has been a very “sick” indus-
try for many years, not because New
England fishermen lack ingenuity, initia-
tive or the will to do hard work, but be-
cause of foreign competition. Under ex-
isting law, these fishermen must contract
to buy new fishing vessels in the United
States at costs ranging up to 50 percent
higher than fishing vessels constructed
in foreign countries. Construction of
the foreign fishing vessels is subsidized
by the respective foreign governments.
They are very modern. I recently saw
a television program showing how these
vessels not only catch fish, but they have
facilities to clean, pack, and store them.

Mr. Chairman, New England has had
a great fishing industry ever since the
first English settlers landed at Plymouth,
Mass. The Pilgrims and early colonists
depended upon the sea for much of their
food. Shipyards sprung up in every New
England port, and hundreds of these
small vessel shipyards still exist. These
shipyards have also been plagued by the
problems of the fishing industry because
fishermen have not been able to bear
the heavy costs of renovation and new
construction of fishing vessels. This
legislation will offer a subsidy of up to
33 percent for construction of these ves-
sels. The bill will not only revitalize the
fishing industry but it will help the small-
boat yards that normally engage in this
type of construction.

Mr. BOYKIN. Mr. Chairman, our
fisheries are in very poor condition be-
cause of low-cost foreign competition.
Not only are labor costs abroad less than
ours but the cost of construction of fish~-
ing vessels and equipment is substantially
less. The Japanese, Canadians, Iceland-
ers, and Britons are able to lay down fish
on our shores at prices less than our own
fishermen can deliver. The tariff on fish
is ridiculously low, and although pro-
ceedings have been taken under the
Trade Assistance Agreements Act for
relief against foreign competition, the
administration has refused to consider
the plight of our industry. New Eng-
land in particular has been hard hit.
Its fleet is growing older, its costs are
rising, and its markets are fading in the
face of cheap foreign fish.

Various suggestions have been made
to assist this essential industry, and the
one with the greatest merit is embodied
in this bill. It is designed to modernize
the fleets with the effect of reducing
production costs so as to enable the New
England industry to compete on more
favorable terms. The necessity for new
fishing vessels has been by
the administration, but it proposed that
the fishermen be permitted to obtain
vessels from lower cost foreign yards.
Under the present law only American-
built fishing vessels are permitted in the
American fishery, and the effect of the
administration proposal would be to ruin
gurt domestic small boat building in-

ustry.
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For this reason I, and the other mem-
bers of the Merchant Marine Commit-
tee, substituted the present bhill which au-
thorizes the payment of a construction
differential subsidy up to one-third of
the cost of the vessel which will be con-
structed in an American yard. The bill
presents no departure from existing
practice, in that it is patterned after
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, which
has resulted in the construction of our
present merchant fleet. It requires that
vessels built under its terms be used in
the fishery for which the subsidy is paid,
and that in the event that the Govern-
ment acquires the vessel in time of
emergency that only the depreciated
book value be paid. It is limited by its
terms to a period of 3 years, and calls
for the expenditure of not over $1 mil-
lion per year.

I believe that the bill will be success-
ful in building up this essential industry
at the least cost to the Government.

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, this
legislation before us, H.R. 5421, to pro-
vide assistance to segments of the fish-
ing industry that have suffered undue
hardship because of the operation of our
reciprocal trade policy is of vital impor-
tance to a large, but long neglected, part
of our citizenry.

It has particular significance to the
members of the New England fishing in-
dustry, who have a long and illustrious
record, through many generations, of pa-
triotic service and sacrifice in defense
and preservation of their country’s free-
doms.

The evidence that has been presented
to this House in proof of fthe extreme
hardships imposed upon these patriotic
people and in demonsfration of their
vital need of Federal assistance for com-
petitive survival is overwhelming. There
can exist no doubt of their long sufferings
and economic deprivations due entirely to
the adverse operation of our reciprocal
trade program, The President himself
has repeatedly expressed his conviction
that appropriate remedies should be ap-
plied whenever any large portion of our
economic society is beset by financial dif-
ficulties, through no fault of their own,
by reason of competitive strangulation
brought about by foreign importations.

That is exactly the unhappy and un-
just situation facing the New England
fishing industry today. The assistance
provided for in this bill is moderate; the
time during which it will apply is lim-
ited; the program is safeguarded against
all possible abuses and will be strictly
supervised by the Secretary of the In-
terior, as well as the Maritime Adminis-
trator.

The need of the fishing industry is ur-
gent and the measure of aid proposed is
reasonable, in the national interest. I
earnestly hope that my colleagues here
will unanimously approve this bill with-
out delay.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, during
the past week we have witnessed in this
body the growing decline of the free en-
terprise system in America.

When we consider that the economy of
the Nation consists solely of the produc-
tion and removal, the processing, trans-
portation, reprocessing and disposal of
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the basic raw materials which come from
the fields, the mines, or the sea, we un-
derstand how important these basic raw
materials are.

Within the past week the House has
acted upon three bills, either enacting,
extending, or anticipating a subsidy pro-
gram to prevent domestic production of
the three basic raw materials from being
completely destroyed by cheap foreign
imports:

First. Thursday of last week we ex-
tended Public Law 480 by which the U.S.
Treasury, through gift, barter, or ex-
change for foreign currencies which are
then spent in that country, disposes of
domestic farm production acquired un-
der the so-called agricultural subsidy
program. This is a program carried on
to purchase domestic agricultural prod-
ucts displaced by cheap foreign imports.

Second. Monday we had on the floor a
resolution in which Congress asked the
executive branch to submit a program
for the solution of the domestic mining
industry, which industry has been dis-
placed through cheap foreign imports.

Third. Today we are considering a
subsidy for the fishing industry, which
is the first step in an overall subsidy pro-
gram to save the fishing industry from
being completely displaced through
cheap foreign imports.

THE PATTERN

In order that we may have a clearer
picture of what is shortly in store for
the mining and fishing industries, let us
look at the purpose and operation of the
agricultural program. Last year we im-
ported $3.9 billion worth of agricultural
commodities. These commodities were
placed on the domestic market and went
directly to the dinner tables of the homes
across the Nation.

Those basic raw materials coming from
the fields of the Nation were made sur-
plus by the displacement of millions of
acres of domestic production through
these foreign imports. The Nation was
faced with two alternatives, either to stop
imports or to buy up the displaced do-
mestic production. The Federal Treas-
ury purchased this displaced farm pro-
duction, which we term surplus. If is
surplus only because it has been sup-
planted by imports.

In order to dispose of this mounting
surplus, the taxpayers through Publie
Law 480 gave away last year, either di-
rectly or indirectly, $1.5 billion worth.
Through the International Wheat Agree-
ment and other such programs, the tax-
payers subsidized the sale on the world
market of another $1.2 billion. This was
subsidized at the rate of about 50 cents
per bushel on wheat and a related figure
on other grains. The rate has been 6
cents per pound on cotton; it has now
gone to 8 cents per pound.

In other words, $2.7 billion of the $4
billion agricultural exports from the
United States last year were either given
away or the sale was very highly subsi-
dized in order to make room for the $3.9
billion of agricultural imports.

OTHER BASIC MATERIALS
The domestic mining industry is in

much worse shape than the domestic ag-
ricultural industry because foreign min-
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eral imports can be indefinitely stock-
piled. If, however, the domestic industry
is to be preserved, even on a standby
basis, the taxpayers must buy the do-
mestic production at a cost of produc-
tion subsidized price and then arrange
some program similar to Public Law 480
to give away that which is produced in
this country.

The fishing industry faces the same
fate. Cheap foreign imports have sup-
planted the best efforts of the domestic
industry on both coasts. Either the tax-
payers step in or the fisheries step out,

THE PROBLEM

You ask why a great industrial coun-
try like America, with the best means of
production that modern science can pro-
duce and with a class of labor that is
the most efficient in the world, cannot
meet competition from abroad.

The first answer is that the American
farmer, the American miner, and the
American fisheries are given a serious
handicap before they can even enter the
race of free world competition.

The American taxpayer, which in-
cludes every farmer, every miner, every-
one engaged in the fisheries, every proc-
essing industry and every laborer, must
first pay his pro rata share of defense,
not just the defense of America, but the
defense of the entire free world.
defense is the first handicap placed upon
domestic industry and labor.

The bill for the defense of the free
world is approximately $40 billion an-
nually. Broken down on a per capita
basis, this annual expense amounts to
$800 for every family in America. This
$800 must be added to the production
cost of every pound of food, every ton
of mineral, and every item of clothing or
product of industry which is produced
domestically.

The foreign producer and foreign
laborer has no defense item to add to
his product—we defend them.

The domestic producer must raise an=
other $3 to $3.5 billion annually for
foreign aid. This amounts to from $70
to $75 annually for every family in the
Nation. This amount is not only given
to our agricultural and industrial com-
petitors to maintain their defense, but
to their governments as well to help
keep them solvent, to help run their
schools, to build roads, powerplants, ir-
rigation projects and every other item
of their national expense.

Certainly these people can work for
lower wages when the American tax-
payer not only foots the bill for their
defense but contributes toward the op-
eration of their governmental functions
and then puts $1.5 billion worth of food
on their tables free of cost.

Can any degree of efficiency, can any
technical development meet this kind of
competition?

THE SOLUTION

In 1936 the Congress of the United
States passed a minimum wage and max-
imum hour law so that one section of
the Nation would not have an unfair
advantage over the other in trade mov-
ing in interstate commerce.

The countries of the world are closer
today than were the States in 1936. If
wage-and-hour legislation was necessary
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then for fair interstate trade, worldwide
wage and hour standards are just as im=
portant today in international trade.

This, you say, is not possible. You
likewise contend it is not possible to re-
quire the other nations of the free world
to contribute their proportionate share
of the cost of free world defense. But,
Mr. Chairman, it is possible to require
them to make their proportionate con-
tribution at least on the products they
export into the United States.

Call this an equalization tax or a de-
fense tax, or call it what you please; if
they expect the American taxpayer to
be their consumer, then they must con-
tribute toward the terrific burden being
carried by that consumer as a free world
taxpayer.

I do not advocate a punitive tariff; I
do not advocate a destructive tariff; I
do not advocate a tariff which would
place an import wall around the Nation,
but I do contend that the Treasury of
this Nation cannot long continue to
defend the free world, raise their stand-
ard of living by subsidizing their gov-
ernments, finaneing agricultural, min-
ing, and industrial development in com-
petition to ours, place free food upon
their tables, and then subsidize Ameri-
can agriculture, American mining,
American labor, and American industry
when these foreign products, produced
through these unfair competitive means,
idle the domestic producers.

The defense of their countries is as
important to them as it is to us. Trade
with us is vital to them. I see no other
means of requiring them to carry even
a portion of their share, except to place
an import tax upon food, goods, and
products imported in competition with
domestic production.

The patient is dying with a malignant
import cancer. Congress continues to
treat the patient by placing bandages
over the open sores, but does nothing
about the malignancy. It is Congress
and Congress alone that is to blame for
this condition. When will it face up to
the facts and assume the responsibility
required of it by the Constitution?

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

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

Mr,. BONNER. I yield.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly support this bill and urge the
House to enact it without further delay.
I thank and compliment the very able
chairman and the members of the com-
mittee for bringing the bill to the floor.

I was especially touched and impressed
by the brilliant, logical, persuasive speech
of my dear and distinguished friend the
very able and amiable gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Bates] whose per-
sistent, long-continued work has con-
tributed so materially to securing urgent-
ly needed relief for the harrassed and
afflicted American fishing industry.

I am pleased to commend particularly
my dear friend and very able colleage,
the distinguished gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Macpowarpl, a stanch,
effective advocate and promoter of this
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meritorious bill. His speech and val-
uable work have been most praiseworthy.

The case for the bill is overwhelming.
It will have strong general support in the
House as it deserves to have.

Underlying the drastic need for the
bill is the reciprocal trade treaty law
which has by its operation created cut-
throat foreign competition in this great,
vital industry just as it has in other ma-
jor American industries. Congress must
now provide relief from this most un-
sound and harmful law.

This bill is designed to help an indus-
try in this country and workers in this
country beset by oppressive, destruetive,
foreign competition which absolutely
prohibits the procurement of adequate
modern vessels and equipment.

There are many precedents for this
type of assistance in the present mutual
aid program, except that under that law
the benefits and assistance go to foreign
industries and foreign workers. In all
fairness and justice our domestic indus-
tries and workers are entitled to consid-
eration and help when they need it so
urgently as in this instance of the fishing
industry.

This bill is not an open panacea to
correct all the ills and problems of the
industry. But it will do much to pro-
mote economical operation and modern-
ization, and make the industry better
fitted to combat the vicious undercutting
iax?gd cutthroat competition now prevail-

The fact of the matter is that this
legislation is imperative if the fishing
industry is to remain in substantial ex-
istence. Unless this aid is forthcoming
it is only a question of time when the
American fishing industry will be faced
with a truly grave prospect—further lig-
uidation, and in the end ultimate ruin—
another victim of reciprocal trade laws.

I appeal fervently with the House to
pass this bill and thus preserve the great
American fishing industry and its many
faithful workers and their families who
look to the Congress so hopefully and
pleadingly for speedy relief from the in-
tolerable conditions which now confront
them.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the Clerk will read the substitute
committee amendment printed in the
reported bill as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in or-
der to assist certain depressed segments of
the fishing industry the Secretary of the
Interior is hereby authorized to pay in ac-
cordance with this Act a subsidy for the con-
struction of fishing vessels in the shipyards
of the United States.

Sec. 2. Any citizen of the United States
may apply to the Secretary for a construction
subsidy to aid in construction of a new fish-
ing vessel in accordance with this Act. No
such application shall be approved by the
Secretary unless he determines that (1) the
plans and specifications for the fishing ves-
sel are suitable for use in the fishery in
which that vessel will operate, (2) that the
applicant possesses the ability, experience,
resources, and other qualifications necessary
to enable him to operate and maintain the
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proposed new fishing vessel, and (3) the
granting of the subsidy is reasonably cal-
culated to replace lost, damaged, worn out,
or obsolete fishing vessels by the owners
thereof, and such other conditions as the
Secretary may consider to be in the public
interest.

Sec. 3. If the SBecretary, In the exercise of
his discretion, determines that the granting
of the subsidy applied for is reasonably cal-
culated to carry out the purposes of this
Act, he may approve such application and
enter into a contract or contracts with the
applicant which will provide for payment by
the United States of a construction subsidy
in accordance with the purposes and provi-
sions of this Act and in accordance with any
other conditions or limitations which may
be prescribed by the Secretary.

Sec. 4. A construction subsidy shall be
granted under this Act only to assist in the
construction of a fishing vessel to be oper-
ated in a fishery suffering injury from which
escape clause rellef has been recommended
by the Tariff Commission under the Trade
Agreements Assistance Act of 1951, as
amended (656 Stat. T4), but where such relief
has been or is hereafter denied under section
T7(c) of such Act.

Sec. 5. The construction subsidy which
the Secretary may pay with respect to any
fishing wvessel under this Act shall be an
amount equal to the difference, as deter-
mined by the Maritime Administrator, be-
tween the cost of constructing such vessel
in a shipyard in the United States based
upon the lowest responsible domestic bid
for the construction of such vessel and the
estimated cost, as determined by the Mari-
time Administrator, of constructing such
wvessel under similar plans and specifications
in a foreign shipbuilding center which is de-
termined by the Marltime Administrator to
furnish a fair and representative example for
the determination of the estimated total cost
of constructing a vessel of the type proposed
to be constructed, but in no event shall the
subsidy exceed 3315 per centum of the cost
of constructing such vessel in a shipyard in
the United States based upon the lowest re-
sponsible dometic bid. For the purposes of
this section, the Marlitime Administrator
shall determine, and certify to the Secretary,
the lowest responsible domestic bid.

Sec. 6. Any fishing vessel for which a con-
struction subsidy is paid under this Act shall
be constructed under the supervision of the
Maritime Administrator. No construction
subsidy shall be paid by the Secretary under
this Act unless all contracts between the ap-
plicant for such subsidy and the shipbuilder
who is to construct such vessel contain such
provisions with respect to the construction of
the vessel as the Maritime Administrator
determines necessary to protect the interests
of the United States.

Sec. 7. All construction with respect to
which & construction subsidy is granted
under this Act shall be performed in a ship-
yard in the United States as a result of com-
petitive bidding, after due advertising, with
the rights reserved in the applicant, and in
the Maritime Administrator, to disapprove
any or all bids. In all such construction the
shipbuilder, subcontractor, material men,
and suppliers shall use, so far as practicable,
only articles, materials, and supplies of the
growth, production, and manufacture of the
United States as defined in paragraph K of
section 401 of the Tariff Act of 1830. No
shipbuilder shall be deemed a responsible
builder unless he possesses the experience,
ability, financial resources, equipment, and
other qualifications necessary properly to
perform the proposed contract. The sub-
mitted bid shall be accompanied by all de-
tailed estimates on which it is based, and the
Maritime Administrator may require that
the builder or any subcontractor submit any
other pertinent data relating to such hids.
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Sec.8. (a) Every contract executec by the
Secretary pursuant to section 3 of this Act
shall provide that in the event the United
States shall, through purchase or requisition,
acquire ownership of any fishing vessel on
which a construction subsidy was pald, the
owner shall be paid therefor the value there=-
of, but in no event shall such payment ex-
ceed the actual depreciated construction cost
thereof (together with the actual depreciated
cost of capital improvements thereon) less
the depreciated amount of construction sub-
sidy therefore paid incident to the construc-
tion of such vessel, or the fair and reasonable
scrap value of such vessel as determined by
the Maritime Administrator, whichever is the
greater. Such determination shall be final.
In computing the depreciated value of such
vessel, depreclation shall be computed on
each vessel on the schedule accepted or
adopted by the Internal Revenue BService
for income tax purposes.

(a) The provisions of subsection (a) of
this section relating to the requisition or the
acquisition of ownership by the United
Btates shall run with the title of each fish-
ing vessel and be binding on all owners
thereof

8Eec. 9. If any fishing vessel is operated dur-
ing its useful life, as determined by the Sec-
retary, in any fishery other than the par-
ticular fishery for which it was designed the
owner of such vessel shall repay to the Secre-
tary, in accordance with such terms and con-
ditions as the Secretary shall prescribe, an
amount which bears the same proportion to
the total construction subsidy pald under
this Act with respect to such vessel as the
proportion that the number of years during
which such vessel was not operated in the
fishery for which it was designed bears to the
total useful life of such vessel as deter-
mined by the Secretary for the purposes of
this section. Obligations under this provi-
sion shall run with the title to the vessel.

Sec. 10. The Secretary shall make such
rules and regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

8ec. 11. As used in this Act the terms—

(1) “Secretary” means the Secretary of
the Interior,

(2) “fishing vessel” means any vessel de-
slgned to be used in catching fish, processing
or transporting fish loaded on the high seas,
or any vessel outfitted for such activity,

(8) “citizen of the United States” in-
cludes a corporation, partnership, or asso-
clation if it is a citizen of the United States
within the meaning of section 2 of the Ship-
ping Act, 1916, as amended,

(4) “construction™ includes designing, in-
specting, outfitting, and equipping, and

(5) “Maritime Administrator” means the
Maritime Administrator in the Department
of Commerce.

8ec. 12. There is authorized to be appro-
priated annually the sum of $1,000,000 to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

Sec. 13. The authority to grant subsidies
hereunder shall expire three years from the
effective date of this Act.

Mr. TOLLEFSON (during the reading
of the committee amendment). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the further reading of the committee
amendment be dispensed with, and that
it be open for amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to the committee amend-
ment?

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.
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The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. CArRNAHAN, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 5421) to provide a program
of assistance to correct inequities in the
construction of fishing vessels and to en-
able the fishing industry of the United
States to regain a favorable economic
status, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 349, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER. TUnder the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present, and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify the ab-
se;:t Members, and the Clerk will call the
role.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 272, nays 108, not voting 55,
as follows:

[Roll No. 145]
YEAS—272

Abernethy Celler Forand
Addonizio Chelf Forrester
Albert Chenoweth Fountain
Alexander Clark Frazier
Alford Coad Friedel
Anfuso Coffin Gallagher
Ashley Cohelan Garmatz
Aspinall Colmer Gathings
Auchincloss Conte Gavin
Ayres Cook George
Bailey Cooley Glaimo
Baker Corbett Glenn
Baldwin Curtin Granahan
Barrett Curtis, Mass. Grant
Barry Daddarlo Gray
Bates Daniels Green, Pa.
Baumhart Davis, Ga. Griffiths
Beckworth Davis, Tenn. Gubser
Bennett, Fla. Dawson Hagen
Bennett, Mich. Delaney Hall
Blatnik Dent Halleck
Blitch Diggs Hardy
Boland Dingell Hargis
Bolling Dollinger Harmon
Bonner Donochue Harris
Bowles Dooley Hays
Boykin Dorn, N.Y Healey
Boyle Dorn, B.C Hébert
Brademas Downing Hemphill
Breeding Doyle Herlong
Brewster Dulskl Hollfield
Brooks, La. Durham Holland
Brooks, Tex.  Everett Holtzman
Brown, Ga. Evins Horan
Brown, Mo, Fallon Hosmer
Broyhill Farbsteln Huddleston
Burdick Hull
Burke, Ey. Fenton Ikard
Burke, Mass. Fisher Inouye
:gyrne. Pa. Flood Irwin

an Flynt Jennin,
Casey Foley Jensen

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Johnson, Calif, Metcalf

Johnson, Md.
Johnson, Wis.
Jones, Ala.
Judd

Earsten
Earth

Rogers, TexX.
Meyer Rooney
Miller, Clem = Roosevelt

er, Rostenkowskl
P. Rutherford

Milliken Santangelo
Mills Beott
Mitchell Selden

Shelley
Monagan Sheppard
Moorhead Shipley
Morgan Bisk
Morris, N. Mex, Slack
Morris, Okla Smith, Towa
Morrison Staggers
Multer Bteed
Murphy Stratton
Murray Stubblefield
Natcher Sullivan
Nix Taber
Norblad Teller
Norrell Thomas
O'Hara, IIL Thompson, La.
O'Neill Thompson, N.J.
Oliver Thompson, Tex.
Patman
Pelly Toll
Perkins Tollefson
Pfost Trimble
Philbin Udall
Porter Uliman
Preston Utt
Price Vinson
Prokop Wallhauser
Puclinski Walter
Quigley Watts
Rains Weis
Randall Whitener
Reuss Whitten
Rhodes, Arlz.  Willis
Riley Wilson
Rivers, Alaska Withrow
Rivers, 5.C. Wolf
Roberts Wright
Rodino Young
Rogers, Colo. Younger
Rogers, Fla. Zablocki
Rogers, Mass. Zelenko

NAYS—108

Feighan O'Eonski
Fino Osmers
Frelinghuysen Ostertag
Fulton Pirnie
Gary Poft
Goodell Quie

Ray
Gross Rees, Eans.
Haley Rhodes, Pa.
Hal Riehlman
Hechler Robison
Henderson Roush
Hess St. George
Hiestand Saylor
Hoeven Schenck
Hoffman, 11 Scherer
Johansen Schwengel
Johnson, Colo. Short
Jonas Simpson, 11
Eearns Simpson, Pa.
EKnox Smith, Calif,
Lafore Smith, Kans.
Laird Smith, Va.
Langen Springer
Lindsay Teague, Tex
Lipscomb Thomson, Wyo.
MeCulloch Tuck
McDonough Vanik
Marshall Van Pelt
Meader Van Zandt
Michel Wainwright
Minshall Weaver
Moore Wharton
Moss Widnall
Mumma Wier
Nelsen
O’Hara, Mich

NOT VOTING—55

Derwinski Miller, N. Y.
Edmondson Montoya
Elliott Moulder
Fogarty O'Brien, 1.
Ford O'Brien, N. Y.
Green, Oreg. Passman

Pilcher
Hoffman, Mich. Pillion
H Poage
Holt Powell
Jackson Rabaut
Jones, Mo Reece, Tenn.
Kilburn Saund

Sikes
Machrowics Siler

Smith, Miss.
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Spence Wampler Winstead
Taylor Westland Yates
Teague, Calif. Williams

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Boggs with Mr. Arends.

Mr. Carter with Mr. Mason.

Mr, Machrowicz with Mr. Kilburn,

Mr. Fogarty with Mr. Taylor,

Mr. Montoya with Mr. Siler.

Mr. Pilcher with Mrs. Bolton.

Mr. Elliott with Mr. Belcher.

Mrs. Green or Oregon with Mr, Ford.

Mr. O’Brien of New York with Mr. Cramer.

Mr. Powell with Mr. Reece of Tennessee.

Mr. Sikes with Mr. Miller of New York,

Mr. Harrlson with Mr., Jackson.

Mr. Hogan with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan.

Mr. Buckley with Mr, Pillion.

Mr. Loser with Mr. Westland.

Mr. Moulder with Mr. Teague of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Willilams with Mr. Derwinski.

Mr. Winstead with Mr., Andersen of
Minnesota.

Mr. Rabaut with Mr. Canfield.

Mr. Denton with Mr. Adair.

Mr. FEIGHAN and Mrs. DWYER
changed their vote from “yea” to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

SPOKANE VALLEY PROJECT

Mr. ASPINALL submitted a confer-
ence report and statement on the bill
(S. 994) to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the Spokane Valley project,
Washington and Idaho, under Federal
reclamation laws.

COAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT

Mr. ASPINALL submitted a confer-
ence report and statement on the bill
(H.R. 6596) which would encourage and
stimulate the production and con-
servation of coal in the United States
through research and development by
creating a Coal Research and Develop-
ment Comimission, and for other
purposes.

PROVIDING FOR CONSTRUCTION,
ALTERATION, AND ACQUISITION
OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS OF THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the bill (H.R,
7645) to provide for the construction,
alteration, and acquisition of public
buildings of the Federal Government,
and for other purposes, with an amend-
ment of the Senate thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert “That this Act may be cited as
the ‘Public Buildings Act of 1959".

“Sec. 2. No public building shall be con=
structed except by the Administrator, who
shall consfruct such public building in ac-
cordance with this Act.,
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“Sec. 3. The Administrator 1s authorized
to acquire, by purchase, condemnation, do-
natlon, exchange, or otherwise, any building
and its site which he determines to be neces-
sary to carry out his dutles under this Act.

“Sec. 4. (a) The Administrator is author-
ized to alter any public bullding, and to ac-
quire in accordance with section 5 of this
Act such land as may be necessary to carry
out such alteration.

“(b) No approval under section 7 shall be
required for any alteration and acquisition
authorized by this sectlon the estimated
maximum cost of which does not exceed
$200,000.

“Sgc. 6. (a) The Administrator is author-
ized to acquire, by purchase, condemnation,
donation, exchange, or otherwise, such lands
or interests in lands as he deems necessary
for use as sltes, or additions to sites, for
public buildings authorized to be construct-
ed or altered under this Act.

“(b) Whenever a public building is to be
used in whole or in part for post office pur-
poses the Administrato shall act jointly with
the Postmaster General in selecting the
town or city wherein such building is to be
constructed, and in selecting the site in such
town or ecity for such building.

*(e) Whenever the Administrator s to ac-
quire a site under this section, he may, if he
deems it necessary, solicit by public adver-
tisement, proposals for the sale, donation, or
exchange of real property to the United
States to be used as such site. In selecting a
site under this section the Administrator
(with the concurrence of the Postmaster
General if the public building to be con=-
structed thereon is to be used in whole or in
part for post office purposes) is authorized
to select such site as in his estimation is the
most advantageous to the United States, all
factors considered, and to acquire such site
without regard to ftitle III of the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended.

“Sec. 6. (a) Whenever the Administrator
deems it to be in the best interest of the
United States to construct a new public
bullding to take the place of an existing
public building, he is authorized to de-
molish the existing building and to use the
site on which it is located for the site
of the proposed public building, or, if in
hig judgment it is more advantageous to
construct such public building on a dif-
ferent site in the same city, he is author-
ized to exchange such building and site,
or such site, for another site, or to sell
such building and site in accordance with
the provisions of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1049, as
amended.

“(b) Whenever the Administrator deter-
mines that a site acquired for the construc-
tion of a public building is not sultable
for that purpose, he is authorized to ex-
change such site for another, or to sell it
in accordance with the provisions of the
Federal Property and Administrative Serv-
ices Act of 1049, as amended.

“{c) Nothing in this section shall be
deemed to permit the Administrator to use
any land as a site for a public buillding
if such project has not been approved in
accordance with section 7.

“Sec. 7. (a) In order to insure the equita-
ble distribution of public buildings through-
out the United States with due regard for
the comparative urgency of need for such
buildings, except as provided in section 4,
no appropriation shall be made to construct
any public building or to acquire any build-
ing to be used as a public bullding involving
an expenditure in excess of $100,000, and no
appropriation shall be made to alter any
public building involving an expenditure
in excess of $200,000, if such construction,
alteration, or acquisition has not been ap=-
proved by resolutions adopted by the Com-=
mittee on Public Works of the Senate and
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House of Representatives, respectively, and
such approval has not been rescinded as
provided in subsection (¢) of this sectlon.
For the purpose of securing consideration
of such approval the Administrator shall
transmit to Congress a prospectus of the pro-
posed project including (but not limited
to)—

“(1) a brief description of the building
to be constructed, altered, or acquired under
this Act;

“(2) the location of the project, and an
estimate of the maximum cost of the project;

*“(3) a comprehensive plan for providing
space for all Government officers and em-
ployees in the locality of the proposed proj-
ect, having due regard for suitable space
which may continue to be available in ex-
istlng Government-owned bulildings and in
rented bulldings;

“(4) a statement by the Administrator
that suitable space owned by the Govern=-
ment is not available and that sultable rent-
al space is not available at a price commen-
surate with that to be afforded through the
proposed actlon; and

*“(5) a statement of rents and other hous-
ing costs currently being paid by the Gov-
ernment for Federal agencies to be housed
in the building to be constructed, altered, or
acquired.

“(b) The estimated maximum cost of any
project approved under this section as set
forth in any prospectus may be Increased
by an amount equal to the percentage in-
crease, if any, as determined by the Admin-
istrator, in construction or alteration costs,
as the case may be, from the date of trans-
mittal of such prospectus to Congress, but
in no event shall the increase authorized
by this subsection exceed 10 per centum of
such estimated maximum cost.

“(c) In the case of any project approved
for construction, alteration, or acquisition
by the Committees on Public Works of the
Senate and of the House of Representatives,
respectively, in accordance with subsection
(a) of this section, for which an appro-
priation has not been made within one
year after the date of such approval, elther
the Committee on Public Works of the Sen-
ate or the Committee on Public Works of
the House of Representatives, may rescind,
by resolution, its approval of such project
at any time thereafter before such an ap-
propriation has been made.

“{d) The Committees on Public Works of
the Senate and of the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, shall not approve any
project for construction, alteration, or ac-
quisition under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion whenever there are thirty or more
projects the estimated maximum cost of
each of which is in excess of $100,000 which
have been approved for more than one year
under subsection (a) but for which appro-
priations have not been made, until there
has been a rescission of approval under sub-
sectlon (c) or appropriations are made which
result in there being less than thirty such
projects.

“Sec. 8. (a) In carrying out his duties
under this Act, the Administrator shall ac-
quire real property within the District of
Columbia exclusively within (1) the area
bounded by E Street, New York Avenue, and
Pennsylvania Avenue Northwest, on the
north; Delaware Avenue Southwest, on the
east; Virginia Avenue and Maryland Avenue
projected in a straight line to the Tidal
Basin, Southwest, on the south; and the
Potomac River on the west (Including prop-
erties within sald area belonging to the Dis-
trict of Columbia; but excluding those por=
tions of squares 267, 268, and 298 not be-
longing to the District of Columbia, the
square known as south of 463, all of square
403, lots 16, 17, 20, and 21 and 808 in square
536, and lots 16 and 45 in square 635); and
(2) the areas designated as squares 11, 19,
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20, 32, 838, 44, 59, and 167, all of sald areas
being within the District of Columbia.

“(b) The purposes of this Act shall be
carried out in the District of Columbla as
nearly as may be practicable in harmony
with the plan of Peter Charles L'Enfant and
such public bulldings shall be so constructed
or altered as to combine architectural
beauty with practical utility.

“{c) Whenever in constructing or alter-
ing a public bullding under this Act in the
District of Columbia the Administrator de-
termines that such construction or altera-
tion requires the utilization of contiguous
squares as a site for such building, such por-
tions of streets as lie between such squares
and such alleys as intersect such squares
are authorized to be closed and vacated if
such closing and vacating is mutually agreed
to by the Administrator, the Board of Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia, and
the National Capital Planning Commission.
The portions of such streets and alleys so
closed and vacated shall thereupon become
part of such site.

“8ec, 9. The Administrator is authorized
to carry out any construction or alteration
authorized by this Act by contract, if he
deems it to be most advantageous to the
United States.

“Sec. 10. (a) The Administrator, when-
ever he determines it to be necessary, is
authorized to employ, by contract or other-
wise, and without regard to the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, or to the civil serv-
ice laws, rules, and regulations, or to section
3709 of the Revised Statutes, the services of
established architectural or engineering cor-
porations, firms, or individuals, to the extent
he may require such services for any public
building authorized to be constructed or
altered under this Act.

“(b) No corporation, firm, or individual
ghall be employed under authority of sub-
section (a) on a permanent basis.

“(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section the Administrator shall be
responsible for all construction authorized
by this Aect, including the interpretation
of construction contracts, the approval of
materials and workmanship supplied pur-
suant to a construction contract, approval
of changes in the construction contract,
certification of vouchers for payments due
the contractor, and final settlement of the
contract.

“See. 11. (a) The Administrator shall sub-
mit to Congress each January, promptly af-
ter the convening of Congress, a report
showing the location, space, cost, and status,
of each public building the construction, al-
teration, or acquisition of which is to be
under authority of this Act and which was
uncompleted as of the date of the last pre-
ceding report made under this Act.

“{b) The Administrator and the Post-
master General are hereby authorized and
directed to make such building project sur-
veys as may be requested by resolution by
either the Committee on Public Works of
the Senate or the Committee on Public
Works of the House of Representatives, and
within a reasonable time shall make a report
thereon to the Congress. Such report shall
contain all other information required to be
included in a prospectus of the proposed
public building project under section 7(a)
of this Act.

“Sec. 12, (a) The Administrator is au-
thorized and directed to make a continuing
investigation and survey of the publie build-
ings needs of the Federal Government in
order that he may carry out his duties under
this Act, and, as he determines necessary,
to submit to Congress prospectuses of pro-
posed projects in accordance with section
7(a) of this Act.

“(b) In carrying out his duties under this
Act the Administrator shall cooperate with
all Federal agencies in order to keep in-
formed of their needs, shall advlse each such
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agency of his program with respect to such
agency, and may request the cooperation and
assistance of each Federal agency in carrylng
out his duties under this Act.
agency shall cooperate with, advise, a.nd
assist the Administrator in carrying out his
duties under this Act as determined neces-
sary by the Administrator to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

“(c) The Administrator in carrying out his
duties under this Act shall provide for the
construction and acquisition of public build-
ings equitably throughout the United States
with due regard to the comparative urgency
of the need for each particular building.

“(d) Clause (1) of section 210(h) of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 490(h)) is amended
by striking out the words ‘‘ten years”, and
inserting in lieu thereof the words “twenty
years”.

“Sec. 13, As used In this Act—

“(1) The term ‘public building’ means
any building, whether for single or multi-
tenant occupancy, its grounds, approaches,
and appurtenances, which is generally suit-
able for office or storage space or both for
the use of one or more Federal agencies or
mixed ownership corporations, and shall
include: (i) Federal office, buildings, (ii)
post office, (iill) customhouses, (iv) court-
houses, (v) appraisers stores, (vi) border
inspection facilities, (vil) warehouses, (viil)
record centers, (ix) relocation facilities, and
(x) similar Federal facilities, and (xi) any
other buildings or construction projects the
inclusion of which the President may deem,
from time to time hereafter, to be justified
in the public interest; but shall not include
any such bulldings and construction proj-
ects: (A) on the public domain (including
that reserved for national forests and other
purposes), (B) on properties of the United
Btates in foreign countries, (C) on Indian
and native Eskimo properties held in trust
by the United States, (D) on lands used in
connection with Federal programs for agri-
cultural, recreational, and conservation pur-
poses, including research In connection
therewith, (E) on or used in connection
with river, harbor, flood control, reclamation
or power projects, or for chemical manu-
facturing or development projects, or for
nuclear production, research, or development
projects, (F) on or used in connection with
housing and residential projects, (G) on
military Installations (including any fort,
camp, post, naval training station, airfield,
proving ground, military supply depot, mili-
tary school, or any similar facility of the
Department of Defense), (H) on Veterans'
Administration installations used for hos-
pital or domiciliary purposes, and (I) the
exclusion of which the President may deem,
from time to time hereafter, to be justified
in the public interest.

“(2) The term ‘Administrator’ means the
Administrator of General Services.

“(3) The term ‘Federal agency’ means any
executive agency or any establishment in the
legislative or judicial branch of the Govern=-
ment (except the Senate, the House of Repre-
sentatives, and the Architect of the Capitol
and any activities under his direction).

“(4) The term ‘executive agency’ means
any executive department or independent
establishment in the executive branch of the
Government including any wholly owned
Government corporation and including (A)
the Central Bank for Cooperatives and the
regional banks for cooperatives, (B) Federal
land banks, (C) Federal intermediate credit
banks, (D) Pederal home loan banks, (E)
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporations, and
(F) the Federal National Mortgage Asso-
clation.

“(5) The term ‘alter’ includes repairing,
remodeling, improving, or extending or other
changes in a public building,

“(6) The terms ‘construct’ and ‘alter’ in-
clude preliminary planning, engineering,
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architectural, legal, fiscal, and economic In-
vestigations and studies, surveys, designs,
plans, working drawings, specifications, pro-
cedures, and other similar actions ne

for the construction or alteration, as the case
may be, of a public building.

“(7) The term ‘United States' includes the
several States, the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the pos-
sessions of the United States.

“Sec. 14. This Act shall not apply to the
construction of any public building—

“(1) for which an appropriation for con=
struction is made out of the $500,000 made
available for construction of small public
bullding projects outside the District of
Columbia pursuant to the Public Bulldings
Act of May 25, 1926, as amended, In the
third paragraph, or for which an appropria-
tion is made in the fourth, sixth, seventh,
and eighth paragraphs, under the heading
‘GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION® in title I
of the Independent Offices Appropriation
Act, 1959,

“{2) which is a project referred to in the
first proviso of the fifth paragraph under the
heading ‘GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION'
in title I of the Independent Offices Appro-
priation Act, 1959,

“(3) for which an appropriation for direct
construction by an executive agency other
than the General Services Administration of
a specified public building has been made
before the date of enactment of this Act,

“(4) within the purview of title 8, United
States Code, section 1252(c) or title 19,
United States Code, section 68, as amended.

“Sec. 15. The performance, in accordance
with standards established by the Adminis-
trator of General Services, of the responsi-
bilities and authorities vested in him under
this Act shall, except for the authority con-
tained In section 4, upon request, be dele=
gated to the appropriate executive agency
where the estimated cost of the project does
not exceed $100,000, and may be delegated
to the appropriate executive agency where
the Administrator determines that such
delegation will promote efficlency and
economy. No delegation of responsibility or
authority made under this section shall ex-
empt the person to whom such delegation is
made, or the exercise of such responsibility
or authority, from any other provision of
this Act.

“SEec. 16. Nothing contained in this Act
shall be construed to limit or repeal—

“(1) existing authorizations for the leas-
ing of bulldings by and for the use of the
General Services Administration or the Post
Office Department, or

“(2) the authorization for the improve-
ment of public bulldings contained in title
III of the Act entitled “An Act to establish
8 postal policy, to adjust postal rates, to
adjust the compensation of postal employees,
and for other purposes”, approved May 27,
1958 (72 Stat. 134; 89 U.S.C., secs. 1071,
1075) .

“SEc. 17. The following provisions of law
are repealed except as to the application to
any project referred to in section 14:

*“(1) The first sentence of section 6 of the
Act entitled ‘An Act making appropriations
to provide for the expenses of the government
of the District of Columbia for the fiscal year
ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and
seventeen, and for other purposes’, approved
September 1, 1916 (40 U.S.C. 23).

*“(2) The first sentence of the last para-
graph under the side heading ‘LIGHTING AND
HEeATING FOR THE PUBLIc GROUNDS' under the
subheading ‘UNDER ENGINEER DEPARTMENT' Un=-
der the heading ‘UNDER THE WAR DEPARTMENT®
in the Act entitled ‘An Act making approe
priations for sundry civil expenses of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and twelve, and
for other purposes’, approved March 4, 1911
(40 US.C. 24).
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*(3) The proviso in the sixth paragraph
under the sgide heading ‘In the Office of the
Comptroller of the Currency’ under the
heading ‘TREASURY DEPARTMENT' in the Act
entitled ‘An Act making additional Appro-
priations and to supply the Deficiencies in the
Appropriations for the Service of the Govern-
ment for the fiscal Years ending June thirty,
elghteen hundred and seventy, and June
thirty, eighteen hundred and seventy-one,
and for other Purposes’, approved July 15,
1870 (40 U.S.C. 32).

“(4) Section 9 of the Act entitled ‘An Act
making appropriations for sundry civil ex-
penses of the Government for the fiscal year
ending June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and
eight, and for other purposes', approved
March 4, 1907, as amended (40 US.C. 33),

“{5) That part of the fourth from last
paragraph under the subheading ‘sUILDINGS
AND GROUNDS IN AND AROUND WASHINGTON' un-
der the heading ‘UNDER THE WAR DEPARTMENT'
in the Act entitled ‘An Act making appro-
priations for sundry civil expenses of the
government for the fiscal year ending June
thirtieth, eighteen hundred and eighty-four,
and for other purposes’, approved March 3,
1883 (40 U.S.C. 59), as reads *; and all offi-
cers in charge of public buildings in the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall cause the flow of
water in the buildings under their charge
to be shut off from five o’clock postmeridian
to eight o'clock antemeridian: Provided,
That the water in said public buildings is not
necessarily in use for public business’.

““(8) Section 2 of the Act entitled ‘An Act
to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to suspend work upon the public buildings’,
approved June 23, 1874, as amended (40
U.B.C. 254).

“(7) The thirty-first and thirty-second
paragraphs under the subheading ‘PUBLIC
BUILDINGS' under the heading ‘UNDER THE
TREASURY DEPARTMENT' in the Act entitled
‘An Act making appropriations for sundry
civil expenses of the Government for the
fiscal year ending June thirtieth, eighteen
hundred and ninety, and for other purposes",
approved March 2, 1889, as amended (40
U.S.C. 260 and 268).

“(8) The fifth from the last paragraph
under the subheading ‘PUBLIC BUILDINGS' un-
der the heading ‘'UNDER THE TREASURY DEPART=
MENT’ in the Act entitled ‘An Act making ap~
propriations for sundry clvil expenses of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and ten, and for
other purposes’, approved March 4, 1909, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 262).

“(9) The proviso in the fortieth paragraph
under the subheading ‘PUBLIC BUILDINGS' un-
der the heading ‘UNDER THE TREASURY DE-
PARTMENT’ in the Act entitled ‘An Act making
appropriations for sundry civil expenses of
the Government for the fiscal year ending
June thirtieth, eighteen hundred and eighty=
three, and for other purposes’ approved Au-
gust 7, 1882, as amended (40 U.S.C. 263).

“(10) The proviso in the last paragraph of
section 5 of the Act entitled ‘An Act to in-
crease the limit of cost of certain public
buildings, to authorize the enlargement, ex-
tension, remodeling, or improvement of cer=
tailn public buildings, to authorize the erec-
tion and completion of public buildings, to
authorize the purchase of sites for public
buildings, and for other purposes’, approved
March 4, 1913 (40 U.S.C. 264).

“(11) Section 35 of the Act entitled ‘An
Act to increase the limit of cost of certain
public buildings, to authorize the enlarge-
ment, extension, remodeling, or improvement
of certaln public buildings, to authorize the
erection and completion of public buildings,
to authorize the purchase of sites for public
buildings, and for other purposes’, approved
June 25, 1910, as amended (40 U.S.C. 265).

“(12) Section 3734 of the Revised Statutes
gé;ihe United States, as amended (40 U.S.C.
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*(18) The last paragraph under the sub-
heading ‘PUBLIC BUILDINGS’ under the heading
‘UnpErR THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT' In the Act
entitled ‘An Aet making appropriations for
sundry civil expenses of the Government for
the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, eighteen
hundred and ninety-six, and for other pur-
poses,” approved March 2, 1895, as amended
(40 U.S.C. 274).

“(14) The second and fourth provisos in
the paragraph with the side heading ‘Fur-
niture and repairs of furniture’ under the
subheading ‘PUBLIC BUILDINGS, OPERATING EX=-
PENSES' under the heading 'TREASURY DEPART=
MENT' in the Act entitled “An Act making ap-
propriations for sundry civil expenses of the
Government for the fiscal year ending June
thirtieth, nineteen hundred and seventeen,
and for other purposes’, approved July 1,
1916, as amended (40 U.S.C. 275 and 282).

“(15) The fourth from the last paragraph
under the subheading ‘PUBLIC BUILDINGS’ uUn-
der the heading ‘UNDER THE TREASURY DE-
PARTMENT' In the Act entitled ‘An Act
making appropriations for sundry civil
expenses of the Government for the fiscal
year ending June thirtieth, nineteen hun-
dred and one, and for other purposes’, ap-
proved June 6, 1900, as amended (40 U.S.C.
276).

“(16) That part of the proviso in the last
paragraph under the subheading ‘pUBLIC
BUILDINGS’ under the heading ‘UNDER THE
TREASURY DEPARTMENT' in the Act entitled
‘An Act making appropriations for sundry
civil expenses of the Government for the
fiscal year ending June thirtieth, elghteen
hundred and ninety-three, and for other
purposes’, approved August 5, 1802, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 277), which reads *: nor
shall thereafter be paid more than six dol-
lars per day to any person employed outside
of the District of Columbia, in any capacity
whatever, whose compensation is paid from
appropriations for public buildings in course
of construction, but the Secretary of the
Treasury may, in his discretion, authorize
payment in cities of eighty thousand or
more inhabitants of a sum not exceeding
eight dollars per day for such purposes’,

*“(17) So much of the eighth from the
last paragraph under the subheading ‘pus-
LIC BUILDINGS' under the heading ‘UNDER THE
TREASURY DEPARTMENT’ in the Act entitled
‘An Act making appropriations for sundry
clvil expenses of the Government for the
fiscal year ending June thirtieth, eighteen
hundred and eighty-eight, and for other
purposes’, approved March 3, 1887, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 278) as reads ‘, and
hereafter where public bulldings shall be
completed with the exception of heating
apparatus and approaches but one person
shall be employed by the Government for
the supervision and care of such building’.

“(18) Titles I and III and sections 401
and 406 of the Public Bulldings Act of 1949
(40 U.8.C. 852, 853, 3564, 297, 297a, 208, and
298c).

“(19) Except for sections 3 and 8, all of
the Act entitled ‘An Act to provide for the
construction of certain public buildings, and
for other purposes’, approved May 25, 19286,
as amended (40 U.S.C. 341 and the follow-
ing).

“(20) The proviso in the next to last
paragraph under the subheading ‘MiIscELLA-
NEOUS PUBLIC BUILDINGS PROJECTS' under the
heading ‘TrREASURY DEPARTMENT' in the Act
entitled ‘An Act making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, and
prior fiscal years, to provide supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1028, and for other purposes’, approved
December 22, 1927 (40 U.S.C. 342a).

“(21) Section 3 of the Act entitled *An
Act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to acquire certain lands within the Dis-
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trict of Columbia to be used as sites for
public buildings’, approved January 13, 1928,
as amended (40 U.S.C, 348),

“(22) Bubsections (¢) and (e) of the Act
entitled ‘An Act to amend the Act entitled
“An Act to provide for the construction of
certain public buildings, and for other pur-
poses,” approved May 25, 1926 (Forty-fourth
Statutes, page 630); the Act entitled “An
Act to amend section 5 of the Act entitled
‘An Act to provide for the construction of
certain public bulldings, and for other pur-
poses,’ approved May 25, 1926," dated Feb-
ruary 24, 1928 (Forty-fifth Statutes, page
137); and the Act entitled “An Act author=-
izing the Secretary of the Treasury to ac-
quire certain land within the District of
Columbia to be used as space for public
buildings,” approved January 13, 1928
(Forty-fifth Statutes, page b651), approved
March 31, 1930, as amended (40 U.S.C. 349
and 350a).

“(23) The Act entitled ‘An Act to author-
ize the Secretary of the Treasury to accept
donations of sites for public buildings’, ap-
proved June 27, 1830, as amended (40
U.8.C. 350).”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in

.A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES, MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION, AND MUTUAL
SECURITY APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order on Monday, August 31, for the
Speaker to recognize a member of the
Committee on Appropriations to move
to suspend the rules and pass a con-
tinuing resolution.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, a continuing resolu-
tion for what?

Mr., McCORMACEK. On the indepen-
dent offices, military construction, and
mutual security appropriation bills,
which must be acted on by August 31
to take effect on September 1. We have
had one continuing resolution, but it is
necessary to have another continuing
resolution,

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order for the Consent Calendar to be
called on Monday next prior to the sus-
pensions, and for the Private Calendar
to be called on Tuesday.

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

There was no objection.
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I have
a special order for today. I ask unani-
mous consent that I may revise and ex-
tend my remarks at that point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

LEGISLATION TO CONTROL OR PRO-
HIBIT THE SALE OR SERVING OF
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES ON COM-
MERCIAL AIRLINES

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr, LANE. Mr. Speaker, in New Eng-
land, last week, there was another in-
cident that emphasized the need for
preventing people who are under the in-
fluence of liquor from boarding planes.
Furthermore, we must have legislation
to control or prohibit the sale or serving
of alcoholic beverages on commercial
airliners. This person, by her wild
charges, put all the passengers in fear
of the safety of the plane, and in fear
of their lives. The plane had to make
an unscheduled stop in order to get rid
of this passenger who evidently was un-
der the influence of intoxicating liguors.

Our Nation has been altogether too
careless concerning the serving of
liquor aboard planes in flight. In fact,
the various State governments have
been lax about this matter.

It occurred to me to look info this,
insofar as my home State of Massachu-
setts was concerned. “* * * the situa-
tion in Massachusetts is that railroads,
steamship companies, and airlines may
be authorized by permits to transport
alcoholic beverages, but only railroads
and steamship companies may be li-
censed to sell such beverages.”

But what is to stop airlines from serv-
ing courtesy drinks? At this point I
would like to quote from a letter I re-
ceived from M. O, Pearce, field repre-
sentative, Airline Stewards and Steward-
esses Association, southern region,
Miami Springs, Fla. “I respectfully
submit, in short, that even though I am
a firm believer in a sociable drink, liquor
has no place on an airplane. The cabin
of an airplane should have a wholesome
family atmosphere for the many women
and children who should have it but
can’t, because of the low-class barroom
antics displayed by a few, motivated by
the availability of liquor served aloft.”

The situation in Massachusetts, and
perhaps in other States as well, is that
liquor may be transported aboard a com-
mercial airliner, but may not be sold.
What is to prevent a passenger from
drinking what he transports or the air-
line from serving drinks from its own
supply without benefit of sale? Should
the airlines be required to have a State
license if they are to sell alcoholic bev-
er?fge?s on planes flying over Massachu-
se
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In order to bring this question of State
responsibility and State practice gov-
erning the serving of liquor aboard air-
liners to the fore, and to illustrate the
need for uniform Federal legislation to
eliminate the danger of such practices, I
bring to your attention the following let-
ter from Mr. William H. Hearn, secre-
tary, the Alcoholic Beverages Control
Commission of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts:

THE COMMONWEALTH OF
MASSACHUSETTS,
Boston, August 14, 1959.

Hon. THoMAS J. LANE,

Seventh District, Massachusetts, Congress of
the United States, House of Representa=
tives, Washington, D.C.

Dear ConGrESsMAN Lane: Your letter of
August T has been received.

Under the provisions of chapter 138 of the
general laws, as amended, the Liquor Con-
trol Act (copy of which is being sent you
under separate cover), this commission is
authorized to issue licenses for the sale of
alcoholic beverages to railroads and fto
steamship companies. To date our legisla-
ture has not seen fit to authorize this com-
mission to issue similar licenses to airlines.
In the absence of specific legislative enact-
ment authorizing such issuance none will
issue.

The original provisions of our Liquor Con-
trol Act provided for issuance by the com-
mission to rallroads and to steamship com-
panies of permits authorizing the transpor-
tation of alcoholic beverages. No such pro-
vision was made as regards airlines and we
would not therefore issue such permits.
However, a few years back the legislature
enacted legislation authorizing us to issue
permits for such transportation to airlines
and since that time we have issued such
permits upon application therefor.

Briefly, therefore, the situation in Mas-
sachusetts is that rallroads, steamship com-
panies, and airlines may be authorized by
permits to transport alcoholic beverages but
only rallroads and steamship companies may
be licensed to sell such beverages.

Trusting this is the information desired,
we are,

Very truly yours,
WiLLiaM H. HEARN,
Secretary, Alcoholic Beverages Control
Commission.

THE INVITATION TO KHRUSHCHEV
AND HOW IT HELPED COMMUNISM

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LANE, Mr. Speaker, there is a
strange Australian weapon called the
boomerang.

When you hurl it against an animal
watch out.

If it misses the target it will circle
back to strike you.

The invitation to Khrushchev is the
personal, diplomatic boomerang of the
century.

Intended to tame and domesticate
Khrushehev, it had just the opposite ef-
fect that was not foreseen by the wish-
ful thinkers before and for some time
after “Desecration Day,” September 15,
1959.

Khrushchev was delighted to visit the
United States and scatter sweet promises
of peace at strategic moments during
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his tour. In this he was unwittingly
assisted by those who would shake hands
with a grizzly bear if it would get their
pictures into the papers.

Radiant good will was the window
dressing presented to the people of the
United States and the world, along the
;wavily guarded route of his triumphant

our,

Behind the scenes, however, and in
secret conferences, host and guest both
pounded the table, glared at each other
as each tried to win the battle of words.

At intervals, well-screened and har-
monizing announcements were made to
raise false hopes. The American people
settled back to enjoy a winter of com-
placency. The administration gained a
time reprieve, although it was not clear
that this respite would solve anything.

Meanwhile, the Soviet Union gained
almost everything else.

Allied unity was weakened as Britain,
France, and West Germany were reduced
to junior partner status, and suspicions
of a two-power deal between the United
States and Soviet Russia persisted, in
spite of solemn protestations that this
was not so.

The Communist propaganda machine
hailed the truce of coexistence won by the
missionary efforts of Comrade Khru-
shchev, the apostle of peace. Officials
in Washington were beginning to have
vague doubts as to the sincerity of per-
manence of this political good will.

The captive peoples bowed their heads
and resigned themselves to the peace of
slavery. The words that came from
Washington had lost all meaning when
compared with the pictures posted on
walls and kiosks everywhere that one
turned, in Europe, Asia, Africa, and
South America, showing free men and
tyrants arm in arm.

In the new era of mutual trust that
was being promoted by tranquilizers, cer~
tain people in the United States exerted
pressure on our Government to abandon
its overseas military bases to insure a
tax cut. “Look what the money saved
could do for business at home” they
urged, looking shrewdly as far as the
end of their respective noses.

Manufacturers were enthusiastie
about a Government loan to Soviet Rus-
sia, for the purpose of buying whole
plants and industrial processes from
private enterprise in the United States:
“Look at the profits we will make.”
They dismissed as visionary the warn-
ing that this might assist the power
center of world communism to catch up
with and surpass us in military strength
and in economic competition.

The scales were tipped.

The neutral nations, and the backward
nations, impressed by the world prestige
won by Khrushchev, looked to him for
leadership.

Communism had won a smashing
propaganda victory.

That was only the beginning.

It is now 1960.

By confusing threats with innocent-
appearing concessions, Khrushchev has
finally prevailed upon the United States
to become flexible and to make adjust-
ments in its foreign policy. By with-
drawing the Soviet garrison from East
Berlin, and by transferring the capital
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of East Germany from East Berlin to
some other city, he has made it appear
reasonable for the Western Allies to
withdraw their troops from West Berlin,
Thereby isolating the showcase of de-
mocracy—West Berlin—and cutting it
off from West Germany, over 100 miles
away.

The noose tightens.

This is not 1984.

It is only the spring of 1960.

But a presidential election is approach-
ing in the United States; and, well, the
main thing is to be victorious in Novem-
ber. Striving for the superficial and dis-
arming appearance of peace is mistak-
enly calculated to win friends and influ-
ence people at the polls in 1960.

Let us return to the present.

“Desecration Day,"—September 15,
1959—is nearer than we realize.

It will postpone the firm decisions that
should be made now.

This evasion of responsibilities today
will confront us with far more difficult
problems in 1960 or 1961.

For the invitation to Khrushchev, un-
known to those who advocate it, is an
invitation to communism.

PADRE JUNIPERO SERRA

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Speaker, in the
annals of the history of the United States,
California is listed as the 31st State to be
admitted into the Union in 1850. Even
a hasty glimpse at the map reveals the
tremendous terriforial limits of the
Golden State, which today is the second
most populous of 50. Not a few of her
problems and most of her achievements
have been brought to the attention of
the Congress of the United States.

What may be forgotten all too easily
is that the area of the present State of
California possesses a lengthy history,
reaching as far back as 1542. The color=
ful portion of her Spanish tradition be-
gan 190 years ago. The saga of that glo-
rious era is due radically to one holy
man, a humble Franciscan priest, Padre
Junipero Serra, who arrived in Califor-
nia on July 1, 1769.

‘In order to appreciate what the friar
accomplished during his 15 years as a
missionary in California, it must be re-
membered that he was in his 56th year
when he founded Mission San Diego de
Alcala, a time of life when some contem-
plate retirement and all endeavor to
slacken their pace. For Junipero, how=
ever, the 56th year of his life marked
the realization of his most cherished
dream: namely, fo blaze a new trail for
Christ, to pioneer infant missionary ter-
ritory. Despite the weight of years and
the burden of an ulcerated leg, he helped
trace El Camino Real from San Diego in
the south to San Francisco in the north.
That entire distance he traversed on land
five times in its entirety, traveling more
than 5,000 miles. He is commonly ac-
claimed the founder of the first 9 mis-
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sions; but when the full history of his
association with Santa Barbara is studied
carefully, he must be credited with 10
missions.

There in the Golden State he labored
tirelessly, erecting the establishments,
which still testify to his amazing skill
and wholehearted =zeal. Aborigines,
unacquainted with the refinements of
culture and uninterested in the amen-
ities of civilization, he won to Christ
and attached to Spain. With the as-
sistance of artisans from Mexico he
taught those simple creatures 51 trades.
During his decade and a half in Cali-
fornia almost 6,000 Indians were bap-
tized and his priestly hands brought
5,307 of them to supernatural maturity
in the sacrament of confirmation. Un-
selfish pastor of his flock, he shrank not
from any challenge when the rights of
the church and the welfare of his be-
loved neophytes were at stake. Patient
in work, restless in zeal, he consented to
relax only when the angel of death hov-
ered over his simple pallet at his beloved
Mission San Carlos Borromeo de Car-
melo, August 28, 1784.

Next Friday accordingly, will mark the
175th anniversary of the saintly padre’s
death. In order to commemorate this
memorable anniversary special ceremo-
nies will be held in Statuary Hall here in
the Nation’s Capitol. The program will
commence at 10 a.m, and will be held in
front of the statue of California’s
apostle. I would take this occasion cor-
dially to invite the entire membership
of the House of Representatives to at-
tend this memorable event, honoring
California’s first citizen and greatest
pioneer, Padre Junipero Serra, O.F.M.

WELCOME TO AN OUTSTANDING
NEW MEMBER

Mr. HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the body of the REcORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, HECHLER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to join other Members of this House in
extending a warm and heartfelt wel-
come to one of the most distinguished
Members to enter this body, our new col-
league from the new State of Hawaii,
Danien K. INOUYE.

In Dan’s 34 years, he has established
himself as a truly outstanding Amer-
ican, and his successes in every field he
has undertaken offer visible proof of
his courage, perseverance, integrity, and
character.

Dan’s rise to State and National prom=-
inence is a case history in the fulfill-
ment of the American dream which
denies no freedom or opportunity to any
citizen.

A volunteer in the much-honored
442d Regimental Combat Team, DaAN
Inouve distinguished himself in the field
of battle as he fought the forces of racial
hatred and genocide in World War IL
In the course of this war, he lost his
right arm during action against the
enemy.
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It often is the severest test of a man
to observe his reaction to great suffering
or hardship. I think it is characteristic
of Dax INOUYE that even as he lay in a
hospital, recovering from this grievous
wound that left him handicapped for
life, he already had begun to plan for the
future—a future that he was determined
would not be denied him by any dis-
ability.

Dan went on to obtain a good educa-
tion, and thus armed, became one of the
most popular and effective members of
Hawalii’s Territorial Legislature and a
fervent advocate of statehood.

When this long hard battle for state-
hood was won, Dan INOUYE appeared
from the very start to be a “natural”
candidate for one of the first elective
offices with which our new State could
honor its leaders.

It was not at all surprising, and a fit-
ting tribute, that Dan INOUYE’S name
led all the rest after the voting for the
first new State offices. His overwhelm-
ing victory bears out the respect, trust,
and affection which the people of Hawaii
hold for this inspiring young man,

As Hawaii's first Member of the
House, I am sure that Dan will work
hard, serve well, and give his constitu-
ents a record of which both they and he
can be proud.

In fact, it is possible that Daw estab-
lished another “first” in his very first
day here. It is unlikely that any other
Member of this body has ever been
singled out for attack by our Capital’s
leading newspaper after only 1 day on
the job. However, while both the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald and I may
disagree with Dan’s position on home
rule for the voteless citizens of the Dis-
triet of Columbia, I am sure that no one
questions that Dax reached his conclu-
sions and took his position thoughtfully,
sincerely, and courageously.

The other day Representative INouYE
paid a visit to my office and joined with
my office staff in a spirited discussion
which demonstrated his grasp of the
crucial problems which face the Nation,

In conclusion, I want to extend the
warmest of welcomes to DAN INOUYE, and
to say that I am firmly convinced that
we are witnessing the beginning of the
Federal career of an outstanding and
promising legislator.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Speaker, I have
a special order for today. I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in
the REcorp at that point and yield back
the time.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

THE REQUIREMENTS OF UNITED
STATES POLICY FOR ECONOMIC
PROGRESS IN LATIN AMERICA
Mr. TELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to extend my re-

marks at this point in the RECORD.
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The SPEAKER. -Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York.

There was no objection.

Mr. TELLER. Mr. Speaker, recent
events have indicated that the United
States has arrived at a critical juncture
in its relations with Latin America. The
southern part of our hemisphere is now
in the process of an economie, political,
and social revolution. The old order is
melting under the heat being generated
by the forces of an emergent modern so-
ciety. In the next decades, Latin Amer-
jca will experience economic changes and
political struggles which will go a very
long way toward establishing its future
political order and the attitude of its
governments and peoples toward the
United States and the rest of the free
world.

The United States cannot afford to re-
main indifferent to this critical state of
affairs. The price of inaction today is
likely to be disaster tomorrow. If fur-
ther deterioration in the Latin American
situation is to be prevented, the United
States must join with our southern
neighbors in formulating and carrying
out a dynamic program to promote their
development as modern and free so-
cieties.

Until World War II, the United States
considered Latin America as the most
important area to our national interest.
During World War II and the cold war,
however, as the United States abandoned
isolationism and assumed global respon-
sibilities, our preoccupation with events
in Europe, Asia, and the Middle East
relegated Latin America to a secondary
concern of United States foreign poliey.

During the 1930’s and World War II,
our relations with Latin America were
probably better than at any one other
time. But when the war ended, the
Latin Americans suddenly found them-
selves in the background. Prices for
their raw material exports declined,
while the products they bought from the
United States skyrocketed in price. The
Marshall plan was devoted exclusively
to Europe. Throughout Latin America
resentment mounted against the United
States, as the accusation was bitterly
and persistently propagated that this
country was content to neglect the inter-
ests of its neighbors to the south.

These indignant feelings exploded with
a tremendous shock when Vice President
NixoNn made his now famous trip to
South America in April and May of last
yvear. The hostile reception which our
Vice President encountered was not di-
rected against him personally, but
against the Latin American policies of
the United States—especially economic
policies and what was considered the
favoritism often shown toward dictators.

Despite the grave responsibilities of
the United States in Europe, Asia, the
Middle East, and Africa, Latin America
is still extremely important to us. The
worldwide cold war cannot be won in
Latin America, but it is an area where
important battles in the cold war can be
lost.

The cold war is a struggle for preserv-
ing the independence of free and un-
committed countries and for strengthen-
ing the institutions that make life worth
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living for free men. These principles
must be defended on our doorstep as well
as in faraway places like West Berlin,
Turkey, and Laos.

Without a spirit of cooperation be-
tween Latin America and the United
States, without mutual respect and
friendship, Latin America—or some
countries in the area—may gravitate to-
ward communism, neutralism, or an ag-
gravated Yankeephobia. Anti-Ameri-
canism south of the border is as much
to be feared as a favorable attitude to-
ward the United States is to be desired.
Until U.S. foreign policy takes into ac-
count the fact that Latin America is of
enormous importance in the cold war
and moves decisively in the direction of
a dynamic program for helping the Latin
American countries to solve some of their
most urgent problems, Latin Ameriea is
likely to become more and more of a
weak link in the free world’s chain of
defenses.

The political, strategic, and economic
importance of Latin America to the
United States is apparent. The Panama
Canal must be kept open in order that
the United States can shift its forces
from one theater to another in case of
critical developments affecting our
global commitments. The presence of
hostile or anti-American governments
in the Caribbean area would jeopardize
this vital artery of the free world's de-
fenses.

The products and markets of Latin
America are important to both our mili-
tary security and economic prosperity.
Of the 77 articles listed as strategic ma-
terials for stockpiling in World War II,
30 are produced in Latin America. We
get more than 90 percent of our quartz
crystals, two-thirds of our antimony,
more than half of our bauxite, half of
our beryl, a third of our lead, and a quar-
ter of our copper from Latin America.
Zinec, tin, tungsten, manganese, petro-
leum, and iron ore are other raw ma-
terials which Latin America provides to
the United States. Some of these min-
erals—like bauxite, iron ore, petroleum,
and manganese—are becoming increas-
ingly more important.

About one-third of all exports from
the United States go to Latin America,
and one-third of our imports come from
this area. The trade between this coun-
try and Latin America now amounts to
over $8 billion per year. U.S. receipts
for exports of goods and services and
net long-term investments were more
than $6.8 billion in 1958. The United
States paid about the same amount to
Latin America for imports, net dona-
tions, and investments during last year.

U.S. private investments in Latin
America now amount to $9% billion.
Since World War II, the Export-Import
Bank has authorized about $31% billion
in loans to Latin America, almost half
of its total world loans.

What these facts add up to is that
Latin America is of vital interest to the
United States. It is one of the principal
markets for our manufactured goods and
a source of raw materials which are nec-
essary for our economic prosperity and
national defense. A friendly and non-
Communist Latin America is extremely

17057

important to the military security of the
United States and the free world.

Latin America is now moving from an
underdeveloped agrarian and mineral
economy toward an industrial revolu-
tion. This economic change is accom-
panied by a state of political flux and
instability. In other words, Latin
America is a potential area for Commu-
nist expansion, somewhat similar to the
other underdeveloped parts of the world
where communism has realized its most
important revolutionary gains.

The United States can ignore the po-
tential threat from communism in Latin
America only at its peril. Already the
Soviet Union has begun to show an in-
terest in the trade and politics of the
area. A severe economic crisis in Latin
America could result in political chaos
from which only the Communists would
benefit.

Communism breeds on discontent, and
discontent has been the breeding ground
for communism in Latin America. Con-
ditions of life in most Latin American
countries are backward, destitute, often
oppressive. Wages are low, chances for
advancement are limited, and ugly class
and racial barriers abound.

Latin America is still primarily an
agricultural region. In many parts,
agriculture is still feudal in its landhold-
ing patterns, and class differences are
intensified between landowners and ten-
ants by racial distinctions. In the In-
dian countries—Peru, Ecuador, Bolivia,
Guatemala, and Mexico—this medieval
system of agriculture is particularly
prevalent. Personal relations between
landlord and tenant are still those of
master and servant in many places. The
incomes of most agricultural workers
provide only a subsistence standard of
living. Most of the peasant or peon
population receives little, if any, income
with which to purchase manufactured
goods. They live in self-sufficient com-
munities where they grow most of their
own food, often suffering from malnutri-
tion and disease.

It is apparent, therefore, why the drive
for economic development is one of the
most dynamic forces in Latin American
politics. Since the early 1930’s, it has
become an article of faith. An over-
whelming number of political leaders
proclaim their devotion to industrializa-
tion and economic diversification. The
political future of Latin America is likely
to be profoundly influenced by those
groups which succeed in establishing
themselves as the vanguard of the move-
ment for economic expansion and
reform.

The Communists are attempting to
capitalize on the strong drive for eco-
nomic development in Latin American
countries. Unfortunately for this coun-
try, they have often succeeded in direct-
ing this desire for economic growth to-
ward hostility to the United States. The
Communists cultivate the belief that the
United States is determined to retard or
obstruct the development of Latin Amer-
ica so that it will remain a backward
area for capitalist exploitation. They
attempt to exploit the resentment that
many Latin Americans hold toward the
United States because their economies
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are greatly dependent on ours. One of
their principal arguments is the claim,
as false as it is tragie, that trade with the
Soviet bloc offers an attractive escape
from economic dependence on the United
States.

As Latin America moves forward to-
ward industrialization, the political and
economic power of labor will undoubted-
ly increase. This has been a recurring
factor in other industrial societies as
they have progressed toward higher
stages of economic development, and
Latin America can be expected to fol-
low this pattern. For this reason, the
ideological orientation of the labor
movement will exert an important in-
fluence on the political future of Latin
America. With the beginnings of indus-
trialization already under way in Latin
America, it is vital that the labor move-
ment not become the captive tool of
international communism.

If the aspirations of the working class
are severely frustrated by a backward
economic system which seems unable to
expand and to adapt to the needs and
values of a modern industrial society,
then a grave menace will result. The
trade union movement will be in danger
of being captured by the Communists,
who will seek to use it in an attempt to
overthrow the existing order and estab-
lish Soviet-type dictatorships in the
Western Hemisphere. This would be a
very serious situation for the United
States and its free world allies.

Thus far the Latin American Com-
munists have been able to gain consid-
erable political influence at times and
places where they have either controlled
important labor movements or have been
influential in non-Communist trade un-
ions., In Guatemala, the Communists’
rise to power and influence came
through control of the trade union or-
ganizations. With the labor movement
firmly under its domination, the Com-
munist Party exerted a strong influence
on the Guatemalan Government by
threats and promises. In this way the
Guatemalan Communists were able to
infiltrate important posts in the Govern-
ment and win considerable influence
over the general public.

The United States must be aware of
the potential danger from communism
in Latin America as well as in other
parts of the world. The activities of the
Communist Parties in Latin America are
designed to advance the objectives of
the international Communist movement
and the aims of Soviet foreign policy.
The Latin American Communists have
always recognized that key positions in
the labor movement can be used to fur-
ther the purposes of international com-
munism. Before the Soviet Union be-
came involved in World War II, the
Latin American Communists took ad-
vantage of their influence in the trade
unions to sabotage the delivery of goods
to Great Britain and France. In case of
war between the Communist and non-
Communist worlds, the Latin American
Communists might be in a position to
use the trade unions to prevent the de-
livery of needed supplies to the United
States and its allies.

Their relations with the trade unions
have been of fundamental importance
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for the Communist Parties in Latin
America. The strength of the national
Communist Parties has depended pri-
marily on their influence within the la-
bor movement. This is likely to remain
true for a long time to come. The trade
unions are among the most powerful
mass organizations in Latin America to-
day. They will become an increasingly
influential political force and are per-
haps the only group capable of challeng-
ing the political pre-eminence of the
military.

Since the late 1940’s, virtually all of
the organizable workers in Latin America
have belonged to trade unions. Their
power to bring economic activities to a
halt has made it possible in some in-
stances to protect a government against
an attempted coup by the armed forces
or to bring down a government by a con-
certed general strike. In two govern-
ment crisis since World War II—Argen-
tina in 1945 and Bolivia in 1952—
organized workers have defeated the mil-
itary in contests for political supremacy.

The Communists do not underrate the
vital role which labor will play in Latin
American politics. If the United States
is to understand the potentially danger-
ous character of the international Com-
munist movement in Latin America, it
must be equally aware of the political
importance of labor.

The extent to which a democratically
oriented labor movement can be assured
will depend to an important extent on
how much U.S. assistance the Latin
American countries receive for economic
development. If industrialization pro-
ceeds at a slow rate or is paid for almost
completely out of domestic resources, the
demand for capital accumulation will not
permit a rising standard of income for
the workers. In thisevent, the free labor
movement may be unable to resist the
Communist program which calls for
rapid industrialization in a manner simi-
lar to the experience of the Soviet Union.
It is imperative that the United States
and other non-Communist countries
demonstrate to the Latin American peo-
ple that they can offer more effective aid
than the Communists in achieving high-
er living standards and a more equitable
social system and that these necessary
goals can be accomplished without the
awful sacrifice in freedom and other hu-
man values which communism demands.

Economic growth is vital to the future
welfare of Latin America. Its popula-
tion has doubled in the past 25 years.
According to present predictions, it will
double again during the next guarter of
a century. If Latin America is to pro-
vide for this increased populace and,
at the same time, make substantial im-
provements in the standard of living, it
will be necessary to increase the gross
national product of the area by more
than three times its present level by
about 1980 or 1985. Even a threefold
inecrease in the gross product would mean
only a per capita income of $600—twice
as large as it is today, if we assume that
the population will double during the
next 25 years, An increase of 100 per-
cent in the Latin American gross product
per capita by 1980 does not seem like a
very high standard of living if we bear

August 26

in mind that it would amount to only
one-fourth of the gross per capita prod-
uct of the United States today. In other
words, I am suggesting that the bare
minimum need for Latin America by
1985 will be a standard of living which
is one-fourth as high as the United
States enjoys at present.

Will Latin America be able to attain a
rate of economie growth which will per-
mit it to feed, clothe, and house its ex-
panding population without a continu-
ation of existing poverty or a decline in
the already low standard of living? Will
the difficulties in providing the suste-
nance of a decent life generate condi-
tions which will make it likely that the
South American people will turn more
and more toward totalitarian political
systems as a solution to the grave prob-
lems of poverty, illiteracy, economie
stagnation, social discrimination, and
lack of opportunity?

Whether Latin America develops to
the extent necessary for significant eco-
nomic and social improvement will de-
pend on a favorable combination of a
number of factors. Among these are the
existence of political, economic, and
social institutions capable of fostering
economie growth, improvements in the
technical and managerial capabilities of
the population, strengthening of the
spirit of initiative, willingness to work
hard and to save in order that part of
current income can be channeled into
capital investment, and the degree to
which the Latin American states forbear
narrow national policies and succeed in
solving or alleviating common problems
by regional cooperation.

It is difficult to determine the relative
importance of each of these factors.
They are closely interrelated and simul-
taneous progress in all of them is
needed. It is clear, however, that Latin
America can achieve the rate of eco-
nomic growth necessary to provide for
the welfare of its expanding population
only through large-scale efforts directed
at increasing agricultural and industrial
production, stabilizing the prices of and
the demand for its export commodities,
and overcoming some of the obstacles
to a more liberal system of international
trade within the Western Hemisphere.

From 1949 to 1956, the experience of
Latin America with respect to economic
growth was encouraging., The brief
economic expansion that occurred dur-
ing these 7 years indicates what could
be accomplished if favorable conditions
are created and sustained over a long
period of time.

From 1949 to 1956, the total gross
product of the area increased at an an-
nual average rate of approximately 415
percent. This increase was made pos-
sible in part by an improvement in the
region’s terms of trade and by an in-
crease in the flow of foreign capital to
the area, both for investment and in the
form of loans. Latin America’s terms
of trade have tended, however, to de-
teriorate since 1954. The recession in
world markets seriously affected the
prices and the demand for the primary
products that Latin America exports.
During 1957 and the early part of 1958,
there was a significant decrease in the
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foreign exchange income which Latin
America derives from exports. In re-
cent years, the export value of coffee,
cotton, lead, zine, copper, wool, and
wheat has greatly declined.

The weakening of Latin America’s for-
eign markets has had grave conse-
quences. Many Latin American coun-
tries are confronted with serious foreign
exchange difficulties. Many of them
have considerably increased their short-
term foreign debt and have adopted im-
port restrictions. In addition, the un-
favorable trend in Latin America's terms
of trade and the weakening of its ex-
port markets have made it virtually im-
possible for the region to continue to
maintain a rate of growth roughly on a
par with that of the 1949-56 period.

The primary factor that helped to
bring about the economic growth rate of
415 percent for the years 1950 to 1956,
however, was not the improvement in the
terms of trade for the Latin American
area or the influx of foreign capital.
The prineipal reason for this rate of eco-
nomic expansion was the increase in do-
mestic investment. During the period
from 1950 to 1957, foreign capital in the
form of loans and investments accounted
for only about 8 percent of the gross in-
vestments made in Latin America, while
in recent years, the South American
countries have invested between 15 and
20 percent of their gross national
product.

But domestic capital in Latin America,
which has recently contributed 92 per-
cent of the area’s investment capital, is
no longer available in amounts large
enough for the investments needed to
promote a healthy rate of economic
growth. This shortage has been made
more acute because of a reduction in the
price of and demand for the export prod-
uects of Latin America and the increas-
ingly high interest rates on foreign debts.
These two factors have made it necessary
for the South American countries to limit
imports of capital goods and raw ma-
terials.

It is important to consider that two-
thirds of Latin America's imports consist
of capital goods, raw materials, and fuels.
Since these commodities are required for
maintaining the necessary rate of eco-
nomic expansion. limitations on their
import poses a particularly serious prob-
lem. Without an increase in their im-
port capacities, the economic growth of
the Latin American countries will be
either severely handicapped or brought
to a standstill.

Today there is a critical shortage of
capital available for investment in Latin
America. Domestic savings are low and
the possibility of their expansion in the
near future is limited. The supply of
investment capital is inadequate to meet
the needs for developing power instal-
lations, transportation facilities, irriga-
tion systems, and capital goods in gen-
eral—without which there can be no
continuous growth in national income.
These enterprises generally do not at-
tract private capital and at present must
be financed primarily by official inter=
national lending agencies when domes-
tic capital is not available.
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But the capital provided by official
lending agencies has not filled the gap
in the investment needs of Latin Amer-
ica. Moreover, its availability has varied
erratically from year to year in each
country. In the 1950-57 period, the
International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development disbursed an average
of about $70 million annually in loans to
Latin America. During the same period,
the Export-Import Bank made available
an annual average of $80 million in
loans. The foreign loan capital received
from these two sources from 1950 to 1958
amounted to less than 2 percent of the
gross capital formation in Latin Amer-
ica.

Latin America must export in order to
import the capital goods essential to
economic growth. However, the mainte-
nance of the rate of economic develop-
ment achieved by Latin America since
1950 is now severely threatened by the
unfavorable terms of trade between this
area and the outside world and by the
decline in the price of and the demand
for the commodities which Latin Amer-
ica sells to other countries. On the
basis of present trends, any future in-
crease in Latin American exports is un-
likely to be great enough to meet the
requirements of sustaining a reasonable
rate of economic expansion.

Because of the shortage of domestic
capital and the decline in revenue from
exports as a source of purchasing power
for capital goods, Latin America needs
an appreciable increase in foreign cap-
ital investments. Private foreign inves-
tors may be able to make an important
contribution to capital formation in
some profit-making industries and to the
growth of Latin America’s capacity to
import producers goods. But a greater
inflow of loan capital will be essential to
develop power installations, transporta-
tion facilities, and irrigation systems and
to raise agricultural production.

To be sure, the economic problems of
Latin America could be alleviated to a
limited extent by merely increasing the
efficiency of agricultural production.
But, as Dr. Milton Eisenhower pointed
out in his report to the President on
United States-Latin American relations,
“a substantial increase in the levels of
living requires industrialization.,” It is
apparent to Dr. Eisenhower that the in-
dustrialization of Latin America will re-
quire a steady flow of public and private
investment. As you know, the United
States drew vast quantities of invest-
ment capital from Europe during the
early phases of its industrial revolution.
Today the countries of Latin America
look to the United States and perhaps
to certain European countries for de-
velopment capital.

Over a period of years sound loans
have been made to Latin America by the
Export-Import Bank and the Interna-
tional Bank of Reconstruction and De-
velopment. Private U.S. credit and
investment have also been helpful. Cur-
rently about 20 percent of the outstand-
ing U.S. investment in Latin America is
private.

The granting of both public and pri-
vate investment to finance Latin Ameri-
can development projects needs to be
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greatly accelerated. This session of
Congress has already taken an impor-
tant step in this direction by authoriz-
ing the President to accept membership
on behalf of the United States in an
Inter-American Development Bank.

The Inter-American Development
Bank is designed to promote the eco-
nomie growth of Latin America. It will
supplement other sources of credit by
making loans for development projects.
In its ordinary operations, the Bank will
make normal bank loans repayable in
the currency borrowed and at interest
rates similar to those charged by other
lending institutions.

The Inter-American Development
Bank will also assist the Latin American
States in formulating development pro-
grams and in engineering and organiz-
ing projects. This technical assistance
should help these countries obtain eap-
ital from other sources, as well as from
the Inter-American Bank.

The Inter-American Development
Bank will be an international organiza-
tion whose members will be the 21 Amer-
ican States. Its total resources will
amount to $1 billion; $850 million of this
sum will be the ordinary capital of the
Bank and $150 million will be earmarked
in a Fund for Special Operations; $450
million of the Bank’s capital will be in
the form of uncalled subscriptions which
will constitute a guarantee fund for the
securities which the Bank plans to sell
in the financial markets of member
countries,

Congress has authorized the U.S.
Government to subscribe a total of
$450 million for the Bank’s operations,
$350 in ordinary paid-in and callable
capital and $100 million for the
Fund for Special Operations. The bal-
ance of the subscriptions of ordinary
capital—$500 million—will be appor-
tioned among the Latin American Re-
publies, who will also subseribe $50 mil-
lion to the Fund for Special Operations.

The Fund for Special Operations will
make loans on terms which assume that
at times some countries may need finan-
cial assistance for meritorious develop-
ment projects but may not be in a posi-
tion to service additional debts repayable
in hard currency. Moreover, the Fund’s
capital will also be available to finance
projects which are not directly produc-
tive but are, nevertheless, important to
the basic economic development of a
country.

The Inter-American Development
Bank should have the effect of promoting
financial cooperation between the United
States and Latin America. All of the
American Republics will share the re-
sponsibilities for providing the Bank’s
capital and managing its affairs. The
Bank can assist the Latin American
counfries in organizing their economic
resources and in planning for their de-
velopment. By encouraging the adop-
tion of more rational economic speciali-
zation at both the national and regional
levels, the Bank can help its members to
attract both foreign and domestic cap-
ital for development projects.

The establishment of the Inter-Ameri-
can Development Bank and U.S. par-
ticipation in it is certainly a step in
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the right direction. However, consider-
ing the tremendous magnitude of the
problem of promoting the economic
growth of Latin America, it is just a
beginning. The Bank's capital resources
amount to less than one-tenth of the
annual investment for all of Latin
America.

An expanded long-term program of
U.S. participation in the economic de-
velopment of Latin America can and
should be one of the most important
means of furthering the purposes of our
foreign policy. The United States has a
large stake in the development of viable,
energetic, and confident democratic so-
cieties in Latin America as well as in
other parts of the free world. But thus
far we have not organized and directed
the resources of our country in the best
way for helping our friends and allies
in Latin America to build the founda-
tions of peace, democracy, and economic
improvement. A broader joint United
States-Latin American program for
working toward these vital objectives
could be a very effective means for
achieving political conditions in our na-
tional interest and humanitarian results
which would uphold the moral con-
science of our Nation.

An expanded program to promote
economic development would cost more
than the United States is currently
spending on aid to Latin America. But
the additional money needed would be
small in comparison to what might be
required for coping with the desperate
emergency situations that may arise if
the already dangerous state of affairs in
Latin America is permitted to degenerate
further.

Since the outbreak of the cold war,
the U.S. foreign aid program in Latin
America has given primary emphasis to
military assistance. But the basic prob-
lems of Latin America are not military,
but economic and social. Latin America
is trying to put its human and physical
resources to work in order to achieve a
better way of life, to reconstruct the
feudal patterns of society which have
endured since the European conquest,
to build a modern industrial civilization,
to raise living standards, and to increase
the opportunities for its long under-
privileged masses,

These are the problems with which the
U.S. Government and people should be
primarily concerned. The United States
can greatly assist this process of eco-
nomic development and thereby help to
improve not only the welfare of the
Latin American people but also the
chances for the evolution of stable and
democratic governments in the area.
The role which the United States plays
in this process of economic and political
development will go far toward deter-
mining whether the Communists will be
the ultimate beneficiaries of the changes
now underway in Latin America.

To be sure, the United States has
given some aid to industrial development
in Latin America. Private investors in
this country helped to develop mining,
railroads, powerplants, agriculture, and
constructed many factories. U.S. public
investment through the Export-Import
Bank and the International Bank for
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Reconstruction and Development has in
recent years made a limited contribu-
tion to economic growth in the area.

However, the total amount of our aid
to Latin America has been very meager,
at least when compared with the grants,
loans, and investments which we have
provided to Europe and even Asia since
World War II. The aid which has been
furnished to Latin America has been
doled out in driblets without any cen-
tral development plan to ccordinate the
efforts of the United States and the re-
cipient Latin American countries.

Something far more extensive is need-
ed if the battle against communism is to
be won in Latin America. What is re-
quired is a long-range program for pool-
ing Latin America’s resources for eco-
nomic development. Moreover, the
United States should seriously consider
making the same kind of proposal to
the Latin American countries which it
made to Western Europe in 1947,

As a result of such a proposal the
United States and the Latin American
Governments might formulate a 5- to 10~
year plan for economic development
which takes into account the capital that
could be raised in Latin America. Then
the United States would join Latin Amer-
ica in preparing a program for attract-
ing capital loans from the United States,
and perhaps from some European coun-
tries, to undertake that part of the de-
velopment plan which could not be
financed by domestic Latin American
capital.

A Marshall plan for Latin America
might necessitate a considerable amount
of public investment by the United
States. It should be recognized that pri-
vate investments from this country
might be inadequate to meet the needs
of a forward-looking economic develop-
ment program for Latin America. There
is a vast field of enterprise—such things
as roads, techniecal training, health serv-
ices, and educational facilities—which
would not be profitable to private in-
vestors. Intergovernmental loans, and
perhaps grants, will probably be neces-
sary to finance some of these essential
projects.

There would be ample opportunity for
private foreign investment, especially in
manufacturing, commerce, and other
service industries. In order to attract
more private capital from the United
States, this Government might insure our
investors against possible losses in South
America. This system was used to some
extent in Europe during the Marshall
plan, Moreover, the Latin American
governments which have excluded such
important enterprises as public utilities,
transportation, heavy industry, mining,
and petroleum from foreign investment
might be wise to reconsider these policies
in the light of long-range needs and
plans for economic growth.

A Marshall plan for Latin America
could provide a concrete alternative to
the alluring promises of the Communists.
No longer could the Communists con-
vincingly claim to some people that the
United States only concern with Latin
America is economic exploitation. The
Latin Americans would have tangible
evidence that the United States is de-

August 26

termined to help them modernize and
increase their standards of living.

One great asset of the Communists in
Latin America is the rapid pace with
which Soviet Russia, and now Commu-
nist China, have been able to develop
economically. A Marshall plan for
Latin America could demonstrate that
the free world is capable of assisting un-
derdeveloped areas to raise economic
productivity—and to provide this aid
without the terrible cost in human lives
and misery which Communist methods
exact.

The economic development of Latin
America will require technical assistance
as well as investment capital. But tech-
nical assistance is no substitute for in-
vestment capital. To a considerable ex-
tent, shortages of capital for economic
development would make it futile to
share only knowledge and skills unless
the elemental requirements for capital
are also met. In many cases, however,
there will be an inescapable need for
technical assistance so that investment
funds can be used effectively.

Technical assistance is important as
a means of providing the technical
know-how necessary for developing a
modern industrial society. Technical
assistance is also essential for realizing
the social and cultural benefits that are
among the richest fruits of an increase
in economic productivity.

The promotion of hospitals, health
education, and training centers can help
the peoples of Latin America themselves
to improve their own production. Co-
operative research in agriculture and
demonstration and extension work can
make it possible for them to improve
their own production., Cooperation be=-
tween universities in the United States
and those in Latin America can stim-
ulate the development of university fac-
ulties in scientific and technological
fields and help them meet the demands
of today without impairing their strong
tradition of emphasis on the humanities.
Cooperative teacher training institutions
can help the Latin Americans to meet
their own needs for increasing literacy.
Programs in family welfare and home
economies for farm women can con-
tribute to higher levels of living. Proj-
ects in public administration and aids
to industrialization can help to realize
the same purpose—that of helping the
people of Latin America to advance their
own cultural and economiec development.
In brief, if the maximum benefits are to
be derived from increased investments,
it will be necessary for the United States
to increase its programs of technical as-
sistance and cooperation with Latin
America.

The countries of Latin America also
need to expand their trade with the
more industrialized areas of the world.
Latin America is basically an exporter of
food products and raw materials. An
increase in trade between Latin America
and the areas which are more advanced
economically would promote both the
economic growth of Latin America and
the development of food and raw ma-
terial resources on the international
level.
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Latin America’s limited capacity to
import is at present a serious obstacle
to its economic growth. Therefore, it
is particularly important that conditions
conducive to a prosperous and growing
trade be established. The possibility of
Latin America’s attaining a rate of
growth that will meet the needs of an
expanding population and raise the
standard of living will depend in great
measure on the degree to which it can
expand its export base.

As you know, foreign trade is an im-
portant factor in the economic develop-
ment of almost all countries. But it is of
paramount importance to the countries
of Latin America. Experience has
shown that only large countries with a
diversified base of natural resources—
like the United States and the Soviet
Union—can develop their economies
without having to depend to any greal
extent on foreign trade. When the nat-
ural resource base is limited—as is gen-
erally the case with Latin American
countries—a growth in foreign trade is
an indispensable condition of economic
expansion.

A few facts serve to illustrate this point.
In 1958, Latin America’s annual im-
ports amounted to about $9 billion.
About 40 percent of this amount con-
sists of purchases of machinery and
other capital goods. The gross annual
investment in all of Latin America is
about $10 billion, more than one-third
of which represents machinery and
other imported capital goods. There-
fore, between 30 and 40 cents out of
every dollar invested in Latin America
is spent on imported capital goods.

An expansion of exports is thus es=
sential to the economic growth of Latin
America. During the postwar period,
Latin American exports have grown at
a lower rate than in any other nonin-
dustrialized area. The foreign ex-
change shortage resulting from this de-
cline in exports now threatens to se-
riously reduce the area’s import capacity
in years to come. It is apparent that
without an increase in its exports, Latin
Ameriea will not be able to import the
producers’ goods and raw materials
necessary for industrial growth.

An important contributing factor to
the decline in Latin American exports
is the restrictions which industrialized
countries have placed on trade in pri-
mary procucts. Naturally the interests
of domestic producers cannot be ignored
when they are affected by competition
from foreign products. However, the
adoption by industrialized nations of
policies that would enable the Latin
American countries to improve their
position as suppliers of foodstuffs and
raw materials would be an important
factor in advancing the economic devel-
opment of our neighbors to the south,
as well as a significant contribution to
a more stable world economy.

Another foreign trade problem of
Latin America is the instability of prices
for the food and raw materials which the
nations of the area must sell on the
world market in order to grow and pros-
per. Fluctuations in the price of pri-
mary-product exports from Latin Amer-
ica have become more extreme, and there
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are few products or countries that have
not been affected. Recently, the price
of copper, lead, zine, tin, coffee, cotton,
sugar, wool, and wheat have declined
greatly. As a result of the short-term
fluctuations of the postwar period, nearly
all the Latin American countries have at
one time or another suffered reductions
of from 10 to 40 percent in their income
from foreign trade.

An important lesson of the postwar
experience is that the absence of major
depressions in the industrialized coun-
tries has not solved the problem of price
instability in the raw materials markets.
Even minor or local recessions in an im-
portant sector of the economy of certain
industrialized nations is reflected in un-
favorable markets for primary products.

Sudden changes in foreign exchange
income disrupt the continuity that is re-
quired for the successful progress of eco=-
nomic development programs in Latin
America. Price fluctuations in the pri-
mary commodities market also increase
the short-term debts of the Latin Amer-
ican countries and thus make it difficult
for them to obtain long-term financing.
These fluctuations also contribute to the
financial instability of various countries.

There are several possible approaches
to international cooperation designed to
alleviate fluctuations in the commodities
market. For example, the establishment
of an international system of compensa-
tory loans linked to fluctuations in the
primary products market has been advo-
cated. Another suggestion is that the
International Monetary Fund be in-
creased as one way of making greater
financial aid immediately available to
meet short-term needs. In particular
situations, cooperative measures could be
considered in relation to the markets for
specific products. Both producers and
consumers could benefit from measures
that would decrease short-term price
fluctuations. In other cases, interna-
tional cooperative agreements might
help to overcome serious imbalances in
the markets for some products.

Moreover, the markets for raw ma-
terials are often affected by such meas-
ures as tariffs, quotas, and the disposal
of surpluses. Of course, these policies
are often important to a nation’s eco-
nomic policy. Nevertheless, it would be
helpful if there were more consultation
on these problems by the United States
and the countries of Latin America. By
working to alleviate this problem
through consultation, it might become
possible to achieve a better coordination
of national policies based upon more con-
sideration for the common interests of
the countries involved. In any case,
progress in solving the problem of un-
stable prices for Latin American exports
is closely related to the prospects for suc-
cessful economic development,

It is also very desirable for the future
development of Latin America that
courageous and far-reaching programs
be developed for the economic integra-
tion of the area on a regional basis and
and increase in trade among the Latin
American countries. The long-term eco-
nomic growth of Latin America is re-
lated to the development of new produc-
tion methods and to the attainment of
a rising level of industrialization. Be-
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cause of the limited size of the domestic
markets and resource bases of almost all
of the Latin American nations, it is ex-
tremely difficult or impossible for in-
dividual countries by their independent
efforts to increase production in the
various fields which require future de-
velopment.

Latin America should begin to plan
for regionwide economic arrangements
that will permit a freer movement of
capital, labor, and products. If na-
tional economic policies could be more
closely coordinated and if different areas
could be given a strong incentive to
specialize in producing for a larger
market, the framework could be created
for stimulating economic growth as a re-
sult of increasing production on a re-
gional scale in accordance with the
natural advantages of individual coun-
tries. And a large-scale inter-American
program for promoting the economic
development of Latin America could be
an important force in encouraging in-
vestment projects of a regional nature
that will promote the economic integra-
tion of the area.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for
the United States to associate its pur-
poses and efforts with the aspirations
of the Latin American people for a better
way of life. Our national interest re-
quires that the United States allocate
increased resources for loans, technical
assistance, and possibly some grants to
promote the economic development of
the area. There is no question of sacri-
ficing our standard of living or of dis-
rupting our economic system, We can
obviously afford to do the job. We can-
not afford to neglect to do what is re-
quired. I earnestly hope that both Con-
gress and the Executive will take much
greater heed of the requirements for a
dynamic policy in Latin America. The
stakes are large, much larger than the
sacrifices which we in this great and
prosperous country would have to make
for effectuating a sound Latin American
policy. And think of the results which
could be achieved. Combined with our
Latin American neighbors, this country
could lay the foundation for an invinci-
ble free world community.

HON. DANIEL J. FLOOD AWARDED
THE CERTIFICATE OF MERIT OF
THE PATRIOTIC ORDER SONS OF
AMERICA

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take this opportunity to warmly
congratulate our distinguished colleague
from Pennsylvania, the Honorable DaN-
1EL J. Froop, who, on Monday of this
week, was awarded the certificate of
merit of the Patriotic Order Sons of
America in recognition of his great and
inspiring public service.

As a member of this oldest patriotic
organization in the United States, I am
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indeed proud to announce this latest
honor to be bestowed upon my long time
colleague and fellow Pennsylvanian.

Further, as chairman of the Un-Amer-
ican Activities Committee I also am
pleased to associate myself with Dawn
Froop in the fight against communism
in Central and South America because,
as you know, he has carried on for a
number of years a relentless battle
against the inroads of communism in
that part of the world which particularly
endanger our sovereign rights in the
Panama Canal Zone.

Under leave to extend my remarks, I
include the following stirring address
delivered by Congressman Froop on
Monday of this week in Reading, Pa.,
before the convention of the Patriotic
Order Sons of America of Pennsylvania,
at which time Mr. Froopo spoke on the
subject, “Storm Clouds Over the Carib-
bean':

StorM CrLoUDS OVER THE CARIBBEAN

(Address by the Honorable DanieL J. Froop,
Member of Congress, 11th District of Penn-
sylvania, before the Patriotic Order of Sons
of America of Pennsylvania, Reading,
Aug. 24, 1959)

Mr. President, fellow Sons of America,
ladies and gentlemen, for many months sen-
sational headlines and alarming news from
areas to the south of us have attracted na-
tional attention to the rising Red tide in the
strateglcally significant Caribbean Basin.
What is the nature of this area and why is
it so important to all nations of this
hemisphere?

GEOGRAPHICAL

A vast sea, 400 to 700 miles wide and 1,500
miles long with an area of 750,000 square
miles, and located between the American
continents, the Caribbean has an advan-
tageous geographical location recognized
since the Age of Discovery.

Bordered on the north by the Greater
Antilles, of which Cuba is the largest island;
on the south by lands that now form
Venezuela, Colombia, and Panama; on the
east by a long string of islands known as the
Lesser Antilles; and on the west by the
strategic American Isthmus, forming part of
the Spanish Main and today consisting of
Costa Rica, Nicaragua, El Salvador, Hon-
duras, Guatemala, British Honduras, and
southern Mexico: these vast regions, because
of their natural sea passages and routes
across land inevitably became the center of
power for Spain in the Americas, also of
transport to and from its extensive colonial
empire.

HISTORICAL

As early as 1530, the Isthmus of Panama
had become the most important of the Isth-
mian transit routes. Its traffic even in-
cluded that from Buenos Aires, carried over
the Andes to Peru, and thence by ship to
Panama for transshipment to Spain.

Though the great rival of the Panama
route was that by Lake Nicaragua, others
were in Mexico where for 250 years the
Manila Galleon ended its voyages from the
Philippines at Acapulco. In this connec-
tion, it should be noted that for many years
the unit of value in those islands was the
Mexican dollar, known as the dollar mex,
Today, few wvisable evidences of the once
great Spanish Empire In the Americas re-
main except old fortifications, of which the
finest examples are perhaps those at Carta-
gena in Colombia. These monuments sur-
pass in grandeur any contemporary similar
structures of the English colonies.

The history of the Caribbean during the
17th, 18th, 19th, and 20th centurles is indeed
stirring, covering many volumes. One of its
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most moving chapters is that which culmi-
nated in 1914 with the opening of the
Panama Canal by the United States. Be-
cause it shortened the distances of the world,
this opening made the Caribbean one of the
greatest maritime highways and, in a real
sense, the Mediterranean of the Americas,
with the United States as the nation of para-
mount interest.

ECONOMIC

Since 1914 the Caribbean reglons have
been the scenes of tremendous economic de-
velopments. Venezuela has become one of
the greatest oil producing countries and
stands high in asphalt, copper, sulfur, and
fron. Colombia is the second largest ex-
porter of coffee and rich in minerals, includ-
ing preclous stones. Panama ranks near the
top in the size of its registered merchant
marine tonnage.

Among the Greater Antilles, Cuba is the
largest cane producer in the world; Haiti
and the Dominican Republic are largely ag-
ricultural; Puerto Rico produces sugar, cit-
rus, and other tropiecal products, also manu-
factured goods, including textiles. Of the
Lesser Antilles, Trinidad is the third largest
producer of oil in the British Common-
wealth and an important source of asphalt.

In Central America, the countries there
are noteworthy for agricultural and forest
products, also mineral deposits yet largely
undeveloped.

Many of these regions, because of their
favorable topography for the creation of
elevated artificial lakes and heavy tropical
rain, have tremendous potentials for water-
power.

Much of the economic development in
Caribbean countries was accomplished, on
strong and wurgent invitations by these
countries, through North American invest-
ments in huge enterprises—agricultural,
mineral, power, and manufacturing. The
results have been to increase employment
and to ralse local living standards, with the
United States as the largest single customer
for the more strategic materials. It is no
wonder that these vast expanses of land
and ocean long prior to World War II had
become vital to the security of the New
‘World, particularly its greatest bastion of
defense, the continental United States.

SUEZ CANAL SEIZURE EVOKES REACTION

Since World War II Caribbean history
has been featured by a serles of crises in
various countries. Long evident to keen
observers there has been a close relation be-
tween events on the Mediterranean and
those on the Caribbean, with common roots
and motives of Communist origins.

The nationalization in 1956 by Egypt of
the Suez Canal immediately attracted world
attentlon to the other great interoceanic
waterway, the Panama Canal, and the stra-
tegic Caribbean area. Agitations, largely
Communist in origin and direction, fo-
cused on these regions. The prime objec-
tives were wresting control of the Panama
Canal from the United States through the
process of nationalization by Panama or its
internationalization.

Despite the unrealistic nature of these
ideas, persons in high position in the United
States jolned in this clamor of ignorance
for internationalization of the Panama
Canal—a Communist aim since 1917,

Panama was not the sole country af-
fected, for the plans for subversion included
not only the countries on the Isthmus it-
self, but also those on both flanks of the
Atlantic approaches of the Panama Canal—
Cuba and Venezuela. In these, revolution-
ary activities accelerated, even with bold
kidnapings of North Americans. Culminat-
ing in the violent overthrow of established
governments in these two nations and their
replacement by pro-Communist dictator-
ships, the Caribbean turmoil, featured by
mass ligquidations of political opponents
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and expropriation of wvast North American
property holdings in Cuba, has become a
matter of the gravest concern for the peo-
ples of all the American states. Many in
Latin America as well as in the United
Btates wish to know what our policies are.

UNITED STATES LATIN-AMERICAN POLICIES

The Latin-American policies of the United
States are deeply rooted in history. Though
included today in what is know as the good
neighbor policy, the essential features of
this policy are the doctrine of noninterven-
tion in the affairs of other nations of the
hemisphere, the no-fransfer principle to
guard against shift of ownership of remain-
ing American colonies in event of occupa-
tion of European nations, and the historic
and fundamental Monroe Doctrine.

The key elements of these policies are pred-
icated on the defense of the Western Hemi-
sphere. Basic to all of these are our Carib-
bean and Isthmian Canal policies.

None of these policies, however, are as well
known or understood as they should be.
But they are there, grounded in solemn
treaty bases and resulting applications.

Because of the focal importance of the
Panama Canal in any realistic appraisal of
the Caribbean situation, a review of recent
Isthmian history is imperative.

PANAMANIAN INVASION OF CANAL ZONE

In a secretly planned and carefully organ-
ized raild into the Canal Zone on May 2,
1958, called “Operation Soverelgnty,” Pana-
ma University students planted 72 Pana-
manian flags at prominent locations, includ-
ing one flag in front of the Panama Canal
Administration Building in Balboa Heights,
the capital of the Canal Zone. Accompa-
nied by Panamanian newspaper reporters
and photographers, and unopposed by U.S.
authorities, the indignity received worldwide
press coverage, placing the United States
in a most ridiculous light.

The possibllity of such an attempt had
been clearly foreseen by myself and other
informed citizens of the United States, as a
consequence of which appropriate warning
had been given. Notwithstanding, when
this highly provocative incident occurred,
no arrests or detentions were made, despite
the fact that they were witnessed by Canal
Zone police. The fiag planters were allowed
to leave the Canal Zone without interfer-
ence, and thereupon became “heroes” to
radical elements in Panama and elsewhere.
I have never received or heard of an ex-
planation for such fallure on the part of
those responsible for the protection of the
rights, authority, and obligations of the
United States.

What can explain such apparent indif-
ference? Was it because of timidity on the
part of local U.S. officials or were those offi-
cials conforming to superior orders or coun-
sel, induced by a failure to comprehend what
was actually involved? I do not know. Cer-
tainly, such a gross trespass, which was part
of an overall purpose to drive the United
States from the Canal Zone, was not a mere
student prank but a calculated risk on the
part of elements fiercely antagonistic to the
United States and, indeed, hostile to the
Constitutional Government of Panama.

In the light of the perspective that is now
possible, it served as a probing of the capacity
of our Government and the psychological
strength of its policymakers. Not only that,
it set a dangerous precedent for allowing a
foreign country to use territory under control
of the United States as a stage for overt
hostile propaganda demonstrations. More-
over, our failure to act with forthrightness
and firmness on this occasion has consti-
tuted an open invitation for future graver
trespasses.

ATTEMPTED PANAMA CANAL ENCIRCLEMENT

The clamor about Operation Bovereignty
had hardly died when the Republic of Pan-
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ama, by an enactment of its National Assem-
bly, approved by President Ernesto de la
Guardia, Jr., on December 18, 1958, unilater-
ally declared the extension of Panamanian
territorial waters from the long-established
3-mile limit to a 12-mile limit. This at-
tempted extension included a 9-mile width
of water at each end of the existing sea
boundaries of the Canal Zone, completely
encircling the zone. This, in effect, would
make it another Berlin.

The United States was the first nation to
protest. In & note delivered to the Panama
Government on January 8, 1859, the United
States refused to recognize the Panamanian
claims and requested a reconsideration of
the action. Instead of complying, the Pan-
ama National Assembly unanimously rejected
the request, and called upon all friendly
nations to support the attempted Pana-
manian marginal sea extension.

Meanwhile, the Government of the United
States reserved all of its rights in the affected
areas, pending recommendations of a 1960
international conference that will consider
the important question of the breadth of ter-
ritorial seas.

CUBAN INVASION OF PANAMA

The situation at Panama did not remain
quiet for long. Victorious revolutionists in
Cuba, trained in revelutionary jungle warfare
in Oriente Province of that important island
country and seeking new worlds to conquer,
focused on the isthmus.

In collaboration with radical elements of
Panama, a few of them exiled in Cuba, some
89 Cuban mercenaries, on April 26, 1959,
landed at historic Nombre de Dios on the
Caribbean coast of Panama, a short distance
east of the Atlantic entrance of the Panama
Canal. One of the objectives of this armed
invasion of Panama was a token occupation
of the Canal Zone. Its maln objective was
to bring about the overthrow of the duly
elected and constitutional Government of
Panama. What a crisis might thus have
been created.

Despite the strength of the 3,000-man Na-
tional Guard of Panama, the people there
became gravely excited by the invasion, with
evident hysteria among certain political
leaders. Had Panamanians known that some
of their high officials had sent their families
into the Canal Zone as a haven for refuge,
the people of that country would have been
far more apprehensive.

Fortunately, for all, the invasion col-
lapsed, with the Cubans surrendering to
the Panamanian forces. After brief deten-
tion and virtually no punishment, the in-
vaders were shipped home where they were
disavowed by those who sent them, thus
closing the immediate crisis. But the end
is not yet.

‘Who was responsible for that assault? The
best answer to that question is by President
de la Guardia, who stated: “This was not
a group of adventurers from our own coun-
iry, or even from Cuba. These people were
mostly Cubans, but directed and led by mili-
tant Communists. Their ambition is the
long stated one of taking over the Panama
Canal.”

This description by President de la Guar-
dia is conservatively expressed and conforms
generally to the pattern of current Carib-
bean turmoil. In addition, as already stated,
there was also involved the purpose of over-
throwing the De la Guardia government.
Similarly motivated by communistic in-
fluence, this turmoil has included invasions
of two other countries, Nicaragua and the
Dominican Republic, which repelled them.

Notwithstanding these outcomes, radical
Panamanian politicians, fully conscious of
their own demagogle capacities and in bold
disregard of the best interests of their own
country, keep reviving the corpse of the old
dream of recovering Panamania sovereignty
over the Canal Zone and the Panama Canal.
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PANAMA CANAL ZONE: CONSTITUTIONAL DOMAIN
OF THE UNITED STATES

What are the facts about Canal Zone
sovereignty? They are brief and simple.
The Canal Zone is a U.8. Government reser=
vation embracing a 10-mile strip across the
Isthmus of Panama and certain auxillary
areas. Its use, occupation, and control were
granted, in perpetuity, to the United States
in 1903 by treaty with Panama. Most sig-
nificantly, this treaty vested exclusive sov-
ereign rights, power and authority in the
United States for the construction of the
Panama Canal and its perpetual mainte-
nance, operation, sanitation, protection, and
government, and, as emphasized in the
treaty, to the “entire clusion” of the exerclse
by Panama of “any such sovereign rights,
power, or authority.”

Long recognized as part of the coastline
of the United States, the Canal Zone is not
an occupled area that can be recovered. In-
stead, it is part of the constitutionally se-
cured territory of the United States, the
acquisition of which President Theodore
Roosevelt always compared In importance
with the Louislana Purchase, a cenfury ear-
lier, in 1803.

PANAMANIAN PROJECTED “OPERATION
OCCUPATION"

November 3, 1959, will be the 56th anni-
versary of the birth of the Republic of Pan-
ama. Aquilino Boyd, a former minister of
foreign affairs of Panama and now & candi-
date for the Presidency of that country, and
other radical politiclans, have chosen this
day for a peaceful occupation of the Canal
Zone,

Plans for these activities include a mass
invasion of the Canal Zone by Panamanian
demonstrators, who are to take seats on the
doorsteps of the Panama Canal Administra-
tion Building in Balboa Heights, at the por-
tals of police stations, at the churches, in
the clubhouses, and other places of promi-
nence. Moreover, world publicity is to be
built up in advance as part of the prepara-
tions, with agitations in Panama aimed at
forcing the Canal Zone sovereignty question
into an international court for arbitration, or
to the United Nations.

This threat from Panamanian territory
to the Panama Canal, conforming to the
long range Communist program of Indirect
warfare, cannot be safely ignored, Such “in-
vasion,” if permitted to oceur, would be as
gross an indignity to our Government and

as if made against the continental
United States; and should be so regarded and
treated, for it would greatly impair US.
prestige throughout the world.

PROGRAM FOR CARIEBEAN SECURITY

As previously indiecated, the communistic
agitation and subversions in the Caribbean
are not accidental. They are part of the
overall Soviet purpose to overturn all non-
Communist governments with substitution
of Communist totalitarian regimes. As such,
they are parts of the cold war and a direct
challenge to the Monroe Doctrine. More-
over, the threatened Panamanian invasion
of the Canal Zone is a challenge to the
United States in its highest sovereign
capacity.

These bold and dangerous activities, moti-
vated and kept alive by communistic in-
fluences, present a strange paradox. If
agents of free world nations should attempt,
on the soll or maritime approaches of any
Communist nations, to interfere or over-
throw the policies or governments of such
nations, they would be immediately exter-
minated. Yet the free countries, under an
inane and unrealistic misinterpretation of
liberty, permit the Communist peril and its
paralyzing methods to threaten, invade, and
impair the most basic rights of the free na-
tions, almost without let or hindrance.
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Thus, the free nations have been, and
are still being, stripped of their rights, au-
thority, and possessions, while the Commu-=-
nist powers march -on and on, increasing
their influence and prestige, and bringing
into their orbit vast domains of the free na-
tions ligquidated by these processes.

‘What should be the policies of the United
Btates In protecting its Interests in the
Caribbean? There are a number of meas-
ures that it can adopt; firmly, justly, and
legally., The program, which I would sug-
gest, should include five main points:

First, announcement that the Monroe
Doctrine applies to communistic subversion
through penetration and infiltration and
velled motivation, as well as by open and
direct eflort.

Second, proclamation by our Government
that the Canal Zone is constitutionally
acquired territory of the United States and
that its continued control by this Nation
pursuant to treaty and the obligations thus
imposed, is best for all the Americas, best
for the world, and best for interoceanic
commerce.

Third, reactivation by the United States of
its historic Special Service Squadron based in
the Canal Zone, independent of combat
forces, under the direct control of the Chief
of Naval Operations for continuous display
of the flag and other diplomatic missions.

Fourth, announcement that no hostile or
other provocative demonstrations of any
character will be tolerated in the Canal
Zone, from whatsoever source.

Fifth, clearcut, non equivocal reaffirma-
tlon of our historic and treaty supported
rights and obligations with respect to the
Panama Canal and Canal Zone.

In connection with the fourth, I venture
to suggest to the Panamanian Government
that it take and enforce necessary measures
to prevent any further revolutionary forays
into the Canal Zone, which, if permitted to
occur, may well end in grim tragedy, with
grave impairment of relations between the
two governments,

This program should have a marked de-
terrent effect on the rising Red tide, not
only in Panama, but also throughout the
mainlands and islands of the Caribbean Sea,
which is well on its way toward becoming
a Red lake. These steps, which are with-
in the bounds of international law and sol-
emn treaty provisions, have but one aim—
making all the Americas safe for all Amer-
icans, and serving the best interests of the
entire world.

CAPITAL GAINS ON STOCK OPTIONS

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I have
today introduced a bill to provide that
capital gains on stock options received,
owned, and exercised by corporate offi-
cers, directors, or employees as a con-
sideration for employment or services
rendered to a corporation as an officer,
director, or employee shall be taxable as
ordinary income.

During recent years more and more
corporate executives are taking their in-
come in the form of stock options—pay-
ing their income taxes on only 50 per-
cent of their income instead of the 100
percent basis applied to all other cor=-
poration employees.

A very specific case in point recently
occurred in the exercise of a stock option
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by John L. Burns, president of the Radio
Corp. of America. He originally had 411
shares of his company’s stock. In con-
sideration of his services as president of
the corporation, on March 1, 1957 he was
granted an option to purchase 50,000
shares at the price of $33.75 per share.
On July 24 of this year he exercised his
option to purchase 20,000 shares at
$33.75 per share when the market price
of the stock had risen to $67.87%.

In this manner Mr. Burns can enjoy a
capital gain of $620,000. Under present
internal revenue laws $310,000, or 50
percent of this income, escapes Federal
taxation as a long-term capital gain. It
would take a salary of over $3 million
to produce the same income after taxes.

This gain to Mr. Burns as to all other
corporate officials receiving stock op-
tions is solely the result of executive re-
lationship to the corporation as its em-
ployee. It is income for services. It
should be taxed in the same manner as
wages paid to any other person. Is
there any justification for a dual stand-
ard of income tax computations—one
for the regular employee and one for the
corporate official who can profitably ex-
ercise a stock option and escape his
proper income tax obligation? The
stock option device is not a tax loop-
hole—it is a devastating and wrecking
breakdown of our tax structure.

The Goodyear Rubber Co. pioneered
in providing stock option plans for
79,000 shares to key officers under which
some officers can buy shares selling for
$140 per share for $50.88. Mr. E. J.
Thomas, president of Goodyear, exer-
cised an option which could net him a
profit in excess of $5 million.

Similar stock options have netted fab-
ulous low-tax profits for officers of Al-
coa, Ford, General Electric, and General
Foods.

Over a quarter billion dollars each
year is dodging the Federal Treasury
because of the special tax gimmick
which permits certain select corporate
officials to enjoy fabulous low-tax in-
come at the expense of everyone else.
Certainly any income received or grant-
ed in whole or part for services rendered
should be treated as ordinary income
and be made fully taxable.

The injustice of the “beat the tax”
stock option tax-free salary is utterly
and completely indefensible. I hope the
Ways and Means Committee will con-
sider my bill in connection with the tax
reviews scheduled for this autumn.

WABASH RIVER, IND., ORDNANCE
WORES

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WAMPLER. Mr. Speaker, the
Department of the Army recently has
awarded to the Holston, Tenn., Ord-
nance Works a contract approximating
a half-million dollars for the production
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of 185,264 M5A1 demolition blocks. In
making the award, the Army chose to
bypass the Wabash River, Ind.,, Ord-
nance Works, now in standby status.
Although the Wabash River Ordnance
Works currently is inactive, Mr. Speaker,
I should like to point out the plastic ex-
plosive item in question formerly was
produced at the Wabash River Ordnance
Works without any intervening produc-
tion elsewhere.

Despite my persistent efforts to con-
vince the Army to the contrary, the
$500,000 explosives production contract
was let to the Eastman Co. at the Hol-
ston, Tenn., works. Repeatedly, Mr.
Speaker, I set out, in detail, for review
by the Army Department, what I con-
sidered to be compelling reasons for as-
signing the Chemical Corps order to the
Wabash plant.

I cited the historic item production
record of the Wabash works, the higher
level of labor surplus and consequent
economic distress in the Wabash River
Ordnance Works, Indiana, are as op-
posed to the Holston, Tenn., region; and
I questioned, at some length, the com-
parative cost-of-production figures sub-
mitted by the Army.

I might emphasize, at this point, Mr.
Speaker, that during the course of my
negotiations with the Department of the
Army, before the contract was awarded,
I was presented with comparative cost-
of-production estimates that were in
direct conflict not once, but on five
separate occasions.

Being a member of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services, I must say
that item cost-of-production estimates
that vary so widely and so consistently
create a great deal of skepticism about
the soundness of the Army's cost-of=
production evaluation procedures.

I would like to make it quite plain,
Mr. Speaker, that next year after the
completion of the demolition block
order at the Holston, Tenn., plant, I in-
tend to demand, for comparative pur-
poses, the final, authenticated order
cost details and totals.

For the record, I am setting forth
the following correspondence exchange
between my office, the Department of
the Army, and the distinguished chair-
man of the House Armed Services
Committee, Mr. VINSON:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., June 12, 1959,
Hon. FREp WAMPLER,
House of Representatives.

DeArR Mr. WampPLER: This is in reference
to the recent telephone inquiry from a mem-
ber of your staff concerning production of
a plastic explosive item at the Wabash River
Ordnance Works.

The Department of the Army has a require-
ment to produce 185,264 each demolition
blocks M5A1 in 1959. This is 5 or 6 months’
production for a plant in operation. Be-
cause of the limited quantity required, it
has been determined that the item will be
produced at the Holston Ordnance Works,
an active installation. Since this item was
formerly produced at the Wabash River Ord-
nance Works several years ago, with no inter-
vening production anywhere else, it will be
necessary to transfer some of the produc-
tion equipment to Holston at an estimated
cost of $160,000. This cost is balanced by
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the reduced cost of production at Holston
Ordnance Works of $2.70 per block as com=
pared with an estimated cost of production
at Wabash of $3.06 per block, and the esti-
mated reactivation cost at Wabash of
$100,000. This plan of production at Hol-
ston is considered by the Department of the
Army as the most feasible, particularly since
production is for only a limited quantity,
and there is no requirement for production
of this item in fiscal year 1960.

In addition to the reactivation cost of
approximately $100,000 at the Wabash River
Ordnance Works, it would be necessary to
employ there about 120 people for only a
limited perlod. We consider that activation
of this plant for such a limited period would
entail higher overhead costs and substantial
layaway costs when the plant would neces-
sarily revert to inactive status after this
limited production. No additional people
will be required at the Holston Ordnance
‘Works for the production of the demolition
block as it will be used to balance out exist-
ing production at that plant. Further, since
this plant is active, the overhead cost is
less, resulting in the lesser cost for pro-
duction of the item.

I trust that this information will be of
assistance to you.

Sincerely yours,
P. E. FeucHT,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Army (Logistics).
HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1959.
Hon. Nem. H. McELROY,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. SecreTARY: I have recelved a
copy of a letter addressed to you from the
Honorable FrEp WAMPLER, a member of this
committee, in connection with the deter-
mination made by the Department of the
Army to have produced at the Holston,
Tenn., Ordnance Works, as opposed to the
‘Wabash River, Ind., Ordnance Works, 185,264
demolition blocks M5A1.

I am impressed with Mr. WAMPLER'S letter
and I hope that this matter will receive your
careful consideration before a final decision
is reached.

Sincerely,
CaArL VINSON,
Chairman.
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HoUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 16, 1959.
The Honorable Nei. H, McELROY,
Seeretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. McErLroY: As a member of the
House Committee on Armed Services and as
the elected Representative of the Sixth Con-
gressional District of Indiana, I feel com-
pelled to protest in the strongest terms a
determination by the Department of the
Army to have produced at the Holston,
Tenn., Ordnance Works, as opposed to the
Wabash River, Ind., Ordnance Works, 185,264
demolition blocks MB5AL.

I am in possession of a letter, dated June
12, 1959, from Mr. P. E. Feucht, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of the Army, Logistics,
setting forth comparative cost estimates and
other criteria upon which the Department
of the Army determination was based. As it
is based on the criteria spelled out in the
above-mentioned correspondence, I must
say that I find the Department of the Army's
requirement-award determination consider-
ably less than justified.

Using Mr. Feucht’s cost estimates as a
basis, I arithmetically conclude that as be-
tween the Wabash River Ordnance Works
and the Holston Ordnance Works there is a
unit cost-of-production differential of $0.386,
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amounting to an overall order differential of
$66,605.04, representing the additional cost
should the explosives be produced at the
Wabash River works., Adding the estimated
cost of reactivating the Wabash plant, $100,~
000, it appears safe to conclude that, ex-
clusive of the cost of employing the approxi-
mately 120 people necessary to produce the
explosives, the total anticipated cost of pro-
duction at the WROW is $166,695.04.

Mr. Feucht states that the cost of trans-
ferring some of the WROW production
equipment to the Holston plant is estimated
at $160,000. Actually then the total WROW
cost differentlal is reduced to $6,695.04;
which, exclusive of labor procurement, is in
my opinion an absolutely negligible quantity.

Particularly is that true when compara-
tive labor distress levels are taken into con-
sideration. I want to emphasize, most
graphically, that the Bristol, Johnson City,
and Kingsport area, in which the Holston,
Tenn., installation is located, was placed on
the labor surplus area list as of April 1958.
The March 1959, labor surplus figures indi-
cate that this area had 6.3 percent of its
labor force unemployed, and is classed in
what is known as a “smaller labor surplus
area'!b

On the other hand, the city of Terre Haute,
Ind., the major labor supply drawing area
for the Wabash River Ordnance Works, as
of March, 1959, had 9.3 percent of its labor
force unemployed. Terre Haute and the
surrounding area has been classified contin-
uously as a labor surplus area since the in-
ception of the present economically de-
pressed-area classification program.

Additionally, I would like to point out
that Mr. Feucht makes no mention in his
cost figures of the amount of money which
would be required to construct adequate
housing for the WROW equipment should it
be moved to Holston. Also, I have been
reliably informed that WROW can begin
production within 60 days of a start order,
which I highly doubt would be the case at
the Holston plant.

Burely, If for no other reason than to
make the maximum contribution to the
faithful execution of President Eisenhower's
Executive Order 10480, which I have been
assured by the Office of Civil and Defense
Mobilization is still very much in full force
and effect, it would be patently more reason-
able to assign this Army Department order
to the critically labor depressed area which
includes the Wabash River Ordnance plant
and which as Mr. Feucht states formerly
produced the item, “with no intervening pro-
duction elsewhere,” than to transfer to an
area of considerably lesser economic distress
at a cost of $160,000 essential production
machinery currently installed at the WROW
and ready for immediate operation.

The most immediately practicable reply
would be greatly appreciated.

SBincerely,
FrED WAMPLER,
Member of Congress.

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., June 23, 1959.
Hon. FReEp WAMPLER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr M. WAMPLER: Reference is made to
my letter dated June 10, 18569, to which was
attached a copy of a communication which
I had that day sent to the Secretary of the
Army in connection with the Wabash River
Ordnance Works.

I am now in receipt of a letter dated June
19, 1959, from the Department of the Army
which appears responsive to your inguiry and
contains what the Army considers as appro-
priate justification for the use of the Holston
Ordnance Works rather than the Wabash
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River Ordnance Works for the planned pro-
duction of plastic explosive.
Sincerely yours,
CarL VINSON,
Chairman.

HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT
OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1959.
Hon. CarL VINSON,
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Secretary of the
Army has asked me to reply to your inquiry
concerning the production of a plastic ex-
plosive item. The Wabash River Ordnance
Works and the Holston Ordnance Works were
considered for this production.

The Department of the Army has a re-
quirement to produce 185,264 each demolition
blocks M5A1 in 1959. This is 5 or 6 months’
production for a plant in operation. Be-
cause of the limited quantity required, it has
been determined that the item will be pro-
duced at the Holston Ordnance Works, an ac-
tive installation. Since this item was for-
merly produced at the Wabash River Ord-
nance Works several years ago, with no inter-
vening production anywhere else, it will be
necessary to transfer some of the production
equipment to Holston at an estimated cost
of #160,000. This cost is balanced by the
reduced cost of production at Holston Ord-
nance Works of $2.70 per block as compared
with an estimated cost of production at
Wabash of $3.06 per block, and the estimated
reactivation cost at Wabash of $100,000.
This plan of production at Holston is con-
sldered by the Department of the Army as
the most feasible, particularly since pro-
duction is for only a limited quantity, and
there is no requirement for production of this
item in fisecal year 1960.

In addition to the reactivation cost of ap-
proximately $100,000 at the Wabash River
Ordnance Works, it would be necessary to
employ there about 120 people for only a
limited period. We consider that activation
of this plant for such a limited period would
entail higher overhead costs and substantial
layaway costs when the plant would neces-
sarily revert to inactive status after this
limited production. No additional people
will be required at the Holston Ordnance
Works for the production of the demolition
block as it will be used to balance out exist-
ing production at that plant. Further, since
this plant is active, the overhead cost is less,
resulting in the lesser cost for production of
the item.

I trust that this information will be of
assistance to you.

Sincerely,
J. H. MICHAELIS,
Major General, GS,
Chief of Legislative Liaison.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,

Washington, D.C., June 23, 1959.
Hon. Frep WAMPLER,
House of Representatives.

DeEar Mr, WampLEr: This is to acknowl-
edge your correspondence of June 16 to the
Secretary of Defense, in which you protest
the determination by the Department of the
Army to have 185,264 demolition blocks M5A1
produced at the Holston, Tenn., Ordnance
Works, as opposed to the Wabash River, Ind.,
Ordnance Works.

Since this is a matter under the cognizance
of the Department of the Army, Mr. McElroy
has asked that I refer your correspondence
to that Department for direct reply to you.

Please be assured that thls matter will be
accorded every conslderation.

Sincerely,
GEORGE W. VAUGHAN,
Agsistant to the Secretary
Jor Legislative Affairs.
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HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., June 30, 1959.
Hon. FrED WAMPLER,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DeAr Mr. WaMPLER: Attached is a copy of
a letter which 1 have today sent to the Sec-
retary of the Army in connection with the
possible utilization of the Wabash River
Ordnance Plant in connection with produc-
tion of explosives,
Sincerely,
CARL VINSON,
Chairman.

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., June 30, 1959.
Hon. WiLBerR M. BRUCKER,
Secretary of the Army,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SecreTarY: Under date of June
16, 1859, I wrote to the Secretary of Defense
in connection with a determination made
by your Department to have produced at the
Holston Ordnance Works 185,264 blocks of
explosive. On June 23, 1959, Mr. George
‘W. Vaughan, assistant to the secretary for
Legislative Affairs, wrote to me indicating
that this matter was under the cognizance
of your Department and that my letter had
been referred to you.

I have again reviewed the letter which
Congressman Frep WAMPLER sent to the
Secretary of Defense urging that the Wabash
River, Ind., Ordnance Works rather than
the Holston, Tenn., Ordnance Works be used
for this production. I must say that Mr.
WamMmrPLER makes a very strong argument.

The cost factor differential information
developed in Mr. WampLER's letter to Secre-
tary McElroy of June 16, 1959, suggests that
the Army's justification for its determina-
tion to transfer from the Wabash River, Ind.,
Ordnance Works to the Holston, Tenn.,
Ordnance Works a quantity of M5A1 demoli-
tion block production equipment should be
subject to a reevaluation. I find myself in
agreement with this position.

The estimated cost variation of some
$7,000 might well be considered to be of
minimal importance when weighed against
the possibility of utilizing a single power
source for both the WROW and the Dana
plant, now that the Dana activity is to be
reactivated. In addition, there is a trained
labor pool readily available in the Dana area
where the explosive has always been pro=-
duced. Also, there is the ever-present pos-
sibility of costly equipment breakage in the
process of transfer.

As I have indicated previously, Congress=-
man WaMPLER's reasons for desiring to re-
tain the equipment and the M5A1 demoli-
tion block order are impressive. I feel that
a personal review of the statistical justifica-
tion for utilizing one of the two plants will
ralse considerable doubt in your mind as to
whether the Holston Ordnance Works rep-
resents the right choice.

I trust that you will give this matter the
same careful consideration as is your con-
sistent custom in order that the Army’'s
interests as well as the interests of the Gov=-
ernment will be best served.

Sincerely,
CARL VINSON,
Chairman,

HEADQUARTERS,
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ORDNANCE,
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1959.
Hon. Frep WAMPLER,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. WaMmpPLER: As requested, I am
writing to confirm the verbal information
given to you during our meeting in your
office on July 9, 1959, at 1130 hours that all
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further shipments of egquipment from the
Wabash River to the Holston Ordnance
Works were temporarily suspended at about
1030 hours on July 9.
For the Chief of Ordnance.
Sincerely yours,
T. W. McGRATH,
Colonel, Drdnance UoFps, Ashistaht.

Hon. FrREp WAMPLER,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. WamPLER: This is in reply to your
June 16 letter to the Secretary of Defense,
and our telephone discussion of July 8, re-
garding an Army plan to produce demolition
blocks at Holston Ordnance Works instead of
the Wabash River Ordnance Works. You
questioned this plan on the basis that the
resultant savings of only $7,000 which was
indicated by information available to you
would not justify moving equipment from
Wabash to Holston.

I understand that, unfortunately, some of
the data received by you was incomplete and
inaccurate. According to cost estimates de-
veloped by the Army in coordination with
the contractor-operators of the two plants,
production at Holston Ordnance Works will
provide savings many times greater than the
$7,000 shown by your calculations.

A primary element of the difference in
production costs is that RDX, the major
component of the demolition blocks, must
of necessity be manufactured at Holston
Ordnance Works regardless of whether used
at that facility or at Wabash River Ordnance
‘Works.

Inasmuch as the Army Ordnance Corps has
furnished you with a copy of the latest and
firmest possible estimates of production costs
at the two installations, and has explained
to you the basis on which they were com-
puted, I will not forward any details with this
letter.

Upon receipt of your inquiry I directed
that further transfer of equipment from
Wabash River Ordnance Works be held in
abeyance pending resolution of the ques-
tions which you raised. Having assured my-
self that production at Holston Ordnance
Works will result in a substantial savings of
Government funds, I have authorized com-
pletion of the transfer.

I appreciate your concern over loss of the
employment, even though of limited dura-
tion, which production at Wabash River
Ordnance Works would have provided. I
trust, however, you will understand that in
making decisions of this kind I must give
primary consideration to their effect on the
national defense and economy rather than
to the benefits which would accrue to local
communities.

Sincerely yours,
WiLeeR M. BRUCKER,
Secretary of the Army.

HEADQUARTERS,
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF oF ORDNANCE,
Washington, D.C.

(Delivered Aug. 25, 1959, by Col. Willlam
F. Bobzien, Jr.,, Chemical Corps.)

Hon. FrRED WAMPLER,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. WaMmpPLER: In accordance with
your request during our meeting in your
office on July 31, 1959, the following infor-
mation is transmitted showing the superior-
ity of the Holston operations over those at
Wabash River Ordnance Works in the pro-
duction of RDX.,

The Wabash Works uses the so-called
nitration process while the Holston Works
uses the Bachman anhydride process which
is much more efficient. Both Works utilize
hexamine as a raw material.

The following comparable data will serve

to indicate the superiority of the Holston
coperation. Cost figures are given for fiscal
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year 1945 since both Works were in full

operation during this period:
Wabash | Holston
2 . }u (L3 L, T
umption per pound
A A S DO 372
Spent acid which must be recoy-
ered, pound per pound RDX__.| 8 3
Fiseal year 1945 average total cost
per pound RDX . _____.___ $0. 1025
Fiscal year 1945 average d
manulacturing cost .. .. L0177
Fiscal vear 1945 average indirect
manufacturing cost. oo oooo-o L0122 . 0070

There are other factors of technical na-
ture which further substantiate the advan-
tages of the Holston operation, but it is be-
lieved that the above figures on costs and
yield efficiency should serve to meet your
request.

Also enclosed per your request are copies
of statements signed by Mr. Palikucha * con-
curring with determination that it would
not be feasible to produce RDX at Wabash
for current requirement of demolition blocks
and the revised cost analysis for production
of blocks at Wabash as presented to you.

For the Chief of Ordnance:

Sincerely yours,
T. W. McGRATH,
Colonel, Ordnance Corps, Assistant.

AN IMPROVED MISSOURI RIVER
WATER USE PROGRAM THROUGH
SLACK WATER NAVIGATION

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the body of the Recorp and to
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, as a
Representative of the State of South
Dakota, I am keenly aware of the im-
portant role which proper use of the
great Missouri River can play in the life
of our people. I take the floor of the
House today in support of a proposal
which I believe will result in a more
profitable use of Missouri River water
for South Dakota and the other Missouri
Basin States.

In a letter to the distinguished chair-
man of the House Committee on Public
Works, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. BuckrEy] dated July 17, I urged
the committee to authorize the Corps of
Engineers to study the feasibility of slack
water navigation of the Missouri River
from Yankton, 8. Dak., to the mouth. I
am deeply grateful that the committee
graciously granted me a hearing today
before the Subcommittee on Rivers and
Harbors, chaired by our esteemed col-
league, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. BLATNIK].

The availability of a sufficient supply
of water is the single most serious prob-
lem facing my State at this time. This
year has been one of the driest in the
history of the State. This unfortunate
situation highlights our concern over the

1 Mr. Palikucha is the plant manager, Lib-
erty Powder Defense Corp., Wabash River
Ordnance Works, Newport, Ind.
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fact that the water which would be
available to us from the Missouri River
is being wasted by being released 8
months of the year to permit free flow=-
ing navigation downstream. This water
will be sorely needed for domestic and
1 IIRMUIoLT " o PUOMES” Budd TUi ™ Tl eI zw
tion of electric power in South Dakota
and the other upper basin States. While
irrigation has not been developed to a
large extent as yet, the experience of our
farmers in this year of drought indicates
how badly it is needed. Before too long
the requirements in the upper basin
States for irrigation alone will make it
impossible to release the water necessary
to provide for free flowing navigation
below. There is bound to be a sharp
conflict between the upper and lower
States. ;

At the present time the REA coopera-
tives and the municipalities are being.
deprived of hundreds of thousands of
kilowatts of electric power from the
hydro plants already installed on the
Missouri because the water is not per-
mitted to flow through the generators in
the wintertime when the power is
needed, but is stored to be released dur-
ing the navigation months., The in-
stalled capacity at the existing dams, ex~
cluding Big Bend, will be roughly
1,600,000 kilowatts by 1963. Due to the
wasteful use of the water, only approxi-
mately 1 million kilowatts of this capac-
ity is being contracted to be sold as firm
power by the Bureau of Reclamation.
This means that a considerable portion
of the requirements of the preference
customers will have fo be obtained from
other sources at a cost more than double
the Bureau rate. Most of the coopera-
tives in South Dakota were unable to
obtain loans from the REA prior to Bu-
reau power becoming available. Due to
the low population density of their con-
sumers, many serving not more than one
farm or ranch per mile, it was impossible
for those cooperatives to develop proj-
ects which could repay the REA loan
until the low-cost hydro power became
available.

If that low-cost power is now denied
them because of the improvident man-
agement of the waters of the Missouri,
the repayment of their loans to the Gov-
ernment will be placed in jeopardy.
The same is true in the other upper
basin States. I am informed that if a
system of slack water navigation were
provided, almost the entire 1,600,000
kilowatts of capacity could be sold as
firm power and navigation could still be
carried on downstream in even more
favorable circumstances than now. In
addition, a vast additional generation
capacity would be made available down-
stream in connection with slack water
development.

At my request, Mr, Leland Olds, direc-
tor, Energy Research Associates, has
prepared a memorandum outlining the
background of a slack water navigation
program for the Missouri River below
Yankton. Mr. Olds, who is a former
Chairman of the Federal Power Commis-
sion, indicates that such a program
offers these advantages: '

(1) Better navigation, because the barge
trafliic will not be affected by the current
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which results from the fact that the river
falls a total of 770 feet from the tailwater
of the Gavins Point project to its confluence
with the Mississippi River.

(2) Assurance that the right of the upper
States to use Missouri waters for irrigation
and other consumptive purposes will not
ultimately curtail downstream navigation of
the desired depth.

(3) Better use of the available flows for
power purposes at the presently constructed
and authorized main-stem projects from
Gavins Point upstream to Fort Peck through
eliminating the need for large releases of
water during the navigation months and
providing greater assurances of maintaining
reservoir levels.

(4) Development of 2,200,000 kilowatts of
very good hydroelectric power from the 770~
foot head between Gavins Point and the
mouth, using the flows to produce some 12
billion kilowatt-hours of electricity.

(6) Improved management of the sedi-
ment which is one of the major problems of
the basin, with possibilities that sound sedi-
ment engineering can transform it from a
liability into an asset.

Under unanimous consent I ineclude
Mr. Olds’ memorandum in the RECORD
following my own remarks.

I should like to point out that we are
only asking that the Missouri River be
developed along the identical lines as
has the Tennessee River and the Ohio
River and virtually all of the other rivers
of the country where navigation is car-
ried on to any considerable extent. I
am bpleased to report that the Inter-
Agency Basin Committee has approved
the study I am requesting. Many of the
Governors of the Basin States, including
my own Governor, Ralph Herseth, have
individually urged that the study be
made by the Corps of Engineers. Mr.
Kenneth Holum, executive director of
the Mid-West Electric Consumers As-
sociation, of Aberdeen, S. Dak., has
strongly endorsed the idea as have nu-
merous other groups and individuals who
are vitally interested in the fullest pos-
sible benefits from the Missouri River.

In closing, I want to say that we are
extremely anxious not to become in-
volved in conflict with our good friends
in the States below us. However, we
cannot sit idly by and watch our econ-
omy deteriorate because water which is
made available by dams built in our
State, and which dams resulted in thou-
sands of acres of our good farmland be~
ing taken out of production, is being
denied to us and given to others. We
believe that we can have the use of the
water which is vital fo our welfare, and
at the same time our friends downstream
can have their wants taken care of if the
river is properly developed.

I am appreciative of the fact that the
Corps of Engineers has given my request
thoughtful consideration and has indi-
cated an interest in the study. The Bu-
reau of Reclamation, in reply to my re-
quest for an opinion, has indicated its
keen interest and general approval of
the survey.

I include at this point in the REecorp
the statement of August 25, 1959, sub-
mitted at my request by the Bureau of
Reclamation, followed by the excellent

CV——1076
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memorandum prepared by Mr. Leland
Olds:

STATEMENT OF BUREAU OF RECLAMATION,
AvcusT 25, 1959

The introduction of slack-water naviga-
tion in lieu of open-water navigation on the
main stem of the Missouri River from Yank-
ton, S. Dak., to the mouth of the river would
provide greater flexibility in the operation of
the main-stem reservoirs of Fort Peck, Gar-
rison, Oahe, Fort Randall, and Gavins Point,
and should result in a greater production
and delivery of firm power to the transmis-
slon system of the Missouri River Basin pro-
ject for marketing in the area. For this rea-
son consideration should be given fo a study
of the possibility of slack-water navigation
by the Corps of Engineers. Since present
navigation releases do not coincide with the
winter maximum firmm power requirements
of customers, a large portion of summer
generation will be sold as nonfirm power
since it fails to meet the basic needs of firm
power customers in the basin. In addition
the monetary return on the sale of nonfirm
power is less than for firm power which
could be realized if the reservoirs could be
operated under a less strict requirement
for navigational releases. With slack-water
navigation, reservoir releases could be con-
trolled more nearly to meet the needs of cus-
tomers on a firm power basis. In addition
slack-water navigation might provide a
means of utilizing the potential head for
power production between Yankton and the
mouth by utilizing sites chosen for the in-
stallation of locks to install power equip-
ment for the development of additional
power resources not possible under the pres-
ent plan. The method of navigation pro-
posed for the river below Yankton would not
interfere with the development of irrigation.
SLACK-WATER NAVIGATION PROGRAM FOR THE

Missourr RIVER BELOW YANKTON—MEMO=

RANDUM BY MR. LELAND OLDS

A comprehensive program for multipurpose
development of the Missouri River Basin re-
quires improvement of the main stem below
Yankton for slack-water navigation and
hydroelectric power as a complement to the
presently authorized programs of the Corps
of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation. In
terms of the great values which such an addi-
tion to the program offers, the undertaking of
the necessary studies by the Corps of Engi-
neers is urgent.

The slack-water navigation program for
the lower river has been considered as a solu-
tion to these problems: (a) How to assure,
particularly during long dry cycles, ample
water for irrigation and other consumptive
purposes while maintaining 9-foot naviga-
tion below ¥ankton; (b) how to assure opti-
mum use of power installations to meet de-
mands for electricity without sacrificing
navigable depth in the lower river; and (c)
how to conserve the full hydroelectric poten-
tial of the river system.

BENEFITS OFFERED

Slack-water navigation in the Missourl
River between Yankton and its mouth offers
the following advantages:

(1) Better navigation, because the barge
trafic will not be affected by the current
which results from the fact that the river
falls a total of 770 feet from the tailwater of
the Gavins Point project to its confluence
with the Mississippi River.

(2) Assurance that the right of the upper
States to use Missourl River waters for irriga-
tion and other consumptive purposes will not
ultimately curtail downstream navigation of
the desired depth.

(3) Better use of the avallable flows for
power purposes as the presently constructed
and authorized main-stem projects from
Gavins Polnt upstream to Fort Peck through
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eliminating the need for large releases of
water during the navigation months and pro-
viding greater assurance of maintalning
reservoir levels.

(4) Development of 2,200,000 kilowatts of
very good hydroelectric power from the 770
foot head between Gavins Point and the
mouth, using the flows to produce some 12
billion kilowatt-hours of electricity.

(5) Improved management of the sedl-
ment which is one of the major problems of
the basin, with possibilities that sound sedi-
ment engineering can transform it from a
liability into an asset.

GOVERNORS SUGGEST SLACK WATER IN 1944

At the February 18 and 22, 1944, hearings,
before the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
of the House of Representatives, considering
the river and harbor bill, Governors and other
representatives of wupper Missouri Basin
States supgested slack-water navigation on
the lower river as a means of protecting full
use of water for irrigation.

Thus Gov. John Moses, of North Dakota,
presenting a joint statement with Gov. Sam
C. Ford, of Montana, and Gov. Lester C. Hunt,
of Wyoming, said:

“We are not opposing the use of a reason=-
able amount of water for navigation below
Bioux City but we are emphatic that the
use in perpetuity of 32,000 or 35,000 cubic
feet per second out of an average annual flow
of 37,600 does not constitute either the most
economic or the most beneficial use of such
a valuable natural resource. If there could
bé inserted in the river and harbor bill or
this committee should insert in your flood
control bill language which guarantees a
certain fair and equitable portion of Missouri
River water for upstream consumptive use,
an amount which might be agreed upon, and
provide further a program for ultimately in-
stalling locks and dams so that as upstream
demands increased the lock and dam installa-
tion program could provide the same or bet-
ter water navigation with less and less water,
thus releasing more and more water for up-
stream use, we believe that you would be
pointing in the direction of a fair and equi-
table solution to the problem, and greatly aid
in a constructive economic development of
the entire Missourl River Basin” (p. 4).

In this hearing Representative Frank A,
Barrett, of Wyoming, said:

“We have not the slightest conflict with
flood control on the Missourl, We want it.
We really have not any conflict with naviga-
tion, If they would install locks and dams
below Bloux City they can have navigation;
but if there is a confiict, then I would say
by all manner or means the people living in
the upper States of the Missouri River Basin
are entitled to first use of the water” (p. 38).

In the same hearing Commissioner of
Reclamation Harry W. Bashore pointed ouf
that “the future development of such States
as Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota, South
Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, and Colorado will
require additional irrigation.” He sald:

“It seems to me that the Congress should
consider the effect the proposed navigation
project and the closely coordinated Hood-
control projects presently before this com-
mittee may have on upstream Iirrigation
developments. Perhaps only still-water
navigation effected through the installation
of a system of locks would permit the pro-
posed 9-foot channel consistently with the
increased consumptive use upstream for ir-
rigation that is essential In the Interest of
the upper basin States” (p. 33).

To meet the questions ralsed as to possible
conflict in use of waters between future ir-
rigation and the proposed 8-foot waterway
in the lower river, the O'Mahoney amend=-
ment was added to the bill, which provided:

“Secrron 1. (b) The use of navigation, in
connection with the operation and mainte-
nance of such works herein authorized for
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construction, of waters arising in States 1y-
ing wholly or partly west of the 88th nre-
ridian shall be only such use as does not con=
flict with any beneficial consumptive use,
present or future, in States lying wholly or
partly west of the 98th meridian, of such
waters for domestic, municipal, stock water,
irrigation, mining, or industrial purposes.”

POWER POTENTIAL IN CONNECTION WITH
SLACK-WATER NAVIGATION

During the later 1940's Federal Power
Commission engineers, speaking at meetings
of the Midwest Power Conference and the
Missourl Inter-Agency River Basin Commit-
tee, called attention to the power potential
available in connection with slack-water
navigation program for the lower river.
Speaking before the Midwest Power Con-
ference in Chicago, April 4, 1946, B. H. Green,
Federal Power Commission regional engi-
neer, placed the total potential power in the
Missouri Basin at about 5 million kilowatts,
with an average annual generation of 25 bil-
lion kilowatt-hours. He sald:

*“As an instance of potential power may
be mentioned the main stem of the Missourl
River from Gavins Point on down to its
mouth, In this reach there is a fall of
about 700 feet and a potential possibility of
from 10 billion to 15 billion kilowatt-hours
per year, The eventual development of all
or part of this is, of course, problematical;
but it is important that the possibility of
its realization be kept in mind, especially in
the Commission’s recurrent appraisals of
power possibilities and probabilities” (p. 2).

This was in general reiterated in 1947 at
a Cheyenne, Wyo., meeting of the Missouri
Basin Interagency Committee, by Lester C.
Walker, engineer, of the Federal Power Com-
mission Chicago regional office.

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION MEMORANDUM
EMPHASIZES NEED FOR REEXAMINATION OF
MISSOURI RIVER BELOW GAVINS POINT

In its memorandum of May 1950 on the
Missouri River Basin, prepared in response
to a request from the President’s Water Re-
sources Policy Commission, the Federal
Power Commission referred to 119 projects in
the category of undeveloped power in the
basin which “would provide an estimated
aggregate installed capacity of 6,195,000 kilo-
watts with an average annual generation of
80,987,700 kilowatt-hours.” This is addi-
tional to the 8 projects then under construec-
tlon and the 19 authorized, with combined
capacity of about 2,400,000 kilowatts and
combined energy of about 10 billion kilo-
watt-hours.

Concerning the potential in the lower river
the Commission memorandum says:

“That portion of the Missouri River main
stem from the Gavins Point damsite to the
mouth has been surveyed and studied for
navigation and flood control, and construc-
tion work to provide open river navigation
and flood protection by levees is in progress.
Extensive surveys and studies to determine
the feaslbility of developing the power po-
tentialities of this stretch have not heen
made., However, this section should be
thoroughly reexamined in the light of the
reduced silt load anticipated and in view
of the changed regimen of the river that
will obtain following the completion of the
presently authorized storage reservoirs above
Bioux City for the purpose of determining
the feasibility and practicability of develop-
ing the potential of 2,200,000 kilowatts of
hydroelectric power capaecity in the stream,
possibily in connectlon with the develop-
ment of slack-water navigation” (pt. 1I-3).

After some discussion of the Commission
principles of project formulation, the Com=-
mission memorandum proceeds:

“Considerable in the way of additional in=-
vestigations are necessary in the Missourl
Basin before it can be felt that the Com-
mission’s principles of river basin develop-
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ment have received full application to fur-
ther possibilities for the development of
power. An important case at point are the
possibilities for slack-water navigation below
Yankton, S. Dak. with attendant large
blocks of power, improvement of power
output at the main-stem dams at Gavins
Point and above, and a very beneficial easing
of conflicts in water use between upper and
lower basin States” (pt.II-11).

Then in discussing specific policy prob=-
lems as they have developed in the Missourl
Basin, the memorandum has the following
to say about conflicts between upstream
and downstream interests in the use of the
water resources of the basin:

“The use of water for Irrigation purposes
in the upstream areas of the Missouri River
Basin conflicts with its use for navigation
and other purposes in downstream reaches
of the river by reducing the available fiow
at downstream points. However, existing
legislation subordinates the use of water for
navigation in the basin to its use for Irri-
gation. There is the possibility, therefore,
that future irrigation development may so
reduce the flows as to jeopardize the planned
open river navigation on the lower Missouri
River. In this event, maintenance of naviga-
bility of the river would require the provi-
slon of slack-water navigation, which would
permit the fullest development of Irrigation
upstream and also make possible the produc-~
tion of large amounts of hydroelectric
power” (pt. II—1-2).

After recognizing the sediment problems
in connection with any plan of develop-
ment in this river basin, the Commission
memorandum then turns to a specific dis-
cussion of the advantages of a power and
slack-water navigation program below Yank-
ton, 8, Dak. Itsaysin part:

“Large reservoirs on the upper river are
being built to impound surplus waters of the
upper basin to create a dependable source
of water for irrigation, navigation, power,
and domestic and industrial water supplies.
Under present plans there will be conflicts
and limitation in the use of water because
of a disproportionate storage development
which provides adequate control in the upper
basin above Yankton and very little control
in the lower basin. The lower river must
rely in major part on storage reservoirs in the
upper basin for flow regulation for navigation
and other p 8. The Pick-Sloan plan
has partially resolved the conflict between
upstream use of water for irrigation and
downstream use for navigation by provision
of large holdover storage reservoirs designed
to operate for both purposes.

“It is possible that there may not be
sufficlent water in the upper basin for the
long-range development of both upstream
irrigation and downstream navigation of the
desired depth unless the lower river is canal-
ized for power and slack water navigation,
accompanied by greater regulation of water
and silt originating from tributaries of the
lower basin. A plan for slack-water naviga-
tion would make possible the development
of hydroelectric power of a better character
than is now possible at upper main stem
projects, and more efficient navigation, and
would resolve, in large part, conflicts and
limitations in the use of water. Under such
a plan, the water avallable for irrigation
would be less restricted, reservoir operation
would provide for augmentation of low flow
and power when most needed in fall and
winter and at a time when Mississippi River
navigation needs additional flow, floodflows
would be reduced by additional reservoirs
and retarding basins, and navigation would
be improved by a waterway with more depth
and less velocity.

“Although sufficient studies have not been
made to determine exact methods of de-
veloping slack-water navigation, if the silt
and river stabilization problems can be re-
solved, and if slack-water navigation and
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power can be developed feasibly, an aggre-
gate power installation at lower main-stem
dams of about 2,200,000 kilowatts could be
made, capable of generating, in the average
year, about 12 billion kilowatt-hours after
allowance for irrigation depletion” (pt.
III-5).

CORPS OF ENGINEERS PREPARED TO DEAL WITH
SEDIMENT PROBLEM

In a corresponding report to the Presi-
dent's Water Resources Policy Commission,
dealing with the Missourl River Basin, the
Corps of Engineers discusses at some length
its preparedness for dealing with the sedi-
ment problems of this basin., In this re-
port the corps says:

“Because of the importance of the sedi-
ment problem to many projects under the
Jjurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers, the
Missouri River division of the corps has well
under way an unprecedented and compre-
hensive sediment study program which is
almed at protection against possible sedi-
ment hagards and at taking advantage of
certain sediment phenomena to induce more
prompt and complete control of the Missouri
River. In the conduct of this program, the
advice and assistance of most of the recog-
nized authorities in this field are being
utilized” (pt. III-11).

The Corps of Engineers report summarizes
its work on the sediment problem as fol-
lows:

“In summary, Corps of Engineers proce-
dure in regard to the sediment problem in-
volved in the development of water proj-
ects in the Missouri Basin is guided by a
policy of (1) searching out and evaluating
in advance all types of potential sediment
hazards and opportunities, (2) making ade-
quate provisions for handling potential sedi-
ment hazards assoclated with corps proj-
ects, and (3) deliberately planning to take
full advantage of new valuable opportuni-
ties which may be afforded by sediment
phenomena' (pt. III-12).

PRESIDENT'S WATER RESOURCES POLICY COMMIS=
SION CONSIDERS SLACEK-WATER FPOSSIBILITY

In its report to the President, volume II,
entitled “Ten Rivers in America’s Future”
(1950) the President’s Water Resources
Policy Commission included an analysis of
the potentialities and problems of the Mis-
sourl River Basin. In its tentative list of
hydroelectric power possibilities other than
projects under construction, authorized, and
recommended or contemplated, it includes
the following between Yankton and the
mouth of the river: 1

Ultimate| Aves
3 1t}ity annua
0- ergy
watt- (kilowatt-
hours) hours)

Yankton to S8ioux City..._..._

Sioux City to Nebraska City._ 400,01.‘!0 2, 200, 000, 000
Nebraska Oity to Rulo... 100, 000 600, 000, 000
Rulo to Kansas City_. 340, 000 | 2, 000, 000, 000
Kansas City to mouth. 1, 200,000 | 6, 500, 000, 000

40 o A gl oL 2, 200, 000 |12, 000, 000, 000

Pointing out that “further study is re-
quired to determine more definitely the
details and desirability of such projects” it
says: “For example, the totals include some
2.2 million kilowatts of capacity that might
be developed in connection with slack-water
navigation on the Missourl River below
Yankton. Such possibilities are contingent
on solving such difficult problems as sedi-
mentation, obtaining adequate foundations
for project structures, pollution, valley land

tThese are not specific projects but po-
tentialities in connection with slack-water
navigation development of specified reaches
of the river.
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inundation, seepage of valley lands, and re-
location of existing facilities” (pp. 178-179).

Referring to the fact that the 15 million
acre-feet of water required during the navi-
gation season “cannot yet be accepted as a
certainty during an extended dry period” the
report continues, “The compatibility of navi-
gation therefore must be examined in the
light of possible adjustments in the navi-
gation plan to reduce its flow requirements.”
It lists such possible adjustments as “in-
creased channel maintenance; shortened
navigation seasons; refinement of bank
stabilization control works; and slack-water
navigation” (vol. II, p. 200).

Later, in discussing the rate of power de-
velopment and integration with navigation
and other purposes, the President's Water
Resources Policy Commission report on the
Missourl Basin says in part:

“The possible future provision of slack-
water navigation on the Missouri River be-
tween Yankton and the mouth would make
possible the development of some 2.2 million
kilowatts of generating capacity in the area
of greatest need. Such development would
improve navigation conditions by reducing
velocities, and help resolve possible conflicts
between consumptive use of water upstream
and navigation requirements downstream.?
It would also improve the character and
value of power produced at main stem res-
ervoirs by eliminating the need to conserve
water for navigation months, a procedure
which results in reduced flow during winter
months, and smaller power output.

“Power possibilities at reservoirs on lower
basin tributaries would also be improved by
slack-water mnavigation on the Missouri
River. The large planned water releases
from these tributary reservoirs in the inter-
est of navigation on the Mississippi River
could be reduced if larger winter releases
were permitted from main stem Missouri
reservoirs” (vol. II, p. 256).

The report refers to the future needs for
power in the lower Missourl River Basin and
notes that some of it may be supplied from
the 2.2 million kilowatts developed as part
of the slack-water navigation plan. It adds:
“The possibility of this needed power gives
added justification for slack-water naviga-
tlon works. However, development of this
power, like navigation, can proceed only
after sediment control and channel stabili-
zation are well along" (vol. II, p. 256).

SENATE INTERIOR COMMITTEE HEARINGS ON
FEDERAL FOWER MARKETING PROBLEMS SUFP-
PORT URGENCY OF SLACK-WATER NAVIGATION
SURVEY

Important testimony before the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
in its hearings in February 1959 on Federal
power marketing problems, supports the
conclusions that full use of Missouri waters
for all purposes will be incomplete without
provision for slack-water navigation in the
lower river below Yankton, 8. Dak. Among
other things, the evidence is clear that the
large releases of water, required to main-
tain 9-foot depth navigation during the 8-
month navigation season, result in the pro-
duction of a surplus of energy at the main-
stem powerplants during the summer, bal-
anced by corresponding deficit of energy to
support the capacity avallable in winter
months.

Early in the hearings a witness placed in
the record a joint memorial of the Montana
Legislature urging Congress to investigate
the supply, control, allocation, and use of
Missouri Basin waters and power (p. 12).
And J. W. Grimes, chief engineer and execu-
tive officer, South Dakota Water Resources
Commission, presented a statement of Gov.

2 There are other problems requiring solu-
tion before slack-water navigation may be
considered feasible. Among them are sedi-
ment control, pollution abatement, seepage
into valley land, and land inundation.
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Ralph Herseth of South Dakota, whose
first recommendation reads as follows:

“As Governor of the State of SBouth Da-
kota, in the best interests of the people of
the State, and so that South Dakota may
make its proper contribution to the na-
tional economy:

“1. I urge then, that the Congress initiate
an investigation of slack-water navigation
on the lower Missourl River as a sound
technigue for water conservation” (p. 24).

Similarly A. S. Wendel, vice president of
the Northwest Iowa Power Cooperative, and
the Woodbury County Rural Electric Co-
operative of Iowa, speaking also as vice pres-
ident of the Midwest Electric Consumers
Assoclation, said:

“Finally, it must be admitted that there
are many divergent views about the use and
management of the Missouri River. These
ideas involve navigation, flood control, recre-
ation, frrigation, power generation, etc, It
is only too obvious that the maximum of
all these recognized benefits can only be ob-
tained through the proper management of
that precious resource—water. There is one
method used on practically every other river
in the country and has been the means by
which the maximum of all benefits has
been obtained. I refer to slack-water navi-
gation. We wurge that authorization be
granted for an immediate engineering study
of slack-water navigation on the Missouri
River" (p.29).

Virgil T. Hanlon, manager of East River
Power Cooperative of South Dakota, mem-
ber of the Governor's Power Supply Com-
mittee, testified that 600,000 kilowatts of
the Bureau of Reclamation generating ca-
pacity in the river was being left unfirmed
and that, when firmed up, it would give
preference customers more than 100 percent
of their 1965 needs. The second of his seven
recommendations, “2. Initiate a study of the
feasibility of slack-water navigation.”

The hearing record contains the “Sum-
mary Report on Operation of Missouri River
Main Stem Reservoirs, 1958-59," by R. J.
Pafford, Jr., Chief, Reservoir Control Center,
U.S. Army Engineer Division, Missouri River,
and a “Review by the Coordinating Commit-
tee on Missourl Main Stem Reservoir Opera-
tions" of testimony on this report at a pub-
lic hearing. Both reveal the extent to which
wasteful use of water to maintain open
river navigation during 8 months of the year
is creating problems In terms of other uses
of the river, particularly power. The com-
mittee held that the suggestion that a solu-
tion could be found in slack-water naviga-
tion was beyond its responsibility (pp. 51—
52).

The coordinating committee expresses its
view “that both navigation and power are
important primary functions of the main
stem reservoirs, and that both functions,
along with the others, are to be served
equitably.” It refers to the report of a
speclal subcommittee of the Missouri River
Interagency Committee indicating that,
when the main stem reservoir system is com-
pleted, “operations completely ignoring navi-
gation would produce power benefits only 2
to 10 percent greater than with multiple-
purpose operations serving both functions.”
On this basis, it found “no economic justifi-
cation for eliminating navigation service in
the interest of power production” (p. 63).

The alternative is, of course, slack-water
navigation which would both improve navi-
gation and secure up to 10 percent greater
power benefits from the presently authorized
power projects, as well as the large block of
additional power associated with a slack-
water program for the lower river.

In the hearings, Willilam E. Trommershau-
sen, engineer of R. W. Beck Assoclates, em-
ployed by the Midwest Electric Consumers
Assoclation, testified:

“In our 1957 report to this committee, we
pointed out that the firming up of Federal
hydro power by thermal power in the Mis-
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souri Basin required a comprehensive study,
and that such a study should be the respon-
sibility of the Federal Government, with
cooperation from preference customers and
others as reguired” (p. 94).

Reference to the Senate Interior Com-
mittee’s 1957 hearings on “Missouri Basin
Water Problems,” finds this witness stating:

“It is my conviction that power marketing
studies may show that the ultimate capacity
of the Federal hydro system in the Missouri
Basin will eventually find its greatest use
and value when used as peaking capacity for
an integrated regional power network owned
and operated by the Federal Government, co-
operatives, municipalities, power districts,
and the private utilitles" (pp. 200-201).

Full use of these Missouri River projects
for peakload, in conjunction with large mod-
ern steam generating stations carrying base-
loads, could be greatly facilitated if opera-
tlon of valuable reservoir space was not
largely determined by the requirements of
heavy summer releases of water for open-flow
navigation below Yankton, 8. Dak. This
emphasizes the extent to which provision
for slack-water navigation in this lower river
may be found to support great gains for the
people of the basin.

A comprehensive survey of the feasibility
of a slack-water navigation program for the
lower Missouri River will take such possibili-
ties into account. It may provide the basis
for multiplying several times over the hydro-
electric capacity which the region can ulti-
mately obtain from this river.

In this connection, it should be noted that
the great progress in large-scale fuel plant
technology is not rendering hydroelectric
development out of date, nor will its impor-
tance be undermined by the early achieve-
ment of competitive atomic power. Quite
the contrary, great thermal stations will
operate most economically on the base or
intermediate portions of the load, with
hydroelectric plants, including pumped
storage projects, assigned to serving peak-
loads and portions of the base.

The importance of such use of the hydro-
electric power available from the Missourl
Basin program was emphasized in a paper
delivered by E. Robert de Luccia, then Chief
of the Federal Power Commission Bureau of
Power, before the Midwest Power Conference
in 1947 at Chicago. His subject was *Co-
ordination of Hydroelectric and Steam Elec-
tric Power in the Missouri River Basin.”
After discussing the possibilities of the pres=
ent Missouri Basin program, and presenting
charts to illustrate the use of hydro in con-
Jjunction with steam-generated power, he
emphasized the special value of hydro as
follows:

“Hydroelectric units are well adapted to
supply the varying load demands because
they have the ability to start from standstill
and synchronize with the load in a small
fraction of the time required for steam
units. Capacity in addition to that repre-
sented on these curves must be kept in
readiness to provide against emergency out-
ages of equipment. The hydroelectric units
with their quick-starting characteristics will
provide a high degree of standby readiness
for such emergencles.

“With hydroelectric units carrying the
peak portion of the load, the fuel-electric
plants can be scheduled to operate at best
efficiency to carry block loads for several
hours each day or to supply base loads.
Such operation would save the banking of
extra bollers which is required if steam-elec-
fric units are kept in readiness to operate
on short notice for supplying unexpected
load increases or to carry load during emer-
gency outages of equipment” (p. 15).
CHIEF OF ARMY ENGINEERS SUPPLEMENTARY

MEMO TO SENATE INTERIOR COMMITTEE SUG=

GESTS FURTHER SLACK-WATER STUDY

At the request of Chairman MurrAY of the
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
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Affairs, the Chief of Army Engineers sub-
mitted further comments on previous testi-
mony at joint hearings of the Interior and
Public Works Committees held in May 1957
on Missouri Basin water problems. En-
closure No. 5, contained Corps of Engineers
comments on “Slack-Water Navigation, Mis-
souri River, S8ioux City, Iowa, to the Mouth”
(hearings p. 439—442).

The Corps of Engineers memorandum
makes it clear that previous studies of slack-
water navigation in this reach of the river
were undertaken during the preparation of
the 308 report on the Missouri River (pub-
lished as H. Doc. No. 238, 73d Cong. 2d sess.
in 1934) and are now out of date. It con-
cludes with the suggestion that “in view
of major physical and economic changes in
the Missourl River Basin since prior studies
of this type of improvement, it might be de-
sirable to undertake an investigation of
preliminary examination scope so that au-
thoritative and up to date data on costs and
benefits will be available.” It estimated the
cost of such an investigation at between
$100,000 and $200,000, with between 2 and 3
years required for its completion.

Dealing with physical and economic
changes since completion of prior studies,
the memorandum states that the Missourl
Basin program as it has developed since the
1932 report is steadily reducing the problems
of floods, sediment, and bank stabilization
which were previously obstacles to a slack-
water program. Offsetting these gains, it
sees resulting improvement of flood-plain
properties as increasing the cost of acquir-
ing lands which would be inundated. But
the memorandum stresses particularly the
fact that “estimated future power demands
are of a magnitude totally unforeseen at the
time of earlier studies, with the result that
the possibility of incorporation of power
production into a slack-water navigation
project should not be neglected in future
studies.”

The memorandum recognizes that con-
struction costs have increased greatly since
prior studies but adds, “there have been ma-
jor advancements in construction methods,
tools, and materials which should make pos-
sible certain economies in spite of the gen-
eral price rise.” This, and other parts of the
memorandum indicate that, while approach-
ing the possibilties of slack-water navigation
with a caution which tends to emphasize the
obstacles, the Corps of Engineers feels that
a new study should be undertaken,

RECENT STATEMENT OF DIVISION ENGINEER
CONFIREMS DESIRABILITY OF STUDY

On April 14, 1959, the Missourl Basin In-
teragency Committee, meeting at Council
Bluffs, Iowa, adopted a resolution requesting
the Corps of Engineers to undertake such a
study. The committee includes representa-
tives of the Federal departments and agen=-
cles concerned with river basin problems as
well as of the Governors of the States which
share the basin. At the committee’s June
10, 1959, meeting in Douglas, Wyo., Maj.
Gen. Eeith R. Barney, U.S. Army divi-
slon engineer for the Missouri River, re-
sponded in a paper which confirms the
conclusion that a restudy of the possibilities
of a slack-water navigation would be con-
structive.

He said that any future studies should be
initially of preliminary examination scope.
But he added that “they should be in suf-
ficient detail to provide reasonably firm
answers concerning practicability, cost, and
economic justification.” He suggested the
possibility of a program combining high
dams and low dams, depending on cost of
flowage damages, as a possible answer. He
said:

“Layout and design of structures would
be of major importance. Since economical
power installations would require dams of
substantial head and sinece such dams would
cause inundation of large areas of fertile
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bottomland, comparative studies should be
made of higher dams capable of power de-
velopment but causing more land inunda-
tion and lower dams not permitting power
development but holding land inundation to
a minimum, Possibly, a combination of the
two types might prove practicable, the lower
dams to be used where flowage damages
would be particularly high and the higher
dams to be used where returns from power
production would warrant the Iincreased
flowage damages.”

General Barney then outlines the nature
of the study required and estimates that
such an investigation would cost $200,000
to $300,000 and require 3 to 4 years for
completion. He points out that the Corps
of Engineers will need authorization and
appropriation by Congress to undertake the
study and concludes:

“If the necessary authority and funds are
provided, the Corps of Engineers will under-
take the investigation. There can be no
assurance now that the results of the in-
vestigation would be favorable to undertak-
ing a project for slack-water navigation.
The study, however, would make it possible
to obtain authoritative information concern-
ing the cost and economic justification of
such a project. Accordingly, the investiga-
tion would be of value even if the resuits
should turn out to be unfavorable.”

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Clearly, in the light of the facts set forth
above, a survey of the possibilities of adding
slack-water navigation and power develop-
ment in the lower river to the comprehensive
Missourl Basin program should be promptly
undertaken. It offers both upper and lower
basin States the opportunity to eliminate
conflicts over use of water by assuring the
fullest multiple-purpose use of all parts of
the river and its tributaries.

Water is a priceless asset to any clviliza-
tion. The importance of conservation and
use of this asset will rapidly increase as the
country’s population pushes toward projected
200 million and 300 million levels, To fully
serve our needs, a program for development
of this or any other river must meet the
challenge to make the greatest possible use
of the basin runoff for all purposes before
it flows to the sea.

WASTE IN DEFENSE CONTRACTS

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr, Speaker, our
Nation has been deeply aroused by the
tremendous Federal expenditures, and
especially the waste in defense contracts.
Many legislators have received messages
from their constituents urging Congress
to economize. I would like to bring to
the attention of the House the selfish,
mercenary, and irresponsible conduct of
airframe defense contractors. Specifi-
cally, I refer to the resistance of certain
aireraft companies to refund to our Gov-
ernment the amount of excessive profits
from payments made by the Federal
Government. The law requires that
these excessive profits be returned to the
United States after the Federal Renego-
tiation Board has determined that the
companies have overcharged the Federal
Government.

Seven major aircraft companies have
made over $105 million of excess profits
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from 1953 through 1955 and refuse to
refund these sums to the United States.
This $105 million and hundreds of mil-
lions more are moneys which belong to
the people of the United States. They
are due the Federal Government. The
amount of excess profits from 1956
through 1958 have not been determined
as yet. Most likely, they will run into
the hundreds of millions.

Perhaps some of the retired military,
who are directors of these defense con-
tractors, could use their influence to
convince their business colleagues who
made millions of dollars in excess profits
to repay the U.S. Government and there-
by relieve to a certain extent the U.S.
Government from the obligations to bor-
row money to pay these defense con-
tractors on current contracts.

These recalcitrant companies are led
by North American Aviation, Inc., which
made $29 million of excess profits from
1953 through 1955 and refuse to pay. In
1957 the Defense Department gave to
North American Aviation Co. $647.7 mil-
lion of defense contracts, and for the
first half of 1958, the Defense Depart-
ment gave North American Aviation, Inc.
$570 million of defense contracts. While
we must borrow money to pay these
companies for defense contracts, these
same companies, which are by statute
required to refund their excess profits,
refuse to do so. I list the companies
which owe refunds and refuse to pay
while receiving millions of dollars of new
defense contracts.

[In millions of dollars]

Amount | Amount | Amount

of excess | of busi- | of busi-
profits |ness com-{ness coms-

which | pany re- | pany re-
company|ceived fis-iceived 1st

resists | cal 1058 | half fis-

payment cal 1959

North American Avla-

tion__ 29 B47. 7 570.0
2.5 2,131.0 392.3
plane Co.. oo 2 103.2 320
Lockheed Aircraft Co.. 12 755.1 442.0
The Martin Co__......- 9.75 400.2 232.2
The Temco Alrcraft Co. 4,25 46. 5 16. 4
Douglas Afreraft Co.__. 12 513.4 370.9
Grumman Ajreraft. ... 8.5 245.2 16.2

Douglas Aircraft and Grumman Air-
craft have made refunds, but are con-
testing the amount of excess profits,
which they have a right to do. The
Martin Co. and Boeing Airplane have
refunded part of the excess profits and
are contesting the amounts refunded and
not refunded.

Certain airframe manufacturers have
demonstrated their patriotism and un-
selfish attitude by refunding excess
profits when the Renegotiation Board
made a determination of excess profits.
They have made refunds without con-
testing the amount or litigating the de-
termination. I commend them and am
glad to list their names: Bell Aircraft
Corp., McDonnell Aireraft Corp., North-
rop Aircraft, Inc., Chance Vought Air-
craft, Inc., Consolidated Vultee Aircraft
Corp., Republic Aviation Corp.

I urge the Congress to demand that
the Attorney General prosecute these
claims for refunds which have been
pending too long and I urge the Defense
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Department not to favor those defense
contractors who refuse to refund their
excess profits and cause this Govern-
ment to borrow more money than neces-
sary.

TWENTY-SEVEN AND ONE-HALF
PERCENT DEPLETION RATE FOR
OIL AND GAS

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. Jarman] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include extraneous
matter and a table.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, in this
special order I will not cover all of the
detailed information I have prepared,
so at the inception of my remarks let me
say to the membership of the House that
I would like to speak on some aspects of
the present 2715 percent depletion rate
for oil and gas. Let me summarize four
of the principal points I would like to
make in this statement on this important
subject:

First. I take the position that it has
accomplished the job laid down 33 years
ago by the Congress in that it has served
to make available to the American public
adequate supplies of petroleum both in
peace and at war, at reasonable prices.

Second. This percentage of depletion
allowance has become an integral part
of the economic fabric of the entire
petroleum producing industry.

Third. It does no more today than to
recognize the discovery value of oil, as
originally intended by the Congress. In
fact, the evidence is persuasive to me,
Mr. Speaker, that the 27% percent of
the present price of crude oil is actually
inadequate to cover the average cost of
discovering new oil reserves.

Fourth. Mr. Speaker, statistics on
earnings based on stockholders’ equity
show that even with percentage deple-
tion, the rate of return for the domestic
petroleum industry during the years
1956, 1957, and 1958 amounted to an
average rate of 9.97 percent in compari-
son with an average of all manufacturing
companies of 11.92 percent during the
same period.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle=
man from Oklahoma.

Mr, ALBERT. Mr, Speaker, I desire
to compliment my colleague upon his
presentation and to associate myself
with the remarks he is making., The
gentleman’s address illustrates the kind
of careful thought and attention which
he characteristically gives to every sub-
ject of great importance to our State
and to our country.

It is a truism to state that the future
strength, security, and standard of liv-
ing of our people are no greater than
our petroleum and gas reserves, There
is no industry more important to our
country than the oil and gas industry.
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The future strength of the industry is
tied indispensably to the 27!%-percent
depletion allowance which has been a
part of the law of the land for about
33 years. Any reduction in this historie
depletion allowance would literally shake
this industry to its foundation. In the
first place, such a reduction would crip-
ple the search for new oil and gas fields
and therefore would result in the long
run in less revenue for the Federal Gov-
ernment. The oil and gas industry is a
big taxpayer. While more revenue
might result temporarily from reducing
the historic depletion allowance, in my
judgment, the impact would be so great
that it would only be a matter of months
before revenue from this industry would
begin to decline and to decline sharply.
In the second place, by curtailing ex-
ploration to a damaging degree, low-
ering the depletion allowance would
jeopardize the tax structures of all of the
oil producing States of the country.
Most of these States depend heavily
upon the development of new oilfields
and production therefrom for a large
portion of State revenues. Third, it
would not only retard explorations but
would result in premature abandonment
of stripper fields which cannot operate
without this allowance. Fourth, it would
greatly diminish, if not wreck, values to
farmers, royalty owners, small opera-
tors, and others who have hundreds of
millions of dollars of property in unpro-
duced reserves. It would wipe out hun-
dreds of millions of dollars of assets be-
cause of its depressing effect through-
out the entire oil industry. The cost of
exploration being what it is, the reduc-
tion of the 27'% percent depletion al-
lowance would bring exploratory opera-
tions in this country to a standstill. It
would make financing of oil operations
impossible and would jeopardize the
structure of every financial institution
now serving the oil industry. It would
wreck the financial structure of every
important oil producing State and would
take from these States one of the few
sources of revenue left to them.

Again I want to compliment my col-
league, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr, Jarman]l, upon his statement and
to thank him for bringing this timely
matter to the attention of the House.
I also want to thank the gentleman for
vielding to me.

Mr. JARMAN. I thank my col-
league for his fine contribution.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle=-
man from Oregon.

Mr. PORTER. As it happens, tomor-
row I have a special order following
the legislative business of the day. I
am taking the other side of the argu-
ment. While I do not engage in contro-
versy for controversy’s sake, yet I al-
ways feel that controversy is good in
the search for truth.

Mr. JARMAN. I will be interested in
hearing the gentleman’s remarks.

Mr. PORTER. I will look forward to
seeing the gentleman there. My notion
is somewhat different from the gentle-
man’s, as the gentleman may well con-
template. For example, I would like to
have the gentleman’s comment on the
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case I will cite in a moment as an ex-
ample of how this oil depletion allow-
ance works. This information was given
me by the Bureau of Internal Revenue.

A few years ago, in 1951, an oil man
whom we will call taxpayer A received
a total income of $14.3 million. The tax
he paid was $80,000, or 0.6 percent.
Then taxpayer B, likewise an oil man,
made an income of something like $4.4
million. The tax he paid was $150,000,
or 3.4 percent. In contrast we have a
man in another line of business whose
income was $400,000. He paid a tax of
$338,750, or almost 85 percent of the
total. To me that does not seem equi-
table. I wonder what the gentleman
thinks?

Mr. JARMAN. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would bear with me while I de-
velop the subject for I believe during
the course of my remarks I will cover
the general field in which the gentle-
man is interested.

Mr. Speaker, for the past year we have
seen spread on the CONGRESSIONAL REC-
orp numerous and somewhat one-sided
discussions of an important congres-
sional tax policy—one sided at least in
the sense of the number of words used.
This congressional policy to which I re~
fer is that of the differential tax treat-
ment authorized the minerals industry—
a part of which is the 271 percent de-
pletion rate for oil and gas production.

Mr. Speaker, I do not hold myself out
to be an expert on taxation or economics,
Studies and recommendations involving
these two very important subjects are, as
they should be, in the hands of our duly
constituted committees—the Committee
on Ways and Means and the Joint
Economic Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I understand the Ways
and Means Committee as a part of its
overall study of the entire tax code this
fall will go into the matter of percentage
depletion for the minerals industry.

I believe this to be a constructive step,
particularly in light of many things that
have been said in the Halls of Congress
over the past year about percentage de-
pletion. I am hopeful this committee
will furnish this body with some enlight-
enment on the many factors that have
gone into the development of our tax
policies affecting the minerals extractive
industries.

In making its studies and in the devel-
opment of its recommendations in this
area I am confident that this outstand-
ing committee of Congress will keep in
mind a recent statement placed before
this committee by the Treasury Depart-
ment regarding percentage depletion. I
quote it in part:

A sound national policy must, of necessity,
provide for the development and replenish-
ment of all our vital mineral resources as a
part of our economic arsenal to insure our
security and to provide for growth and ex-
panslon. Only in this manner can we pro-
vide the goods and services in peacetime
requisite to our national development and to
provlde work opportunitles for an expanding
labor force and for the best use of techno-
logical developments. Such a policy re-
quires that we develop such resources at a
rate that will, on the average, exceed the
rate of domestic demand. Only then will we

have a margin which can be used should we
be confronted with emergency demands
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elther for our own use or for that of our
allies,

The philosophy of percentage depletion
must, therefore, be properly examined not
only in the context of our overall tax struc-
ture but in the light of such national con-
siderations as those suggested,

Now, Mr. Speaker, as I stated in the
beginning I do not hold myself out as an
expert, but I have acquainted myself
quite thoroughly with just why Congress
more than 46 years ago authorized a dif-
ferential tax treatment for the minerals
industry, and just why it is in the best
interest of our Nation and its citizens to
continue the present tax laws affecting
oil and gas production.

With your permission I would like to
lay on the record the results of my study
and consideration of this vital tax provi-
sion—the 271 percent depletion rate
petroleum production.

First, I would like to clarify one im-
portant misconception so often heard re-
garding percentage depletion.

It is not preferential treatment. It
simply recognizes the peculiar nature
and characteristics of the petroleum in-
dustry and provides a means of equaliz-
ing its tax treatment with that of other
industries which do not constantly use
up their capital with each sale of their
product as do oil producers each time a
barrel of oil is extracted from the ground.

You may ask them this question. How
else does petroleum production differ
from manufacturing and other indus-
tries?

Last year, as has been the case every
year over a long period of years, eight
out of every nine exploratory wells were
dry. That is, not 1 penny in return to
show for the money spent in drilling
these wells. To bhe exact, in 1958, 9,588
exploratory wells were drilled and 8,237
found no oil. Many, many of those
classed as successful wells later prove to
be unable to produce sufficient oil to pay
for their cost.

Costs of drilling a single oil well to-
day in many cases exceed $1 million, and
even in proven territory one out of four
wells are dry.

Mr. Speaker, Members of this body
should now be pretty well acquainted
with Government statistics for the latest
year available—1955, which show that
the petroleum industry spent $5.1 billion
in the search for and development of new
petroleum reserves. This large sum was
equivalent to $2.40 per barrel of net
crude oil production for that year—1955.

Based on the U.,S. Bureau of Mines
average wellhead price of erude oil for
the year 1955 of $2.77 per barrel, the
theoretical maximum percentage could
not have exceeded 76 cents per barrel.
This depletion figure, however, for pe-
troleum producers is a theoretical maxi-
mum, based on the 27 percent rate,
rather than the actual amount of de-
pletion since the 50 percent of net in-
come limitation reduces the average
effective depletion rate for the petro-
leum industry to no more than 23
percent.

Thus, the domestic petroleum indus-
try’s exploration and development ex-
penditures alone in 1955—not including
lifting costs, taxes, and so forth—
totaled $2.40 per barrel or more than 3
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times the maximum percentage deple-
tion of 76 cents, That is, for every dol-
lar from percentage depletion plowed
back in the search for new oil re-
serves, the producing industry put up
and spent $2 from other sources.

This information, detailed in the at-
tached table, clearly demonstrates that
the petroleum producing industry re-
quires new capital far in excess of the
depletion deduction to carry on the con-
stant search for new oil and gas reserves.

Add to this, Mr. Speaker, the fact that
over T0 percent of the gross income of
the domestic oil producing industry is
plowed back each year to carry on the
job of looking for oil. These large ex-
penditures of course are necessary be=
cause finding oil is a costly operation.

I cite these statistics to show to my
colleagues that what we find when we
analyze the petroleum industry is an in-
dustry that cannot be compared to any
other industry. The risky nature of the
petroleum industry must be taken into
consideration in framing our tax laws.
Finding oil is most uncertain, and there
is only one way that this business can
be carried on, and that is by wildcat-
ters, explorers getting out in advance,
exploring new territory, taking chances,
running risks in the hope of sooner or
later bringing in a new well and new
oilfields. Unlike the manufacturer who
knows that when he appropriates $100,-
000 for a factory he will be sure of get-
ting his factory, the oilman is fighting
8 to 1 odds that he will not get oil pro-
duction with the expenditures appropri-
ated for use in searching for his capital
asset—the oil in the ground.

In view of these facts, it is not hard
to see that the search for and develop-
ment of oil reserves must have differen-
tial tax treatment just to be put on a
par with other industry. Petroleum
production does indeed differ greatly
from other industries.

Mr. Speaker, another question that is
often heard goes something like this:
Why should oil production have a 27%-
percent depletion while other minerals
have less? Without passing judgment
on other rates I simply would like to
quote again from the recent Treasury
statement that I alluded to earlier:

In a report to the President entitled “Re=
sources for Freedom” by the President’'s Ma-
terials Policy Commission in 1952, minerals
tax policy was discussed. According to this
report, percentage depletion performs two
prineipal functions. These functions are
(1) the stimulation of discovery and devel-
opment of additional reserves of scarce, criti-
cal minerals for which exploration entails
considerable uncertainty and capital risk,
and (2) the recovery of investment in a wast-
ing asset. The report concludes that where
the mineral is scarce or the national need is
great, there is justification in permitting a
higher percentage depletion rate than would
be necessary if recovery of capital were the
sole objective.

From the foregoing discussion, it is appar-
ent that the percentage depletion allowance
was provided by Congress not only to permit
recovery of the investment in the wasting
asset but also to provide incentives for ex-
ploration necessary for replenishment of the
wasting asset by the discovery and develop-
ment of additlonal deposits.

~ The oil industry has a higher rate be-
cause of the greater risk involved in the
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oil search and because no other resource
is so hard and costly to find and produce.

Mr. Speaker, I found after studying
this subject a question repeatedly came
into my mind. Why did Congress, back
in 1926, enact into law the present rate
of 27% percent for oil and gas? To
properly answer this question we must
look at the legislative history surround-
ing the adoption of this method for com-
puting depletion.

A depletion deduction in one form or
another has been authorized mineral
producers every year since 1913, the birth
of the income tax law—some 46 years.

Earlier methods proved difficult and
expensive to administer and often were
discriminatory as between taxpayers in
the petroleum industry.

To meet this, a select Senate commit-
tee studied the problem and found that
experience showed that the discovery
value per barrel of oil as established by
appraisal of individual properties bore
a reasonably consistent relationship to
the price of oil as produced at the well-
head. Early in 1926, the committee re~
ported its findings and concluded that
the whole procedure could be simplified
by establishing a percentage method
for computing depletion for oil and gas
wells. Under this method a fixed per-
centage of the gross income obtained
from each barrel of oil as it came from
the well would be the “used up” capital
not to be taxed as income.

The tax-writing Senate Finance Com-
mittee then made its own study and also
concluded that “in the interest of sim-
plicity and certainty of administration
your committee recommends that in the
case of oil and gas wells the allowance
for depletion shall be 25 percent of the
gross income from the property during
the taxable year” not to exceed 50 per-
cent of the net income of the taxpayer
from each property. Following further
study and debate, the Senate approved
a 30-percent depletion rate. Congress
then agreed on a 27%-percent rate—
for oil and gas wells—limited to 50 per-
cent of the net income from the mineral
property.

Prior to taking action the Senate had
before it this statement regarding rates
by Senator Reed, of Pennsylvania:

The Treasury Department selected at ran-
dom 50 taxpayers engaged in the production
of petroleum for the 8-year period 1918, 1919,
and 1020, and again for the 3-year period
1921, 1922, and 1923. The result shows the
percentage of depletion to gross income for
3 years, and I ask Benators to follow the
figures carefully because some of them are
pretty startling.

In 1918 the gross income was $15,900,000.
I will omit the odd figures. The depletion
allowed for net income was $5,195,000. In
other words, 32 percent of the gross income
of those taxpayers was excluded from the
payment of income tax that year. In 1919
the gross income of the 50 taxpayers was
$26,748,000, while the depletion allowances
were $11,169,000, or 41.76 percent of their
income. In 1920 their gross income was
$07,984,000 and the depletion allowances
$21,640,000, or 37 percent of the income.
The average amount of the reduction from
their gross income in that 3-year period was
37.75 percent.

Also, I am sure it would be of interest
to Members of the House to note the
conclusions of the Joint Congressional
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Committee on Infernal Revenue Taxa-
tion made in 1926 regarding depletion
on oil and gas properties. The staff of
this committee reviewed the income tax
returns of oil and gas producing firms
as well as integrated companies—those
having production, refining, and mar-
keting facilities. This study showed that
discovery value depletion, as authorized
prior to the Revenue Act of 1926, had
represented a slightly higher percentage
of gross income than 27% percent. In
its studies the committee found that
analyses of the tax returns of 117 oil
producing companies show “the per-
centage of depletion to gross income in
1924 was 28.4 percent.” Further the
joint committee concluded that percent-
age depletion:

1. Reduces valuation work in the Bureau
(of Internal Revenue).

2. Distributes the depletion more uni-
formly among the industry without regard
to price of oil on discovery.

3. Gives operators in low-priced fields a
falr depletion.

4, Glves operators in the old flelds a fair
depletion.

You will note from the foregoing that
initially the 275 -percent rate for oil and
gas was, in general, established as a re-
sult of congressional studies which con-
cluded that this rate would approximate
on an experimental basis, the depletion
deduction necessary to recognize the
capital being depleted or used up each
time a barrel of oil is extracted from the
ground. Since adoption adequate expe-
rience has shown the wisdom in setting
the rate at 27145 percent.

Mr. Speaker, as I read the record made
by some of the opponents of the percen-
tage depletion principle and rate, I find
many other statements which need fur-
ther discussion and eclarification, which
I will try to do today during my re-
marks.

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, JARMAN. Iam happy to yield.

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to compliment the gentleman from
Oklahoma on a very careful and effective
study that he has made, and on the way
he is presenting it. This year is the 100th
anniversary of the oil industry. There
are some very interesting things that
could be said in a very few words.

I am tremendously impressed with the
fact, and I think it should be reiterated,
that 8,000 out of very 9,000 wells drilled
are dry holes; that is, they are total
losses. These costs have to be paid by
the few producers; that is, the 1 pro-
ducer out of 10; likewise, even in proven
territory 3 out of 4 are dry holes. That
means that in the fields where it is prac-
tically a guaranteed sure shot, one might
say, 75 percent of them are not.

Mr. Speaker, this exploration is a vital
defense industry. It is vital to the
safety and security of this Nation. This
exploration industry has been badly hurt
by imports of oil without restraint. It
has been very badly hurt, and it must
not be killed. We should bear in mind
that the tax paid by the oil industry, or
rather allowed by this depletion is not
lost. It is fully paid. It is simply de-
ferred taxes.
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I would like to ask the gentleman if he
has any figures on the amount of taxes
paid by this industry as compared to
other industries.

Mr., JARMAN. I would say to the
gentleman that a little later in my state-
ment I refer to taxes paid by the petro-
leum industry and I point out that the
income tax paid by companies classified
as petroleum producers on their opera-
tion both here and abroad represent
about 7.2 percent of their gross revenue,
compared with about 5 percent for man-
ufacturing corporations and 3.9 percent
for all industries.

Mr. HIESTAND. I thank the gentle-
man. It is obvious that the oil industry
is being tremendously taxed, is a heavy
contributor to the tax revenue of the
country. It is a vital industry and it
must not be allowed to be killed as it
would be if this depletion allowance were
either cut or eliminated.

Mr. JARMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr, PORTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN., Mr. Speaker, knowing
that the gentleman is in opposition to
this part of my statement, I should pre-
fer, if the gentleman would wait, to cover
this tax guestion a little more fully.

Mr. PORTER. I wanted to cover a
particular point.

Mr. JARMAN. In that case, I should
be happy to yield.

Mr. PORTER. The statement the
gentleman made in his remarks which
was repeated, that eight out of nine of
the holes drilled were dry is, of course,
correct. But those were the exploratory
wells and in that same year you had to
take into account the development wells,
if you want a full picture. Of course,
wildcatters are a prime factor in the dis-
covery of new wells, but the development
wells now play a major role in adding to
our oil supply so I think to have a clear
picture, you cannot say eight out of nine
wells are dry. My figures differ some-
what from the figures just given by the
gentleman. The figures for the year
1957, the same year that you just men-
tioned and which you used for your 8
out of 9 figure, there were 41,038 develop-
ment wells and 30,500 producers. In
other words a total of 52,777 wells drilled
in 1957, 32,076 or 3 out of 5 were suc-
cessful wells or 115 producers to each dry
hole, I think those figures give a little
giﬂerent picture than has been presented

ere.

Mr, JARMAN. In that connection,
may I say to the gentleman that the
year to which I referred at the begin-
ning of my statement was 1958. Let me
clarify two things. The gentleman will
find in my statement that eight out of
every nine exploratory wells were dry. In
making that statement, I had in mind
last year, 1958. I gave the figure of
9,588 exploratory wells drilled and 8,237
found no oil.

1 distinguished between exploratory
wells and wells drilled in proven terri-
tory, and I gave the figures that even in
proven territory one out of four wells is
dry. I will not contest the figures that
the gentleman has given for 1957, but
I will stand by the figures that I gave for
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1958 and I will be interested, as I say, in
hearing the gentleman’s statement to-
morrow and the documentary proof that
he presents.

Mr., VANIE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield.

Mr. VANIE. With respect to the col-
loquy that took place a moment ago, with
the gentleman from California on the
matter of the tax contribution of the oil
industry, I would like to point out that
earlier this year I commenced a study
of my own on the income tax payments
by the oil industry compared with all of
the other large industries of the coun-
try. I hope I can assemble these so I
can submit them during the course of the
special order which my colleague from
Oregon has tomorrow afternoon. I have
some of these figures right here. Sub-
stantially, they indicate that as com-
pared with all other corporations, which
pay 52 percent of their net earnings or
income as taxes, the oil industry by and
large pays about 10 percent. I have ex-
cerpts of the financial reports that were
made of the 6 months for the year end-
ing during the last fiscal year. For ex=-
ample, I have the Texas Co. which shows
a total income of $2,475 million paying
income tax of $41,300,000. Richfield Oil
with an income tax of $4,100,000 after a
net income of $20 million. Argo Oil—and
I have just taken a number of oil com=-
panies as they come to my attention—
had a net income before taxes of $5,402,-
000, income tax $481,000. Atlantic Re-
fining with a net income of $11,902,000
paid a Federal income tax of $167,000. It
is awfully difficult for me to reconcile
these large profits that escape taxation
with all of the discussions that have been
made today about the tremendous con-
tribution of the oil industry to the tax
burdens of this country.

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I am happy to yield
to my colleague.

Mr. HIESTAND. I appreciate the fig=-
ures given by the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. They come from the Wall
Street Journal which I am holding in
my hand.

Mr. HIESTAND. Yes, and I am quite
sure he has misquoted some of them,
unintentionally. Here is the point. He
quoted the Texas Co. income at $1 bil-
lion. The Texas Co. did not make profits
of $1 billion, certainly not. That would
be sales not profits.

Mr. VANIK, I am reading here from
the Wall Street Journal of March 18,
1952.

Mr. HIESTAND. Those are sales
rather than profits.

Mr. VANIK. That is the total income.

Mr. HIESTAND, That is the sales.
No company in the United States made
a billion dollars profit.

Mr. VANIK. That is right. It is the
total income. I will read the net income
figure. The net income figure quoted in
this publication is $310 million. I am
sorry, I stand corrected. It was $310 mil-
lion on which they paid an income tax
totaling $41,300,000.

Mr. HIESTAND. I know the gentle-
man from Oklahoma appreciates this
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contribution, but it must be borne in
mind that all corporations of the United
States do not pay 52 percent. It may
be 52 percent of their net earnings for
all corporations, but that is the maxi-
mum figure, of course.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. JARMAN. Iyield.

Mr. VANIK. In my contribution, if
I am allowed to participate tomorrow
during the time of my colleague from
Oregon, I have tried, for example, to
collect all the corporate reports I have
been able to get my eyes on taken from
annual reports; and, by and large, they
indicate that corporations throughout
the country are probably paying 52 per-
cent, but the oil industry as a special
class is paying 10 percent more or less,
mostly less, by way of its contribution
to the tax burden of the country.

Mr. HIESTAND. I would certainly
challenge that.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield.

Mr. BATLEY. I am very much inter-
ested in this discussion in that the de-
preciation tax allowance was sponsored
by our late Senators Mansfield and
Neely in 1927, West Virginia having
been the eastern stronghold of the oil
and gas industry before they moved to
Oklahoma and Texas, and still is inter-
ested in the oil and gas business.

I would just like fo supplement what
the gentleman from Oklahoma has said
by telling you that a number of years
ago several West Virginia concerns in-
terested went together and drilled a well,
which is in my district, fourteen thou-
sand seven hundred-and-some feet, sup-
posed to be the deepest well in the world.
They found some indications of gas at
several levels along the line but it was
finally sealed off. I do not know what
action will be taken by them; but that
is one illustration of the kind of money
that is used in exploratory work and the
kind of work the depreciation allowance
makes possible.

Mr. JARMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. JARMAN. Iyield.

Mr. VANIK. I want to say I have
studied a good part of the gentleman's
statement with profound concern. I
want to commend the gentleman not-
withstanding my divergence with his
basie concept in this issue, I want to
commend the gentleman for having pre-
pared what I think is one of the most
scholarly presentations of a case on the
other side, and I certainly hope that
between now and tomorrow I can join
with my colleague in reviewing this
very, very well-prepared statement to
see if our contentions are correct. I do
not think he is going to change my own
personal mind on this because I have
studied this industry intently, but I still
think he has presented the most orderly,
the most precise, the most thorough ex-
position of the problem I have yet heard.

Mr. JARMAN, I thank the gentle-
man, whom I recognize as a very worthy
opponent on this issue. Also I recog-
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nize the great amount of work the gen-
tleman from Ohio has done on this tre-
mendously important subject. I have
done my best in this presentation today,
with a certain amount of documenta-
tion, to present the arguments as I ana-
lyze them to be. I recognize that there
are arguments on the other side and I
will listen tomorrow with interest to my
colleagues in a further discussion of this
subject.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Would the gentle-
man be willing to tell me what he thinks
about the proposition that there exist
in the United States today shale oil de-
posits which are not in dispute as to
their value or their quality, or the
amounts of money which have been put
into research both from public resources
as well as private. The situation is such
today that these shale oil deposits can
be worked on a commercial basis and
produce a product which would be equal
in quality and equal in price to the pres-
ent oil which is being produced by this
rather expensive method, as I think the
gentleman’s figures disclose.

Would it not be healthier for the econ-
omy to turn to that kind of production
rather than the wasteful one which is
now going on everywhere and thus elim-
inate the necessity of the amount of in-
direct subsidy represented by this 271
percent depletion allowance?

Mr. JARMAN. I would say to my col-
league that certainly the need for oil is
such that every possible avenue should
be explored to insure our country the
supply that is needed in peacetime and
that certainly would be needed in war-
time. Certainly I feel that the poten-
tialities inherent in oil shale deposits
should receive every development oppor-
tunity, exploring its commercial possi-
bilities for the needs of a growing
economy.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. But has it not al-
ready been so well developed, and is it
not also so well established that we
should not have any further develop-
ment of the underground oil supply un-
til such time as we may in the future
exhaust the shale oil deposits?

Mr. JARMAN. I can only say to my
colleague that in this highly competitive
economy, if development has reached a
stage where the end result can be put on
a more favorable economic basis than
our present method of extracting oil, I
have no doubt that it would come to the
forefront in the American economy.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. If at the same
time it could be shown that the shale
oil deposits were controlled by the same
people who had control of the under-
ground deposits, then obviously it be-
comes more to their benefit to exercise
a 27'%-percent depletion allowance and
that these deposits are perhaps being
withheld from public use when they
should be forced to be made available
for public use.

Mr. JARMAN. I have no personal
knowledge that substantiates the state-
ment the gentleman from California has
Jjust made.

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle=
man from California.

Mr. HIESTAND. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s yielding again at this point. I
am sure the gentleman from California
would like to correct one word he used.
He referred to the 2T7}5-percent deple-
tion as a subsidy. May I suggest to him
it is simply deferment. It is not a sub=-
sidy. The tax has to be paid. It is a
question of how rapidly you are going to
deplete your tax allowance and, there-
fore, defer the payment. But it will be
made,

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alaska.

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. At this point
I wish to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Oklahoma.
Regarding the cost of search for new oil
reserves, I point to the widespread ex-
ploration by the major oil companies
and many independent operators in
Alaska. Alaska promises to be the next
great oil reserve needed by our Nation
because of the unstinting expenditure by
the oil people in all phases of explora-
tion, including drilling. Because of the
great distances, the rugged terrain, and
cold winters, it costs from three to ten
times as much to drill a well in Alaska
as in the other Western States. As far
as my State is concerned, it is absolutely
necessary that the 27%-percent deple-
tion allowance be retained.

Mr. JARMAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. I have listened to the
gentleman with great interest. I might
say to the gentleman there is one way in
which our oil supply could be conserved,
at least to some degree. Possibly the
gentleman knows that I have in the past
three sessions of Congress introduced
a bill which would provide that all motor
fuels shall contain 5-percent alcohol
made from our surplus grain. There is
a good reason for that. It would not
only conserve our oil supply but it would
take the production of over 43 million
acres of our land. Since the advent of
the iron horse, the iron horse has not
eaten grain. But we could very well
process these surplus grains that are
having such an effect on the price of
farm products and eost so much to store,
to the end that our surpluses in farm
products could be greatly reduced by this
5-percent mix of alcohol. A 5-percent
mix of alcohol made from surplus grain
in our motor fuels would consume over
700 million bushels of grain each year.
It would be a great saving to the people
of America and would finally stabilize
farm prices on a fair level. The gentle-
man talks about this 27%% percent de-
pletion allowance. I think many times,
along with a lot of people, that maybe
that depletion allowance should be de-
creased maybe to 15 percent, I would
not want to stop wildeatting, but, cer-
tainly, I think it is a big bonus to give
to the oil producers.

I might say that it is the big oil pro-
ducers who fight my bill the hardest.
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They bury their heads in the sand to
their own disadvantage, because in bad
times and in good times the oil producer
is in the same economic boat with the
farmers of America, because they are
really the big buyers of petroleum prod-
ucts. So, I could not help but compli-
ment the gentleman on his remarks and
say that I think they are well taken.

Mr. JARMAN. I thank the gentle-
man for his conftribution to this discus-
slon.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., JARMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma, Mr.
Speaker, I first wish to compliment my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. JARMAN], who is
now addressing the House, on the splen-
did statement he is making. I want to
say this, that to my way of thinking even
if you should call this 27%5-percent de-
pletion allowance a subsidy—and
frankly, I think that it may be called
that without missing the mark too
much—even if you do call it that, it is
my considered opinion—and I have
thought about this subject matter for
many years—that subsidies are not in-
herently evil. Subsidies have helped to
strengthen this great Nation of ours like
almost nothing else has.

I call your attention to the fact that
just a few moments ago we passed H.R.
5421. That was a subsidy to the fishing
industry, especially as it affects New
England. And, they used the word “sub-
sidy” in that bill. I voted “yes” on that.
That will not directly help Oklahoma
nor any of the Midwest, as far as I know,
but it will help a fine segment of our
society. I voted for it, not reluctantly,
but I voted for it rather enthusiastically,
because they made a good case there, I
thought.

Now, I do not want to spend too much
of the gentleman’s time, but just a few
moments. As I suggested, it is not a
question of a subsidy being inherently
evil, but it can be abused; there is no
question about that. So, it seems to me
that we should study each of these mat-
ters as they come along and determine
whether or not the subsidy is a reason-
able one.

I called the attention of the House
just a few moments ago, in the few re-
marks I made on H.R. 5421, that we
have had subsidies in this counfry since
George Washington’s time. The tariff
is the biggest subsidy that I know of
that we have ever had. And, I do not
want to keep repeating, but I would like
to use these figures again, From 1932 to
1952 the tariff in this country cost us,
the taxpayers, the consuming publie,
$40.8 billion. The subsidy to support
farm prices cost us $1.2 billion. Now,
these are figures tnat I sincerely believe
to be reliable. I have checked them and
rechecked them, and I certainly feel they
are reliable figures.

Mr. Speaker, the tariff has been with
us since George Washington's time.
And, I am not against it; I am for it; I

am strongly in favor of it. I am not an
expert, and I do not know whether we
pay too much by reason of s or not—

I am not arguing that point—but as long
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as it is reasonable, I am certainly for a
tariff to protect our manufacturing in-
dustry in this country. Now, then, why
should we not protect the oil industry?
‘Why should we not? It is true, my good
friends, that fortunes are made in oil,
but I call your attention to the very
salient fact that many, many fortunes
are lost in oil, and many people going
out and trying to discover new fields lose
their shirts, to use a commeon expression;
lose every dime that they have. So, it
is not all gravy, and it is not all fortune.
Some of it very, I am sorry to say, much
misfortune, by reason of the ventures
that are made in oil.

With this I conclude, because I do not
want to use any more of the gentleman’s
time, this 271%-percent depletion allow-
ance does not go just to the big oil com-
panies. It is true that they get some of
it. But, you know, I have never been
against anyone just because he was big.
I do want to see justice and equity to all
of our people, and I am sure that all the
Members of Congress want to see that.
I am not against a person or a firm or
anybody else just because he or it is
big. It is true that some of the benefit,
or a great deal of the benefit, goes to the
big, major oil companies. There is no
question about that, But also the benefit
goes to the small independent producers
and either directly or indirectly goes to
the farmer, the one who holds the min-
eral rights. Many a farmer has kept the
wolf away from his door by reason of the
2715 percent depletion allowance. It
helps the roughnecks, it helps the
drillers, it helps the tool pushers, it helps
all of the oil industry. I do believe that
it is fair, just and reasonable and that
it should be continued.

And in final conclusion I want to say
that I think my distinguished colleague
is making a splendid contribution at this
time, and I appreciate very much the
fact that he has yielded to me.

Mr. JARMAN. I thank my distin-
guished colleague for his contribution.
I think the only thing I would say at
this time, Mr. Speaker, with reference
to his earlier statement as to the possi-
bility of this being classified as a subsidy
is that my understanding of a subsidy
is a foregiveness of taxes, whereas ac-
tually under the operation of this deple-
tion allowance it is simply a deferment
of taxes that certainly will come in the
future when the product comes out of
the ground.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. JARMAN. I yield.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. The gen-
tleman will recall that I did not admit
that it was a subsidy; I did not say it
was.

Mr. JARMAN. I understand.

Mr. MORRIS of Oklahoma. I merely
said that some people call it a subsidy
and that there might be some justifica-
tion for calling it that. Even a defer-
ment could be classified by some people
and maybe honestly so as a subsidy,
but I did not make any admission that
it was an out-and-out subsidy.

Mr. JARMAN. I am clear as to the
gentleman's statement and I appreci-
ate it.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to discuss
an aspect of this important tax provi=-
sion which its opponents have studi-
ously avoided. This, of course, being the
important role percentage depletion has
played in helping to find the oil this
Nation needs to meet its defense needs
both in peace and war. I need not re-
count here today the numerous occa-
sions that the petroleum industry has
furnished the vital fuels that are abso-
lutely essential to successfully prosecute
wars and standoff and deter war threats,
nor how this country has been able to
divert its petroleum into the hands of
friendly nations in times of crisis, such
as the Suez situation in 1956 and 1957.
That oil is one of the most important
munitions of war cannot be denied. No
less an authority than President Eisen=
hower stated in April 1954:

The Russians produced last year some=-
thing less, probably, than half a billion bar=
rels of oll. We produced 2!4 by ourselves,
Now * * * these things are deterrants upon
the men in the Kremlin. They are factors
that make war, let us say, less likely.

In December of that same year, the
famed Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, de-
clared:

Oil is the “life’s blood” of our Navy, Air
Force, and mechanized Army. Without it
we are sitting ducks for aggression.

In July 1957, in a report to the Presi-
dent, the Special Cabinet Committee
stated:

Oil and gas account for two-thirds of the
energy consumed in this country * * *
there is no adequate substitute in sight for
the foreseeable future. Therefore, we must
have available adequate supplies of oil,

These are but a few of the many dec-
larations by the highest civilian authori-
ties in the Nation as to the absolute es-
sentiality of petroleum to our national
security.

Yet we are asked to vote a change
in a tax provision which has proven its
ability to help in this enormous task in
finding and developing plentiful sup-
plies of petroleum within our industry.
We are asked to junk a tax structure
that has performed so well that its
critics declare it is bad because it has
attracted too much ecapital into this
essential industry.

Mr. Speaker, if we are to have any
industry overcapitalized, I certainly
prefer it to be an industry that is with-
out parallel in its contribution to our
modern day society both in peace and
war. There are only two major nations
in the entire world that have avail-
able, within their own borders, adequate
petroleum supplies—Russia and the
United States. I am unable to say how
Russia has accomplished this feat, but
I can say without fear of contradiction,
that the United States is today “oil
wise” strong, due in large measure to
the wise congressional policy laid down
some 32 years ago in the form of per-
centage depletion.

Mr. Speaker, each of us recall the ap-
prehension and fear which spread like
wildfire over the entire free world dur=
ing the Suez crisis, because our Euro=
pean neighbors had been cut off from
Middle East oil. We well remember that
this life blood of an industrial economy
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was so important to them that England
and France risked a major war by land-
ing troops in the Middle East in their
attempt to keep the Suez Canal open. In
appraising any policy adopted by Con-
gress, it is well to see how it stood up
in such emergencies. In this regard I
think an editorial which appeared in
the Washington Daily News, on Decem-
ber 1, 1956, during the heat of the Suez
crisis, clearly points out the importance
of this wise congressional policy and
states the case for percentage depletion
in very few words. With your permis-
sion I would like to quote in part from
this very fine editorial:

The Government has put into motion
long-considered plans to ship more oil to
Europe to help make up the deficit caused
by the closing of the Suez Canal.

U.8. production of crude, now about 7,100,-
000 barrels a day, may be upped by 800,000
to 850,000 barrels & day to meet the new
Western European needs.

This will be possible because of the en-
lightened self-interest of the oil producing
States and the oil industry.

- -

Over the years, Federal tax laws have con-
tributed to the present-day abundance of
American oil. The percentage depletion al-
lowance given the oil industry has been con-
demned by the unknowing as a dangerous
and unfair loophole. But the fact is that
without some tax advantage allowance, the
industry would not have been able to carry
on the wildcatting that provided us with
the crude oil reserves from which we are
about to draw 800,000 more barrels of oll each
day.

The combination of a free oll industry,
working with skill and imagination, of good
conservation laws and farseeing tax statutes,
has paid off for America.

Now it's paying off for our Western Euro-
pean friends, as well.

I do not for one moment wish to leave
the impression that the only reason for
percentage depletion is that based on na-
tional security. However, in these days
of cold and lukewarm wars and war
threats, no one must take actions which
would even remotely harm our national
security.

Mr. Speaker, another charge which is
made today against the 27, -percent rate
is that since the corporate income tax
rate is today four times what it was in
1926; when percentage was first adopted,
the value of percentage depletion is four
times greater today than in 1926, Of
course, Mr. Speaker, the mathematics
just do not work out that way. To illus-
trate my point, let us assume that in
1926 an oil company had profits before
percentage depletion, of $100 and the tax
rate was 13 percent at that time as com-
pared with 52 percent at present, compu-
tations for the 2 years might then run as
follows:

1026 1950
Tax base before depletion allow-

anee._.. 4. $100. 00 $100, 00
Depletion allowance. ... oeeoee-. 27.80 27. 50
Taxable i 72.50 72.50
Tax rate (percent) - _coeeeee . 13 52
Tax £9. 40 £37.70

Profitsaftertax . ___ . ... 90. 62,
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Thus, the oil producer in 1926 would
have a profit incentive after tax equal
to $90.60 but his profit after tax in 1959
on the same amount of earnings, would
only be $62.30. Then, of course, we must
consider a dollar in 1926 would buy con-
siderably more than a dollar does today.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to turn
to another charge that is often made
against the oil industry—that it does
not pay its fair share of taxes.

First, let me say that petroleum com-
panies pay on their taxable income the
same 52 percent tax rate as do all cor-
porations. Under the law percentage
depletion deductions cannot exceed 50
percent of the net taxable income of the
corporation. But unless it does elim-
inate 2712 percent of the gross income
of an oil producer it is not doing the full
job expected of it by Congress.

Now as to the taxes paid by the petro-
leum industry, we can clear this up by
referring to the statistics of income pub-
lished by the Treasury Department
which show the income tax paid by com-~
panies classified as petroleum producers
on their operations both here and abroad
represent about 7.2 percent of their gross
revenue compared with about 5 percent
for manufacturing corporations, and 3.9
percent for all industries.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most out-
standing authorities on petroleum eco-
nomics and related matters, Dr. Rich-
ard Gonzalez recently delivered an
address in which he referred to the mat-
ter of taxes paid by the petroleum in-
dustry and the tax consequences flowing
from each barrel of oil produced. With
your permission I would like to quote
from Dr. Gonzalez’s address:

There are other answers to this charge con-
cerning taxes paid by the oil industry. An-
other one is that it is incorrect to look simply
at Federal income taxes without taking into
account the total tax burden. It is the total
amount of taxes paid, not income taxes
alone, that affects the consumers of the prod-
ucts of any glven industry. * * * Total
taxes take 65 percent of the income and
taxes in manufacturing and take a surpris-
ingly similar figure of 67 percent in petro-
leum. By this standard, the oll industry al-
ready pays its fair share of taxes.

There is one other facet to the charge that
the industry doesn’'t pay its fair share of
taxes. The critics often refer to a few in-
dividuals, anonymously labeled, who are sald
to have large net Income, but who pay little
or no income taxes. The trick here is that
the figures are carefully selected and taken
for a short period of time. The real tax con-
sequences of an investment must be meas-
ured over its life rather than for a short pe-
riod of time. If it is true that a particular
operator does not pay much income taxes in
a selected period of time, even though he
may be a wealthy man, there must be fac-
tors other than percentage depletion respon-
sible for the result.

After all, percentage depletion cannot ex-
ceed 50 percent of net income on producing
properties. The cases cited no doubt result
from an active drilling program by the in-
dividual and the fact that Congress has pro-
vided that intangible drilling costs on new
wells may be deducted as a current business
expense. If an individual does a great deal
of drilling relative to his other current in-
come, he may end up with little taxable in-
come in that year., That does not tell the
full story, however, of the ultimate tax con-
sequences. The drilling of new producing
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wells sets in motion a flow of tax revenues
in future years. This is inevitable. It is
either going to be in the form of income
taxes or capital gains taxes or estate taxes, In
addition to ad valorem and severance taxes.
Not only that, but there will be a large flow
of revenue from other exclse taxes.

* * *= A fairly representative well, accord-
ing to our studies of the industry, would be
one that develops 125,000 barrels of crude
oll at a cost of about $110,000 for exploration
and drilling, Such a typical well will gen-
erate a gross income of $395,000 from crude
oil, natural gas, and natural gas liquids. Of
this amount, $110,000 serves to pay off the
initial investment. Operating expenses and
royalty payments absorb another substan-
tial slice of the gross revenue, The oper-
ator's profit, realized over a long period of
years after the initial outlay for exploration
and development, depends on what is left
after all these expenses and after taxes. Di-
rect taxes amount to $79,000 or 63 cents per
barrel of production. This consists of 21
cents to the State and local governments
for ad valorem and severance taxes and 42
cents to the Federal Government for income
taxes. This is a fairly substantial genera=
tion of tax revenue in itself.

In addition, the excise taxes from the
products that are made from this barrel of
crude oll will be at least $180,000, or §1.44
per barrel of crude oil produced. This
revenue results from the fact that the aver-
age tax on gasoline is about 9 cents a gallon
and that the amount of gasoline taxed out
of a barrel of crude oil is roughly 16 gallons.
That is not all of the gasoline made from a
barrel, but some of the gasoline bought by
Government or by farmers is not subject to
the tax. The final result is a generation of
tax revenue of $2.07 per barrel of crude oil
production. This is an extremely significant
figure that should be used constantly to
point out the fact that petroleum produc-
tlon does generate a large flow of tax reve=
nue and does pay its fair share of taxes.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, there is a
very important factor so often over-
looked in any consideration of this
problem. This of course is the effect a
cut in depletion would have on the con-
sumer. I am sure you all are generally
acquainted with recent studies that con-
clude that elimination of oil and gas de-
pletion would, due to the lack of avail-
able funds for necessary exploration and
development work, cause an increase in
the price of gasoline of around 5 cents
per gallon. In other words, any “tax in-
crease” on the industry must of neces-
sity be passed along to the person who
in reality pays all taxes, the consumer.

Levels of energy consumption directly
affects the level of income and living
standards in the United States and
throughout the world. Oil and gas sup-
ply more than two-thirds of America’s
total energy needs at reasonable prices.
For example, the service station price of
regular grade gasoline, excluding taxes,
was only 2 percent higher in 1958 than
in 1926—the year percentage depletion
was first adopted-—gasoline taxes up 270
percent—in contrast to an increase of 63
percent in the Consumer Price Index for
all commodities.

The availability of large volumes of
low priced energy supplies in America
has helped immeasurably in furthering
our economic progress and in maintain-
ing our standard of living as the highest
in the world.

Any benefits of the differential tax
treatment for'the oil and gas industry
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have indeed been passed along to the
American citizen.

Mr., Speaker, winding up briefly, I
would like to state that the present
2715-percent depletion rate for oil and
gas should be retained in the law be-
cause:

First. It has accomplished the job laid
down 33 years ago by Congress in that it
has served to make available to the
American public adequate supplies of
petroleum both in peace and war, at
reasonable prices;

Second. It has become an integral
part of the economic fabric of the entire
petroleum-producing industry;
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Third. It does no more today than
recognize the “discovery value” of oil, as
originally intended by the Congress. In
fact, the evidence is persuasive that 271
percent of the present price of crude oil
is inadequate to cover the average cost
of discovering new oil reserves;

Fourth. Statistics on earnings based
on stockholders’ equity show that even
with percentage depletion the rate of re-
turn for the domestic petroleum indus-
try for the years 1956, 1957, and 1958,
amounted to an average rate of 9.97 per-
cent in comparison with an average of all
manufacturing companies of 11.92 per-
cent during the same period.

Net value of production versus expenditures for finding, developing, and producing oil

and gas
[In thousands of dollars]
1051 1953 1955
Industry income:
Net value oil produced___.___. o 4, 862, 136 B, 401, 018 b5, 884, 215
Net value gas produced. . .eeeeeceecececeeecacanas 465, 451 660, 501 830, 324
Total net value production. . 5, 327, 687 6, 061, 519 6, 720, 539
Industry expenditures—Exploration costs:
Geological, geophysical, and related professional services. ... 186, 000 243, 500 245, 440
Lease purchases n.nd rentals_. 637, 910 744, 630 876, 520
Dry hnlm 650, 200 796, 890 040, 210
Overhead 126, 780 171, 270 206, 220
Total exploration costs. 1, 600, 830 1, 955, 380 2, 268, 390
Develoiptnent costs:
lling and completion of producing wells....... 1, 300, 050 1, 689, 507 2,097, 225
Equi ment (tubing, tanks, How value, 816.) - - ccccmmccccmemcceaaan 420, 360 483, 000 556, 210
E 135, 780 168, 378 205, 640
Total development costs 1, 946, 190 2,340, 985 2,859,075
EBubtotal, exploration and develoy t costs 8, 547,170 4, 206, 365 5, 127, 465
Opeggng costa:
"Direet costs 1,274, 140 1,302, 576 1, 540,
Overhead... B 242, 146 306, 326 337, 758
Total oil operating costs 1, 516, 295 1, 698, 602 1, 877, 850
Gas:
DBy | P ORGP TR L ) T CEREIRE CE 89, 220 134, 675 134, 007
Overhead 7,768 10, 920 387
Total gas operating costs. 06, 078 145, 505 143, 484
Total operating costs 1,013,273 1, 844, 407 2,021,334
Total expenditures for finding, developing, and producing 1.. 5,160, 443 6, 140, 862 7, 148, 799
Net 1 bal 167, 144 79, 343 —428, 260

1 Includes maintenance, supervision, and general overhead but excludes charges for research, The costs do not
Include income taxes, myment on interest and principal or return to investors.

- Bource: “Petroleum and Natural Gas in the United States—Relation of E
. Anderson, Chie{ Petroleum Engineer, U.8. Bureau of Mines, Washington, D.C.

by 0. C
GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that other Members
who desire to do so may also extend their
remarks on this subject.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
Ixarp). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

THE DIXON-YATES DECISION
SHOULD BE APPEALED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. HoLiFIELD] is
recognized for 45 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the
recent decision by the Court of Claims on
the so-called Dixon-Yates case should be
appealed to the Supreme Court of the

ies and Technologic Trends,”

United States. The Comptroller Gen-
eral has so advised the Attorney General,
and I hope this advice is taken.

The Dixon-Yates case is not a dead
horse, as some editorial writers and
others would have us believe. The
Dixon-Yates affair will live in the annals
of Government so long as freemen are
concerned about integrity in public office.

This historic blunder of a blundering
new administration which conceived the
Dixon-Yates plan in secret, which with-
held important facts when details of the
plan were forced into the open, and
which then had to renege on its own busi-
ness and utility friends when they tried
to retrieve costs for going ahead with the
mutually agreed-upon plan. This blun-
der is one that will not be quickly forgot-
ten in the 20th century. But I am less
concerned with the Dixon-Yates chron-
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icle, which our children will read about
in their eivic books, than with the signif-
icance of the Court of Claims decision.

I am no lawyer, and it is not my pur-
pose to go over the whole ground of the
lengthy and tortuous court recital in the
case of Mississippi Valley Generating Co.,
on its own behalf and to the use of others
against the United States—which we call
the Dixon-Yates case—decided in the
U.S. Court of Claims—No. 479-55—on
July 15, 1959. My concern is as a lay-
man and a legislator with the bearing of
this decision on the public interest and
the environment in which the business
of the public is conducted.

The Court of Claims decided that
Dixon-Yates was entitled to collect
$1,867,645.56—by all means let us not
forget the 56 cents—from the U.S. Gov-
ernment for digging dirt and ordering
materials in performance of a power
contract with the Atomic Energy Com-
mission. I can sympathize with Messrs.
Dixon and Yates’ side of the case even
if I do not agree with the court majority.
After all, they spent money as business-
men performing on a contract which
they signed with the Government, a con-
tract which had been ordered by the
President, drafted by the Atomic Energy
Commission, blessed by the Attorney
General, supported by the Republican
majority in the Congress, and widely
acclaimed by the utility magnates as the
dawn of a new era in Government power
policy.

The fly in the ointment was a gentle-
man by the name of Adolph Wenzell.
He did not mean to cause any trouble;
he just wanted to be helpful to the new
administration which had “electrified”
the utility industry—if you will pardon
the phrase—by announcing, via the
President’s very first budget message,
that private enterprise or local com-
munities rather than the Federal Gov-
ernment must be depended on to provide
new power-generating facilities. To
show it meant business the new admin-
istration ordered funds for the Fulton
steamplant of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority struck from the budget which
President Truman had prepared.

Here is how—in the court’s own
words—Mr. Wenzell first came into the
picture:

The administration’s policy with regard
to public power was observed with approval
by Mr. George D. Woods, chalrman of the
board of directors of First Boston Corp., one
of the leading investment banking concerns
in the United States. First Boston had its
offices in New York., Mr. Woods wanted to
help to make the policy succeed. He ob-
talned an appointment with Mr. Dodge, the
Director of the Budget, and offered the serv-
ices of First Boston. Mr. Dodge, a Detroit
banker, new in the Government, wanted to
have a study made to determine the con-
troverted question of the extent to which the
Government was really subsidizing the TVA.
He needed a man experienced in publiec util-
ity financing and expert in accounting and
problems of the cost of money, and had not
found such a man. Mr. Woods said that
First Boston had such a man, Mr. Adolphe
Wenzell, and he would see if Wenzell would
undertake the work.

Now we are not surprised to learn, as
the court went on to say, “Wenzell was
willing and, with the approval of his
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other superiors, he did accept the assign-
ment.” Mr. Wenzell became a part-
time consultant to the Budget Bureau,
spent the equivalent of a month there
during 1953, became well acquainted
with the budget staff, and presented, as
the result of his labors, a paper criticiz-
ing the Tennessee Valley Authority.

One of Mr. Wenzell's new-found
friends in the Budget Bureau was
Rowland R. Hughes, who came from the
Nation City Bank to serve as Assistant
Director of the Budget. Later he suc-
ceeded Mr. Dodge as Director. Mr.
Hughes brought Mr. Wenzell back into
the picture in January 1954 when Mr.
Dodge conceived the ingenious scheme
that budget outlays for the Fulton steam
plant could be avoided if the Atomic
Energy Commission would contract with
private utilities for the construction of
a 450,000-kilowatt generating plant to
serve its power needs at Puducah, Ky.,
thereby releasing the equivalent amount
of Tennessee Valley Authority power for
other uses in lieu of building a new
Fulton, Tenn., plant. This was the
scheme which culminated in the Dixon-
Yates contract.

The court said Mr. Wenzell was
wanted by Mr. Hughes because he had
already studied the Tennessee Valley
Authority and was an expert on bond
financing as vice president of the First
Boston Corp. So back came Mr. Wen-
zell to Washington, to act again as a
consultant to the Budget Bureau, acting
officially in its name, participating in
numerous meetings, conferring privately
or in groups with sponsors of the Dixon-~
Yates project, analyzing costs and
financing proposals, traveling to and
from Washington and New York, and
drawing his expenses sometimes from the
Budget Bureau and sometimes from his
company; while all the time he retained
his corporate position and salary and
bonus privileges based upon the amount
of business he would bring to the firm.

Of course, the possibility that Mr.
Wenzell's company, as one of the largest
and most experienced concerns in utility
finance, would be retained by Dixon-
Yates to arrange for the bond financing
of the power project, did not escape any-
one, least of all Dixon-Yates. Almost a
year before the Dixon-Yates contract
finally was signed, counsel for the utility
syndicate called attention to the possi-
bility that Mr. Wenzell's role would be
criticized. Mr. Dixon took this matter
up with Mr, Wenzell, who spoke to Mr.
Hughes. According to the court
“Hughes said that Wenzell was exagger-
ating the importance of the matter, but
advised him to discuss it with his prin-
cipals in Pirst Boston and with First
Boston’s lawyers, and then talk to Dodge
about it.”” Wenzell conferred with his
principals, as instructed, and received
advice from one of the company’s attor-
neys, in the firm of Sullivan and Crom-
well, to resign his Bureau job forthwith
and in writing; also to advise his prin-
cipals that if the power contract should
be made and they were asked to handle
the financing, that they consider refus-
ing the offer, or at least refuse to accept
a fee. Mr. Wenzell was also advised to
keep Messrs. Dodge and Hughes of the
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Budget Bureau informed of any devel-
opments, This advice was confirmed by
Mr, Arthur Dean, a senior attorney of
Sullivan and Cromwell, who viewed the
matter as a problem of policy for the
company rather than as a conflict of
interest.

Mr. Wenzell did not exactly follow his
attorney’s advice, since he continued in
his Budget Bureau job for a short
while—the termination date is uncer-
tain—and never submitted any written
resignation.

As it turned out, Dixon-Yates placed
40 percent of the financing with First
Boston and 40 percent with Lehman
Bros., which surprised Mr. Wenzell,
who had confidently expected his com-
pany to get the whole package. Both
investment houses decided not to accept
fees.

All these interested developments were
unknown to the public at the time. The
first congressional investigation into the
Dixon-Yates deal was undertaken by the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy upon
a specific request I made to then Chair-
man Cole on June 4, 1954, Many facets
of this deal were brought to light, but
dark corners remained. We were not
told about Mr. Wenzell's activities.
When President Eisenhower, in response
to mounting eriticism of the secrecy in
the Dixon-Yates deal, ordered the
Budget Bureau and the Atomic Energy
Commission to make public a chronology
of the negotiations and the participants,
which was done in late August 1954, the
name of Adolph Wenzell was conven-
iently omitted.

One of the strange facets of this affair
was Mr. Lewis Strauss’ consistent and
repeated disclaimer that he knew of Mr.
Wenzell’s connection with the Budget
Bureau. As Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, which made the
contract with Dixon-Yates, Mr. Strauss
was responsible for directing the con-
tract negotiations. He met Mr. Wen-
zell for the first time on January 18,
1954, at the instigation of Mr. Hughes,
to discuss the details of a forthcoming
meeting at the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion with Dixon and another utility ex-
ecutive. It so happened that every time
Mr. Wenzell signed the visitor’s book at
the Atomic Energy Commission he listed
his First Boston address. None of these
visits was recorded in the chronology of
the Dixon-Yates deal I mentioned a
moment ago. Findings of fact made by
the court described the first Strauss-
Wenzell meeting in part as follows:

Wengzell told Strauss that he was there at
the request of Hughes and was trying to get
some background of the program and plan.
Strauss had never met Wenzell before, and
there is a conflict in the testimony of Wen-
zell and Strauss as to whether Wenzell
stated he was connected with the Bureau of
the Budget. The greater weight of the evi-
dence shows that Hughes told Strauss that
Wenzell was a banker connected with the
First Boston Corporation as an officer or a
partner, and that Strauss was to acquaint
Wenzell with the background and purpose of
the meeting to be held on January 20, 1954.

At a public hearing of the Atomic En-
ergy Committee in November 1954, I
asked Mr. Strauss whether he knew “if
Mr. Dodge was advised by a consultant
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who is now employed by any of the Dix-
on-Yates utility companies.” His answer
was: “I have no knowledge of any con-
sultants that Mr. Dodge may have had,
or whether he had any.” That is Mr.
Strauss’ story to this day, even though
Mr. Wenzell testified under oath that
he told Mr. Strauss otherwise. It will
always remain a mystery why Mr.
Strauss, of all the persons who partici-
pated in the Dixon-Yates negotiations,
was the only one who remained ignorant
of Mr. Wenzell’s Budget Bureau connec-
tions when apparently it was common
knowledge among the rest. As the court
said in representing that Mr. Wenzell
had nothing to hide:

Wengell discussed the subject freely with
the representatives of the private sponsors.
At the stage of proceedings during which he
was employed by the Bureau of the Budget,
there were no secrets. Every intelligent per-
son knew that the administration wanted to
make a contract, and was anxious that pri-
vate enterprise come forward with a pro-
posal that would be acceptable. Hughes
directed Wenzell to sit in the meetings of
the sponsors and report to Hughes what he
heard. He participated in the conferences
of the agency staffs. He, no doubt, was able
to give to Hughes a better overall view of
events than any other person, and did, we
should suppose, expedite the formulation of
the proposal which formed the basis for the
later negotlation of details and exact figures.

Shortly after this testimony from Mr.
Strauss, the Atomic Energy Commission
signed the Dixon-Yates contract. The
utility combine went to work on its
powerplant, The city of Memphis,
Tenn., refusing to have any power deal-
ings with Dixon-Yates, announced it
would construct its own generating plant.
This meant that neither the Tennessee
Valley Authority nor Dixon-Yates would
have an immediate market for power
from a new plant. Thus by a long and
winding road, the administration ar-
rived at one of its altermate objectives:
If private industry were not to build a
plant, the local community would have to
do it, and in any case the Federal budget
would not have to meet the bill.

By this time, Mr. Wenzell’s role had
become known to the public. Senator
Hivry, in a speech delivered to the Senate
on February 18, 1955, mentioned some of
Mr. Wengzell's activities, and Senate in-
vestigations under the direction of Sen-
ator KEFAUvER laid bare the whole story,
or as much of it as could be obtained
from reluctant witnesses in the execu-
tive branch.

The Atomic Energy Commission then
did an about-face and advised Dixon-
Yates in August 1955 that the Govern-
ment was terminating the contract. In
November of the same year, the Atomic
Energy Commission notified Dixon-
Yates that there never had been a valid
contract and that the Government was
not liable for any costs incurred or dam-
ages caused by the termination. Dixon-
Yates sued in the Court of Claims for
Trecovery.

The court majority saw something
essentially cynical in the Government's
defense. Here was Mr. Wenzell, an
ardent advocate of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration’s power policy, a faithful
servant of the Budget Bureau, the best
adviser in utility bond financing the
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Government could find, who had left the
Bureau months before the Dixon-Yates
contract was signed; and now the Gov-
ernment put up as a defense to the suit
that Mr. Wenzell had acted in a criminal
way, and consequently that the contract,
being contrary to public policy, was
never really a contract.

As one who has studied and investi-
gated the Dixon-Yates affair from its
birth in 1953 or early 1954, I can agree
with the court’s observation. There
was something cynical about a Govern-
ment action which first blessed and then
cursed the Dixon-Yates contract, brand-
ing Wengzell as a criminal, not when the
Government first knew about his role,
put after the public learned abouf it,
and after the Government no longer
wanted the Dixon-Yates electricity.

Yes, there was something cynical
about it, but cynicism does not dispose
of the legal issues. The criminal stat-
ute on which the Government tried to
hang its case—and hang Mr. Wenzell—
is section 434 of title 18 of the United
States Code. It provides, in essence,
criminal penalties for anyone who rep-
resents the Government in transactions
with any business entity in which he
has a pecuniary interest.

The court majority—this was a 3-to-2
decision—took a narrow view of the law
and left Mr. Wenzell an escape hatch.
After all, said the majority, Mr. Wen-
zell did not take part in negotiating the
power contract; he acted more in the
role of “expediter” and advised the Gov-
ernment on financing, which bore upon
the contract only in the sense that the
cost of construction money to the utility
syndicate would affect the price they
charged the Government for kilowatts.
How could there be a conflict of interest,
the court asked, when Mr. Wenzell
helped the Government to drive a better
bargain with Dixon-Yates?

True, Mr. Wenzell's company might
get to handle the Dixon-Yates financ-
ing—and Mr. Wenzell himself might get
a bonus for the new business—but these
matters were not decided at the time of
Mr. Wenzell's Government work and, in
any event, why should Dixon-Yates be
penalized for a situation not of their
own making and choice? Had not they,
in fact, tried to persuade Mr. Wenzell to
get out of the thing, to avoid embar-
rassing questions or criticism?

The court minority—in separate dis-
senting opinions of Jusfices Jones and
Reed, the latter a retired distinguished
member of the Supreme Court—held a
different view. The criminal statute was
broad enough on its face, they said, to
cover Mr. Wenzell's activities. He acted
for the Government in dealing directly
with a “business entity"—the Dixon-
Yates group. At the same time, he and
his company were interested in the out-
come of the negotiations in which he
had an active hand. The fact that he
left the Bureau before the final terms
were arranged did not affect the argu-
ment. He served in both a public and
private capacity. The majority was off
the beam in arguing that First Boston’s
interest came into play after Mr. Wenzell
quit his employment, because it was Mr.
Wenzell and not his company that the
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Government held to be in violation of
the law.

To invalidate the contract now, said
the dissenting judges, may seem harsh,
considering that there was no evidence
that Mr. Wenzell or his company ever
received any compensation or express
promise of financial benefit. The pur-
pose of the statute, however, went be-
yond motive and good faith of the parties
involved. It sought to protect the Gov-
ernment even from allowing the conflict-
of-interest possibilities to arise. Pre-
venting abuses and promoting confi-
dence in the integrity of public servants
were the paramount objectives.

Underscoring the point that the ap-
plication of the statute did not depend
upon a showing of fraud or bad faith or
criminal intent, Justice Jones added to
the dissent:

Rather, the issue is based on a principle
older than this country itself, that no man
who works for the Government may at the
same time transact business with an entity
in which, directly or indirectly, he has a
pecuniary interest. The maxim that a ser-
vant cannot Iaithfully serve two masters is
an ancient one and is grounded on the frail-
tles of human nature. The warning it car-
ries is proven each day by experience. Where
loyalty is divided, the devotion and single-
ness of purpose demanded of its fulfillment
is missing. The maxim has special signi-
ficance for the Government because of the
high standards of ethical conduct which it
exacts from its employees.

What of the majority argument that
Mr. Wenzell’s interest in the Dixon-Yates
power confract was too remote to justify
invalidating the contract? The facts of
business life, Justice Jones suggested, do
not warrant so naive a notion:

When large projects are involved there is
always a tremendous drive for the privilege
of handling and financing. It is highly com~
petitive as it should be in a free economy.
But this very fact makes it all the more im=~
portant that the Government permit no un-
fair advantage as between competitors. They
should all be on the same level of equality.
This is an added reason for not permitting
any interested party's serving in a dual
capacity.

It is argued that Wenzell had no connec-
tion with the performance contract, but only
with the financing. But they are as closely
linked as the law of supply and demand.
Very few $100 million contracts can be per-
formed without financing, and the financing
of a large contract is an immensely profit-
able undertaking. Does anyone doubt that
First Boston and Wenzell expected to finance
the contract, and that Dixon-Yates expected
them to do so?

Since the Dixon-Yates decision dealt
with issues in the expenditure of Govern-
ment funds and the conduct of Govern-
ment employees, I asked the Comptroller
General whether he believed the matter
should be appealed to the Supreme Court.
Under the signature of Mr. Frank H.
Weitzel, Assistant Comptroller General,
the reply was affirmative. I believe the
members will be interested in the Comp-
troller General’s opinion which is made a
part of my remarks at the conclusion.

The fact that the court was closely
divided on the basic issue in the case is
noted as one reason to appeal. More
important is “the probable importance of
the decision as precedent in a vital area
of public interest.” I join with the
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Comptroller General and the court mi-
nority in emphasizing the purpose of the
statute to promote public confidence in
the conduct of Government officials and
to proscribe any action which would im-
pair that confidence. A Supreme Court
opinion would serve to clarify a statute
that badly needs judicial clarification,
and it would help the Congress to deter-
mine what kind of remedial legislation,
if any, is required in the future.

I will not discuss all the interesting
points in the Comptroller General’s let-
ter but will mention only two. Noting
Dixon-Yates’ concern over Mr, Wen-
zell’s role and the decision of the bank-
ing houses to forego fees for the bond
financing, the Comptroller General sug-
gests “that in this instance the moral
and ethical standards of the market-
place are on a higher plane than those
which the court considers applicable to
the conduct of Government.” I may
note that Justice Jones in his dissent
puts Dixon-Yates’ concern about Mr.
Wenzell in a little different light when
he asked, “Could they have been more
interested in avoiding the appearance of
evil rather than the evil itself?”

The other point is that while the
Budget Bureau knew that Mr. Wenzell,
as its consultant, was meeting with, and
supplying information to, the Dixon-
Yates group, the record does not show
that the Atomic Energy Commission, as
the Government contracting agency,
knew about these meetings until after
the contract was signed. Mr. Strauss
professed not to know even that Mr.
Wenzell was associated with the Budget
Bureau. This fact, the Comptroller
General suggests, may have some sig-
nificance in a reconsideration of the
Court of Claims decision.

The Comptroller General’s letter to
me follows:

AugusT 3, 1959.

Dear M. HoLiFIELD: Reference 1s made to
your letter of July 29, 1959, requesting our
opinion as to whether the case of the Mis-
sissippi Valley Generating Corpany v. United
States which was decided by the Court of
Claims on July 15, 1959, should be appealed
to the Supreme Court of the United States.

Not only because of the close division of
the court on the primary issue in the case,
but also by reason of the probable impor-
tance of the decision as precedent in a vital
area of public interest, we believe that
review by the Supreme Court on certiorari
should be applied for.

The essential issue presented, as we see it,
is whether the United States must be bound
by a contract, the initiatlon and basic
framework of which was contributed to in
substantial degree by a representative of
the Government who at the same time was
an officer and director in a private corpora-
tion which could reasonably and logically be
expected to become an indirect beneficlary
of the contract.

The majority opinion appears to rest upon
two basic conclusions: first, that since the
representative in question had no interest
in the parties contracting directly with the
Government, and there was no binding con-
tractual arrangement between those parties
and his private employer, he has not even
an indirect interest within the intendment
of 18 U.S.C. 434, and his activities were not
contrary to public policy; and, second, that
since the representative’s superiors in the
Government were aware of his private con-
nections and interests, and the contract as
ultimately effected was, in the opinion of
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the court, fairly and honestly negotiated and
entered into by officers acting in complete
fidelity to the interests of the Government,
the Government should not be permitted to
disavow it to the prejudice of the other con=-
tracting parties.

We do not concur in either proposition.
As to the first, the opinion seems to imply
that unless the acts of Mr. Wenzell were in
violation of the criminal statute, the Gov-
ernment's defense must fail. (See the sec-
ond paragraph beginning on p. 20 of the
printed opinion.) We belleve, rather, that
the proposition argued under topic I.C., of
the Government's brief, that the contract
was void on principles of public policy, is
eminently sound and pertinent, and further
believe that the argument in that respect
should be amplified and stressed in presenta-
tion of the case to the Supreme Court. Far
from being a mere “prophylactic generaliza-
tion,” as it is characterized in the opinion,
the principle is In our view fundamental to
our form of Government. It isessential that
there be an abiding public confidence in the
undivided faithfulness of public officers to
the public interest, and any situation which
tends to undermine such confidence by
creating doubt or suspieion must, therefore,
be regarded as contrary to public policy. We
do not believe that in attempting to avold
a contract entered into under such circum-
stances the Government is Invoking the pro-
tection of a “broad legal incapacity,” “like
the infant and the idiot,” or is seeking to don
“a diaphanous cloak of immunity woven from
an asserted vague and undefined public
policy.” Ultimately, it is not the Govern-
ment, but the public, which is entitled to
protection.

For the same reasons, we do not believe
that the case should properly be rested on
the court’s determination of the fairness
and honesty of the contract, or of the
honesty and fidelity of the officlals who
made it. The evil to be avoided is not that
the Government may be bound by a fraudu-
lent or questionable contract, but that pub-
lic confidence in the conduct of Govern-
ment may be shaken by the appearance of
any circumstances which may reasonably
give rise to doubt or suspicion,

That the circumstances of this case were
of such a nature appears to be abundantly
established by the fact that legal counsel
both for Mr. Dixon, representative of the
party most directly interested in the contract,
and for Mr. Wenzell's private employer, as
well as assoclates of Mr. Wenzell in the Bu-
reau of the Budget, recognized clearly the ap~
pearance of impropriety inherent in Mr.
Wenzell's activities. While the majority of
the court saw in this no indication that the
counsel “saw in his situation a conflict of
Interest,” but merely a matter of policy, we
believe that the counsel, and others who rec-
ommended Mr. Wengzell's disassoclation from
the negotiations, were most keenly aware of
the true nature of the policy involved. The
deliberate declsion of both the First Boston
Corp. and of Lehman Bros. to forgo any
compensation whatever for handling the
financing of the project, solely because
of Mr, Wenzell's connection with it, seems to
attest that in this instance the moral and
ethical standards of the marketplace are on
& higher plane than those which the court
considers applicable to the conduct of Gov-
ernment.

‘While it appears to be implied in the opin-
ijon that Mr. Wenzell's activities and posi-
tion were fully known to the responsible
Government officlals, it is noted that the
court specifically found (findings, No. 128)
that there is no evidence that any represen-
tative of the Atomic Energy Commission had
knowledge until December 1954 “that Wen-
zell, while serving as a consultant to the
Budget Bureau, had been meeting with and
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supplying information to the sponsors re-
garding the project, nor that any AEC rep-
gentatives knew the extent to which the
sponsors were aware of Wengzell's activities
in that regard.” Since it was the Atomic
Energy Commission, and not the Budget Bu-
reau, that was authorized by Congress to act
in the matter and which, in fact, was the
contracting agency on the part of the Gov-
ernment, this finding appears to be of some
significance.
We have advised the Attorney General of

our views in this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Franr H. WEITZEL,
Assistant Comptroller General of the
United States.

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr., Speaker, early this
year a great battle raged here in the
Congress over the so-called Humphrey-
Price REA bill. Many farmers were led
to believe that the future of the program
was at stake, and that REA would be
crippled if the bill failed. The bill did
fail, 4 months have gone by, and power
still continues to flow to the farms of
America.

I hasten to say that I have no criti-
cism of any Member of Congress who
may have voted differently than I did on
this measure. I realize, after again
reading the testimony, that we, too,
have been flooded with a barrage of
propaganda, as well as pressure. Many
of these men have become close personal
friends of mine and I value their as-
sociation; I respect their judgment and
integrity.

I am a farmer who has lived and
worked closely with REA since the very
beginning. The power that serves my
farm comes over a system that I helped
organize. I was one of its directors and
vice president. The tax Ilaw under
which we operate in my State, I authored
in the Minnesota Senate. From 1953 to
1956, I was here in Washington as the
Administrator of the REA program.

The smoke has settled a little since
the REA reorganization battle this
spring, and I believe it is my responsibil-
ity now to bring a few things to the at-
tention of all concerned.

I deplore the way our REA program is
being battered around in one political
controversy after another. I am also
disturbed over the highhanded tactics
of Mr. Clyde T. Ellis, the general man-
ager of the National Rural Electric Co~
operative Association. I believe he
brings discredit on NRECA by involving
our REA program in issues, controver-
sies, as well as policies, in which a great
many NRECA members do not believe.

After Congress voted on the REA bill
last April, at least 10,000 newsletters, as
well as magazine articles, were circu-
lated nationwide by NRECA. They
characterized those of us who disagreed
with Clyde Ellis on this issue as anti-
REA Members of Congress. I believe
such an attack is unfair. We want peo-
ple to know how we vote on all issues, but
we expect both sides of an argument to
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be told so the reader can make up his
own mind.

Moreover, the record of the hearings
on the REA bill printed—at Government
expense—page after page of slanted
views, allegations, and insinuations
which give a false picture of the great
progress REA is making, and which
arouse unjustifiable fears among the
folks who depend on this program for
power.

Since I am one who has been singled
out in the Clyde Ellis attack, I am tak-
ing this opportunity to set the record
straight for the benefit of all.

THE REA RECORD

It is hard to understand the Hum-
phrey-Price issue without first looking at
the overall strategy Mr. Clyde Ellis has
followed on REA since the beginning of
the Eisenhower administration. All you
have to do is leaf through the various
NRECA publications for the past 7 years,
and you will find a constant prediction of
doom and gloom.

The propaganda line has run some-
thing like this: “G. & T. program is
dead.” “Telephone program running
like a dry creek.” “Jacking up power
costs.” “REA program being slowed
down.”

Let us look at the record.

During this administration, 1,116,000
kilowatts of generating capacity have
been installed, compared to 1,145,000 kil-
owatts of capacity during the previous
17Y% years. “G. & T. is dead”?

In the telephone program there were
7,500 subseribers before 1953 and 800,000
were added during this administration.
“Running like a dry creek”?

Of the $3.8 billion that has been loaned
to REA in all of its history, $1.2 billion
has been loaned in the past 6 years.
“REA program being slowed down”?

Power costs in 1952 averaged 3.35 cents
per kilowatt hour. In June 1959 they
were 2,65 cents per kilowatt hour.
“Power costs going up”?

The record will also show that unad-
vanced funds are waiting for the asking
to the tune of better than a half billion
dollars.

It will show further that the delin-
quency rate among borrowers has been
reduced to the lowest in the history of
the program, and that advance payments
?0 tllae Government stand at the highest
evel.

THE TROJAN HORSE

So while the prophecies of doom and
gloom and destruction have echoed
through the auditoriums at many REA
meetings and here in Congress, the rec-
ord shows a successful performanece, with
the cooperation of farmers throughout
the country.

But doom and gloom we must have to
support the prophecies of the prophet.
In this context came the Humphrey-
Price issue.

The Secretary of Agriculture had re-
quested that he be advised of some of
the major loans in REA—a reasonable
request since, under the 1939 as well as
the 1953 Reorganization Act, he is re-
sponsible for the policy and conduct of
this agency.
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Mr. Ellis seized upon the 1953 act as
his strawman issue for 1959. He fermed
it the “Trojan horse"” that spelled doom
for REA. He set out to sell the farmers
on the Humphrey-Price bill as a means
of restoring to the REA Administrator
the powers that had been taken away
from him by the Secretary of Agriculture.

It was tough selling, because there was
not one witness, including Mr. Ellis, who
could point to a single loan application
that had been turned down, or even
slowed down, by the Secretary.

The hearings can be searched from
cover to cover and not one witness had
a complaint pointing to the administra-
tion of the REA program.

In fact, managers and directors from
the rural co-ops who did testify had
nothing but praise for the administration
of the REA.

THE REORGANIZATION ISSUE

But let us examine Mr. Ellis" Trojan
horse more closely. The REA program
was established in 1935 by Executive
order, and in 1936 an act of Congress set
it up as an independent agency.

In 1939 President Roosevelt felt the
need for more definite lines of adminis-
trative authority and responsibility and
presented a reorganization plan which
was adopted by Congress. It placed REA
in the Department of Agriculture, and in
doing so all the functions and services of
REA were brought under the Secretary
of Agriculture, who in turn was respon-
sible to the President. The 1939 act em-
powered the Secretary of Agriculture to
control policy, assign legal staff, and de-
mand examination of loans if he wished.
Mr, Ellis was then a Member of Congress.

In 1953 President Eisenhower pre-
sented the second reorganization plan of
that year, affecting many agencies in the
Department of Agriculture. Itseffect on
REA is described by Mr. Robert Farring-
ton, the legal counsel of the Department
of Agriculture, who stated:

The legal effect of Reorganization Plan
No. 2 of 1953 was merely to confirm rather
than to alter the relationship of the REA
Administrator to the Secretary as it has
exi.s;.gg. since the Reorganization Plan No. 2
of 1939.

I can back up that statement, because
I served as REA Administrator under the
provisions of both the 1939 and 1953 reor-
ganization plans. Frankly, I could not
tell the difference after the 1953 act was
passed.

But, in the recent battle over the
Humphrey-Price bill, Ellis termed the
1953 Reorganization Act part of a master
plan to destroy REA.

In his testimony before the committee,
Mr, Ellis made two major points. First,
he argued that reorganization is bad for
REA. Ellisstated:

Picture in your mind the big wooden horse
of ancient mythology. The Trojans to their
sorrow found out what it was like to let this
innocent-looking thing inside their gates.
Reorganization is REA’s Trojan horse. And
it is inslde the city gates now.

Mr. Ellis’ second major argument was
that Congress, rather than the Execu-
tive, should have more power over REA,
He contended Congress should keep a
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sharper control over any attempted
changes. He stated:

Thank God that some of the decisions for
REA's future still lie in the hands of Con-
gress which has enabled the program to
make such far-reaching soclal and economic
progress during the last 23 years.

On those two arguments, coupled with
a nationwide campaign of fear for what
might happen to REA in the future, Mr.
Ellis came within four votes of making
this bill into law.

Now, we farmers do not know much
about Trojan horses. We know more
about Belgian, Percheron, or even Clydes-
dale horses. And, most of us now suspect
that, after devouring all the political hay
that has been manufactured on this is-
sue, the charging Trojan horse of 1953
is turning out in late 1959 to be nothing
more than a hay-bellied nag.

THE ELLIS BOX SCORE

To check out this suspicion, let us
make use of one of the techniques Mr,
Ellis has used very successfully in har-
assing the Members of Congress—the
voting record. Let us look at the roll-
call votes Mr. Ellis, as a Member of Con-
gress in 1939, himseif cast on the issues
of reorganization being bad for REA, and
also on Congress needing more power to
protect REA.

I do not necessarily endorse this voting
record technique, because it does not al-
ways explain the Member’s own reason
for voting the way he did. But, it may
be useful for Mr. Ellis to take a close
look at his own box score before attack-
ing Members of Congress who may also
have a conviction.

In fact, when the 1939 Reorganization
Act was being debated on the House floor,
Congressman John Rankin, of Missis~
sippi, proposed an amendment to keep
REA independent—but there was not a
word from Mr. Ellis in support of Mr.
Rankin, Ellis gets no box score on this,
because the vote on the Rankin amend-
ment was not a rollcall vote. But, the
Recorp shows he was present, because
he voted just a few minutes later.

The CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 8,
1939, shows on page 2504 that Mr. Ellis
cast his vote in favor of the 1939 Re-
organization Aet which took away the
independence of REA. Ellis himself
voted in favor of the reorganization
which he claims is a Trojan horse for
REA. That is one negative vote for Mr,
Ellis, by his own arbitrary standards.

There are however two other rollcall
votes on amendments which deal with
Ellis’ second major argument in 1959—
the need for more congressional control
over reorganization.

They are the Sumner amendment and
the Taber amendment. After a full de-
bate, in which Ellis took no part what-
soever, his votes are recorded as against
both amendments on pages 2502 and
2503, CONGRESSIONAL REcoRp, March 8,
1939, Both of these would have
strengthened the right of Congress to
examine reorganization before it be-
came law. Chalk up two more anti-REA
votes for Ellis—using his own arbitrary
standards.

So Mr. Ellis’ own votes have negated
his two major arguments in testimony
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on the Humphrey-Price bill. What's
more, he comes out with a voting record
that can be headlined:

ELLIS 0 FOR 3 AGAINST REA

That's similar to the Ancher Nelsen
voting record, which in a recent Ellis
box score said:

NELSEN 0 FOR 4

Now, Mr. Speaker, it is entirely pos-
sible that the Trojan Horse of 1959 was
just a fox farm plug in 1939, and I am
the last one to say a man cannot change
his mind in 20 years. But, I am saying
that I have as much, or more, of a case
on Ellis as he has on the Members of
Congress when he arbitrarily charac-
terizes their votes as “anti-REA.” We
can therefore ask how Clyde Ellis can
justify making an issue in 1959 of a pro-
vision which he, in effect, voted to make
law in 1939.

THE REASON FOR HUMPHREY-PRICE

I believe everyone should have a right
to a difference of opinion. I also believe
there comes a time when, if the facts
are twisted and unfairly related, any
red-blooded American has a right to
fight back.

Sooner, or later, Mr. Ellis will have to
learn that “fishing for issues” can be a
dangerous game. When you throw the
line, you sometimes catch a lunker, but
sometimes you only catch the seat of
your pants. In casting for a 1959 issue
the line fouled on Ellis’ 1939 votes. It
has hooked into the seat of Ellis’ pants.
The only question left to answer is, “Why
did Ellis do it?"

It is apparent that in this session Mr.
Ellis needed an issue to make himself
appear useful to the farmers of America.
While he has predicted gloom and doom
since the very beginning of this admin-
istration, the REA program has made
unprecedented progress and is stronger
today than ever in its history. So, Mr.
Ellis had to find a strawman issue to
maintain his prestige, and justify his sal-
ary—which incidentally far exceeds that
of a Member of Congress. This bill was
that issue.

Ironically, the Curtis amendment, in-
troduced in the Senate this spring got
nowhere. It would have given REA the
complete independence it had before
1939. Ellis threw his weight behind the
Humphrey-Price bill which created an
administrative monstrosity by saddling
the Secretary with responsibility for REA
while limiting his authority over the op=
eration.

The testimony of Mr. Ellis in support
of this bill was couched in fear. There
were no facts to back up the charge—only
slanted, twisted testimony based on fear.
That is the worst kind of demagoguery,
Mr. Speaker, to arouse fears without giv-
ing a valid reason for doing so.

CONCLUSION

Thus, I am here today to do what I can
to inform the farmers of this great coun-
try of the real facts—not distortions—
in this entire matter. I am a farmer, and
I know farmers want REA kept out of
the political arena. They believe in fair-
ness. It is my intention that they have
the full story—in order that they may
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determine for themselves who is really
hurting this great REA program. I ask
all those who are interested in protect-
ing REA to join with me in exposing the
sort of duplicity which has been practiced
in this entire affair.

I do want to make one point very clear.
This material is not in any way an in-
dictment of the National Rural Electric
Cooperative Association. I happen to be
a farmer who is paying to support it. I
think it has done some good work and I
believe we will need it in the future. And
that is the very reason I raise my voice
today.

REA is one of the most successful pro-
grams ever undertaken by our Govern-
ment, and we have a host of friends
among the Members of Congress. REA
has grown up, and is looking to Congress
for sound and progressive legislation in
the future. We can do a job for REA
only after we have cleared the air of some
of the phoney issues and fear-raising
statements that have been manufactured
in this field.

We need to take a careful inventory
of this program. How can the long-
range REA interests best be served? Do
we forever remain tied to the Govern-
ment? Are we meeting our responsi-
bilities to our country? Are our de-
mands fair?

We can never answer these questions
fairly so long as the air is clouded with
misunderstanding. And that is why I
felt it was my responsibility to speak
today.

It is of course a tragedy that grown
men should exhaust themselves trying
to prove who is the rascal. I regret that
circumstances have forced me to speak
at this time.

Four months have gone by since we
debated the REA issue and power still
continues to flow to 96 percent of the
farms of America. There has been no
catastrophe. I ecan only predict that
long after Clyde Ellis and ANCHER NELSEN
have gone to their reward, the power will
still be flowing. The lights will be on in
rural America so long as farmers con-
tinue to do a good job of running their
local REA projects, making their in-
terest and prinecipal payments, and
finally owning their own system which
need not be mortgaged to either Govern-
ment or to Wall Street.

It may well be that there is a Trojan
horse in REA’s camp today. It may be
that the ill-advised involvements we have
allowed the program to be dragged
through will eventually ruin the bi-
partisan support we have always en-
joyed. That will be a real Trojan horse.

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to congratulate the gentleman for
a very effective statement. I should
characterize it even more strongly than
that; I might call it a devastating state-
ment. I certainly feel he is to be compli-
mented. I should like to ask him if he
would not characterize Mr. Ellis as prob-
ably one of the most aggressive and pow-
erful lobbyists in Washington.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. NELSEN. I think that is true,
that he is a powerful lobbyist. I regret
to say that in my own little State of
Minnesota, while I have been in a con-
gressional race, and I also ran for Gov-
ernor, his activities were revealed in that
State. I would suggest that no one
should be denied the right to have an
opinion, but I do not believe it is fair for
me to be required to pay membership
dues to an organization and then find
that my own contribution is used to cut
my throat. I think that is going a little
far.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. Dorn] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
record.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore.
out objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to commend the distin-
guished and able gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. NeLseN] on his excellent
speech. The gentleman from Minne-
sota has dealt with this subject here
today fairly and henestly. His approach
is entirely nonpartisan, as it should be.
He is eminently qualified to set the
record straight because of his farm back-
ground and his experience as REA
Administrator.

I particularly commend the gentleman
for pointing out to the House Mr. Ellis’
record when a Member of this body in
1939. I was greatly interested in Mr.
Ellis’ voting in favor of the reorganiza-
tion in 1939, which put the REA under
the Secretary of Agriculture. It is in-
teresting to have this information, in
view of Mr. Ellis’ frantic lobbying for the
Humphrey-Price bill, which would take
away from the Secretary of Agriculture
certain powers. A prineciple in 1939 is
a principle today. Basic fundamental
principles never change. However, po-
litical expediency shifts with the com-
ing and going of the wind. As a farmer
and consumer of REA power and as an
American, I have always supported in
every single instance legislation that I
believed to be in the best interest of
REA. When I voted against the so-called
Humphrey-Price bill, I know I voted in
the best interest of REA.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to compliment the gen-
tleman on the picture that he has
painted for us here this afternoon. It
certainly sets forth the facts in their
true perspective.

I might say that during the 85th Con-
gress it was my privilege to serve on the
subcommittee which considered the leg~
islation which the gentleman previously
talked about. And while we bottled it
up during the 85th Congress they were
successful in getting it during this Con-
gress. It was subsequently passed and
then vetoed by the President and we were
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fortunate in sustaining that veto here in
the House.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to say, as
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Hiestanp] has pointed out, that here
again is another one of those examples
where we find too much pressure brought
to bear on Members of Congress and so
much information offered only for the
purpose of justifying the existence of
some high-powered, high-salaried indi-
vidual representing an organization, in
this case as Mr. Ellis does, the National
Association of REA Co-ops.

I think the gentleman has certainly
performed a good service in bringing it
to the attention of the American people.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WALLHAUSER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WALLHAUSER. Mr. Speaker, I
should like to commend my distinguished
colleague from Minnesota, because I
think he has pointed up the problem very
clearly. His vast knowledge and experi-
ence have shown us what the real prob-
lem has been. I am a member of the
committee that heard the legislation
that originated this year, and I fully
agree with my colleague from Minnesota
that it did not have any place in our
legislative history.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the gen-
tleman on a very clear presentation. I
think he has straightened out the record.

Mr, NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I am
extremely happy to see our good friend
and colleague, ANCHER NELSEN, take the
floor today to talk about the problems
of the REA and the issues that have un-
fortunately been raised that tend to in-
criminate some of the finest and most
loyal supporters of the REA in this House.
All of us, of course, know what the gen-
tleman from Minnesota has so effectively
pointed out. That is, that there is no
program that the Government has devel-
oped an interest in that is of greater
value economically to the whole of the
United States and that at the same time
see11s to lighten the load to make a more
efficient program and helps the farmer in
s0 many ways than does the REA. Mr.
Speaker, there is no man, who is serving
the Congress ftoday nor one that has
served this Congress, who is more quali-
fled to speak on the subject of the REA
program than is our distinguished friend
AnNcHER NELSEN, of Minnesota,

Those of us who know this great Amer-
ican know that he has served nobly and
well as Chief Administrator for Rural
Electrification Administration from May
1953 to June 1956.

A great American of another political
party made history during the campaign
for President in 1928 by saying: “Let us
look at the facts.” This is a very ap-
propriate observation in this insfance
as I seek to try to give this man the
eredit that he deserves for the tre-
mendous job he has done for his country
as Administrator for the REA.
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Here are just a few of the facts from
the record:

First. During 1952 the total amount of
loans provided by the REA program was
$165.7 million.

For 1953, $165 million.

For 1954, $167 million.

For 1955, $167.5 million on 349 elec-
trification projects.

Second. The record shows further that
between July 1, 1953, and July 1, 1955,
borrowers connected an additional 200,-
000 farms to the REA system. It should
be pointed out that these farms with this
expansion were getting electricity for the
first time in history. The records show
clearly that all of the best areas of this
Nation’s farms received the benefits of
the REA program before the period that
AncHER NELSEN became the Administra-
tor and that he did an excellent job of
picking up these loose ends of the isolated
areas that had been neglected hereto-
fore.

Third. Another record which all of us
should be proud of is the help Mr. NELSEN
has given to cooperative work with power
confracts that have resulted in the cost
of wholesale power being reduced from
1 cent in 1941 to 7.4 mills in 1955. It can
honestly be said that this has resulted in
savings of millions of dollars and demon-
strates that the public interest has been
well served and that there is no lack of
interest on the part of the administra-
tion under his excellent leadership.

Fourth. Under his leadership, the REA
received a reduction from 3.6 cents a kilo-
watt-hour for retail of electricity in 1951
to 3 cents per kilowatt-hour in 1955.

Fifth. In 1955 alone the REA made
loans for generation plants and trans-
mission systems in the amount of $41
million. This made provisions for 10
new generation units and 1,700 miles of
transmission lines.

Sixth. The record shows that on March
5, 1956, the amount of money on loan
to REA borrowers was $3.1 billion in
grants to 1,026 borrowing units that, at
that time, were serving over 4 million
customers.

Seventh. Records show that this gen-
tleman has a way of getting things done
because he reduced the backlog from $200
million when he took office to $97 million
in 1955.

Eighth. Mr. NeLsEn felt, when he took
office, there was a real need to use the
contingency fund which had been used
but once prior to his administration. In
1954, for instance, $39 million was used
from the fund. In 1955, $35 million was
used. This certainly indicates his will-
ingness to use every facility at his com-
mand to encourage and promote the
rural electrification system.

Mr. Speaker, here is one of the most
enviable records of achievements any-
one has ever made in Government on the
domestic front. The gentleman from
Minnesota is to be highly commended
and every Member of Congress and REA
user owes this man a great deal of grati-
tude for the effective and efficient job
he did while he was Administrator and
for his contribution and devotion to this
program while a Member of Congress.
It is worthy of note also, that he is doing
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this while at the same time carrying
on the vast and varied responsibilities of
the office of Congressman. Icompliment
the people of the Second District in Min-
nesota for sending a man of this caliber
to Congress. I, for one, am deeply grate-
ful to have the opportunity to serve with
him in these legislative halls. He has
performed an invaluable service in the
past, and today is again doing a fine job
in stating the problems, answers, issues,
and giving us the benefit of his expe-
rience and able leadership in this area in
which all of us in the farm belt of the
United States have such a vital interest.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his kind remarks.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield.

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Speaker, for over
14 years it has been my privilege to
serve on the subcommittee that reviews
the work of the REA and its administra-
tion and supplies the funds for the suc-
ceeding fiscal year based on our ap-
praisal of the record that is spread be-
fore us. I do want to say that the pres-
ent speaker, Mr. NELSEN, showed up very
well as Administrator of the REA. The
program made great strides and much
progress during his administration of
those funds. The gentleman’s reception
before our subcommittee was always
congenial and was never fraught with
any controversy or conflict. He will, I
think, bear me out when I say that he
received the funds he asked for, and the
funds he asked for were the funds that
the REA needed to maintain its services
to the rural peoples of America. This
is a very popular program. It neces-
sarily should be because it proposed in
its inception to move the glories of elec-
trical energy to areas noit previously
served with electrical energy. It is in
this field, of course, that demagoguery
finds fertile soil as nowhere else. Of
course, you can raise issues anyplace you
want to and scare people to death. Iam
glad the gentleman has brought this
subject up and that you are trying to
clear the air in this field. This is a
strawman, I think—a good deal of it at
least. I am reminded of a little couplet
that I would like to state now. If has
been used in the Halls of Congress be-
fore dealing with strawmen.

Yesterday upon the stair,

I saw a man who was not there,
He was not there again today.

I wish to God he would go away.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I would, at this point,
like to pay my compliments to the pres=
ent Administrator, David A. Hamil, from
Colorado. He has done a very conscien-
tious job. He has been all over the
United States and has made a host of
friends. He has continued in this pro-
gram in a very productive way. I think
the record should show that. I also
want to add this. During the time I
was Administrator, I traveled all over the
United States. Now serving in the Con-
gress, as I do, I want to pay my respects
and thanks to the gentlemen on the other
side of the aisle because this program has
been supported by Republicans and Dem-
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ocrats. When you are out on the farm,
it does mnot matter what your politics
are—electricity is awful nice to have. I
certainly want to thank our friends on
the Democratic side and on the Repub-
lican side as a farmer for the contribu-
tion they have made to the total econ-
omy of the country. This program is
precious to those of us who live on the
farm and we do not like to see it ex-
ploited in any way.

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. Iyield.

Mr. McINTIRE. I certainly want to
join with my colleagues in expressing ap-
preciation to the gentleman from Min-
nesota for so ably placing before us and
in the REecorp a very fair evaluation of
the situation with which we dealt some
time back. I am very much interested
in the REA program. All of the REA
cooperatives in my State of Maine are
located in the district which I have the
privilege of representing. I want to say,
too, I think the Congress is fortunate
that in its membership there is one
who has had the experience not only
as a user but as an organizer of co-
operatives in the REA, but also on the
broad basis of administration of the REA,
thereby having the opportunities to gain
from the experience and observations of
the gentleman from Minnesota. 1 wish
to commend the gentleman for taking
this issue and so fairly and objectively
analyzing it and placing it before the
House of Representatives.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. NELSEN. I yield.
Mr. SHORT. I want to join with my

colleagues who have expressed their
appreciation of my distinguished ecol-
league and my friend for his very real-
istic and comprehensive analysis of what
I would consider to be one of the phony
jssues which has come before Congress
during this session of Congress. Cer-
tainly I do not think any man in Con-
gress has any greater appreciation of the
REA program than I, for I am a person
who probably lives as far from a power
line as any Member of Congress; and
certainly nobody was any more surprised
than I when I finally found that I was
going to have power on my ranch 40
miles from town.

Personally, no one could appreciate
it more than I as an individual farmer
and rancher. I do not think anyone
could have any greater appreciation of
this program in that it has brought
power to the farmers of this entire coun-
try. I think it has done more for them
than any other single program that has
been acted upon in the interest of
agriculture.

As I have said many fimes, I do not
think there is a single Member of Con-
gress who would ever vote for any bill
that would materially harm the REA
program and its basic objective which
has done so much for the farms of
America. I really believe that is a com-
pletely true statement; certainly it is
one that I subscribe to very much, and
even if I have been described by some



17084

people as one who is opposed to the REA
program I think the people who know
me and know my objectives certainly
must realize that that is not in any sense
of the word true.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. NELSEN. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield.

Mr, McSWEEN. Mr. Speaker, first I
should like to congratulate the gentleman
man for his very excellent statement. I
have listened with a great deal of interest
also to his colleagues and my colleagues.
I should like to say also that I know the
gentleman’s excellent record during the
time he was REA Administrator. I per-
sonally know that record because I hap-
pened to be concerned from time to time
with an application or two before him,
and I should certainly like to say that he
discharged his duties excellently and
with great ability and consideration.

I have been actually surprised to learn
some of the facts the gentleman has
brought out here today. I have heard
occasionally concerning the previous
record of Mr. Ellis, who sat here, with
regard to REA legislation, but I have
never had it brought before me the way
the gentleman has today.

You know, the REA program has been
held by almost everyone who knows any-
thing about it to be one of the great pro-
grams this Nation has had during the
entire history of this country. I do not
believe a single other program could be
cited as doing more for the development
of the underdeveloped areas of our coun-
try and improving the standard of liv-
ing of our people than this program.

Everyone knows that it is an old trick
to take a popular program and try to do
something else with it, go into side issues
and use a popular rrogram in order to
sell some other ball of wax. I recall ef-
forts made the last time we had the REA
program before us to defeat other im-
portant legislation.

I am sure Mr. Ellis is a fair gentleman,
and I am just wondering if in the light
of the gentleman’s description of Mr. El-
lis’ voting record regarding REA, I am
just wondering whether Mr. Ellis in his
publication will give proper coverage to
the gentleman’s address today, and
whether he will defend his position with
regard to the time he was in Congress
and his record on REA.

Again I thank the gentleman for his
excellent statement.

Mr. NELSEN. I wish to make just a
comment about one of the objectives we
sought to attain in the program while I
was Administrator. Itis my feeling that
one of the greatest contributions that
could be made would be the develop-
ment of a climate of confidence and co-
operation. Out in Minnesota we worked
out an arrangement where bureau power
goes into our State. We worked out a
wheeling contract with existing utilities
over their transmission lines. We
worked ouf provisions where they could
use their generating plants to firm this
power. The result of it is the 19 groups
I represented in Washington at the time
of these hearings saved well over a mil-
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lion dollars last year. Everybody won in
that kind of an arrangement because of
the climate of cooperation where we were
working together. I know that the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. Horaxl]
remembers the time we appeared here for
that bill.

Mr. HORAN. I think one of the out-
standing chores the gentleman has
achieved was to bring peace to Kentucky
and good cooperation and coordination
between the existing suppliers of electri=
cal energy in that State.

Mr. NELSEN. We had the east Ken-
tucky contract, which had been held up
by injunction for years. We worked out
a compromise arrangement that now has
made it one of the most effective co-
ops in the country. The same is true of
Georgia, the same is true of South Caro-
lina. All of these controversies were
worked out because we found when peo-
ple got together they could work out a
problem, but if they were agitated into a
climate of mistrust, misunderstanding,
and suspicion, you could not settle any-
thing.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

Mr. BURDICK. I have been advised
that the gentleman has referred to Mr.
Ellis. I simply want to say that as far
as North Dakota is concerned, the asso-
ciation that Mr. Ellis represents, Mr.
Ellis and the local cooperatives of North
Dakota have had harmony. And, as a
result, the program has gone forward,
and there are very few farmers in North
Dakota who have not been receiving
service. This has been due in a large
part, to the good work of Mr. Clyde
Ellis.

Mr. NELSEN. I regret that the gen-
tleman was not here during all of the
discussion because I referred in my
speech to Ellis' voting record in 1939
when he voted for reorganization and
against congressional controls over re=-
organization. Since this was the series
of votes which took away the independ-
ence of REA and placed it under the
Secretary of Agriculture, I hold that
this Congress should have the right to
maintain a similar position today with-
out being characterized by Mr. Ellis as
anti-REA. I have no criticism of the
organization as the gentleman suggests.
There has been no criticism leveled at
it. I did level criticism at the executive
manager who exploits the program and
the organization.

Mr. BURDICE. I am very happy that
the gentleman did not refer to the or-
ganization. Now, as for Mr, Ellis. His
relations in North Dakota have heen ex-
cellent. He has been a selfless and de=-
voted man to the cause of rural electri-
fication, which has done so much for
rural America.

LET’S SEND THE MARINES TO LAOS
AS WE DID TO LEBANON TO STOP
FURTHER COMMUNIST NIBBLING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Ixarp). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. StraTTON] is recognized for 20
minutes.
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Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this afternoon to discuss a matter of
great urgency to the defense of this
country and the free world, namely, the
Communist-inspired and directed inva-
sion of the free nation of Laos in Indo-
china, one of the critical areas in south-
east Asia.

Southeast Asia was the subject of Com-
munist invasion and attack prior to 1954,
an attack that led to the subsequent par-
tition of Indochina into North Vietnam
held by the Communists and South Viet-
nam which remained free territory. In
addition, the free countries of Laos and
Cambodia were also to remain free of
Communist penetration. Surprisingly
enough, this arrangement has continued
with little interruption since 1954, in
spite of the fact that Communist forces
in northern Vietnam have been built up
considerably with assistance coming
from Communist China to the north.
However, within recent weeks and al-
most on the heels of President Eisen=
hower’s invitation to visit this country
extended to Premier Khrushchev, Com=-
munist forces began to move into Laos
in strength, and they now threaten
seriously the independence of that free
country which occupies a most critical
strategic position in southeast Asia be-
tween Communist Vietnam and free
Thailand. Experts on all sides have re-
ferred to the present situation as dan-
gerous, critical, and serious; and
these statements are no exaggeration.
The morning newspaper contains an ac-
count that the United States is study-
ing a request from the Government of
Laos for assistance in repelling the in-
vasion of these Communist forces and
other reports indicate that the United
Nations is considering sending an in-
spection force into Laos.

Mr. Speaker, what is happening in
Laos ought to be perfectly clear to any-
one familiar with the Communist pattern
of aggression, without the need for fur-
ther study or the dispatch of inspec-
tion forces. This is just one more bit
of the old nibbling routine that was
halted only long enough for the Commu-
nists to build up their forces in south-
east Asia and to wait for what they con-
sidered the most auspicious moment for
renewing their devious penetration. Now
that the Communists have apparently
got what they want for the time being
in Berlin they have shifted their heat
to another sector of the periphery of the
free world. That, as I see it, is the sit-
uation, and I do not think it needs any
elaborate additional study.

Mr. Speaker, the only way for the
United States to deal with this threat to
our security in southeast Asia is to act
swiftly and firmly. If we wait for further
study or for the dispatch and subsequent
report of a U.N. inspection force, it is
clear that the Communist guerrillas will
have already taken over and enslaved
another key and critical area of south-
east Asia before those reports can be
typed up and throughly studied. If our
efforts against communism are to be ef-
fective, they must be taken decisively and
without delay. By their invasion of Laos
the Communists have clearly violated the
Geneva understanding which has been
the basis for the status quo in Indochina
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since 1954, For that reason we have
every right to send help to Laos to assist
the Lao Government in defending
their freedom, and we have the right to
send them whatever supplies, equipment,
yes, and even forces that may be neces-
sary to preserve their freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of giving
the Lao Government everything that
it needs in terms of funds and equipment
to meet the Communist threat. But I
do not think we ought to stop there. We
have been doing a good deal of talking
of late, Mr. Speaker, about the need for
limited war forces in the arsenal of the
United States, and Congress has just
appropriated a very substantial sum of
money for the purpose of developing and
maintaining forces of this kind to meet
what we hear referred to as brush-fire
situations in other parts of the world.
But what good are these forces for which
we are spending so much money unless
we also have the ability to recognize
dangerous situations quickly when they
occur and the courage and determina-
tion to act promptly to bring these lim-
ited military forces to bear upon them?
Otherwise all the millions and indeed
billions we spend on providing standing
troops and naval forces at sea are not
going to help us one little bit in keeping
the Communist menace from nibbling
away further at the portals of the free
world.

I think therefore it is clear that in
order to guarantee the freedom of Laos
we must, with the permission and at the
request of the Lao Government, dis-
patch American forces into Laos imme-
diately. I recommend the dispatch of
suitable elements of the U.S. Marine
Corps to assist the Lao Army in
defending itself against this difficult
brand of guerrilla warfare. I also rec-
ommend the dispatch of a U.S. Navy
carrier, together with supporting air-
craft and helicopter forces, to the
coastal area off Indochina, not only to
back up those marines if the need arises,
but to demonsirate to the Communist
world that America does not intend to
stand idly by while Ehrushchev and his
Communist military machine try to take
over one more piece of the critical south-
east Asia area. If we hesitate to act now
merely because the President is project-
ing an exchange of visits with Premier
Khrushchev, we may well wake up when
it is already too late. Indeed, the dis-
patch of the forces I have suggested to
Laos immediately would be one of the
best ways I know to make it clear to Pre-
mier Khrushchev that while we intend
to receive him properly and courteously
in the United States, as President Eisen-
hower has requested, we are not being
fooled into thinking that he has changed
his stripes or his methods of action in
any way and we do not intend to let
down our guard either in West Berlin,
in Formosa Straits, in the Middle East,
or in southeast Asia.

Mr. Speaker, let me add this one final
word. We sent the marines swiftly into
Lebanon once that nation asked for our
help. Our prompt and forthright action
there bolstered the Lebanese Govern-
ment without a shot ever being fired.
Once the Communists knew we meant
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business, they backed down. I am con-
vinced, Mr. Speaker, that the same
prompt and effective result would bhe
achieved if we decide to send the marines
into Laos. But we must answer the call
of the Lao Government for help quickly
to save the day. Only the strong can
continue to remain free.

ARMORED CAR SERVICES OF
ARLINGTON, VA.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. BroyHILL] is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. BROYHILI. Mr. Speaker, I want
to tell the Members of the Congress about
a struggle for survival confronting a
small, local business in my district—
Armored Car Services of Arlington, Va.
This local Virginia company was estab-
lished in 1957 by a group of hard-working
men who sincerely believed they could
provide a service at a cost considerably
lower than that being charged, and yet
operate their business on a financially
sound basis. They have worked dili-
gently—10 to 12 hours a day—in an
industrious effort to achieve their goal of
making this business a success. How-
ever, they find themselves facing de-
struction because of the ruthless preda-
tory price-cutting practices of their
giant nationwide competitor, Brink's
Inc.

Both of these companies are engaged
in the business of transporting money by
armored car. Both are in competition
for the local Virginia, District of Co-
lumbia, and Maryland business. How=
ever, this is as far as any similar com-
parison can go. Brink's, Inc., is a huge,
national corporation that operates in all
the major cities of the United States and
Canada. Their 1959 annual report indi-
cates that their farflung operations in-
clude over 100 cities in 29 States of this
country and six Canadian Provinces. A
portion of a letter in this report from
Brink’s president to their stockholders,
referring to their 1958 operating reve-
nues, states, “Operating revenues of
$24,744,050 were the highest in the his-
tory of the company.” Further on in
this same letter, Brink's president cites
these facts and statistics showing the
scope of Brink’s operations:

Over one-half of all the armored cars op=
erating on the streets and highways of the
United States carry the Brink's shield and
trademark. In gix Canadian Provinces,
Brink’s Express Co. of Canada, Ltd., operates
an additional fleet of 100 armored cars that
are counterparts of those In the United
States * * * as of February 1959, Brink’s
has 112 branches and 1,026 armored cars
handling an average of $1'5 bllllon a day.
In the course of this operation, Brink's
armored cars make over 150,000 commercial
stops per week and over 21,000 bank stops.
In a year, the armored cars run up a total
of about 12,500,000 route miles.

Contrast these gigantic operations and
the tremendous economic power of
Brink’'s to the strictly local operations
of Armored Car Services, with its total
of four armored cars and its relatively
small, hard-earned capital. Notwith-
standing this great dissimilarity, how=-
ever, Armored Car Services was able, for
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a brief period of time, successfully to
compete with Brink’s, Inc., for the local
business.

However, Armored Car Services had
just barely gotten its feet on the ground
when Brink’s began its unscrupulous,
below-cost price cutting, which by the
reported word of one of Brink’s own rep-
resentatives—who might be more prop-
erly described as a Brink's “hatchet
man”—informed a prospective customer
to whom he was offering a ridiculously
low price that their offer was not for the
purpose of competing with Armored Car
Services but for the express purpose of
driving them out of business. Brink’s
offered to sign a contract with another
potential customer under which they
would carry the customer’s money and
securities absolutely free for a 2-year pe-
riod. The infent behind this particular
offer is so obvious that no further com-
ment by me is necessary on it.

I am, however, going to cite a number
of specific instances—all of which I be-
lieve clearly show that Brink's—in an
effort to continue its monopolistic
stranglehold on the money and security
transportation business in the Washing-
ton metropolitan area—is using its great
economic power as a bludgeon to smash
the life out of this small local competi=-
tor—fully realizing that Armored Car
Services is virtually powerless to fight
back.

The first case involves the Washington,
Virginia, and Maryland Coach Co., pop=-
ularly known as the Arnold Bus Line.
This was the very first customer signed
up by Armored Car Services, and the
contract, which became effective on Feb-
ruary 1, 1957, provided for a monthly
payment of $63.50 to the Armored Car
Services for their services. Prior to this,
Brink’s had the contract with Arnold
Bus Lines, and the price thereunder was
$105 per month.

On January 31, 1958, the vice president
and sales manager of Armored Car Serv-
ices both paid a visit to the office of Mr.
DeStefano, treasurer and comptroller of
the W.V. & M. lines for the purpose of re-
newing the coniract that was expiring
the following day. During their meet-
ing, Mr. DeStefano showed them a letter
from Brink’s offering to perform the same
service which they formerly had for the
price of $35.50 per month. In other
words, Brink’s was now willing to drop
their price to one-third of their original
price of $105. Mr. DeStefano stated that
he clearly recognized the intent of
Brink’s behind such an offer, but that he
would be forced to accept their offer in
1959 unless Armored Car Services could
meet it,

The second case involves the Citizens
Bank of Maryland. Armored Car Serv-
ices has a contract with them under
which the bank pays a monthly rate of
$92.50 plus an additional 10 percent per
bag charge for handling change. In De-
cember 1958, the sales manager of Ar-
mored Car made a good-will call on Mr.
Hollingsworth, the executive vice presi-
dent of the Citizens Bank of Maryland.
During their conversation Mr. Hollings-
worth stated that Brink’s had offered to
come down to a monthly rate of $50
for the same services which they formerly
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rendered at a cost of $140 per month.
However, Mr. Hollingsworth, recogniz-
ing what Brink’s was trying to do, refused
their offer.

The third case involves a Virginia
bank, the Shirlington Trust Co. Brink's
originally serviced this bank charging
rates of approximately $120 per month.
In 1958 Armored Car Services was suc-
cessful in negotiating a contract for $85
per month. On March 2, 1959, the presi-
dent of the Armored Car Services re-
ceived a telephone call from the ex-
ecutive vice president of the Shirling-
ton Trust Co., informing him that
Brink's had made an offer to handle
their money and securities for $34 per
month.

While I am going to cite the facts of
several more cases, I want to comment
on these three at this time. I believe
that the facts of these cases unquestion-
ably show one of two things—either that
Brink's originally was charging these
three firms unreasonably high prices, or
that they are now offering their services
at prices far below those which will al-
low a reasonable profit.

The facts of these cases have been
discussed with a practicing antitrust at-
torney who is an expert in this field. He
concurs wholeheartedly with my belief,
and stated that these facts undeniably
show Brink’s malicious intent to force
Armored Car Services out of business
through the evil of their great monopoly
POWer.

In another case involving the Raleigh
Haberdashery on F Street in downtown
Washington, one of the Raleigh’s of-
ficials asked Brink’s representative point
blank if Brink’s was offering them new
low rates for the purpose of eliminat-
ing competition, and the Brink’s man
replied with a definite “Yes.”

Armored Car Services offered the
Shoreham Hotel a contract containing
an $85 per month rate in December 1958,
without knowing what Brink’s had been
charging the Shoreham in the past.
When Brink’s learned in February 1959
that the Shoreham was about to give
Armored Car Services the contract they
immediately lowered their rates from
$113 per month to $65. The Shoreham
hotel official stated that while he fully
realized why Brink's was offering this
rate, he felt that Shoreham would have
to accept in order to get back some of
the high amounts they had paid Brink’s
prior to Armored Car Services’ entry
into this field.

Still another case involved a chain of
grocery supermarkets with which
Armored Car Services had successfully
negotiated contracts. This chain was
immediately threatened by a “secondary
boycott” because of signing up with
Armored Car Services, a nonunion shop.
The reason why Armored Car Services
was not a union shop at the time was
because of their limited business. Some
of their drivers were needed only for half
days on certain days. Although Armored
Car Services intended to join the union
as soon as their business was sufficiently
large enough to warrant it, they were
forced to join before their business war-
ranted it. The result has been that they

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

have often had to pay wages to their
employees who have had no work to do.

The facts of these cases all lead to a
single, alarming conclusion—Brink’s has
used and continues to use every dirty
trick in the book to destroy their com-
petitor and regain their former position
of absolute monopoly. Itisa well-known
fact that a number of local bankers were
considering establishing an armored car
service of their own several years ago be-
cause they were highly displeased both
with the type of service Brink's was ren-
dering and because of the exorbitantly
high prices Brink's was charging them.
These same bankers have told Armored
Car Services on a number of occasions
how pleased they are that Armored Car
Services is giving Brink’s some competi-
tion. Many of these bankers are now
Armored Car Services’ customers and re-
fuse even to consider Brink's present
lower offers because they remember well
Brink's past high-handed dealings with
them. However, many businesses feel as
the Shoreham Hotel does—namely, that
they must accept Brink’s lower offer for
two reasons—one being that their stock-
holders are entitled to the lowest cost
service available in order to show a
greater profit, and two, their desire to
balance off part of the former high
charges levied against them by Brink’s
in its former role of absolute monopo-
list—a role which it obviously enjoyed
and one which it is seeking to regain by
its cutthroat pricing practices and other
devious and deceptive means,

And the frightening thought is the
realization that Brink's is well on its
way to achieving its selfish goal—that
of complete destruction of Armored Car
Services so that it can regain complete
control and again charge whatever
prices it may choose. However, I do not
intend to stand idly by and see Brink’s
destroy my constituent—Armored Car
Services. I have gone into this mat-
ter thoroughly to determine which Fed-
eral agency has jurisdiction over anti-
monopoly matters of this nature. I
learned that ordinarily the Interstate
Commerce Commission would have ju-
risdiction because it is the Federal
agency charged with the responsibility
of regulating common carriers. How-
ever, at a conference with an ICC offi-
cial I was informed that the ICC had
exercised the statutory discretion vested
in them by Congress and had exempted
the Washington metropolitan commer-
cial zone from their control. This com-
mercial zone includes the part of Vir-
ginia and Maryland in which Armored
Car Services does the bulk of ifs busi-
ness.

Following this conference, I checked
with an attorney in the Antitrust Di-
vision of the Department of Justice to
determine if they would have jurisdic-
tion. He replied that they did have
jurisdiction, citing a recent Federal case,
U.S. v. RCA, 358 U.S. 334, which held
that the Department of Justice had ju=-
risdiction over a corporation whose
transmission operations were regulated
by another Federal agency—in this in-
stance, the Federal Communications
Commission. This same attorney in-
formed me that from these facts which I
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have just presenfed it appeared that
Brink’s was attempting to monopolize, in
violation of section 2 of the Sherman
Antitrust Act. Accordingly, I have today
sent a letter to the Attorney General,
requesting that the Antitrust Division
of the Department of Justice take im-
mediate action to investigate this situ-
ation, and to order Brink’s to stop their
indiscriminate price-gouging practices.

Furthermore, I have suggested to Ar-
mored Car Services that they might
want to consider bringing a civil suit
for treble damages against Brink's, fol-
lowing the outcome of the Antitrust
Division’s investigation and findings.
Of course, it is a well-known fact that
the treble damage suits are long, drawn-
out affairs because of the great backlog
in the Federal courts, and, also, that
they are very costly. It is for this rea-
son that I have requested the Attorney
General to take prompt action before
Brink’s has succeeded in draining the
economic lifeblood out of Armored Car
Services.

PREVIOUS ORDER

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts [Mrs. RoGcers] is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts.
Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks and to
speak on two subjects.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

MRS. CATHERINE MAY

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this morning we had a most
wonderful exhibition that Mr. Sum-
merfield, the Postmaster General, asked
us to attend, at his office demonstrating
the mechanization of the postal service.
I saw there our distinguished col-
league, the gentlewoman from Wash=-
ington [Mrs. May]l. I wish to join my
colleagues in commending the gentle-
woman from Washington. She was
there at the postal exhibition looking
after her district’s postal matters. Mrs,
May deserves commendation from all of
us for her ability and her courage and
her keen grasp of all the matters which
have come before her during her fresh-
man term in the Congress. More than
that, and I speak from the point of view
of one close to her, the gentlewoman
from Washington brings to the House
honesty, warm feeling, and kindliness
which will make for her many friends
on both sides of the aisle. We know
that the gentlewoman comes from a dis-
trict with many varied interests which
requires keen understanding. We are all
aware how hard and unselfishly the
gentlewoman from Washington works
for her people. Her district is to be con-
gratulated for its good sense in choosing
her to represent them in the Congress
of the United States.

MECHANIZATION IN THE POSTAL SERVICE

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, this morning it was my priv-
ilege, at the invitation of the Postmaster
General, to see at his office a most inter-
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esting and fascinating exhibit of the new
mechanization plans for improving
the postal service. Certainly Mr. Sum-
merfield, the Postmaster General, de-
serves an enormous amount of eredit for
what he and his staff and the manu-
facturers who have assisted, are accom-
plishing for the postal service.

It is almost uncanny what machines
can do in the sorting of mail, the pick-
ing out of letters that have not been
stamped and returning them, and other
feats that are done as if the human
mind were guiding the work instead of
a machine,

I wondered, as I watched these me-
chanical things, how much work would
be lost to our postal employees. That
matter has disturbed me very greatly,
The answer was always, “We do not
intend to drop people, some people may
be dropped by attrition when they are
up for retirement, but in the main we
tiexpsct. more work for the postal serv-
ce.

While this has been going on, Mr.
Chairman, our mails have been delayed,
very badly delayed. From Massa-
chusetts, Mr. George Brown, of the re-
gional office, and Mr. deMotts, the head
assistant of that office, were there, I
would like to commend Mr. Brown for
his great helpfulness to me and the
people of all New England in all postal
matters. I congratulate the Postmaster
General and his thousands of employ-
ees—for their unity. I wish for them a
happy future and I hope for the users
of the mail that their service will be
greatly facilitated. We, in the Congress,
know too well what prompt delivery of
mail means for the people of America.

CURRENT EFFECT OF THE
TOMBSTONE LAW

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 2 minutes and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I just
learned from what I regard as a very
reliable source that 3 out of 5 lieutenant
generals in the U.S. Marine Corps are
contemplating asking immediate retire-
ment in order to obtain advancement in
rank before the repealer of the tomb-
stone law becomes effective. These are
Lt. Gen. Vernon McGee, commander of
the Fleet Marines, Atlantic; Lt. Gen.
E. A. Pollock, commander of the Fleet
Marines, Pacific, and Lt. Gen. Nathan B.
Twining, commanding general, Quantico.

These men, if they are retired imme-
diately, will receive the promotion to
which they are entitled and which they
have earned on the basis of combat cita-
tions.

It is also my understanding that be-
tween 80 and 85 percent of the officers
of the Marine Corps of the rank of colo-
nel are going to ask for immediate re-
tirement. If this is true, in this critical
time in the affairs of the world, it is in-
deed a difficult situation and one which
should impel us here in the Congress to
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rectify that legislation which was hastily
passed and which is denying so many
fine officers the rewards which are part
of the promise that our Nation has made
to them for the careers in the service
which they have made, for the protec-
tion of the United States.

I hope that the Navy Department will
make a statement on this forthwith so
that we may know exactly what effect
this legislation is having. I am certain
if it is having such an effect in the
Marine Corps it will likewise have such
an adverse effect of equal magnitude in
the other branches of the service.

HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION
PROGRAM

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. MoELLER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcoRrp
and to include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MOELLER. Mr. Speaker, I have
asked for this time so that I may bring
to the attention of the House the ex-
tremely serious situation in which my
State of Ohio has been placed by the
failure of Congress up to this time to en-
act legislation providing for the financ-
ing of the Federal contributions to our
highway construction program in the
coming fiscal years. The situation is
particularly acute with respect to the
fiscal years 1961 and 1962.

At this time, Ohio has been forced to
suspend letting of all Federal aid high-
way contracts, not only for the Inter=
state Highway construction, but also for
the so-called ABC roads, primary, sec-
ondary, and urban. TUntil authoriza-
tions for at least fiscal 1961 are ap-
proved, this situation will continue.
Further, the State has already used its
own funds to finance about $40 million of
the Federal share of interstate contracts
for fiscal 1961, under authorization of
the 1956 Federal Aid Highway Act and
with the approval of the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads. Thus, Ohio’s own funds are
now mortgaged to this extent until fur-
ther Federal funds are released to pay
us back.

This state of affairs imposes a terrific
burden on our State treasury, on our
highway department, on the construction
industry, allied businesses, the overall
State economy, and on motorists. The
State has acted in good faith in the
spirit of the 1956 act. It has presented
and has set into high gear a progressive
program to carry out the intent of Con-
gress as expressed in 1956 and as con-
firmed in 1957-58. We have now been
forced to apply the brakes. Unless we
can again shift into high gear with an
uninterrupted program at or near the
levels contemplated in the 1956 act, the
penalties we are already suffering will
be multiplied. There is absolutely no
excuse for causing such a tremendous
direct financial loss on contractors who
have geared their businesses to handle
the anticipated construction, on the
communities affected, and on the indi-
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vidual construction employees who will
be unemployed if work must stop—
10,000 jobs in the construction industry
alone are involved.

Aside from these considerations I wish
to emphasize the fact that in our State
alone we have built or have under con-
struction at this time about $487 million
worth of new highways under the Fed-
eral programs which will be largely un-
usable until we have received the $180
million necesary to provide the access
roads and other improvements needed
to put the new highways into actual
operation. Consider what an economie
waste is involved here if these new roads
are allowed to lie idle why we in Con-
gress dawdle in making up our minds, or
if we fail to provide sufficient funds to
permit construction of all the improve-
ments necessary to put them into oper-
ation. No efficient industry would con-
sider wasting an investment of this size.
We talk about inefficiency in Govern-
ment. This is our chance to do some-
thing to prevent an outstanding ex-
ample of such inefficiency.

Up to this point I have talked only
about the economic factors involved in
the highway program. However, there
is an even more vital consideration. I
speak of the saving of human lives and
the avoidance of human suffering which
will result from the completion of newer
and more modern highways. Every day
that we delay in the construction of each
mile of proposed new highway costs us
something which cannot be evaluated in
terms of dollars and cents. It is esti-
mated that when the proposed 1,428 miles
of interstate highways in Ohio are com-
pleted we will reduce our traffic accident
deaths by 240 each year. Can we in
good conscience let political considera-
tions stand in the way of letting these
people live? There is no way of esti-
mating how much pain and misery we
may save those who are marked for in-
jury in the years to come, and how
much suffering on the part of their fami-
lies may be avoided if we push the high~
way construction program through with-
out interruption. But I know that if we
do not, each time I read of a death or
a maiming on one of our inadequate
roads I will ask myself “Could this
tragedy have been avoided if Congress
had acted in time and to the full ex-
tent of its powers?”

I hold no brief for any particular
method of financing the future needs for
this highway construction. I do not,
however, believe that we should bind
ourselves to a complete “pay-as-you-go”
policy. My fundamental and irrevocable
feeling is that we must maintain the pro-
gram at a level equal or nearly equal to
that for which we have planned in Ohio
and in nearly every other State. My
reasons for this are simple. They are
explained eloquently in a résumé of the
effect of a cutback on the highway pro-
gram in Ohio which I would like to read
into the Recorp at this point. This
statement was prepared by the Director
of the Ohio Department of Highways,
Mr. E, S. Preston. I am sure that the
impact of a curtailment of the Federal
aid funds in Ohio which he outlines ap-
plies almost equally to most of our sister
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States. I sincerely hope that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Public Works will bring
this issue to the floor without further
delay. When it does reach the floor, the
Congressman from the 10th District of
Ohio intends to support vigorously a pro-
gram for fiscal years 1961 and 1962
which will provide funds at least equal
to those proposed in the Fallon bill, H.R.
8678. I trust that my colleagues in
the House will be equally vigorous in
support of such amendments as may be
necessary to reach this goal.

A REsumE oF How THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY
ProGRAM AFFECTS OHIO

(By E. S. Preston, director, Ohio Department
of Highways, August 24, 1959)

I. WHAT OHIO HAD PLANNED

A. For the biennium beginning July 1,
1959—$360 million in interstate construction
(#324 million in Federal ald allocations plus
$36 million of State and local matching
money).

B. The State had also planned to indulge
in advance planning and advance purchase
of rights-of-way on the Interstate System—
perhaps to the extent of $40 million.

C. Ohip has its matching money. The
State legislature passed a 2 cents per gallon
increase in gasoline tax this year so Ohio
could hold up its end of the bargain made
with the Federal Government in the form of
the 1856 Federal Aid Highway Act.

D. In addition, the legislature approved
an act which will make available to the
highway department from various State
trust funds money for advance acquisition
of rights-of-way.

II. EFFECTS OF THE CURRENT PROPOSALS FOR
FINANCING THE INTERSTATE PROGRAM ON
OHIO'S CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

A, No 1861 interstate and primary, sec-
ondary, and urban fund allocations would
cause a complete halt on construction of the
Federal Aid Highway System in Ohlo.

1. Ohio has already financed $40 million
in interstate contracts entirely with its own
funds in anticipation of the 18961 Federal
allocations. The State cannot afford further
advance financing before additional Federal
apportionments are made and there is assur-
ance of relmbursements when vouchers are
presented to the Federal Government.

2. There is no provision for advance fi-

of the ABC (primary, secondary
and urban) Federal aid system and Ohio
has used most of such 1960 allocations.
There is doubt Ohio would be reimbursed
should it let further ABC contracts because
of the present shortage in the Federal aid
trust fund.

B. A $1.8 billion apportionment such as
envisioned in the latest House Ways and
Means Committee action—would force a 850
million cut in Ohio’s planned interstate con-
struction program the first year because 1t
is $46 million less than the 1960 allocations.
Including local and State matching funds,
the total reduction in contracts would be
$50 million.

C. A 82 billion allocation for 1962—would
result in Ohio receiving $130 milllon—about
$33 million less than 1960 and would dictate
a $36 million reduction from planned levels
of interstate construction.

D. $2.2 billion allocation—§143 million for
Ohio.

E. $2.5 billion allocation—§162 million for
Ohio which is the amount originally antici-
pated and the figure upon which the State
based its planned program. This level of
apportionments would allow Ohio to com-
plete contract awards on the Interstate Sys-
tem before 1975—the year the highways are
being designed for,
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III. ECONOMIC IMPACT IN OHIO OF STOPPING OR
CURTAILING THE PROGRAM

A, To industry: Complete cessation would
probably cause the loss of 10,000 jobs in the
highway construction industry alone.

B. To allled businesses: Stoppage of con-
tracts would be a severe economic blow to
suppliers of materials for road construction
and to manufacturers of road building
equipment. Ohio is the center of such man-
ufacturing activities.

C. To the overall State economy: Econo-
mists say that for every dollar spent on
highway construction there results an addi-
tional #4¢ of economic activity. Thus the
economic loss to the State can be determined
by multiplying the reduction of the inter-
state program by four.

D. To the motorists: Ohio State highway
department planners figure a 2-year delay in
completion of the Interstate System would
cost the motorists $21,300,000.

E. Additional cost of delaying the pro-
gram: Any delay which idles contractors is
bound to reflect itself in higher bid prices
because bullders are geared up for a large
program. A curtailment will result in red
ink which must be covered later in the pro-
gram,

IV, CONTINUED HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION IS
ESSENTIAL TO TRAFFIC SAFETY

A. Completion of the 1,428-mile network
of interstate highways in Ohio will result in
240 fewer traffic deaths each year. For each
year completion of the system is delayed,
there will be needless trafiic deaths.

B. Completion of the system will result
in 60,000 less traffic accidents and a reduc-
tion of $50,760,000 in accident costs., (Ac-
cident costs total 1 cent a mile on normal
two-lane highways compared to one-third
cent a mile on interstate type highways, ac-
cording to the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads).

V. OHIO WENT AHEAD BECAUSE OF THE 1956
CONGRESSIONAL PROMISE

A. That promise was contained in the 1956
Federal Ald Highway Act which declared it
was the intent of Congress to provide funds
at such a level that the Interstate System
could be put under contract by 1969 and
completed by 1872. Acting on this declara-
tion, the State highway departments and
contractors their output to meet
the challenge of the greatest public works
program in history. Now the imminence
of a delay and stretchout in the program,
wholly inconsistent with the promise of
1956, threatens totally needless economic
waste.

Congress has a moral responsibility to con-
tinue the program at a level consistent with
its original declaration.

VI. CONCLUSION

A. HR. 8678, Mr. Faurown, and/or HR.
8679, Mr. ScHERER (identical bills), repre-
sent the minimum solution in terms of
Ohlio’s economical well-being and to the
highway trust fund deadlock.

Jobs and prosperity in the highway con-
struction industry, as well as many other
industries, is at stake in the solution of this
problem. Perhaps more important from the
point of view of the people involved is the
contribution to trafic safety which con-
tinued highway construction will make. An
adequate, safe, smooth and complete high=-
ways system for Ohio is long overdue.

The purpose of this analysis is to seek
your support and vote for this minimum
legislation to continue this needed highway
construction program. Ohio’s stake is
greater than any other State’s.

RED CHINA'S ADMISSION TO THE
UNITED NATIONS

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman

from New York [Mr. HALPERN] may ex-
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tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD,

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, the ac-
tion of the House in voting 368 to 2 in
favor of the resolution opposing Red
China’s admission to the United Na-
tions has won the acclaim of the entire
country. This reaffirmation of Ameri-
can sentiment just a short time before
the United Nations reassembles will, we
hope, give pause to those countries who
insist that Red China should participate
in the councils of that body. And I
trust that the United States delegates
will heed this action of the elected Rep-
resentatives of the American people and
use the veto power, if need be, to block
Red China’s admission.

I was particularly pleased to vote for
the resolution because I cannot accept
the concept that any nation, great or
small, can force its way into the world
body of nations through intimidation,
aggression, cynical opportunism, and
brutality. If these are the credentials
for admission we might as well serap
our system of values built up over the
course of more than 2,500 years. Tyran-
nical imperialism cannot in any manner
be construed to be in conformity with
the prineciples of justice under law, in-
depex;;ience of nations, and self-deter-

on.

China does not qualify for admission
under the Charter of the United Nations.
Article IV of that charter, which relates
to admission of nations other than the
original members, reads:

Membership in the United Nations is open
to all other peace-loving nations which ac-
cept the obligations contained in the present
charter and, in the judgment of the Or-

ganization, are able and willing to carry out
these obligations.

The “obligations” referred to in the
charter consist among others of the
principles of settlement of disputes by
peaceful means and the refraining by
members of the threat of use of force
against the territorial integrity or politi-
cal independence of any state.

As long as Red China adamantly and
irrationally insists on violating these ob-
ligations, it will by its own actions—not
others—keep itself from admission to the
United Nations. No reasonable person
can argue that its past and present rec-
ord in any way refutes its consistent
violation of these charter provisions.

The record of the Red Chinese Gov-
ernment in the decade since it bludg-
eoned its way to power in that country
hardly lends support to those seeking its
current admission to the UN. Aggres-
sion, subversion, coercion, guerrilla raids,
suppression of independent govern-
ments, the flaunting of international
agreements, despotic and brutal disre-
gard of human rights—the hideous ros-
ter is there for all to see—Korea, Burma,
Indochina, Quemoy, Matsu, Tibet, and
Laos. And recent reports from the
northern frontier of India indicate
mounting Chinese coercion against Bhu-
tan, Nepal, and the other small buffer
states in the Himalayas.
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Despite years of negotiation at Ge-
neva and Warsaw, Red China is still
holding Americans in prison on charges
never proved in courts of competent
jurisdiction under the protections of due
process of law. We cannot forget these
Americans for whom the Reds consist-
ently refuse to give an accounting, de-
spite their pledges solemnly made at
Panmunjom—another sickening, horri-
ble example of broken promises and
commitments.

Admission of Red China to the United
Nations would endanger the free world
security system which we and our allies
have built up in Southeast Asia. It
would constitute a devastating blow to
our policy of moral and material sup-
port of the small nations in that part of
the world which are desperately en-
deavoring to maintain themselves
against the massive pressures from Red
China.

It would constitute a demoralizing
blow to the Government of Nationalist
China on Formosa and lead to the rec-
ognition of the Red China Government
by the other nations of the world,
thereby enormously increasing the pres-
tige of that Government and of com-
munism.

It would, in short, give aid and com-
fort to a nation which is determined to
destroy us, which is, in effect, at war
with us.

Let us hope that the indication of
American determination not to be co-
erced by force or aggression, so splen-
didly demonstrated by the adoption of
the resolution by the House of Repre-
sentatives, will reverberate throughout
the world until every aggressor realizes
that free men will not be dissuaded from
their goal of justice for all nations un-
der law.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr, StrarToN, for 20 minutes, on to-
day.

Mrs. RoceErs of Massachusetts, for 10
minutes, today.

o Mryr. BamLey, for 15 minutes, on Thurs-
ay.

Mr. PorTEr to extend his special order
for tomorrow from 30 minutes to 60
minutes.

Mr, Conte, for 30 minutes, on tomor-
row, Thursday, August 27.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mrs. KEE in three instances and to in-
clude extraneous maftter.

Mr. MEeapER and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. ForToN and to include extraneous
matter.

(At the request of Mr. MicHEL, and to
i:&;h;de extraneous matter, the follow-

Mr. HEesS.
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Mr. CurTtis of Missouri.

Mr. Jupb.

(At the request of Mr. McSWEEN and
to include extraneous matter, the fol-
lowing:

Mr. McDOWELL.

Mr. EARTH.

Mrs. SULLIVAN,

Mr. FRIEDEL.

Mr, ToLL,

Mr. COFFIN.

Mr. AnFuso in two instances.

Mr MULTER.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. DacuE (at the request of Mr.
ALLEN), on account of serious illness in
family.

Mr. Bocgs (at the request of Mr. AL-
BERT), for the remainder of the week, on
account of official business (attending
Interparliamentary Union Conference).

Mr. Cramer (at the request of Mr.
ARENDS), on account of death in family.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolution
of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2773. An act to amend section 1701 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide the
same educational benefits for children of
Spanish-American wveterans who died of a
service-connected disability as are provided
for children of veterans of World War I,
‘World War II, and the Eorean confiict;

HR.2725. An act to amend chapter 8 of
title 18, United States Code, so as to prohibit
the use of alreraft or motor vehicles to hunt
certaln wild horses or burros on land be-
longing to the United States, and for other
purposes;

H.R.7373. An act to amend sectlon 801 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide as-
sistance in acquiring speclally adapted hous-
ing to an additional group of severely dis-
abled veterans;

H.R. 8284. An act to amend the National
Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended,
and for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 854. Joint resolution for the relief
of certain aliens.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

8.510. An act for the relief of Peter R.
Muller;

8. 554. An act for the rellef of Argyrios G.
Georgandopoulos;

5.967. An act for the relief of Lea Levi;
and

5.1945. An act for the relief of Josef Jan
Loukotka, Mieczyslaw J. Plorkowski, and Jan
Frantisek Sevcik.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on August 25, 1959,
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present to the President, for his ap-
proval, bills of the House of the follow=
ing titles:

H.R.303. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property in the Dis-
trict of Columbia to the Association of the
Oldest Inhabitants of the District of Col-
umbia;

HR, 1579. An act for the relief of Basile
Ignatius Mavridis;

HR. 1595. An act for the relief of Victor
Hoffer;

H.R. 2078. An act for the relief of Gannon
Boggs;

H.R.2206. An act for the relief of the
estate of Seth E. Libby, Jr.;

H.R. 2317. An act to amend section T of
“An Act making appropriations to provide
for the expenses of the government of the
District of Columbia for the fiscal year end-
ing June thirtieth, nineteen hundred and
three, and for other purposes”, approved
July 1, 1902, as amended, so as to provide
for the bonding of persons licensed to en-
gage in a business, trade, profession, or call-
ing involving the collection of money for
others;

H.R. 2318. An act to provide for the regu-
lation of closing-out and fire sales in the
District of Columbia;

H.R.2741. An act to amend section 2734
of title 10, United States Code, so as to au-
thorize the BSecretary of the Treasury to
settle claims arising in forelgn countries in-
cident to noncombat activities of the Coast
Guard;

H.R.2079. An act to amend section 7562 of
title 28, United States Code;

H.R.3240. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Clare M, Ash;

HR.4111. An act for the rellef of Eva
Marie Lesher;

H.R.5911. An act for the relief of Omer
W. Guay;

H.R.6490. An act for the relief of Colbert
Colgate Held and Charles W. Shellhorn;

H.R.'T7085. An act for the relief of John B.
Sutter;

H.R.'T106. An act to amend title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, with respect to forfeiture of
benefits under laws administered by the
Veterans’ Administration;

HR.T7638. An act for the relief of the
estate of Sakihara Eoki; and

H.R.7948. An act to declare nonnavigable
& part of the west arm of the South Fork of
the South Branch of the Chicago Rlver situ-
ated in the city of Chicago in the State of
Illinois as hereinafter described.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; acecord-
ingly (at 5 o'clock and 5 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Thursday, Au-
gust 27, 1959, at 11 o'clock a.m.

OATH OF OFFICE, MEMBERS

The oath of office required by the sixth
article of the Constitution of the United
States, and as provided by section 2 of
the act of May 13, 1884 (23 Stat. 22), to
be administered to Members of the
House of Representatives, the text of
which is carried in section 1757 of title
XIX of the Revised Statutes of the
United States and being as follows:

“I, A B, do solemnly swear (or affirm)
that I will support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States against all
enemies, foreign and domestic; that I
will bear truth faith and allegiance fo
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the same; that I take this obligation
freely, without any mental reservation
or purpose of evasion, and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the duties
of the office on which I am about to en-
ter, so help me God.”

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 86th Congress,
pursuant to Public Law 412 of the 80th
Congress, entitled “An act to amend sec-
tion 30 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States” (U.S.C., title 2, sec. 25),
approved February 18, 1948: DanieL K.
InouvyEg, Hawaii, at large.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1335. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation entitled “A bill
to include certain officers and employees of
the General Services Administration within
the provisions of the United States Code
relating to assaults upon, and homicides of,
certain officers and employees of the United
States as constituting a crime"; to the Com-~
mittee on the Judiclary.

1336. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation entitled “A bill to
amend sectlion 201 of the Social Security Act
to revise certaln provisions relating to the
management and investment of the Federal
old-age and survivors insurance trust fund
and the Federal disability insurance trust
fund, and for other purposes”; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado: Committee on
the Judiclary. S. 1164. An act to authorize
the appointment of a commissioner for Grand
Canyon National Park, Ariz.; without amend-
.ment (Rept. No. 1044). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. THORNBERRY: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 358. Resolution for con-
sideration of 8. 2539, an act to extend and
amend laws relating to the provision and im-
provement of housing and the renewal of
urban communities, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1045). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. HRE. 8708, A bill to amend subdivi-
sion d of section 60 of the Bankruptcy Act
(11 U.8.C. 96d) so as to give the court au-
thority on its own motion to reexamine at-
torney fees pald or to be paid in a bank-
ruptcy proceeding; without amendment
(Rept. No, 1046). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 6508. A bill to grant
minerals, including oil and gas, on certain
lands in the Crow Indian Reservation, Mont.,
to certain Indians, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1047). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles. H.R. 6067. A bill to
amend section 4544 of the Revised Statutes
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of the United States to provide that, if the
money and effects of a deceased seaman paid
or delivered to a district court do not ex-
ceed in value the sum of $2,500, such court
may pay and deliver such money and ef-
fects to certain persons other than the legal
personal representative of the deceased sea-
man; with amendment (Rept. No. 1049),
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. H.R. 8042, A bill to
authorize the Secretary of Commerce to re-
sell four C1-SAY-1 type vessels to the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of China for use in
Chinese trade in Far East and Near East
waters exclusively; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1050). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee of conference.
5.894. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to construct, operate and main-
tain the Spokane Valley project, Washington
and Idaho, under Federal reclamation laws
(Rept. No. 1061). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee of conference.
H.R. 6596. A bill to encourage and stimulate
the production and conservation of coal in
the United States through research and de-
velopment by creating a Coal Research and
Development Commission, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 10562). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R.529. A bill to discharge more
effectively obligations of the United States
under certain conventions and protocols re-
lating to the institution of controls over the
manufacture of narcotic drugs, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 10563).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.ER.4251. A bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 so as to re-
move the 4-year limitation on deduction of
exploration expenditures; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1054). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ABERNETHY: Committee on Agri-
culture. H.R. 8639. A bill to create an
Agricultural Research and Development
Commission, to provide for more effective
research programs designed to expand mar-
kets for agricultural and forestry products,
to reduce surpluses, to increase farm income,
and to benefit consumers, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 1055).
Referred fo the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. WILLIS: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 6309. A bill to amend section 46, title
18, United States Code, with respect to trans-
portation of water-hyacinths and seeds; with
amendment (Rept. No. 1056). Referred to
the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. 8.2027. An act for the relief of Wil-
liam James Harkins and Thomas Lloyd Har-
kins; without amendment (Rept No. 1041).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. 8. 2050. An act for the relief of Leo-
kadia Jomboski; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1042). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiclary.
S.2102. An act for the rellef of Irene
Wiladyslawa Burda; without amendment
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(Rept. No. 1043). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House,

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, H.R.3792. A bill to
admit the vessel John F. Drews to American
registry and to permit its use in the coast-
wise trade while it is owned by Merritt-
Chapman & Scott Corp. of New York; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 1048). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. THOMPSON of Texas:

H.R.8826. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. ALBERT:

HR. 8827, A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BROYHILL:

H.R. 8828. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R.8829. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government, to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R. B830. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. DAGUE:

H.R. 8831. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 8832, A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retfired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FULTON:

H.R. 8833, A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

H.R.8834. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.8835. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil SBervice.

By Mr. McDONOUGH:

H.R. 8836. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr, MAILLIARD:

HR. 8837. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MOULDER:

H.R.8838. A blll to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. ROGERS of Colorado:

H.R.8839. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clvil Service,

By Mrs. WEIS:

H.R. 8840. A bill to provide a health bene=-

fits program for certain retired employees of
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the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.
By Mr. STEED:

HR.8841. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the
issuance of temporary cease-and-desist
orders to prevent certaln acts and practices
pending completion of Federal Trade Com-
mission proeceedings; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROOSEVELT:

HR.8842. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the is-
suance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pending
completion of Federal Trade Commission pro-
ceedings; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BROWN of Missouri:

HR.8843. A Dbill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the is-
suance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pend-
ing completion of Federal Trade Commission
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. PATMAN:

HR.8844. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the is-
suance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pending
completion of Federal Trade Commission pro-
ceedings; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BARRY:

H.R. 8845. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt in the National Capital’ to provide
for the construction of such memorial by the
Secretary of the Interior; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. BENTLEY:

H.R. 8846. A blll to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt in the National Capital” to provide
for the construction of such memorial by the
Becretary of the Interior; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. MARTIN:

H.R.8847. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt in the National Capital” to provide
for the construction of such memorial by the
Becretary of the Interior; to the Committee
- on House Administration.

By Mr. OSMERS:

H.R.8848. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a memorial to Theodore
Roosevelt in the National Capital” to provide
for the construction of such memorial by
the Secretary of the Interior; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT:

HR.8849. A bill to amend the act en-
titled “An act to establish a memorlal to
Theodore Roosevelt in the National Capital”
to provide for the construction of such
memorial by the Secretary of the Interlor;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mrs. BLITCH:

H.R, 8850. A bill to amend the Tarlff Act
of 1980 to provide for the establishment of
country-by-country quotas for the importa-
tion of shrimps and shrimp products, to im-
pose a duty on all unprocessed shrimp im-
ported in excess of the applicable quota, and
to impose a duty on processed shrimp and
prohibit its importation in excess of the ap-
plicable quota; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. CRAMER:

H.R.8851. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to provide for the establishment of
country-by-country quotas for the importa-
tlon of shrimps and shrimp products, to im-
pose a duty on all unprocessed shrimp im-
ported in excess of the applicable quota, and
to impose a duty on processed shrimp and
prohibit its importation in excess of the ap-
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plicable quota; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.
By Mr. DORN of South Carolina:

H.R.B8852. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to provide for the establishment of
country-by-country quotas for the importa-
tlon of shrimps and and shrimp products,
to impose a duty on all unprocessed shrimp
imported in excess of the applicable quota,
and to impose a duty on processed shrimp
and prohibit its importation in excess of the
applicable quota; to the Commitiee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BARR.:

H.R. 8853. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide that the
widow of an insured individual shall be en-
titled to benefits thereunder (if otherwise
eligible) without regard to the length of
time such widow was married to such in-
dividual before his death; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

H.R. 8854. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide that the
proceeds of certain crimes shall be included
in gross income; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BERRY:

H.R. 8855. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to make payments to
certain Indians for damages suffered as the
result of the establishment of the Pine Ridge
aerial gunnery range; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BURKE of Kentucky:

H.R. 8856, A bill to amend section 1613 of
title 38, United States Code, to permit vet-
erans to recelve education and training after
the expiration of 8 years following their dis-
charge where they were prevented from re-
ceiving such education and training under
administrative regulations which were sub-
sequently reversed or modified; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CELLER:

H.R. 8857. A bill to revise, codify, and en-
act into law, Part II of the District of
Columbia Code, entitled “Judiciary and Ju-
dicial Procedure"”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R, 8858. A bill to amend subdivision ¢
of sectlon 18 of the Bankruptcy Act (11
U.S.C. 41c) so as to eliminate verification
under oath of pleadings, except for petitions
in bankruptey; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

By Mr. COFFIN:

H.R. 8859. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide for refund
to States of certain taxes on distilled spirits
and wine destroyed by fire, casualty, or act
of God; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EDMONDSON:

H.R. 8860. A bill to stabilize the mining of
lead and zinc by small domestic producers on
public, Indian, and other lands, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ELLIOTT:

H.R. 8861. A bill to amend the laws relat-
ing to St. Elizabeths Hospital so as to fix
the salaries of the superintendent, assistant
superintendent, and first assistant physician
of the hospital, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MILLIKEN:

HR.8862. A bill to amend title VII of
the Federal Property and Administrative
Bervices Act of 1949, to provide for payments
in lieu of taxes for certain real property at
Folsom, Pa.; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

HR.8863. A bill to amend subchapter S
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954, relating to election of certain small
business corporations as to taxable status;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. MORRIS of New Mexico:

H.R.8864. A bill to amend subchapter S
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954, relating to election of certain small
business corporations as to taxable status;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey:

H.R.B8865. A bill to provide for stabiliza-
tion and orderly marketing in the poultry
industry; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. VANIK:

HR.8866. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that, in
the case of stock or stock options issued or
granted in whole or in part for services
rendered, the gain therefrom shall be treated
as ordinary income, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr., WALTER:

H.R.B867. A bill to amend section 331 of
title 28 of the United States Code so as to
provide for representation on the Judicial
Conference of the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DEROUNIAN:

H.R.8868. A bill for the relief of the
Albertson Water District, Nassau County,
N.Y.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EVINS:

H.R.8869. A bill to amend the Pederal
Trade Commission Aet to provide for the
issuance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pend-
ing completion of Federal Trade Commission
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. LENNON:

H.R.8870. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1830 to provide for the establishment of
country-by-country quotas for the importa=
tion of shrimps and shrimp products, to im-
pose a duty on all unprocessed shrimp im-
ported in excess of the applicable quota, and
to impose a duty on processed shrimp and
prohibit its importation in excess of the ap-
plicable quota; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. METCALF:

H.R. 8871. A bill to stabilize the mining
of lead and zinc by small domestic producers
on public, Indian and other lands, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, VAN ZANDT:

H.R. 8872, A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. DORN of South Carolina:

H.R. 8873. A bill to prohibit interstate con-
tributions in connection with congressional
primaries and elections; to the Committee
on House Administration.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

HR.B874. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for the
issuance of temporary cease-and-desist orders
to prevent certain acts and practices pend-
ing completion of Federal Trade Commission
proceedings; to the Committee on Interstate
and Poreign Commerce.

By Mr. MULTER:

H.R. 8875. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certain retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R.B876. A bill to provide a health bene-
fits program for certaln retired employees of
the Government; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FULTON:

H.J. Res. 508. Joint resolution to help make
available to those children in our country
who are handicapped by deafness the spe-
cially trained teachers of the deaf needed to
develop their abilities and to help make
available to individuals suffering speech and
hearing impairments those specially trained
speech pathologists and audiologists needed
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to help them overcome their handicaps; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.
By Mr. BAILEY:

H.Con. Res. 418. Concurrent resolution
providing for certain priorities for the tem-
porary employment of civilian personnel to
conduct the decennial census; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. CHIFERFIELD:

H. Con. Res. 419. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing & basic fuels policy for the United
States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MORGAN:

H. Con. Res. 420. Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CORBETT:

H. Con. Res. 421. Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CURTIN:

H. Con. Res. 422, Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. MOORHEAD:

H. Con. Res. 423. Concurrent resolution
establishing a basic fuels policy for the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. Res. 359. Resolution providing for the
consideration of bill HR. 8601; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. HARRIS:

H. Res. 360. Resolution amending House
Resolution 56, 86th Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. McDOWELL:

H. Res. 361. Resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to the reduction of Federal expen-
ditures and requesting the President to pro-
vide the Congress advice, suggestions, plans,
and proposals, including legislative recom-
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mendations by January 1860, which are
better, sounder, and more specific than
heretofore to provide for the reduction of all
business and agricultural subsidies and a
corresponding reduction of all Federal in-
come taxes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.
By Mr. VANIK:

H. Res. 362. Resolution providing for the
consideration of H.R. 8601; to the Committee
on Rules.

MEMORIALS
Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

Mr. GIAIMO presented a memorial of the
General Assembly of the State of Connecticut
memorializing Congress concerning home
rule for the District of Columbia, which was
referred to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. AYRES:

H.R. 8877. A bill for the relief of Pierangelo

Torre; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BALDWIN:

H.R. B8T8. A bill for the relief of Manuel

Nido; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

H.R.8870. A bill for the rellef of Elton
Alan Charles Peine; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R. 8880. A bill for the relief of Yue Ah

Gee; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. GIAIMO: r

H.R.8881. A bill for the relief of Joseph

Ferrerl; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. JOHNSON of Maryland:

H.R,.8882. A bill for the relief of John
Calvin Taylor; to the Committee on the
Judielary.

By Mr. LEVERING:

H.R.8883. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Ekatrini L. Vasilakopoulos; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MOSS:

H.R.8884. A bill for the relief of Hajime

Misaka; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. OLIVER:

H.R. B8885. A bill for the relief of Willlam
L. Berryman; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. OSMERS:

H.R. 8886, A bill for the relief of Michael-
angelo Mariano; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, TELLER:

H.R.88817. A bill for the relief of Dr. Gene-
roso Bigornia and Mrs. Patricia S. Bigornia;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WALTER:

HR.8888. A bill for the relief of David
John Maria, Angela Maria, and John Elias
Maria; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.
Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

263. The SPEAEER presented a petition of
James F, McManus, Levittown, N.Y., relative
to a redress of grievance relating to his en-
gagement in the sale of air transportation,
which was referred to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

The Coming Visit of Premier Khrushchev

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ELIZABETH KEE

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, August 26, 1959

Mrs. KEE. Mr. Speaker, there can be
little doubt that the world can look for-
ward to a series of sensational develop-
ments in the coming months. A few
weeks ago who would have thought that
Premier Ehrushchev of Russia would be
invited to visit the United States as an
official guest of the President? Or that
Mr. Eisenhower would pay a return visit
to Russia?

A large number of people in the United
States are alarmed over this turn of
events. They feel that by inviting Mr.
Khrushchev to this country we will
greatly dampen the hopes of people be-
hind the Iron Curtain for eventual
liberation.

Conduct of foreign policy is in the
hands of the President. He made the
decision to exchange visits with Mr.
Khrushchev. He sincerely believes that
by meeting Mr. Khrushchev face to face
he can alleviate to some extent the ten-
sions which threaten world peace.

Mr. Eisenhower is undoubtedly the
most respected world figure now in pub-
lic life. He is placing his tremendous

prestige on the line in the hopes that he
can bring about a settlement of some of
the world’s more serious problems.

I am sure the President recognizes the
risks involved. We could be lulled into
a state of false security and let up in
our determination to counter the Rus-
sian’s cold war plans. The visits could
bring about a split among the Western
allies. Mr. Eisenhower’s present visit to
Europe is an effort to prevent this from
happening.

Now that the decision to launch a de-
termined peace offensive has been made,
Congress must support the President
wholeheartedly. A division at home at
this time could be fatal.

I believe the people also have the re-
sponsibility to see that Khrushchev is
received politely and correctly. Nothing
would be gained by insulting him. All of
the things he stands for are abhorrent to
the American people but let us remem-
ber he is a guest of the President and as
such he is entitled to a polite reception.

I have stated that on the whole I be-
lieve some good can come out of the
exchange of visits. Khrushchev’s igno-
rance about America is appalling. He
apparently honestly believes that large
corporations in this country want war
to increase their profits. He also seems
to think that workers in this country
are enslaved by the “bosses.”

If these and other misconceptions can
be erased by the visit, it will be worth
whatever risks are involved,

KS

Mr. Eisenhower is no babe in the woods
at this sort of international diplomacy.
Some people in this country have ex-
pressed fear that he will be “taken in”
by Khrushechev, but there have been re-
ports out of Communist China that the
Chinese are fearful Khrushchev will be
“taken in” by the President. So per-
haps this could cut both ways.

It is important that the world be re-
minded of the total dedication of the
people of this country to peace. Mr.
Eisenhower's present trip to Europe and
the exchange of visits later are dramatic
proof of our desire to build a world in
which people can live at peace.

If Mr. Eisenhower can make a break-
through on this front, if he can reassure
Ehrushchev that our foreign policy is
based solely on a quest for peace, then
perhaps some of the suspicions which
cloud international relations can be re-
moved.

Let us not kid ourselves that Khru-
shehev will leave this country a different
person, He will still be the ruthless dic-
tator of an aggressive, powerful nation.
But perhaps he will understand a little
better our hopes for peace and our de-
termination to secure a just and lasting
peace even at the risk of using the tre-
mendous power at our command if
necessary.

Perhaps he will be more convinced
than ever that he cannot win by bluff
and that further aggression will be cost-
ly to his country.
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