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South is trying to adopt a token compliance
policy to get around the 1954 Supreme Court
decision. = Generally,”” he adds, “we are
opposed to any form of token integration on
the grounds that it is contrary to the Court’s
decision, but the NAACP will go along with
plans where it appears to be a bona fide
start toward desegregation.”

Note that Wilkins accepts token integra-
tion only as a “bona fide start toward de-
segregation.” Desegregation means massive
integration.

I and other Virginians who advocated
massive resistance to the illegal school inte-
gration decision of the Warren court have
been bitterly denounced, chiefly by those
outside of Virginia.

I stand now as I stood when I first urged
massive resistance.

I believe then as I believe now that it is
either massive resistance or in the long run
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run massive integration, and this would de-
stroy our entire school system.

As one who has been honored so often
by the Virginia people I felt my duty was
to give the best advice of which I was
capable.

At least under the massive resistance pro-
gram Virginia remained segregated for 5
years after the Warren decision, notwith-
standing the fact that massive efforts of the
Federal Government and the NAACP were
directed at Virginia alone.

Due to the concentration of all power
against us today Virginia is the only South-
ern State having enforced integration.

The policy was to break Virginia down
first, and now the unholy alliance of the
NAACP and the Federal Government will
attempt the same strong-arm methods
throughout the South.
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I am firmly convinced that as long as the
NAACP is in the driver's seat, the goal is
massive integration all down the line in all
walks of life.

Just a few weeks ago the NAACP met in
New York City in annual convention and
were addressed by so-called political notables,

A Tesolution was adopted declaring for
complete integration of the races in all
areas, effective on the 100th anniversary of
the signing by Lincoln of the proclamation
for the emancipation of the slaves. This
program naturally includes declaring un-
constitutional all State laws prohibiting
mixed marriages.

If Warren lives long enough and remains
on the Court this decision will certainly be
rendered. It is not necessary for me to fore-
cast the calamitous results of massive inte-
gration accompanied by legal encouragement
toward mixed marriages.

SENATE

SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1959
(Legislative day of Monday, August 31,
1959)

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

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

Eternal Father, strong to save: Amid
all the confusion and bafilement of these
days, we pray by Thy sustaining grace
that our minds may be kept clear and
clean and uncluttered by prejudice.

Lord, in this hour of tumult;

Lord, in this night of fears;

Keep open, O keep open

QOur eyes, our hearts, our ears

In this sacred temple of the Republic’'s
life,

Not blindly nor in hatred,

Lord let us do our part.

Keep open, O keep open, dear Lord,

Qur eyes, our mind, our heart.

Amen.

REQUESTS FOR COMMITTEE MEET-
INGS DURING SENATE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Banking and Currency Committee, which
‘is considering the housing bill, be per-
mitted to sit during the session of the
Senate today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection——

Mr. MORSE. MTr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. MORSE. Iobject.

The VICE PRESIDENT,. Objection is
heard.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, it may be necessary to recess the
Senate, in order to permit committees
to meet, to transact the public business.
I hope that will not be necessary; but
I want all Members to be on notice that
it may be necessary. I trust that the 90-
odd Members who indicated that they
were willing, ready, and anxious to work
to complete the job which we were
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elected to do will be here to support that
position.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Finance Committee, which
has under consideration the bill on the
interest rate ceiling on E bonds and H
bonds, may be permitted to sit during the
session of the Senate today.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 934,
House bill 8678.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be read by title for the information of
the Senate.

The LecisrtATIVE CLERK. A bill (HR.
8678) to amend the Federal-Aid High-
way Acts of 1956 and 1958 to make cer-
tain adjustments in the Federal-aid
highway program, and for other pur-
poses.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Texas.

The motion was agreed fo; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(H.R. 8678) to amend the Federal-Aid
Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958 to make
certain adjustments in the Federal-aid
highway program, and for other pur-
poses, which had been reported from the
Committee on Public Works, with
amendments; and subsequently had been
reported from the Committee on Fi-
nance, with additional amendments.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the vote by which the
motion to consider the bill was agreed
to be reconsidered.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
to lay on the table the motion to re-
consider.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from California.

The motion was agreed to.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I give notice to the Senate that
we expect to have a late session this
evening. It may continue until as late

‘dividual States.

as midnight, at least. We are hopeful
that the Senate will be able today to pass
the very important Federal-aid-to-high-
ways bill.

We received complete cooperation from
all the members of the two Senate com-
mittees yesterday; and I particularly
wish to express the appreciation of the
Senate and, I believe, of the couniry, to
the very able Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the very able Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY], and the
very able Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
Awperson], and to other Senators who
had proposals in which they were inter-
ested. They realize the importance of
this bill; and they also realize that with
each day that passes, the country is los-
ing taxes it will need in order to make
the highway program a success.

As a result of their diligence and the
diligence of the chairman of the Finance
Committee, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, and the chairman of the
Public Works Committee, the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], we were
able—notwithstanding the fact that it
was necessary for the Senate to be in
recess—to get that important piece of
proposed legislation reported.

Each Member will have a chance to say
what he wishes to say on that measure,
today; and a little later I will propose
a unanimous-consent request for a lim-
itation of time, so that Members who
may desire to be away from the Chamber
may know when to expect votes.

But at the moment——

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Iyield.

Mr. PROUTY. The Senator from Tex-
as knows that a very controversial
amendment, an amendment which re-
lates to billboards, which was approved
vesterday by the Public Works Commit-
tee, is in the highway bill; and millions
of people throughout the country are
very much concerned about that provi-
Slon.

1 hope the distinguished majority lead-
er will not seek to limit time on this im-
portant question, about which few Mem-
bers know anything; they have no idea
of what the effects will be on their in-
I believe widespread
resentment would result if we were to act
on this proposal too precipitately,
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Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not intend to act on it pre-
cipitately. I am simply trying to carry
out the requests of the administration
and of the Members of the Senate.

So we shall be here hour after hour aft-
er hour, to attend to the necessary busi-
ness.

MTr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena=
tor from Texas.

RECESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate take a re-
cess, subject to the call of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 11
o'clock and 5 minutes a.m.) the Senate
took a recess, subject to the call of the
Chair.

At 12 o’clock and 45 minutes p.m. the
Senate resumed its session, on the expi-
ration of the recess. ;

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the following
letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 5, 1959.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, ALan Bisre, a8 Senator from
the State of Nevada, to perform the dutles
of the Chair during my absence.
CaARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BIBLE thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 9035) to permit
the issuance of series E and H U.S. sav-
ings bonds at interest rates above the
existing maximum, to permit the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to designate cer-
tain exchanges of Government securities
to be made without recognition of gain
or loss, and for other purposes, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

8. 1566. An act to provide for the report-
ing and disclosure of certain financial trans-

actions and administrative practices of labor
organizations and employers, to prevent
abuses in the administration of trusteeships
by labor organizations, to provide standards
with respect to the election of officers of
labor organizations, and for other purposes;
S.2457. An act to provide equitable treat-
ment for producers participating in the soll
bank program on the basis of incorrect in-
formation furnished by the Government;
H.R.7040. An act making appropriations
for sundry independent executives bureaus,
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boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1960, and for other purposes; and

H.R.8575. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1960, and for other purposes.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of Virginia, Mr. President,
I ask that the Chair lay before the Sen-
ate a message from the House of Repre=-
sentatives.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Senate
a bill coming over from the House of
Representatives, which will be read the
first time.

The bill (H.R. 9035) to permit the issu-
ance of series E and H U.S. savings
bonds at interest rates above the existing
maximum, to permit the Secretary of the
Treasury to designate certain exchanges
of Government securities to be made
without recognition of gain or loss, and
for other purposes, was read the first
time by its title,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the second
reading and reference of the bill?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate stand in ad-
journment for 3 minutes.

The motion was agreed to; and, at 12
o’clock and 48 minutes p.m,, the Senate
adjourned for 3 minutes.

AFTER ADJOURNMENT
(Saturday, September 5, 1959)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock and 51
minutes p.m., pursuant to adjournment,

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-

ing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., September 5, 1959.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate, I appoint Hon, ALan BisrLgE, a Senator
from the State of Nevada, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.

CaRL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

Mr, BIBLE thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

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

O Thou Master of all good workmen,
enrich us with the durable satisfactions
of life, so that the multiplying years
may not find us bankrupt in those
things which matter most—the golden
currency of faith, and hope, and love,

We ask it in the Redeemer’s name,
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Becretary will proceed to
read the Journal.

September 5

The Secretary proceeded to read the
Journal of Thursday, September 3, Fri-
day, September 4, and Saturday, Sep-
tfember 5, embraced in the legislative day
of Monday, August 31, 1959,

During the reading the following oc-
curred:

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas will
state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 1Is it proper
to have the bill read the second time
now?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. It will be proper to do so as soon
as the reading of the Journal has been
disposed of,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That will
take several minutes, if it is desired to
waste the public funds to engage in dila-
tory tactics by reading the Journal. But
if it is necessary to do so, that can be
done. Then we hope to have the bill
read the second time and referred to com-
mittee. It is a very important bill. It
is a bill on which we want to act next
week. The committee is prepared to
meet late this afternoon. If the Jour-
nal can be approved without having it
read in its entirety, I should like to have
that done, because the reading of the
Journal is purely a formality.

I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the Journal be dispensed
with, so that the bill may be read the
second time and referred to committee,
and that the committee can give proper
consideration to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. Reserving the right to
object, I shall not take any time now to
discuss certain reasons for the course of
action which the senior Senator from
Oregon is taking in regard to the parlia-
mentary problems before the Senate; I
shall discuss them at some length in a
later speech. Therefore, at this time I
will object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will proceed with the
reading of the Journal.

The Secretary resumed the reading of
the Journal.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, may we
have order, so that I can hear the read-
ing of the Journal? I raise a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senate will be in order. The
Senator may state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. MORSE. Will the Chair advise
me whether the Journal is being read in
sequence, without omissions? The only
reason why I raise the question is that I
notice the reading clerk has turned a
great many pages. I assume they are
blank pages and are not a part of the
Journal, ;

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair is advised that the
Secretary read the action on the confer-
ence report, but did not read the con-
ference report word for word.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I object
to the omission from the reading of any
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of the material contained in the Journal.
The rule makes perfectly clear that the
Journal is to be read and that the
Journal is subject to approval; and I ob-
ject to any omission or failure to read
any part of the official Journal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair is advised that ob-
jection has been made; therefore, the
Journal is to be read in full.

The Secretary resumed the reading of
the Journal.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I cannot
hear the Secretary.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair must insist that the
Senate be in order. The Secretary will
suspend until the Senate is in order.

The Chair asks the Secretary to
read just a little louder, so the Senator
from Oregon can hear every word.

The Secretary will proceed.

The Secretary resumed and concluded
the reading of the Journal.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore announced that he had signed the
following enrolled bills, which had pre-
viously been signed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives:

5. 16656. An act to provide for the report-
ing and disclosure of certain financial trans-
actions and administrative practices of labor
organizations and employers, to prevent
abuses in the administration of trustee-
ships by labor organizations, to provide
standards with respect to the election of
officers of labor organizations, and for other
purposes;

8. 2457. An act to provide equitable treat-
ment for producers participating in the soil
bank program on the basis of Incorrect in-
formation furnished by the Government;

. H.R,T040. An act making appropriations
for sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1960, and for other purposes; and

H.R.8675. An act making appropriations
for military construction for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes.

INTEREST RATES ON E AND H U.S.
SAVINGS BONDS—HOUSE BILL RE-
FERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CannoN in the chair). The Chair lays
before the Senate House bill 9035 for
a second reading and reference to the
Committee on Finance.

The bill (HR. 9035) to permit the
issuance of series E and H U.S. savings
bonds at interest rates above the exist-
ing maximum, to permit the Secretary
of the Treasury to designate certain ex-
changes of Government securities to be
made without recognition of gain or
loss, and for other purposes, which was
read the second time by title and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

FEDERAL ATD HIGHWAY ACT OF 1959

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No.
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934, House bill 8678, the Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1959. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
8678), to amend the Federal-Aid High-
way Acts of 1956 and 1958 to make cer-
tain adjustments in the Federal-aid
highway program, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing fo the motion
of the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Public Works with amend-
ments, and subsequently reported from
the Committee on Finance with addi-
tional amendments.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to inform Senators that
this is a very important bill. There are
a number of amendments both from
the Committee on Public Works cnd the
Committee on Finance which Senators
will wish to examine. Several amend-
ments have been submitted by the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], and other members of the Fi-
nance Committee. I am told that so
far as the committee is concerned, no
lengthy debate will be necessary, al-
though a full explanation is desired of
each amendment and of its effect. Roll-
calls will be requested.

One of the amendments involves re-
ducing the appropriations 1 percent.
Another amendment involves using the
tax dividend credit, to take care of high-
way obligations. There are other
amendments with which I am not famil-
iar in detail.

The Senate will remain in session as
late this evening as necessary to pass the
bill and send it to conference. Some
amendments have been added by both
the Public Works Committee and the
Finance Committee. It is desired to send
the bill to conference before the Senate
adjourns or takes a recess this evening.
So I ask the acting minority leader and
the attachés on the minority side, as well
as those on the majority side, to give
each Senator due notice that there is
pending business.

It may be necessary for the Senate to
take a recess for a brief period for con-
sideration of other committee business if
we are unable to obtain consent to have
commitfees meet during the session of
the Senate. I am hopeful that we shall
be able to obtain consent for the Finance
Committee to meet for a brief period. If
so, we shall not have to take a recess.
However, if a recess is necessary, it will
be taken, and the Senate will reassemble
later.

I also expect to ask unanimous con-
sent, if I am able to arrive at a satisfac-
tory arrangement with the author of an
amendment and with the chairman of
the committee and any other Senators
who may be interested in specific amend-
ments, so that Senators who may be de-
tained at other places in the city or at
their homes will know definitely the time
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we expect to vote, in order that all Sen-
ators may have an opportunity to record
themselves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the first committee
amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. I intended to propound
this inquiry immediately following the
reading of the Journal. For the REcorbp,
I should like to make this inquiry: Will
the Chair advise the Senator from Ore-

-gon whether or not the entire Journal

was read, without omissions?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So far
as the Chair knows, the entire Journal
was read, without omission.

The clerk will state the first committee
amendment,

The LEecGIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
after line 15, it is proposed a new section,
entitled “Parkways.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I inquire of the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel if he is prepared to
offer his amendment when he obtains
recognition?

Mr. GORE. Iam,

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I hope all
Senators now in the Chamber will take
note of this fact, and that the aides will
notify other Senators.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee amendments be
agreed to en bloc, and that the bill, as
thus amended, be regarded as original
text for the purpose of amendment.

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

The amendments of the Committee on
Public Works agreed to en bloc were:

On page 2, after line 15, to Insert a new
section, as follows:

“Sec. 104. Parkways.

“For the purpose of carrying out the pro-
visions of section 4(b) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 93), there is
hereby sauthorized to be appropriated for
the construction, reconstruction, and im-
provement of parkways, authorized by Acts
of Congress, on lands to which title is vested
in the United States, the additional sum of
:360:0000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,

At the top of page 3, to insert a new sec-
tion, as follows:

“Sec. 105. National System of Interstate and
Defense Highway mileage study
for Alaska and Hawall.

“The Becretary of Commerce is authorized
and directed to make a study of the need
for the extension of the National System of
Interstate and Defense Highways within the
States of Alaska and Hawall, and report the
results of such study to the Congress within
ten days subsequent to January 4, 1960.
The report shall include recommendations
as to the approximate routes and mileages
thereof which should be included in such
system within those States.”

After line 11, to insert a new section, as
follows:

“SEc. 106. Exemption from national stand-
ards of certain areas adjacent
to the Interstate System.

“That subsection (b) of title 23, section
131 of the United States Code is amended by
striking therefrom the following language:
‘Upon application of the State, any such
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agreement may, within the discretion of the
Secretary of Commerce consistent with the
national policy, provide for excluding from
application of the national standards seg-
ments of the Interstate System which trav-
erse incorporated municipalities wherein the
use of real property adjacent to the Inter-
state System is subject to municipal regula-
tion or control, or which traverse other areas
where the land use is clearly established by
State law as industrial or commercial:’ and
substituting therefor the following language:
‘This section shall not apply to those seg-
ments of the Interstate System within the
presently existing boundaries of incorporat-
ed municipalities where in the use of real
property adjacent to the Interstate System
is subject to muniecipal regulation or con-
trol, or which traverse other areas where the
land use, as of the date of approval of this
Act, is clearly established by State law as
industrial or commercial:’"

And on page 4, after line 10, to insert a
new section, as follows:

“Skc. 107. Emergency relief.

“(a) That section 125 of title 23, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:
# ‘g 125. Emergency relief.

“‘(a) An emergency fund Is authorized
for expenditure by the Secretary, subject to
the provisions of this section and section 120,
for the repair or reconstruction of highways,
roads, and trails which he shall find have
suffered serious damage as the result of dis-
aster over a wide area, such as by floods,
hurricanes, tidal waves, earthquakes, severe
storms, landslides, or other catastrophes in
any part of the United States. The appro-
priation of such moneys, not to exceed
$30,000,000 as may be necessary for the
initial establishment of this fund and for its
replenishment on an annual basis is author-
ized. Pending such appropriation or replen-
ishment the Secretary may expend from any
funds heretofore or hereafter appropriated
for expenditure in accordance with the pro-
visions of this title, including exlsting Fed-
eral-ald appropriations, such sums as may be
necessary for the immediate prosecution of
the work herein authorized, such appropria-
tions to be reimbursed from the appropria-
tions herein authorized when made.

“*(b) The Becretary may expend funds
from the emergency fund herein authorized
for the repair or reconstruction of highways
on the Federal-aid highway systems, includ-
ing the Interstate System, In accordance
with the provisions of this chapter. Except
as to highways, roads, and trails mentioned
in subsection (e) of this section, no funds
shall be so expended unless the Secretary has
recelved an application therefor from the
State highway department, and unless an
emergency has been declared by the Governor
of the State and concurred in by the Secre-
tary,

*“‘(ec) The Secretary may expend funds
from the emergency fund herein authorized,
either independently or in cooperation with
any other branch of the Government, State
agency, organization, or person, for the re-
pair or reconstruction of forest highways,
forest development roads and trails, park
roads and trails, and Indian reservation
roads, whether or not such highways, roads,
or trails are on any of the Federal-ald high-
way systems.’

“(b) SBubsection (f) of section 120 of title
23, United States Code, is amended to read
as follows:

“*(f) The Federal share payable on ac-
count of any repair or reconstruction pro-
vided for by funds made available under
section 125 of this title shall not exceed 50
per centum of the cost thereof, except that
the Federal share payable on account of
any repair or reconstruction of forest high-
ways, forest development roads and trails,
park roads and trails, and Indian reservation
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roads may amount to 100 per centum of the
cost thereof, whether or mnot such high-~
ways, roads, or trails are on any Federal-

‘aid highway system. Any project agreement

for which the final voucher has not been
approved by the Secretary on or before the

‘date of this Act may be modified to provide
‘for the Federal share authorized herein.'”

The amendments of the Committee on
Finance agreed to en bloc were:

On page 7, at the beginning of line 2,
to strike out “September” and insert “Oc-~
tober”; at the beginning of line 10, to strike
out “September” and Insert “October”; on
page 8, line 5, after the word “on”, to strike
out “September” and insert “October”; in

-line 16, after the word “after”, to strike out

“November 30" and insert “December 31';
on page 9, line 5, after “July 1,”, to strike
out “1951” and insert “1961"”; on page 11,
line 19, after the word “distributor”, to in-
sert “and a dealer selling gasoline exclu-
sively to producers of gasoline”, and on page
12, line 7, after “(2)”, to strike out “is
registered and bonded” and insert “elects to
register and give a bond.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator from Tennessee will
offer his amendment at the conclusion
of these statements by Senators who now
desire recognition, I shail attempt to ob-
tain the attendance of other Senators.

THE CRISIS IN LAOS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the latest
phase of overt Communist aggression
against free and peaceful neighbors, the
subjugation of Tibet and the guerrilla-
type invasions of Laos and India, marks
the end of the uneasy truce that has
existed in southeast Asia since the
Geneva accord of 1954. The conjunc-
tion of this aggression with the prepara-
tion of an exchange of informal summit
meetings between Khrushchev and Pres-
ident Eisenhower calls to mind two events
of recent history.

One is the trip of Bulganin and Khru-
shchey to India in 1955. Prime Minister
Nehru, in an honest but misguided at-
tempt to give Khrushchev and Bulganin
full opportunity to observe and to be ob~
served, gave them every chance to make
the most of their visit. Every kindness
and honor imaginable was extended to
them. Khrushchev and Bulganin were
invited to address the Indian Parliament,
just as many have urged that Khru-
shchey be invited to address our Con-
gress. The theme of their talks was
peaceful coexistence, just as XKhru-
shchev has recently released an address
on peaceful coexistence for publication
in American newspapers.

Khrushchey and Bulganin donned
Indian headdress, publicly observed the
rituals and customs of the Moslems, and
in general took full advantage of every
opportunity to make a favorable impres-
sion and to create a false atmosphere of
good feeling.

And what was the result of all this?

The people of India were softened up.
The hand of communism within India
was strengthened. The Government of
India was lulled into a false sense of se-
curity, And now, those who preached
peaceful coexistence a few years ago have
launched Communist invasions into In-
dian territory and are directing Com-
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-munist uprisings and riotings in the cities

of India.

The second event which the present
world situation calls to mind is the ill-
fated Geneva Summit Conference also
in 1955. That conference, like those of
this year, was called ostensibly to achieve
a “lessening of tensions.”

The same make-believe atmosphere of
false optimism that is now so apparent
filled the air then.

We now know that at the very time
free world leaders were meeting with
Khrushchey and Bulganin to discuss
peace, the Communists were secretly
shipping arms to the Middle East in an
attempt to stir up further warfare and
subversion.

And so it is not surprising that prep-
arations for a new round of summit
conferences should be accompanied by
new acts of Communist aggression, this
time in southeast Asia.

But there is one striking difference
in the circumstances surrounding the
summit conference of 1955 and the pres-
ent series of negotiations.

Khrushchev made some peaceful ges-
tures to pave the way for the last sum=-
mit conference, by agreeing to the liber-
ation of Austria and by the dramatic
though short-lived restoration of normal
relations with Yugoslavia. And at that
time, the treacherous arms shipments
to the Middle East were made under a
veil of secrecy.

Here lies the great difference between
then and now. The present Communist
estimate of the free world and its leaders
is so diminished that they now seek, and
gain, their conferences by ultimatums.
And the Communists are now so con-
temptuous of us that they engage in
open aggression as a prelude to meet-
ings with our President. =

The guerrilla attacks on India and
Laos constitute only a part of an entire
pattern of Communist aggression ex-
tending along the 2,000-mile border of
Communist China which parallels the
borders of Laos, Burma, India, Bhutan,
Sikkim, and Nepal. Each of these na-
tions is being attacked, infiltrated or
threatened by forces directed from
Peiping and Moscow. From the China
Sea to the Himalayas, militant and ag-
gressive communism is on the march.

There is a great deal of speculation
about the nature of Ehrushchev's role
in these attacks. I believe that Khru-
shchev is an accomplice and a collabo-
rator. During the early stages of the
attack on Laos, the North Vietnamese
Communist chief, Ho Chi Minh, was
Ehrushechev's guest during an extended
state visit to Moscow. Ho was in Mos-
cow throughout the period when the
propaganda barrage against Laos was
unleased. First, the Red government in
Hanoi, then the Red government in
Peiping, and finally the Red government
in Moscow joined in the propaganda
attack which accompanied the invasion.

The Moscow press continues to make
its false charges against Laos and the
United States.

There was a time, only a few months
ago, when the President refused to nego=-
tiate under the threat of an ultimatum.
Now, we not only negotiate under ulti-




1959

matum, but in the face of open aggres-
sion against the free world.

The subjugation of Tibet is now an
accomplished fact. Its remoteness and
inaccessibility foreclosed its defense.

As for India, Prime Minister Nehru
declines to call the attack across Indian
borders an invasion. He does not seek
free world assistance and we must await
further action by the Government of
India before planning our own course.

But in Laos the situation is different.
It is a nation which can be defended.
It is a nation which has asked for free
world help. It is a nation whose defense
is essential, geographically and psycho-
logically, if we are to save southeast
Asia from communism.

The fall of Laos would give the Com-
munists easy access to Cambodia and
Thailand across a vulnerable frontier,
and it would allow them to flank South
Vietnam. Should Laos fall, should the
story of North Vietnam be repeated, it
is probable that the free peoples of south-
east Asia would become so demoralized
as to make their lands impossible to de-
fend.

And so I should like briefly to review
the situation there and suggest a course
of action for our country.

Laos is a small nation with about
two million inhabitants. Its borders
were created by the Geneva truce of
1954 by which French Indochina was
divided between the Communists and the
free world. The Communist half bears
the name North Vietnam. The free half
was in turn subdivided into the states
of Laos, South Vietnam and Cambodia.

The United States did not sign the
Geneva accord which divided French
Indochina, presumably because of Sec-
retary Dulles’ conviction that this agree-
ment represented appeasement to com-
m ;
Having neither the courage for armed
intervention against the Communists in
Indochina nor the honesty to openly ac-
quiesce in appeasement, our Government,
like Pontius Pilate, washed its hands
of the matter. But we have not been
able to wash our hands of the conse-
quences of this appeasement.

It is somewhat remarkable that the
free section of Indochina has resisted
Communist subversion for 5 years. At
the time of the Geneva accord in 1954,
all signs pointed to a swift Communist
takeover of the entire Indochina area.
A combination of factors, including ef-
fective local leadership and large scale
free world assistance has preserved this
area from falling victim to Communist
subversion or infiltration. It is now clear
that it will fall only through overt mili-
tary aggression and that is what is taking
place at this moment.

Since 1955, the United States has
poured $225 million of economic aid into
Laos, an enormous amount for a nation
of this size.

There are conflicting estimates of the
effectiveness of our Lao foreign aid
program, Some grave charges have been
made against its operation, and strong
rebuttals have been made to those
charges. Whatever the imperfections of
the program, it is clear that our aid has
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strengthened the couniry and improved
conditions of life there.

The leader of Laos, Prime Minister
Phoui Sananikone, has apparently
proved to be a forceful, capable, and
popular figure. Faced in the beginning
with two provinces under the control of
a Communist group known as the Pathet
Lao, and saddled with Communist repre-
sentatives in his Cabinet, he has inte-
grated Pathet Lao into free Laos and
has banished Communist representation
from his government.

Laos now has an army of about 25,000
regular troops, backed up by 16,000
militia. This army is largely untrained,
and a training program, directed by the
French, is now under way. The army
{:idﬂnanced and equipped through U.S.

Communist guerrilla invaders are now
active in 8 of the 12 provinces of Laos.
They are present in large numbers only
in the Province of Sam Neua, where
two Communist pincer movements have
this province virtually surrounded.

It is estimated by Lao observers
that approximately 2,500 Communist
guerrillas are in Sam Neua Province,
broken up into small groups of 50 to
200 men. An additional 1,000 Com-
munist guerrillas are scattered through-
out the other seven provinces.

As yet there have been no pitched
battles nor large-scale fighting., But
the mountainous, junglelike, inacces-
sible terrain of Laos adapts itself per-
fectly to Communist guerrilla tactics.

Guerrilla forces have struck within
16 miles of Vientiene, the administra-
tive capital of Laos. Today's reports
place them a dozen miles from the prin-
cipal government position in Sam Neua.
Characteristic of this type of warfare

is the report of one of these guerrilla

units called a “psychological warfare
unit” containing approximately 130
men. This unit is terrorizing Lao
communities by raiding villages, and by
slashing the throats of infants in the
presence of their parents and hurling
their multilated bodies into the Mekong

River in order to send a message of

terror to the communities to the south.
This is the authentic mark of com-

‘munism.

The situation is further complicated

‘by the fact that this is the monsoon sea-

son. This makes it difficult for the Gov-
ernment of Laos to maintain ssum:olyﬁs
i
troops, and we may assume that it sim-
ilarly hampers the invading Communist
forces. The monsoon season ends in
November. The present limited inva-
sion is achieving four Communist mili-
tary objectives preparatory to a possible
full-scale invasion in November.

First, by forcing the Lao Army to
enter the field in full strength, it is badly
interfering with the vitally needed train-
ing program which the French and the
United States are trying to carry out.

Second, it has broken up government

military operations in the outlying areas

thus enabling Communists to infiltrate
the population of these provinces.

Third, it has forced the deployment of
the Lao Army in scattered positions
throughout Laos.
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- Fourth, it is softening up the people of
Laos through terror and demoralization
in a land which cannot be defended
without determined and courageous pop-
ular support.

And so all the elements of disaster are
present in Laos today. The full propor-
tions of the danger will not be known
until November.

The response of our Government thus
far leaves much to be desired. Laos ap-
prised us of the danger early this sum-
mer and asked for increased militay as-
sistance prior to the first Communist
attacks. It repeated its request after
the fighting began.

Last week it again requested aid. This
time our Government belatedly re-
sponded by reportedly granting aid
which will provide for between 5,000
and 8,000 additional troops for the Lao
Army. It has been announced that
an immediate airlift -operation is being
put into effect by the Navy to get this
aid to the Lao Army.

This is encouraging., But our official
statements on the Lao question have
been so lethargic, legalistic, and half-
hearted as to give encouragement to the
Communist aggressors. Instead of mak-
ing it clear that we will provide Laos
with whatever assistance necessary to
defend its borders, we have been public-
ly minimizing our participation and ap-
parently acquiescing in a limitation
upon the type and amount of assist-
ance. For weeks the State Department
has been repeating that the United
States has no bases in Laos in an ap-
parent attempt to mollify the Commu-
nists. We have seemed overanxious to
prove ‘that -the United States has only
a small number of technicians and ac-
countants in Laos. We have empha-
sized that our aid was only of the small
arms variety and have indicated that
our aid would be limited in amounts and
in kind.

Our officials are quoted as saying that
no thought was being given to action by
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organiza-
tion.

Also we have put out a lot of non-
sense about not doing anything to vio-
late the “spirit of the Geneva accords”;
accords which have already been t.orn

‘up by the Communists; accords which

would limit the military strength of
Laos to an inadequate force armed with
obsolete weapons; accords which the

‘United States was never signatory to

in the first place.

At a time when Laos is fighting for
its life, at a time when the confidence
of its people in free world help may
make the difference between victory and
defeat, the United States contents it-
self with announcing not what it is
doing, but what it is not doing.

Since we do not now know the degree to
which the guerrilla invasion will be
backed by North Vietnam, Communist
China, and Russia, we cannot know
whether the invasion of Laos can be
thrown back by Lao forces alone, or
whether the armed intervention of fthe
United States and perhaps other free
world nations will be required to defend
that country.
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In the last few days we have had news-
paper reports that outside Communist
help to the guerrilla invaders was being
dramatically stepped up. We received
this information not from our Govern-
ment, with appropriate warnings of the
gravity of the situation, but through the
efforts of courageous and dedicated
newspapermen,

One of these, Joseph Alsop, after
warning our people day after day of the
dangerous situation there, has risked
his life by flying to the fighting front in
the jungles of Laos in order that a sleep-
ing nation could have firsthand reports.

The details of our action must vary
with shifting conditions, but the im-
placability of our resistance, the firm
resolve to do whatever becomes neces-
sary fo drive back the Communist in-
vaders, must be clearly known from the
outset, and it must be constant and not
subject to change.

Whatever the Communist motive and
plan of attack, we know one thing
which will always be right and which will
always furnish a guide for action. We
cannot yield another foot of territory to
communism anywhere in the world.

For once, I hope that we will not wait
upon the Communist initiative month
after month and tailor our actions by
what they do, ;

President Eisenhower said only a week
ago that we will oppose any aggression
“if necessary by force.” I think it is
necessary for the President to repeat this
pledge with specific reference to Laos,
and I urge members of his administration
and Members of Congress continually to
restate this principle, and to take what-
ever steps may be necessary to live up
to it.

Let me repeat: I recommend that we
announce to the world that, whether
through the United Nations or through
SEATO or through unilateral action, we
will do whatever becomes necessary to
gerend Laos, including armed interven-

lon.

I ask for an official, irrevocable state-
ment that it is a national policy of this
country to defend Laos whatever this de-
fense entails.

I ask for a speedup in deliveries of
arms and equipment to the Lao Army
and for an announcement that our
aid will not be limited by any Geneva
accords and will be governed only by the
needs of the Lao Army.

I ask that the Senate restore the un-
wise cuts which were made in the mili-
tary assistance program.

I ask that our Government do every-
thing it can to bring about a special ses~
sion of the United Nations Security
Council which in turn could summon a
special emergency session of the United
Nations General Assembly.

If the U.N. Secretary General is now
powerless to act, as he says he is, we
must swiftly take the necessary steps to
give him a mandate to act.

If the United Nations proves unable to
act effectively against Red aggression, at
least it can bring the moral condemna-
tion of the free world to hear upon the
Communists at the very time their leader
is attempting to soften up the free world
with protestations of peace and with
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propaganda tours through non-Com-
munist nations.

I urge the President reconsider his
plan for an exchange of visits with
Khrushcheyv. At the very least, the Pres-
ident should lay before Khrushchev the
alternatives of either calling off the Com-
munist aggression in Asia or canceling
the proposed conferences. If Khru-
shechev should reply that the events in
Asia are beyond his control, then we
should make him prove it by agreeing not
to use the Soviet veto to block action
by the United Nations Security Council.

Each day brings further evidence that
Khrushchev has no intention of seeking
peace and that he regards peace confer-
ences and State visits abroad only as ad-
ditional means of waging war against
free nations.

If we indicate now, unmistakably and
irrevocably, that there is no limit to the
action we are prepared to take to drive
the Communist invaders out of Laos, past
experience leads us to believe the Com-
munists may withdraw from their ag-
gressive designs.

If they do not withdraw, it will only
indicate that years of neglect of our
military strength in the face of the
Communist military buildup, years of
vacillation in the face of Communist
firmness, years of inaction in the face of
aggressive and determined Communist
action, have at last brought us to the
point where our words are no longer
respected and where we must now meet
the Communist challenge with our deeds
and with our blood.

Once again it has fallen to the people
of a small, weak, and impoverished na-
tion to wage the battle against commu-
nism for freemen everywhere. Once
again a people already destitute, already
the victims of tragedy and injustice, are
having added to their bitter lot the terror
of Communist aggression.

It seems that it is always the poorest
and the most unfortunate who must bear
the main burden of our common struggle
against communism.

Today in Laos, men and women are
being given rifles to defend their homes,
by themselves, from a vicious invader.

We must see to it that they are not
permanently abandoned to fight the bat-
tle alone. :

The future of southeast Asia and per-
haps of the entire free world hinges on
the courage and the vigor of our response
to the latest event in the constant Com-
mux;ist design to subjugate the {free
world.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR MANSFIELD

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, yesterday,
the able and respected Senator from
Montana [Mr. MaNsFIELD] made another
notable address on foreign relations.

I commend the Senator from Montana,
not only for the speech that he made yes~
terday, but also for the selfless, fearless
and effective efforts he has been making
for a very long time to bring about wide-
spread discussion on vital aspects of for-
eign policy and to lay before the Nation
imaginative proposals in the quest of
peace.

Those who do not know the Senator
from Montana except through his pub-
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lished speeches must have a deep respect
for his eloquence, his scholarship, his
courage, and his dedication to peace.

Those who are privileged to know him
can add to this regard a deep personal
respect and affection for one whose toler-
ance, magnanimity and selfless devo-
tion to the public good shine through all
his actions.

I associate myself with much of what
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana had to say yesterday and commend
him for a very great address.

THE HOUSING ACT OF 1959

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp as a part of
my remarks a summary of the proposed
housing bill which I presented this morn-
ing before the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency. It is the pending
business before that committee. This
proposal will be taken up when the com-
mittee meets again.

‘I do this in order that Senators may
have an opportunity to read the pro-
posal. The housing situation is be-
coming quite complex. I feel that each
Senator would like to know exactly what
is pending before the Committee on
Banking and Currency with Trespect
thereto.

There being no objection, the summary

‘was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,

as follows:

SUMMARY OF SENATOR CAPEHART'S PROPOSED
Housing BiLn

1. Urban renewal: Provide additional au-
thorization of $200 million. No time limit.

2. FHA insurance authorization: Provide
$6 billion in additional authorization. No
time Hmit.

3. College housing: Provide $1560 million in
additional funds.

4. Public housing: Authorize 37,000 units.
No time limit.

5. Title 1 (FHA property Improvement):
Extend expiration date to September 30,
1960. Existing date is September 30, 1959.

6. Farm housing research: Provide #75,000.

7. Voluntary home mortgage credit pro-
gram: Extend expiration date to September
30, 1860. Existing date is September 30,
1959.

8. Veterans’ and servicemen's waiver for
entrance in public housing: Extend expira-
tion date to September 30, 1960, Expired
on March 1, 1959,

9. Lanham Act occupancy: Extend time in
which servicemen and essential employees
may remain in certain Lanham Act projects
sold to cities for low rent public housing
use—Passayunk to September 30, 1960; now
January 31, 1960—Newport to September 30,
1960; now December 31, 1959.

(These are the only changes Senator CarE-
HART proposes In the existing law.)

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI-
ATIONS, 1960

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on be-

half of the Senator from Washington

[Mr. Maenuson], I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point a table showing a comparison
of the estimates with the action taken
on each item in the independent offices
appropriations bill for 1960,

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcoOrD.
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Comparison of estimates with aclion taken on independent offices appropriation bill, 1960
TITLE I-INDEPENDENT OFFICES
Item A iations, Budget esti- House bill Benate bill Conference
p%: mates, 1960 agrneemant
TITLE 1
ExEcuTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF CIVIL AND DEFENSE MOBILIZATION
Salaries and exp $23, 285, 000 $28, 800, 000 $23, 000 $23, 285, 000
};edera] mntrihuh!g::a = o ?g. %.% I%%% 25, %.% sﬁ'%m
mergency su and equip , 000, , 900, 950, 000
Rl Sad avelonmant 2,000, 000 7,270,000 3, 500, 000 4,500,000 4,000, 000
Total, Office of Civil and Defi Mobilization 45, 285, 000 74, 970, 000 43, 735, 000 59, 735, 000 44, 235, 000
INDEPENDENT OFFICES
O CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 6, A - i
aries an ) 925, 000 6, 000
Payments to air carriers. B4, 844, 500 62, 618, 000 57, 000, 000 63: 000, 000 58, % 000
Total, Civil Aeronautics Board 61, 384, T00 70, 118, 000 63, 925, 000 66, 825, 000 65, 425, 000
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION o AR
: X 18, 800, 000 19, 440, 000 9,
Invsst ation o'fU 8. citizens for empioyment by intemationnl organizations...... 450, 412, B' 400, ﬁ 3 ﬁ%
under special : 2, 570, 000 2, 450, 000 2, 450, 000 2, 450, 000 2, 450, 000
@ expenses, 23, (70, 000) (240, 000) (258, 000) (248, 000)
Total, Civil Service Commission 22, BO7, 200 23, 027, 000 21, 650, 000 22, 200, 000 21, 970, 000
FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY e, 100 o L
............................ ; 000 200, 000 301,
lishment of air n.uleaat[on facilities 158, 500, 000 145, 000, 000 gg?:%& 000 g‘, T00, 000 135, ﬁ %
Gmts—ln—n!d for airports (liquidaiion of contract authorization) . _ 48, 000, 000 50, 000, 000 47, 500, 000 47, 500, 000 47, 500, 000
Russareh gh 297, 000 63, 600, 000 47, 100, 000 50, 350, 000 48, 725, 000
Operation and maintenance, Wasmr:ston National Alrpm ...................... 2, 490, 000 2,400, 000 2,400, 000 2, 400, 000 2, 400, 000
Construction and devslopmsnt, additional W Ajrport 50, 000, 000 0
Operation and maintenance of public airports, Territory of Alaska__ .. .—..-.. 1,075, 650 0
Airways Modernization Board... 31, 500, 000 0
Total, Federal Aviation Agency.. 549, 878, 750 587, 400, 000 511, 400, 000 560, 150, 000 535, 525, 000
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Salaries and expenses 9,781,100 11, 000, 000 10, 400, 000 10, 700, 000 10, 550, 000
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Salaries and expenses. ... 6, 932, 500 7,425, 000 7,062, 000 7,874, 000 7,218, 000
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
Balaries and expenses. 6, 488, 000 6, 975, 000 6, 745, 000 6, 935, 000 6, 840, 000
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Salaries and exp 39, 020, 41, 869, 000 41, 800, 000 41, 800, 000 41, 800, 000
GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
Opemti.ag expenses, Public Buildings Service. .. 145, 818, 060 155, 100, 000 148, 150, 000 153, 150, 000 151, 000, 000
Repair an g; owned I 000, 000 60, 000, 000 60, 000, 000 %&M 80, 000, 000
Paymml.s. public buﬂdings purchase e 310, 900 1, 675, 000 1, 675, 000 1, 675, 000 1, 675, 000
Sites and expenses, public bulldings pr 39, 615, 000 0 25, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 25, 000, 000
Construction, | c buﬂdln% jects 152, 810, 000 0
Construction, Federal Office uﬂdlng No. 6, Washi D.C 14, 000, 000 0
Oo‘%mm Unil.ed States Court of Claims and Federal Office Bl.t!.Id:Ing, 1,200,000 o
Constructlon, United States Mission Building, New York, N.¥_.___.__1_22777 750, 000 ol
Consuruction, buildings___.. 323, 000 0
o ke s g Dl o o i T :
e eral Bupply Bervice . 3 000 ] 000 3
gxpenma.su;;plfdia tribution ﬁ'&?&% E‘Z,Wﬂ.wg E%EI.P'WU ﬁ:ﬁm B%Q%
aﬂml g1 e +
Operating By , National Archives and Records Service____._. 8§, 082, 500 9, 300, 000 9, 176, 800 9, 176, 800 9, 176, 800
0 ’I‘rmpomtion and Publie Utilities Service_.. 1, 995, 800 2, 029, 000 zx)ooo. 000 2, 000, 000 2 000, 000
Strategie and critical materials 3, 000, 000 : { 0] )
A lloranies sad oo fvelites for {ormer Presiieet bk 200, 000 300,000 206,000 206,000
wances and office or former ents 3
Refunds under Renego Ac 1, 400, 000 200, 000 200, 000
Administrative operations fund (llmitatiﬁﬂ\ (12, 366, 800} (13, 000, 000) (12, 500, 000) (18, 000, 000) (12, 750, 000)
Total, General Bervices Administration 494, 471, 090 254, 499, 000 271, 346, 800 276, 946, 800 274, 496, 800
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY
om%?agrihe Aﬁmmmw 8, 684, 000 10, 025,0& 8, 702, 000 402, 000
es and ex; , 684, N 052, 000
v,m&p ..m 3, 250, 000 975, 000 975, 000 % wg: 000 % wg’, 000
Cnpi um clearance and urban renewal 50, 000, 000 100, 000,000 80, 000, 600 90, 000, 000 90, 000, 000
Reserve of p]mmed publjc works (payment to revolving fomd) . «coooeeeanna- 7, 000, 000 7. 6, 000, 000 6, 000, 000 8, 000, 000
Total, Office of the Administrator 68, 634, 000 118, 000, 000 105, 677, 000 106, 377, 000 106, 027, 000
Publie H?mgramgnimum 107, 500, 000 Tak
Annual contributions \ 000, 000 120, 000, 000 120, 000, 000 120, 000, 000
A Ve exp 12, 574, 000 13, 000, 000 12, 660, 000 13, 000, 000 12, 830, 000
Total, Public Housing Ad ation 120, 074, 000 137, 000, 000 132, 660, 000 133, 000, 000 132, 830, 000
'otal, Housing and Home Fi Apgeney. 180, 008, 000 255, 000, 000 238, 337, 000 230, 377, 000 238, 857, 000
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION
Balarfes and expenses 18, 747, 800 20, 150, 000 19, 400, 000 19, 900, 000 19, 650, 000
! Includes funds ined in the S d Sappl tal 3 And $2,230,000 from proceeds of surplus personal property disposal.

1959 (Pub!!c Law 86-30).
1 And $1,999,010 trom proceeds of surplus personal property disposal,

¢ Rescission of prior year funds,
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Comparison of estimaies with action taken on independent offices appropriation bill, 1960—Continued
TITLE I-INDEPENDENT OFFIOES

Item Appropriations, Budget esti- House bill Benate bill Conference
1950 mates, 1960 agreement
TITLE I—Continued
INDEPENDENT OFFICES—Continued
NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION
Salaries and exp S8 $86, 286, 300 ® o 5
Research and develoy L 50, 000, 000 (‘}
Construction and equipment. . 48, 000, 000 ¢ )
Total, National Aeronautics and Space Administration 184, 286, 300 o B el
NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY
Operation and maintenanece of properties... & 38, 000 $45, 000 $40, 000 $40, 000 £40, 000
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
Balaries and ex L = 134, 000, 000 160, 300, 000 143, 273, 000 160, 300, 000 152, 773, 000
International Geophysical Year 2, 500, 0 NS
Total, National Science ¥\ dati 136, 500, 000 160, 300, 000 143, 273, 000 160, 300, 000 152, 773, 000
RENEGOTIATION BOARD
Salaries and expenses. = 3, 025, 500 3, 000, 000 2, 700, 000 3, 000, 000 2, 850, 000
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Balaries and expenses. 7, 705, 000 8, 275, 000 7, 800, 000 8, 275, 000 8, 100, 000
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
Balarles and expenses. 20, 556, 800 30, 650, 000 29, 000, 000 20, 556, 800 29, 278, 400
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION
General operating ex « . [ T L 164, 680, 000 163, 873, 000 163, 373, 000 163, 373, 000 163, 373, 000
Medical sdmimsr.mn%en and miscellancous operating expenses 26, 726, 300 23, 005, 000 27, 340, 000 31, 349, 000 29, ﬂ"é, 000
L T i 769, 318, 000 786, 779, 000 792, 079, 000 792, 079, 000 792, 079, 000
Out t care " 333, 000 83, 866, 000 83, 866, 000 83, 866, 000 83, 866, 000
Maintenance and opernnon of supply ‘de 2, 201, 700 2, 308, 000 2, 218, 000 2, 218, 000 2, 218, 000
Com ion and p 3, 252, 500, 000 3, 307, 000, 000 3, 300, 000, 000 3,300, 000, 000 3, 300, 000, 000
Readjustment I 1 700, 000, 588, 000, 000 585, 000, 000 585, 000, 000 585, 000, 000
Veterans insurance and indemnities._ .. 51, 100, 000 &3, 000, 000 53, 000, 000 53, 000, 000 53, 000, 000
Grants to the Republ.iu or l.ha PhillppInes. ... .o o ccceccroinanreansesaanacnennnanen , 250, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 2, 000, 000
Constructlon of hospital domiciliary facilities 189, 205, 000 20, 150, 000 30, 150, 000 33, 159, 000 31, 659, 000
Boldiers’ and sailors civi] mllel’ , 300, 000 0 PR ¢ AL 85 S TR
Total, Veterans’ Administration 5,070, 704, 000 5, 0120, 485, 000 5,088, 044, 000 5,046, 044, 000 5, 042, 544, 000
Total, title I 6, 875, 620, 240 6, 584, 188, 000 6, 457, 857, 800 6, 559, 348, 600 6, 502, 152, 200
¥ Being considered on supplemental appropriation bill, 1060 (H.R. 7978),
TITLE II—-CORPORATIONS—ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
[Limitations on amounts of corporate funds to be expended]
Corporation or agency Authorizations, Budget estl- House bill Senate bill Conference
1959 1 mates, 1960 agreement
Federal Home Loan Bank Board. $1, 699, 000 $1, 900, 000 $1, 800, 000 $1, 800, 000 $1, 800, 000
Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation 750, 600 800, 000 " 775, 000 " 775, 000 775, 000
General Services Administration:
Abaca fiber program......... 51, 850 2, 500 47, 000 47, 000 47, 000
Federal Facilities Corporation. ... 26, 620 24, 000 20, 000 20, 000 000
Reeonstguﬂmon l;.mm (iorporat. n liquidation fund 53, 960 44, 000 40, 000 40, 000 40, 000
ome ce Agen
8 S e 1,718,200 1,780, 000 1,723, 000 1,723,000 1,728,000
TS — : gom| | mm) s e
1 fund (lignidatin ms) ... b y 5
e ol Mot At gEE cam@)  anal semlgos
Administration ; i % " A
e e etretion 12, 574, 000 1, 000; 000 12, 660, 000 13, 000, 000 12830, 000
Total, administrative exp 30, 685, 930 83, 205, 500 32, 368, 000 32, 860, 000 32, 563, 000

1in the Second Supplemental, 1959,

(Public Law 86-30).

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, yester-
day in connection with remarks which I
made on the subject of juvenile delin-
quency, I ask unanimous consent that
certain extraneous matter, including
editorials and other material, be printed
with my remarks in the permanent
RECORD.

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

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1959

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8678) to amend the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958
to make certain adjustments in the Fed-
eral-aid highway program, and for other
purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel has an amendment at the desk. I
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
to strike out title II of the bill and in
lieu thereof, insert the following:

TITLE I—HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AND INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE AMENDMENTS AND RESCISSION
OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 201. Transfers to highway trust fund.
(a) Transrers.—Section 209(c) of the
Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (relating to
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transfer to Highway Trust Fund of amounts
equivalent to certain taxes) is amended by
renumbering paragraphs (2) and (3) as
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (1) the following
new paragraph: ]

“(2) EXCISE TAX ON PASSENGER AUTOMO=
BiLES, ETc—There is hereby appropriated to
the Trust Fund, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
amounts equivalent to—

“(A) that portion of the taxes received
in the Treasury after June 30, 1959, and be-
fore July 1, 1960, under section 4061(a) (2)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (tax on
passenger automoblles, ete.) which is equal
to the amount which would have been so
received if the tax rate under such section
had been 4 percent in lieu of the applicable
rate; and

“(B) that portion of the taxes received in
the Treasury after June 30, 1960, and before
July 1, 1964, under section 4061(a)(2) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1854 (tax on
passenger automobiles, etc.) which is equal
to the amount which would have been so
received if the tax rate under such section
had been 6 percent in lieu of the applicable
rate.”

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT —Paragraph (4)
(as renumbered by subsection (a)) of such
section 209(c) is amended by striking out
“paragraphs (1) and (2)" each place it ap-
pears and inserting in lleu thereof “para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3)".

Sec. 202. Rescission of 1 percent of certain
appropriations for 1660 fiscal
year.

(a) RescissioN.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), an amount egual to 1 per-
cent of each appropriation made from the
general fund of the Treasury for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1960, by each Act of
Congress enacted during the first session of
the Elghty-sixth Congress which makes
regular or supplemental appropriations for
such fiscal year is hereby rescinded.

(b) Excerrions.—Subsection (a) shall
not apply to any appropriation made for
any of the following purposes to the extent
that the President determines that the
amount of such appropriation cannot be re-
duced by 1 percent:

(1) compensation and pensions payable
under the laws administered by the Vet-
erans’ Administration,

(2) refund of overpayments of taxes, cus-
tom duties, and other amounts paid to the
United States,

(3) interest on the public debt, and

(4) any other obligation of the United
States the fulfillment of which is both au-
thorized and directed by Act of Congress.

Sec. 203. Repeal of credit against income
tax for dividends received by
individuals.

(a) REPEAL oF SEcTIOoN 34 —Effective with
respect to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1958, section 34 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to credit for
dividends received by individuals) is re-
pealed.

(b) TECHENICAL AMENDMENTS,—

(1) The table of sections for part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by striking
out
“Sec. 34. Dividends recelved by individuals.”

(2) Section 35(b)(1) of such Code is
amended by striking out ‘“the sum of the
credits allowable under sections 33 and 34”
and inserting in lieu thereof “the credit al-
lowable under section 33",

(8) Section 37(a) of such Code is amend=
ed by striking out “section 34 (relating to
creldit for dividends received by individ-
uals),".

.
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(4) Section 584(c)(2) of such Code is
amended by striking out “section 34 or".

(5) Section 642(a) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking out the first sentence, and
by striking out “section 84 and” in the sec-
ond sentence.

(6) Section 702(a)(5) of such Code Is
amended by striking out “a credit under sec-
tion 34,”.

(7) Section 854(a) of such Code is
amended by striking out “section 34(a) (re-
lating to credit for dividends received by
individuals),”.

(8) Section 854(b) of such Code Is
amended by striking out “the credit under
section 384(a),” in paragraph (1) and by
striking out “the credit under section 34,”
in paragraph (2).

(9) Section 1375(b) of such Code is
amended by striking out “section 34, sec-
tion 37, or section 116" and inserting in lieu
thereof “section 37 or 116".

(10) Section 6014(a) of such Code is
amended by striking out “34 or".

(c) ErrFecTiveé DATE—The amendments
made by subsectlon (b) shall apply only
with respect to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1858.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand that the Senator from
Tennessee is temporarily detained but
will be here momentarily. He is very
desirous that all Senators who can pos-
sibly be present be here while the amend-
ment is being considered. I ask the aids
of the minority and majority parties to
please telephone Senators that a very
important amendment is being consid-
ered.

The Senafor from Tennessee has in-
formed me that he expects a number of
questions to be asked, and that his pres-
entation will be as brief as possible, per-
haps 25 or 30 minutes.

Mr. President, I hope we may have
order in the Chamber, so that all Sen-
ators may hear the discussion, because
we expect to have a yea-and-nay vote on
the amendment. While there is a good
attendance of Senators now, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CannoN in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee, as called up by
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from Tennes=
see, so he may proceed with the state-
ment he desired to make.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a parlia=
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee will state it.

Mr. GORE., Is the amendment now
before the Senate the one identified by
the letter “D"?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is identified by the
letter “C".

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I withdraw
that amendment, and call up my amend-
ment “D”, and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Inas-
much as the yeas and nays have been
ordered on the question of agreeing to
the amendment “C”, the Senator from
Tennessee will have to obtain unanimous
consent before he can have the amend-
ment withdrawn.
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, isasmuch
as, by error, the wrong amendment was
called up, I ask unanimous consent that
I may withdraw that amendment at
this time, and may call up my amend-
ment D.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—although of
course I shall not object—I wish to pro-
pound a parliamentary inquiry of the
Chair, if the Senator from Tennessee
will be so kind as to permit me to do
so: Has any time limitation in regard
to consideration of the amendment or
the bill been entered into?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Tennessee? Without objection, it
is so ordered; and the amendment is
withdrawn.

Mr. GORE. I ask unanimous consent
that the names of Senators Lonc of
Louisiana, McCarTHY, and MONRONEY
may be added as additional cosponsors
of my amendment.

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

Mr. President, I now call up my amend-
ment identified as “D.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
to strike out title II of the bill, and in
lieu thereof insert the following:

TITLE II—HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AND INTERNAL
REVENUE AMENDMENTS

Segc. 201. Transfers to highway trust fund.

(a) Transfers—Section 209 (c) of the
Highway Revenue Act of 1956 (relating to
transfer- to Highway Trust Fund of amounts
equivalent to certain taxes) is amended by
renumbering paragraphs (2) and (3) as
paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (1) the following
new paragraph:

*(2) EXCISE TAX ON PASSENGER AUTOMOBILES,
ETc.—There is hereby appropriated to the
Trust Fund, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, amounts
equivalent to—

“(A) that portion of the taxes received in
the Treasury after June 30, 1959, and be-
fore July 1, 1960, under section 4061(a)(2)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1054 (tax
on passenger automobiles, etc.) which is
equal to the amount which would have been
s0 received if the tax rate under such sec-
tlon had been 4 percent in lieu of the appli-
cable rate; and

“(B) that portion of the taxes received in
the Treasury after June 30, 1960, and before
July 1, 19864, under section 4061(a) (2) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (tax on pas-
senger automobiles, ete.) which is equal to
the amount which would have been so re-
ceived if the tax rate under such section had
been 6 percent in lieu of the applicable rate.”

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT —Paragraph (4)
(as renumbered by subsection (a)) of such
section 209(c) is amended by striking out
“paragraphs (1) and (2)"” each place it ap-
pears and inserting in lieu thereof “para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3)".

Sec. 202. Repeal of credit against income tax
for dividends received by indi-
viduals.

(a) REPEAL oF SEcTioN 34 —Effective with
respect to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1958, section 34 of the Internal
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Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to credit for
dividends received by individuals) is re-
pealed.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) The table of sections for part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 is amended by striking out
“Sec. 34. Dividends received by individuals.”

(2) Section 85(b)(1) of such Code is
amended by striking out “the sum of the
credits allowable under sections 33 and 34"
and inserting in lieu thereof “the credit al-
lowable under section 33",

(3) Section 37(a) of such Code is amended
by striking out “section 84 (relating to credit
for dividends received by individuals),”.

(4) Section 584(c)(2) of such Code is
amended by striking out “section 34 or”.

(5) Section 642(a) of such Code is amended
by striking out e first sentence, and by
striking out “section 34 and” in the second
sentence.

(8) Section 7T02(a)(5) of such Code is
amended by striking out “a credit under sec-
tion 34,”.

('7) Section 854(a) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking out “section 34(a) (relating to
credit for dividends received by individ-
uals),".

(8) Section 854(b) of such Code is amend=-
ed by striking out “the credit under section
84(a),” in paragraph (1) and by striking out
“the credit under section 34,” in paragraph
(2).

(9) Section 1875(b) of such Code is
amended by striking out “section 34, section
37, or section 116" and inserting in lieu
thereof “section 37 or 116".

(10) Section 6014(a) of such Code is
amended by striking out “84 or”.

(¢) ErrecTivE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall apply only with

to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1958.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on the
question of agreeing to this amendment,
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, my dis-
cussion of the highway program and the
amendment which I have offered—and
I offer it on behalf of myself and the
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr, Mc-
CARTHY ]—Wwill be brief.

To begin with, there is no disagree-
ment between the members of either the
Finance Committee or the Public Works
Committee in regard to continuation of
the highway program. It is agreed that
the highway program must be continued.

I desire to point out that the differ-
ence or the issue presented by this
amendment is divisible into two parts:
first, the source from which, and the
manner by which, additional revenue will
be raised; and, second, the dedication to
the highway trust fund of an amount
sufficient to prevent a default in the fund
within the present fiscal year.

Mr. President, there is a third ques-
tion with which the Senate will need to
deal, and it relates to apportionments
for future years.

The amendment I have proposed is
offered as a substitute for title II. It
provides two things:

First, the amendment substitutes a
repeal of the credit on dividends for a
levy—as provided in the House version
of the bill—of an additional 1 cent a gal-
lon on every gallon of gasoline bought
by every man, woman, and child in the
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United States. It also provides that four
percentage points of the excise tax on
automobiles shall be dedicated to the
highway trust fund in fiscal 1960 and
dedication of six percentage points of
that tax for fiscal 1961, 1962, 1963, and
1964.

According to estimates made by the
Treasury Department, the repeal of the
dividend credit will yield to the general
fund of the Treasury revenue in the
amount of $335 million per year. The
revenue from the additional 1-cent tax
on gasoline, to begin October 1—as pro-
vided in the bill now before the Senate—
would yield, according to estimates, $333
million this fiscal year.

So the yield to the Treasury—the ad-
ditional revenue resulting from the bill
before the committee or that resulting
from the amendment I have submitted,
on behalf of myself and the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY ]—will
be approximately the same; the differ-
ence between the two will, according to
the estimates, be only $2 million.

So the Senate has a choice between
providing for $335 million of revenue,
through repeal of the tax favoritism
given to income received from dividends,
on the one hand; or the levying of an
additional 1 cent a gallon Federal sales
tax on each gallon of gasoline, on the
other hand.

I think that Members of the Senate
question the equitableness of the pro-
posed levy. Gasoline is a necessity and
an essential commodity. Nearly every
person in America—or, at least, an over-
whelming proportion of the people in
America—find it necessary to use gaso-
line. A sales tax on gasoline bears
equally upon those who are able to pay
and those who are not able to pay; it is
no respecter whatever of ability to pay.

If this were the only tax upon this
essential commodity, perhaps we could
overlook it. But, Mr. President, I call
attention to the fact that gasoline al-
ready bears a heavier tax than does any
other essential commodity. For in-
stance, in my State, the combination of
State taxes and Federal taxes on gaso-
line approximates the refinery cost of
gasoline, Where is there another essen-
tial commodity on which a 100 percent
tax is already levied? Indeed, one
must search far and near to find even a
luxury commodity which bears the heavy
burden of taxation that gasoline bears.
I can think of only two which may be
so heavily taxed; they are liquor and
tobacco.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield to me
at this time?

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. RANDOLPH, I think it impor-
tant, during this debate, to indicate that
the American people are not so much
interested in the purchase of small auto-
mobiles because of the fact that they
are small as they are interested in pur-
chasing such cars—and today they are
purchasing them by the tens of thou-
sands—of foreign ‘~manufacture, and,
more recently, of American manufac-
ture, because of the decreased consump=
tion of gasoline in small automobiles.
Tires on a replacement basis bring an
additional saving,
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I repeat that it is not because Ameri-
cans are so much interested in smaller
automobiles versus larger automobiles;
the car size interests them not so much
as does the amount of gasoline the auto-
mobile engines they purchase consume.
Motorists are finding that the average
annual use, for business and recreational
purposes, of the small type of automo-
biles I have mentioned actually saves—
because of the decreased fuel consump-
tion—each motorist using such an auto-
mobile approximately $200 annually.

The presentation of this subject by the
well informed Senator from Tennessee,
is of utmost importance.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate very much the contribution the
Senator from West Virginia has made.
He has stated a point of view which had
not occurred to me.

Another point of view which has not
been brought to the attention of the Sen-
ate, insofar as I am aware, is that only
about one-seventh of the Nation’s traffic
is expected to use the System of Inter-
state and Defense Highways; yet every
person who purchases gasoline—wheth-
er he uses the interstate highways or
not—and in that connection I refer to the
people in Alaska and the people in Ha-
waii—will be required to pay this addi-
tional tax. It is a very inequitable
levy—inequitable not only for those rea-
sons, but also because the tax on gaso-
line is already very heavy and quite
burdensome.

It is inequitable for yet another rea-
son: The users of our highways are al-
ready paying this year more than $1,600
million in excess of the amount devoted
to highway improvement and construc-
tion. One billion six hundred million
dollars is being diverted to purposes
other than highway construction.

I do not accept the theory which some
persons advocate that highway users
should pay the entire cost of hizhways.
I think highways benefit the entire Na-
tion. Indeed President Eisenhower and
General Clay presented this program as
necessary in the interest of national de-
fense.

There are many segments of our econ-
omy which benefit from highways that
do not pay highway user excise taxes.
Let us take the situation of Miami, Fla.,
for example. I notice the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. Hor-
1AND] is doing me the honor of listening
to my remarks. The resort at Miami,
with hundreds of beautiful hotels, de-
pends in large part for its patronage up-
on people who use the highways travel-
ing to and from the great and beautiful
resort.

What about the automobile tire manu-
facturers, such as Goodyear and Fire-
stone? Are not they beneficiaries of im-
proved highways? What about General
Motors, Ford, Chrysler? Indeed, one
man out of seven who works in America
today, we are told, earns his living in
some way from the highway transporta-
tion industry.

Why, then, must the entire cost of
highways be borne by the direct users of
the highways? I do not accept this
thesis. But, Mr. President, if we accept
it, the highway users are already paying
more—far more—than the cost of high-
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ways. As I have said, $1,600 million is
being diverted this year from highway
uses to other purposes.

How much money do we need this
year? We need an estimated $493 mil-
lion, according to the testimony before
the committee, to meet the deficit in the
highway trust fund. I am sure there
will be no disagreement on that point.
When do we need it? Immediately.
The highway trust fund will be com-
pletely out of money on about October 1,
we are told.

That is why I moved, earlier in this
session, to replenish the funds in the
highway trust fund. That is why we
must move quickly now to do so.

Does the bill before the Senate wipe
out the deficit in the highway trust fund?
It does not. How much does it provide?
$333 million. And what is the deficit?
$493 million.

So, by the testimony given to the com-
mittee yesterday—and Senators will find
it on their desks—even with the passage
of House bill 8678, the highway trust fund
would be in default $160 million this
fiscal year. Because of the seasonal
peaks of construction, the deficit will be
$353 million December 31, this year, with
the enactment of H.R. 8678.

So I submit that enactment of H.R.
8678 is not adequate. It will not solve
the fiscal problem immediately at hand—
the problem of meeting obligations al-
ready due. This will mean that the
Federal Government will be in default to
the States.

What does that mean to them? It
means that the States will be in default
upon the payment of contracts that have
been performed and on which payment
is due, unless, of course, the States can
have special sessions of their legislatures
to provide for the sale of bonds or raise
funds in another manner.

Mr. President, this is a serious matter.
This is a commitment. This highway
program has been in operation since 1916.
It has been on a matching basis, on a
cooperative basis.

The Congress each 2 years has passed
a bill providing for apportionments to
the respective States for highway con-
struction, in accordance with a formula
determined by law. Each State knows
exactly the amount to which it is en-
titled. Its legislature has without doubt
proceeded upon this commitment. But
now we are told that these commitments
cannot be honored, even with the enact-
ment of HR. 8678. I would that all
Members of the Senate could be made
aware of this fact,

How does Mr. Tallamy propose to oper-
ate the Bureau of Public Roads without
honoring the apportionments made by
law? He told us yesterday he would do
so by contract control. Ihope that Sen-
ators will read the hearings of yesterday
before they vote. I hope each Senator
will read the testimony, because he told
us that the Federal Government would
exercise control of contracts within the
respective States, even though the States
provide 50 percent of the cost of projects
on a matching basis.

The deficit to which I refer as exist-
ing this year will be for the reimburse-
ment to the States for contracts al-
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ready entered into on which no Federal
control was exercised. These contracts
were made pursuant to a law enacted
by Congress and signed by the Presi-
dent. It is that deficit to which I refer
when I refer to the deficit within the
present fiscal year, which deficit will
still be $160 million after H.R. 8678 be=
comes law, if it does.

Therefore, I propose to dedicate to the
highway trust fund a sufficient amount
in the present fiscal year to meet the
deficit in the fund in order that the Fed-
eral Government can honor the commit-
ments which have been made solely by
an enactment of law by the Congress
and the President of the United States.

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

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. WILEY. I wish to compliment
the distinguished Senator from Tennes-
see. He is making a very clear state-
ment. I think I understand the Sena-
tor’s amendment.

I am wondering, in view of what the
Senator has shown us, whether it would
be advisable not only to keep the 1 cent
increase but also to repeal the credit
against the income tax on stocks. That
would give us the funds which are neces-
sary, and give an overage, and I am sure
the Treasury needs all taxes it can get.

I make this suggestion because these
days, when there is a big national in-
come, now close to $400 billion, we have
to reach out and get those who can af-
ford to pay to pay.

I simply make that suggestion. I am
not a member of the committee, nor have
I studied the problem before. The
thought oceurred to me as I heard the
very fine, lucid statement of the dis-
tinguished Senator.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has made
a very worth while suggestion. It is not
at all without merit. Were it not for
the inequitableness and unfairness of
levying additional taxes on gasoline,
which already bears such a heavy bur-
den, I would readily accept his sug-
gestion. Why? Because with the pas-
sage of H.R. 8678 we shall not only fail
to meet the problem this fiscal year,
but the problem we have this fiscal year
is comparatively mild compared to what
we shall face in the next fiscal year. I
remind the Senate that at the begin-
ning of the present fiscal year the high-
way trust fund had a surplus of about
$500 - million, whereas by the terms of
H.R. 8678 we shall begin the next fiscal
year with a deficit a $160 million. So
we shall be $600 million worse off 1 year
from now than we are now. There is
no question that additional revenue is
needed.

I do not offer my amendment as a solu-
tion to all the problems of the highway
program. I offer it to accomplish two
purposes: First, to dedicate a sufficient
amount of the excise tax on automobiles
to the highway trust fund to meet the
deficit in the fund this year, secondly,
to provide new revenues to the Treas-
ury in an approximate amount which
would result from the 1-cent tax on
gasoline. I prefer the repeal of the
dividend credit to the 1-cent additional
tax on gasoline. The Senator has sug-
gested the possibility of both.
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Mr., WILEY. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s fine approach to what I believe is
the real, overall problem.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. As
he knows, I have been involved in high-
way legislation. I have never ap-
proached it in any partisan way whatso-
ever. The program has had bipartisan
support, and it must remain that way.

Mr. WILEY. We all agree that the
deficit in the Treasury continues. This
year we anticipate a deficit of $2 billion
or $3 billion, I believe, if things keep on
going the way they are. Much could be
said in favor of the argument the Sen-
ator made in relation to not adding the
1-cent tax. But when we consider what
gasoline is selling for in Britain and in

-other places, we realize we do not pay

really half of what the British have to
pay. Then when we appreciate also
that the tax we collect relates to a 40-
cent dollar, in value, or a 40 percent
penny, we begin to realize that the tax
is not very high on gasoline after all.

From the standpoint of taxing divi-
dends, that argument we know. It is
double taxation. There are many wid-
ows who depend upon the small divi-
dends they get. But it seems to me
what we must think about is the overall
challenge to keep this country, if it is
possible, on an even keel finanecially. I
for one, would be very happy to adopt
the suggestion of getting taxes from both
sources.

I have not studied the matter, but in
view of the figures the Senator has
given us, which show a deficit this year
and a deficit next year, it seems to me we
are proposing to meet the problem only

‘half way. By taking funds from the

Treasury, if there are any funds there,
that should be applied otherwise, it seems
to me is “passing the buck.”

Mr. GORE. The Senator speaks of
taking away the gasoline tax. The Sen-
ator understands my amendment would
not reduce the existing tax on gasoline,

Mr. WILEY, Oh, no.

Mr. GORE. It would merely substi-
tute a repeal of the dividend credit for
the proposed 1-cent increase.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I wish toanswer the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey]l, and
then I will yield to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

The highway bill (H.R. 8698) now be-
fore the Senate provides for a severe
slowup of the program. It would reduce
the authorized apportionment from the
level of $2,500 million per year on the
interstate and defense system, to $2 bil-
lion for fiscal 1961, of which only $1,800
million could actually be apportioned.
According to the tables which the Sen-
ator will find in the committee hearings,
this slowup and stretchout provided in
H.R. 8678 would mean that the highway
system would not be completed until
1977. This would destroy the whole con-
cept of an integrated National System of
Interstate and Defense Highways com-
pleted within a generation’s time, and at
design standards equal to the traffic
needs of 1975.

I say this bill is inadequate. It is un-
acceptable, It will not solve the problem
this year, next year, or in the future.
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It fails to meet the problem this
year. It makes the problem worse next
year. It provides a stretchout, which
means that these highways may not be
completed within the lifetimes of many
-Members of the U.S. Senate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It seems to
me we might observe what has happened
taxwise in this administration.

The first thing this administration did
in 1954 was to give us its rich man’s tax
relief bill. That started out being 375
pages long, without one line in there to
help the workingman, and yet it meant
about $6 billion or $7 billion of tax re-
lief. We finally put on there some re-
duction in excise taxes, not the gasoline
tax.

This particular one that the Senator
wants to take away, this dividend credit,
is an amendment which was adopted in
the House of Representatives under a
rule, and that is the only way in which
this provision could have become law,
and the Senator knows as well as I do
that this particular provision was
adopted in the House of Representatives
under a closed rule, under which the
House could not vote on the merits of
the proposal. I am glad that I was one
of those who voted against the dividend
credit in the Senate at the time when
the Senate voted by a majority of, I be-
lieve, about 4 to 1, and knocked this
dividend credit out of the tax bill. How-
ever, the House conferees never per-
mitted the House to vote on it. They
were able to sustain their original posi=-
tion to keep this provision in the law.
If the House had ever had a chance
to vote on this proposition, they would
have killed it, just as the Senate had by
a 4-fto-1 majority.

The administration recommended and
helped to put into law this provision
which helps corporation stockholders.
Mr. President, it has helped the wealthy
of this country. It is a completely un-
necessary, unjustified tax advantage to
those people.

Having given all this tax advantage to
all those in higher income tax brackets,
the administration has brought us two
different bills, one to increase the gaso-
line tax, and then another one to raise it
another cent.

I think the Senator will find that if
his amendment wins again, the Senate
will express itself that this tax advan-
tage is not justified, and on the other
hand we will put the tax back on those
who are well able to pay.

If more money is needed, it seems to
me the Senator suggests the obvious
way to get it. Here is one place where
we could get some revenue very easily,
surely, and it is certainly preferable to
ttg:se continual increases in the gasoline

es.

Mr. GORE. I thank fhe Senator for
‘his support. I desire to suggest again
that the tax favoritism fo income from
dividends operates to the discrimination
of the person who invests in local com-
‘munity improvement. If one builds a
building or a business in his hometown
from which he receives personal income,
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he is taxed on that income at the regu-
lar rate, but the person who turns away
and buys bonds or General Motors stock

-and receives his income from that, gets

a tax advantage. If the Senate is not
aware of how great that advantage be-
comes, I should like to point out that the

-persons with an income of under $3,000

receives, on the average a credit of $18,
while a person with an income of $1 mil-

lion or more receives, on the average a -

credit of $38,995.

I should like to put into the REcorp,
Mr. President, a compilation that has
been made which shows the amount of
tax saved by this dividend tax credit
device.

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

Who benefits and how much?—The dividend
credit tax loophole, 1957

Returns claim-
ing dividend
Number of credits
Adjusted i m{ﬂble
usted gross income returns
filed Percent| Tax
of re- | saved
turns by
filed | credit
Under $3,000-- ....ooce 11, 543, 127 2.1 $18
, 137, 3.0 o
4.2 33
8.2 42
22.6 4
543, 43.7 108
.8 147
,000, nnder $50,000_____ 366, 156 66, 8 244
$50,000, under $100,000.____ 93, 83.5 622
$100,000, under $150,000___ 14, 080 80.3 1,528
$150,000, under $200,000_ - 3, 986 9.7 2, 509
$200,000, under $500,000___ 3,079 95.3 4, 401
500,000, under $1,000,000. 578 | 96.0 | 10,470
$1,000,000 OF OT®.-eemeunm 217 95. 4 , 995
Lk 7 PR 46, 865, 3156 6.2 |-avncnna
Source: Statistlcs of Income, 1957, “Individual Income
Tax Returns,” U.8, Treasury, Internal Revenue Service.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If the Sena-
tor will yield again, one reason the ad-
ministration is trying to tell us we are
not responsible unless we vote to raise
interest rates on the national debt, these
corporation stocks are so much more at-
tractive to these people than Govern-
ment bonds, and one of the reasons is
that they get this tax advantage on
dividends on corporation stocks.

Mr. GORE. I think it is an unsound
tax advantage or favoritism to income
from dividends that cannot be justified.
Some mention has been made of double
taxation. That is a canard. Under the
law a corporation is one person; a stock-
holder is another.

I do not wish to argue at length about
the matter of this tax. The Senate has
voted on it once already this year. As
the able Senator has pointed out, the
Senate has by rollcall vote with a heavy
majority voted to repeal it. It has also
voted with a heavy majority against the
assessment of an additional tax on gaso-
line,

Here we have a clean, clear-cut, simple
choice between two things: First, a Fed-
eral sales tax of 1 cent on every gallon
of gasoline bought by every man, woman,
and child in America or its possessions
or, second, the repeal of this tax favorit=
ism,

1 should like to point out that neither
will completely solve the highway pro-
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gram, either this year, next year, or in

-later years.

Mr. President, what I have proposed
is a dedication of enough of the excise
taxes on automobiles to the highway
trust fund to meet the deficit in the trust
fund this fiscal year and to meet the
anticipated deficit in future years
through 1964. I hope the Senator under-
stands that.

Mr,. CLAREK.  Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator knows, because we have talked to-

-gether, that I am very sympathetic

with his point of view and that if there
is any possible alternative, I wish to
utilize it instead of passing this regres-
sive tax on gasoline which I think is
utterly against the interests of the ordi-
nary American citizen,

The tax on gasoline in my State is
presently 5 cents, and that is too high.
The Federal tax is 3 cents and it would
go up to 4 under this bhill. That will
make a total of 9 cents taken out of the
pockets of the relatively poor as well as
those of middle income and the rich and
the corporations. I think that kind of
regressive sales tax is a great mistake,
and therefore I support the general
point of view which my friend from
Tennessee has indicated.

I want to ask the Senator from Ten-
nessee if he will be kind enough to turn
to his amendment and answer a couple
of questions for me. As I understand
it, on page 2 of his amendment “D,”
under the subheading “Excise Tax on
Passenger Automobiles,” does the Sen-
ator find that?

Mr. GORE. I have it.

Mr. CLARK. As I understand, the
Senator proposes to transfer out of the
general fund of the United States
enough in terms of excise taxes on pas-
senger automobiles to permit the high-
way program to go forward for the in-
definite future at the rate contemplated
when the legislation was passed. It that
correct?

Mr. GORE. I am sorry that it will
not accomplish all those purposes. The
transfer will approximate $500 million
this year.

Mr. CLARE. Five hundred and twenty
million dollars, I believe.

Mr. GORE. Well, I am speaking in
round figures. As the Senator knows,
these are estimates, and we cannot speak
in exact terms. I believe, as a matter of
fact, that the estimate is about %520
million. The estimate deficit is $493
million.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.

Mr., GORE. So far as the present
year is concerned, the amendment
would solve our fiscal problem, and it
would allow the Federal Government to
honor its commitments to the States,
rather than to be in default.

Mr. CLARK. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. I cannot assure the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania, however, that
that amount of money transferred to the
highway trust fund will permit the high-
way program to continue in the future
at the full rate authorized in the sched-

ule of apportionments in the 1958 act.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?
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Mr. GORE. It would be much closer,
however, than would be provided by the
House bill now before the Senate.

- Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. The figures which I
have before me, and which I understand
were prepared jointly by the Senator’s
staff and by my staff indicate that for
fiscal year 1961 the highway fund deficit
would, if nothing were done, be $816
million, whereas the Senator, as shown
on page 2 of his pending amendment,
would have the portion of the excise
taxes which would be transferred to the
highway fund increase from 4 percent
to 6 percent. This would raise $804
million, which would still permit the
highway program for fiscal 1961 to go
forward at the present rate, because
there will be enough surplus from 1960
to more than make up the difference
between $804 million and $816 million.

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place a table in the REecorp at
this point. This table shows the esti-
mated amount of auto excise tax rev-
enue which would be transferred to the
highway trust fund under my amend-
ment.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, what is the source
of the figures the Senator wishes to
place in the RECORD?

Mr. GORE. The table shows the
amount of money which would be trans-
ferred from the general fund to the high-
way trust fund by the terms of the
amendment which I have offered. The
estimates come from the Bureau of
Public Roads.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and I shall not ob-
ject—can the Senator answer this ques-
tion for me——

Mr. GORE. Will not the Senator per-
mit the statement to go into the Recorp?

Mr. SCOTT. I withhold the objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Tennessee?

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

Estimaied receipts from auto excise tax

Fiscal year Percent Receipts

Millions
$520

804
828
858
882

3,892

=11

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

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. Let me say to my good
friend and colleague from Pennsylvania
that I am in the midst of trying to de-
velop what the amendment would do,
and I would appreciate it if my colleague
would allow me to finish.

Mr. SCOTT. Iam very happy to defer
to my colleague until he finishes.

Mr. CLARK. I appreciate the cour-
tesy of my colleague.
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I ask my friend from Tennessee if it
is not true that, on the basis of the figures
which have just beeen introduced into
the Recorp, transfers of the excise tax
on passenger automobiles, which my
friend from Tennessee contemplates by
his amendment, would, so far as we can
now estimate, permit the highway plan
to go forward at the contemplated rate
for the indefinite future.

Mr. GORE. At the rate provided for
this fiscal year and fiscal year 1961, it
would meet the problem of the deficit
existing now and the deficit which looms
for next year. It would fall somewhat
short of the anticipated deficit in years
following if full apportionments are
made as authorized.

Mr. CLARK. The table which I have
béfore me indicates trust fund balances
as a result of the transfers my friend
contemplates, for all fiscal years through
1964. I ask him whether perhaps I have
been misinformed.

Mr. GORE. That is true; but it
would not provide sufficient funds to per-
mif apportionment at the full levels con-
tained in the 1958 act, for years beyond
1962, because funds apportioned for 1963
would require disbursements extending
into 1965.

Mr. CLARE. Could we not agree that
the transfer contemplated by my friend
in his amendment ‘D would put the
highway fund in funds to continue the
present program at the contemplated
rate at least through the fiscal year
1962?

Mr. GORE. That is true; and perhaps
beyond. But I do not wish to claim too
much for it. I wish to make it emphatic
to my colleagues in the Senate that the
bill now before the Senate would solve
none of these problems. It would leave
a deficit this fiscal year of $160 million,
with which we would have to start the
next fiscal year, after the Federal Gov=-
ernment had been in default to the
States to the extent of $160 million; and
the trust fund would have a deficit of
perhaps $660 million at the middle of
fiscal year 1961; and still have a deficit of
$50 million at the end of fiscal year 1961.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. By transfers from gen-
eral funds in the ordinary budget of
sums sufficient to take care of the high-
way program through fiscal year 1962,
under his amendment my friend contem-
plates, does he not, making up a part—
but a part only—of what he takes out of
the general fund by repealing the 4 per-
cent dividend credit?

Mr. GORE. The Senator is correct.
I say in all candor, as I have tried to
say before, that the amendment would
transfer from the general fund 4 per-
centage points of the tax on automobiles
to the highway trust fund in the fiscal
year 1960. This amounts to approxi-
mately $520 million, to meet the esti-
mated deficit of $493 million.

To come to the point just made by the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania, my
amendment proposes to bring new reve-
nue into the general fund in the amount
of $335 million, accomplished through a
repeal of the dividend tax credit; and
the House bill provides new revenue in
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the sum of $333 million by way of a 1
cent increase in the tax on gasoline.

- Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. GORE. 1yield.

Mr. CLARK. I am in complete accord
with the Senator’s objective. I am
against the l-cent increase in the tax
on gasoline, except as a last resort. I
am in favor of transferring to the high-
way fund enough money to permit the
highway program to go forward as con-
templated; but I am strongly opposed to
not refurbishing the general fund by
closing other tax loopholes which will
make it possible for us, on this side of the
aisle, to show that we are putting back
into the Treasury not only what we take
out for the highway fund, but a little
more, to help balance the budget for 1960,
1961, and 1962.

So I say to my good friend from Ten-
nessee that I will wholeheartedly support
his amendment; and if it is adopted, I
will support the amendment which my
good friend from Minnesota is prepared
of offer as soon as the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee is disposed of.
That would impose a tax at the source
on dividends, just as we have taxation
at the source on wages.

That would come closer to filling the
gap. Therefore I shall myself ofier loop-
hole closings which will impose a tax
at the source on interest, which would
more than equal the revenue transfered
to the highway trust fund and follow
that with the gift-entertainment-dues-
expense account stiffening amendment,
We would end up by putting back into
the general fund several hundred mil-
lion dollars more than we take out.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. I
shall listen with interest to the discus-
sion of the amendment he proposes fo
offer later.

I wish to invite attention to the
amendment now before the Senate,
which would meet the fiscal problem of
the highway trust fund this year, and
without which, I warn each Member
of this body, the Federal Government
will be in default to the States, and the
States will either be in default with re-
spect to contracts performed, upon
which payment is due, or the legislatures
will have to meet to provide funds, un-
less they can be provided from some
other source to avoid default.

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

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator answer
this question: Why is it unfair that those
who use the highways should pay for
the use of the highways?

Mr. GORE. I do not believe I have
said that it was entirely unfair. I be-
lieve they should bear a heavy portion
of the cost, but I do not believe they
should bear the entire cost, because there
are so many other interests which bene-
fit, including national defense, automo-
bile companies, tire companies, and
other industries which depend upon
highway transportation. However, even
if we accept the thesis which the able
Senator advocates, the highway users
are already paying far more than
enough. One billion, six hundred mil-
lion dollars in revenue from  highway
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user taxes is being diverted to purposes
other than the highways this year.

Mr. SCOTT. I wonder why the Sen-
ator from Tennessee and also my senior
colleague from . Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crarx] are trying to find some other
way, some other tax, or loophole, to pay
for the highway system without facing
the basic problem, which is that if the
people of the United States want cer-
tain benefits, they ought to know that
those benefits cost money. They ought
to be aware that if they are extracting
from the Federal Treasury all kinds of
benefits, assistance, assurances, gifts,
grants, and donations, those things have
to be paid for. If those who use the
highways desire, as we all do, better
highways, safer highways, more elabo-
rate highways, and more automobiles on
the highways, what is wrong, I again
ask, why not say: “You should be aware
that you must pay for what you use?”
That was a good American tradition for
a long time. What is wrong with it
now?

Mr. GORE. I know that it has not
been possible for the junior Senator
from Pennsylvania to hear all the re-
marks of the junior Senator from
Tennessee. Therefore, I doubt that the
Senator understands fully the amend-
ment which I propose. I have proposed
to do just that. I propose to bring into
the Treasury——

Mr, SCOTT. I cannot agree that the
amendment does that.

Mr. GORE. I propose to bring into
the Treasury the same amount of revenue
which the House bill proposes, but I pro-
pose to do it in a more equitable way.
I propose to do it by clesing a tax loop-
hole, rather than by levying a heavier
sales tax on this essential commodity. I
think I have answered the Senator.

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

 Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. PASTORE. I merely wish to
make a slight observation, preparatory
to asking a question. It certainly would
not shock the sensitivities of the junior
Senator from Rhode Island to vote to
repeal the credit against dividend in-
come. I have done it twice before.
But I simply do not see the compatibility.
‘While I understand the objective of try-
ing to raise money in order to fill a gap
which is created by appropriating money
from the general fund in order to con-
tinue the accelerated Federal-aid high-
way program, why would it not be better,
since we are trying to close tax loopholes,
in order to pick up the money which is
necessary, if the money is to be appro-
priated from the general Treasury

Mr. GORE. The Senator understands
that the additional revenue from repeal
of the dividend tax credit would go into
the general fund, does he not?

Mr. PASTORE. I realize that.

Mr. GORE. And that 4 percentage
points of the automobile tax is dedicated
to the highway trust fund.

Mr. PASTORE. I realize that. But
why do we not look to greener pastures?
‘Why do we not look to the repeal of the
oil depletion allowance of 2714 percent?
Why do we not consider closing a loop-
hole which is a real loophole, one which
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is almost as big as a hole which would be
created by the dropping of a hydrogen
bomb? If we are to be guided by rela-
tivity and compatability it seems to me
that we stand face to face with this
source—the o0il depletion allowance.

Mr. GORE. I have voted affirmative-
ly upon amendments seeking to reduce
the deduction for oil depletion. I seek
here not to solve all the inequities in the
tax laws, but to prevent an additional
inequity from being enacted by substi-
tuting therefor repeal of one of the in-
equities, as I regard it, which would
bring in approximately the same amount
of money.

Mr. PASTORE. I realize that. I ap-
plaud the Senator from Tennessee for it.
But on the scope of compatibility, we
are allowing the oil industry to get away
with a 27% percent depletion allow-
ance. I do not know what the historic
background for it may have been, but
today, when everyone is forced to pay
high taxes, why should the oil people,
get a 271 percent depletion allowance
on oil production? Why should we not
fill in that gap and take the money
which is coming out of oil and use it to
build highways, so that more people can
buy more gasoline? And the profit cir-
cle would bring back much of the sacri-
ficed bonus of the depreciation allow-
ance we take away. i

Mr, GORE. The Senator from Rhode
Island convinces me all the more that so
long as so many tax loopholes exist, it
is utterly unfair to solve all our tax
problems by levying heavier and heavier
Federal sales taxes.

Mr. PASTORE. But does not the
Senator think that it would sit better
with the American people if we con-
centrated on gasoline and 0il? The 2714
percent oil depletion allowance is very
fertile ground. Perhaps it is time to cut
that allowance down. We could spend
part of those billions.to build the best
roads in America—expanding this great
income source of the oil industry.

Mr. GORE. I must acknowledge that
if that loophole were closed, it would
bring in revenue far in excess of the 1
cent tax on gasoline.

i l\i{tr PASTORE. Why are we afraid to
o it?

Mr. GORE. I am not.
from Rhode Island?

Mr. PASTORE. I think the Senator
from Tennessee ought to amend his
amendment. Then I could vote for it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope the
Senator from Tennessee will not let his
amendment be defeated by being led
astray and accepting the proposal made
by the Senator from Rhode Island. The
reason why it will not be possible to fi-
nance the highway construection by cut-
ting the 27 percent oil depletion allow-
ance is that there are not enough votes
in the Senate to do it. It is just that
simple.

‘What the Senator is trying to do is to
take away a tax advantage which the
Senate has repeatedly expressed itself as
being opposed to, but which the House
will vote to take away if the House ever
gets a chance to vote cn it,

Is the Senator
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I urge the Senator from Tennessee not
to let himself be led astray. When the
oil depletion tax matter came to a vote
in the Senate some time ago, it was de-
feated overwhelmingly.

The Senator has an amendment which
I believe might be agreed to. I point out
these figures: Highway users are paying
$3,885 million a year right now in excise
taxes on gasoline, lubricating oil, passen-
ger cars, trucks, buses, automobile parts,
tires, tubes, rubber, and diesel fuel. The
total comes to almost $4 billion.

Mr. GORE. In addition to the pay-
ment of those taxes, the highway users
pay every other tax which everyone else
pays. They pay excise taxes; they pay
income taxes.

I appreciate the fact that there are a
number of inequities in the tax laws. I
submit that we have before us in HR.
8678 a proposal to levy an additional
inequity. Gasoline is an essential com-
modity which every person must use, and
it is already bearing a higher tax than
any other necessity in America. Yet it
is proposed to levy an additional Federal
sales tax upon every gallon of gasoline.

As the senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. RanporLrH] pointed out, the
prinecipal reason why so many Americans
are buying small foreign cars is that such
cars consume less ‘gasoline. Do not
think that the price of gasoline is not a
matter of concern to the American
Ppeople.

Only the other day, I walked out of
my abode and engaged a taxicab to come
to the Senate Office Building. I do not
recall that I had ever seen the driver of
that taxicab. For some reason, he rec-
ognized me as being the junior Senator
from Tennessee, He pulled off to the
right side of the street, turned around,
and with enthusiasm said, “I thank you
for fighting this increase in the gasoline
tax. With this car, I make a living for
myself, my wife, and my three children.
I am already paying about $300 in gaso-
line taxes a year. If that tax is raised
any more, it will reduce my standard of
living. It will increase my cost of
living.”

I point out, incidentally, that that
man does not use the interstate high-
ways at all in his business, as most peo-

ple do not. 5
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. GORE. I promised to yield first

to the junior Senator from Oklahoma.
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
am in complete accord with and support
the amendment of the junior Senator
from Tennessee. I agree wholehearted-
ly that the proposed tax is a super sales
tax. I had occasion to have some re-
search done this morning in the U.S.
statistical book. The combined State
and Federal taxes on gasoline, on the
national average, today total $63.92.
The 1-cent a gallon increase advocated
by the administration will add another
10 percent to that amount. That will
put the total average of gasoline tax
above $70 a year for the average auto-
mobile user. It does not include the
taxicab driver, who makes his living by
driving his cab. It includes the wage
earner who has bought a house with a
GI or an FHA loan, a house which is 15
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or 20 miles from his place of work. Such
a person’s cost of transportation is as
essential a part of his cost of living as
the bread, butter, and milk he buys for
his children, because otherwise he can-
not earn his income.

Mr. GORE. This is a regressive tax.
It is completely unfair, as I have pointed
out. It levies an additional tax burden
on a necessity which already bears the
heaviest tax of any essential commodity.

Mr. MONRONEY. Let me further il-
lustrate the impact: When this tax
reaches $70 per automobile, it will be the
equivalent of a 2 percent sales tax on
$3.500 a year, which is more than the
annual income the average man has.
Yet the tax now proposed would bring
the total tax to $70 a year, which would
be the same as the total sales tax, at the
rate of 2 percent, which the average
wage earner pays on all the other things
he purchases in a year. No commodities,
except liquor, are taxed as heavily as are
gasoline and oil.

Mr. GORE. And all luxuries are
taxed at a lower rate than the tax on
this essential commodity—gasoline.

Mr. MONRONEY. One who pur-
chases diamond rings, platinum
watches, or strings of pearls is required
to pay a maximum tax of 10 percent,
I believe, regardless of just what luxury
he may purchase. But, today, the av-
erage State gasoline tax is 6 cents a gal-
lon, and it is now proposed to increase
the Federal gasoline tax to 4 cents a
gallon—which will make a total tax
of 10 cents a gallon, which amounts to
more than a 33%-cent tax on gaso-
line.

Mr. GORE. On the basis of the re-
tail price.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes, on the basis
of the retail level price. On the basis
of the price at the refinery, that total
tax amounts to a tax of approximately
100 percent.

Mr. GORE. That will depend on the
State involved. In many States, the
State tax is 7 cents a gallon, and the
Federal tax is 3 cents a gallon; and I
am told that the refinery cost of gaso-
line is approximately 10 cents a gallon.
So, in that event, the total tax on gaso-
line is approximately 100 percent of its
cost at the refinery.

Where is there another commodity
which is taxed so heavily?

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Tennessee yield fur-
ther to me?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr, MONRONEY. This morning, I
was amazed to realize the sleight-of-
hand trick acomplished by transferring
the cost of the ABC program—the cost
of the normal State highway program,
for which the Federal Government con-
tributes on a 50-50 basis—from the gen-
eral revenue fund to the highway trust
fund; but the revenue from the ABC
program—in other words, from the tax
on automobiles, and so forth—was not
transferred to the highway trust fund.
So we find that those expenses were
charged to the highway trust fund; but
none of the income from the automobile
excise tax, the tax on lubricating oil,
and so forth, was transferred to the
highway trust fund.
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Yet the Federal Government has had,
since 1934, a law which prohibits the
States from spending the highway users’
tax on things other than highways; and
if that law is violated, the State’s alloca-
tion is reduced to one-third.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Okla-
homa is now referring to the Hayden-
Cartwright Act, is he not?

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct;
and it has been on the statute books
since 1934.

Mr. GORE. By means of that policy,
that requirement is made of the States;
but the Federal Government does not
proceed to do likewise. Will the Senator
from Oklahoma refer to that policy
again? :

Mr. MONRONEY. That law has been
in force since 1934. It requires the
States to spend on highway uses the
revenue they obtain from their highway
users’ tax—in other words, the tax reve-
nue from automobile licenses, the tax on
automobile tires, the State gasoline tax,
and other items spelled out in the law.
Yet the Federal Government—which
makes that requirement of the States—
has not only preempted this field, now,
for general taxation, while moving $800
million of expenses out of the revenue
fund and into the highway trust fund,
but has not increased the revenue going
into the highway trust fund.

I understand this is what the Senator
from Tennessee is trying to correct. He
is trying to move into the highway trust
fund, not all of that tax revenue, al-
though the Federal Government requires
the States to do that, but only 40 per-
cent of the excise tax on automobiles.

Mr. GORE. Yes, the tax on automo-
biles only.

Mr. MONRONEY. And that will leave
more than $1 billion of the highway
users’ tax to go into the general fund.

Mr. GORE. Approximately $1,100
million.

Mr. MONRONEY. And the Senator
from Tennessee would go even further,
because he proposes a much needed cor-
rection in that connection; he is at-
tempting to close the tax loophole by
means of the 4 percent dividend credit.
He proposes that that be replaced with
the revenue which his proposal would
transfer. It not that correct?

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. President, the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr]l raised the
question of highway user taxes. I wish
to point out that in the 1956 Act, the
Congress increased the gasoline tax from
2 cents a gallon to 3 cents a gallon; in-
creased the tax on diesel fuel from 2
cents a gallon to 3 cents a gallon; in-
creased the tax on automobile tires from
5 cents to 8 cents per pound; imposed
a tax of 3 cents per pound on tread
rubber—which had not previously been
taxed; increased the excise tax on trucks,
buses, and trailers from 8 percent to 10
percent, for 1957, and from 5 percent
to 10 percent from 1958 to 1972; and a
new truck use tax was levied at $1.50
a thousand pounds.

Those additional taxes were levied in
1956. Those taxes were levied or in-
creased by the Congress to pay for the
highway program. But highway user
taxes are being diverted to other uses.
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I also wish to point out to my friend,
the Senator from Oklahoma, and to my
other fellow Senators, that the choice
presented by means of my amendment
is not simply between levying an addi-
tional 1 cent tax on every gallon of gaso-
line or repealing the dividend credit; the
choice is also between having the Fed-
eral Government in default to the States
to the extent of $160 million, ths year,
or being able to meet its obligations
fully.

How can the Senate exercise any hon-
orable choice other than to provide the
necessary funds to meet this commit-
ment?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, inas-
much as the Senator from Tennessee
mentioned my name, will he yield to me?

Mr. GORE. In just a moment. I
have been having a colloquy with the
Senator from Oklahoma, and I wish to
finish it, first.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Tennessee will yield
further, I wish to say a question was
raised as to why the highway users do
not pay more of the cost of the Inter-
state System of Highways. I believe
the Senator from Tennessee has already
explained that already they are paying,
paying, paying, and paying. Today, I
took occasion to call Mr, Tallamy, the
head of the Bureau of Public Roads;
and I asked how much of the average
automobile mileage is traveled—accord-
ing to his studies—on the Interstate
Highway System—since we are going to
provide additional funds for it, and are
expected to increase the gasoline tax
until it will be 10, 11, or 12 cents a
gallon.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I rise to a point of order: There is too
much conversation in the Chamber, par-
ticularly by those who stand behind me:
and there is too much noise in the
Chamber. I ask for order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. Senators wha
desire to carry on conversations will re-
tire to the cloakrooms. The aides of the
Senate will be silent and will find seats.

Mr. MONRONEY. So, Mr. President,
I was amazed to find that only 20 per-
cent of the automobile mileage is trav-
eled on the Interstate System highways.

Mr. GORE. Yet this tax will apply
to all those who purchase gasoline, re-
gardless of the roads on which they
drive.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes, including the
taxi drivers who travel only in the cities.

I repeat that only 20 percent of the
passenger car mileage of the Nation is
traveled on the Interstate System high-
ways, according to the Bureau of Publie
Roads. Yet the automobile users al-
ready are paying far more than the
highway users’ tax, and are carrying a
great deal of the general tax load for
the Nation’s defense, social welfare pro-
grams, health programs, and so forth,

Certainly it is high time that we pro-
vide general revenue taxes to take care
of general revenue items, and transfer—
as would be done by means of the
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee—some of the automobile users’
tax receipts—such as those from the
automobile excise tax—to help defray a
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part of the vast cost of this necessary
System of Interstate Highways.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield?

Mr. GORE, Inone moment.

At this time I wish to point out to my
friend, the junior Senator from Okla-
homa, that by means of the pending
amendment, I do not propose to stop
all of that diversion. I propose to dedi-
cate to the highway trust fund only 4
percent of the 10-percent excise tax
on automobiles in fiscal year 1960. My
amendment would not touch the revenue
from the tax on trucks, buses, trailers,
automobile parts and accessories and
other highway user taxes which now go
to the general fund. Still there will be
diverted, after my amendment is enact-
ed, approximately $1,100 million for
building of highways in Burma, or for
other purposes, whatever they may be.

I yield now to the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCOTT. Would the distinguished
Senator, for purposes of clarification,
tell me this: Do I understand the Sena-
tor abandoned his proposal for a rescis-
sion of 1 percent of the general revenues.

Mr. GORE. I have that amendment
pending at the desk. I hope this amend-
ment will be adopted. I would prefer
the closing of a tax loophole to a rescis-
sion of appropriations. If the Senate
should, unfortunately, decline to accept
the pending amendment, I will then pro-
pose the amendment to which the Sena-
tor has made reference.

Mr. SCOTT. In other words, if the
pending amendment fails, it is the inten-
tion of the Senator from Tennessee to
propose a general rescission of 1 percent
of the general revenues. Is that correct?

Mr. GORE. Well, I would not say
general; it is general with the exception
of statutory requirements, such as for
veterans’ pensions and interest on our
public debt. But I do not wish to dis-
cuss that amendment at this time. Let
us not confuse that amendment with the
pending amendment.

Mr. SCOTT. I was hoping the Senator
would answer a relevant question.
Would his proposal not include rescis-
sion of 1 percent of the $40 billion of
the defense budget, and would not it take
away $400 million from the defense of
the United States?

Mr. GORE. That question is not now
before the Senate, and I hope the Sena-
tor will not try to confuse the issue. The
pending question is very simple.

Mr. SCOTT. May I ask——

Mr. GORE. Well, now——

Mr. SCOTT. On this amendment,
then. I will confine myself to this pend-
tirilg amendment with one further gues-

on.

Mr, GORE. 1yield.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator in-
form me how much revenue he expects
to be gained by this amendment in its
several parts?

Mr. GORE. It has only one part re-
lating to additional revenue.
ta}:&r. SCOTT. It relates to the excise

Mr. GORE. The Senator misunder-
stands. There is only one source of
revenue provided in the amendment, and
that is the repeal of the dividend credit.
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Mr. SCOTT. How much then would
go to the general fund?

Mr. GORE. An estimated $335 mil-
lion, and that estimate comes from the
Treasury Department.

Mr. SCOTT. So that that $335 mil-
lion taken from the general fund must
be raised in some other manner if we
are going to raise the $40 billion for the
defense budget?

Mr. GORE. I am sorry the Senator
does not understand the amendment.

Mr. SCOTT. I suspect I am not the
only one.

Mr. GORE. If he will join me on the
couch in the back, I will endeavor to

explain it to him. [Laughter.]

Mr. SCOTT. I do not propose to
psychoanalyze the able - Senator.
[Laughter.]

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

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator. I actually seek in-
formation. I should like some enlight-
enment. If I am correct, will the Sen-
ator please so advise me? The Senator
simply would take the excise tax on pas-
senger automobiles as now levied——

Mr. GORE. In part. The levy is now
10 percentage points. I would transfer 4
percentage points to the highway fund
in fiscal 1960.

; Mr. McCLELLAN. Four out of the
en.

Mr. GORE. 40 percent.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator would
transfer that money from the general
fund into the highway trust fund,

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The deficit in the
general fund has to be made up. So the
Senator wants to make up that deficit in
the general fund by repealing the divi-
dend credit now in the tax law. Is that,
simply stated, the amendment of the
Senator?

Mr. GORE. That is correct. The
senior Senator from Arkansas under-
stands it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I came into the
Chamber a little late. The Senator pro-
poses simply to transfer permanently 40
percent of the excise tax now in effect on
passenger automobiles into the trust fund
for highway construction.

Mr. GORE. For this year.

Mr. McCLELLAN. For this year only.

Mr. GORE. Then 6 percentage points
the following 4 years.

Mr. McCLELLAN. How much is it
estimated will that take out of the gen-
eral fund for this year?

Mr. GORE. $520 million.

Mr. McCLELLAN. $520 million.

Mr. GORE. May I point out how we
arrived at that amount? The deficit in
the highway trust fund this year is esti-
mated to be $493 million. The 40 per-
cent of the excise tax on automobiles
will produce an amount as nearly equal
to that amount as could practicably be
selected.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words,
that amount is adequate to make up the
deficit?

Mr. GORE. That is right; it is ade-
quate.
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Mr, McCLELLAN. To replenish the
general fund, into which the passenger
automobile tax is now going, the Senator
simply proposes to repeal the dividend
tax credit now allowed?

Mr. GORE. That is right.

Mr. McCLELLAN. How much reve-
nue will the repeal produce?

Mr. GORE. $335 million, according
to an estimate of the Treasury Depart-
ment, which compares, I point out, to
an estimate of $333 million from the
proposal in the House bill of a 1l-cent
increase in the gasoline tax.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words,
the levy on the gasoline tax will amount
to only $333 million, according to the
estimate?

Mr. GORE. That is correct, for fiscal
1960. I should like to say that I dis-
agree with the recommendation of the
administration that we should impose
an additional gasoline tax. If the prob-
lem is to be solved in that manner,
however the Administration was cor-
rect in asking for a 114 cent additional
tax, instead of a 1l-cent tax. An addi-
tional tax of one cent will not do the
job. The provision for a 1-cent tax as
contained in the House bill will leave
a deficit .in the highway trust fund of
$160 million this year, and that means
the Federal Government will be in de-
fault to our States.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the transfer
of funds from the passenger automobile
tax adequately cover the deficit?

Mr. GORE. This year.

Mr. McCLELLAN, For this year?

Mr, GORE. And next year.

Mr., McCLELLAN. The Senator pro-
poses to make up a part of that deficit
by a repeal of the dividend allowance.
Is that correct?

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Some money will
still be taken out of the general fund,
however? That will not be replenished?

Mr. GORE. That is correct. I seri-
ously considered proposing a transfer
from the general fund only of the
amount equal to the amount the divi-
dend credit repeal would bring in, but
I could not bring myself to do so be-
cause it would not solve the problem
at all. It would still leave a deficit in
the highway trust fund. As the Senator
knows, as long as he has been a Mem-
ber of the Congress, we have made ap-
portionments, and the State governors
and the State legislatures and the State
highway departments have depended
upon them. They have never been
questioned before.

Mr. McCLELLAN., May I state my
understanding of the proposal? With
the amendment of the Senator from
Tennessee, we are given the choice of
substituting a repeal of a dividend allow~
ance, which is now received under exist-
ing law, or raising the gasoline tax by 1
cent. Is that correct?

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Will either com-
pletely solve the problem?

Mr. GORE. No.

Mr. McCLELLAN. We are still left
without the problem being fully resolved,
either way we go?

Mr. GORE. Well, there is another
provision in my amendment about which
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‘the Senator has interrogated me. The
other part of my amendment provides
for a dedication of 40 percent of the rev-
enue from the automobile tax to the
highway trust fund.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I just stated that.

Mr. GORE. It would solve the fiscal
problem so far as the highway trust fund
is concerned. It would raise the problem
which the able Senator has discussed—
that we would transfer out of the general
fund to the highway trust fund more
money than the amendment would bring
into the general fund.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is the point I
was making. There would still be a
deficiency or a defieit.

Mr. GORE. With my amendment.

Mr, McCLELLAN. How are we going
to make up that deficit?

Mr. GORE. May I state what H.R.
8678 does? It raises approximately
only the same amount of revenue my
amendment proposes. One amount is
$335 million; the other is $333 million.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words,
does the Senator think there would be
about the same deficit, either way we go?
Is that right?

Mr. GORE. Not quite. The House bill,
however, would let the States bear the
deficit by having the Federal Govern-
ment default on a commitment that we
have made, under which the States have
awarded contracts. The contracts are
being performed. When a contract is
completed, as the able Senator knows,
the contractor expects to be paid. How
is the State going to pay the contractor?
The House hill leaves a deficit in the
trust fund, according to the testimony—
it is all in the hearings of yesterday—of
$160 million in this fiscal year and a
deficit next year which will be sub-
stantially larger, at least until near the
close of the next fiscal year.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If I may, I should
like to make one brief observation and
then conclude. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. GORE. I will say that after the
catechism of the able senior Senator
from Arkansas the question has been
brought so plainly and simply before
the Senate I think the best thing I can
do is take my seat. The Senator has
contributed greatly by bringing the
points into focus. ’

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator from
Tennessee contributed greatly to my
understanding. I thought I understood
the matter, but it has been clarified.

I should like to make one other obser-
vation, if the Senator will permit. What
is attractive to me about the Senator’s
proposal is that I have long desired to
see the gasoline tax and the automobile
taxes—the revenues raised from those
sources—applied first to cover all that we
spend on Federal highways.

Mr. GORE. The Senator has not only
done that——

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have been anx-
ious to see that done. We require the
States not to divert any of their gasoline
tax funds.

Mr. GORE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I know the fiscal
situation which confronts us. We are
confronted with alternatives. If we
want to try to keep this thing in balance,
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we are simply confronted with the alter-
native of either placing a l-cent addi-
tional tax on gasoline or repealing the
dividend credit.

Mr. GORE. Or we can leave the Gov=
ernment in default to our States.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Or we will further
pyramid the national debt.

Mr. GORE, The Senator is correct.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Ithank the distin-
guished Senator.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. GORE. 1 yield first to the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania.

Mr, CLARK. If I may, Ishould like to
have the attention of the Senator from
Arkansas for a minute.

Mr, McCLELLAN. Yes.

Mr. CLAREK. I heard the Senator’'s
interesting collogquy with the Senator
from Tennessee. It is true that the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Tennessee will not make up to the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury all of the
money it would take out, but I shall
support the Senator's amendment, be-
cause if it is adopted—and I hope it will
be—then the Senator from Minnesota,
the Senator from Wiseonsin, and I pro-
pose to offer another amendment which
will be an amendment, really, to require
the deducting of the tax on interest and
dividends at the source. If that amend-
ment is agreed to, we will not only make
up everything we will take out of the
general fund of the Treasury, but we will
provide a $100 million surplus.

Mr. GORE. I should like to add one
other thing to the statement made by the
Senator from Arkansas, before I yield to
another Senator,

I think I referred to the suggestion of
Mr. Tallamy yesterday, about contract
control, before the senior Senator from
Arkansas entered the Chamber. Never
before, since 1916, have the apportion-
ments which Congress has enacted every
2 years been questioned. The integrity
of those apportionments was put into
question yesterday, because of what Mr.
Tallamy told the committee. What he
said is in black and white, several times,
because I questioned Mr, Tallamy at
length about the matter,

Mr, Tallamy said he proposed to solve
the problem of the deficit by a Federal
control of State contracts, even though
the State provides a 50—50 matching
fund on the primary, secondary, and ur-
ban extensions. I hope every Senator
will read the Recorp, before he votes to
support the House bill.

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

Mr. GORE. I yield now to the Senator
from Wisconsin,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I
congratulate the Senator from Tennes-
see for the very fine fight he is making
against the increase in the gasoline tax.
I support the Senator enthusiastically.

I should like to invite the attention of
the Senate to the fact that in the event
the amendments proposed by the Senator
from Pennsylvania and other Senators
should fail, I have an amendment I
may offer to reduce the depletion allow-
ance on oil. I think there is a great
merit in what the Senator from Rhode
Island has said, because this is particu-
larly and peculiarly pertinent to a high-
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way bill, since it involves oil, of course.
As many Senators know, there are great
inequities involved. Whether I offer
that amendment or not will depend on
whether it seems at the time that I have
any chance of winning adoption of the
amendment.

Mr, GORE. I thank the Senator from
Wisconsin very much.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, GORE. I yield to the junior Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr, President, I
wish to say to my distinguished colleague
that I have an amendment to offer to
his amendment. When I can get the
floor in my own right I intend to offer
the amendment.

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
have an amendment to offer, and I would
like to get the floor.

Mr. GORE. Mr., President, I shall
conclude as quickly as possible.

I now yield to the Senator from Col=
orado.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, I hope
that the Senator from Wisconsin did not
indicate he intended to offer the deple-
tion allowance amendment on top of the
other amendments. As I understand the
situation, only if the other amendments
fail will the Senator offer the amend-
ment. ;

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator from
Tennessee will yield for a moment, so
that I may reply to the Senator from
Colorado, I am delighted to have the
Senator from Colorado emphasize that
point. I will only offer the amendment
in the event that I am required to do
so because the other amendments which
are offered do not pass. In that event,
I feel this alternative might conceiv-
ably be considered favorably by the Sen-
ate, and in that event I may or may not
offer this amendment.

Mr. CARROLL. The reason why I
make that statement is that the Senator
from Rhode Island said we ought to have
a depletion allowance amendment of-
fered. This has been worked on for 30
years. This is a problem which was
considered in the time of President
Roosevelt and in the time of President
Truman, The able Senator from Louisi-
ana, who comes from a great gas State,
knows that if the amendment ever is
adopted—and it is almost impossible ever
to have it adopted in the first place—
it would be vetoed at the White House.

I say we should stick to first things
first. The Senator from Tennessee has
made a very able presentation. It is so
clear that even the Senator from Col-
orado can understand it. [Laughter.]

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I shall take
only 1 additional minute.

It would be hard to overestimate the
importance of our highway program.
According to recent estimates, approxi-
mately 40,000 American citizens were
killed in wrecks on our inadeqguate high-
ways last year. Even with this program
which we have underway, we are not
meeting the need for better highways.

Through World War IT and through
the Korean war, because of a shortage

President,
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of money and material, we let our high-
way improvement program take a back
seat. Now we have a vigorous program
designed to bring our highways to a con-
dition of adequacy, in all of the cate-
gories, by 1975. I urge the Senate not
to leave the program in default, and fo
provide equitable and adequate financ-
ing for the program.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield for a question on
an entirely different point? I wanted
to wait until the other Senators had
exh?.usted their questions on the money
angle,

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr, GOLDWATER, Mr, President, I
have a question to ask the Senator from
Tennessee regarding history. In the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, sec-
tion 116, subparagraph (c), it is stated:

Public hearings: Any State highway de-
partment which submits plans for a Fed-
eral-aid highway project involving the by-
passing of, or going through, any city, town,
or village, either incorporated or unincor-
porated, shall certify to the Commissioner
of Public Roads that it has had public hear-
ings, or has afforded the opportunity for
such hearings, and has considered the eco-
nomic effects of such a location: Provided,
That, if such hearings have been held, a
copy of the transcript of sald hearings shall
be submitted to the Commissioner of Pub-
lic Roads, together with the certification.

My question of the distinguished Sen-
ator is this: Is it the Senator’s under-
standing—and was it the Senator’s un-
derstanding at the time the legislation
was written—that, with regard to a
highway project involving the bypassing
of a community, the wishes of the
community were to be considered by the
State highway body?

In other words, let us consider that
it might be found desirable, under the
formula set up by the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads, to buypass a small town.
Was that town to be allowed a chance
to say something about the bypassing
before it was done?

Mr. GORE. The Senator has read
the provision of the law which is still in
effect. The law does not make manda-
tory that a hearing be held, but it
makes mandatory that there be an op-
portunity for a hearing, if a community
desires it.

Permit me to make one additional
point, The act provided that the high-
ways should be located and constructed
so as to give equal consideration, inso-
far as practicable, to intrastate traffic
and interstate traffic.

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

Mr. GORE. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. My reason for
asking the question is that in the Far
West, as the Senator knows, interstate
highways do not have the importance
of intrastate highways, and when a
State like the State which I represent,
in part, goes into a program of inter-
state highways, it realizes that what we
are attempting to do, in essence, is to
provide a means for tourists in the East
to get to California a little earlier. I
do not know why anyone should want to
do so, but, nevertheless, that is what
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they are doing. Likewise, they are pro-
viding means for people from California
to get to the eastern part of our coun-
try. Therefore, as the Senator might
imagine, this has not met with general
acceptance in the Western States.

I merely wished to clear up, if I could,
with the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee, the legislative intent of this
particular subparagraph of section 116.
Are these communities to have anything
to say about bypassing, or is it merely
subterfuge we find in the act?

Mr. GORE. So far as I am qualified
to state the intent of the committee—
and I am qualified to state my own in-
tent—it was intended that every com-
munity would be afforded an opportu-
nity to have a public hearing, if it so
desired.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I have one addi-
tional question, on which I will try to
be brief. Is it the Senator’s further
recollection, in the establishment of the
legislative history, that the State high-
way engineering body, whatever it might
be called—in my State it is the highway
commission—would be the organization
which would first prepare the plans for
the Interstate System, or was that power
to be vested in the Public Roads Bureau?

Mr. GORE. The act provides for the
submission of construction plans by the
respective States. Those plans, includ-
ing proposed design and location, are
subject to approval or disapproval by
the Secretary of Commerce. The initia~
tion of projects is entirely a State
matter.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Isitthen clear to
the junior Senator from Arizona, from
what the Senator from Tennessee has
just said, that the State highway body
is the initiating body in this program,
and not the Bureau of Public Roads?

Mr, GORE. That is correct.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I mention that
point because in my State occasions have
arisen when the State highway body has
said they had received the plans from
up above. Some bypasses involved 40
or 50 miles, and were not economically
desirable or feasible. If I can have the
assurance of the intent of the author of
the act that the State is the level at which
these plans are to be initiated, I am
perfectly satisfied.

Mr. GORE. There is nothing in the
act which forbids the Bureau of Public
Roads in the Department of Commerce
from making suggestions concerning lo-
cation of routes through States, but the
application for approval of construction
plans originates in the States, and it can
originate in no other place.

Mr, GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen-
ator,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Tennessee
yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe it
should be made clear, in the event it is
not fully understood, that highway users
are already paying almost twice as much
in excise taxes imposed on highway users
as is presently going into the fund. Itis
not fully twice as much, but they are
paying about $3,885 million in excise

‘taxes, including the tax on automobiles.
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In addition, the amount going into the
fund is approximately $2,200 million, I
believe.

Mr. GORE. It is approximately 58
percent of the total amount collected.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. About $2,-
200 million. So all the Senator is saying
is that highway users are already paying
more than enough to pay for the high-
ways, and $1.5 billion or perhaps $1.6
billion over and above that to finance
general Government.

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In addition

‘to that, they are paying all the other

taxes. Ten members of the House Ways
and Means Committee who voted for the
bill we have before us said what the
Senator is saying here. They said that
highways users are already paying more
than their share. Here are 10 members
of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee who send us a bill and who say there
are other more fair and equitable means
of raising additional funds, if we wish to
adopt them. They themselves point out,
in their supplemental views, there are
more equitable methods of increasing the
general revenues than by imposing an
additional tax on gasoline.

There is very substantial support in
the House of Representatives for exactly
the position the Senator has taken. The
trouble is that in the House the rules
prevent them from voting for the kind
of bill the Senator has in mind.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the attention of my colleagues.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
propose an amendment to the amend-
ment submitted by the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee. My amend=-
ment would add a new section to the
amendment, as follows:

There will be imposed an additional 1
cent tax on gasoline, diesel fuel, and special
motor fuels for the 21-month period be-

ginning October 1, 1959, and ending June
80, 1961.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the appro-
priate place, insert the following:

There will be imposed an additional 1-
cent tax on gasoline, diesel fuel, and speclial
motor fuels for the 21-month period begin-
111;:;; October 1, 1959, and ending June 30,

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. The Senator proposes to
repeal the dividend credit?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is absolutely
correct. I should like to make a few
remarks, and then I shall be glad to
yield.

The Senator from Tennessee and his
associates are eminently correct in want-
ing to close tax loopholes, but I also he-

-lieve we need more revenues in the Gov-

ernment. Let us not fool ourselves about
this need. We have a $12 billion to $13
billion deficit in the fiscal year just con=
cluded. We are not even beginning to
live up to our responsibilities during the
present fiscal year.

The President of the United States
and the Prime Minister of Great Britain
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said, in their meeting a few days ago in
London, that they expected the cold
war between the free world and Russia
to continue indefinitely, which means we
are going to have vast expenditures in
the field of armament throughout the
future. : i

Only last night or the night before
the distinguished Admiral Rickover told
the American Legion convention we were
not really doing our job in the field of
education if we are to keep up with the
Soviet Union in scientific and other
fields.

We know there are unlimited Govern-
ment responsibilities such as health we
-are not properly carrying, and yet al-
ready the Treasury anticipates a deficit
in the current fiscal year. Therefore I
believe we should close the existing tax
loopholes and we should also raise the
Federal gasoline tax.

Members of the Senate should know
‘the Saturday Evening Post pays nearly
25 cents a word for fiction. There have
been speeches today claiming there is a
plot to raise the gasoline tax and big
business wants to unload the burden of
cost on the little fellow. This is fiction.
Unless we consider the big petroleum
companies as “papa and mama” stories,
that claim is wrong. We know for
months the big oil companies have car-
ried on propaganda against President
Eisenhower’s proposal to raise the gaso-
line tax. I have here a statement pub-
lished by one of the big gasoline com-
panies, Texaco, which is headed “Stop
Unwarranted Federal Gasoline Tax In-
creage.” I ask unanimous consent that
it be inserted at this point in the REcorbp.

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

UNWARRANTED FEDERAL GASOLINE Tax
i INCREASE

For every gallon of gasoline your car con-
sumes you now pay State and Federal taxes
that average more than 40 percent of the
retall price, less tax. Yet Congress is being
asked to increase the Federal tax on gaso-
line from 3 to 414 cents.

Proponents of the increase argue that it
is needed to prevent a deficit from develop-
ing in the Federal highway trust fund set
up in 1956 to finance the network of inter-
state highways now under construction,
The fact is there would be no deficit what-
soever in the highway trust fund if Federal
automotive taxes already being collected
from vehicle owners were not being used to
subsidize other governmental functions, In
fiscal 1958, 42 cents out of every dollar in
Federal automotive taxes went into the gen-
eral fund of the Treasury instead of the
highway trust fund. These diverted auto-
motive taxes would be more than sufficlent
to make up any anticipated deficits in the
highway program.

For this reason, Texaco believes that an
increase in the Federal gasoline tax is un-
warranted. If you share this view, we sug-
gest you make it a point to let your Con-
gressman know that you do.

The combined national average of State
and Federal taxes on a galan of gasoline
now amounts to 80 percent of the refinery
price, 54 percent of the tank wagon price,
and 41 percent of the retail price, less tax.
Any further increase is unjustifiable and
should be vigorously opposed,

Mr. NEUBERGER. I have also a
statement published by another “papa
and mama store,” the General Fetroleum
Corp., telling us not to increase Federal
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gasoline taxes. I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert that article in the REcorp
at this point.

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

The price you pay for gasoline is not the
price of gasoline.

You pay 80 to 95 cents tax on 10 gallons
of gasoline—30 cents Federal plus 50 to 65
cents State.

On the national average, a dollar's worth
of gasoline, plus taxes, costs §1.41. No other
necessity carries such a taxload.

We all want and need adequate highways.
So far, highway users have been willing to
shoulder a fair cost burden. What is fair
should be for users to judge.

A tax once considered fair can become
unfair if excessive taxes force people to drive
less, or if tax money is wasted or spent for
frills, or spent for nonhighway purposes.

The Federal Government puts into the
highway fund less than $2 out of $3 it col-
lects from motorists. The rest goes into the
general fund.

Now, to keep the highway fund out of the
red, Congress is being asked to increase the
Federal gasoline tax to 45 cents on 10 gallons.
This wouldn't be necessary if all Federal tax
dollars collected from motorists went into
highways.

Also, this year, bills to increase State gaso-
line taxes have appeared in 15 States. They
were enacted in New York and West Virginia.
They falled in Arizona, Oregon, and Wash-
ington. One is still pending in California.

We don’t llke to have any more tax added
to your bill than you will endorse and sup-
port.

Let your representatives in Government
know your feelings when a tax change is
proposed. It will be too late after the tax
appears on your monthly bill.

Without the tax, gasoline is a bargain in
both price and quality. Since 1940, gasoline
prices have gone up less than half as much
as most other items in your budget, with
quality constantly improving. Only the tax
is high.

GENERAL PETROLEUM CORP.

Mr. NEUBERGER. At the same time,
these little “papa and mama” stores, the
big gasoline companies, tell us not to
raise the gasoline tax to 4 cents and
close up our Federal financial and fiscal
deficit, as the President has recom-
mended. What are they doing? Here
is a story from the New York Times of
July 28, 1959, headed “Gasoline Prices
Up.” I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the ReEcorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

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

[From the New York Times, July 28, 1950]
GASOLINE PRICES UP—STANDARD OF INDIANA
RAISES DEALER RATES 1IN ILLINOIS

CHIcaco, July 27.—Standard Oil Co. of
Indiana raised prices of gasoline today. The
increases were expected to be also adopted
by other major gasoline producers.

In the Chicago metropolitan area, the
price to service station dealers goes up eight-
tenths cent a gallon. In northern Illinois
area, the increase is 1 cent.

A spokesman for Standard said the in-
creases restored in whole or in part price
cuts made earlier this year.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Here is an article
from the Wall Street Journal of August
7, 1959, stating:

In Cleveland, Standard ©Oil Co. (Ohlo)
raised the price of gasoline 1 cent a gallon
at all marketing levels.
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I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

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

Esso Standard Oil Co. reduced prices of its
kerosene, No. 2 fuel and diesel olls by 0.3
cent a gallon. Areas affected by the cuts
include most of the Atlantic seaboard. In
Cleveland, Standard Oll Co. (Ohio) raised
the price of gasoline 1 cent a gallon at all
marketing levels. Sohio sald the increase
puts the company’s motor fuel prices back
to where they were last fall.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Next is an article
from the Wall Street Journal of August
10, 1959, headed “Sun Oil, Atlantic Re-
fining Raise Some Gasoline Prices.” I
ask unanimous consent that this article
be printed in the Recorp at this point as
a part of my remarks.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Aug. 10,
1859]

ATLANTIC REFINING RAISE SoME
GASOLINE PRICES
PHILADELPHIA.—Sun Oil Co. and Atlantic

Refining Co. increased wholesale gasoline

prices 0.8 cents a gallon in Pennsylvania.

Atlantic sald it would boost the price by

the same amount in Delaware.

The higher tank-wagon prices will result
in a 1l-cent increase at retail in Pennsyl-
vania, where gasoline is “fair traded” at 28.9
cents for regular grades in the eastern part
of the State and 28.9 cents in western Penn-
sylvania, including taxes.

New tank-wagon price for regular gasoline
is 16.1 cents in eastern Pennsylvania and 16.9
cents in western Pennsylvania. The new
tankwagon price for Atlantic gasoline in
northern Delaware is also 16.1 cents, and In
the southern part of the State is 16.7 cents.
Tankwagon prices exclude taxes.

New York-Esso Standard Oil Co., mar-
keting affillate of Standard Oil Co. (New
Jersey), has increased its wholesale price of
gasoline to dealers 0.8 cents a gallon, effec-
tive August 8, in Pennsylvania and at Wheel-
ing, W.Va.

The change is In line with increases by
other marketers in the area.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Here is a story
from the Washington Post, a newspaper
published in the city where we now live
temporarily, but which we hope soon to
leave for a spell. It states:

Esso Standard Oil Co. announced a 1-
cent increase in wholesale gasoline prices to
Washington area retailers yesterday.

Sun Om,

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorp as a part
of my remarks.

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

GASOLINE PRICE INCREASED HERE

Esso Standard Oil Co. announced a 1-
cent increase in wholesale gasoline prices to
Washington area retallers yesterday.

Horace Walker, a spokesman for the Retail
Gasoline Dealers Association, said a spot
check of local dealers indicated that they
would pass on to the consumer, increases
varying from 1 to 1.6 cents per gallon. He
said he was unable to learn the reason for
the increase, but expected other companies
to follow suit.

The Esso increases would apply to all
grades of gasoline, which sell locally at retail
from 289 to 30.9 cents for regular, 329 to
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84.9 for extra, and 34.9 to 86.9 for the new
“super” grades.

Mr. NEUBERGER. What is the situa-
tion? The very oil companies that have
been flooding the country with propa=-
ganda, and putting propaganda into each
motorist’s car as he comes up to the
gasoline pump, against a 1-cent or 14-
cent increase in the Federal gasoline tax
to maintain the roads on which these
motorists drive, are constantly inereasing
their own prices. They bleed for the
little motorist, and undertake to defend
him against an increase in the gasoline
tax, but they are quite ready to raise
their own gasoline prices.

I have been sitting here for an hour
listening to speeches by distinguished
Senators, telling us that this is a great
plot of big business and big corporations
to load the 1-cent or 1's-cent increase
in the tax—and I am willing to vote for
an increase of 1'% cents in the gasoline
tax—on the little fellow. Yet, all the
gasoline companies are flooding the
country with propaganda against Pres-
ident Eisenhower’s proposal.

What is the situation with regard to
the contention that somehow the gaso-
line tax must be dedicated only to the
purpose of roads? There is no such doc-
‘trine in our country, and has never been
any such doctrine of taxation. If that
were true, why do people without chil-
dren pay school taxes in every State in
the Union, as they should? Why do peo-
ple who live in brick apartment houses
and hotels have to pay to support the
fire department to enable it to put out
a fire in a frame dwelling that is com~
bustible—as they should do?

We know that our Federal and State
governments collect taxes from Chris-
tlan Secientists and use the money for
medical research. Do Senators mean to
tell me that they should not pay? The
Christian Scientists are not going to draw
on medical research. It is contrary to
the sincere teachings of their religion.
But they are taxed, and the taxes are
used to promote public health activities,
which they often oppose, much less ac-
quiescing in it.

We have never had any doctrine of
taxation to the effect that every dollar
collected should go to the particular pur-
pose to which it is related. If that were
the case, we would take all the money
from cigarette taxes and use it in can-
cer research, to learn more about dreaded
lung cancer. We would take the taxes
from liquor and use them to try to re-
habilitate the 5 million victims of chronie
alcoholism. Or we would take the sub-
stantial excise tax on electric light bulbs
and dedicate it to hydroelectric plants,
or to the TVA, or St. Lawrence Seaway,
in the States of the Senators from Wis-
consin and New York.

We have an opportunity to close some
tax loopholes, which the Senator from
Pennsylvania, the Senator from Tennes-
see, and other Senators have very prop-
erly excoriated. )

‘We also have an opportunity to be re-
sponsible legislators, and to raise some
money to help pay for what we need to
do here and abroad, if we are to protect
the free world and maintain progress at
home.
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Suppose in 1 year we should collect a
little more than we spend, and help to
whittle away a small part of the $290 bil-
lion national debt. Would that be a
felony? I favor such a policy.

I have read the writings of J. M.
Keynes, a very famous economist. I
have often quoted him. Many of my lib-
eral friends—and I hope I am a liberal—
say that in times of depression we should
have deficit financing. That may be
true. Itisalsosaid that in good times we
should retire the debt caused by deficit
financing during the earlier depression.
That time never seems to arrive.

I have offered my amendment to the
amendment of my able friend from Ten-
nessee in order that we might have in
one vehicle the means of closing some of
the tax loopholes and at the same time
increasing revenues.

One of the most outstanding speeches
I ever heard in the Senate was delivered
after we passed the mutual security au-
thorization bill by the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations [Mr. FurLericHT] who is now
present in the Chamber. He pointed out
that he thought the American people
would rather survive in a Lark than go
down to defeat and perdition in a Cadil-
lac. If I am not mistaken—I quote from
memory—he said that he thought the
American people would be willing to pay
higher taxes if that were necessary to
maintain the free world and to main-
tain our competitive position with the
Soviet Union and Red China.

I do not see why we should not increase
the Federal gasoline tax. Certainly it is
a sales tax. There are all kinds of sales
taxes. There is a high sales tax on elec~
tric light bulbs. Are electric light bulbs
any less a necessity than gasoline? I
would rather have an old car and electric
lights in my home than to have a new
car and have no electric lights in my
house. Icannotvery well get along with
a Coleman lantern, as I used to do when
I was a Boy Scoutf or soldier camping in
a tent. I have passed that age.

Women in the galleries pay a heavy
sales tax every time they paint their
faces. Ask them which is the greater
necessity—putting on their cosmetics or
getting into an automobile to go down-
town. Would they rather take a street
car while wearing cosmetics, or an auto-
mobile, and forgo the use of cosmetics?

There are all kinds of sales taxes on
necessities. The able Senator from Ten-
nessee has pointed out what an imposi-
tion it would be to raise the Federal gaso-
line tax from 3 to 4 cents a gallon; yet I
do not believe I abuse the truth when I
say that he, who was the predominant
fizure in connection with the Federal
Interstate Higchway Act, himself collabo-
rated and participated in raising the
Federal gasoline tax from 2 to 3 cents
a gallon. How can it be sound wisdom to
raise the Federal excise tax on gasoline
from 2 to 3 cents a gallon, but a heinous
offense to raise the same tax from 3 cents
to 4 cents? Who ordains that the line
of demarcation between good and evil
occurs at 3 cents? If we face up to the
truth, I believe we shall have to raise
more revenues in this country, and not
less.
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Mr, McCARTHY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER, Iyield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I should say that
the difference might be about the same
as the difference between holding a
man’s head 1 inch above the water and
holding it 1 inch below the water. There
is a significant difference.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am probably
very stupid, but I do not understand the
analogy.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator says
there is no difference between raising the
gasoline tax from 2 to 3 cents and raising
it from 3 to 4 cents.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We have had a
period of inflation in between. Roads
have become more costly.

Mr. McCARTHY. We have not had a
period of inflation since last year.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Have we had no
inflation from 1956 to 19592

Mr, McCARTHY. Not that much.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We have had
some inflation, and we have expanded
the Interstate Highway System and
added to the mileage.

Mr, McCARTHY. The economy has
expanded, too, as has the consumption of
gasoline.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It seems to me
that we would have a balanced program
if we were to close tax loopholes, and
also increase the Federal gasoline tax.
Those who drive on the roads should
help to pay for them. It appears to me
that this is a tax which all our States
support. I do not know of any State
that fails to have a gasoline tax. I do
not know any Member of this body who
has ever returned to his State and pro-
tested against the State gasoline tax.

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not quite
clear what the Senator’'s amendment
would do. Would his amendment pro-
vide for the repeal of the credit on
dividends received?

Mr. NEUBERGER. What my amend-
ment does is this: At the desk is an
amendment offered by the able Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, I am prob-
ably presumptuous in seeking to explain
his amendment, but his amendment
would repeal the credit on income tax
for people who receive dividends.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The dividend
credit.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Yes. He would
put it in the general fund to make up
for that portion of the automobile excise
taxes which would be taken by his
amendment from the general fund and
placed in the highway trust fund.

Mr. GORE. It transfers 4 of the 10
percentage points of the excise tax on

-automobiles to the trust fund in fiscal

1960.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Oregon
yield?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Iyield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am ine
formed that the language the Senator
has prepared needs to be put in another
form if it is to get the results he desires.
The -chairman of the Ccmmittee on
Finance [Mr, Byrp] has some witnesses
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from the Treasury here. He would like
to have a meeting for possibly 30 or 40
minutes. I have spoken with the author
of the amendment, the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel. He thinks it
might be possible, by taking a recess now,
to discuss the language proposed by the
Senator from Oregon to see if the matter
can be straightened out. I shall move
that the Senate take a recess subject to
the call of the Chair, if that is agreeable
to all parties.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like fto
complete my question.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Certainly.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I wanted to have
my point made clear. That is the same
measure, is it not, which the Senate,
so far as the repeal of the dividend credit
is concerned, passed upon earlier this
year?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I think the Senate
passed upon it, if I am not mistaken. It
was rejected in conference.

Mr. ANDERSON. No; on the floor.

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is incor-
rect. The amendment was agreed to on
the floor of the Senate by a vote of 47 to
31. It was taken to conference and was
rejected in conference.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What the Senator
from Oregon is offering is not some new,
radical idea; it is exactly the same pro-
posal as that which the Senate adopted
earlier this year in a different tax mat-
ter. Is that not correct?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.
That is the amendment of the Senator
from Tennessee.

- Mr. FULBRIGHT. Just a moment. I
know there is some overlapping, but what
the Senator is offering is a substitute.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It is an addition.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is the repeal of
the dividend credit, is it not?

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is what the
Senator from Tennessee is proposing.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But the Senator
from Oregon is adopting that, is he not?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Yes, and I am
adding to it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am trying to un-
derstand the effect of the amendment of
the Senator from Oregon. He is adding
a proposal to increase the tax, which is
the same as what the House has passed.

Mr. NEUBERGER. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Tennessee is opposed to that, but the
Senator from Oregon is offering it as an
amendment to the repeal of the dividend
credit, and the net result would be, if the
Senator’s amendment was adopted, that
we would repeal all the dividend credit,
which would contribute about $380 mil-
lion to the Treasury and provide for an
increase in the gasoline tax. Is that
what the Senator’s amendment does?

Mr. NEUBERGER. All my amend-
ment does is to add to the amendment of
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoRel
a l-cent increase in the Federal motor
fuel tax until July 1, 1961.

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. Iyield.

Mr. CARROLL. I want the Senator
from Tennessee to hear me on this. If
I correctly understand the amendment
of the Senator from Oregon—and I be-
lieve I understand it now—it is similar to
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the bill passed by the House, with the
addition if we should adopt it, of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Tennessee.

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

Mr, NEUBERGER. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. As the distinguished ma-
jority leader has pointed out, the amend-
ment offered by the junior Senator from
Oregon is in the form of a statement of
intent and purpose; but to be legally ap-
plicable to the amendment I have offered,
it would have to be offered in precise lan-
guage as an amendment to the pending
amendment. I think it would require
some little time on the part of the legis-
lative drafting service. For that reason,
the distinguished majority leader has
suggested that this might be an appro-
priate time to take a recess in order that
the Senator may have his amendment
drafted in a form applicable to the pend-
ing proposal.

Mr. CAREOLL. I understood there
was some imperfection with respect to
the intent and purpose of the amend-
ment offered by the junior Senator from
Oregon. That is why I wanted the at-
tention of the Senator from Tennessee.
If the bill is drawn in the same form as
it came from the House, and affer the
recess we adopnt the amendment of the
Senator from Tennessee, is there any
doubt in anybody’s mind what will hap-
pen in conference? This matter went to
conference before and was rejected. It
will happen again, just as surely as I
stand before the Senate now. The only
chance we have, in my mind, is to pass
a different bill along the lines of the
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee. Then perhaps we can meet the
issue headon.

EMERGENCY HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION FUNDS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would like to speak briefly about a situa-
tion which is of great concern to my dis-
tinguished senior Senator [Mr. MURRAY]
and myself.

As the Members of the Senate know
one of the major aftermaths to the
earthquake in southwestern Montana
has been the need for repairing and re-
constructing highways and roads. It is
estimated that it will cost $6 million.

The existing Highway Act creates an
emergency relief revolving fund of $30
million for reconstructing roads de-
stroyed by castastrophes such as earth-
quakes. These funds are restricted to
Federal aid roads and are available on a
50-50 mafching basis in all instances.
This program goes into operation when
an emergency is declared by the Gov-
ernor and concurred therein by the Sec-
retary of Commerce.

Unfortunately the 50-50 matching
formula also applies to forest, park,
and Indian roads which were originally
constructed with 100 percent Federal
funds.

The highways and roads in south-
western Montana and Yellowstone Na-
tional Park in need of repair and recon-
struction are all forest, park, or Indian
roads and highways that were originally
constructed with 100 percent Federal
moneys. It seems reasonable to expect
that any repairs and reconstruction

18219

would be done on a 100-percent Federal-
financing basis. The Federal Govern-
ment is a self-insurer.

The existing law was geared to the
Federal-aid highway program, and I feel
that it was an oversight in considering
emergency aid to federally constructed
roads and highways.

Senator MurraY and I introduced leg-
islation, S. 2623, which would rectify
this situation and will allow these emer-
gency funds to be used to provide the
entire amount needed to put these Fed-
eral agencies' highways and roads back
into shape without placing a burden on
the program of either the State or any
Federal agency.

Because adjournment appears to be
near at hand, we brought this matter to
the attention of the Senate Public Works
Committee so that it might be included
as an amendment to the Highway Act
in the bill that we are considering today.
I am very pleased with the fine response
we received from the distinguished
chairman of this committee, the senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ],
and the unanimous approval by the com-
mittee members for including the lan-
guage of our bill as an amendment to the
highway-financing legislation. I also
wish to express my appreciation to the
junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss]
for the fine job he did in supporting this
measure and discussing in detail the need
for such legislation. His recent trip to
the earthquake area made it possible for
him to give an actual account of the
need for this emergency highway
program.

Mr. President, this new language in
the highway bill will be most helpful to
restoring nmormal conditions in south-
western Montana and Yellowstone Na-
tional Park. In addition, this bill will
also apply to any future situations of
this nature.

HIGHWAY ACT

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I wish
to rise to mention briefly one provision
included unanimously by the Senate
Public Works Committee in the Highway
Act. This is the Murray-Mansfield bill
to extend the application of the emer-
gency fund in the Highway Act which is
used fo restore roads destroyed by dis-
aster. Up to now, forest highways, park
roads and trails, forest development
roads and trails, and Indian roads have
been, through oversight, not covered by
the emergency fund. These roads are
normally constructed with 100 percent
Federal funds since they are on Federal
lands. The amendment will include
these roads.

The fund provides a Federal share of
50 percent in restoring these roads.
The amendment makes it a 100 percent
Federal share on the basis that these
roads are a Federal responsibility.

These are the only policy changes in
existing law. The rest stands. It will
still be necessary for a Governor to make
a declaration and the Secretary of Com-
merce to concur that a disaster has oc-
curred before 1 penny can be spent.

The checks and balances that have re-
stricted the use of the emergency fund
to disaster will continue in full force and
effect.
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I would be remiss if I did not say that
each and every member of the Senate
Public Works Committee has my heart-
felt thanks for his willingness to help
us to meet Montana’s disaster problem,
and in the process to correct an inequity
in the present law. The senior Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Cuaavez]l has
shown his humanity and understanding.
The chairman of the Roads Subcom-
mittee [Mr. McNamaral has been most
helpful. The Senator from Utah [Mr.
Moss] deserves credit for both going to
Montana to see this problem and taking
the lead in committee in securing adop-
tion of this needed amendment. Ithank
each member of the committee for their
bipartisan support of our effort to re-
store this disaster stricken area in Mon-
tana and Wyoming.

Finally, I want the Recorp to show
that we had from the outset good coop-
eration and help from Mr. Tallamy, Di-
rector of the Bureau of Public Roads.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate stand in
recess subject to the call of the Chair,

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o’clock and 55 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

At 6 o'clock and 3 minutes p.m., the
Senate resumed its session and was
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mr, MANSFIELD in the chair).

INTEREST RATES ON SERIES E AND
H U.S. SAVINGS BONDS—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE

Mr, BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
from the Committee on Finance I report
favorably, with amendments, the bill
H.R. 9035 to permit the issuance of
series E and H U.S. savings bonds at
interest rates above the existing maxi-
mum, to permit the Secretary of the
Treasury to designate certain exchanges
of Government securities to be made
without recognition of gain or loss, and
for other purposes, and I submit a report
(No. 909) thereon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be received and printed.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1959

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8678) to amend the
Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and
1958 to make certain adjustments in the
Federal-aid highway program, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Oregon [MTr.
NEUBERGER].

LAOS AND THE COMMUNIST
THREAT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
waited a considerable part of the day to
make a speech on a very important sub-
ject, in regard to which I have already
issued a release. If the Senate will be
S0 kind as to indulge me for approxi-
mately 10 minutes, I should like to pro=-
ceed at this time to make the speech.
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First, Mr. President, I wish to point
out that, as always happens in our very
complex world, while we have been en-
gaged with measures relating to roads
and other measures which are of great
domestic interest and importance, our
world is burning,

Some very serious things are happen-

ing in econnection with our foreign pol-

icy and, I believe, the security of our
country.

There is a real conflagration in Laos;
and the State Department has today
issued a statement which I believe com-
mends itself—notwithstanding our pres-
ent concern with domestic matters and
with Senate procedure—to the con-
sciousness of every Member.

The State Department has stated, in
regard to what is happening in Laos:

It is now clear that the Communist bloc
does not intend to permit the sovereign Lao
Government to remain at peace.

The State Department release ends
with the following injunction to us and
to the rest of the country:

It is appropriate that this matter be
brought to the world’s attention. It is ob-
vious that any further augmentation of the
invading force or continued material sup-
port thereof by Communists in North Viet-
nam will require a major change in the
nature and magnitude of the Royal Lao Gov=-
ernment's need for support. The United
States is confident that the free world would
recognize such a new danger to peace and
would take the action necessary, For its
part the United States supports that view.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the State De-
partment release be printed at this point
in the REcorp, as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JacksoN in the chair). Is there objec-
tion?

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

Following is the text of the statement is-
sued by the State Department today on the
situation in Laos:

“The United States as a member of the
United Nations will fulfill in good faith the
obligations assumed by it under the charter.
One of these obligations is to take appropriate
measures in support of the charter. To this
end the United States will support United
Nations consideration of the Royal Lao Gov-
ernment’s appeal.

"“The U.S. Government has repeatedly an-
nounced its strong support of the Royal Lao
Governmrent in its determination to resist
Communist efforts to undermine the security
and stabllity of Laos. On August 26, 1959,
the United States announced that, in re-
sponse to specific and urgent requests from
the Lao Government for improving its de-
fense position, additional aid was being au-
thorized to permit emergency increases in
the Lao Army and Militia to cope with the
threat posed to that Government by the Com-
munists. The United States announced at
the same time that it would continue to
support reasonable approaches to achieve a
peaceful solution of the current situation
in Laos.

“On August 30 a strong attack from the
northeast was launched against Royal Lao
Army units in the northeastern border area
of Sam Neua Province. The small Lao
forces in this Province had been reinforced
and had begun to push back an earlier Com-
munist salient which had extended about 50
miles from the North Vietnam border in an
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area northwest of the town of Sam Neua.
The August 30 attack against the north-
eastern border area provides further evl-
dence of the active support of Communist
rebel forces within Laos from Communist
North Vietnam. The attack could not have
been supported mnor coordinated without
such outside collaboration.

“It is now clear that the Communist bloc
does not intend to permit the sovereign Lao
Government to remain at peace. The Com-
munist bloc apparently intends to foment
and direct a rebellion within Laos and to
give extensive support to the attempt to
selze important areas and otherwise to pre-
vent the establishment of those peaceful
conditions n ry to impl 1t basic eco-
nomic and soclal programs, In short, the
Communist intervention is apparently aimed
at preventing the Lao people from realizing
their just hopes for a better life.

“That outside Communist intervention
exists is demonstrated by (1) the assistance
evidently being received by the Communist
forces within Laos, including supplies and
military weapons that could be provided
only from Communist territory; (2) the
false and ridiculous Communist propaganda
emanating simultaneously from Hanoi, Pei-
ping, and Moscow to the effect that the Lao
Government has been Instigated by the
United States to stir up a clvil war within its
boundaries; (3) the continuing flow from
Moscow, Pelping, and Hanol of propaganda
and false information about the situation in
Laos aimed at confusing world opinion and
stating that the United States is using Laos
as a military base; and (4) the fact that the
military outbreak in Laos has followed con-
ferences in Moscow and Peiping between Ho
Chi Minh and Soviet and Chinese Commu-
nist leaders and also conferences in Moscow
between two members of thy North Vietnam
Politburo and Deputy Prime Minister Anastas
Mikoyan.

“The latest attack upon the Lao Army in
Sam Neua Province has resulted in an appeal

‘by the Royal Lao Government for United

Natlons assistance. It is appropriate that

‘this matter be brought to the world’s atten-

tion. It is obvious that any further aug-
mentation of the invading force or continued
material support thereof by Communists
in North Vietnam will require a major
change in the nature and magnitude of the
Royal Lao Government's need for support,
The United States is confident that the free
world would recognize such a new danger to
peace and would take the action necessary.
I“;)r i::.a part the United States supports that
view.”

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we may
have another Korea right on our door-
step, facing us right now.

As I have said, notwithstanding the
obsessions of the moment, I should like
to state, as one Senator, that I think
the U.S. Government is doing exactly the
right thing. I hope very much that if it
is necessary to organize United Nations
forces, they will be organized and we
will participate.

I hope very much that we will make
that clear to the Security Council, which
I understand meets in emergency session
on Monday, and to the General Assem-
bly of the United Nations, which should
be called into speedy session if the Rus-
sians veto—and undoubtedly they will—
gnything the Security Council seeks to

0.

Mr. President, these are times in which
the world can be dealt a death blow
while we argue about domestic matters
which, although they seem important to
us, are relatively irrelevant to our sur-
vival.




1959

One of those things is the need to de-
fend freedom, wherever it exists today,
by the collective action of all mankind.

We have learned some lessons—
among them, that a struggle for free-
dom, whether in Korea, at Dien Bien
Phu, or in Berlin, is just as much a
struggle for the survival of the United
States as would be another December 7,
1941, attack on Hawaii or an attack on
the mainland of the United States.

Mr. President, when we consider what
has been going on today in the Senate,
I believe it very important that we be
reminded of these very stern facts and
happenings in the world.

I hope other Senators will join in en-
couraging our President and our Gov-
ernment, in this very solemn moment
and this very dangerous hour, indeed.
In fact, I do not think we yet begin to
understand the quality and the aggres-
sive character of the Communist Chi-
nese Government, and the North Viet-
nam Government which it backs, and
the whole Communist complex in the
center of Europe and in Asia, until we
view their activities in this light.

Mr, President, in order to deal prop-
erly with such situations, one has to
have great moral defermination and
great courage in terms of providing for
the support of the country. It is most
important that we take realistic steps
which will demonstrate that courage;
and I believe we owe it to the President
and to the Secretary of State, who only
recently has returned from abroad, and
to our United Nations delegation, to dem-
onstrate our support in these very criti-
cal hours.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York.

THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to say a few words in regard fo an-
other area of the foreign policy of the
United States. I shall not take very long
to do so.

I had prepared remarks to be made
today, in response to a significant speech
made Monday, August 31, on the floor
of the Senate by the distinguished chair=
man of the Foreign Relations Committee,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Fur-
BRIGHT]. His speech was entitled
“Statement on the Middle East.”

Mr. President, I realize the need to an-
swer that speech, because one of the
grave dangers we face, as I view it, is a
failure to appraise with the greatest ac-
curacy the situations in foreign relations
which are so dangerous to the security
of the world. I think one of them exists
in the Middle East.

With the greatest of respect for my
colleague [Mr, FuLericHT], who has so
distinguished a position in the Con-
gress—and, Mr. President, let me say,
incidentally, that I have advised him that
I would make this speech—I should like
to address myself at this time to that
subject, because it relates to an area in
which I have long had a keen interest,
and which I have previously discussed in
the Senate.
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.- T make these remarks in order to de-
velop by debate the most constructive
policy recommendations for our country.

It will be recalled that we had a sim-
ilar debate in regard to Berlin. That
debate was sparked by the distinguished
junior Senator from Montana [Mr.
MansFIeLp] ; and it resulfed in tremen-
dously constructive policy determinations
on the part of our Government. Indeed,
only the other day the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MansrFieLp] referred in
the course of the very excellent speech
he made on our foreign policy—and in
the course of his speech he was so kind
as to name some of us who participated—
to the crystallization of foreign policy
which resulted from the Berlin situation.
Mr. President, it is in the same spirit
that I make these remarks about the
Middle East.

In his statement the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FurLericHT] pointed tothe
relative calm in the Near East and sug=-
gested that this climate offered an op-
portunity to improve our relationship
with the United Arab Republic and other
Arab States. It is interesting to com=-
pare this appraisal with that of the dep-
uty majority leader, the distinguished
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD],
who spoke on September 4, 1959, only a
few days later, on the Middle East, say=
ing:

Sooner or later, we are going to have to
decide who in the Middle East works sin-
cerely and with forbearance to end the
state of fear and incipient war which pre-
vails in that reglon.

In the course of his remarks, the Sen-
ator from Arkansas called for a new
long-range American policy, and criti-
cized what he termed the “ad hoc meas-
ures” which, he said, had characterized
our policy in the past.

Mr. President, I have followed our
Near East policy most closely for more
than a decade, and I share the opposi-
tion of the Senator from Arkansas to ad
hoc measures. I agree that we should
attempt to achieve better relationships.
But, Mr. President, is this a period of
“relative calm,” as Senator FULBRIGHT
states, which I agree is “essential to the
development of representative govern-
ment and economic growth among the
Arab States”? My answer is, Decidedly
not. I make these statements in view
of the following four serious unsettling
developments which persist in the Near
East:

First. Threats of war to the very na-
tional existence of Israel and to the sur=-
vival of its people, thus imposing a
threat to the peace of the world.

Second. Continued uncertainty re-
garding relations between the United
Arab Republic and the Soviet Union, and
the threats of aggression or subversion
which these relationships pose for the
whole Near East.

Third. Blockade of the Suez Canal
against international cargoes and ship-
ping, in violation of international law,
the Suez Canal Convention and the as-
surances of the Egyptian Government
:vsl;en it took control of the canal in

6.

Fourth. Rejection of the initiative of

the Secretary General of the United
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Nations to endeavor to nationalize the
position of the Arab refugees through
resettlement in the Arab countries
where they are now located and to free
them from their continued confinement
to the refugee camps under interna=-
tional relief.

These are the dangerous issues for the
Near East; they hardly sound like rela-
tive calm, but more like the state of fear.
But we cannot consider our contribu-
tion to the resolution of these issues ex-
cept in the context of a program for the
area—in that I agree with the Senator
from Arkansas, though he does not sug-
gest such a program, but only suggests
that we should have one.

Regarding the first point, threats of
war to the very national existence of
Israel, and thus the peace of the world,
the Arab States have continued their
threats to exterminate Israel and to
push its people into the sea; and have,
as a matter of fact, intensified their eco-
nomic warfare against that free nation.
Unhappily, the Arab States continue to
give the unmistakable impression that
they will launch armed conflict against
Israel with a view to its total extermina-
tion at a time of their own choosing.

At times of crisis elsewhere in the
world, the Soviets have seen fit to set
counterfires in the Middle East tinder-
box to divert our attention and re-
sources. Thus, it must be realized that
these threats to the existence of Israel
are not only the concern of some who
may feel an attachment of sentiment to
it, but are a very real and deep concern
to the very security of our Nation and
the free world.

To think that Israel is the source of all
Middle East political and military crises
is, however, to overlook recent events,
for internal dissension in Lebanon,
Syria, Jordan, and Iraq, as well as a
whole catalog of disputes between the
Arab States themselves, have featured
the area. However, the consistent and
continuing threats of warfare against
Israel remain for the Soviets the con-
venient button to push to set into mo-
tion another world crisis for their own
ends.

The principal sore point at this time
from which a major crisis could erupt is
the matter of the blockade of the Suez
Canal, in violation of international law.

It will be recalled that in 1951, the
U.S. delegation to the United Nations
voted that the Suez Canal blockade was
illegal and reiterated this position when
the issue came before the United Nations
Security Council in 1954, This position
was strongly reaffirmed in 1957 when we
called upon Israel to withdraw its forces
from the Sinai Peninsula and President
Eisenhower declared:

We should not assume that, if Israel with-
draws, Egypt will prevent Israell shipping
from using the Suez Canal or the Gulf of
Aqaba. If, unhappily, Egypt does here=
after violate the Armistice Agreement or
other international obligations, then this
should be dealt with firmly by the society
of nations.

And a few days later, when the

Israelis agreed to withdraw, President
Eisenhower sent a message to Prime
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Minister David Ben Gurion to the effect
that—

Israel will have no cause for regret having
thus conformed to the strong sentiment of
the world community. ®* * * It has always
been the view of this Government that after
the withdrawal there would be a united ef-
fort by all the nations to bring about condi-
tions more stable, more tranguil and more
conducive to the general welfare than those
which existed heretofore.

In reliance on these assurances,
Israel’s Government withdrew its forces
and for the next 2 years there was a
measure of serenity on the Israel-Egypt
frontier. Israel’'s own ships passed
through the Straits of Tiran, opening
up that country’s trade with Asia and
Africa, and Israel’s cargoes were per-
mitted to transit the Suez Canal—
though not Israel’s shipping.

But this state of comparafive calm
came to an end early this year. After
permitting some 40 ships to pass through
the Suez Canal carrying cargoes to and
from Israel, President Nasser suddenly
halted two ships in the canal in the
spring of this year. In both cases, car-
goes either to or from Israel were
seized. A few weeks later a Greek ship
was allowed to pass, but on May 21
Egyptian authorities halted the Inge
Tojft, a Danish freighter, as it attempted
to carry an Israel cargo of cement,
potash, and other goods to Hong Kong,
Manila, and Japan. This ship is still
in Port Said. President Nasser will not
let it pass.

Since that time and within recent
weeks the Egyptians have seized mail
bound for Israel from Australia from the
Norwegian freighter Tarn and im-
pounded from another Norwegian
freighter Tagof, a box containing equip-
ment and literature for the Israeli me=
teorological service from Australia.

All members of the United Nations,
whether they be big or small, are entitled
to protection from aggression, and all
members of the United Nations owe an
obligation to that body to help it dis-
charge its responsibilities. We will not
carry out our responsibilities to meet
and solve the problem of the Suez Canal
by an airy reference of the issue to Mr.
Hammarskjold or the United Nations.
The U.N. is no stronger than any of its
members, and we are one of the strong-
est. This is not an issue to be decided
by asking little Israel to accept some
abridgment of its rights, and by pres-
suring Israel to live under imposition,
blockade, and siege. The premise upon
which the United Arab Republic pred-
icates its course is untenable. No
member nation of the U.N. has the right
to assert that it is in a state of war
with its neighbors in the face of a
United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion making a contrary finding. The
U.N. Charter requires it to work for
peace and to live in peace.

In this connection, I should like to re-
call two of the six principles which Presi-
dent Nasser accepted in 1956. They pro-
vided, first, there should be free and open
transit through the canal without dis-
crimination overt or covert; and, second,
the operation of the canal should be in-
sulated from the politics of any country.

On June 24 a group of 25 Senators
joined in a telegram addressed to Presi-

i
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dent Eisenhower, expressing our con-
cern over shipping in the Suez Canal.
Nine days later, on July 3, we received a
reply from Assistant Secretary of State
William B. Macomber, which was made
public, in which we were reassured that
our Government clearly and unequivo-
cally adhered to its original position in
opposition to any restrictions on the use
of the Suez Canal. Secretary Ma-
comber’s letter has been inserted in the
CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD of August 6.

The United Arab Republic has now
requested from the International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development a
$40 million loan to widen and deepen
the Suez Canal. There is little ques-
tion that such a physical improvement
of that international waterway would be
of great benefit to the world and to the
United States. However, to what avail
is such an improvement if the canal
should be operated illegally and, once
improved, as a more efficient instrument
against the peace wielded by the United
Arab Republic?

The World Bank is a specialized
agency of the United Nations. It makes
its own decisions. It is independent.
It decides who shall receive its loans.
It is not responsible to the United Na-
tions. But the Bank, like any respon-
sible lender, owes some obligations to
the international community by which
it is sponsored. Does the World Bank
propose to lend large sums to one of its
stockholders to improve a waterway
which is used in violation of a U.N. de-
cision and in illegal action against other
stockholders?

It is very sad to reflect that after 11
years the Arab-Israel conflict is just as
far from solution as it ever was. We
have not been able to bring the parties
closer together. We cannot hope to
bring about peace and concord between
Israel and Egypt now, but we can hope
to pursue a consistent policy which in
this area we have already inaugurated
in 1956 and 1957, and insist on respect
for international law. Our policy has
been often criticized for failure of con-
sistency in its application; this is a situ-
ation in which such consistency is both
practical and needed. Hence, on this
step-by-step basis, we should insist now
that illegal restrictions on the use of the
Suez Canal must be lifted and the
Inge Toft case settled; otherwise we ean-
not give aid or fail to protest aid pro-
posed by other international agencies.

I would urge, therefore, that as a con-
dition for the World Bank loan the
Egyptians pledge operation of the Suez
Canal in accordance with the Con-
stantinople Convention of 1888 and sub-
sequent international agreements pro-
viding for unrestricted access and use,
and that this pledge be guaranteed by
the U.N. of which the International
Bank is a constituent body. The United
Arab Republic is a member both of the
U.N. and the International Bank.

Just as the Tripartite Pact of 1950, un~
der which Great Britain, France, and
the United States assured Israel's bor-
ders, and the U.N. Emergency Force in
the Gaza strip and the Strait of Tiran
has brought to an end border raids on
the Egyptian border, so such a U.N.
guarantee could be meaningful in terms
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of achieving a solution to the problem
of transit through the Suez.

The third unsettling development to
which I referred earlier is the question
of the Arab refugees.

U.N. Secretary Dag Hammarskjold
early in June published a proposal to deal
with the refugee problem, wherein $1.5
to $2 billion would be expended within
the next 5 years on projects that would
make production jobs for the estimated
900,000 refugees in Arab countries.. The
Arab States have rejected the proposal,
indicating that they would be satisfied
with no less than repatriation of the ref-
ugees in Israel—an obvious impossibil-
ity with their final position to be taken
at the impending Casablanca conference
of the Arab League.

Jordan has qualified its position out
of concern for the territorial problems
of what was formerly Palestine, but this
has not changed the basic situation.
This follows a pattern in which I feel
that Arab States have been most mis-
guided in refusing to cooperate in the
firm settlement of the Arab refugees,
where they can be so practicably accom-
modated, but have insisted on keeping
hundreds of thousands of the refugees
in the misery of the refugee camps as
a political weapon against Israel.

The U.N. General Assembly will un-
doubtedly have this item on its agenda
this month.

The United States can do no less than
be fully prepared to move for settlement
of the Arab refugee problem, which has
too long been one of the most critical
problems in the Mideast. A resettlement
plan should include worldwide action of
the same nature as Europe's resettled
displaced persons. Whatever may be the
objections of Arab spokesmen to the
proposition that the Arab refugees were
made to leave what is now Israel by ex-
hortations of the Arab armies in prep-
aration for a triumphant return after
the Jews had been pushed into the sea,
the unfortunate fact is that for 10 years
there has been no Arab cooperation in
their resettlement and they have been
used largely as a political dagger point-
ed at Israel. Recent reports indicate that
1,400 jobs for refugees went unfilled when
exit permits were denied them by Arab
host governments, host governments
which have rejected also plans for exten-
sive development programs for resettle-
ment, Syria and Lebanon, on their part,
have obliged UNWRA to transport sup-
plies for these unfortunates by railroad
rather than, less expensively, by truck.

Arab refugees constitute almost half
the population in Jordan, about 517,-
388 being there, with 221,058 in the Gaza
Strip, 102,586 in Lebanon, and 92,524 in
Syria, with an annual net population
increase of 25,000 to 30,000 due to a con-
tinuing high birth rate. It is clear that
the problem must be settled now.

Israel has evidenced willingness to ne-
gotiate compensation for Arab proper-
ties, notwithstanding its heavy counter-
claims against the Arab States, which
ejected 300,000 Jews since 1948 and de-
prived them of their property.

The problem of land could be quickly
settled by the Arab governments, partic-
ularly Iraq, which has the resources in
land and water and is underpopulated,
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and whose new revolutionary regime we
have just recognized. A major effort by
the United Nations and the United
States to enlist its participation could
prove most fruitful at this time.

I believe that Israel will take a rea-
sonable number of the refugees suit-
able for repatriation and giving consid-
eration to the dangers to its security by
any fifth column. Also, Israel has al-
ready repatriated 25,000 to 30,000 Arabs,
and in reuniting Arab families and by
other means, it is estimated as many as
100,000 former Arab refugees are now
located in Israel.

Obviously, the resettlement of the
Arab refugees is not a complete policy
for the Mideast, but it does represent an
initiative upon which the other elements
can be built. They include:

First a clear guarantee of Mideast
borders against direct or indirect ag-
gression, preferably under U.N. auspices.
This would include also the U.N. guar-
antee of freedom of transit through the
Suez Canal.

Second. A suitably adapted and ade-
quately financed Mideast regional eco-
nomic plan based on self-help and mu-
tual cooperation, and started with those
who choose to cooperate even if this does
not include all the Arab States. Presi-
dent Eisenhower in his August 13, 1958,
address before the U.N. General Assem-
bly, proposed the establishment of such
an Arab Development Bank on a re-
gional basis to accelerate progress in
such fields as industry, agriculture,
water supply, health and education. It
would provide loans to the Arab States
as well as the technical assistance re-
quired in the formulation of develop-
ment projects, would be managed by the
Arab States themselves and would serve
also to attract needed private invest-
ment funds to the area as well. Such an
Arab Development Bank, I believe,
should not only include the Arab na-
tions originally contemplated—United
Arab Republic, Jordan, Iraq, Saudi
Arabia, Lebanon, Yemen, and KEuwait—
but study and consideration should be
given to include also such other na-
tions as Iran, Libya, the Sudan, Tunisia,
Turkey, Afghanistan, Morocco, Somalia,
and Ethiopia.

Third. Broad-scale activities in per-
son-to-person exchanges and the estab-
lishment of technical training insti-
tutes and other institutions in the Mid-
dle East.

One of the primary aspects of an ini-
tiative by the United States would be
in respect of a regional economic plan
for the area if this is taken up and im-
plemented. There is every assurance
that other governments will cooperate in
the financing of such a plan, notably the
United Kingdom, Italy, and Germany
have already indicated their interest,
and so has the Infernational Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.

It would be essential also to bring
into Mideast economic development and
the resettlement of the Arab refugees
the oil revenues of the Mideast and the
oil companies which pay them. These
oil revenues aggregated $1.026 billion in
1957 and are an indispensable element of
any Mideast program.
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The argument is made that the Arab
States might not work with us due to
Arab nationalist pressure, but in efforts
in regional economic development we are
not confined to the Arab States alone
but should include the economic region
involved, leaving the problems of an
economic bridge to Israel to be solved
for the present through the United Na-
tions. The leaders of these countries
outside the Arab bloc have also led their
peoples out of colonial status yet with
acceptance of their responsibilities in
the civilized world and without seeking
to build personal power hegemonies.

Settlement of the Suez Canal dispute,
Mr. President, is, I believe, the first great
step at this time. For a guarantee of
a freedom of transit through that in-
ternational waterway by the United Na-
tions would clearly stake out the interest
of the world community in taking an
active role in assuring peace in the strife-
ridden Middle East. Asa principal mem-
ber of the International Bank and a
leader in the United Nations, the United
States can assume the leadership posi-
tion in seeing that this is done.

Last week 13 members of the House
Committee on Banking and Currency ad-
dressed a communication to the World
Bank appealing to that body to withhold
the loan for improvements to the canal
until the Suez Canal is recognized as an
international artery without limitations
or restrictions, thus concurring with the
sentiments previously expressed by
Members of this body to which I have
referred. The International Bank surely
can do no less than this, for it has within
its power, as the lender of important
funds highly desired by the United Arab
Republic, an instrument to help bring
about that compliance with international
law which we all seek. A key to the
ip}ea,v::e lies within our hands; let us grasp

Mr. President, I close with a word for
which I hope perhaps I shall be forgiven
by all Senators present. I express the
hope and I make the prayer, as one new
Member of this body—and I am relatively
new, since this is only my third year in
the Senate—that the face of the Senate
which is turned to the people of the
United States and to the people of the
world, especially in hours which are very
likely to see the adjournment of the Con-
gress, be the best, the most constructive,
the most invigorating and the finest face
which we can turn to them. I hope and
pray we will do our utmost to subordinate
our personal desires or our personal ir-
ritations, or even our personal pet proj-
ects, bearing in mind that no matter
what we debate, whether it be highways,
Laos, the Mideast, or some inconse-
quential bill, we will not be judged on
that, but we will be judged on our total
overall performance, on the fact that we
proceed with deep consciousness of the
prestige of our country, which is on the
line in this body—yes, Mr. President, to-
night as never before in the great history
of our country.

I hope, Mr. President, I shall be for-
given and understood for uttering these
words. I am not critical of anyone con-
cerned. I know every Senator is trying
to do his best for our country and for
the world. Sometimes it is helpful if
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we look at things in that light, bearing in
mind the fact that we are not only in a
fish bowl for the United States, but also
in a fish bowl for the whole free world.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1959

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8678) to amend the
Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and
1958 to make certain adjustments in the
Federal-aid highway program, and for
other purposes.

Mr. NEUBERGER and Mr. MORSE
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
junior Senator from Oregon is recog-
nized.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
have decided to withdraw my amend-
ment to the amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gore] at this time, because of the tech-
nical difficulties involved in synchroniz-
ing my proposal with the language in
the amendment of the Senator from
Tennessee. I have consulted on this
matter with learned legal counsel, and
they feel it is not possible effectively to
dovetail my proposal with that of the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel.

In order that the issue before the
Senate may remain as clear cut and as
forthright as possible, I hope the Sen-
ate will proceed to an early vote on the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel.

Should the Senate approve the Gore
amendment, it is. my understanding
there will be offered another amend-
ment, I believe by the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarkl, which
will be designed to eliminate a deficit
which would be created by the diversion
of the automobile excise taxes from the
general fund to the highway trust fund,
which deficit will not be entirely made
up by a repeal of the credit against in-
come tax for dividends received by indi-
viduals.

A second amendment, which I am in-
formed will be offered, will deal with the
withholding at the source of taxes on
dividends and interest, and the revenue
to be realized from those items has been
estimated to cover more than the gen-
eral fund deficit.

If the Senate should fail to adopt the
latter proposal, it is my present inten-
tion to offer again an amendment to
inerease, by 1 cent, the Federal tax on
gasoline and other motor fuels, so as t.o
cover the deficit.

In conclusion, I wish to say it is my
opinion that not only should these tax
loopholes be closed, but we should face
up to our fiscal responsibilities by in-
creasing the Federal gasoline tax 1 cent,
or perhaps even 1% cents.

Mr. GORE and Mr. JAVITS addressed
the Chair.

Mr, NEUBERGER. I yield to the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the gener-
ous action of the able Senator from
Oregon, because this will permit the
Senate to make a simple choice, a clear-
cut choice. The amendment which the
Senator has in mind can be more read-
ily drafted as an additional section to
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the bill, rather than as an amendment
to my amendment.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator, I
am sure, knows of my desire to cooperate
with him on these very vital issues.

Mr, JAVITS and Mr. LAUSCHE ad-
dressed the Chair,

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I simply
want to send an amendment to the desk
for printing under the rule.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the desk.

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

. Mr. NEUBERGER. I am willing to
yield the floor, unless the Senator wants
to discuss what I have recently said.

Mr, MORSE and Mr. LAUSCHE ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
senior Senator from Oregon is recog-
nized.

THE PARLIAMENTARY SITUATION,
VISIT BY PREMIER KHRUSHCHEV
TO THE UNITED STATES, AND
SINE DIE ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I should
like to have the staff notify the majority
leader I am about to make some remarks
in which he may be interested. I have
explained to the majority whip that as
soon as I got the floor in my own right I
should like to have the majority leader
notified.

Mr. President, I have been waiting for
some hours to take the floor to discuss
briefly my position in regard to the par-
liamentary situation which confronts the
Senate. I think I owe it to the Senate
and I certainly owe it to myself and to
my friends to make a statement as to my
position in regard to the parliamentary
situation which confronts us and my
part in it. I shall discuss it from the
standpoint of three general topics: First,
my reason as to why I do not think the
Senate should adjourn sine die by Sep=
tember 12; second, my position in regard
to the parliamentary situation in which
I found myself yesterday with respect to
protecting my own parliamentary rights
in the Senate; third, my views in regard
to what we ought to do with respect to a
legislative program before we adjourn.

THE KHRUSHCHEV VISIT

One of the reasons, Mr. President, why
I think the Senate should not adjourn
sine die September 12 is that I think it
should be in session at least for a few
days after Khrushchev arrives in the
United States. I am sorry, but it is my
feeling—and I think there is reason to
support my feeling—that one of the pri-
mary reasons for the sudden speedup in
Senate business in recent days is that
there is a strong movement on fo avoid
having the Congress in session when
Khrushchev arrives in the United States.
Roscoe Drummond in a column today
expressed a view with which I completely
agree when he said:
. Congress certainly ought not to run for
cover during Mr. Ehrushchey’'s presence in

Washington by rushing to adjourn before it
finishes its business.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire column by Roscoe
Drummond, appearing in the Washing-
ton Post this morning, be printed at this
point in my remarks.

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

CongresS AND Mgr. E.—No PRECEDENT OR
ProToCOL CALLS FOR INVITATION

(By Roscoe Drummond)

Before the debate gets needlessly off the
ralls, let's get out the facts on thls question
of Congress inviting Premier Khrushchev to
address a joint session.

I find a lot of people, in Government and
out, who believe and strongly urge that Con-
gress should invite Mr. Ehrushchev in the
conviction: (1) That the invitation is re-
quired by protocol; (2) that Congress always
invites heads of government to address it;
(3) that not to invite him would be dis-
courteous discrimination.

If you were to check these three state-
ments true or false, what would your answer
be? The truth is that they are all false.

There are no protocol requirements what-
soever about Inviting foreign dignitaries to
speak before Congress—either presidents,
prime ministers, kings, queens, shahs, or gov-
ernors general. The initiative is with Con-
gress. The decision is with Congress. The
precedents set no pattern of policy whatso=
ever.

Far from inviting all visiting chiefs of
state or heads of government to address it,
Congress over the past decade has extended
invitations to fewer than half. I have just
checked the array of the top foreign states-
men who came to the Unifted States from
1947 through 1958. There were 88 such
visits; a few came more than once but only
34 of them addressed either the House or
Senate or joint session.

The precedents are so diverse as to make
nothing automatic. Just look at a few of
them: The Prime Minister of France, Guy
Mollet, was invited to address a joint session
of Congress. The Prime Minister of Great
Britain, Harold Macmillan, was only invited
to address the Senate. The President of
Brazil addressed Congress; the President of
Chile didn't. The Queen of the Netherlands
addressed Congress. The EKing of Greece did
not.

Certainly past practice shows no pattern
of policy to be followed automatically, Then,
would there be discourtesy or discrimination
i#f Congress did not invite Premier Khru-
shchev?

There is actually no legislation and no
established procedure by which Congress
determines whom it shall invite to address
it, The chief parliamentarian of the Senate
says that the custom has been for the de-
cision to be made by the leadership. That
would mean a decision by the majority and
minority leaders of the House and the
Speaker, and the majority and minority lead-
ers of the Senate and the President of the
Senate.

But what happens if there Is disagreement
among the congressional leaders? Does the
issue go to the floor of the House and Sen-
ate if there is a tie vote among the leaders
or even if there is only one dissent? There
is no rule and no precedent to govern this
situation, but it ean, I am sure, be taken for
granted that there will be no invitation if
any of the leaders seriously object. A harsh
controversial floor debate is wanted by no-
body.

I cannot myself escape these conclusions:

That neither protocol nor precedent nor
courtesy requires Congress to invite Mr.
Khrushchey to speak.

That Congress certainly ought not to run
for cover during Mr. Khrushchev's presence

September 5

in Washington by rushing to adjourn before
it finishes its business.

That, since the Soviet Premier was invited
to make & public tour of the United States
and to have private talks with the President,
there is no reason why the precious, prized
platform of Congress should be thrust into
his hands. Let’s reserve that for those who
believe in representative government, not
give it to those who want to destroy it.

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, as a
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, I believe that any planned con-
gressional walkout on Khrushchev will
be interpreted in many parts of the
world where we are trying to win men’s
minds to the cause of freedom, as an
affront not only against Russia, but
against our own professed ideals of
peace,

We claim to be searching for honor-
able ways of establishing permanent
peace in the world. We represent to the
world that we are willing to give rea-
soned judgment to the representations
of the leaders of people of other na-
tions such as Russia, who may lead us
into war, if an acceptable basis for peace
is not worked out in our time. I hold
{.or:he view that there is not much time
e1v.

NATIONAL INTEREST SERVED BY CONGRESS

REMAINING IN SESSION

Congress, along with the President,
has the responsibility to help mold a
program of peace through a system of
world justice by law. Congress has a
duty to the American people to carry
out its responsibility, under the advice
and consent clause of the Constitution,
to help promote a better understanding
with Russia and other potential enemies.

Democratic institutions are weorth
looking at. The American people have
the right to be proud of their democratic
institutions. Congress is one of the
great trio of the independent branches
of democratic government which help
distinguish democratic self-government
from a totalitarian politboro.

We should not run out on the Khru-
shchev visit. To the contrary, we should
proceed between now and then with a
regular legislative program unscarred by
steamroller parliamentary pressures and
tactics. Congress should recognize that
the eyes of the world generally are on
America because of the forthcoming
Khrushchev visit.

Much is being said about Khrushchev
trying to turn his visit into a Communist
propaganda barnstorming of the United
States. I have no doubt that Khrush-
chev will try to take advantage of every
incident, of every interview, of every
public appearance, of every demonstra-
tion of public reaction to him, in an
endeavor to propagandize himself and
his Communist sophistry and the Com-
munist claims that his government is
seeking peace and coexistence, but finds
lack of cooperation on the part of the
Western nations including especially the
United States.

What I am urging is that we in Con-
gress not run away from our opportu-
nity and our duty to stand with the
President in extending proper Congres-
sional protocol and diplomatic responses
to Khrushchev’s official visit to the
United States.
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What are we afraid of? What are we
worrying about? Does anyone think
that the American people are any less
able than we are to appraise whatever
representations. Khrushchev may make
while he is in our eountry? I respect-
fully point out that we should adopt an
affirmative and positive rather than a
negative and defeatist aftitude to
Khrushechey's visit to the United States.
We should demonstrate to the world that
we seek an honorable peace and we
should outline to Khrushchev a program
for peace which will place the burden on
Russia to demonstrate to the world in
return that she is willing to keep faith
with the professings about peace.

Mr. President, let me make it clear
that I did not favor Khrushchev’s visit
in the form in which it is about to take
place. In fact, long before the President
ever extended any invitation to Khru-
shchev, the record is perfectly clear that
time and time again I urged that the
leaders of the nations of the world
should meet under the canopy of the
United Nations at the United Nations
headquarters in New York City for a
discussion of the various problems that
threaten the peace of the world. Under
such an arrangement Khrushchey would
have come as only one of many visiting
heads of state.

I believe that inevitably, if we are
going to win this great battle for peace,
the heads of all nations will have to get
together in such an international con-
ference under the auspices of the United
Nations for a discussion of what can be
done - to avoid a nuclear war. It may
very well be humanity's last chance to
save itself. However, another course of
action was followed by the President of
the United States.

I suppose, Mr. President, that no one
in the Senate has been more critical of
the President of the United Stafes on
many issues than the senior Senafor
from Oregon, but when it becomes an
issue of national survival, when it be-
comes an issue of peace or war, when
it becomes an issue of standing behind
the President in an hour of national
crisis, the senior Senator from Oregon
will yield to no man in the Senate. I
believe, although I may be wrong—but
my intuition tells me not—that we are
approaching a decisive hour in the his-
tory of mankind. When we have such
a visit as is about to take place in this
country by the head of a state which
we all recognize would probably be our
greatest potential enemy in case of an-
other world war, then we in Congress
should be on hand, side by side, shoulder
to shoulder with the President, to dem-
onstrate the working of democracy dur-
ing the visit of that head of state.

Mr. President, it is not for me to say
what the form of the welcome should be
so far as the official program of my
Government is concerned. However, as
a Member of the Senate and as a mem-
ber of the Foreign Relations Committee,
I owe it to the people of my State and
of my Nation to make myself clear as to
what I think Congress ought to be ready
to do, provided the President of the
United States and the State Depart-
ment desire that kind of assistance from
us during the Khrushcheyv visit.
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I think we ought to be on the job,
ready and willing to cooperate with the
President in the extending of any proto-
col that a Congress in session can ex-
tend to the visiting head of a foreign
state. It is not for the Congress to take
the initiative in such matters but rather
to stand ready to cooperate with what-
ever request the President and the State
Department might make of the Con-
gress.

I wish to point out, Mr. President,
that we are going to be judged in India,
in Burma, in Pakistan, in all of south-
east Asia and Africa and in all the areas
of the world where we are in a contest
with Russia for the minds of men, by
the way we keep faith with our profess-
ing of our good will, of our claimed sin-
cerity in trying to work out a perma-
nent and honorable peace, of our willing-
ness to listen to ideas with which we do
not agree, of our national policy of polite-
ness, and of our friendship for the peo-
ple of Russia.

I believe we also need to keep in mind
that we should not play into the hands
of Russian propaganda by following a
congressional course of action of ad-
journing sine die almost on the eve of
the arrival of Khrushchev. By doing
so, we would provide much fodder for
the Russian propaganda machine in re-
gard to the failure or the refusal of
Congress to at least be on hand when
the Premier of Russia arrives. It would
be represented as a symbolic insult to
the people of Russia.

Mr. President, I point out that Khru-
shchev has welcomed many Governors
of States of the United States in Mos-
cow. I would point out that EKhru-
shchev has laid out the so-ealled proto-
col red carpet for many American busi-
nessmen, I would point out—and I
think it was very helpful to our cause
because of the discussion that took place
in Moscow—that the Vice President of
the United States received the so-called
red carpet protocol treatment from the
head of the Russian state. I would
point out also that a good many Sen-
ators and Representatives have availed
themselves of the protocol courtesies of
the Premier of Russia and other high
officials of Russia when they have been
in Moscow. Also let us not forget that
the President of the United States will
be a guest in Russia later this fall.

Mr. President, I am not passing any
valued judgment on the visits of Ameri-
can officials and businessmen to Russia.
I am only pointing out that these are
facts. Therefore I do not like to see
Congress put itself in a very embarrass-
ing position by going into sine die ad-
journment on September 12, just before
the Russian. Premier arrives in the
United States. If it should do so, we
would probably read in the press of the
countries of southeast Asia, India, and
Africa that the Congress of the United
States, to use the language of Mr.
Drummond in his article this morning,
ran for cover during Mr. Khrushchev’s
presence.

There are great differences among us
in the Congress as to what our course
of action should be. All I am saying in
the Senate tonight is that we should be
on hand to follow out whatever protocol
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ceremonies the President or the Secre-
tary of State may call upon us to per-
form.

Also, as I shall show when I reach
another point shortly, there is need for
a longer session of the Congress to com-
plete the legislative program which will
be uncompleted if the Congress adjourns
sine die on September 12. L

I also point out that two dignitaries
from the Soviet Union, Deputy Premier
Mikoyan and Mr:. Kozlov, ' visited us.
The Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee met with both those representatives
of the Soviet government. I happen to
think it was very helpful to us. Speak-
ing only for myself, I think it was very
helpful to me to sit there during the
period of questions and answers and
conversation, and evaluate the nature of
the men who were here representing the
Soviet Union. Men in whose totalitarian
hands there rests such vast power of life
and death over so many millions of peo-
ple in Russia, and—Ilet us be frank about
it—perhaps also in the United States.

This is a dangerous period in world
history. We are not going to solve the
problems of peace if we do not take
every advantage that comes our way, to
try to find out what it is that makes the
minds of these men tick.

I think we would be in a much better
position with the Congress in session,
and with the Foreign Relations Commit-
tees of the two Houses of Congress, if
they should decide to do so, ready to sit
down in a conference with Khruschchev.
Such a course of action would enable us
to put to Khruschchev, as we did to
Mikoyan and EKozlov, certain pertinent
questions the answers to which would be

helpful to us in appraising and evaluat-

ing and judging the future course of ac~
tion which we should follow in our rela-
tions with Russia.

So I publicly confess that one of the
reasons I am urging a slow bell, so to
speak, in the adjournment of this ses-
sion of Congress is that I think it is in
the national interest for Congress to be
in session for at least a few days after
the arrival of Khrushchev. I believe
that if we follow the course of action I
have suggested, we shall not regret it.

There may be some acrimonious de=
bate in Congress while Khrushchey is
here. There may be some incidents. But
that is democracy at work. Are we
afraid of it? That is free speech, mani-
fested in a country which practices self-
government. It would be good for Khru-
shchev to observe these workings of
democracy and to take those observa-
tions back to Russia no matter what in-
cidents, what points of view, or what
debates occur in the United States dur-
ing his visit. I do not believe that we
should put democracy under wraps dur-
ing the period of Khrushchev's visit. I
believe that the Congress of the United
States, the legislative branch of the Gov-
ernment, along with the executive
branch, should be working together dur-
ing the period of this historie visit.

THE END OF THE SESSION SFEEDUP
I turn now to the second reason for
the course of action I am following par-
liamentarywise in the Senate. I think
my colleagues know that this is not the
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first year that I have been very much
concerned about the speedup of Senate
action in the dying days of a session. I
learned many years ago, early in my 15
years of service in the Senate, that dur-
ing the last days of a session we need to
perform the services of a watchdog on
legislation in the Senate, because under
the rush and the pressure, under the
many unanimous consent agreements,
bad legislation is frequently passed.

I do not need to recall to my colleagues
that the last afternoon and night of the
last day of the session last year only two
or three of us, under a great deal of criti-
cism, and it is never pleasant to be in that
role—followed a parliamentary course of
action in the Senate which, in my judg-
ment, stopped the passage of what was
generally recognized as anti Supreme
Court legislation. I am satisfied that
more legislation of that nature would
have been enacted if two or three of
us had not taken an adamant position
that we would exerecise all of our parlia-
mentary rights under the rules of the
Senate.

ABUSE OF UNANIMOUS CONSENT

I resolved last year, after that experi-
ence, that, come this year, I would start
earlier, and that this year I would slow
up the procedures of the Senate in the
last days with respect to unanimous-
consent agreement. Let me say respect-
fully that we have almost reached the
point where most pieces of legislation are
offered to us on the basis of a unani-
mous-consent agreement to limit debate.

This is not the first time I have
spoken against this approach. I doubt
if any other Member of this body has
objected to more unanimous-consent
requests to limit debate than has the
senior Senator from Oregon. I serve
Tnotice tonight that for whatever addi-
tional period of time I serve in the Sen-
ate, I shall object to many more—per-
centagewise—unanimous-consent agree-
ments from the beginning of each
session than I have in the past. I have
become convinced that legislating
through unanimous-consent agreements
is not in the best interest of the Senate
or of the Nation. I have become con-
vinced that major pieces of legislation
should not be passed in the Senate un-
der unanimous-consent agreements to
limit time for debate.

Time and time again colleagues have
come to me, after they had become par-
ties to a unanimous-consent agreement,
and said, “I wish I had known that this
particular point would arise in the de-
bate. If I had known it, I never would
have given consent because there is
not enough time now to make a con-
vincing case in opposition to it.”” I have
heard that point of view expressed many
times after the fact—a point of view
which I think is right. I serve notice
tonight that from now on I shall grant
unanimous-consent requests to limit de-
bate on any major issue in the Senate
only upon the rarest of occasions, and
only when the facts and circumstances
in an individual case convince me that
the public interest could not possibly
be jeopardized by the agreement.

Three or four years ago, I believe, I
placed in the Recorp an analysis of the

"Senators to say so.
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history and development of unanimous-
consent agreements to limit debate in
the Senate. I have not had time this
afternoon because of my work on the
floor to locate that study and refresh
my memory about it, so I must speak
about it from memory.

The analysis showed that unanimous-
consent agreements have become a very
common procedure in recent years in the
Senate. Until recent years it was a pro-
cedure that was used only rarely. I be-
lieve that the tendency to transact most
business in the Senate—at least in con-
nection with anything of major conse-
quence—by way of unanimous-consent
agreements, has been very costly to the
effectiveness of the Senate as a delib-
erative parliamentary body.

I think it has been very costly to the
purpose of debate and the exchange of
ideas in the Senate. I think we are go-
ing too far away from the intention and
purposes of our constitutional fathers in
respect to unlimited, full, deliberate de-
bate in the Senate. Do not tell me that
if Senators sit and listen to debate, if
they are actually present and hear the
debate, their minds are not changed.

No one will ever convince me that at
least some of the amendments offered
last night by the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HumpHREY] in connection with
Public Law 480 would not have been
adopted if all Senators had been on the
floor of the Senate, heard the debate,
and realized that many of the amend-
ments were committee amendments, and
not Humphrey amendments. Discus-
sions I have had today lead me to believe
that votes were cast last night against
some amendments by Senators who
thought they were voting to sustain the
committee. The fact of the matter is
that the Senator from Minnesota was
presenting committee amendments, not
Humphrey amendments, in many in-
stances.

But what happens when a unani-
mous-consent agreement is entered to
limit time? We all know what happens.
The few who are engaged in debate
speak to an almost empty Senate
Chamber.

A unanimous-consent agreement to
limit debate has resulted in the common
practice in the Senate of Senators not
attending debate, once the agreement has
been entered into. Then if an agree=
ment is entered to vote at a time cer-
tain—say a time certain to vote next
Wednesday at 2 o'clock—we all know
what happens. Senators not only leave
the Chamber, but they go elsewhere, far
removed from the Senate in many in-
stances. I do not think that is good for
the Senate. I do not think it is in keep-
ing with the history and purpose of de-
bate in the Senate. Ithink the entering
into unanimous-consent agreements to
limit the time for debate, and sometimes
to fix a time certain to vote, has reached
the point of abuse.

I have the power, as do other Senators
under the rules, until they are changed,
to carry out what I think is my duty in
regard to that practice. It is only fair to
They can pass any
value judgment on it they wish. It is
only fair to them to know that this is
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my view, and that I am giving notice as
to what my position will be.

INTENTION TO APPLY SENATE RULES

Some very dear and close friends in
the Senate have pleaded with me to
change my course of action. They have
pleaded with me out of sincerity and
friendship, and I think deep affection,
to retreat from my position on the
ground that they thought my course of
action is offending many of my col-
leagues, and stirring up animosity
against me in the Senate, neither of
which I like, both of which I wish I
could avoid. But my reply to them has
been that I have made a study of this
practice, and I am satisfied that this is
my duty, so long as I sit here. If carry-
ing out my duty means the loss of friend-
ship and the stirring up of animosities,
then I will pay that penalty rather than

follow a course of inaction because I

lacked the courage to do what I thought
was right.

So I repeat: I think the unanimous-
consent agreement method of doing
business in the Senate has reached the
point of abuse. It is not good for the
Senate. I intend to apply the rules with
respect to it.

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

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator will per-
mit me to finish, I should like to do so.
Then I will yield.

No one regrets more than I the inci-
dents and, in some respects, misunder-
standings which led to the situation
yesterday which caused me to proceed to
exercise my rights under the rules. I
made a request through the same chan-
nels through which other Senators time
and time again have made similar re-
quests. I made a request through the
Secretary to the majority that the ma-
jority leader, or whoever was sitting in
the majority leader’s chair at any time,
be notified that I wanted a quorum call
before any unanimous-consent agree-
ment was requested in connection with
a proposed time limitation on any issue.
Under the rules we are not entitled in
this situation to a quorum call as a mat-
ter of parliamentary right, but every
Senator who is within hearing of my
voice knows it is common practice as a
matter of Senate courtesy when the
leadership is placed on notice to have a
quorum call. Many times in each ses-
sion of Congress a gquorum call is asked
for before a unanimous-consent agree-
ment is submitted in regard to any major
legislative issue.

I believe I had the right to expect a
quorum call in connection with the fix-
ing of a time limitation to consider a
veto on the housing bill.

I had no intention of leaving the floor
of the Senate yesterday at any time, but
I received a message from Mr. Jack Bell
of the Associated Press asking me to step
into the press room to answer a couple of
questions which apparently AP subscrib-
ers elsewhere in the country, including
my own State, sought to have him get
from me. I sentout to him the message
I could not leave the floor at that time.

Immediately a second message came
back to me from Mr. Bell, saying he
hoped I would do what I could to arrange
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to leave the floor of the Senate because
it would take him only a minute or two—
and it took him less than 3 minutes—to
get answers to those questions.

I asked a colleague who was seated
next to me at the time—and my colloquy
was heard by another colleague—if he
would protect me until I got back in case
& unanimous-consent agreement was
asked for. I was not off the floor of the
Senate 3 minutes. I am not criticizing
the majority leader with any bitterness
for what happened. I am simply mak-
ing a statement of fact as to my under-
standing of what happened.

I returned to the floor of the Senate
within 8 minutes of the time I left to dis-
cover that a unanimous-consent agree-
ment limiting time on the housing bill
debate had been entered into. To my
shocked surprise, it provided for 1 hour
of debate. It was said that members of
the committee were willing to accept the
limitation, but members of the commit-
tee do not speak for me or any other
Member of the Senate. We speak for
ourselves.

Mr. President, I happen to think the
veto message on the housing matter
raised such an important question of
policy that the discussion of it should
not have been limited to 1 hour, but
should have been at great length. There
are many phases of the whole veto prob-
lem which have been presented by the
President to Congress, and which were
raised again by the housing bill veto. We
ought to have had a thoroughgoing dis-
cussion of it.

A 1-hour limitation of debate agree-
ment did not make that possible.

I came into the Senate Chamber and
discovered the agreement had been en-
fered into. It was no fault of the ma-
jority leader because he says he did not
know of my notice to have a quorum call.
It was no fault of the colleague who had
agreed to protect my interest. The fact
of the matter is that my colleague said he
did not hear the majority leader offer the
unanimous-consent agreement. He said
the action happened so quickly that he
thought the majority leader was only
asking for a quorum call. He said
that the majority leader did not speak
loud enough to be heard throughout the
Senate Chamber. I can understand how
those things happen and I am critical of
no one for what happened. But I am
making this statement of fact to the
Senate because that incident satisfied me
the time had come for me to protect my-
self completely in regard to my proce-
dural rights, and I made very clear to the
majority leader that that was my posi-
tion. If we do not like the rules in the
rulebook, we can change them.

But I take it for granted that the Sen-
ate rules were written by our predeces-
sors in the Senate to be available to any
Senator who wishes to use them when, in
his judgment and aceording to his rights,
it becomes his duty, in carrying out his
obligations to his constituents, to use
them.

That is all I have been doing, and that
is all I shall do for the duration of this
session of Congress, whenever in the fu-
ture I wish to resort to the rules.

" By using them, I believe the Senate
will be required to take time to deliber-
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ate more carefully and discuss more fully
the remaining important, unsettled ma-
jor issues which will have to be consid-
ered by the Senate before it adjourns
sine die, whether that comes before Sep-
tember 12 or after that date.

Now I come to the last reason for fol-
lowing the course of action I am taking.
I believe it is very well known.

SENATE SESSION ON LABOR DAY UNWARRANTED

I think it was a great mistake to
schedule a meeting of the Senate on
Labor Day.

I understand that 90 or more Senators
expressed, on a poll, a preference for
meeting on Labor Day. It is one thing
to take a poll; it is another thing to have
a8 group policy discussion as to whether
such a course of action is wise. Very
often a poll will be quite different after
a discussion, as compared with the result
of a poll if held in the absence of a dis-
cussion.

It is my view that it would have been
very helpful if the policy committee, at
least for the Members of the Senate on
this side of the aisle, had met, so that
those of us who had some very definite
objections in regard to a meeting of the
Senate on Labor Day would at least
have had an opportunity to express our
point of view.

I can well understand that many will
not agree with me, although I wish to
say that some who voted against me the
other night have been fair enough to
say to me they think there is some merit
to the view I take.

In view of the labor bill the Senate
voted for the other evening, I think it is
not good psychology to hold a Senate
session on Labor Day, unless we wish to
devote that session to a discussion of
labor problems and the history of the
labor movement and the importance of
the free labor movement to a strong
democracy.

Knowing that the bill we passed is not
going to be received with enthusiasm
on Labor Day by the free men and women
who belong to organized labor and will
meet on Labor Day in many halls
throughout the country to pay honor to
that day, and in view of the fact that
those meetings will be taking place, I do
not think it will be good psychology for
the Senate to meet on Labor Day. It
will amount in a way to rubbing salt into
the wounds the Congress has inflicted on
labor.

But be that as it may, I felt that at
least some consideration should have
been given to, and there should have
been more opportunity to give consider-
ation to, the point of view of those of us
who do not think the Senate should meet
on Labor Day.

Let me put one ugly rumor to rest at
once: This afternoon, I was told by a
newspaperman that it is rumored in the
Press Gallery that by having the Senate
meet on Monday, the senior Senator
from Oregon would lose an honorarium
of $2,000, which otherwise he would have
received for making a speech on that day.

In the first place, I do not know what
an honorarium of that sort looks like.

In the second place, I was not plan-
ning to make an honorarium speech on
that day at all. In fact, although I would
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have attended a labor meeting on that
day, my major activity would have been
complete relaxation at the Oregon State
Fair. Certainly that would have been
no reason for not agreeing to have the
Senate meet on Monday.

I was perfectly willing to waive that
activity, to conform myself to the de-
cision to meet on Monday. But I think
it was a mistake to decide to meet on
Monday for the other reasons I have
mentioned and will mention.

LABOR DAY SESSIONS

Mr. President, Labor Day was estab-
lished in 1894. It became a national
holiday in that year.

Since 1894, the Senate has been in ses-
sion 19 times through Labor Day; that is
to say, on 19 occasions since 1894 the
sine die adjournment came after Labor
Day. But since 1894 the Senate has met
on Labor Day only three times,

The first time the Senate met on Labor
Day was in 1913. The Labor Day meet-
ing of that year was due to President
Wilson’s calling the 63d Congress into
“extraordinary” session in April instead
of waiting until December, when a new
Congress ordinarily met. He told Con-
gress that the 1912 election was a man-
date they should act on promptly and
not wait for more than a year.

The great debates of that period were
on the Federal Reserve System and the
Federal Trade Commission; and the
great, progressive legislative program of
Woodrow Wilson which was then under
consideration. Of course, at that time
the President had some legislative prob-
lems, too; a long session had been held,
and it had been a highly controversial
one. It was decided that the Senate
should remain in session on that Labor
Day. But the House of Representatives
was not in session. Only the Senate met
on Labor Day, in 1913.

In 1918, both Houses of Congress met
on Labor Day. I do not believe I need
point out to the Senate that at that time
our Nation was in the midst of war.

In 1942, the Senate met on Labor Day
again in the midst of a war.

In 1945 the Senate took a recess from
August 1 to September 5; and during
that time, the Labor Day holiday
ocecurred.

So, Mr. President, by meeting on
Labor Day, next Monday, we shall be
acting quite contrary to the general,
historic pattern of Senate conduct in
regard to Labor Day. I respectfully
submit that next Monday there will be
no emergency that will justify a meet-
ing of the Senate on that day. Regard-
less of what others may wish to point out,
in my judgment no sufficient case or
argument can be presented in that con-
nection; it cannot be shown that there
exists any emergency which will neces-
sitate a meeting of the Senate on next
Monday, Labor Day.

I happen to think, Mr, President, that
we owe it to one of the great foundation
stones of democratic self-government;
namely, the free labor movement, to
honor it, in the absence of a real emer=
gency, next Monday, by standing in re-
cess, so that this hard-working staff of
the Senate and of our own offices, who,
after all, belong to the ranks of labor
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in the real sense may enjoy that holi-
day. Furthermore, Members of the Sen-
ate who would like to keep some com-
mitments in regard to honoring Labor
Day should have the opportunity to do
so, without the inconveniences that are
going to be caused and the embarrass-
ments that are going to be caused by our
meeting next Monday.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE].

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, earlier
in the remarks of the senior Senator
from Oregon, he made the statement
that he probably has brought on to him-
self the animosity of the Members of
the Senate because he has exercised the
rights which he said were his and which
he believed should be exercised in the
interest of good government.

If I may say so to the Senator from
Oregon, I have not heard a single Sen-
ator express animosity toward him. I
say that with a great deal of content-
ment, because it reflects the high at-
titude of the Members of this body not
to look with contempt on the action of
a Senator who is exercising his right
under the rules and attempting to pre-
sent to the Senate his views on im-
portant matters pending before us.

Mr. MORSE. 1 appreciate the com-
ments of the Senator from Ohio. I trust
that at least with the lapse of time, after
which we all have a tendency to forget
pain of all sorts, if there are any pain-
ful feelings toward the Senator from
Oregon, time will cure them. But, con-
trary to what the Senator from Ohio has
said, I think there is some basis for the
comment I made on the basis of other ev-
idence which has been made available to
me. And I believe it bears out my com-
ment. If I were to let that deter me,
then I would have no right to sit at this
desk, because I must do my duty as I see
it no matter who may become resentful
about it.

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

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield with the under-
standing that I do not lose the floor and
that the remarks of the Senator will
follow mine. I am almost through, I
may say to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. I want to ask the Senator
some questions about that part of the
Senator’s remarks having to do with
whether or not Congress should adjourn
before the visit of Mr. Ehrushchev. Ido
not want to intrude, if the Senator would
rather have me wait until he is through.

Mr. MORSE. No. I will be glad to
yield.

Mr. DODD. The Senator from Oregon
referred to a column by Mr. Roscoe
Drummond, published in the Washington
Post of this morning. Does the Senator
not agree that Mr. Drummond said, in
that column, that neither protocol nor
precedent nor courtesy requires Congress
to invite Mr. Khrushchey to address
Congress?

Mr. MORSE. I did not suggest we
should, either.
Mr. DODD. It seems to me this point

ought to be made clear to our colleagues.
As the Senator knows, I have opposed
Mr. Ehrushchev’s visit and an invitation
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to address Congress. I have never sug-
gested we should adjourn because of this
impending visit of Mr. Khrushchev.

I do not know anyone else in this body
who has. So I think we ought to make
clear that the objection of some of us to
an invitation to Khrushchev to address
Congress is based on the fact that
throughout our history—and I have
asked the Library of Congress to look into
this—we have never before invited a
tyrant or a dictator with the blood of
millions on his hands to be a guest of
Congress and to be afforded the cere-
monial and signal honor of being a guest
of Congress at a joint session. That is
why some of us have been urging Con-
gress not to tolerate an invitation to one
of the worst tyrants and dictators in the
world.

The second point I should like to make
is that the Senator very earnestly and
eloquently told us about the symbol of
Labor Day. I think it is important. I
do not want anything I say to be un-
derstood as anything less than that.
There is an importance in symbols, and
there is an importance in psychology.

I wonder if the Senator would not agree
that the symbolism involved in one of the
world's worst tyrants in history being
invited as a guest of a free Congress is not
of great significance, too?

Mr. MORSE. I shall be glad to dis-
cuss the comments which the Senator
has made. First let me say to my col-
league that I put in the Recorp the en-
tire Drummond column, not just an ex-
cerpt. Second, I made very clear, as the
Recorp will show, that the protocol and
the reception and the procedure for han-
dling the Khrushchev visit rests on the
executive branch of this Government,
particularly the President and the De-
partment of State. But I said I thought
we ought to be in session, ready and will-
ing to cooperate with our President, in
carrying out any protocol that the Presi-
dent or the Department of State might
decide would be helpful in connection
with the visit of this head of a foreign
state. Although one can argue tech-
nically as to whether he is the head of
the Government of Russia, we all know
that in practical effect he is, just as the
Queen of Great Britain or the President
of any republic who might be visiting
the United States is the head of their
respective governments.

This is a difficult and delicate matter.
I understand the point of view of the
Senator from Connecticut, and that is
one of the reasons why I said in my re-
marks that because there may be a dis-
cussion and a division of opinion be-
tween us or among us while Khrushechev
is here, that is all to the good. I would
not put free speech and open debate
under a bushel. I would not conceal it.
That is democracy at work. That is one
of the things freedom stands for, and
it is one of the lessons Khrushchev ought
to take back to Moscow.

Mr. President, you cannot get away
from the ugly fact that he is the head,
the symbol of the Soviet Union. You
cannot get away from the fact that all
the difference between peace and war
in our time may be dependent upon an
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honorable course of action we may be
able, and we pray we may be able, to
effectuate with the Russians.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. DODD. I am sure the Senator re-
members the India visit about 3 years
ago. Would the Senator not agree that
about 3 years ago Mr. Ehrushchev and
his then confidant and companion, Mr.
Bulganin, visited India as official guests
of that country and were invited, and
accepted the invitation to address the
Indian Congress. In India they talked
in terms of coexistence and peace.
They were wined and dined throughout
the Indian nation.

But I am sure the Senator from Ore-
gon is as aware as I that tonight 3 years
later, Communist aggressive forces are
massing on the Indian border, and Com-
munist sympathizers and Communist
Party members within India are rioting
in her cities.

Does the Senator have any fear of or
does he suspect that the now disclosed
true purposes of the Krushchev visit to
India may be similar to the purposes
which Mr. Khrushchev has in visiting
the United States?

Mr. MORSE. I wish to say to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, I am well aware
of the Indian visit of Khrushchev and
Bulganin. I am well aware of the duplic-
itous record which characterizes Com-
munists generally, including heads of
their State. But I refuse to blind my-
self to the fact that the contest which is
going on for the minds of men around
this world will be determined by whether
or not we are able to work out an hon-
orable program for peace with the very
person who is coming to the United
States at the invitation of the President
of the United States as a guest at least
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, but also, I think, through the Pres-
ident, as a guest of the Government of
the United States.

In the light of that invitation I think
we will stand better as a united nation
with the Congress in session, ready and
willing to cooperate with the President
of the United States in his very difficult
situation in which he will find himself in
connection with this visit, rather than
to do what I think we will be doing—play-
ing right into the hands of the Russian
propagandists in Asia, Africa, and else-
where in the world by being out of ses-
sion. Thcse propagandists will say that
we ran away from that visit and that we
did not keep the congressional session
flag of this Capitol flying, to show that
the Senate and the House were in session
transacting the business of the people
of this country during the course of Mr,
Khrushchev’s visit in the United States.

Those are my views about the subject.
I have one other brief subject matter I
want to cover in regard to my explana-
tion of my reasons as to why we should
stay in session after September 12.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if the Sen-~
ator from Oregon will permit me to do so,
I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the ReEcorp a list of all foreign
dignitaries who have been invited to ad-
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dress a joint session of Congress or either Lafayette in1824. They will find in it no
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- There being no objection, the list was

body. I ask my colleagues to look over precedent for extending this honor to a ?rdered to be printed in the Recorp, as
ollows:

the names of this list beginning with Communist dictator.

Foreign dwmtanea who have addressed the Congress of the Uniled S!ates

Name Country Body addressed Date Name Country Body addressed Date
Gen. Marquis de Lafayett ouse Dec. 10,1824 || Hon, Ferdinando di Savola, | Ital Senate. M
Gen, Louls Kossath. .- | Senate. Jan, 7.1852 || * Prince of Udine. i e Jang G107
Ton | Charee: Stomes. Ticsaii, | Gomt Beltuin-| Houte e~ Fae B toos || o ienot Mdseoul 2 e
on. rea ---| House ‘ob. = T
Cont Arbest & pmyﬁmm Hungary d Feb. 91911 il N o Juno 3?;}3;;
0. Feb. Hasaad 7
of Education, g A XAk TeLE A Russia. June 28 1017
M. Rene VIviang..—-.-..--..—.| Italy iy Moy 31017 || Viscount Ishii Japan Aug. 30, 1917
M& Jules J, Jusserand, Amb Fr House. Do. Dr. Milenko R, Vesniteh......... Sesrll;iai ()Yugo- }an. " 51018
or. vin). an, 8 1018
M. Joseph Toffre, Marshal s M. Jules J, Jusserand, Ambas- L Sept. 24, 1918
Hon. Arthur James Balfour-.....| Great Britain___ E"P‘;,m{, S ok SYABDOCEME AW BUSRIN . Oct. 7,1020
Tue LiBrary oF CoNGRESS,
LucisvaTive REFERENCE SERVICE,
Washington, D.C.
Heads of foreign governmenis who have addressed the Congress of the United States, 1935-58
- Name Country Body addressed Date Name Country Body addressed Date
Hon. John Buchan, Lord Tweeds- | Canada. ........|/Senate. Vincent Auriol, President France Joint ---| Apr. 12,1051
muir, Governor General. Apr. 1,1037 || Galo Plaza, President...__ ... d do. Jur.:m 21,1%1
aanem{ Anastaslo Somoza, Prest- | Nicaragus....... May 8,100 || Alcide de Gasperl, Prime Min- | Italy do Sept. 24, 1951
Hﬁ Winston Ohnrthm Prime | Great Britain. . Dec. 20,1941 Hﬁimm Chaurchill, Prime | Great Britain.__|..... oo o oao...| Jan. 17,1052
Hon. Manuiel Prado, President...| Pert. ....coeev.. ueen Juliana Netherlands.. . 0. Apr. 3,105
[y 11,1002 || RO b sden T Turkey... ... [ T
‘Hon. Manuel Quezon, President.| Philippines. ... : e I e N ot Mneg, CO% | A —ateee do May 4,195
hiopi:
King George IT. . .ov..ooeunene. | Greece_. ... 3 I“I“’Dgfo 1042 H‘B’mg“mwl lal Maiﬁst! Haile | Ethiopia. do May 28,1054
Wing Potet Ths-coen et | Fagollivs Jung 26,1942 || Syngman Rhee, President. ... Republicof ... do...___....| Tuly 28,1054
Queen Wilhelming. ..............| Netherlands. ... ﬁux. &gﬁg Pim!}'le?dm-mmis , Premier | France.......... Benate only.....| Nov. 18, 1054
ov. oreigm
-Oarlos Alberto Arroyo del Rio...| Ecuador Nov. 25,1042 || Rt. Hon, Robert [ggdon Men- | Australia........ House, Senate...| Mar, 16, 1955
eb.
Mme, Chiang Kai-shek Ghina. Do, Hon, Mario Scelba, Prime Min- | Ttaly
H!agl.m!t!mlque Penaranda, Pres- | Bolivia.ceemea-- M“:"Dos' 1943 Hﬁ. P. Pibulsonggram, Prime | Thailand
3 Minister,
Dr. Eduard Benes Czechoslovakia. ey Hon. U Nu, Prime Minister_._..| Burma.........
Hon. Wlnston Churehill_ Great Britain. __ Msy m 1043 || B2 m“’“wm‘: skl il yer s tates o
on, ROwAt Bacclly: Erofehe S DRIde ek 1Ly E oM et ro el M"—})ﬁ 1943 Rt | Hﬁ;g‘fs  Anthony den, | Grest Biitain.... House, Senate...| Feb. 2,105
me
e ik A pp M, Sre L Eaguay June 10,143 || Giovanni Gronchi, President.._._| Italy............| Joint session___.| Feb. 20,1056
Isai:: Medina Angarita, Presi- | Venezuela. Jan, 20,1044 IOhf; A. Costello, Prime Minis- | Ireland..__...... House, Senate___| Mar, 15, 1056
e 0.
Rt. Hon. Clement R. Attlee, | Great Britain. .. Nov. 13, 1945 || OF Stikstno, Fresident Foat semion... - ey, 13 00
I;l.me - (] - [
R A, YRR Wis-..vn] TR Meoxion Moy 1,197 || nigBioh Diemm, President....... | Vietnam. ..e...| Joint session. .| May 0,1957
Enrico Gaspar Dutra, President.| Brazil May 19, 1049 || Konrad Adenauer, Chancellor..... B b | Thovos. Senalp o ey, Relver
Elpidio Quirino, President.__....| Philippings..___ ALE ST Germany. -
Oct. 13 1940 Nobnmke Kishi, Pr!meMinjster- Japan. ... Houso only...... June 20, 1957
Hon. Pandit Jawaharlal Nehra, | India_ ... T Do, Heu.ss, Federal Joint session....| June 5, 1058
Prime K . Republic of
His Excellency Enrico G Chile_ Apr, 13,1950 Germany.
Dutra, President. Harold Macmillan, Prime Min- | Great Britain_._| Senate. . .oceee.. June 10, 1958
L!.aqu.nt All Khan, Prime Min- | Pakistan........ May 4,1950 ister.
Carlos F. Garcia, President...... The Philippines.| Joint session....| June 18, 1958
Rt Hon Robert Gordon Men- | Australif...oeeeefecean do. Aug, 1,1950 || Bardar Mohammad Daud, | Afghanistan..... | House, Senate...| June 25, 1958
zies, Prime Minister, : Prime Min'ster.

THE LiBRARY oF CONGRESS,
LecistATivE REFERENCE SERVICE,
Washington, D.C,

Representatives of foreign countries who have addressed the House of Representalives, the Senate, or a joint session, 1958 to Sept. 1, 1959

Name Country Body addressed Date Names Country Body addressed Date
Theodore Heuss, President.......| Federal Re- Joint session._...| June 51958 || Kwame Nkrumah, Prime | Ghana {Senate July 24,1958
i public of Ger- Minister. House:. ... _cc.. July 25, 1958
mmg Amintore Fanfani, Premier-and | Italy. 8 July 29, 1958
Harold Macmillan, Prime Min- | Great Britain___| Senate. ..cccua- June 10,1958 Fo Minister.

Ister, Arturo Frondizi, President_._____ )T S Joint session..._| Jan, 21,1959
Carlos F, Garcla, President. ... ThaPhlllppl.mzs Jointsessfon......| June 18, 1958 || Jose Maria Lemus, President....| El Salvador..._|..... dous o] Mar) ll 1959
Sardar Mohammad Daud, Prime | Afghanistan_____| House, Senate.__| June 25, 1058 BsanT O’ Kelly, f'msldent ______ Ireland do, Mar, 18, 1059

King B . Belginm________|.___. [ ¢ il May 12, 1959

Minister.
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the Senator from Oregon. I do not know
of any Member of the Congress who has
suggested that Congress should adjourn

Mr.

and run away because Khrushcheyv is

coming to this country. I have taken the
position that Khrushchev should not be
invited to address the Congress if it is in
session when he is here. I, for one, think
that, if there is still work to be done,
we should stay and do it, but I still take
the position that Khrushchev should not
be invited to address a joint session of
Congress.

Two thousand years ago the greatest
Peacemaker of all time said:

Give not that which is holy unto the dogs,
neither cast ye your pearls before swine, lest
they trample them under their feet, and turn
again and rend you.

I fear, Mr. President, that we may be
casting our pearls before swine and
that the time may come when he will
turn again and rend us. So far as I am
concerned, I have only this question for
those who suggest that we invite Khru-
shehev to address the Congress: “How
spineless can we get?”

Mr. MORSE. I will say to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, I think it is
never very convineing to try to settle
differences of points of view by placing
spiritual truths in contest. There is also
a great spiritual teaching:

Blessed are the peacemakers: for they shall
be called the children of God.

COMMITTEE CONFERENCE WITH KHRUSHCHEV
SUGGESTED

I only want to say, Mr. President, we
have a task of making peace with honor.
The Senator from Oregon has not sug-
gested that Mr. Khrushchev be invited to
address a joint session of Congress. The
Senator from Oregon has made very
clear he feels we should only cooperate
with the administration in connection
with its task of handling this visit.

I do not have any reason to believe, if
the administration should suggest to the
leadership of the Congress it would be
helpful, that the suggestion would not
receive very courteous consideration by
the Congress in the reaching of its final
decision. But I have no hesitancy in
saying, as a member of the Committee
on Foreign Relations of the U.S. Senate,
I should like to have Khrushchev at a
question-and-answer conference with the
committee, as we had Mikoyan and
Kosloy.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may ask one
more question?

Mr. MORSE. I will yield in just a
minute, after I finish this thought.

I should like to see what Mr.
Khrushchev would have to say in answer
to the questions which would be put to
him at such a conference, and I think
it would be good for him. It would be
good for him to see what free represent-
atives of a free people have the right to
do in a democracy, in respect to the ex-
amination of officials of Government—
yes, even the officials of a foreign gov=
ernment who come before us for confer-
ence purposes. I think that would be a
healthy thing.
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What a good thing it would be in
India, in southeast Asia, and in Africa
to have the word go out that in Wash-
ington, D C., the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee of the U. S. Senate—and I should
like to see it done in a joint committee
meeting with the House—spent a period
of time in discussion with EKhrushchev
in regard to questions of foreign policy
which were of interest to the members
of the committee,

Why draw the line between Mikoyan
and Khrushchev? Why not go to the
top?

Now, I yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. DODD. I shall be very brief. I
take it the Senator would agree we
should not stay in session, if we have
concluded our business, simply because
Khrushchev is coming?

Mr. MORSE, The Senator is correct.

That leads me to the last point I will
make just as soon as I finish my statis-
tics on this issue in regard to meeting
during holidays.

SENATE MEETINGS ON NATIONAL HOLIDAYS

Mr. President, as a general practice
the record, as compiled for me by the
Library of Congress, shows that the Sen-
ate does not customarily meet on na-
tional holidays.

We meet on Washington’s Birthday,
but we meet on Washington’s Birthday
and have done so historically primarily
to pay honor to George Washington.
George Washington’s farewell message
has been read before the Senate on
Washington’s birthday for years and
years and years. The Recorp shows that
on a few occasions on George Washing-
ton’s birthday, Mr. President, some busi-
ness has been transacted in the Senate,
but it is seldom major business and is
usually pretty much pro forma. The
Recorp shows that usually following the
reading of the Farewell Address the
Senate adjourns or recesses.

What about the Fourth of July? The
only data I have been able to get—and
this has had to be done very hurriedly,
Mr. President—has been data on what
has happened since 1940. The Senate
has met once on the Fourth of July. That
was in 1952, during the Korean War,
when it sat on Friday, July 4. Twice, in
1943 and 1954, July 4 fell on a Saturday,
and the Senate was not in session. Twice,
in 1944 and 1948, the Senate was out of
session. In 1948 it adjourned sine die on
June 18, and it was called back into
special session by President Truman on
July 17. In 1944 it recessed from June
22 to August 1.

So out of the last 19 years the Senate
has been on hand 17 times on July 4,
but has met only once, and that was a
war year. I mention it because it was
stated to me this afternoon that the
Senate has met frequently on July 4.
Research at the Library of Congress does
not bear out that claim, and I offer it for
what it is worth.

I turn now to my last reason for believ-
ing that we should not adjourn sine die
on September 12.

May I say this further in response to
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
Byrpl. Ididnotsay, Mr. President, that
any specific person in Congress had said
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we ought to adjourn sine die by Septem-
ber 12 because of the approaching Khru-
shehev visit. I said, and I repeat now,
Mr. President, that it is my feeling and
belief that it is a motivating reason for
a rush toward adjournment. I do not
think it is an expressed reason, but I
think it is there and I think it is in the
backs of the minds of many people. Mr.
President, I think it is perfectly proper
and appropriate for me to express my
view that it is an influence in the matter.

I do not think we should adjourn sine
die September 12. I do not think we
ought now, in the closing days of this
session, to try to rush through, without
full deliberation and careful considera-
tion, the proposed legislation which is
scheduled for consideration between now
and September 12,

UNRESOLVED ISSUES STILL PENDING

There are many pieces of proposed leg-
islation that I think ought to have very
careful consideration and that we are
never going to get to if we adjourn sine
die on September 12. Let me mention
one or two.

One that is always highly contro-
versial, one that is a hot issue, one that
will take a considerable amount of time
and debate and deliberation is civil rights
legislation, about which we are very
much divided among ourselves.

The fact still is we are one branch of a
legislative body representing the inter-
ests of the American people. The issue
of civil rights legislation is a national
issue, and there are many of us here
who believe that the people of the coun-
try are expecting us to act upon some
civil rights legislation, one way or an-
other. For example, I just received to-
day a communication from a group of
people very much interested in civil
rights legislation, calling themselves the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights.
Without taking the time to read it, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
it be incorporated at this point in my
remarks.

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

LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE ON CIVIL RIGHTS,
.New York, N.Y., September 3, 1959.

Hon. WAYNE MoRsE,

Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.

Dear SenATOR MorseE: It is a tragic
thing that at this late date, on the eve of
adjournment of the present session, the Sen-
ate has not.yet had an opportunity to pass
meaningful civil rights legislation. Like a
broken record the same theme has been
played again and again. The Constitutional
Rights Subcommittee has voted out a bill,
albelt woefully inadequate, after extensive
hearings, and thereupon the filibuster in the
full Judiclary Committee has been going
strong.

In light of this situation, we welcome the
actions which have been taken to bypass the
Judiciary Committee. In now appears likely
that through one route of another the Sen-
ate may have the opportunity to act on eivil
rights legislation before it adjourns.

Because of the timing of the probable ac-
tlon, however, we are greatly disturbed over
the possibility that the Senate might feel
compelled to accept so little substantively
that the final product would be a clvil rights
bill in name only. If the issue comes to the
floor of the Senate Just prior to an announced
adjournment target, we urge the friends of
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civil rights not to be stampeded into accept«
ing a token civil rights bill.

Although men of good will may disagree
on the last detalls of a meaningful bill for
1959, we think that there really is no room
for disagreement on the imperative need to
include in any bill provisions for explicit and
substantial implementation of the school
desegregation decisions which have now been
the law of the land for more than 5 years.
The most effective provision thus far pro-
posed towards this end is the part III which
was struck from the 1957 bill. Events since
then have only underlined the need for this
provision giving the Attorney General au-
thority to institute civil actions on behalf
of those whose rights have been denied.

Part III is included in the amendment to
8. 2301 which Senator HENNINGS has already
offered to the Senate for calling up at any
time and on any bill. This amendment, as
a matter of fact, includes all of S. 810, the
Douglas-Javits-Humphrey-Case Dbill. We
support this amendment as the most com-
plete and meaningful “package” of civil
rights proposals and earnestly request your
support for it, and, if the parliamentary
situation should develop that way, against
tabling it.

The newspapers have been speculating for
some time now about a possible “package"”
which will be offered by the leadership of
the Senate on both sides of the aisle. We
cannot, of course, appraise a proposal which
has not been unveiled. We feel compelled to
state, however, that if the press reports of
its probable contents are accurate, this foken
bill will be opposed by civil rights groups of
the Nation. No other proposal, written or
rumored, packaged or separate, which omits
backing for the law of the land as con-
tained in the Hennings amendment we en-
dorse can win the backing of those seeking
vindication of rights protected by the Con-
stitution.

Regardless of the particular parliamentary
situation which may develop, we call upon
the friends of clyil rights not to yleld to
adjournment jitters, to fillbuster threats, to
cries for party harmony, or any other excuse
for doing less than is morally justified at
this crucial moment in the battle for human
rights.

Sincerely yours,

Roy Wilkins, Chairman, Leadership Con-
ference on Civil Rights, and Executive
Secretary, National Assoclation for the
Advancement of Colored People; Pat-
rick Murphy Malin, Executive Direc-
tor, American Civil Liberties Union;
(Mrs.) Aretha B. McKinley, Director,
American Council on Human Rights;
John Slawson, Executive Vice Presi-~
‘dent, American Jewish Committee;
Arnold Aronson, Secretary, Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights; Isaac
Toubin, Executive Director, American
Jewish Congress; Irving Lechliter;, Ex-
ecutive Director, American Veterans
Committee; Joseph L. Rauh, Vice
Chairman for Civil Rights, Americans
for Democratic Action; E. Raymond
Wilson, Executive Secretary, Friends
Committee on National Legislation;
Mike Masaoka, Washington Repre-
sentative, Japanese American Citizens
League; Bernard Weitzer, National
Legislative Director, Jewish War Vet-
erans, James B. Carey, President, In-
ternational Union of Electrical, Radio,
and Machine Workers; Francis Shane,
Executive Secretary, Committee on
Civil Rights, United Steelworkers of
America; Walter Reuther, President,
United Automobile Workers of Amer-
ica; Annalee Stewart, Washington
Representative, Women’s International
League for Peace and Freedom; A.
Philip Randolph, President, Brother-
hood of Sleeping Car Porters.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
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Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I should like to ask one question. Does
the Senator know whether or not the
President or the head of any executive
department has requested of the leader-
ship of the Senate or the House to invite
Mr. Khrushchev before Congress?

Mr. MORSE. No; I do not know. I
have expressed my full view in my speech
in regard to it. I do not know what the
plans are for the handling of the Khru-
shchev visit.

Mr. President, going back to my point
in regard to civil rights legislation, I
believe we ought to stay on the job until
we have passed some needed civil rights
legislation.

Mr. President, I think I have a right
to speak on this matter because I hap-
pen to be the only northern Democrat
who voted against civil rights legislation
in 1957. I voted against it because in my
judgment the bill in the form it came to
us at that time was not acceptable, I
did not think it was good enough., It
was not because I was not for civil rights
legislation, but I did not think the bill
of 1957 was eflective civil rights legis-
lation.

I have always taken the position, Mr.
President, that an unfinished job re-
mains in the field of civil rights legisla=-
tion. Many of my colleagues who voted
for the legislation in 1957 are my wit-
nesses that they too think there is still
a job to be done. It ought to be done this
year and, may I say quite frankly, I be-
lieve it ought to be done this year rather
than next. I think it ought to be done
in 1959 for many reasons: First, because
of the merits of the issue itself, because
of the need of giving full civil rights pro-
tection to all Americans irrespective of
the color of their skin or their religious
faith or race. It ought to be done in the
second place before the 1960 party con-
ventions are split by this issue.

Mr. President, that raises a very im-
portant question for debate. I do not be-
lieve we ought to run out on that either.
I believe we ought to stay here for a full
debate on an adequate piece of civil
rights legislation and get this issue be-
hind us before the 1960 elections.

Next, I think we ought to come to grips
with education legislation. Mr. Presi-
dent, we ought to have a Federal aid to
education bill that goes far beyond school
construction. However, I have little
hope, if we adjourn sine die on Septem-
ber 12, that we will even have a school
construction bill that is more than a
Iabel.

The Senate has heard me to the point
of boredom, I am sure, on the need for
Federal aid to education. The problem
is still with us, and I think it is apropos
to urge action on it before we adjourn
when we take a look at what Russia is
doing in the field of education.

‘What I am proposing is that we come
to grips with the educational program
from the standpoint of teachers’ sal-
aries, classroom facilities, scholarships,
aid for brilliant students, and aid to the
communities that cannot at the present
time support an adequate school system.
‘We need a Federal aid to education pro=-
gram that will give to the boys and girls
an equal break and a chance to go to
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college. We know from the experience
we had with the GI bill in the field of
education what it means to the Nation
economically to train minds to their
maximum potentiality. In our hearings
on education legislation this year the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
RawporpH], did able work in our labor
committee on the so-called Youth Con=
servation Corps, and also has been of
great assistance to us on educational
matters. I can cite him as my witness,
as I can the Senator from Alabama, the
chairman of my committee, concerning
the testimony as to increased tax dollars
flowing to the Treasury of the United
States through benefits we gave GI's so
they could go to college. There was a
great increase in national wealth be-
cause we developed the brainpower of
those GI's who would never have had a
college education except for that train-
ing. They were able to earn larger in-
comes on which to pay taxes because of
their educational training. It is only an
example, Mr. President, of what could
happen to the whole potential student
population of this country if we were to
come to grips with this educational pro-
gram.

Jefferson said democracy cannot be
stronger than the enlightenment of its
people. Iknow of no better way to keep
a people enlightened than to provide our
people with educational opportunities
so that they have a chance to develop to
gu; maximum their intellectual poten-

al,

The testimony before us is that thou-
sands upon thousands of American boys
and girls are denied a college education
today because of no fault of their own.,
They go to grade schools and high
schools so low in standards that they
cannot qualify for college.

So I say, rightly or wrongly, irrespec-
tive of the point of view of others on the
merits of the issue, it is an issue which
the American people are entitled to have
decided in this session of Congress be-
fore adjournment. If it means sitting
until Christmas to do it, I am for sitting
in session that long.

‘We still have great unsettled problems
in the field of taxation with which we
have not come to grips, in my judgment,
in this session of Congress. I think it is
still true that one of the best ways to
demonstrate that we believe in the prin-
ciple of uniform justice in this country
is by means of a tax structure that is
truly based upon the principle of ability
to pay. This means that there must be
a great revision of the administration’s
tax program, which the Congress mis-
takenly enacted in 1954. It means that
we must come to grips with some new
i&;:sciproblems which have arisen since

In my judgment we also have a great
deal of unfinished business, as was
demonstrated on the floor of the Senate
last night, in the whole field of agricul-
tural legislation. We cannot run away
from the farm problem, because it will
follow us. It will follow us back to the
States and the voters precincts, I say
most respectfully to my colleagues, when
they get back home.

There was much bold talk some
months ago as to what was to be done
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about farm legislation. In my judgment
the record is an unsatisfactory one today,
and we should stay to finish it.

Area redevelopment legislation to give
greater help to distressed areas should
be enacted. We have a tremendous job
to do in that field.

I could continue with a rather lengthy
list of what I consider to be vital items
of legislation, which should be acted
upon before we adjourn sine die, because
I believe that is our duty. I feel that
we should not adjourn on September 12.
As I intimated earlier, and as I wish to
say specifically now, I do not believe the
coincidence of September 12 as a pro-
posal for adjournment sine die, and the
visit of Khrushchev a few days there=-
after, is a coincidence we ought to let
come to pass.

For all these reason I most respectfully
say that it will be my parliamentary
course of action between now and the
time Congress adjourns sine die to exer-
cise my judgment and to act in accord-
ance with my parliamentary rights in
respect to applying the rules of the
Senate to the business of the Senate.

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

Mr. MORSE. 1Iyield.

Mr. PASTORE. I applaud the noble
objectives expressed by the distinguished
Senator from Oregon. Does he think we
can accomplish those objectives most
expeditiously and effectively with the
harassment of having the Journal read
for 215 hours, consuming valuable time
which could be devoted to the other
measures enumerated by the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon?

Mr. MORSE. I think it would have
been very interesting——

Mr. PASTORE. It might be interest-
ing, but it is not effective. It is consum-
ing valuable time which should be de-
voted to other matters.

Mr. MORSE. I intend to answer the
Senator’s question. I do not intend to
allow him to answer it for me.

I think it would have been very inter-
esting and very helpful to our reflective
processes if we had contemplated very
carefully the interesting part of the read-
ing of the Journal today, setting forth
the course of action we followed in re-
gard to the legislation on labor which we
passed. Even as one of the conferees
who worked very hard in that conference,
listening to the reading of the Journal
today I saw newer connotations in regard
to that legislation than I had previously
recognized, which convinced me even
more that we had made a grievous mis-
take. If we had listened today carefully
it still might not be too late to enact some
corrective legislation in this field.

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

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. BUTLER. Has the Senator out-
lined the Morse formula?

Mr. MORSE. Ihave no formula.

Mr. BUTLER. It is not that strict?

Mr. MORSE. I have no formula.

Mr. BUTLER. When will the Senator
allow the Senate to adjourn?

Mr. MORSE. Under the rules of the
Senate I feel that we should do a very
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thorough job, and a careful job, and not
act under unanimous-consent agree=
ments, which assure empty seats in the
Senate. The Senate can adjourn when
it votes to adjourn.

Mr. BUTLER. The Senator has neg-
lected several subjects upon which he
might talk.

Mr. MORSE. I did not try to cover
them all. I tried in all sincerity to pre-
sent to Senators my reasons for follow-
ing the parliamentary course of action I
propose to follow.

Mr. BUTLER. Is this the Morse blue~
print for making the world perfect?

Mr. MORSE. No.

Mr. BUTLER. Only the United States?

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is perfectly
free to attach any judgment he wishes
to attach to the position of the Senator
from Oregon; but let me assure him, as I
tried to intimate, that I am perfectly
willing to permit my colleagues to form
any judements they wish, but their
judgments will not deter me from insist-
ing on applying the rules of the Senate
when I think they should be applied.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield,

Mr. PASTORE. Do I correctly under-
stand it to be the interpretation of the
Senator from Oregon that the Senate is
deliberately planning to adjourn by Sep-
tember 12, in order to avoid a situation
in which Mr. Khrushechev might be asked
to address a joint session of Congress?

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator from
Rhode Island heard the speech of the
Senator from Oregon, he will recall that
in effect the Senator from Oregon said
that he is satisfied that behind all this
drive to adjourn September 12 is the un-
expressed desire to adjourn by the time
Khrushchev arrives. I believe it is a mis-
take to let such coincidence of dates come
to pass.

Mr. PASTORE. In view of the impli-
cation leveled at the Senate by the Sen-
ator from Oregon—and I cannot speak
for other Senators; I speak only for the
Senator from Rhode Island—Ilet me say
that I am perfectly willing to remain here
as long as necessary. I do not care
whether the Congress adjourns sine die
on the 12th, the 15th, the 16th, or the
17th of September. So far asI am con-
cerned, I do not believe that Khrushchev
ought to be invited to address a joint
session of Congress. I do not believe it is
necessary. I do not believe anyone has
offered such an invitation.

I do not believe that the implication
should be leveled at this branch of Con-
gress or the other branch of Congress
that we are scurrying away from Wash-
ington by September 12 because we are
afraid to be here on September 13, when
Khrushchev arrives. Iam perfectly will-
ing to be here on the 13th, the 16th, or
the 17th. - But I do not believe he should
be invited.

Mr. MORSE. I have two things to say
to the Senator from Rhode Island. First,
the Senator from Oregon did not say that
Khrushcheyv should be invited to address
the Congress. 1Ido not propose to permit
the Senator from Rhode Island to leave
that implication in the REcorbp.
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Mr. PASTORE. I fhink my ears are
clear enough to hear the words uttered
by the distinguished Senator from Ore-
gon, who said that the purpose is not
being expressed, but the implication is
being left, that we are all rushing away
by September 12 because we are afraid to
be here on the 15th. The junior Senator
from Rhode Island is not afraid to be
here on the 15th, the 16th, or the 17th.

Mr. MORSE. I do not know of any-
thing the Senator from Rhode Island
would be afraid of; but in view of the
Senator’s comments, I would place much
greater confidence in his eyesight, after
he reads the Recorp, than I would in
his words, or the implications he is seek-
ing to leave as to the remarks of the
Senator from Oregon. I do not believe
the Senator’s eyesight will bear him out
when he reads the REcornp. The RECORD
will stand as spoken.

I wish to make it very clear that I do
not believe we should allow the coin-
cidence of dates to occur, in view of the
fact that we have so much unfinished
business to do. We cannot complete the
unfinished business by September 12.

The chief thing I said about September
12 was that it was generally understood
that the drive is for sine die adjournment
by September 12, as the Senator can see
for himself if he reads the newspapers.

Mr. PASTORE. I quite understand
that, As a matter of fact, that has been
said; but I have not heard anyone else
say that the date of September 12 was
connected for any reason to the coming
of Khrushchev to the United States.

I realize that about this fime of the
year it is quite natural to look forward
to the adjournment of Congress., At
other times Congress has adjourned sine
die in the latter part of August. On a
number of occasions it has remained in
session during September and October.

I realize that there is much important
business to be considered. I regret very
much that there have been times when
the Senate has convened at 12 o'clock
and has recessed or adjourned by 5
o'clock in the afternoon. We did that
only last week. But I say to the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon that the
distinguished majority leader [Mr. JoHN-
son of Texas] canvassed the entire mem-
bership of the Senate a week or so ago.
I was one of those who were asked if
they would be willing to give up this
weekend with their families and friends,
to remain here and do the important
work that had to be done, both, today
and on Labor Day. I did not consider
that an affront to the labor movement of
the country. I did not consider that as
relating to the so-called labor legislation
which was enacted a few days ago.

I took that to mean that we had im-
portant work to do, and that we should
stay here and do it, even to the point of
giving up a holiday or a weekend vaca-
tion. We were asked to do that. I un-
derstand the majority of Senators ex-
pressed their opinion to the distinguished
majority leader, and that predicated
upon that expression he decided that the
Senate would be in session on Saturday
and on Monday.
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. I do not know why the majority leader

has to be punished. I do not know why
he has to be chastized. I do not know
why he has to be called a dictator. I
do not think he has to be called any of
those names at all. I think he has tried
to do his work as best he can, for the
benefit of the entire membership of the
Senate.

1 may say to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Oregon—and he may deny it if
it is untrue—that I believe there have
been times when the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon has asked the distin-
guished majority leader if he would not
let a vote be postponed or if he would
not ask for a unanimous consent agree-
ment so that the Senator from Oregon
might be accommodated on one occasion
or another. I know that he has been
very solicitous for the welfare of all of
us. I think he has behaved himself in
that regard. To go out and look at the
news ticker and see the majority lead-
er called what might be termed unkind,
to use even a kind word—unkind names,
is going too far, in the humble judgment
of the junior Senator from Rhode Island.

To be frank, I have the highest regard,
respect, and affection for the senior Sen-
ator from Oregon, and he knows it. I
think what he did was rather ungener-
ous on his behalf. I take personal of-
fense at it, because of my own friendship
for both of the personalities involved. I
do not think it did the country any good.
I do not think it did the Senate any good.
I do not think it is doing any of us any
good, in doing fhe work which has to be
done, as the senior Senator from Oregon
pointed out only a short while ago.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
be glad to reply to the Senator from
Rhode Island., In my speech on this
matter, I think I spoke with great fair-
ness, restraint, and regret about any
differences I have with the majority
leader. I have great differences with
him in regard to the parliamentary
course of action which he follows to-
ward the Senator from Oregon. I did
not believe, and I still do not believe,
that that was a matter for me to dis-
cuss here in public debate, although I
should like to say that there was a time
in the history of this body when the
Senator from Texas became the majority
leader because of the position taken by
the senior Senator from Oregon. That
is a point which, sometimes, I think some
of my Democratic colleagues, when they
engage 'in their criticisms of the senior
Senator from Oregon, overlook. The
matter of the exchange of cooperation
and courtesy is a two-way street. I
know of no one on this side of the aisle
who has any better record of cooperat-
ing with the majority leader. I never
have refused to put myself out in grant-
ing concessions and cooperation to the
majority leader. Time after time after
time, month after month, I have been
perfectly willing to cooperate by delay-
ing making any comments on the floor
of the Senate until the rest of the Sena-
tors had gone home. I did this to ac-
commodate Senators, including the ma-
jority leader, when I still felt a record
had to be made. If Senators think that
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was helpful in my public relations, they
are quite mistaken,

Mr. PASTORE rose. .

Mr. MORSE. I am going to finish
answering the Senator from Rhode Is=
land; then he can reply.

If Senators think that for me to post-
pone making speeches until after Sena-
tors had left the Chamber was very help-
ful in my public relations, they are
wrong. But those things do not bother
me.

I have some great differences with the
majority leader. But he and I will
thrash them out. However, the so-
called tickertape bulletin, to which the
Senator from Rhode Island refers, was
an accurate description of the treat-
ment I had received. I still stand on it.
I do not think any good purpose will be
served by tke Senator from Rhode Is-
land and the Senator from Oregon en-
gaging in a discussion of some Demo-
cratic Party family problems which, I
say most respectfully, I think ought to
be discussed in a Democratic caucus or
before the Democratic policy committee.

Mr. PASTORE. That may be so. All
of us have very intimate family consid-
erations. Most of us Lave been com-
pelled to come here on this long Satur-
day. We were here until late last night.
None of us are complaining, because if
our duty commands us to be here, we
are perfectly willing to come back. I
will be willing to come bhack on the
Sabbath Day if it is in conformity with
the tradition of the Senate, if important
work needs to be done. I will foresake
every other important consideration to
be here to do my work. Most of us have
arranged to give up our holiday.

It is awfully exasperating as I believe
the Senator from Oregon will agree, to
insist that, under the rule, the Journal
be read for 3 or 4 hours, whén im-
portant business has to be transacted,
merely for the sake of delaying; merely
for the sake of harassing the entire
Senate.

I realize the Senator from Oregon may
have reasons of his own, but when his
action extends beyond that and affects
every other Member of the Senate, and
when it reaches out and touches the
activities of 99 other Members of the
Senate, then I say that a man ought to
ask himself this question: “Am I God?"”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I may say
to the Senator from Rhode Island that
the Senator from Oregon does not play
God, nor does he make the kind of im-
plied insulting remark to a colleague
which the Senator from Rhode Island
has just made.

I will tell the Senator from Rhode
Island what the Senator from Oregon
intends to do, contrary to his false state-
ment that the Senator from Oregon
would seek to harass the Senate. I in-
tend to apply the rules on the books of
the Senate, to which the Senator from
Rhode Island is a party, until those rules
are repealed. I think I should exercise
my rights under them, and I am going
to exercise them.

If it does not please the Senator from
Rhode Island, I am sorry, but the Senator
from Rhode Island has just finished
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demonstrating how wrong the impression
of the Senator from Ohio was, as ex-
pressed a few minutes ago on the floor
of the Senate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

CIVIL USES OF ATOMIC ENERGY—
AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR
COOPERATION WITH GOVERN-
MENT OF ISRAEL

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, pur-
suant to section 123¢ of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954, as amended, the fol-
lowing documents were submitted to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on
August 21, 1959: First, an amendment to
the agreement for cooperation with the
Government of Israel; second, a letter
from the Atomic Energy Commission to
the President recommending approval of
the proposed amendment; and, third,
a letter from the President, dated August
3, 1959, to the Atomic Energy Commission
approving the amendment, containing
his determination that its performance
will promote and will not constitute an
unreasonable risk to the common defense
and security, and his authorization to
execute the proposed amendment.

This amendment clarifies the respon-
sibilities assumed by the parties with re-
spect to information or data transferred
pursuant to the agreement. It provides
that the Atomic Energy Commission may
sell or lease a met amount of 10 kilo-
grams of uranium enriched up to 20 per-
cent in the isotope U™ for use in research
reactors and, at the Commission's dis-
cretion, may make all or a portion of the
10 kilograms available as material en-
riched up to 90 percent for use in re-
search reactors, materials testing reac-
tors, and reactor experiments. Provision
is made regarding the responsibilities
arising out of the handling or use of
atomic energy materials transferred pur-
suant to the agreement and for the re-
processing of source or special nuclear
material by the Commission facilities or
1111 facilities acceptable to the Commis-
sion.

A new provision is incorporated in the
amendment permitting the transfer of
quantities of special nuclear materials,
on an as may be agreed hasis, for defined
research projects related to the peace-
ful uses of atomic energy other than
fueling reactors and reactor experiments,

Several provisions are incorporated to
minimize the possibility that material
or equipment transferred under the
agreement will be diverted to non-
peaceful purposes. The parties affirm
their common interest in the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency and agree
to consult with each other to determine
in what respects, if any, they desire to
modify the provisions of the agreement
for cooperation in view of the establish-
ment of the agency.

The amendment will enfer into force
when the two governments have ex-
changed written modifications that their
respective statutory and constitutional
requirements have been fulfilled.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these documents be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the docu-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRp, as follows:

THE WHITE HOoUSE,
Washington, August 3, 1959.
The Honorable JoHN A. MCCONE,
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. McConNE: Under date of July 29,
1959, you informed me that the Atomic
Energy Commission has recommended that
I approve the proposed amendment to the
Agreement for Cooperation Between the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and
the Government of Israel Concerning Civil
Uses of Atomic Energy, determine that 1ts
performance will promote and will not con-
stitute an unreasonable risk to the common
defense and security, and authorize its ex-
ecution. The amendment would modify the
agreement for cooperation signed by the
Government of the United States and the
Government of Israel on July 12, 1955.

Among other things, the amendment pro-
vides that the Commission may sell or lease,
as may be agreed, a net amount of 10 kilo-
grams of uranium enriched up to 20 percent
in the isotope U*¥, except as noted below,
for use in research reactors, materials testing
reactors and reactor experiments. The Com-
mission, at its discretion, may make all or a
portion of the 10 kilograms available as
material enriched up to 90 percent for use
in the foregoing facilities, each capable of
operating with a fuel load not to exceed 8
kilograms of contained U** in uranium. It
is also provided that when any source or
special nuclear material received from the
United States requires reprocessing, such re-
processing will be performed either in Com-
mission facilities or in faclilities acceptable
to the Commission.

The quantity of uranium enriched in the
isotope U*® transferred to the Government
of Israel for use as fuel in reactors will not
at any time be In excess of the amount of
material necessary for the full loading of
each defined reactor project plus such addi-
tional quantity as, in the opinion of the
Commission, is necessary to permit the effi-
cient and continuous operation of the reactor
or reactors while replaced fuel is radioactively
cooling or in transit or, subject to Commis-
slon approval, is being reprocessed in Israel.

The amendment further permits the trans-
fer of quantities of special nuclear materials,
including U*®, U™, and plutonium, on an
as-may-be-agreed basis, for defined research
projects related to the peaceful uses of
atomic energy other than fueling reactors
and reactor experiments. It also Incorporates
provisions clarifying the responsibilities of
the parties with respect to atomic energy
materlals, or information, or data, trans-
ferred pursuant to the agreement.

The amendment also contains several pro-
visions which are designed to minimize the
possibility that material or equipment trans-
ferred under the agreement will be diverted
to nonpeaceful purposes. Finally, the
amendment contalns a provision whereby
the parties affirm thelr common interests in
the International Atomic Energy Agency and
agree to consult with each other to deter-
mine in what respects, if any, they desire to
modify the provisions of the agreement for
cecoperation in view of the establishment of
the Agency.

Pursuant to the provisions of section 123
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amend-
ed, and upon the recommendation of the
Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby (1)
determine that the performance of the pro-
posed amendment will promote and will not
constitute an unreasonable risk to the com-
mon defense and security of the United
States; (2) approve the proposed amendment
to the agreement for cooperation between
the Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Israel en-
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closed with your letter of July 20, 1059; and

(8) authorize the execution of the
amendment for the Government of the

United States of America by appropriate au-

thorities of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commis~

‘sion and the Department of State.

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.
U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Dear Mg. PREsIDENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed “Amendment to the
Agreement for Cooperation Between the
Government of the United States of America
and the Government of Israel Concerning
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy,” determine that
its performance will promote and will not
constitute an unreasonable risk to the com-
mon defense and securlty, and authorize its
execution. The Department of State sup-
ports the Commission's recommendation.

The amendment, which has been nego-
tiated by the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, would
modify the agreement for cooperation signed
by the Government of the United States and
the Government of Israel on July 12, 1855,
Major features of the amendment are sum-
marized below.

Article I of the amendment includes a new
provision clarifying the responsibilities as-

‘sumed by the parties with respect to infor-

mation or data transferred pursuant to the
agreement.

The existing agreement provides that the
Commission will lease to the Government of
Israel, as fuel for research reactors, up to 6
kilograms of contained U* in uranium en-
riched up to a maximum of 20 percent U=%,
plus such additional quantity as, in the opin-
ion of the Commission, s necessary to per=-
mit the efficlent and continuous use of the
reactor involved. Article IT of the amend-
ment provides that the Commission may sell
or lease, as may be agreed, a net amount of 10
kilograms of uranium enriched up to 20 per-
cent in the isotope U** except as noted be-
low, for use in research reactors, materials
testing reactors, and reactor experiments.
The Commission, at its discretion, may make
all or a portion of the 10 kilograms available
as material enriched up to 90 percent for
use in the foregoing facilities, each capable
of operating with a fuel load not to exceed
8 kilograms of contained U= in uranium. In
addition, article II provides that when any
source or speclal nuclear material received
from the United States requires reprocessing,
such reprocessing will be performed either
in Commission facilities or in facilities ac-
ceptable to the Commission. Article II also
contains a provision (par. H) clarifying the
responsibilities assumed by the parties with
respect to liability for any causes arising out
of the handling or use of atomic energy ma-
terials, including source of speclal nuclear
material, transferred pursuant to the agree-
ment.

The quantity of uranium enriched in the
isotope U= transferred to the Government
of Israel for use as fuel in reactors will not

-at any time be in excess of the amount of

material necessary for the full loading of
each defined reactor project plus such ad-
ditional quantity as, in the opinion of the
Commission, is necessary to permit the effi-
clent and continuous operation of the re-
actor or reactors while replaced fuel is radio-
actively cooling or in transit, or, subject to
Commission approval, is being reprocessed
in Israel. y:

Article IIT of the amendment incorporates
a new provision permitting the transfer of
quantities of special nuclear materials, in-
cluding U®* U™, and plutonium, on an
as-may-be-agreed basis, for defined research
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projects related to the peaceful uses of

atomic energy other than fueling. reactors
and reactor experiments. :

Article IV of the amendment incorporates
several provisions which are designed to
minimize the possibility that material or
equipment transferred under the agreement
will be diverted to nonpeaceful purposes.

In article V of the amendment the parties
affirm their common interest in the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency and agree

to consult with each other to determine in

what respects, if any, they desire to modify
the provisions of the agreement for coopera-
tion In view of the establishment of the
Agency.

Following your approval and subjact to
the authorization requested, the amend-
ment will be formally executed by the ap-

‘propriate authorities of the Government

of the United States of America and the

‘Government of Israel and placed before the

Joint Committee on Atomic Energy in com-

pliance with section 123c of the Atomic

Energy Act of 1854, as amended.
Respectfully,

Chair;nau
(Enclosure: Amendment to sg'reemant for

‘cooperation with Israel. )

AMENDMENT TO Aﬁnnmu'r FOR COOPERATION

BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED

STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT

oF IsrAaEL CoNCERNING Civi, Uses orF

Atomic ENERGY

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Israel, de-
siring to amend the Agreement for Coopera=-
tion Between the Government of the United

States of America and the Government of

Israel Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic En-
ergy, signed at Washington on July 12, 1856
(hereinafter referred to as the “Agreement
for Cooperation’), agree as follows:
ARTICLE I

Article I of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion is amended to read as follows:

“A. Subject to the limitations of Artlcle
V, the Parties hereto will exchange informa-

“tion in the following fields:

“1. Design, construction and operation nf
research reactors and their use as research,
development, and engineering tools -and m
medical therapy.

*2. Health and safety problems related to
the operation and use of research reactors.

3. The use of radioactive isotopes in phys-
ical and biological research, medical therapy,
agriculture, and industry.

“B. The application or use of any infor-
mation or data of any kind whatsoever, in-

‘cluding design drawings and specifications,

exchanged under this Agreement shall be
the responsibility of the Party which receives
and uses such information or data, and it is
understood that the other cooperating Party
does not warrant the accuracy, completéness,
or suitability of such information or data for

‘any particular use or application.”

ARTICLE II
Article II of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion is amended to read as follows:
“A. The Commission will sell or lease, as

-may be agreed, to the Government of Israel,

uranium enriched up to 20 percent in the

.isotope U¥, except as otherwise provided in

paragraph C of this Article, in such guanti-
ties as may be agreed, in accordance with
the terms, conditions, and delivery sched-

“ules set forth in contracts, for fueling de-
“fined research reactors, materials testing re-

actors, and reactor experiments which the

-Government of Israel, in consultation with
.the Commission, decides to construct or ay-

thorize private organizations to construct
and which are constructed in Israel and as
required in experiments related thereto;
provided, however, that the net amount of
any uranium sold or leased under this
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Article during the period of this Agreement
shall not at any time exceed 10 kilograms of
the isotope U** contained in such uranium.
This net amount shall be the gross quantity
of such contained U*® in wuranium sold or
leased to the Government of Israel during
the period of this Agreement less the quan-
tity of such contained U*® in recoverable
uranium which has been resold or otherwise
returned to the Government of the United
States of America during the period of this
Agreement or ftransferred to any other
nation or international organization with
the approval of the Government of the
United States of America.

“B. Within the limitations contained in
paragraph A of this Article, the quantity of
uranium enriched in the isotope U** trans-
ferred by the Commission under this Article
and in the custody of the Government of
Israel shall not at any time be in excess of
the guantity necessary for the full loading
of each defined reactor project which the
Government of Israel or persons under its
jurisdiction construct and fuel with uranium
received from the United States of America,
as provided herein, plus such additional
quantity as, in the opinion of the Commis-
slon, is necessary to permit the efficient and
continuous operation of such reactors or
reactor experiments while replaced fuel is
radioactively cooling, is in transit, or, sub-
ject to the provisions of paragraph E of this
Article, is being reprocessed in Israel, it be-
ing the intent of the Commission to make
possible the maximum usefulness of the
material so transferred.

“C. The Commission may, upon request
and in ifs discretion, make all or a portion of
the foregoing speclal nuclear material avail-
able as uranium enriched up to 90 percent
in the isotope U™ for use in research re-
actors, materials testing reactors, and re-
actor experiments, each capable of operating
with a fuel load not to exceed 8 kilograms of
the isotope U** contained in such uranium.

“D. It is understood and agreed that al-
though the Government of Israel may dis-
trlbute uranium enriched in the isotope
U*% to authorized users in Israel, the Gov-
ernment of Israel will retain title to any
uranium enriched in the isotope U** which
is purchased from the Commission at least
until such time as private users in the
United States of America are permitted to
acquire title in the United States of America
to uranium enriched in the isotope U™,

“E. It is agreed that when any source ar
speclal nuclear material received from the
United States of America requires reprocess-
lng. such reprocessing shall be performed at

the discretion of the Commission in either
Commission facilities or facilities acceptable
to the Commission, on terms and conditions
to be later agreed; and it is understood, ex-
cept as may be otherwise agreed, that the
form and content of any irradiated fuel shall
not be altered after its removal from the
reactor and prior to delivery to the Com-
mission or the facilities acceptable to the
Commission for reprocessing.

“F. Bpecial nuclear material produced in
any part of fuel leased hereunder as a re-
sult of irradiation processes shall be for the
account of the Government of Israel and
after reprocessing as provided in paragraph
E of this Article, shall be returned to the
Government of Israel, at which time title to
such material shall be transferred to that
Government, unless the Government o” the
United States of America shall exercise the
option, which is hereby granted, to retain,
with appropriate credit to the Government
of Israel, any such special nuclear material
which 1s in excess of the needs of Israel
for such material in its program for the
peaceful uses of atomic energy.

“G. With respect to any special nuclear
material not subject to the option referred
to in paragraph F of this Article and pro-
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duced in reactors fueled with material ob-
tained from the United States of America
which is in excess of the need of Israel for
such material in its program for the peace-

‘ful uses of atomic energy, the Government

of the United States of America shall have
and is hereby granted (a) a first option
to purchase such material at prices then
prevailing in the United States of America
for special nuclear material produced in re-
actors which are fueled pursuant to the
terms of an agreement for cooperation with
the Government of the United States of
America, and (b) the right to approve the
transfer of such material to any other na-
tion or international organization in the
event the option to purchase is not exercised.

“H. Bome atomic energy materials which
the Commission may provide in accordance
with this Agreement are harmful to persons
and property unless handled and used care-
fully. After delivery of such materials to
the Government of Israel the Government of
Israel shall bear all responsibility, in so far
as the Government of the United States of
America is concerned, for the safe handling
and use of such materials. With respect to
any source or special nuclear material which
the Commission may, pursuant to this Agree-

.ment, lease to the Government of Israel or

to any private Iindividual or private
organization under its jurisdiction, the Gov-
ernment of Israel shall indemnify and save
harmless the Government of the United
States of America against any and all lia-
bility (including third party liability) for
any cause whatsoever arising out of the pro-
duction or fabrication, the ownership, the
lease, and the possession and use of such
source or special nuclear material after de-
livery by the Commission to the Govern-
ment of Israel or to any authorized private
individual or private organization under its
jurisdiction.”
ARTICLE III

Article ITT of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion is amended to read as follows:

“A. Bubject to the avallability of supply
and as may be mutually agreed, the Commis-
slon will sell or lease, through such means
as it deems appropriate, to the Government
of Israel or authorized persons under its juris-
dietion such reactor materials, other than
special nuclear materials, as are not obtain-
able on the commercial market and which
are required in the construction and opera-
tion of research reactors in Israel. The sale
or lease of these materials shall be on such
terms as may be agreed.

“B. Materials of iInterest in connection

‘with defined research projects related to the

peaceful uses of atomic energy and under the
limitations set forth in Article V, including
source materials, special nuclear materials,
byproduct materials, other radioisotopes, and
stable isotopes, will be sold or otherwise
transferred to the Government of Israel by
the Commission for research purposes other
than fueling reactors and reactor experi-
ments in such quantities and under such
terms and conditions as may be agreed when
such materials are not available commer-
clally.”
ARTICLE IV

Article VI of the Agreement for Cooperation
is amended to read as follows:

“A. The Government of the United States
of America and the Government of Israel
emphasize their common interest in assuring
that any material, equipment, or device made
available to the Government of Israel pur-
suant to this Agreement shall be used solely
for civil purposes.

“B. Except to the extent that the safe-
guards provided for in this Agreement are
supplanted, as provided in Article VI bis,
by safeguards of the International Atomie
Energy Agency, the Government of the
United States of America, notwithstanding
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any other provisions of this Agreement, shall
have the following rights:

*“1. With the objective of assuring design
and operation for civil purposes and permit-
ting effective application of safeguards, to
review the design of any (1) reactor, and (ii)
other equipment and devices the design of
which the Commission determines to be
relevant to the effective application of safe-
guards, which are to be made avallable to
the Government of Israel or persons under
its jurisdiction by the Government of the
United States of America or any person un-
der its jurisdiction, or which are to use,
fabricate, or process any of the following
materials so made available: source mate-
rial, special nuclear material, moderator ma-
terial, or other material designated by the
Commission;

*2. With respect to any source or special
nuclear material made available to the Gov-
ernment of Israel or any person under its
jurisdiction by the Government of the United
States of America or any person under its
jurisdiction and any source or special nu-
clear material utilized in, recovered from, or
produced as a result of the use of any of
the following materials, equipment, or de-
vices so made available: (i) source material
special nuclear material, moderator material,
or other material designated by the Com-
mission, (ii) reactors, (iii) any other equip-
ment or device destgnated. by the Commis-
slon as an item to be made avalla‘ble on the
condition that the provision of this sub-
paragraph B2 will apply, (a) to require the
maintenance and production of operating
records and to request and recelve reports
for the purpose of assisting in ensuring ac-
countability for such material; and (b) to
require that any such material in the cus-
tody of the Government of Israel or any per-
son under its jurisdiction be subject to all
of the safeguards provided for in this Article
and the guaranties set forth in Article VII;

“3. To require the deposit in storage fa-
cilities designated by the Commission of any
of the special nuclear material referred to in
subparagraph B2 of this Article which is
not currently utilized for civil purposes in
Israel and which is not purchased or retained
by the Government of the United States of
America pursuant to Article II, paragraph F
and paragraph G(a) of this Agreement,
transferred pursuant to Article I, paragraph
G(b) of this Agreement, or otherwise dis-
posed of pursuant to an arrangement mu-
tually acceptable to the Parties;

“4, To designate, after consultation with
the Government of Israel, personnel who, ac-
companied, if either Party so requests, by
personnel designated by the Government of
Israel, shall have access in Israel to all places
and data necessary to account for the source
and special nuclear materials which are sub-
Ject to subparagraph B2 of this Article to

determine whether there is compliance with
this Agreement and to make such independ-
ent measurements as may be deemed neces-
sary.

“5. In the event of non-compliance with
the provisions of this Article, or the guaran-
ties set forth in Article VII, and the failure
of the Government of Israel to carry out the
provisions of this Article within a reasonable
time, to suspend or terminate this Agree-
ment and require the return of any mate-
rials, equipment, and devices referred to in
subparagraph B2 of this Article;

“6. To consult with the Government of
Israel in the matter of health and safety.

“C. The Government of Israel undertakes
to facilitate the application of the safe-
guards provided for in this Article.”

ARTICLE V
The following new Article is added direct-
ly after Article VI of the Agreement for
Cooperation:
“ARTICLE VI BIS
“The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Israel afirm
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their common interest in the International
Atomic Energy Agency and to this end:

“(a) The Parties will consult with each
other, upon the request of either Party, to
determine in what respects, if any, they
desire to modify the provisions of this Agree-
ment. In particular, the Parties will con=-
sult with each other to determine in what
respects and to what extent they desire to
arrange for the administration by the Agen=-
cy of those conditions, controls, and safe-
guards, including those relating to health
and safety standards, required by the Agen=-
cy in connection with similar assistance ren=-
dered to a cooperating nation under the
aegis of the Agency.

“(b) In the event the Parties do not reach
a mutually satisfactory agreement following
the consultation provided for in subpara-
graph (a) of this Article, either Party may
by notification terminate this Agreement.
In the event this Agreement is so terminated,
the Government of Israel shall return to the
Commission all source and special nuclear
materials received pursuant to this Agree-
ment and in its possession or in the posses=
sion of persons under its jurisdiction.”

ARTICLE VI

This Amendment shall enter into force on
the day on which each Government shall
have recelved from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
quirements for the entry into force of such
Amendment and shall remain in force for the
period of the Agreement for Cooperation.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this amendment.

Done at Washington, in duplicate, this 20th
day of August 1959.

For the Government of the United States
of America:

G. LEwis JONES,
Assistant Secretary of State for Near
East and South Asian Affairs.
Joun H. WiLLiaMs,
Acting Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission.

For the Government of Israel:

Yaacov HERzOG,
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim, Embassy
of Israel.

Certified to be a true copy:

WiLLiaM M. FULLERTON,
Chief, Agreement and Liaison Branch,
Division of International Affairs, U.S.
Atomic Energy Commission.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1959

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the hill (H.R. 8678) to amend the
Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and
1958 to make certain adjustments in the
Federal-aid highway program, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President——

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask for a
vote on my amendment. ~

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, in 1956
Congress embarked upon the develop-
ment of the Interstate Highway System.
The program provided for the payment
from the Federal Treasury of 90 percent
of the cost of constructing 40,000 miles
of high-speed, limited-access highways
in America. The gasoline tax and other
highway users’ taxes were increased, in
order to provide funds with which to
complete the system.

In 1958, Congress was faced with the
problem of speeding up construction of
the Interstate Highway System; and, for
the second time, legislation in.-that field
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was enacted. Many of the States
speeded up their process of providing
for the plans, the specifications, and the
actual construction of the Interstate Sys-
tem within their borders.

Meanwhile, the cost of constructing
highways rose prodigiously; and what
in 1956 was contemplated as a $25 bil-
lion undertaking, is now contemplated
as a $36 billion undertaking.

So far, the theory behind the con-
struction of the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem has been “pay as you go.”

In January of this year, it was clearly
possible to demonstrate that the Federal
Treasury would not have sufficient funds
to permit the program to continue. So,
in January, the President, in addressing
the Congress, asked for a 5-year 15~
cent a gallon increase in the Federal
gasoline tax.

No action was taken,

In June, a courageous Member of the
Senate, the junior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. NevuBErRGER], said Congress needed
to provide the additional funds the
President had requested; and the junior
Senator from Oregon asked the Mem-
bers of the Senate to approve an amend-
ment which provided for a 1%;-cent tax
increase.

Regrettably, the Senate refused to ac-
cept his recommendation.

Meanwhile, the Members of the House
of Representatives felt they should not
approve any increase at all. I think it
is to the infinite credit of the leadership
of the House of Representatives and the
great majority of the membership of the
House of Representatives that only a few
days ago a bill was passed providing for
a l-cent Federal highway tax increase
for the next 22 months.

Here is what a prominent Member of
the majority party in the House said at
the time the bill was taken up. I quote
from the statement of the distinguished
Representative, Mr. THORNBERRY, Ol page
17946 of the RECORD:

All of us will agree that we never like to
impose taxes. We all look forward to the day
when we can reduce taxes. We cannot,
under the present fiscal condition of our
Government, call upon the Federal Govern-
ment to continue this program at its present
level without providing further necessary
revenue to finance it. We must have a
sound fiscal program if we are to continue to
meet the highway needs of this country and
to be certain that we do not cripple the
economy of our Nation by causing this great
program to come to a complete halt.

To which I am proud to say as a Mem-
ber of Congress, ‘‘Amen.”

The President of the United States
said:

I must again express my objection to pro=
posals that would, in the absence of a fore-
seeable budget surplus, divert recelpts from
the general fund of the Treasury that are
collected from various excise taxes on aufo-
mobiles, The transfer of these recelpts 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,

The distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee, a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, offered the amendment now
pending before us in the Finance Com-
mittee. The Finance Committee voted
down his proposal, and, to its infinite
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credit, sent to the Senate the House bill
which is before us. It is simply beyond
my capacity to understand how we can
justify taking money out of one pocket
to try to underwrite part of the cost
of a great undertaking, and that is pre-
cisely what my friend from Tennessee is
trying to do in his amendment.

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

Mr. KEUCHEL. Not now. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is going to take
money which now goes into the gen-
eral fund and say, “We are going to use
some of this for a specific purpose.”

The Secretary of the Treasury will
have one more burden as the only re-
sult of that approach. He will have to
borrow that much more money in order
to pay the prodigious costs of the Gov-
ernment of the United States.

It is true that the Senator from Ten-
nessee also asked us to repeal the 4-per-
cent dividend exclusion. Several years
ago when the subject was under debate
in the Senate Chamber originally, I tried
to study the background of the idea of
double taxation on dividends. I went
back to the days when the late great
Franklin D. Roosevelt was President. I
believe I remember with accuracy during
his administration some of his associates
suggested that double taxation was mor-
ally wrong. However, this ought not to
be the place to debate that sort of prop-
osition.

Mr. President, the pending question
is and ought to be, What is the Senate
going to do with respect to the inter-
state highway problem now? That is
the question before the Senate, and I
think it is completely irrelevant for my
friend from Tennessee to say now, “Let
us take the dividend exclusion law and
wipe it out and provide that the moneys
which its repeal would bring into the
Treasury shall go back into the general
fund.” I wondered how much money
that would amount to, and I asked the
staff today to get a letter from the Treas-
ury Department covering the point. I
will read it. It is very short:

Dear SenaTor: This is in response to your
inquiry about the revenue effect of repealing
the income tax credit for dividends received
by individuals which is now provided in
section 34 of the Internal Revenue Code.
We estimate that repeal of the dividends-
received credit would have the effect in
a full year of lnc:reaamg revenues hy $310
million. This assumes dividends and in-
comes at the levels prevailing in the calen-
dar year 1969. If the repeal were made ef-
fective July 1, 1959, and extended to June
30, 1961, it is estimated that revenues would
be increased by $620 million, as follows:

By $248 million in fiscal 1960—

That is the year in which we are bor-
rowing—
by $310 million in fiscal 1961, and by 862
million received in the fiscal year 1962.
Sincerely yours,
FRED C. SCRIBNER,
Under Secretary of the Treasury.

I believe it is fair to say that the effect
of the amendment of the Senator from
Tennessee would be to put back into the
general fund by the repeal of the pro-
posed dividend exclusion about half the
money he takes out of it in order to pro-
vide revenues for the interstate high-
way construction program.
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Mr. President, I am not a member of
the Finanee Committee. I am from a
State which is interested in the con=-
struction of the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem. I believe I know a little something
about the feelings of the people who use
the Interstate Highway System and who
look forward to using it more, and it
seems to me they would rather have that
system completed on the basis of the
recommendations of the administration,
on the basis of what the House of Rep-
resentatives has now agreed ought to
be done, and on the basis of what the
Senate Finance Committee likewise
agrees ought to be done. Let us con-
tinue to the greatest extent possible a
pay-as-you-go basis on which this leg-
islation will be carried forward and all
the unhappy, melancholy and forebod-
ing thoughts about inflation and the re-
sponsibilities of the Government to bor-
row, and borrow additional billions of
dollars at least will be alleviated by men
having the courage to stand up here and
vote, as my Democratic friend in the
House said, for an additional temporary
increase in the gas tax.

I yield to the able Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. We studied the sub-
ject of the amendment in the Finance
Committee very carefully. Does the
Senator think the House of Representa-
tives enjoyed voting an increase in the
gasoline tax?

Mr. KUCHEL. Of course not.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator
think the members of the Finance Com-
mittee who voted for a 1-cent increase
in the gasoline tax enjoyed so voting?

Mr. KUCHEL. Of course not.

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator
not recognize that something must be
done which will be effective in the pas-
sage of a dividend credit and the termi-
nation of that will probably not be effec-
tive in the present temper of the House?
I say quite frankly I am one of those who
voted to end the dividend credit. If the
rollcall vote is in the Senate Chamber,
it will show I voted for it, and I shall
vote for it again. But I do not believe
this is the place to do it, because it would
place the two Houses of Congress in con-
flict with each other. The Senator
knows the extreme difficulty with which
Speaker RayBUrRN was faced when he
tried to put through a program which
was satisfactory. It called for extraor-
dinary efforts on his part.

If we now reverse it by the passage of
this dividend credit, he undoubtedly
knows that we shall be in a conference
which will last a long, long time.

We have just been through a confer-
ence on labor legislation that lasted a
very, very long time; and if we go on to
this one, we shall be here a long time
trying to straighten it out.

I am glad the able Senator from Cali-
fornia points out that this seems to be
the sensible thing to do. I do not enjoy
it a bit more than he does. I have com-
munieations from the gasoline people of
my State, distributors of gasoline, plead-
ing against the 1-cent tax. I have writ-
ten letters to every one of them saying,
“I think you are right. We should not
do it. But we have to do it to keep the
road program going.”
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I was the first administrator of the
emergency school tax in the State of
New Mexico. It was passed in 1933. It
was only going to last for 2 years. The
emergency is still on. It is still there.
There was financial difficulty. Nobody
relishes the fact that it had to be done
in order to keep the revenues of that
State going.

This is a situation where the road
program is of great importance to the
States, where it is vital to the life of the
States, where it is making a fine contri-
bution to the States, where we can get
into an impasse if we fail to act.

The Finance Committee took those
facts into consideration. I watched the
votes of the men when the roll was being
called. I know how some of the indi-
vidual Members felt. They were com-
mitted against an increase in taxes.
They were committed in their own minds
against a 1-cent tax. But they voted for
the only thing that will make it possible
for the bill to be passed.

If the Senate tonight accepts the al-
ternative proposed by the able Senator
from Tennessee, we shall be in a bad
situation, in my opinion, because we
shall be a long, long way from agree-
ment between the two Houses.

Mr. KUCHEL. Iam most grateful for
what the able Senator from New Mexico
has said. There, from the lips of a man
who is a member of the majority, who is
a distinguished member of the Finance
Committee, who thus may be presumed
to be an expert in this field, has been
demonstrated abundantly the wisdom of
the action which the committee took and
which the Senate ought to follow here
tonight. The people of the American
Union will applaud the courage this
Senate has shown if it joins the House
of Representatives in approving the
House-passed bill.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. The junior Senator from
Tennessee has reason to believe that if a
repeal of the dividend tax credit were
resubmitted to the House of Representa-
tives at this time, the action of that
body might be different from its action on
a prior occasion.

The Senate has a very clear choice,
that of continuing the highway program
through a levy of an additional tax on
every gallon of gasoline that every man,
woman, or child in this country may buy,
or repealing the tax favoritism now ac-
corded income from dividends.

I should like, however, to turn to a dif-
ferent point. This is something I think
the Senate should consider. If the Sena-
tor will be so kind as to yield, I should
like to read a little of the colloquy which
begins at the bottom of page 20 of the
hearings held yesterday:

Senator Gore. Mr. Tallamy, your problem
has two distinct parts, does it not? One, the
lack of funds to meet commitments and ob-
ligations falling due within the present fis-
cal year?

Mr. TaLLaMmy. Yes, sir.

Senator Gore. And two, the making of ap-
portionments for use and obligation of the
States for future years?

Mr. Tarramy. Yes; that is right.

Senator Gore. And each of those two ma-
Jor parts is subdivided, are they not, into
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the interstate highway program, on the one
hand, and the ABC, the primary, secondary,
and urban highways, on the other,

Mr. TaLLamy, That is right.

Senator Gore. I would like first to discuss
problem number one, to which little refer-
ence has been made thus far.

‘What are the obligations falling due with-
in the fiscal year, or the amount of obliga-
tions falling due within the present fiscal
year which you are unable to meet without
additional legislation or appropriation?

Mr. Tarnamy. Would you ask me that ques-
tlon again?

Senator Gore. What is the amount, what is
the total of the obligations falling due with-
in the present fiscal year, 1960, for which
you would be in default without either addi-
tional legislation or appropriation?

Mr. Tatuamy. Divided into two parts, we
require an expenditure this year of $1.11
billion for the ABC program, and $2.25 billion
for the interstate program.

Senator Gore. You are giving me now the
total commitments?

Mr. TaLLamy. The result of the total com-
mitments. This is the result.

Senator Gore. The figure I am asking you
for is the amount of default on the trust
fund, if I must use that word, without ad-
ditional legislation or appropriation, or a
combination of the two.

Mr. Tarramy. I understand: $400 million.

Is the able junior Senator from Cali-
fornia hearing that?

Mr. KUCHEL. Heis.

Mr. GORE. Icontinue reading:

Senator Kerr. That is the deficit for the
current fiscal year which you forecast?

Mr, TaLramy. Yes, sir.

Senator Gore. I thought you had esti-
mated it to be $493 million.

Mr. TaLLaMy. $480 million is what I have
on this chart. Maybe it 1s $493 million.

One of his aides whispered to him, and
then he said:

The interest is $3 million, I am told.

Senator Gore. Then as a matter of fact, it
is $493 million?

Mr. TaLLamy. Yes.

Senator GOreE. Now, how much additional
revenue within the fund will be provided by
H.R. 8678, within the present fiscal year?

Mr. TAaLraMmY, $383 million. That is based
on the present legislation being effective on
September 1.

Senator Gore. That cannof now be a cor-
rect answer.

Mr. TaLramy. So 1t will be reduced. My
charts are all based on that, but it will be
reduced §50 million, so it will be about $333
million.

Senator Gore. Then you have a deficit in
the fund of $493 million and the bill before
the committee would provide only $333 mil-
lion.

Mr. TaLLAMY. Yes.

Senator Gore. Then that would leave you
in default to the States $190 million, would
it not?

Senator Kerr. $160 million,

Off the record, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Kerr] is faster with figures
than any of us.

Senator Gore. $160 million.

Mr. Tarramy. 8157 million is what the
deficit would be at the end of this fiscal year.

The bill before the Senate will leave
the Government in default to the Sen-
ator’'s State, to my State, to all the States,
to the extent of $157 million, plus $3
million in interest.

Mr. KUCHEL. Would the Senator ap-
prove raising the 1-cent tax to 115 cents,
as the President recommended, in order
to cure that deficit?
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Mr. GORE. I would not. But if the
Senator is going to try to solve the
problem with a gasoline tax, he could not
solve it now even with a 1'%-cent tax,
because there are only 9 months left in
this fiscal year. The administration pro-
posed a 1ls-cent tax for 12 months.
There is now before the Senate a bill pro-
viding for only a 1-cent tax for 9 months.
I tell the Senator it will not solve the
problem either for the present fiscal year
or for future apportionments.

Mr. KUCHEL. Let me say this to my
friend before I ask the able Senator
from New Mexico to comment on this
point.

I regret that the Senator from Ten-
nessee has had to leave the Chamber.
Let the REcorp so indicate.

I merely wish to say, Mr. President,
that I am sure the Senate Finance Com-
mittee did not commit an idle act. I
am sure the House of Representatives did
not commit an idle act.

I should like to ask my able friend
from New Mexico, who is a member of
the committee, to comment on the ques-
tion raised by the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. ANDERSON. First of all, Mr.
President, I regret that the Senator from
Tennessee is not present in the Chamber,
because I should like to say, in compli-
ment to the Senator, that I believe he
performed two very fine services during
the hearing. The first of these was to
focus attention on the system of con-
tract controls which was discussed in the
hearing. I think this system is com-
pletely repugnant to the desires of most
States. The Senator pursued that ques-
tion vigorously and valiantly. I com-
mended him then and I commend him
now.

I also commend the able Senator from
Tennessee because of the fact that he
developed the actual figures to show that
even if the 1-cent gasoline tax increase
is passed there would still be a deficit.

I also say that the Committee on Fi-
nance is supposed to use judgment, and
I think the Committee on Finance did use
judgment.

I hope my figures are correct, Mr.
President. It was pointed out to us that
by December 31, 1959, there would be a
deficit in this fund of about $353 million.
There is a bill which is being prepared for
submission to the Congress which would
permit borrowing from the general fund
in order to replenish the trust fund, for
a temporary period, and the money would
be repaid from collections during the fol-
lowing 6 months.

So while a Member of the Senate might
stand up on the floor to say, “All of this
does not do anything, because we will
have a deficit of $353 million by Decem-
ber 31,” the situation actually is not too
bad when we recognize that the collec-
tions begin to accumulate during the fol-
lowing few months.

Let us consider the period ending June
30, 1960, By then we will have a deficit,
if T am correct, of $157 million, as the
able Senator from Tennessee developed
and pointed out for the first time to the
committee. I commend the Senator for
that, because he brought it into the
RECORD,
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‘We then asked the representatives be=
fore us what they would do about the
matter. They answered, very easily, that
they would allow vouchers to accumulate
for about 2 or 2% weeks, until collections
could take care of them. But they did
not intend to cut down on the funds for
any individual State.

The Senator from Oklahoma and the
junior Senator from Tennessee were
two of those who pressed the witnesses
very strongly on that point, as to
whether they were going to use the con-
tract controls, which the able Senator
from Tennessee had developed for the
first time, to cut down by the $157 mil-
lion which would be in deficit. The an-
swer came back that it was not their
intention to so do. The witnesses stated
they contemplated that there would be
collections early in July, and that they
would wait 2 or 21 weeks for sufficient
collections to accumulate to wipe out the
deficit.

So the Senator from California is cor-
rect. The House did not do a futile
thing. The Senate would not be doing
a futile thing if it passed the bill. The
legislative history is clear in the hear-
ings on that point.

Mr. KUCHEL. Again I thank my
friend, the able Senator from New Mex-
ico, very much.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I should like to
have the Senator know that so far as
the specific proposal before the Senate
at the prasent time is concerned, a vote
was taken in the Committee on Finance.
The proposal failed of passage by a vote
of 9 to 7. What we have before the
Senate now is something which the final
action of the committee, by a vote of
9 to 7, rejected in the committee. I
think it is quite in order for Senators
to consider this proposal as a substi-
tute for the action which the commit-
tee itself took.

Mr. KUCHEL. I agree with my friend
completely that it is in order to con-
sider the proposal. However, I very
much hope the Senate will confirm the
wisdom shown not merely by the Senate
Committee on Finance, but also by the
membership of the House of Representa-
tives as a whole.

Mr. McCARTHY. I did not hear all
the remarks of the Senator from Ten-
nessee, but I do not think the Senator
said at any point that the action taken
by the House or by the Finance Com-
mittee of the Senate was futile. I be-
lieve the Senator said it was not ade-
quate to meet the full needs of the high-
way program, as now projected.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thought the burden
of the comments of the Senator from
Tennessee—and I wrote down a little
of the precise wording he used—was that
what is before us tonight would not ac-
complish the job, would leave the States
high and dry, and would not fulfill the
statutory commitment of the Federal
Government to give the States 90 per-
cent of the cost of constructing the in-
terstate mileage and system, so I inter-
preted the words to have the implication
that what was being done so far was
futile,
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEUCHEL,
from New Mexico.

Mr, ANDERSON. The Senator from
Tennessee was completely correct in say-
ing that approval of a 1-cent increase
in the gasoline tax would not completely
fill all of the pockets which might need
to be filled.

Mr. KUCHEL. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. Iassume that isthe
reason why the President of the United
States suggested a 1l%-cent increase in
the tax, instead of a 1-cent increase.

Mr. KUCHEL. That is correct.

Mr. ANDERSON. Unfortunately the
majority of the Finance Committee and
t}le majority of the House of Representa-
tives do not choose to agree with the
President of the United States, prob-
ably due to the fact that nearly every-
body in the individual States objects to
any increase in the gasoline tax at all.
Therefore, the committee felt it was de-
sirable, if there were to be an increased
tax, that the increase be 1 penny in-
:tslt:leat.'dl of 115 ‘giel-?:éjes. haNcabcudy claims

a penny o what a pen
a half will do. gty

_Mr. KUCHEL. It is exactly that
simple.

Mr: ANDERSON. However, the 1=
cent increase will come very close to do-
ing it. It will come sufficiently close to
satisfy the financial requirements of the
States and to fulfill the apportionments
made by the highway department. That
is the crucial test. The test is not
whether one has all the money one
wants, but whether one has enough to
see him through, borrowing if he has to
just a little bit for the next 2 weeks,
knowing that at the end of 22 months

I yield to my friend

:,het fund will be solvent. That is the
est.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. I am sure the Sen-
ator from California and the Senator
from New Mexico will agree that the
$340 million which would be derived
from the cancellation of the present div-
idend credit would do just as much to-
ward financing the highway program as
the $342 million which would be derived
from the imposition of a 1-cent increase
in the gasoline tax.

Mr. ANDERSON. If the Senator will
yield, that is surely true.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that this colloguy
may continue.

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

Mr., ANDERSON. I agree with that
statement except that the $343 million
to be derived from the repeal of the
dividend credit would not be anything
we could lay our hands on.

Mr. KUCHEL, It would feed the gen-
eral fund.

Mr. ANDERSON. We have no way of
knowing whether the House will or will
not agree to that proposal. We have no
way of knowing whether the President
will or will not sign such a bill.
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There is a possibility the President
would not agree. Certainly, of all Mem-
bers of the Senate I am least in a position
to speak for the administration, but I
have a feeling that if the Senate makes a
sincere effort to meet the situation, as I
think a one-cent increase in the gasoline
tax would do, the bill might be signed.
I have no feeling that the dividend credit
repeal would pass the House or, if it sue-
ceeded in the conference, would be
signed into law by the President. Quite
obviously, that is not the way to cure the
problem, because it would be money
taken out of the general revenues de-
signed further, perhaps, to increase prob-
lems later on, I think the result would
not be of real help.

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator is com-
pletely correct in his point.

Last month in the special message
which the President sent to us he sug-
gested that a 2-year l-cent-per-gallon
increase was a “step in the right direc-
tion.” What the House has done has
been to approve the 1-cent increase for
22 months, which is certainly substantial
agreement with that comment on the
part of the President.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to my friend
from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Does the Senator re-
member that a good many times in the
last 2 or 3 years this proposal to repeal
the dividend credit has been attached to
different bills?

I could be mistaken, but as I remember
the action, I do not think the Senate
Committee on Finance has ever approved
the provision. Despite that, it has come
up and has been attached to one bill or
another until frankly, so far as the Sen-
ator from Utah is concerned, it has be-
come a symbol. It has become a proposal
which is brought out on any occasion
which will focus attention upon it.

With all due respect to my friend
from Tennessee, who has done yeoman
service in developing the road program,
I regret very much that the Senator
would even taken the slightest risk of
jeopardizing the road program for the
benefit of this symbol.

It seems to me also that this has be-
come a symbol of a kind of ideological
difference. The ideology on one side is
that the taxation of corporations is
double taxation and that the stockhold-
ers are entitled to a little relief. This
is only token relief of that double taxa-
tion. But to many people in this body
this little relief has become a symbol of
a raid on the Treasury by Wall Street
and by the rich stockholders.

I think there should be an opportunity
to argue this point out in regard to a
bill to amend the income tax laws. Let
us have all the questions considered and
go over all the ground when we are in
that particular field.

To apply it as the solution of the
finanecial needs of a program whose basic
phiolosophy is user taxes seems to me
to be dragging this symbol in the wrong
situation, and I regret very much that
my friend from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel
has taken this action to bring forward
this particular proposal. It seems to
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me that it is another case in which the
symbol is more important than the solu=
tion.

Mr. KUCHEL. I appreciate the com=
ments of my friend from Utah, who
graces the Senate Finance Committee
and who has indicated once again that
the problem involved in the proposed
amendment is the sort of problem
which ought to be heard in committee
on its merits, such as they are, and
should not be attached to a highway
measure.

Mr. BENNETT. That is my feeling.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. McCARTHY. In defense of the
Senator from Tennessee, I point out that
he is not arguing that this program
should not be financed through user
taxes. As I understand, he said that
user taxes which are now imposed upon
automobiles and upon gasoline should be
used to support the highway program,
and what he proposes in his amendment
is to transfer only a part of those funds
which are now assessed on the users of
the highways and to use them for high-
way purposes. There is no violation of
that principle proposed by the Senator
from Tennessee.

The Senator from Utah has also made
the point that this is a question of a
difference in ideology. I believe that we
might make some argument on that
basis.

It is a question of whether we wish to
impose an additional excise or sales tax
on gasoline, or whether we wish to put
money into the Treasury through the re-
peal of a provision which knocks the top
off the graduated income tax scale. I
shall not argue whether we are trying to
tax the rich. I should like to quote fig-
ures for 1957, which show that people
with under $3,000 of adjusted gross in-
come filed over 11 million tax returns,
and that only 2.1 percent of those tax-
payers made a claim regarding dividend
credits. The amount of tax saved for
each one of these averaged $18; where-
as with respect to people in the $100,000
to $150,000 income bracket, 89.3 percent
of those who filed in that category saved
over $1,528 per return. When we come
to the class above a million dollars, 217
such returns were filed, and 95.4 percent
of them claimed dividend credits, with
an average saving of $38,995.

I think this is evidence as to who gains
from the dividend credit provision of the
income tax laws.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield to my friend,
the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
point out that if we take this money
from excise taxes, we help to unbalance
the budget by another $300 million,
which I do not believe does any favor
to this country in its present situation.

When we talk about ideologies, I be-
lieve I may have offended some people
yvesterday or the day before by suggest-
ing, in connection with the housing bill,
that if we were in favor of houses, we
should vote against classrooms, and that
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if we were in favor of issues, we should
vote for classrooms. It was that simple.
We come down to about the same thing
in connection with this provision. If
we are really in favor of roads, we should
vote for the gasoline tax. That will
provide the roads. If we are looking for
an issue, we should vote for the very
popular issue, which is the repeal of
the dividend credit to the rich.

Actually, as many poor people use the
roads as rich people. A great many of
them drive daily to work. They want
highways that are good. When they
travel across the country, I believe very
frankly that they hope to pay for good
highways. Therefore, I believe, know-
ing what the situation is in the House
and what it was with the administra-
tion, that if people really desire roads,
we shall have to vote for the bill which
came from the House and from the
Committee on Finance.

Mr. KEUCHEL. That is a fine contri-
bution, and I thank the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, so that I may ask a
question of the Senator from New
Mexico before he leaves the Chamber?

Mr. KUCHEL. Yes; I ask unanimous
consent that I may do so.

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

Mr. CARROLL. I should like to ask
the Senator from New Mexico some
questions, because I have been listening
to his discussion with a great deal of
interest. I am not a member of the
Committee on Finance. I am trying fo
ascertain what the facts are.

It is my impression that the 1-cent
increase in the gasoline tax would yield
in the next 9 months’ period $333
million. Is that correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe that is
correct. The figure given to us was $383
million. In testimony before us Mr.
Tallamy said that fizure would have to
be reduced $50 million because of the
lateness in which it would become ef-
fective. I made the motion in the com-
mittee that this provision become
effective October 1, because that is the
first practical date.

Mr. CARROLL. This leads me to my
second question. For the full 12-month
period in 1961, this same tax would yield
approximately $577 million. Is that
correct?

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that is cor-
rect. I believe $580 million was the
figure, but I will not argue that with the
Senator.

Mr. CARROLL. In general terms.

Mr, ANDERSON. Yes, I believe that
is absolutely right.

Mr. CARROLL. It is my impression
that the money we shall need for 1961
is approximately $816 million under the
present program. The distinguished
Senator from New Mexico said some=-
thing about phasing out this program,
and this is what bothers me. Are we
talking about a slowdown and a cutback
under the l-cent gasoline increase? I
must have this information for my own.
State.

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not know how
the Senator could have heard me say
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something about phasing out the pro-
gram.

Mr. CARROLL. I was under the im=-
pression that he thought 1 cent would
be adequate.

Mr. ANDERSON. Idid.

Mr. CARROLL. Why would it be ade-
quate?

Mr. ANDERSON. I say to my friend
from Colorado that I do not know where
he got his figures. All I can do is take
the figures submitted by Mr. Tallamy,
which were not challenged by a single
person on or off the committee, so far as
I know, and which indicated that by
December 31 the deficit will be some-
where in the neighborhood of $380 mil-
lion, but by June 30 the deficit will be
reduced to $157 million. I believe he
said that could be collected in 215 to 3
weeks in July of 1960, and that there-
after the books would balance for the
1961 fiscal year. I am not the author of
those figures. I do not attempt to de-
fend them. I only say they were not
subject to challenge, even though Mr.
Tallamy was under very vigorous cross-
examination by many members of the
committee.

Mr, CARROLL. I regret that the
junior Senator from Tennessee is not in
the Chamber because I think this is of
vital importance. I wish to say in re-
sponse to the Senator from California
that the junior Senator from Tennessee
had to leave the Chamber on a very im-
portant matter, But I want to press this
question.

Mr. ANDERSON. May I interrupt to
say that before the Senator from Colo-
rado returned to the Chamber I pointed
out that the committee was deeply in-
debted to the able Senator from Tennes-
see for developing the fact that there
was proposed to us something about con-
tract controls. That was the first I had
heard of contract controls; and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, aided by the senior
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERrr],
vigorously cross examined not only Mr.
Tallamy but the experts for the Bureau
of Public Works, and I thought did a
creditable job of establishing the fact
that something was being proposed that
we did not like. So I did nothing but
commend the Senator from Tennessee.
Through the questioning of the Senator
from Tennessee, he developed for the
first time the fact that even with a 1-cent
tax we would have a deficit during the
next fiscal year.

Mr. CARROLL. A deficit, as I under-
stand, of about $160 million?

Mr. ANDERSON. $157 million. That
is correct.

Mr. CARROLL. As I look to the next
fiscal year, the fiscal year 1961—and this
is very important to us in the West, in
Colorado, New Mexico, and in fact to the
whole area, to the whole country—I see
in my figures a possible deficit unless the
program is slowed down or stopped—I
emphasize “unless”—of $399 million.
This is based on the 1-cent gasoline tax.
That is what I want to know about.

Mr, ANDERSON. I only say to the
Senator from Colorado that nothing of
that nature was submitted to the Finance
Committee by anyone, so far as I know.
I wonder if the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BeENNETT] heard those figures, I wonder
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if the Senator from EKansas heard those
figures. I know of no one who heard
such figures. Where did they come
from? Heaven only knows; but I can-
not answer figures when I do not know
where they come from.

Mr., CARROLL. If we really needed
only a 1-cent increase, was the President
wrong in asking for a cent and a half?
What is the basis of the reasoning and
the logie behind it?

Mr. ANDERSON. I would behappy to
have the Senator from Utah answer the
question.

Mr. CARROLL. I should like to have
the Senator from New Mexico respond.

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe that the
statements which have been made in-
dicate why the President asked for 114
cents. He wanted to take care of the
$157 million deficit on a pay-as-you-go
basis. Some of us felt that 1. cents
was a little more than the people wanted
to swallow. We reduced it, and found
that the lower figure would stretch. The
Senator from Utah made fine contribu-
tions all the way through. He could
probably answer the question much bet-
ter than can the Senator from New Mex-
ico. The President asked for a sum
which he knew would be adequate. The
House and Senate gave him something
less than that, in the hope that it would
be adeauate.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, let me
add this comment: The House bill has a
provision which covers the problem
which my friend raises. The recom-
mendation of the administration was for
a 1l%-cent increase.

Mr. CARROLL. That is correct.

Mr. KEUCHEL. The majority of the
membership of the House, in their own
wisdom, determined, as my friend from
New Mexico suggested, that not more
than a l-cent increase in the tax would
be needed. To compensate for the dif-
ference in revenues between what a 1-
cent increase would bring, as distin-
guished from a 115 -cent increase, by the
bill which was sent to us, the House
slowed down the level of future expendi-
tures in the system.

Mr. CARROLL. This is very impor-
tant. This is what I have been trying
to establish. I thank the Senator from
California. From the statements of the
Senator from New Mexico it is obvious
that, in round terms, in the fiscal year
1960 there would be a deficit of $160 mil-
lion under the 1-cent tax increase pro-
gram. No one disputes that.

Mr. EUCHEL. No. What the Sena-
tor from New Mexico said is completely
right. We are legislating not merely for
12 months, not merely for 2 years, but
for b years.

What the Senator from New Mexico
said, was completely accurate deserip-
tion of the fashion by which, during the
coming 12-month period, the Federal
Government will make its allocations.

I read the language on page 2, begin-
ning in line 3:

Subsection (b) of section 108 of the Fed-
eral-Ald Highway Act of 1956, as amended,
is amended by striking out “the additional
sum of $2,500,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1961,” and inserting in lieu
thereof the following: *“the additional sum

of §2,000,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1961,".

September 5

It is in the second year that the cut-
back takes place. A year ago we were
legislating a speedup in the construction
program of the interstate system. There
was an opportunity, it appeared to the
Congress, to help the employment situa-
tion by stepping up the construction pro-
gram, and that was what was done. In
this instance, in the wisdom of the Con-
gress, we cut back.

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

Mr. CARROLL. I should like to fol-
low through on this line.

Mr. KUCHEL. The House realistically
faced today the problem of an increase
in taxes, and voted for it. What is in-
volved in the amendment of my friend
from Tennessee? It means borrowing
from one fund and using it in another
fund. We would be manufacturing ad-
ditional problems for the Treasury De-
partment, because we would be going
deeper into debt. This is more deficit fi-
nancing. Itis that simple.

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

Mr, CARROLL. I should like to pur-
sue this line if I may.

The Senator from New Mexico made
it so clear that anyone who can hear can
understand, that the deficit for the year
1960 is $157 million plus $3 million inter-
est. Is that correct, I ask the Senator
from New Mexico? It is exactly right.

Take the next year. I ask this ques-
tion specifically. Let us not beat around
the bush. Let us get down to cases.
The deficit for the next year, 1961, is
$399 million.

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

Mr. KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator
from Colorado tell us where he gets that
figure?

Mr, CARROLL., The first figure I got
from the Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. That figure is cor-
rect. Where did the Senator get the
other figure?

Mr. CARROLL. The Senator from
New Mexico said there was no basis, so
far as he knew, for the second figure, I
will be fair enough to say that.

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

Mr. CARROLL. The junior Senator
from California has made the real point
clear. This is what I was trying to ascer-
tain from my own State, based upon the
1-cent increase. Does this contemplate
a slowdown in the program? I under-
stand the Senator from California to say
it does. Isthat so?

Mr. EUCHEL. What the Senator has
said is true.

Mr. CARROLL. That is all I want to
know.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President——

Mr. KUCHEL, Will the Senator from
Colorado listen?

Mr. CARROLL. I shall be happy to
listen.

Mr. KUCHEL. It is precisely the same
slowdown that is involved in the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee,
because this provision in the bill before
us is not touched by the amendment of
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. CARROLL. I am not arguing
with the Senator from Tennessee. I am
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trying to ascertain the facts. The Sena-
tor from New Mexico has established
one fact, about the deficit in 1960. The
Senator from California has established
another fact; namely, that there is to
be a slowdown in the program. That is
all the jumior Senator from Colorado
wishes to know.

I thank the Senator from California.

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. McCARTHY,
Mr. NEUBERGER, and Mr. BENNETT
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from California yield; and, if so,
to whom?

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I say to the Senator
from California that he should be ex-
tremely careful in saying that there is
to be a slowdown, just as he should be
extremely careful in saying that last
year there was an acceleration. I
thought there was an acceleration in
the program for 1958, but when we pre-
sented figures to Mr. Tallamy, and he
began to present figures, I listened very
carefully. I got the impression from his
testimony that he needed extra money
to keep pace with the increased produc-
tion costs, and that the program was
about the same as it had been. It would
have been cut down if it had not been
for the extra money.

Mr, KUCHEL. I thank my friend.
He speaks with greater accuracy than I
did when I used those words.

Mr. ANDERSON. In 1961 there will
be no slowdown, because we will collect
taxes through 12 months, rather than a
short period.

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

Mr, KUCHEL. I yield.

Mr. BENNETT. The question was
raised a little earlier as to why the Presi-
dent proposed an increase of 115 cents
and is now willing to accept a cent, on the
assumption that that would be adequate.

The House not only provided a tax in-
crease of 1 cent, beginning in Sep-
tember, for 22 months, but it provided
that a part of the tax on passenger
automobiles and a part of the tax on
parts would come in in the fiscal year
1961,

Mr. ANDERSON. 1962. It starts on
July 1, 1961. The Senator must be care-
ful,

Mr. BENNETT. It is fiscal year 1962,
but calendar year 1961.

That revenue would come in to carry
on the process of bringing the fund back
into balance. Therefore the House felt
that by this combination of a gas tax
increase of 1 cent and a diversion of a
part of the excise tax on passenger cars
and parts, the financial need would be
met. The operation would be phased in
and phased out—not immediately—and
the fund would be put back into a solvent
condition.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. EUCHEL. I yield,

Mr. NEUBERGER. I have received
a letter from the deputy State high-
way engineer in my State, Mr. Forest
Cooper, to the effect that even if House
bill 8678 becomes law, the highway pro=-

President,
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gram in Oregon—and I presume the sit-
uation is quite similar in other States—
will have to be cut back at least 256 per=
cent.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con=-
sent to have Mr. Cooper’s letter printed
in the REecorp at this point as a part of
my remarks.

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

STATE OF OREGON,
STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT,
Salem, Oreg., August 31, 1959,
Hon. RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SewaTor NEUBERGER: Thank you for
your letter of August 21, and, as you sug-
gested, I am outlining herewlth what appears
to be the effect of HR. 8678 on Oregon’s im-
mediate highway future. I am answering
in Mr. Williams' absence from the State.

While the proposed legislation authorizes
two hillion dollars for fiscal 1961, the condi-
tion of the Federal highway trust fund will
govern how much work can be undertaken.
It is our understanding that, even though
H.R. 8678 is enacted, there will be a deficiency
in the fund of some 350 million dollars near
the end of this calendar year. Should this
occur, the Bureau of Public Roads would
have to put into effect a slow down on con-
tracting and might have to delay the pay-
ments to the States for work already obli-
gated and under way. This prospective delay
in Federal-aid payments could be very serl-
ous as far as Oregon is concerned, providing
the delay would be very prolonged. We have
been advised that the Treasury Department
is willing to go along on a repayable advance
proposition in order to cover this antici-
pated deficit, but it will be necessary for
Congress to authorize the procedure.

Assuming that H.R. 8678 becomes law, and
further assuming that some action is taken
to assure the States that Federal reimburse-
ments can be pald with reasonable prompt-
ness, Oregon's construction program would
be about 756 percent of that authorized under
the 1958 highway act. While this much cut-
back is a disappointment to both our State
Highway Commission and the local construc-
tion industry, we r that some slow
down at this time seems inevitable.

Under such a program, we can complete
the Pacific Highway to Eugene and possibly
to Goshen to interstate standards; the Bal-
dock Freeway from Salem to its connection
with Harbor Drive in Portland can be fin-
ished; some progress can be made on the
continuation of remodeling the Columbia
River Highway as a freeway between Port-
land and The Dalles, and possibly a minor
start can be made on the East Bank Free-
way in Portland. In addition to this, a
fairly comprehensive right-of-way acquisi-
tion schedule can be maintained and an ade-
quate survey, design, and planning proce-
dure can be continued.

The State Highway Commission appreci-
ates the efforts you have made in behalf of
highway legislation. "

Very truly yours,
ForresT COOPER,
Acting State Highway Engineer.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I ask the Senator
from Utah if there is any constitutional
or statutory provision of law which would
prevent the Senate from approving an
inerease of 115 cents, rather than 1 cent,
in the gasoline tax and sending it to con-
ference with the House?

Mr. BENNETT. None at all.

Mr. NEUBERGER. It seems to me
that would be wise and reasonable, We
would be living up to our fiscal respon-
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sibilities by sending the 1% cent increase
to conference.

Mr. BENNETT. Iremember when the
Senator offered that amendment, when
we were debating the question a month or
so ago. I was happy to support him.

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

Mr. KUCHEL, Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to ask
the Senator from Utah a question.

I observe that it was deemed inadvisa-
ble to take out of the general fund
moneys in this fiscal year and the next
fiscal year, and allocate them to the
trust fund. I ask the Senator from Utah
why it is prudent to take the moneys
out of the general fund in 1962, and is
not prudent to take them out now.

A further question is, if we are afraid
of a deficit now, what assurance is there
that there will not be a deficit and a bad
fiscal situation in 1962? I do not think
any revenues should be taken from the
general fund, but that new revenues
should be provided, from one source or
another, to finance the highway pro-
gram.

Mr. BENNETT. My understanding is
that a study is underway in the Bureau
of Public Roads to reevaluate the cost of
the program. That study will probably
result in recommendations being made to
Congress before July 1, 1961.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Muskie in the chair). Has the Senator
from California yielded the floor?

Mr. KUCHEL. Ihave.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that no other Senator
has been recognized.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr, President, I un-
derstood the Senator from California
had yielded to me to answer a question.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I believe the situation is that the
Senator from California yielded the floor
to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LavscHE]
r;ho asked if he might propound a ques-

on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from California has yielded the

floor. No other Senator has been rec-
ognized.

Mr., ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
ask for recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr, ANDERSON. I am not trying to
take the floor from the Senator from
Ohio. I therefore ask unanimous con-
sent that, without losing the floor, I may
vield to the Senator from Ohio to ad-
dress a question to the Senator from
Utah.

Mr, LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. BENNETT. Iappreciate the cour-
tesy. A study is being made, the results
of which will be made available to the
Committee on Finance, to the House
Committee on Ways and Means, and to
the Committees on Public Works of the
two bodies. It will be made available in
ample time so that before July 1, 1961,
we may have before us recommendations
which will result in changes in the taxa-
tion pattern to support the program.
But if we do not, we have put a backstop
in the bill.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. ANDERSON, Iyield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. This report shows
that in 1962 $802 million will have been
taken out of the general fund and put
into the highway trust fund. I have
grave apprehensions about that kind of
fiscal policy, because I believe that in
1962 the Government will be in the same
difficult fiscal position with respect to
the general fund as it is now, in fiscal
1960.

Mr. BENNETT. But before then Con-
gress will have had an opportunity to
review the situation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
from Utah.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
ask for the floor in order that I might
comment on the letter which the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Oregon
{Mr. NevseErGeEr] placed in the RECORD.
The letter reads, in part:

While the proposed legislation authorizes
two billion dollars for fiscal 1961, the condi-
tion of the Federal highway trust fund will
govern how much work can be undertaken.
It is our understanding that, even though
H.R. 8678 is enacted, there will be a de-
ficlency in the fund of some $350 million
near the end of this calendar year.

That is -exactly what I said. Every-
one who was listening heard what I said.
There will be a deficit as of December
31. But I pointed out that the deficit,
which came to $157 million by June 30,
will be taken care of by extra collec-
tions which might have come in by that

The letter continues:

Should this occur, the Bureau of Public
Roads would have to put into efiect a slow-
down on contracting and might have to
delay the payments to the States for work
already obligated and under way. This pros-
pective delay in Federal-aid payments could
be very serious as far as Oregon is concerned,
providing the delay would be very prolonged.
We have been advised that the Treasury
Department is willing to go along on a re-
payable advance proposition in order to
cover this anticipated deficit, but it will be
necessary for Congress to authorize the pro-
cedure.

Again, that is what I pointed out a
short while ago. Legislation will be pro-
posed to provide for an authorization
whereby the Treasury Department can
advance the $350 million which would
be necessary on December 31 and get
it back out of collections.

So I say the letter from the State of
Oregon does not contradict, but con-
firms, exactly what has been said to the
Senate.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, it seems to me that some Senators,
even after all this discussion, do not
understand the amendment now before
us. The amendment would provide more
revenue than the House bill provides.
The amendment would merely raise the
additional funds for the Government in
a somewhat different way than that pro-
posed in the House bhill. For most of the
projects which the Federal Government
constructs, such as waterways, dams,
reclamation, and almost anything else

of that kind, in most instances the money

is appropriated, and Congress then looks
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at the budget to see if more taxes are
necessary, and provides them if neces-
sary. That is how the foreign-aid pro-
gram is handled for example.

Some years ago someone suggested
that inasmuch as this program was for
the benefit of highway users, they should
pay for it. I suppose one reason ad-
vanced was that Congress had just fin-
ished cutting taxes by $9 billion in the
previous session, based on this admin-
istration’s recommendations. So rather
than to have the administration say it
had cut taxes too greatly, it was said
that the highway users should pay for
the highway program, rather than
rescinding some of the previous tax cut.
I am one who did not vote to increase
the tax on gasoline at that time.

I ask unanimous consent that a state-
ment that I have prepared be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

So-called automotive tazes
[Dollars in millions]

Esti- | Transferred to
mated | highway trust
collee- fund
tions
fiscal

1060 Per- | Amount

cent
Gasoli $1, 750 100 $1, 750
Lubrieating ofl . o ___| 70 0 0
P ears, 1, 300 0 0
Trucks and buses________.... 225 50 12
Auto parts and aceessories. _ 175 ] 0
Tires, tubes, and tread rub-

ol LS e Sy S Sy 275 100 275
Diesel and special motor fuel_ 55 100 55
Use tax on ¢értain vehicles. ... 35 100 35

Total 3,885 2,227

Amount of so-called tive taxes r d in gen-
eral fund of the Treasury—$1,658 million, or 43 percent.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, the highway users at that time
even under the new program, were going
to pay twice as much as the cost of what
the Federal Government proposed to do.

Under the present situation, only 58
percent of the excise taxes imposed on
highway users will go into the fund. I
heard some reference made by the acting
minority leader, the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EucrEL], to the effect that
the House exercised careful statesman-
ship in working out the highway bill.
I cannot find any ideological conflict be-
tween what the House did and what the
Senate proposes to do.

The administration asked the House
for a 1'%-cent increase in the gasoline
tax., The House said it would not grant
a cent-and-a-half inerease but would
agree to a l-cent increase. The House
said it would take some of the taxes on
passenger cars, automobile parts, and
accessories, and put a part of them into
the fund starting in fiscal year 1962,
which means beginning July 1, 1961,

If it is wrong now to do what the
Senator from Tennessee says, namely, to
take some of the excise taxes on new
cars, auto parts, and accessories, and
put them into the fund, then what makes
it right to do it in 1962? It is fair to
give highway users the same credit in
the highway fund for what they pay in
excise taxes on passenger cars, auto
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parts and accessories. If it is right to do
it in 1962, it is right now.

The Senator from Tennessee merely
proposes to advance the date, so that
highway users will be given some credit
on the excise taxes they are paying on
cars, parts, and accessories now, rather
than to build the highways now with in-
creased gasoline taxes. The proposal of
the Senator from Tennessee would raise
more money for the Government than
the provision he is proposing to elimi-
nate from the bill. This is a question of
opposing points of view.

Let us keep this in mind.

I ask Senators to examine the report
of the House committee to the House.
It is not a majority report; it is made up
of a group of supplemental views, because
none of the House commitiee members
could bring forth a measure with which
all of them would be satisfied.

In the first set of supplemental views,
the largest of the groups said that the
method proposed was a very unfair and
very inequitable way of handling the
matter, because the highway users are
already paying too much taxes. That
was the conclusion which the largest
group of the House committee members
reached.

Then they said that the measure they
were reporting was the best they could
report to the House, under the circum-
stances. Apparently someone had been
eonsulting with the White House, and
had been informed that that arrange-
ment would be acceptable.

But the largest single group of the
House committee members said the bill
was inequitable and unfair and provided
for the most unfair way they could think
of to finance the program.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel is trying to have the Senate take
action in line with the views of the largest
single group of the House committee
members, who thought that some other
method of raising revenue would be more
fair.

What does the Senator from Tennes-
see propose? He proposes the elimina-
tion of a tax advantage which I submit
has never been favored by a majority of
either the House or the Senate. That tax
advantage exists in the tax law only by
accident.

I am one of the few Members of the
Senate who voted for that tax advantage
when it went into effect the first time.
I recall the history of that matter in
1954. I told a number of my constitu-
ents that I would vote for it. When it
came up, a motion to strike it out was
made; and the motion to strike it out
of the bill was agreed to, and it was
stricken out of the bill, which had come
to the Senate from the House. The vote
in the Senate was 71 to 7; and I was one
of the 7. So the action the Senate took
at that time was taken by a majority
of 10 to 1.

I heard the statement made, here on
the floor of the Senate, that some great
ideological difference is involved.

Mr. President, I have no ideological
problem here. I supported that tax ad-
vantage or exemption, until the Senate
decided that it did not want it. I re~
spected the opinion of the 10-to-1 major-
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ity of the Senate Members who said they
did not want to permit such a tax
advantage.

The result of striking out this tax ad-
vantage, as we now propose, will be to
bring into the Treasury more revenue
than that which would be obtained by
increasing the gasoline tax by 1 cent a
gallon.

We are proposing to strike out this tax
advantage, which was put through in the
House under a closed rule. It got
through the House only because it was
included in a package bill, in a situation
in which the only motion which coulc be
made at that time was a single motion
to recommit.

At the time that this tax advantage got
into the law, I suppose it would have been
stricken out by both the House and the
Senate, if the House had had an oppor-
tunity to vote on a motion to that effect,
by a majority of similar to the majority
by which the Senate had voted to strike
it out.

In the conference, the House conferees
included some very firm and very deter-
mined Members. I have seen what we
can expect from some of the House con-
ferees who are members of the Ways
and Means Committee, and who insist on
having everything their way. The late
Representative Reed, one of the House
conferees, was successful in getting the
Senate conferees to agree to half of what
the House had sent to the Senate. The
dividend credit began at 8 percent, in the
House bill; and the conferees settled for a
4-percent dividend credit. Senators did
not like it; but that is how it got into
the law.

The House has never been permitted
to vote on it since that time.

This year, we sent this measure to the
House; and it was in conference. The
House conferees would not permit the
House to vote on the question of remov-
ing this tax advantage. If they ever per-
mitted the House to vote on the question
of removing it, the House would certainly
vote to remove it, just as the Senate did.

So this tax advantage is now in the
tax laws only by accident. A majority of
each House has always been opposed to
it; yet it remains in the law. That situa-
tion is a tribute to the power of a small
group of House committee members, who
were able to get into the law, and keep
in the law, this tax advantage, solely by
preventing both the majority of the
House to have an opportunity to vote this
tax advantage out of the law.

So we now propose to eliminate the tax
advantage, and to advance the date when
the highway users will receive some
credit for the taxes they are paying on
their purchases of passenger cars, auto-
mobile parts, and accessories.

But I repeat that, there is no ideologi-
cal conflict in my mind in regard to this
matter. I was one of the seven Senators
who voted for this tax advantage the
first time it came before the Senate.
I was one of those who voted to eliminate
it after I found that it had not been
favored by a majority, and that it offered
no particular advantage over other tax
measures.

The highway users already are paying
almost twice as much tax as is required
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by the highway fund. The largest single
group of members of the House commit~
tee which reported this measure to the
floor of the House stated in their re-
port—and now I quote from page 61 of
the House committee report:

There are more equitable methods of in-
creasing the general revenue than by impos-
ing an additlonal gasoline tax.

They also said:

The administration’s underlying purpose
for the additional 1-cent gasoline tax is to
provide a surplus in the general budget, at
the expense of the highway users.

That is what was said in that report
by the largest single group of members
of the House committee which reported
this proposal to the floor of the House.

So, Mr. President, I say that the elim-
ination of this special tax advantage
would be a better way, and would raise
more money, than the proposal the House
has sent to us,

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskie in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Louisiana yield to the Senator
from Tennessee?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Loui-
siana has dramatically, ably, and ac-
curately pointed out that the measure
which I have offered with his co-
sponsorship will bring to the Govern-
ment more revenue in fiscal 1960 than
will the pending bill.

I wish to ask the Senator from Loui-
siana if, on the other hand, it is true—
and I should like to have the Senator
from Ohio [Mr, LauscHE] hear this—

Let me ask the Senator from Louisiana
whether he will yield further.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Louisi-
ana has pointed out most dramatically
how this piece of favoritism, in the form
of a tax advantage, is a tribute to a gag
rule that usually is applied to all tax
measures in the other body; in fact, it
always is applied.

I should like to say that I enjoy the
freedom of being a Member of the
U.S. Senate. I served in the other
body for 14 years; but in all that
time I never had an opportunity to offer
one amendment to a tax bill, and I do
not recall that I ever had an opportunity
to vote on one. As a Member of the
House, I found that its Members were
regularly faced with a question of “take
it or leave it” or “vote for all of it or vote
against all of it”—in other words, either
to accept or reject an entire package.

That is what the House was faced with
in connection with the bill now before
us. The House Members had to vote
either for no highway program at all or
for an increase in the gasoline tax; and
even under those circumstances, 163
Members of the other body voted against
the bill.

Just as the Senator from Louisiana has
pointed out, my amendment will bring
into the Treasury, in this fiscal year,
slightly more revenue than will the
pending bill.

I wish to ask the Senator from Loui-
siana if it is true that my amendment
will not create any new obligations.
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Mr, LONG of Louisiana. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. GORE. My amendment merely
provides that the Government will meet
the obligations which the Congress cre-
ated with the apportionment bill last
year. Those apportionment bills have
been passed since 1916; and this is the
first time the States have been faced
with a default on the part of the Gov-
ernment,

Only a few moments ago I read the
testimony of Mr. Tallamy to the effect
that under the provisions of the House
version of the bill, there would be a defi-
cit in the trust fund, at the end of this
fiscal year, of $157 million, plus $3 mil-
lion interest.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield for a
question?

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield to
the Senator from Ohio for a question.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to as-
certain how much revenue the Gore
amendment will provide or what funds
it will make available.

Iread from paragraph (A):

(A) that portion of the taxes received in
the Treasury after June 30, 19569, and before
July 1, 1960, under section 4061(a) (2) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 18564 (tax on pas-
senger automobiles, ete.) which is equal to
the amount which would have been so re-
ceived if the tax rate under such section had
been 4 percent in lieu of the applicable rate;
and

What will the 4 percent produce in
the first year?

Mr. GORE. Approximately $520 mil-
lion. That tax is levied now.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Paragraph (B) deals
with the same subject, but covers the
period beginning June 30, 1960,

Mr. GORE. That is correct; and the
Senator from Ohio will find that the
House version appropriates to the trust
fund part of the automobile excise tax
revenue, beginning in fiscal 1962,

Mr. LAUSCHE. So $520 million will
be produced out of the excise tax in 1959,

Mr, GORE. The Government will re-
ceive the same amount of money from
the automobile excise tax, under either
version of the bill.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Very well. But I
understand that $520 million will be re-
ceived from the excise tax in the fiscal
year 1960.

Mr. GORE. That will be a transfer,
not a levy.

Mr. LAUSCHE, And $335 million will
be produced by removing the dividend
credit for individual taxpayers, as I
understand.

Mr. GORE. That is correct; and that
amount is to be compared with the esti-
mated $333 million which the 1-cent-a-
gallon gasoline tax would produce for the
remainder of this fiscal year.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Then the total which
would be produced by the Gore amend-
ment during the first year would be ap-
proximately $850 million?

Mr. GORE. That is not correct. The
automobile excise tax is already levied.
Neither bill levies a new excise tax on
automobiles.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. I understand that,
but there is $1,500 million of excise taxes
and accessories on automobiles which
now goes into the general fund.

Mr. GORE. The bill before the Sen-
ate would allocate no part of the excise
taxes to which the Senator has referred,
except 40 percent of the automobile tax,
to the highway trust fund.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That would produce
$520 million.

Mr. GORE. It would not produce; it
would transfer.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It would transfer to
the highway trust fund.

Mr. GORE. Thatis right. The House
bill would produce $333 million for the
highway trust fund.

Mr. LAUSCHE. By the 1l-cent gas
tax.

Mr. GORE. But the deficit is $493
million; so it would leave a net deficit
in the trust fund of $160 million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is correct. But
the $520 million which would be trans-
ferred out of the general fund and into
the highway trust fund would be taken
away from a potential use in the general
operation of the Government.

Mr. GORE. Instead, the revenue from
the repeal of the dividend tax credit
would go, not into the trust fund, but
into the general fund.

Mr, SPARKMAN. How much is that?

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is $335 million,
I understand. Will the Senator from
Tennessee now tabulate the figures as
he understands them, stating how much
more money would be available from the
trust fund and how much more money
would come into the general fund?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will look at the fig-
ures I have before me, I believe he can
see what would happen. Under the
House bill an additional 1-cent tax on
gasoline would be levied and that would
be directed into the fund. That would
produce about $330 million for the next
year. In fiscal year 1962, which means
July 1961, one-half of the tax which is
at present being collected on passenger
cars would be directed toward the fund,
and five-eighths of the tax which is now
being collected on auto parts and acces-
sories would be directed into the fund.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. I have that and
I have another figure.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Instead of
that, the Senator from Tennessee pro-
poses that we approach the problem in
this way: Instead of waiting until 1962 to
put some of the funds from the tax on
passenger cars info the highway fund,
he would put in 40 percent starting now.

Mr. LAUSCHE, That is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Then he
would make up that revenue, or most of
it—at least, more than the l-cent gaso-
line tax would bring—by eliminating the
tax advantage, which many of us feel
never should have been in the law. I
am one of those who voted to keep it.
That being the case, the revenue to the
Government would be more. The ex-
penditures from the fund would be
somewhat greater.

But the reason we would do that would
be to avoid having to decline the fulfill-
ment of Federal commitments on the
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highway program. In other words,
rather than having a slow down by the
so-called method of contract control, we
would allot money less rapidly than was
intended. We would simply go forward
with the program as planned when the
program was put into effect.

Mr. COOPER. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Iyield to the
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr., COOPER. I invite the attention
of the Senator from Tennessee and the
Senator from Louisiana, who stated that
the revenue which would be produced by
the Gore amendment would be greater
than the revenue produced by the com-
mittee bill. I wish to point out a dis-
tinction which should be made. It is not
a question of the total revenue for all
purposes which would be produced. The
question is the effect the Gore amend-
ment would have on the trust fund, and
on the general funds available for all ap-
propriations.

I believe this is a correct statement:
The Gore amendment would make the
trust fund solvent, but it would take
away from the general funds available
for all appropriations nearly $200 mil-
lion. If there were a deficit, it would
add to that deficit in the general fund
$200 million. If there were no deficit, it
would take that amount away from the
general fund.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. COOPER. Ishould like to ask my
question,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe I
have the floor. I yield to the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Is it not correct that
while the trust fund would be made sol-
vent by this device, the general fund
would be reduced by nearly $200 million
a year?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Gore
amendment would create no new obliga-
tion whatever. The difference is that
unless we adopt the Gore amendment,
the passage of the committee bill will
mean a slowdown by the method of
contract control, which I interpret to
be just a way of letting the money go
more slowly than was intended, so as
to slow down the program. That is in
violation of the contracts that were
made with 50 different States.

Mr. COOPER. I ask the Senator,
which is more important, to slow down
the highway program by a year or two,
or to take $200 million out of the gen-
eral fund and create a deficit? I want
the pay-as-you-go principle to be main-
tained.

Mr. GORE. The highway trust fund
has a deficit of $493 million this year.
What for? For contracts that are being
completed this year under an agreement
between our respective States and the
Bureau of Roads. Unless we put the
money in the trust fund to fulfill those
commitments, the State of Kentucky and
the State of Tennessee will be left hold-
ing the bag, owing contractors who have
completed their contracts, because the
Federal Government is in default.

Mr, COOPER. I am not worried about

that. It will be corrected by the com-
mittee bill.
Mr. GORE. I do not know why the

Senator should not worry about it.
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Mr. COOPER. I ask my friend if he
will answer my question.

Mr. GORE. I shall be glad to answer
it.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr., Presi-
dent, I ask if I may yield to the Senator
from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the
Senator from Louisiana yielded the
floor?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would pre-
fer to yield to the Senator from Tennes-
see, who has the best understanding of
the problem, since he was a member of
the Public Works Committee when the
interstate program was started.

Mr. COOPER. I simply wish to know
the fact. The Senator from Ohio raised
this question. I therefore ask these
questions for information. I know the
Senator from Tennessee is one of the
authors of the bill and that he has a
great interest in it. He has said that
the transfer of a part of the excise tax
derived from automobiles, accessories
and parts, involved the transfer of $520
million from the general fund to the
trust fund. Now the Senator says that
by removing the exemption on dividends
we would increase the general fund by
$335 million. That would mean that we
would have reduced the general fund by
$185 million a year. Is that correct?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. COOPER. Your amendment
would make the highway trust fund sol-
vent?

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. But it would reduce
the general fund by $185 million a year.

Mr. GORE. Why does the trust fund
need to be solvent? Because there is a
solid commitment to the States to reim-
burse them for contracts, on a matching
basis, which contracts have been ap-
proved by the Department of Commerce
of the U.S. Government.

The contracts are being completed.
Payment is due. Either this Congress
provides the funds, or the Government
of the United States is going to be in
default to the respective States.

Mr. COOPER. In the Public Works
Committee it was said, as I understood
it, that the additional 1-cent gasoline
tax will provide the money needed in the
next 3 years to meet the needs of the
program, with some deceleration. I
again ask the question, What is more
important? To delay the final comple-
tion of the program a year or two, or to
create a deficit in the general fund of
$200 million a year? I think it better to
stretch out the program than to engage
in deficit financing from the general
funds.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. First let me
answer that question. The question is
twofold. The first is, “Which way would
you rather raise money? Would you
rather raise the money by raising a 3-
cent to a 4-cent tax on gasoline, or would
you rather leave it as it is and take away
the dividend tax advantage? Do you
want to finance the program with a 4-
cent gasoline tax, when the States need
to tax the same item, anyway, or would
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you rather take away a special tax ad-
vantage which neither a majority in the
Senate nor in the House wanted, and
which never would have been in the law
if it had not been for a rule in the House
which prevented an amendment to strike
it?”

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator let me answer his question?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I would prefer to
avoid impairing the general fund and
imposing the 1-cent tax, and remove
the credits given to the dividend col-
lectors.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I intended
to ask a mere rhetorical question. I
am sure the answers will vary, as we
shall see when we call the roll. The
question is, Which way is the better
way to raise the money? By taking
away a tax advantage which 90 per-
cent of the Senate, and I am sure 90
percent of the House, never were for,
or to put this extra l-cent tax on gas-
oline, which is a very regressive tax, and
a tax which the States need for them-
selves.

Secondly, what about the 50 States?
Contracts are being completed in those
States. Is the Federal Government go-
ing to live up to its commitments to
put up the money, or slow down its pay-
ments, and, in effect, default on its com-
mitments to 50 different States, which
are really contracts with the States?

Some persons would say to their con-
stituents, “Well, I would rather delay
the highway program than to see the
Federal Government go $100 million in
debt.” I ask them, Did you take that
point of view when the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byro] asked you to delay
the veterans’ bill so as to keep the Fed-
eral Government in better fiscal condi-
tion? No, you voted for the Kerr
amendment and voted for the Govern-
ment to assume that liability. The Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] was try-
ing to tell you that the widows could
wait a couple of years and that pensions
to widows of veterans who had no serv-
ice-connected disabilities could be post-
poned for 2 years before going into ef-
fect. You said you could not wait.
Senators voted for an amendment which
will cost $10 billion during the next 40
years. They could not wait to get that
into the law.

Are we going to take the attitude that
the Federal Government is going to de-
fault on its commitments to 50 States
which have contracts within those States
because, while we could not wait to pro-
vide new pensions for widows of veterans
with no service connected disability? It
does not make sense to me.

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

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. I yield to the
Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, may I
have the attention of the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]?

In my judgment, what the Senator
from Kentucky has said is correct. If
the Gore amendment is adopted, there
will be a deficit of $185 million in the gen=
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eral fund for 1960. If the Gore amend-
ment is adopted, I intend to call up my
amendment “C,” which would impose an
obligation to withhold taxes on interest
and dividend at the source. If that
amendment carries, instead of a deficit of
$185 million for 1960, the general fund
will have a surplus of $145 million for
1960, and in each year thereafter the
surplus in the general fund will increase.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Tennessee.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Alken Fulbright Martin

Allott Goldwater Monroney
Anderson Gore Morse
Bartlett Green Morton

Beall Gruening Moss

Bennett Hart Mundt

Bible Hayden Muskie

Bush Hickenlooper Neuberger
Butler Hill Pastore

Byrd, Va Holland Prouty

Byrd, W. Va Hruska Proxmire
Cannon Humphrey Randolph
Capehart Jackson Robertson
Carlson Javits Russell
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Case, N.J Johnston, 8.C. Schoeppel
Chavez Keating Scott

Clark Kefauver Smith
Cooper EKerr Sparkman
Cotton Euchel Stennis
Curtis Langer Symington
Dodd Lausche Talmadge
Douglas Long, Hawaili Thurmond
Dworshak Long, La Wiley
Eastland McCi Williams, N.J.
Engle McClellan Williams, Del.
Ervin McNamara Young, N. Dak.
Fong Magnuson Young, Ohio
Frear Mansfield

Mr. MANSFIELD, I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN=
pEr], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Hennings]l, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Jorpax], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepny], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH-
Ers], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarsoroucH] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HArRTKE] and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O’MAHONEY] are
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CrURcH],
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence in Warsaw, Poland,

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Casgl
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence at Warsaw, Poland.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] are necessarily
absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
Gore amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute for title II, as amended. On this
question the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called), On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].
Were he present and voting he would
vote “nay”; if I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
pER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Henninesl, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. JorpaN], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr, YarBorouGcH] are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HArRTKE] and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O’MAHONEY] are
absent because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CaurcH] is absent on
official business attending the inter-
parliamentary meeting in Warsaw,
Poland.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from Wy-
oming [Mr. McGee], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Murray]l, the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O’'MaHONEY], and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOR-
oveH] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Massa~
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] is paired with
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripges]l, If present and voting, the
Senator from Massachusetts would vote
*“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr, HarTKE] is paired with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTtHERS]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Indiana
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Florida would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Casg]
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence at Warsaw, Poland.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from Il-
linotls [Mr. DirsEN] are necessarily ab-
sent.

The pair of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DireseEN] has been previously an-
nounced.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr, Bripces] is paired with
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepyl. If present and voting, the
Senator from New Hampshire would vote
“nay,” and the Senator from Massachu-
setts would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 35,
nays 50, as follows:

YEAS—35
Bartlett Hill Monroney
Byrd, W. Va. Humphrey Morse
Cannon Jackson Moss
Carroll Johnston, 8.C. Muskie
Clark Kefauver Neuberger
Dodd Langer Proxmire
Douglas La e Sparkman
Engle Long, Hawall Symington
Ervin Long, La. Talmadge
Gore McCarthy Young, N. Dak,
Gruening McClellan Young, Ohio
Hart McNamara
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NAYS—50

Aiken Eastland Morton
Allott Fong Mundt
Anderson Frear Pastore
Beall Fulbright Prouty
Bennett Goldwater Randolph
Bible Green Robertson
Bush Hayden Russell
Butler Hickenlooper BSaltonstall
Byrd, Va. Holland Schoeppel
Capehart Hruska Scott
Carlson Javits Smith
Case, N.J. Johnson, Tex. Stennis
Chavez Keating Thurmond
Cooper Kerr Wiley
Cotton Kuchel Williams, N.J.
Curtis Magnuson Williams, Del.
Dworshak Martin

NOT VOTING—15
Bridges Hartke Mansfield
Case, S.Dak. Hennings Murray
Church Jordan O'Mahoney
Dirksen Kennedy Smathers
Ellender MeGee Yarborough

So the amendment of Mr. Gore in the
nature of a substitute for title II, as
amended, was rejected.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
Gore amendment was rejected.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

Mr. EKUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MCNAMARA. Mr. President, I of-
fer my amendment, which is at the desk,
and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
the bill it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing new section:

Sec. 203. Tax on passenger automobiles, ete.

Section 4061(a)(2) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 19564 (relating to tax on passen-
ger automobiles, etc.) is amended by strik-
ing out “on and after July 1, 1960, the rate
shall be 7 percent” and inserting in lleu
thereof the following: “(A) on and after July
1, 1960, and before July 1, 1961, the rate
shall be 7 percent, (B) on and after July 1,
1961, and before July 1, 1962, the rate shall
be 6 percent, and (C) on and after July 1,
1962, the rate shall be 5 percent”.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Michigan
yield?

Mr. McNAMARA., I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Michigan would
like to have the yeas and nays ordered
on his amendment. In order that all
Senators may be on notice, I ask that
they join us in the request.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I under-
stand that the Senator from Michigan
expects to explain his amendment
briefly.

Mr. BUSH. We cannot hear what the
majority leader is saying.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Senator
from Michigan does not expect to speak
at great length—perhaps 20 minutes—on
his amendment. The yeas and nays have
been ordered on it. I expect that a vote
on the amendment will be had within
the next 30 minutes. I hope that Sena-
tors will be on notice in that regard. I
thank my friend from Michigan for
yielding.
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Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, we
now have before us one of the most im-
portant bills of this frequently frustrat-
ing session.

The bill provides for additional finane-
ing for the Federal highway program—
financing that is vital at this stage in
order to continue work on this 41,000-
mile interstate network of roads.

It is extremely unfortunate that de-
liberations on achieving the necessary

financing—deliberations outside the
control of the Senate—have taken so
long.

We are now presented with the meas-
ure in the closing days of the session.

Despite what I—and I am sure many
of my colleagues—consider great defects
and inequities in the hill, we are forced
to consider it under the impediment of
time.

We are faced with what almost
amounts to a take-it-or-leave-it situa-
tion.

Those of us who took part in the de-
velopment of this tremendous highway
program have little choice between see-
ing it die or accepting the unattractive
features of the bill before us.

Those features are self-evident.

One provides for a 1-cent increase in
the Federal gasoline tax for a 21-month
period—another unfair burden on the
already hard-pressed consumer.

A second feature dedicates one-half
of the 10-percent automobile excise tax
and five-eights of the parts tax to the
highway trust fund.

These are two bitter pills. They cer-
tainly contain nothing that I—as a Sen~
ator from Michigan—can swallow with
any degree of enthusiasm.

A few minutes ago I voted for the
amendment of the Senator from Ten-
nessee, which also proposed to transfer
excise taxes to the highway trust fund.
I do not want my vote for his amend-
ment to reflect my endorsement of the
concept.

However, the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Tennessee also included re-
peal of the dividend tax credit, a pro-
posal I find very attractive and worth-
while. This added a little sweetening
to the bitter pill. It is like taking castor
oil with orange juice.

Realistically, the only thing to recom-
mend the legislation is the knowledge
that failure to approve it would result
in a drastic curtailment of the Federal
highway construction program.

This is an alternative so devastating
as to represent no alternative at all.

For if the highway construction pro-
gram was essential when it was adopted
3 years ago, its essentiality has only in-
creased with the passage of time.

The considerations of national defense
whieh led to the establishment of this
Program are as valid today as they were
3 years ago.

The desire to improve ftraffic safety
through the construction of adequate
roads has increased with the growing
population and the ever-inereasing use of
automobiles and trucks in interstate
transportation.

The tremendous impact of this pro-
gram on our national economy, provid-
ing as it does more than 700,000 jobs
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directly or indirectly, is of the greatest
importance.

These vast numbers of working men
and women and large and small con-
tractors have accepted jobs and under-
taken obligations, relying on the belief
that when Congress said it was going to
institute a long-range road program
Congress meant what it said and would
honor its word.

These and other considerations have
served to make mandatory some program
for additional financing in the next few
years.

We all recognize, I think, that the road
building operation is one which cannot
be subjected to wide fluctuations from
year to year.

This is certainly inherent in the
planned apportionment—and 13-year
duration of the program—set forth in
the original 1956 act.

So, Mr. President, as I see it, we in
the Senate have little or no alternative
but to develop an immediate, short-term,
revenue program, one which would en-
able us to continue the highway pro-
gram with the smallest possible abate-
ment.

If left to my own devices T would not
have selected an increase in the gasoline
tax as the means by which to raise the
additional revenue needed to sustain this
program.

I think that the motoring public is al-
ready being taxed to the extent that this
group should be required to bear in fi-
nancing the highway building program.

This 1-cent gas tax increase, when
added to the existing 3-cent Federal
rate and the 6- or 7-cent per gallon tax
rate in the States, means that whenever
the driver fills his 20-gallon tank at the
service station, up to $2 of what he pays
will be earmarked, under either Federal
or State law, for highway and other road
construetion and improvements.

And we must recognize that this is
another of those consumer taxes which
is unrelated to ability to pay.

Certainly an automobile can no longer
be reasonably classed as a luxury. Auto-
mobiles and automotive transportation
are today a necessity. This is admitted
by everyone with the possible exception
of tax architects in the Treasury De-
partment.

Yet we are now confronted with a pro-
posal which will not only increase the
cost of the operation of an automobile,
but which could perpetuate much of the
discriminatory excise tax now levied
against automotive consumers under ex-
isting law.

Mr. President, much as I dislike the
idea of an increase in the gas tax, I can
as a realist accept it.

However, even as a realist I cannot ac-
cept the logic of those who now propose,
contrary to all prior arguments, to take
from the general fund of the Treasury
such a large portion of the automotive
excise taxes.

These are the same taxes, believe it
or not, which less than 3 short months
ago were so essential to the integrity of
the general fund that we passed legisla-
tion to extend their existing high rate in
order to avoid a scheduled 3-percentage-
point reduction in them.
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Now we do not even have the sweet-
ener that the Senator from Tennessee
offered, repeal of the dividend tax credit.

I understand there are those who urge
that there is really nothing to be alarmed
about in the inclusion of the scheduled
transfer of excise taxes beginning in
July 1961, since the Department of Com-
merce is expected to submit financing
recommendations at the conclusion of its
study of the Federal highway program.

These recommendations are due in
January of 1961, 6 months before the ef-
fective date of the transfer proposed by
the pending bill.

It is then suggested, despite the ap-
parent finality with which this transfer
is accomplished in the pending bill, that
Congress will be able to study the rec-
ommendations of the executive branch
and perhaps produce a source of revenue
which will remove the need of such a
transfer.

This seems so unrealistic as to be
comical, since we have known about the
financing problem in the roads program
for more than 9 months in this session
of the Congress. Yet the pending bill is
apparently the end product of our best
fiscal thinkers.

Another thing which makes me doubt
that the proposed transfer is temporary
is that I have had some experience in
witnessing how the executive branch,
when confronted with difficult dilemmas
like the one which has been handed
them in the proposed study, frequently
utilize congressional actions in support
of their recommendations,

Briefly, my experience leads me to be-

lieve that with the proposed transfer we
probably are providing at least one—and
probably a major—recommendation of
the Department of Commerce in its 1961
study.
* As a matter of fact, it would be quite
convenient for the Department of Com-
merce, when it submitted its recommen-
dation, to say to Congress that the trans-
fer provided in the existing legislation is
sufficient to supply the additional funds
required.

Or, if costs rise, or a more ambitious
program is recommended, the Depart-
ment might call for the dedication of the
remainder of the excise tax revenues not
already committed by the Congress.

However, again speaking as a realist, I
doubt that this can be accomplished at
this late date, especially since it is neces-
sary for highway departments to plan
ahead.

Mr. President, I have tried to consider
what could be done to salvage some
measure of relief for the automotive con-
sumer in this legislation.

I have done so because I am aware
that while the proposal is supposedly a
temporary transfer of automotive excise
taxes to the highway trust fund, I
know, too, that in the tax field what is
called temporary is often more perma-
nent than that which is said to be perm-
anent.

I also recognize that with the dedica-
tion of a portion of the automotive ex-
cise taxes to the highway trust fund
there will be a distinet tendency, par-
ticularly on the part of those who desire
to avoid linkage of some other tax to
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the trust fund, to suggest that the re-
maining, uncommitted portion of such
excise taxes be transferred to the trust
fund.

I am aware of these tendencies, as are
other Members of this body. Conse-
quently, I propose that Congress demon-
strate its good faith and incorporate in
the proposed legislation provisions which
would not only reaffirm the reduction in
the automotive excise tax to 7 percent,
scheduled for July 1, 1960, but, in addi-
tion, schedule an additional one percent-
age point reduction in this tax for each
of the next 2 fiscal years beginning July
1, 1961, and July 1, 1962, respectively.

The adoption of such a proposal would
reassure the automotive purchaser that
Congress has no further intention of
cementing uncommitted portions of the
auto excise tax permanently into the tax
structure by transfer to the highway
trust fund.

The anticipated loss of revenue would
be small. The long-pledged, but not yet
realized reduction to 7 percent, which is
now scheduled to go into effect July 1,
1960, would, under current estimates, re-
sult in a loss of less than $350 million,

This does not take into account the
strong likelihood that such a reduction
in automobile execise taxes would result
in increased sales and, therefore, addi-
tional tax revenues.

In the succeeding 2 years, when the
one percentage point reduction per year
is contemplated, the annual loss of reve-
nue would total less than $115 million,

It does not take an accomplished
mathematician to figure out that the
combined 3-year loss of revenue repre-
sents but one one-hundred-and-sixtieth
of the revenues needed to sustain a
budget of $80 billion.

Further, I am convinced that the bene-
ficial effect upon auto sales would com-
pletely offset this so-called loss with
additional tax revenues.

Mr. President, I do not know why I
trouble myself and the other Members
of this body with a recitation of how
small the loss of revenue would be under
the amendment which I propose. It is
s0 obvious from the pending legislation
itself that the general fund of the Treas-
ury no longer needs the revenue provided
by the automotive excise tax.

This is readily apparent from the pro-
visions of the bill which, without regard
to the fiscal situation in 1961, transfer
over half of the receipts from automotive
excise taxes to the highway trust fund,
and away from the general fund of the
Treasury.

Surely if the general fund of the Treas-
ury can spare the revenues provided by
the major portion of the automotive ex-
cise taxes, there is no need to deny the
automotive consumer the reduction he
has long been promised.

All my amendment proposes, in addi-
tion, is that we give the automotive con-
sumer the additional pledge that, in ex-
change for his patience to date, he will
receive an additional 1 percentage
point reduction in the automotive excise
tax annually for a period of 2 additional
years.

This is such a minor pledge to such an
overwhelming number of people in this
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country that it is dificult for me to be-
lieve that it could not readily be accepted
for inclusion in the pending amendment.

I have spoken of this amendment in
terms of relief for the automotive con-
sumer,

Last year, when my amendment to cuf
the auto excise tax in half was before the
Senate, I noted that I had previously
questioned whether such a reduction
would be passed on to the automobile
purchaser.

The major automobile companies and
dealers at that time assured us in mes-
sages which can be found in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

I have been reassured that the pledges
made then are still in effect.

Consequently, the consumer would be
the real beneficiary of the excise tax
reductions which I propose. This would
represent a first step to that widely her-
alded—but elusive—goal of reducing the
cost of living,

Mr. President, the text of the amend-
ment I propose is very simple.

I want to emphasize that it costs no
money at this time, and consequently
would not affect the current budget: it
does not affect the operation of the high-~
way program; and its basic purpose is to
carry out the promise made to the Amer-
ican people—namely, that this unfair
automobile excise tax would be reduced.

My amendment provides that on July
1, 1960, the automotive excise tax rate
would be reduced from 10 percent to T
percent. On July 1, 1961, there will be
an additional one percentage point re-
duction, so that the rate then would be
6 percent. On July 1, 1962, there would
be a further one percentage point reduc=
tion, so that the ultimate tax rate for au-
tomobiles would be 5 percent, which is
the amount which the pending legisla-
tion proposes to transfer to the highway
trust fund, beginning July 1, 1961.

Mr. President, I think this is a fair
proposal. I think it can be adopted, now
that it is no longer asserted that the
revenues from the automotive execise
taxes are essential to the fiscal well-being
of the general fund of the Treasury.

I hope the Members of this body will
support this amendment, in order that
the automotive consumers of this coun-
try will at last receive the relief they so
well deserve.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Michi-
gan yield to me?

Mr. McNAMARA. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Do I
correctly understand that the Senator
from Michigan is proposing to cut the
excise taxes on automobiles by 5 percent,
over a period of 3 years?

Mr,. McNAMARA. Iproposethatearly
next year, the Korean war tax, which was
three additional percentage points—
bringing the total fax from 7 percent to
10 percent—be dropped; and in the next
2 years, we drop or decrease the tax one
percentage point each year, leaving a
total of 5 percent. This is the amount of
the excise tax which the pending bill pro-
poses be used for highway construction
purposes.

Mr. KERR. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Michigan yield?
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Mr. McNAMARA. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. KERR. The present rate is 7 per=
cent, is it not?

Mr. McNAMARA. No; the present
rate is 10 percent, because we keep ex-
tending the Korean war tax of 3 per-
cent, when it was supposed to be cut
back.

Mr. EERR. That is aside from the
basic 7 percent, is it not?

Mr., McNAMARA. That is correct; it
is in addition.

Mr. KERR. I mean insofar as the
continuing tax, which is 7 percent, is
concerned.

Mr. McNAMARA. But it is now 10
percent.

Mr. KERR. But the 3 percent is for
a particular period of time, and the 7
percent is permanent; is that not cor-
rect?

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct.

Mr. EERR. Will the Senator from
Michigan tell us how much revenue the
total 10 percent produces annually?

Mr. McNAMARA. I have the figures
before me.

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the Senator
from Michigan not agree that the total
cost of his amendment would be $1,560
million?

Mr. McNAMARA. That figure has
been stated several times this evening.

Mr. ANDERSON. That total is com-
posed as follows: $390 million the first
year, $520 million the second year, and
$650 million the third year—or a total
of approximately $1,560 million.

Mr. McNAMARA. Yes. It would be
an estimated $520 million a year for a
full year period. That would leave the
b percent.

Mr. KERR. I should like to go about
the matter in a different way, if the
Senator from Michigan will permit.

Mr. McNAMARA. Of course.

Mr. EERR. The total amount of rev-
enue from the 10 percent tax is how
much?

Mr. McNAMARA. It is twice the
amount from the 5 percent, or approxi-
mately $1,200 million a year.

Mr. KERR. One billion two hundred
million dollars a year?

Mr. MCNAMARA. That is correct.

Mr. KERR. Of the total of 10 per-
cent, 3 percent has a termination date
in the law; is that correct?

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct. I
want this amendment to be adopted, so
that we shall honor our commitment at
that time, when we come to it, which is
July 1, 1960,

Mr. EERR. That is the termination
date of the 3-percent tax, is it?

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct.

Mr. KERR. If the amendment of the
Senator from Michigan were adopted,
there would be written into the law a
termination date for half of the 10 per-
cent, would there not?

Mr. McNAMARA. Yes, because there
would also be a removal of one percent-
age point each year, for each of the fol-
lowing 2 years, according to this amend-
ment.

Mr. KERR. So the only continuing
part of the tax which would be provided
in the law would be the 5 percent; and
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the proceeds from the 5 percent would
go into the trust fund? 3

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct.

Mr. EERR. In the absence of con-
tinuing legislation with reference to the
other 5 percent, the revenue loss after
July 1, 1961, which would be the be-
ginning of the fiscal year 1962, would be
four-tenths of $1,200 million; and for
the following fiscal year it would be one=
half of $1,200 million; is that correct?

Mr. McNAMARA. That is correct.

Mr. KERR. I merely wish to make
clear that the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Michigan would have the
effect of reducing the amount remaining
in the general revenue fund, from this
source, to the extent of the figures we
have stated during this colloquy.

Mr. McNAMARA. That is entirely
correct.

I say there is every justification for
doing so. The 3 percent tax was added
at the time of the Korean war. These
funds are not needed, according to the
plan now recommended to us by the
House of Representatives and by the
Senate Finance Committee.

Mr. EERR. Does the Senator from
Michigan mean they are not required?

Mr. McNAMARA. They are not re-
quired in the highway trust fund, because
we have this plan.

Mr. KERR. I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from Michigan that,
as one member of the Finance Commit-
tee which brought this bill to the floor,
if I had thought we could have trans-
ferred all of the automotive excise tax
to the highway trust fund, beginning
this fall, and could have gotten the bill
signed by the President, I would have
endeavored to do so.

The only reason why I, as one mem-
ber of the committee, voted to limit the
action to half of the 10 percent, to go
into the trust fund beginning July 1,
1961, was that I thought that would be
the most we could take out of the revenue
fund and still have the bill signed by the
President.

1 thought there was such an over-
whelming necessity to have a highway
bill enacted into law that I went along
with the program in the Finance Com-
mittee.

I hope the Senator from Michigan
will not press for the adoption of his
amendment, because, frankly, I think its
adoption would jeopardize the enactment
of the entire bill.

Mr. McNAMARA. I wish to state for
the Recorp that I appreciate the frank-
ness of the Senator from Oklahoma. He
is always frank and honest about such
matters.

But I have stated that I fear that if
this guarantee is not given now, it will
be only a matter of time until the
U.S. Government will find it expedient
to continue this 10-percent tax, which I
say is the most unfair tax of all the excise
taxes the people pay. The automotive
industry carries many times its share of
the tax burden, in proportion to the
amount carried by any other industry.
This tax is a most unfair one.

I am sure that if Senators will give
this matter proper consideration, they
will not want this tax continued.

September 5

Mr. KERR. I agree with the Senator’s
belief that this tax should be eliminated
as soon as it is possible to do so.

But I fear that if we were to eliminate
it by means of this bill, instead of help-
ing either the automotive industry or the
highway program, we would only get the
bill vetoed.

Mr. McNAMARA. My interest is not
confined to the automotive industry and
the highway program; I am also in-
terested in the consumers—all of the
people of the United States.

Mr. EERR. The Senator from Michi-
gan admits, does he not, that if his
amendment were adopted, there would
be a possibility that the entire bill would
be vetoed?

Mr. McNAMARA. Of course there is
always a possibility of a veto. Some of
the vetoes have been most astonishing to
both me and the Senator from Okla-
homa, I am sure.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, let
me inquire in what year the 3 percent re-
duction would go into effect.

191;%:. McNAMARA. Beginning July 1,

Mr. McCARTHY. I do not know that
we should be afraid of a veto as the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma suggests,

Mr. McNAMARA. I am sure he was
being facetious.

Mr. McCARTHY. As I recall, when
we extended the excise profits tax, this
year, the Senator from Oklahoma sub-
mitted an amendment—which was re-
tained in the bill—which repealed, at the
end of the fiscal year, the tax on com-
munications; and, as I reeall, that
amendment involved a tax loss of ap-
proximately $500 million.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is mistaken.

Mr. McCARTHY. Well, I am not sure
of the exact cost of the amendment,
What was its cost?

% Mr. KERR. Approximately $300 mil-
on.

Mr. McCARTHY. And it was to go
into effect at the end of the next fiscal
year. I think the Senator from Michi-
gan might very well take the same
chance, in the case of his amendment.

Mr. McNAMARA, I will gladly run
the risk.

Mr. McCARTHY. Particularly since
the new Secretary of Commerce, soon
after he took office, made a speech in
which he boldly said the administration
favored tax reduction, but not at this
time.

It seems to me that is the position of
the Senator from Michigan, in connec-
tion with his amendment—namely, to
favor tax cuts, not now, but about 1 year
from now.

Mr. McNAMARA. Yes; and we al-
ready have this commitment to the au-
tomotive consumers and to the automo-
tive industry.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Director of
the Bureau of the Budget, when he ap-
peared before us, stated he was not oo
much concerned, and that they were not
quite satisfied with the action taken by
the House, because he sald that the Sec-
retary of Commerce would submit a re-
port to Congress early in 1961 which
would take into account the question of
equitable distribution of tax burdens.
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So they might very well make a recom-
mendation to us taking into account
what the Senator is proposing,

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank the Sen=-
ator.

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

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield to my col=
league, who is a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. HART. I thank the Senator. I
hesitate to inject anything for fear that
what I might say might be regarded as a
nationalistic undertaking which is
worthy of the support of only 1 of the
50 States.

As the senior Senator from Michigan
has stated, we are talking about a com-
modity which affects intimately most
families in the Nation. The Senate will
recall that several months ago the Sen-
ate, notwithstanding the then fiscal
needs of the Nation, removed one of the
excise taxes which had been imposed.
As I recall, it affected transportation of
passengers for hire. This was done be=-
cause, among other reasons, there was
an element of unfairness in the tax, and
travel in most cases was said to be a
necessity, At that time I made the mo-
tion that we treat similarly the 3-per-
cent posit-Korea excise tax. I was
beaten. I suggest that this is the way to
accomplish the object I sought when I
was told the Senate would consider this
proposal very quickly when the transi-
tion could be reasonably made.

This is precisely the appeal that should
be strongest in the presentation of the
senior Senator from Michigan. This
proposal gives the Senate a reasonable
opportunity to make the transition. As
the Senator from Minnesota just re-
marked, it would not bring about the re-
duction forthwith.

I believe the Senator from Michigan
has presented in a very effective fashion
and quite realistically a reasonable re-
quest not alone of the Big Three, the fa-
vorite whipping boys of some of us, but
also of Senators and their families who
depend upon the output of the Big
ghree—now the Big Five—in transporta-

on.,

I hope the amendment will not be re-
garded as a gesture by two men from a
single State and representing a single
Lrllterest. I believe this situation affects

1

Mr. McNAMARA. I thank my col-
league. The amendment not only af-
fects Members of the Senate and their
families, but consumers generally, be-
cause nearly everyone uses an automo=
bile to some extent.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. If is my understand-
ing that the Senator from Michigan
uses as the basis for his argument the
contention that this tax should be re-
duced in the manner in which he sug-
gests because the bill now pending be-
fore us provides that in 1962 the excise
tax on automobiles and automobile ac-
cessories, of $802 million, as shown on
page T of the committee report, should
be taken out of the general fund and puf
into the highway trust fund. That is
correct, is it not?
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Mr. McNAMARA. Substantially, I
do not have the figures before me, but I
am sure they are correct.

Mr, LAUSCHE. The inference is that
if the Finance Committee says that $802
million should be taken out of the gen=
eral fund and put into the highway trust
fund, that demonstrates we no longer
need the money in the general fund.

Mr., McNAMARA. The Senator is
saying what I said in other words just a
few minutes ago.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Suppose we do need
it in the general fund? What if we
ought to be paying off part of our debt,
and what if we ought to put our fiscal
conditions in a sound position so that
people would be willing to buy our bonds.
Should we then eliminate this step?

Mr. McNAMARA. I answer the Sen-
ator in this way. We could do it in
no more unfair way than to continue this
system or reinstitute it, as the Senator
suggests. Isuggest that we do it through
our income tax system, under which
everybody pays in proportion to his
earnings or income.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I can understand the
position of the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. McNAMARA. No matter how we
cut it, this tax is unfair and should be
taken care of.

Mr. LAUSCHE. My concern is the
fiscal plight in which we find ourselves.

I do not agree with the budget direc-
tor or with the committee that at present
we are in a fiscal position to take $802
million out of the general fund in 1962
and put it into the highway trust fund.

Mr. McNAMARA. That is another
argument,

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is another
argument.

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield the floor.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
desire to vote. I shall be very brief.
By the terms of the bill, 5 percent of the
tax is to be diverted to the highway fund.
The Senator from Michigan, with zeal
for a great industry in his State, would
take the other 5 percent and forgive it.
That is a withdrawal of $1,300 million a
year from the Federal Treasury, and that
is a substantial amount of money.

Mr. McNAMARA. It has actually
happened.

Mr. ANDERSON. No; we are going to
forgive 5 percent and divert 5 percent.

Mr. McNAMARA. My amendment af-
fects only one half of that amount, Let
us be fair.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not arguing
with the Senator from Michigan as to
what his amendment involves.

Mr. MCWNAMARA. I believe the Sena~
tor is being unfair with respect to the
amendment before the Senate.

Mr. ANDERSON. The bill already
takes out $650 million. The Senator
would take out the other $650 million,
and the difference is $1,300,000,000. I
did not intend to be unfair to the Sen-
ator from Michigan.

I point out also that revenue bills
originate in the House of Representa-
tives, and while it is true the Senate may
vote to change completely by an excise
tax of this nature, those Senators who
have served in the House, particularly
those of us who have served on the Ways
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and Means Committee of the House,
know how that action would be resisted
by the House of Representatives. I sug-
gest that this is a poor time to do it, and
the amendment ought to be defeated.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, what I wish to say has noth-
ing to do with the bill before us, but if
Congress wants to cut taxes, there is one
way to do it and that is to stop spend-
ing money. This proposal represents a
$650 million tax cut in the face of a defi-
cit in the period in which the reduction is
proposed. I say the amendment should
be overwhelmingly defeated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mich-
igan [Mr. McNamaral. On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].
Were he present and voting, he would

vote “nay.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “yea.” I therefore with-
hold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Er-
LENDER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Hennines], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Jorpan], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SmaTH-
ERs], and the Senator from Texas [Mr,
YareoroUuGH] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTKE] and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] are
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH]
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence in Warsaw, Poland.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr, Jorpan], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [(Mr. McGeEl, the
Senator from Montana [Mr., MURRAY],
the Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
O’MaHONEY], the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS], and the Senator from
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] would each
vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL., I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Caskl
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence in Warsaw, Poland.

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes] and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr, DIrkSEN] are necessarily absent.

The pair of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DmmxseN] has been previously
announced.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]
would vote “nay.”
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The result was announced—yeas T,
nays 78, as follows:

YEAS—T
Bartlett Langer McNamara
Gruening McCarthy Morse
Hart
NAYS—T8

Alken Fong Monroney
Allott Frear Morton
Anderson Fulbright Moss
Beall Goldwater Mundt
Bennett Gore Muskie
Eible Green Neuberger
Bush Hayden Pastore
Butler Hickenlooper Prouty
Byrd, Va. Hill Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va. Holland Randolph
Cannon Hruska Robertson
Capehart Humphrey Russell
Carlson Jackson Baltonstall

Javits Bchoeppel
Case, N.J Johnson, Tex. th
Chavez Johnston, 5.C. Smith
Clark Eeating Sparkman

Eefauver Stennis
Cotton Eerr Symington
Curtis Euchel Talmadge
Dodd Lausche Thurmond
Douglas Long, Hawall Wiley
Dworshak Long, La. Willlams, N.J,
Eastland McClellan Williams, Del.
Engle Magnuson Young, N. Dak.
Ervin Martin Young, Ohio

NOT VOTING—15

Hartke Mansfield

Case, 8. Dak. Hennings Murray
urch Jordan O'Mahoney
Dirksen Eennedy Smathers
Ellender McGee Yarborough
So Mr, McNaMara's amendment was

rejected.

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to lay that motion on the

ble.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
offer an amendment, which is at the
clerk’s desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator desire the amendment to be
Tead?

Mr., McCARTHY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
printed, without reading. I can explain
it in a few moments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection? Without objection, the
amendment will be printed in the
RECORD.

The amendment offered by Mr. Mc-
CarTHY is as follows:

On page 12, line 16, strike all through
line 9, page 13, and insert the following:

“SEc, 202. Transfers to Highway Trust Pund.

“(a) TransFErs.—Section 209(c) of the
Highway Revenue Act of 19566 (relating to
transfer to Highway Trust Fund of amounts
equivalent to certain taxes) is amended by
renumbering paragraphs (2) and (3) as
paragraphs (38) and (4), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (1) the following
new paragraph:

“*(2) EXCISE TAX ON PASSENGER AUTOMO-
BILES, ETCc—There is hereby appropriated to
the Trust Fund, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
amounts equivalent to—

“*(A) that portion of the taxes received
in the Treasury after June 80, 1059, and be-
fore July 1, 1961, under section 4061(a) (2)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (tax
on passenger automobiles, etc.) which is
equal to the amount which would have been
80 recelved if the tax rate under such sec-
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tion had been 215 percent in lieu of the

applicable rate; and

“*(B) that portion of the taxes received in
the Treasury after June 30, 1861, and before
July 1, 1964, under section 4061(a)(2) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (tax on
passenger automobiles, etc.) which is equal
to the amount which would have been so re-
ceived if the tax rate under such section had
been 6 percent in lieu of the applicable rate.'”

At the end of the bill add a new section
as follows:

“SEC. 203. Repeal of credit against income
tax for dividends received by
individuals.

“(a) REPEAL oF SecTioN 34 —Effective with
respect to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1958, section 34 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to credit for
dividends received by individuals) is re-
pealed.

“(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

“{1) The table of sectlons for part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 is amended by strik-
ing out

* ‘Sec. 34, Dividends
viduals.’

“(2) BSection 35(b)(1) of such Code is
amended by striking out ‘the sum of the
credits allowable under sections 33 and 34’
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘the credit al-
lowable under section 33°.

*(3) Section 37(a) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking out ‘section 34 (relating to
credit for dividends received by individ-
uals),’.

“(4) Section 584(c)(2) of such Code is
amended by striking out 'section 34 or’,

*“(5) Section 642(a) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking out the first sentence, and by
striking out ‘section 3. and’ in the second
sentence.

“(6) BSection 702(a)(5) of such Code is
amended by striking out ‘a credit under sec-
tion 34,’,

*(7) Bection 854(a) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking out ‘section 34(a) (relating
to credit for dividends received by indi-
viduals),’.

*(8) Section 854(b) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking out ‘the credit under section
34(a),’ in paragraph (1) and by striking out
‘the credit under section 34, in paragraph
(2).

“(9) BSection 1375(b) of such Code 1s
amended by striking out ‘section 34, section
37, or section 116' and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘section 37 or 1168%

*“(10) BSection 6014(a) of such Code is
amended by striking out '34 or'.

“{¢) EFFEcTIVE DATE—The amendments
made by subsection (b) shall apply only
with respect to taxable years beginning aft-
er December 31, 1958.”

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, this
amendment would accomplish three pur-
poses. It accepts the 1l-cent-a-gallon
gasoline tax increase, and would ear-
mark it for the highway trust fund. It
would repeal the dividend credit. It
would transfer funds collected from ex-
cise taxes which are impored upon high-~
way users, and which are not now ear-
marked for the trust fund, to the trust
fund in the amount of 2% percent in
1960, 215 percent in 1961, and 6 percent
in the following years, so that the high-
way trust fund would be solvent.

Those who are concerned about fiscal
responsibility can be assured that the
adoption of this amendment would bring
additional revenue into the General
Treasury, Those who are concerned
about the continuation of the highway
program would be assured that the
amendment would provide adequate

received by indi-
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funds to continue the program accord-
ing to the schedule now proposed.

That is the purpose and the effect of
my amendment.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. Do I correctly under-
stand that the Senator’s amendment
would transfer a sufficient amount of
funds from the general fund to the high-
way trust fund to prevent a default to
the States?

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator is
quite correct.

Mr. GORE. It would bring more
money into the general fund than would
be transferred from the general fund?

Mr. McCARTHY. The Senator is
quite correct. There would be a $20
million to $30 million a year increase in
the funds going into the general fund
of the Treasury. The amendment would
provide for applying the 1-cent increase
in the gasoline tax which is recom-
mended by the committee to the highway
trust fund, and for a transfer of 2%
percent of the other excise taxes which
are not now allocated, for 1959 and 1960,
and, following that, a 6 percent trans-
fer, which is now provided.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on this amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. McCARTHY .

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr, President, per-
haps other Senators know what the
amendment provides. Idomnot. Ishould
like to ask a number of questions. I
hope Senators will indulge me.

First of all, the Senator’s amendment
subseribes to the 1-cent gasoline tax
increase?

Mr., McCARTHY. That is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That would produce,
as I understand, $560 million in 1 year?

Mr. McCARTHY. In the full year
1961; that is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator also pro-
poses to eliminate the dividend credit?
Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Which would produce
about $335 million?

Mr. McCARTHY. Three hundred and
thirty-five million dollars, which would
go into the general revenues of the
Treasury.

Mr, LAUSCHE, That would be $560
million plus $335 million?

Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct.

Mr., LAUSCHE. Eight hundred and
ninety-five million dollars. What is the
other 215 percent?

Mr. McCARTHY. The 2% percent is
a transfer from the automobile excise tax
fund into the highway trust fund. In
other words, revenue derived as a result
of the repeal of the dividend credit would
go into the general fund.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I understand.

Mr, McCARTHY. But we would take
the 232 percent from the automobile ex-
cise taxes, which are now in general rev-
enues. |

Mr. LAUSCHE. How much would
that produce?
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Mr. McCARTHY, About $300 million
a year.

Mr. LAUSCHE. So into the highway
trust fund would go the 1 penny gasoline
tax increase, or $560 million?

Mr. McCARTHY. Plus about $300
million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That would be $860
million?

Mr. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Would anything else
go into the highway trust fund?

Mr. McCARTHY. I would add noth-
ing more to what now goes into the high-
way trust fund.

Mr. LAUSCHE. While the Senator
proposes to take out $300 million,
through the 25 percent provision, from
the general fund, he proposes to put in
how much?

Mr. McCARTHY. Approximately $335
million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. McCARTHY. The Treasury
would be better off by about $35 million,
and the highway trust fund could be
kept current. The Bureau of Public
Roads could meet all its commitments to
the States, according to the present
schedule.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, it is with
some regret that I impose myself fur-
ther upon the Senate to express my
views. I feel very deeply that a working
relationship between the Federal Gov-
ernment and the States, which has per-
sisted honorably and cooperatively since
1916, will be breached unless the Con-
gress in some way provides sufficient
funds to prevent the highway trust fund
from being in default. I have attempted
to do this in two different ways. The
Senate declined to accept an amendment
which I offered 2 months ago, and the
Senate has now declined to accept the
amendment which I have offered this
evening. I accept the decision of the
Senate.

Mr, President, I am prepared to sup-
port the pending amendment. Regretful
as I am to endorse the 1-cent increase in
the gasoline tax, the amendment now
before us would not only keep the high-
way trust fund intact and provide funds
to keep our highway program on sched-
ule, but it would do that which neither of
my amendments would have done—it
would provide additional revenue to the
Treasury of the United States over and
above amounts to be transferred to the
trust fund.

I plead with the Senate to agree to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY]. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. WILEY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “nay”; if I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
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pER], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
HEeNNINGS], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Jorpan], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH=-
Ers], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarBorROUGH] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHONEY] are
absent because of illness.

I further anounce that the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Caurcr] is absent on
official business attending the Inter-
parliamentary Meeting in Warsaw, Po-
land.

On this vote, the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KEnNEDY] is paired with
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Brinces]. If present and voting, the
Senator from Massachusetts would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr, HArRTKE] is paired with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTteHERS]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from In-
diana would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from Florida would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HEnNINGS], the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Murrayl, the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHONEY], and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Yar-
BorOUGH] would each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr, Casgl
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence at Warsaw, Poland.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. BringEs], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dirgsen], and the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. HruskA] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waTER] is detained on official business.

The pair of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DirkseEn] has been previously an-
nounced.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal would vote
I(nay"i

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Brinces] is paired with
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepyl. If present and voting, the
Senator from New Hampshire would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 43, as follows:

YEAS—40

Bartlett Hart Mansfield
Bible Hill Monroney
Byrd, W.Va Humphrey Moss

on Jackson Mundt
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Muskie
Clark EKefauver Neuberger
Dodd Langer Pastore
Douglas Lausche Proxmire
Engle Long, Hawali Sparkman
Ervin Long, La. 8 gton
Fulbright MecC: Williams, N.J.

McClellan Young, Ohio

Green McNamara
Gruening Magnuson
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NAYS—43

Alken Dworshak Prouty
Allott Eastland Randolph
Anderson Fong Robertson
Beall Frear Russell
Bennett Hayden Saltonstall

ush Hickenlooper Schoeppel
Butler lland Scott

Byrd, Va. Javits Smith

Ca, Johnston, 8.0. Stennis
Carlson Eeating Talmadge
Case, N.J. Eerr Thurmond
Chavez Euchel ‘Williams, Del.
Cooper Young, N. Dak.
Cotton Morse

Curtis Morton

NOT VOTING—17

Bridges Hartke Murray
Case, 8. Dak., Hennings O'Mahoney
Church Hruska Smathers
Dirksen Jordan Wiley
Ellender Kennedy Yarborough
Goldwater McGee

So Mr. McCarTHY’S amendment was
rejected.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was rejected.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Presidenf, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

Mr, GORE. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpeErsoN] to lay on the table the motion
of the Senator from California [Mr.
KucHEL].

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr, NEUBERGER. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from California
[Mr. KucHeL], the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CoorEr], and myself, I offer
an amendment, on page 3 of the bill, line
12, to the bottom of the page, strike out
section 106; and on page 4, strike out the
remainder of section 106, from line 1 to
10, inclusive.

Mr, President, I can summarize very
briefly in one sentence what this is about.
Then I shall ask for the yeas and nays.

The purpose of the amendment is to
eliminate from the bill a provision which
would weaken the Federal highway
roadside protection standards which were
adopted in 1958.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
shall try to be very brief.

Last year the Senate Public Works
Committee held extensive hearings that
continued for weeks, on the question of
protecting our interstate highways from
billboards and affording machinery
whereby State governments, on their own
initiative, could enter into voluntary and
cooperative agreements with the United
States Government to protect scenery
and safety along our 41,000 miles of
interstate highways. Affter extensive
hearings and prolonged debate in the
Senate, an amendment sponsored jointly
by the able senior Senator from Cali-
fornia [(Mr. KucaEL] and myself was
adopted. It was accepted by the House
and it was included in the bill which was
signed by President Eisenhower.

I emphasize what happened yesterday
in the Senate Public Works Committee,
of which I am a member. Inless than 10
minutes, without hearing any witnesses,
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either from the administration or the
public, the Public Works Committee
adopted an amendment which would
automatically exclude all areas in mu-
nicipalities, and areas State-zoned as
industrial or commerecial, from applica=
tion of these national policies.

We heard no witnesses from the publie.
We heard no witnesses from the national
administration.

I suggest to Senators that they ex-
amine the minority views in the report
on the bill, Calendar No. 934. They will
find therein a letter dated June 18 from
the Under Secretary of Commerce, who
is now the Secretary of Commerce, op-
posing very vigorously, on behalf of the
administration, an identical bill which
was before the House of Representatives.
Yet our committee acted and included
this amendment in the bill before us
without even hearing the departmental
views and learning why the Department
of Commerce opposes this measure so
vigorously.

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

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true, however,
that the language retained in the bill
is a clarification of what Congress in-
tended to do in the prior act?

Mr. NEUBERGER. It certainly is not
my opinion that Congress intended to
do that. I was one of the sponsors of
the language that was adopted last year.
I did not have the impression that we
intended to automatically exclude all
these areas.

I ask the Senator from California
[Mr. KucHEL], who was a sponsor with
me, if that was his idea of what we were
adopting at that time.

Mr. CURTIS. Certainly it should not
be in the province of the Federal Gov-
ernment to determine matters which are
clearly a zoning power or a judicial
power. I do not have the figures, but
if this provision is stricken out, it will
add to the cost of that portion of the
program.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We consulted
with the Bureau of Public Roads today
and found that not a single State has
asked for exclusion under this provision.

Today we are seeking to continue the
policy of leaving it to the States to de-
termine whether they want to exclude
municipal areas or State-zoned indus-
trial and commercial areas.

I call attention to the language of the
Department of Commerce, in a letter
signed by the present Secretary of Com-
merce, indicating that in certain East-
ern States virtually the entire inter-
state system would be excluded from the
Fergsera.l highway beautification stand-
ards.

Mr. CURTIS. But merely transfer-
ring that prerogative to the States would
not meet the problem, because there are
cities in the States which have home
rule charters. So the question is entirely
up to the municipalities to determine.
The language of the bill would leave the
decision and the responsibility with the
municipalities. Certainly they are inter-
ested in the appearance of their high-
ways, They have the power of zoning,
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That is a responsibility which the Fed-
eral Government should not take on.

Mr. NEUBERGER. To begin with, we
should not take any such fundamental
step without hearing witnesses. I have
received telegrams protesting this action
from numerous influential groups repre-
senting hundreds of individuals through-
out the United States. I ask unanimous
consent that typical examples be printed
at this point in the record.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D.C.,
September 5, 1959,
Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building:

National Council of State Garden Clubs
representing over 400,000 members in 47 fed-
erated States opposes Kerr billboard amend-
ment in Highway bill HR. 8678. We urge
your hest effort to obtain public hearing on
Eerr amendment,

Mrs, C. D. SHOEMAKER,

Legislalive Committee, National Council,

State Garden Club.

‘WasHINGTON, D.C.,
September 5, 1959.
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building:

Confusion and much difficulty would re-
sult from inclusion of billboard provision
in highway bill without hearing. Important
that it be eliminated to allow careful consid-
eration of serious issue.

Mrs, Vance Hoop,
Chairman, National Roadside Com-
mittee.

WassingToN, D.C,,
September 5, 1959.
Hon, RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building:

The members of the American Association
of Nurserymen opposed to Kerr amendment
to billboard control legislation passed last
year, reported from committee without hear-
ings. We would have appeared in opposition
to Eerr amendment if given opportunity,
Regulation of billboards within areas em-
braced by Eerr amendment is important for
safety as in other areas. We represent nur-
sery firms, over 1,700, in 47 States. Opposi-
tion to EKerr amendment universal.

RICHARD P. WHITE,
President, American Association of
Nurserymen.

WasHINGTON, D.C,,
September 5, 1959.
Hon. RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building:

Inclusion of billboard provision in highway
bill would be seriously crippling, Should be
subject of careful hearing, Hope you can
have it removed.

RicHARD W. WESTWOOD,
President, American Nature Associ-
ation.

MounT K1sco, N.Y,,
September §, 1959,
Senator Dick NEUBERGER:
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.»
The Garden Club of America strongly op-
poses the Eerr proposal which if left in the
highway bill would have crippling effect on
billboard legislation passed last year. My
organization feels this drastic measure
should not be included without hearings
being held on the same and requests the
opportunity to testify at such as to the
adverse effects of the Kerr proposal. Above
all we feel that it is a violation of States
rights in that it deprives these States of its

September 5

own right of determining the areas to be
included in any Federal-State agreement.
Mrs. THoMAS M. WALLER,
Conservation Chairman, Garden Club of
America.

MEepIA, Pa., September 5, 1959,
Senator RICHARD NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
The Penna. Road Side Council speaks for
over a milllon Pennsylvanians in protesting
any amendment to the Federal billboard
control law—our legislators in Washington
have been informed of our strong opposition.
Hioa Fox,
Chatrman, Executive Committee,
Pennsylvania Road Side Council,

WEEEKAPAUG, R.I.,
September 5, 1959.
RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.:

National Council State Garden Clubs urges
your assistance in calling for public hearing
on Senator KErr's amendment to H.R. B678
nullifying progress made by Highway Act of

1958.
CLAIRE M. STIEFF,
Chairman of Legislation.
BALTIMORE, MD.,,
September 5, 1959.
RICHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Following wire sent to Senator DenNIS
CHavEZ: “Federated Garden Clubs of Mary-
land, Inec., with membership of over 4,000
bitterly oppose Eerr amendment to the Fal-
lon roadside control bill, H.R. 5950, and stress
the importance of a public hearing.”
Mrs. RicHARD N. WiLLs,
President.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Secretary of
Commerce is opposed to this provision.
We did not even hear from him or his
associates in the Bureau of Public Roads.

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

Mr, NEUBERGER. Iyield.

Mr. AIKEN. Is it not true that the
cities derive their power of zoning from
the States?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Certainly. Itisa
delegated power, Cities are not sov-
ereign. They have only such powers as
are delegated to them by States and
counties.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a guestion?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. Do I correctly under-
stand that the Eisenhower administra-
tion is opposed to the action of the com~
mittee which the Senator from Oregon
now seeks to set aside?

Mr. NEUBERGER. If Frederick H.
Mueller, Under Secretary of Commerce,
in vigorous, forthright language, speaks
for the Eisenhower administration, then
certainly the administration is opposed
to the action of the committee.

Mr. CLARK. Is not Mr. Mueller at
present the Secretary of Commerce?

Mr. NEUBERGER. He is now. When
he wrote the letter on June 18, he was
Under Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. CLARK. Does not the Senator
consider this action by the committee as
a turning of its back on what Congress
did last year with respect to billboards?

Mr. NEUBERGER. It is a turning of
its back on what Congress did last year
without giving that provision any valid
opportunity to function.
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Mr. CLARK. Does not the Senator
believe that the action taken by the
Committee on Public Works was a viola=
tion of the principle of States rights?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I think it was. I
think discretion in this matter should be
left to the States.

Mr. CLAREK. Does not the Senator
feel that it is a violation of sound legis-
lative procedure to reverse the action of
Congress taken last year, without proper
justification for such action?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I certainly do,
without hearing from public or admin-
istration witnesses.

Mr. CLARK. In the opinion of the
Senator from Oregon, is the billboard
lobby behind this action?

Mr. NEUBERGER. I cannot say for
a certainty, but I believe that if the Sen-
ate retains this language in the bill, the
billboard lobby will not be unhappy.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Oregon for his courtesy.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I believe
this language should remain in the bill.
After all, the Federal highway program
is costly enough as it is. Extension of
the power of the Federal Government to
clear the areas adjacent to highways in
municipalities is a burden which the
Federal Government should not take on.

Furthermore, it was the intent of Con-
gress in the earlier act that certain
powers be granted to the States. In the
States where cities are granted home-
rule charters, we cannot carry out what
was contemplated in the House language
by excepting interstate highways going
through municipalities.

I certainly believe we should not strike
out this provision without knowing what
additional costs will be incurréd by rea-
son of such action. The committee has
placed the language in the bill. The
amendment ought to be rejected.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, the com-
mittee did not reverse the action of
Congress; it confirmed the =action of
Congress. The amendment provides spe~
cifically what the sponsors of the legis-
lation last year told us their proposal
would do.

The committee had witnesses before
it. I shall call them to the witness stand
here and now for the Senate. First I
quote the distinguished senior Senator
from California [Mr. KucHEL]. When
he introduced his hill in 1958, in a state-
ment of national policy he specifically
covered the main traveled way and all
portions of the Interstate System outside
incorporated municipalities. In that
connection, the Senator from California
pointed out—and I quote from the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcORD, volume 101, part 2,
page 1547:

The State of California, under its Consti-
tution, can exercise its authority in the field
of property use only in the areas of my State
which lie outside Incorporated municipali-
ties.

Now I shall call the distinguished
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEU-
BERGER] to the witness stand. He testi-
fled on the bill in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, volume 104, part 4, page 5097.
A cosponsor of the bill, he then said:

We would not want the Federal Govern=
ment to intrude upon the right and pre-
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rogatives of the officlals of the States of
California and Oregon.

I now call to the stand again the Sen=
ator from California [Mr. KucHEL], who
said in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl=-
ume 104, part 4, page 5105.

By reason of the problem created by home
rule communities, the bill recognizes that
under any agreement between the Federal
Government and a State, incorporated com-
munities which exercise home rule authority
shall be excluded.

I now call to the witness stand the
distinguished junior Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Corron], who was one
of those who participated in this action
last year. He said in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, volume 104, part 4, page 5377:

As has already been pointed out, the pro-
visions in the bill relating to billboard ad-
vertising are essentially restricted to the
portions of the Interstate Highway Bystem
which are outside the commercial areas, out-
slde the metropolitan areas, and outside the
areas which are within the incorporated
towns, where advertising is already per-
mitted and in many cases, if not in most
cases, already controlled by local and State
regulation.

Mr. President, I call again to the wit-
ness stand the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER], who
said in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol-
ume 104, part 4, page 5099:

The heavy right-of-way acquisition costs
are in citles and other heavily populated,
commercial, or industrial areas. These, as
I have said, may be eliminated from the
agreements with the States. Obviously, for
example, it would not make sense for a State
to purchase billboard-control rights out to
660 feet from both edges of a highway right-
of-way that passes between the high, nar-
row walls of warehouses, or factories of an
urban industrial area.

Now I can call the Senator from Cali-
fornia to the witness stand; I read from
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 104,
part 2, page 1547:

From a practical standpoint, therefore, the
interstate mileage located within cities is
not of the highest importance when we think
of beautification. Indeed, I venture to sug-
gest that much of the interstate mileage
within cities will traverse industrial areas
and business or commercial districts which
would not present an opportunity to pre-
serve scenic beauty, and which probably
would present little opportunity to create it.

Now I call to the witness stand the
then Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Weeks,
who, when he appeared before the Public
Works Committee on March 18, 1957,
said—as shown on page 3 of the hearings
on Senate bill 963:

State and local zoning laws would be re-
cognized by permitting advertising in areas
actually zoned industrial or commercial,

A member of the committee then asked
him this question:

You do not contemplate inclusion of mu-
nicipal areas within the areas to which the
standards are applicable?

Secretary Weeks replied:

As I see it, we would not control adver-
tising in business, industrial, or manufac-
turing areas or land zoned for those pur-
poses. There would be no reason for it.

At the same hearing, Mr. Tallamy,
then and now the Director of the Bureau
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of Public Roads, in the Department of
Commerce, said:

If the State, through State zoning, or if
the local communities, through their own
zoning powers, have zoned those areas for
commercial or industrial purposes, then,
under this proposal, outdoor advertising
would be permitted.

So, Mr. President, I repeat that in re-
ferring to the language of the bill, the
committee was not reversing the posi-
tion taken by Congress; instead, the
committee was confirming the action
taken by the Congress.

The committee did not act without
witnesses. It had before it witnesses
of the highest dignity and standing, It
had the authors of the legislation. It
had the Secretary of Commerce, who
sponsored the legislation. It had the
Director of the Bureau of Public Roads,
under whose management the program
was put into operation.

Without exception, those witnesses—
of great dignity and prestige and influ-
ence and position—confirmed what was
in the mind of the Congress and in the
minds of the sponsors of the legislation
when the bill was enacted last year.

It was the purpose of the committee
only to clarify and reaffirm what the
authors said we were doing, what the
Secretary of Commerce said we were
doing, what the Director of the Bureau
of Public Roads said we were doing, and
what the Members of the Senate under=
stood they were doing when they passed
gpe bill which resulted in this legisla-

ion.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRrD
of West Virginia in the chair). Does the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to the
Senator from Oregon?

Mr. KERR. I yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Were any one of
the statements the Senator from Okla-
homa has read to the Senate tonight
called to the attention of the committee
during the 10 minutes it considered this
issue?

Mr. EERR. My good friend was there
during those 10 minutes. He knew the
pressure under which we were operating.
I must say to him that the statements to
which I have referred were made in his
presence, and some were made by him;
and I am sure the other members of the
committee had the same resourcefulness
that I had——

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Oklahoma has not an-
swered my question. He said we had be-
fore us in the committee witnesses of
the highest character.

Mr. KERR. Idid.

Mr. NEUBERGER. We had no wit-
nesses.

Mr. KERR. But I read to the Senate
tonight their names and what they said.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Yes; the Senator
read that to the Senate tonight. But
vesterday at the committee meeting, the
Senator from Oklahoma did not read to
the committee any statements by anyone,
Those are only the Senator’s interpreta-
tions——

Mr. KERR. Oh, no; I read the exact
words; I read them from the Recorp, I
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read the words used by the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Does the Senator
from Oklahoma say he read them to the
committee, on yesterday?

Mr. KERR. I read them to the Sen-
ate; the matter is now before the
Senate.

Mr. NEUBERGER. The Senator from
Oklahoma said the committee had be-
fore it witnesses of the highest character.
When did the committee have such wit-
nesses before it?

Mr. SALTONSTALL and Mr. KUCHEL
addressed the Chair.

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I should like to
ask the Senator from Oklahoma a ques-
tion:

All of us are opposed to advertising
on the interstate highways of the coun-
try. As I read the amendment, its pur-
pose is to clarify what was done last year,
so that in the municipalities and the in-
dustrial and commercial areas, when the
interstate highways may pass through
those areas in incorporated municipali-
ties, the municipalities will be permitted
to regulate the advertising in those areas.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts is correct. We were so careful
that we limited the area affected by this
amendment to that “now zoned,” to those
“now incorporated.” We did not make
the amendment broad enough to include
areas which may hereafter be included
in incorporated municipalities.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The language
used in the amendment states that it
applies only to industrial and commer-
cial areas; is that correct?

Mr. KERR. Thatis correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield?

Mr, KERR. Iyield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the legislative
history which the Senator from Okla-
homa has read to us shows so clearly
that that was the intent, why should we
specify it again, now?

Mr. EERR. Because the then Secre-
tary of Commerce said that “State and
local zoning laws would be recognized by
permitting advertising in areas actually
zoned industrial or commerecial”; but in
spite of the fact that he said that, and
in spite of the fact that later he said,
as I see it, that we would not control
outdoor advertising in business, commer-
cial, or industrial areas or on land zoned
for those purposes, because there would
be no reason to do so, they have since
that time promulgated regulations, un-
der that statute, whereby they are doing
exactly what the sponsors of the legisla-
tion said they would not do, and what
the Secretary of Commerce and the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Public Roads told
the Committee on Public Works they
would not do.

Mr. KUCHEL and Mr. COTTON ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. KEERR. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in view
of the fact that my distinguished friend
the Senator from Oklahoma, has brought
my name into this controversy, I should
like to suggest to him that when we con-
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sidered this subject in the last Con-
gress—as he will remember—it is per-
fectly true that it so happened that the
junior Senator from New Hampshire
offered an amendment which took out of
the highways along which billboards
would be regulated those highways lo-
cated in areas where the Interstate Sys-
tem followed established rights of way
where advertising was already exhibited.

So the restriction applied to the new,
virgin highways being built throughout
the country.

I am sure that that amendment en-
abled us to obtain sufficient votes to have
the bill passed and to have the regula-
tions go into effect.

But I say to the Senator from Okla-
homa that it was the understanding at
least of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, all through the period when we
were considering the subject of billboard
advertising, in the Public Works Com-
mittee, and later on the floor of the Sen-
ate, that the Federal Government would
not endeavor to place a ban on billboard
advertising in those portions of the In-
terstate System which were actually
within the heavily commercial sections
of cities.

But the language which has been
placed in this bill tonight makes the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire apprehensive
that when the restriction is excluded en-
tirely from any portion of a highway
within incorporated cities, the effect will
be—particularly in New England and
elsewhere in the eastern portion of the
country—that there will be many miles
of Interstate System Highways that will
be out of sight of commercial areas and
will be out of sight of factories; I refer
to the miles and miles of such highways
that will pass through the edge or the
very perimeter of incorporated cities—
and, immediately this provision takes
effect, it will remove the restrictive pro-
vision and take it out of effect, even
though the local inhabitants would desire
to have the restrictive provision apply.

Mr. KEERR. Does the Senator from
New Hampshire have before him a copy
of the bill?

Mr. COTTON, Yes.

Mr, KERR. I should like to have the
Senator from New Hampshire turn to
page 4, and examine the language in
line 3.

Let me say that it is not our purpose
to have what the Senator from New
Hampshire fears, done.

Iread now from line 3:

This section shall not apply to those
segments of the Interstate System—

Insert the words—
which traverse commercial or Industrial

zones within the existing boundaries of in-
corporated municipalities.

‘Would that eliminate the fear my
friend has?

Mr. COTTON. If we are to legislate
on the floor of the Senate, the conces-
sion my friend from Oklahoma has made
would be very comforting to the Senator
from New Hampshire. The Senator from
Oklahoma knows how I value his sincer-
ity, but in view of the fact that I sat for
many long hours in the Committee on
Public Works and noted the complete
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absence of solicitude on the part of the
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma
and others who are opposing the amend-
ment tonight for the control of advertis-
ing, I am a little reluctant, after a few
short minutes, to accept the suggestion
as a safe provision to have in the bill on
advertising control.

I was much impressed by the obser-
vation of the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FULBrIGHT] when he asked
a very pertinent question: If the lan-
guage of the law is so clear already, what
is the purpose of the amendment? In
view of the fact that it was submitted by
my friend from Oklahoma and others,
who very sincerely and very ably op-
posed any kind of billboard control, I am
still a little afraid that, even though the
Senator is very generous in offering the
amendment, and even though I would
eagerly accept it, I would still like to see
this provision stricken out.

Mr. President, despite the sincere as-
surances given by the Senator from
Oklahoma, I must support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. NEUBERGER].

Mr. EERR. I ask the Senator to offer
the amendment suggested, and on be-
half of the managers of the bill I will
accept it.

I say to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire and to the Senate that I did op-
pose that part of the bill last year, but
the Senate passed it, and the Secretary
of Commerce and the Director of High-
ways told us that they understood it
would not apply to zoned and commer-
cial areas, but now they have promul-
gated regulations which are not con-
sistent with that understanding, and it
is our purpose to clarify the law. I
shall be glad to accept the words which
I read as an amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire,

Mr. COTTON. Will the Senator give
us one example of the administration of
this act in which the Department of
Commerce and the Bureau of Public
Roads have controlled advertising in an
area which is commercial and in which
there should not be control?

Mr. KEERR. I say to my good friend
from New Hampshire that the regula-
tions are full of such instances. I do not
have them before me, but I have exam-
ined them, and I say to him sincerely and
correctly that the regulations have heen
issued, and they are not consistent with
the position taken by the Secretary of
Commerce. It is the purpose of the
amendment only to clarify the law and
carry out the will of Congress as stated
last year and in accordance with the
statement of its sponsors and the inter-
pretation given it by the Secretary of
Commerce.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, the able
senior Senator from Oklahoma has
called a number of witnesses to speak on
behalf of his amendment. The fact that
they speak, as it were, in absentia did
not for a moment deter my able friend
from abusing them and from endeavor=-
ing to frighten them. But I submit that
the very best witnesses in favor of de-
feating the amendment of the Senator
from Oklahoma are the witnesses whom
he called and whose testimony he read.




1959

No one who had anything to do with bill-
board control legislation in the last Con-
gress intended to give any Federal in-
centives to a State to beautify commer-
cial or industrial areas which any seg-
ment of the Interstate Highway System
traverses or was about to traverse.

The trouble with the language of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma is that it is too all inclusive.
For example, it begins, “This section
shall not apply to those segments of the
Interstate System,” and so forth. What
is “this section”? That is the entire
section which deals with the language
setting up Federal standards for States
to follow if they wish to obtain the Fed-
eral incentive payments. It is a section
which indicates to States that if they
purchase rights-of-way along the path
the Interstate System will traverse, there
will be an incentive payment from the
Government to them. Under the lan-
guage of the Senator’s amendment, the
entire section would be eliminated so far
as municipalities are concerned.

There are States in the Union which
are called home-rule States. Senators
know this better than I. In those
States—and my State is one example—
the cities have the right under their
State constitutions to do anything they
wish. Obviously the State of California
could not enter into an agreement with
the Federal Government to control what
those cities should do. The constitu-
tions of other States permit the State to
declare what shall be zoned and what
shall not be zoned, and in those areas
surely we should not say in this legisla-
tion, as my friend from Oklahoma sug-
gests, that all cities automatically should
be cut out. I suggest if there is a prob-
lem—and there may well be—it would
not be cured by the language of the
Senator from Oklahoma. On that basis,
I hope the Senate votes down the amend-
ment.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I shall
speak only 2 or 3 minutes, I do so
because I was in the committee when
the vote on this amendment was taken,
opposed it, and have joined in the amend-
ment to strike it from the bill. As has
been said, the vote was 8 to 6 in the
committee to carry the amendment. As
far as discussion of the amendment was
concerned, less than 30 minutes was
spent. There were no hearings. The
amendment was adopted without hear-
ing witnesses from the Federal agencies,
the States, the municipalities, the areas
concerned or interested organizations.
It has been said the purpose of the
amendment is to clarify provisions of the
billboard law enacted last year. In my
judegment—and I say this with deference
to the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa—it does not clarify the billboard
law. It is a radical change in the law
passed last year. Ishall give my reasons
for saying so.

The billboard amendment which was
passed last year authorized the Federal
Government to enter into cooperative ar-
rangements with the States, to enable
the States to take advantage of Fed-
eral roadside protection benefits. It was
not mandatory upon the States that they
should enter into such arrangements.
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Buf they could if they desired, enter into
arrangements to protect the interstate
highway roadsides from unsightly ad-
vertising. The effect of this amendment
is to deny to the States, and to the com-
munities, the opportunity to enter into
any arrangements with the Federal Gov-
ernment to protect roadsides within mu-
nicipalities, or any part of municipalities
through which an interstate highway
passes. The amendment excludes from
the billboard and advertising legislation
enacted last year. All of an interstate
road within a muniecipality. It is a radi-
cal change, it is not a matter for the
cities alone.

The Federal Government does have
an interest in preventing advertising on
interstate highways. It pays 90 percent
of the money for interstate road con-
struction. Secondly, a municipality
should not be able to place a burden of
unsightly advertising on interstate
travel. Again, signs and billboaids af-
fect the safety of persons who use the
roads.

The committee amendment takes all
authority away from the Federal Gov-
ernment to protect roadsides within
municipalities of whatever size. It takes
authority away from the States. It
leaves such authority wholly to munici-
palities. It is a radical change. That
is the reason I opposed the provision in
committee, and joined in the minority
report.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish
to address myself to the Senator from
Oklahoma. If the Senator will look at
line 6 on page 4, I think, on reading the
language, he will agree that his amend-
ment should, first of all, be amended so
that the two words “where in” are one
word. Otherwise, the amendment makes
o sense.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I think the
Senator is correct.

Mr. ALLOTT. Would the Senator ac-
cept that amendment?

Mr. KERR. I would.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I am rather un-
informed on this matter, but can a Sen-
ator, on the floor, accept an amendment
to a bill on behalf of the entire Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian
that the Senate would have to vote on
the amendment.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Ithank the Chair.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I am
opposed to the amendment, but I wanted
it to make sense, in the event it is adopt-
ed; and in order to make sense, the two
words “where in"” on line 6, page 4,
should be one word.

The sole argument for the billboard
restriction, in my mind, is not solely one
of unification; it is one of safety. The
many hours we discussed the sizes of
signs will be remembered. The proposal
is to exempt industrial areas and munici-
palities, as they are described, while they
still would be able to draw Federal
money. Agreements may be entered into
with the States, which in turn grant the
municipalities whatever authority they
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may obtain. We offer the States incen-
tives for restrictions as to signs, and yet
it is proposed to exempt municipalities.
I really think that not only is a question
of ethical values involved, but if the
amendment is adopted, I think it will
increase problems in the highway system
as it applies to municipalities.

For that reason I shall oppose the
amendment. However, I do want to of-
fer my amendment.

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Colorado will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. It is proposed on
page 4, line 6, to strike out the two words
“where in” and insert in lieu thereof the
one word “wherein.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment by the Senator from Colorado.

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

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, let me say that if the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
is defeated, and I hope it will be, I will
offer both that amendment and the one
mentioned to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, do I cor-
rectly understand that the Senator from
Colorado has withdrawn his amend-
ment?

Mr. ALLOTT. No; it was ruled out of
order.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. CLARK. A vote for the Neuberger
amendment is a vote to delete the hill-
board provision which the Senator from
Oklahoma has so clearly explained. Is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair does not place any interprefation
upon amendments.

Mr. CLARK. A parliamentary in-
quiry, then. Is a “yea” vote on the Neu-
berger amendment a vote to strike from
the bill the provision which has to do
with billboards?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair wishes to advise the Senator from
Pennsylvania that a “yea” vote would
strike section 106 of the bill.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend, the
Presiding Officer.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, as a
member of the Public Works Commit-
tee, I worked on the so-called billboard
legislation. It seems to me, in view of
the record we are making this evening,
this should be said. The Senator from
Arkansas has asked the question, “What
is the reason for clarification?” The
answer is that a regulation has been
promulgated by the Secretary of Com-
merce.

I can say to my colleagues that I have
an interest in this legislation. I was al-
most the “swing” vote on this matter to
get it out of committee.

My inforation is that no State has
asked for an exclusion under this regu-
lation since it was promulgated. That
fact raises the question, What is the
necessity for it? While I do not say it




18256

is improper, I do think it is highly inad-
visable to make such a change in this
important piece of legislation, which was
so controversial such a short time ago,
without having hearings; and I hope the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon
will be adopted.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
call to the attention of the Senate the
fact that we consulted the Bureau of
Public Roads as late as 6 o’clock this
evening. They told us not one State
had asked for exclusion of municipal
areas under this act.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator will state it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has any ac-
tion been taken on the Allott amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No ac-
tion has been taken on the Allott amend-
ment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Is the
amendment not in order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the Allott
amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
not withdrawn it. I was told it was out
of order. I offerit.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, there has been no such ruling, has
there?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is not out of order. The
question is on——

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator to withdraw his amendment for
this reason: If the amendment of the
Senator from Oregon is agreed to, the
section is out of the bill. If it is not
agreed to, the Senator from Oklahoma
has said he will join the Senator from
Colorado in offering the amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. I have no objection to
withdrawing it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the junior Senator from Ore-
gon, On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
per]l, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GreEN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HENNINGS], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr, Jorpan], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeegl, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH=-
Ers], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YareorouGH] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTkE], and the Senator
from Wyloming [Mr. O’MaHONEY] are
absent because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] is absent on
official business attending the Interpar-
liamentary Conference at Warsaw, Po-
land.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HEnNINGS] would vote “yea.”

The
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Mr. KUCHEL. I announce fhat the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Casel
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence at Warsaw, Poland.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dirgsen], and the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waTER] is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripges] is paired with
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Hrus-
Kal, If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampshire would vote “yea,”
and the Senator from Nebraska would
vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 39,
nays 44, as follows:

YEAS—39
Alken Douglas Magnuson
Allott Engle Martin
Beall Fulbright Morse
Bible Gore Neuberger
Bush Gruening Pastore
Butler Humphrey Prouty
Byrd, W. Va. Jackson Proxmire
Carroll Javits Scott
Case, N.J. Johnston, 8.C. Smith
Clark Eeating Symington
Cooper Kefauver Wiley
Cotton Euchel Williams, N.J.
Dodd Lausche Young, Ohio
NAYS—44
Anderson Hayden Moss
Bartlett Hickenlooper Mundt
Bennett Hill Muskie
Byrd, Va. Holland Randolph
Cannon Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Capehart EerT Russell
Carlson Langer Saltonstall
Chavez Long, Hawall Schoeppel
Curtis Long, La. Sparkman
Dworshak McCarthy Stennis
Eastland McClellan Talmadge
Ervin McNamara Thurmond
Fong Mansfleld ‘Williams, Del,
Frear Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Hart Morton
NOT VOTING—17
Bridges Green McGee
Case, 8. Dak. Hartke Murray
Church Hennings O'Mahoney
Dirksen Hruska Smathers
Ellender Jordan Yarborough
Goldwater Eennedy
So Mr. NEUBERGER'S amendment was
rejected.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr, KERR. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment, on page 4, line 6, as sug-
gested by the Senator from Colorado, to
correct what is clearly a typographical
error, where the words “where in” are
shown as two words instead of one. I
offer an amendment for the word
“wherein’” to be shown as one word.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, beginning
at line 3, page 4, with the words “this
section shall not apply fo those segments
of the Interstate System,” I offer an
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amendment to add the words, as I sug-
gested to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, “which traverse commercial or
industrial zones,” before the words,
“within the presently existing bounda-
ries of incorporated municipalities.”

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma restate those
words?

Mr. KERR. Between lines 4 and 5 add
the words “which traverse commercial
or industrial zones.”

Mr. HOLLAND.
“System”?

Mr. KERR. Yes, and before the word
“within”.

Mr. HART rose.

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

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. HART. The Senator from Cali-
fornia, who supported the Neuberger
amendment, emphasized the opening
words “This section” as meaning the sec-
tion in its entirety shall not apply to
these industrial areas. I wonder if it is
true that “This section” includes items
others than regulation of advertising.

Mr. KEERR. If the Senatfor thinks it
does I will offer a corrective amendment
on that as soon as this amendment is
acted upon,

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

Mr. KERR. Iyield.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator
for offering the amendment. This will
clarify the matter and go far to guard
against the things the Senator from
New Hampshire feared with regard to
Ell'xe outer perimeters of an incorporated

ty.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Oklahoma,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, in order
that there may be no doubt about the
question raised by the Senator from
Michigan, on page 4, line 3 before the
word “This” I offer an amendment to
read as follows:

Agreements entered iIinto between the

Secretary of Commerce and State highway
departments under

In other words, instead of the lan-
guage being “This section shall not ap-
ply,” it would clearly state that the
amendment refers only to “Agreements
entered into between the Secretary of
Commerce and State highway depart-
ments under this section.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. KErrl.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on pas-
sage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr, President, I of-
fer, for myself, my colleague [Mr. Gorgl,
and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EastLAND], the amendment which is at
the desk, and I ask to have it stated.

After the word
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The CHIer CLERK. On page 6, after
line 15, it is proposed to insert a new
section, as follows:

“Sec. 108. Increase in amount authorized

for bridges over Federal dams.

That subsection (d) of section 320 of title
23, United States Code, entitled “Highways”,
is amended by striking out *$10,000,000” and
inserting in lieu thereof “$13,000,000.”

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, it was
the idea of the committee and the com-
mittee itself that this should be brought
up by separate legislation. However, I
believe we will be justified in taking it
to conference anyway, and I will accept
the amendment if it meets the approval
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, am I
in order if I make a brief statement on
the bill?

The
Senator from Oregon is in order.
Senate will be in order.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am
perfectly willing to have the bill go to
third reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.

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

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall
be very brief. In fact, I shall insert
most of my remarks in the RECORD.

I think it is well known to the Senate
that I am opposed to any increase what-
soever in the gasoline tax. I am op-
posed to Federal sales taxes. I am op-
posed to oppressive taxes.

Mr. President, I think that taxes ought
to be based on ability to pay. The ques-
tion is raised as to how would the Sen-
ator from Oregon raise the money needed
for Government services. Would he in-
crease the income tax? To those sug-
gesting that an increase in the income
taxes is something unthinkable and hor-
rible, my answer is I would increase the
income tax if that is the alternative to
increasing sales taxes.

Mr. President, I would eliminate the
loopholes in the present tax structure,
many of which this body itself helped
create in 1954,

Mr. President, I would make great sav-
ings in the foreign aid program, by which
we are wasting hundreds and hundreds
of millions of dollars and not helping im-
prove America’s foreign relations.

I would come to grips, Mr. President,
with that type of waste.

I would seek to bring some benefits to
our own people in order to strengthen our
own economy in time, Mr. President,
while we still have the time to win this
great fight for peace and freedom. We
cannot do it, Mr. President, if we con-
tinue to impose further and further taxes

PRESIDING OFFICER. The
The
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in this country not based upon ability to
pay, but pass the burden onto the backs
of people least able to pay, as is, once
again, being done in this proposed legis-
lation.

It is difficult to obtain figures which
show just who pays the gasoline tax, and
in what proportion to the total income
of the taxpayer.

But I have obtained from the Library
of Congress the “Study of Consumers
Expenditures for 1956,” which throws a
lot of light on the regressiveness of the
gasoline tax.

The “Study of Consumer Expendi-
tures” shows the amount of income spent
on gasoline and motor oil by income
group, ranging from those families with
incomes under $2,000 a year to those
with incomes of $10,000 a year and over.

They show that in 1956, families with
incomes under $2,000 a year spent $79
for gas and oil for their cars, or 7.9 per-
cent of their income; families with
$2,000 to $3,000 spent $124 or 4.9 per-
cent; the group from $3,000 to $4,000
spent $147, or 4.2 percent; from $4,000
to $5,000 spent $168, or 3.7 percent; the
group from $5,000 to $7,000 spent $190,
or 3.2 percent; and the families having
incomes ranging from $7,000 to $10,000
spent $205 for gas and oil, or 2.4 percent
of their income.

Mr. ANDERSON. May we
order, please, Mr. President?

SEVERAL SENATORS. May we have
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

The Senator from Oregon may pro-
ceed.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Fed-
eral gasoline tax bears a reasonable
ratio to the expenditure on gas and oil,
although the quality of the gasoline pur-
chased would make some difference.
One must take into consideration, too,
the heavy tax which many States also
levy upon gasoline.

Although the total amount spent for
these items goes up with income, it does
not go up nearly as fast as income, and
hence becomes a smaller percentage of
the higher incomes.

Mr. President, it has been my opinion
since this debate first started that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GoORel,
has been a great statesman and leader
on this issue. I have followed him in
most particulars in regard to it. I am
sorry to see tonight that the Senate is
voting to press this yoke of a regressive
Federal sales tax upon the gasoline
users of this country. I fear it also
from the standpoint of its precedential
implications. It is another move to get
a little bit more of the camel’s body
under the tent.

Mr. President, we have to take a much
firmer stand than we are taking in Con-
gress against the ever increasing trend
toward a Federal sales tax. I have had
something to say on this subject on
different occasions in the past. On
August 26, 1959, in a radio statement
broadcast in my State I discussed the
Federal gasoline tax problem. I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in-
cluded in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks.

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

RADIO BROADCAST OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE,
AvceusTt 26, 1959

Fellow Oregonians, one of the hottest issues
of the closing weeks of this session of Con-
gress is the one shaping up over how to
finance the Federal highway program which
was authorized in the Highway Act of 1056.

You will recall that in that act of 3 years
ago, a new Interstate Highway System was
authorized, for which the Pederal Govern-
ment would pay 90 percent of the cost and
the States 10 percent. This network is to be
in addition to the regular primary, secondary,
and urban roads to which the Federal Gov-
ernment already contributes.

At the same time, it was provided that
these new roads would be paid for through
highway use taxes which were imposed or
increased, and which were to go into a new
highway trust fund. Of course, many high-
way use taxes were already in existence.
There was an excise tax on new cars, taxes
on trucks, auto accessories, and a 2 cents a
gallon sales tax on gasoline. In 18568, the
gasoline tax was ralsed to 3 cents, and the
entire 3 cents, plus some new taxes on tires,
trucks, and diesel fuel were diverted into
the highway trust fund.

I had many reservations about this type
of financing, which I expressed at the time.
But all objections were overridden in the
interest of getting the new roads under con-
struction.

Early last year, when the sharp recession
of late 1957 and 19568 was underway, the
Congress ordered a speedup in the entire
highway construction program in order to
keep industry busy and to keep men at work.
But the result was that construction pro-
ceeded faster than the trust fund collections
provided for. Because the Highway Act re-
quired—mistakenly, in my opinion—that
these roads be paid for with trust fund col-
lections only, work on them has come to a
halt in several States, including Oregon.

Now the administration, which insisted
upon the trust fund financing of these roads
in 1956, is insisting that the gasoline tax be
raised again so construction may continue.
But in making this plea, the administration
spokesmen avoid telling you, the motorist
the whole story. Part of what they avoid
mentioning is that not all the highway use
taxes were diverted into the highway trust
fund in 1956. In fact there are additional
taxes upon motorists amounting to a total
of $115 billion which go into the general
Treasury and not into the trust fund at all.
So the trust fund gets only $2 billion of the
roughly $31%4 billion which truckers and mo-
torists pay for the privilege of getting behind
the wheel of an automobile.

These other taxes are the 10-percent sales
tax on new cars, the sales tax on lubricating
oil for your car, the sales tax on auto parts
and accessories, and part of the tax on trucks
and buses.

S0 the real issue is not just whether high-
way users should pay for new highways, but
whether they should pay for new highways
and for other services of Government, too.
As I did in 1956, I take the view that good
roads are not a special service provided only
for the comfort and ease of those who drive,
but are a service to the entire community
and all who live and do business in it. For
example, every time Congress is asked to
finance the foreign ald program for another
year, administration spokesmen come before
us to request hundreds of millions of dollars
in funds to build highway systems in the
underdeveloped countries of Asia and Af-
rica. They are justified on the ground that
a road system is vital to their economies, to
the promotion of their business activity, of
commerce, and trade. But unfortunately,
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the administration does not take that view of
roads here at home, Here at home, the Pres-
ident wants new roads to be charged to
those who actually travel on them, regard-
less of the benefits In trade and business
they promote for the manufacturer, the ho-
tel owner, the garages, and oil companies
who profit from truck and auto traffic.

That is why I am stanchly opposed to
this request that the gasoline tax be raised
again, this time from 3 cents per gallon to
41, cents. I regard it as unfair for three
reasons: First, other highway taxes are go-
ing into the Treasury; second, roads are not
of benefit and profit solely to those who use
them, and in the same proportion; and third,
the gasoline tax Is a regressive sales tax
which runs exactly counter to the principle
of ability to pay taxation.

To take the first of these objections, I be-
lieve that until all highway use taxes go into
the trust fund, there is no reason to raise
the gasoline tax. If it is really as important
as the administration says it is that motorists
and trucks finance the new roads, then all of
those particular taxes should go into high-
way construction. Therefore, I am support-
ing proposals made by Senator Gorg, of Ten=-
nessee, Senate author of the Highway Act of
1956, to divert these other highway taxes
into the trust fund, along with the gasoline
tax.
My second objection is to the whole princi-
ple that only road users should pay for the
roads. How much profit do you suppose the
businessmen, manufacturers, and service in-
dustries of your town or city would lose, if
all the roads in your town or city and all
the roads connecting with other towns and
cities suddenly disappeared? If you can
imagine that situation, you have an idea of
the stake which our whole economy has in
the highway system. That is why I believe
roads, like other services of Government,
should be financed by general taxation.
Diversion of present highway use taxes out of
the Treasury, or general appropriations from
the Treasury would both accomplish that
objective.

Third, I am opposed to the trend toward
consumer sales taxes which this pressure
for a higher gasoline tax represents. When
you hear the argument that taxes must be
raised when expenditures are raised in order
to keep the budget in balance, be sure you
find out just whose taxes it is that are
planned to be ralsed. In my opinion, the
basic and most important standard in levy-
ing taxes is the standard of ability to pay.
Does the tax take the most from those who
have the most wealth? Or does it take a
larger percentage of income from the little
fellow? Where a particular service is in-
volved which is of value almost exclusively
to the customer, then it is appropriate to
charge reasonable fees; but for general serv-
ices which benefit the entire community or
Nation, then I believe they should be pald
for on the basls of ability to pay.

Consumer sales taxes, like the telephone
and transportation tax, as well as the gaso-
line tax, are what economists call “regres-
sive,” because they take a larger percentage
income from a small income than they do
from a big income. They are not even what
are called “proportionate” taxes, because a
proportionate tax takes the same percentage
of everyone's income. At the other end of
the scale are the ‘‘progressive” taxes, which
take the largest percentage from the larg-
est incomes. Our Federal income tax is a
progressive tax, and is a true ability to pay
tax.

There are plenty of loopholes in the ability
to pay taxes which should be closed before
we talk about raising money from more sales
taxes. For example, a few weeks ago the
Senate voted by a fairly large margin to close
the loophole which gives favored tax treat-
ment to onal income from dividends.
This dividend income loophole was created
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in 1954 by the Eisenhower administration
when it had a Republican majority in Con~
gress. This year, the Senate tried to close
it, and to gain for the Treasury $335 million
& year in revenue.

But the administration was the leading
opponent of that proposal, just as it has
been an opponent of the efforts some of us
have been making in Congress to reduce or
repeal the depletion allowance for oil and
gas companies. Because of this opposition
by the administration, the House of Repre-
sentatives did not approve our repeal of the
dividend income loophole.

By its opposition to these efforts to in-
crease revenue on the basis of abllity to pay,
and its insistence upon increasing revenue
through more sales taxes, the administration
reveals that its real interest is in shifting
the tax burden off the upper brackets and
onto the lower and middle income groups.
Watch for new sales tax proposals to be
pushed, if the pressure of the administra-
tion for a boost in the gasoline tax succeeds.

I pledge to you that I shall not be a party
to these efforts.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in a re-
cent newsletter to my mailing list I dis-
cussed the subject of “Dispute Over Gas-
oline Tax Continues.” I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed at this point
as a part of my remarks.

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

DisPUTE OVER GASOLINE Tax CONTINUES

The House of Representatives, which must
originate tax legislation, is still split over the
financing of the highway program. At one
time, its tax committee agreed to 1 cent of
the 11, cents a gallon boost requested by
the administration. But a proposal to raise
it one-half cent and also use for highways
some of the 10 percent automobile sales tax
which now goes into the Treasury is also
under consideration.

Whatever proposal comes to the Senate
floor, I shall continue to work for allocation
of some of the other auto taxes to roadbulld-
ing, or general appropriations for it. Motor
taxes should not be expected to support both
roadbuilding and other services of Govern-
ment. General services of Government
should be paid for with taxes based on ability
to pay. Sales taxes are just the opposite.
They are called “regressive,” because they
take a bigger percentage of the little fellow’s
income than of the big fellow’s.

The telephone tax, transportation tax, and
gas tax are good examples of regressive sales
taxes levied upon necessities. They are not
even proportionate, because proportionate
taxes take the same percentage of everyone's
income. Our Federal income tax is progres-
sive, because it takes a larger percentage as
income goes up. It is a true ability to
pay tax.

Actually, I share the view of SBenator Gore,
of Tennessee, Senate author of the Highway
Act of 1956, that it was unwise to require
the Federal share of new roads to be paid for
entirely by a few of the several highway use
taxes. A good road system is a general serv-
ice of government which benefits the whole
economy. The need in underdeveloped coun-
tries for roads which will ald their business
and commerce is offen given to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee as a reason for
sending them large amounts of money.

Better to close the many tax loopholes
enjoyed by big business and big taxpayers to
bring additional revenue into the Treasury
than raise the gas tax. The Senate voted
a few weeks ago to close the loophole for
dividend income, and thereby bring $335
million into the Treasury, well over half the
amount another cent of gas tax would bring
in. But the administration strongly opposed
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that change, and it was lost in conference
with the House of Representatives.

There are also excessive amounts in the
President’s budget for foreign ald which are
being saved by Congress. We have already
cut $400 million from his foreign ald budget,
and I think more will be cut when we actu-
ally appropriate the money for it.

Because the economic argument for a
higher gas tax is so thin, it is evident that
it is really another effort to change from
ability-to-pay taxes to sales taxes, and thus
ghift more of the tax load onto low- and
middle-income groups. Watch for more
sales taxes to be pushed in the future, if
this effort to raise the gasoline tax succeeds.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on still
another date I discussed in a newsletter
my views in opposition to an increase in
the Federal gasoline sales tax. I ask
unanimous consent that this material be
inserted at this point in my remarks.

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

ADMINISTRATION PuTs SqUEEZE oN CONGRESS

Another phase of political pressure tech-
nigque in the closing days of a sesslon of
Congress is White House attempts to force
through expedient measures. The present
administration is very adept at these squeeze
plays of political expediency. Such legisla-
tive proposals are offered as an expedient way
of meeting some emergency situation rather
than coming to grips with the problem by
the passage of long-term legislation contain-
ing solutions fair to all.

A good example of political expediency is
the drive now on by this administration to
pass a law that amounts to a higher sales tax
to be imposed upon the users of automobiles
to pay for highway construction. This pro-
posal by the White House to increase the
Federal gasoline tax from 3 cents a gallon to
41, cents is blatant expediency and it is
grossly unfair,

If you would really like to see what pressure
malil sent to a Senator contains, you should
read some of my heavy mail urging me to
vote for a 11 cents per gallon increase in
the Federal gasoline tax, The administra-
tion and the lobby at work for this Federal
sales tax are “riding herd” on Congress these
days, but I have no intention of being roped
in. It is an unfair tax proposal, and all the
rationalizations of its proponents can’t make
it a sound tax based upon the fundamental
tax test of ability to pay.

In many States, including Oregon, the
important highway constructlon program
authorized in 1956 has come to & halt be-
cause the highway trust fund has run out
of cash. Under the 1956 law, new highway
user taxes, and an increase in the gasoline
tax were levied to finance highway con-
struction. Now, however, the fund is de-
pleted, and construction has been suspended
in many States. To remedy the situation,
the President insists that the gasoline tax
be raised another 11, cents a gallon on top
of the present 3 cents Federal tax.

Once again the public is not being given
the facts. It is not being told that an in-
crease in the Federal gasoline tax is both
unnecessary and unfair. In urging this
remedy, the President does not mention that
42 percent of all the various highway use
taxes got into the general Treasury, and only
58 percent of the tax collection goes into
the highway trust fund for road construction
purposes.

If all these taxes went into the highway
trust fund, there would be enough money
in the fund to keep the road construction
program going on schedule. The public is
not being told that none of the 10 percent
excise tax on new cars goes into the road
construction trust fund, nor does any of
the Federal tax on lubricating oil, auto-
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mobile parts and automobile accessories.
Only one-half of the excise tax on trucks,
buses, and trallers goes into the fund.

As long as this is true, I do not feel that I
can justify voting for another boost in the
Federal gasoline tax on the basis of the lame
excuse that it is needed for highway con-
struction. I believe we should require all
highway use taxes to go into the highway
trust fund, or at least as much as is neces-
sary to keep the road construction program
on schedule. If more money than that is
needed for roadbuilding purposes, then I
believe Congress should appropriate money
out of the Treasury itself to keep the author-
ized road comstruction program going.

WHY I OPPOSE RAISE IN GAS TAX

First, I think the present 3 cents per gal-
lon Federal gasoline tax is high enough to
cover the fair share that the gasoline user
should be expected to pay toward highway
costs. Don't forget that there are many
other Federal excise taxes that the automo-
bile owner must pay in addition to the gaso-
line tax. Also, don't forget that the user of
an automobile is not the only one who bene-
fits from the construction of a road.

Every economic interest that is served by
a new road benefits, the owners of real estate
along the road and every business to which
the road helps to bring customers is bene-
fited. In fact, the entire economic life of
each community served by the road is en-
riched by its construction. Is it fair, there-
fore, to require the motorists to assume the
cost of building the road just because it is
easy and convenient to impose a gasoline
sales tax and other forms of automobile sales
taxes upon them, irrespective of their ability
to pay?

All the economic Interests of the com-
munity should be expected to chip in and
help pay for this new capital asset which
helps the economy of the entire area. It
is my view that such capital investments as
roads bring direct and Indirect benefits to
all the people and therefore, their major
cost should be paid out of the general funds
of the Treasury.

Second, excise taxes, such as a sales tax
on gasoline and automobilles, are regressive
taxes. They discourage purchases. They
tend to restrict our economy; when we need
an ever-expanding economy. I am very much
opposed to an extenslon and enlargement of
the excise tax policy. For several years, I
have warned the people of our country to be
on guard agalnst attempts to use specific
sales taxes as a back door approach to the
imposition of a general Federal sales tax.

There are selfish economic groups in our
country which, in reality, are best able to
pay general taxes, but which are hard at
when the cry is raised in the Halls of Con-
gress to increase user taxes and sales taxes
in order to relieve themselves of some of the
taxes which, in all falrness, they should be
expected to pay because of their ability to
pay. Ihave no intention of helping promote
their selfish alms by voting for an increase
in a gasoline sales tax.

That leads me to point out that tax econ=-
omists generally agree that excise and sales
taxes bear no economic relationship to abil-
ity to pay taxes. They are usually adopted
by politiclans as the line of least resistance
when the cry is raised in the Halls of Con-
gress that some meritorious program like the
road construction program is about to come
to an end unless some funds are raised quick-
ly. It is the line of least resistance because
the highway contractors and construction
unions are organized, but most motorists
are not.

However, that is no justification for tak-
ing unfair tax advantage of automobile users
simply because the politicians know that the
use of the automobile has become an abso-
lute necessity in modern American society.
Rather, it 1s our duty as legislators to pass
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fair tax legislation to meet this highway
trust fund -emergency.
MORE HIGHWAY-USE TAXES SHOULD BE DEVOTED
TO ROAD CONSTRUCTION

Why doesn't the present administration do
it? Why doesn't the administration recog-
nize the fairness of requiring that all the
money which is now collected from the vari-
ous automotive sales taxes should go into the
highway trust fund for roadbuilding pur-
poses? b

Benator Gore of Tennessee, who is the
author of the highway bill that brought the
highway trust fund into being, has proposed
amendments which would do just that. I
am supporting those amendments. Senator
Gore has proposed amendments to devote
100 percent of the Federal tax now collected
on trucks and buses, 50 percent of the tax
on lubricating oil, 50 percent of the tax on
automobiles, and 100 percent of the tax on
automobile parts and accessories to the high-
way trust fund for roadbuilding purposes.
He points out that these revenues, in addi-
tion to the present 3 cents per gallon Fed-
eral tax on gasoline, amount to about $964
million. This would be enough to keep the
roadbuilding program on schedule. In fact,
an increase of 11, cents in the Federal gaso-
line tax would raise only £800 million per
year.

THE BALANCE-THE-BUDGET SCARECROW

The administration is opposing Senator
Gore's proposal and insisting upon a 114-
cent-per-gallon increase in the Federal gaso-
line tax because it is a part of the Presi-
dent’s balance-the-budget program. Even if
we take them at their word, this is no way
to balance the budget because it is not based
upon the fair principle of ability to pay.

I, too, want to balance the administrative
costs of Government with Government in-
come, but I want our tax revenues to be
derived from those who ought to pay them,
rather than from those whom it is easy to
victimize with various regressive excise and
sales taxes.

My answer to the administration is that
if it sincerely wants to avold any deficit in
connection with highway programs, let it
agree to devote all of the highway user taxes
to highways, and then make up any losses
to the general funds of the Treasury by clos-
ing up the tax loopholes nmow available to
big corporate enterprises and personal in-
come taxpayers. The administration's pro-
posal for an increase in gasoline taxes is an-
other way of shifting more of the tax burden
off the big fellow onto the consumers.

One of the reasons I fought so hard to
eliminate hundreds of milllons of dollars of
waste in the foreign ald program was to
make the necessary savings for many vitally
needed domestic programs such as the high-
way construction program. Since we passed
the foreign aid program in the Senate, the
President’s own special commission on for-
eign aid has issued a report in which it, too,
points out that there is a great deal of waste
in foreign aid.

Again, let me say I am for a sound foreign
aid program based primarily upon loans for
needed projects that will help the standard
of living of the people in underdeveloped
countries; but I am against the inexcusable
waste of the American taxpayers’ money that
now honeycombs our foreign ald program.
Let the budget balancers show their good
faith by joining with us in stopping that
waste. g

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, these ma-
terials which I have just inserted in the
Recorp contain brief summaries of my
reasons why I will never vote in the Sen-
ate, in view of the present economic sit-
uation of this country, for placing a
greater burden on the people least able
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to pay by imposing a higher and higher
gasoline tax upon them.

I take the position, Mr. President, in
regard fto the building of the highways,
that it is the responsibility of all the peo-
ple of the United States to pay for their
construction. The burden should not
just fall upon those who happen to drive
on the highways, because the highways
serve all economic interests. Highway
construction ought to be paid for out of
the Treasury of the United States. We
ought to raise taxes based upon ability to
pay, Mr. President, and pay for those
highways. We ought not follow the line
of least resistance, which I think we are
following tonight, and that is, to impose
an unfair tax upon those who have the
least ability to pay.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, it
wag my purpose to speak on this subject.
We need affirmative action now to con-
tinue the highway program.

I realize the compulsion under which
we toil, and I ask unanimous consent that
the remarks I had intended to make be
included in the Recorp at this point.

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

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION NECESSARY To CONTINUE
HIGHEWAY PROGRAM

One month ago I spoke in this Chamber
and called attention to what I then termed
the immediate effects of three stalemates
upon the domestic economy of this country.
Reference was made to the breakdown of ne-
gotiations between management and labor
which brought on the protracted steel strike.
Then I mentioned the variance of views of
the President and the Congress on housing
and highway legislation. Neither of the first
two of these impasses, the steel strike and
housing legislation problems, is any closer to
being set aside by solution. In fact, in each
instance the country is further away than
it was 1 month ago from being the bene-
ficlary of the good that would accrue to the
economy and the social order if we were
to have a settlement of the steel strike and
adequate new housing legislation on the
statute books.

It was demonstrated that men of under-
standing can work toward the desired end of
sensible compromise when the committee on
conference produced a report that brought
many opposites into consonance through the
application of give-and-take. The same
should have been true with respect to labor-
management collective bargaining in the
steel industry and certalnly there is no rea-
son for an even worse stalemate to have been
brought about with respect to housing legis-
lation by another Presidential veto.

In speaking of the situation as it per-
tained to the housing problem, I stated that
the Benate already had achleved sensible
compromise when it accepted the conference
committee report on the first housing bill
passed by the 86th Congress. I remarked
then and reiterate with emphasis now, we
can cooperate, when possible, with the ex-
ecutive branch, but we must not abdicate.

Yes, we still have the steel strike as a
stalemate blight upon our country's economic
progress, and we have another White House
sponsored impasse on public housing legis-
lative authority. ¥

But we may be only a step away from
bringing to an end the third distressing
stalemate to which I referred, on which occa-
sion I deplored the lack of positive action
and apparent unwillingness or inability to
compromise positlons necessary to solve the
perplexing problem of highway finance pol-
icy and programing.
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It was then that I said, too, that we are
approaching an economic disaster period,
at least in degree, when we trifie with prog-
ress in the bullding and construction indus-
try of the United States—an authority which
is dedicating itself to necessary housing and
highway programs.

I have opposed an increase of the Federal
tax on gasoline as long as taxes paid by
highway users to the Federal Government
are not dedicated wholly or in substantial
part to help pay the national share of the
Federal-States highway construction and
maintenance programs.

It would be my preference that the gasoline
tax be reserved to the States en toto if all
other factors in the equation were equal,

At this time, however, a compromise seems
to be forced upon us by the exigencies of
Executive Department policies and demands
on the one side and the pressure of time
requirements on the other.

Our first consideration must be that of
sustaining the country’s highway program
which, in turn, ties in so closely with ex-
tremely important elements of our economic
pattern.

It seems important, in this connection,
that we bring into focus the impact of the
highway program upon the total economy,
and to understand why we must take vital
action now, even if it is on the basis of a
compromise arrangement for which a sub-
stantial number of us as individuals have
less enthusiasm than we might have for a
measure which would not call for increasing
the Federal tax on gasoline.

Since 1957, the highway construction dol-
lar has been expended on an average is fol-
lows: 27 percent for labor; 44 percent for
materials; 29 percent for equipment and
overhead.

For each $1 billion of highway invest-
ment expenditure, 228 million man hours
of work have been provided. In terms of
payroll, this represents approximately $500
milllon per $1 billion of total highway spend-
ing.

This same #1 billion of highway expendl-
ture for construction also contributes to
gross national product, in part, as follows:
510,000 tons of steel; 995,000 tons of bitumi-~
nous materials; 16 million barrels of cement;
1815 million pounds of explosives; 761; mil-
lion tons of aggregate; 122 million gallons
of petroleum products.

In addition to these statisties, it is im-
portant to bear these figures in mind, too.

For each #1 billion in excess of the annual
rate of $5.8 billlon of highway consfruction,
345,584 pieces of construction equipment and
22,500 vehicles—cars and trucks—have been
contributed to the gross national product.

Indeed, much of the stability of the coun-
try’s economy hinges upon the progress of
the construction industry, the heavy con-
struction equipment industry, and the sup-
porting supply industries.

By the same token, as the new chairman
of my home State's newly formed economic
development agency, Lawrence Rogers, is
pointing out in a statement this weekend,
“Without a comprehensive road program, the
State's economic development agency will
be virtually powerless to achieve its alms,”
because “a State master plan is meaningless
without the road system to make it work.”

Doubtless, the same situation obtains with
respect to most States and, as we are fully
aware, each State has come to the point of
planning its highway network largely around
the Federal Interstate or the Federal ABC
authorizations and actual allocations made
to it by the U.S, Bureau of Public Roads.

In the light of these facts, we have a duty
to provide positive action—and without de-
lay—to come to grips with a compromise
solution which will provide immediate re-
lief for the pressing problems in West Vir-
ginia and the Nation without creating a dis-
astrous delaying action or a stretch-out
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which would retard highway progress, sev-
erely lessen needed employment and force
the impairment or liguidation of many con-
struction companies and allied businesses
and industries.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, to some
of my constituents back home I have re-
peatedly made statements to the effect
that as between financing the highway
trust fund by taking moneys out of the
general fund, which is now in stringent
straits, on the one hand, and decelerat-
ing the program, on the other, they
would choose the latter. The bill be-
fore the Senate provides that there shall
be taken out of the general fund, in 1962,
$800 million. The general fund cannot
stand that. I will not vote for the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr, BYRD
of West Virginia in the chair). The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, shall it pass? The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Illinois [Mr, DIRKSEN].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea”; if I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” 1 therefore with-
hold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
pEr], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GReeN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HEnNINGS], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. JorpAN], the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KEnnEpy], the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH~
Ers], and the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YarBoroUGH] are absent on official busi-
ness.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTkE]l and the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MaHONEY] are ab-
sent because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] is absent on
official business attending the Interpar-
liamentary Conference in Warsaw,
Poland.

On this vote, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr, Jorpan] is paired with the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel.
If present and voting, the Senator from
North Carolina would vote “nay’ and the
Senator from Wyoming would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE] is paired with the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SMaTHERS]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Indi-
ana would vote “nay"” and the Senator
from Florida would vote “yea.”

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CuurcH], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GrEEN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HEnNINGS], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, KENNEDY ], and the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr. YArRBOROUGH] would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Caskl
is absent on official business attending
the Interparliamentary Union Confer-
ence at Warsaw, Poland.
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The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringes]l, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DirkseN] and the Senator from Ne-
bra‘:ka. [Mr. HRUSKA] are necessarily ab-
sent.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waATER] and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHOEPPEL] are detained on official
business.

If present and voting the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Case] and the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. Hrusgal would
each vote ‘‘yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripces] is paired with
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLpwa-
TER]. If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampsire would vote ‘“yea’”
and tl'le Senator from Arizona would vote
"naY. »

The pair of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dirksen] has been previously an-
nounced.

The result was announced—yeas 70,
nays 11, as follows:

YEAS—TO0
Alken Fong Monroney
Allott Frear Morton
Anderson Fulbright Moss
Bartlett Gore Mundt
Beall Gruening Muskie
Bennett Hart Neuberger
Bible Hayden Pastore
Bush Hickenlooper Prouty
Butler Hill Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Holland Russell
Capehart Humphrey Baltonstall
Carlson Jackson Scott
Carroll Javits Smith
Case, N.J. Johnson, Tex. Sparkman
Chavez Keating Stennis
Clark Kefauver Symington
Cooper Kerr Talmadge
Cotton Kuchel Thurmond
Curtis Long, Hawali Wiley
Dodd McCarthy ‘Williams, Del.
Douglas McClellan Williams, N.J.
Dworshak McNamara Young, Ohio
Eastland Magnuson
Engle Martin

NAYS—I11
Byrd, Va. Langer Proxmire
Cannon Lausche Robertson
Ervin Long, La. Young, N. Dak.

Johnston, 8.C. Morse
NOT VOTING—19

Bridges Hartke Murray
Case, 5. Dak. Hennings O'Mahoney
Church Hruska Schoeppel
Dirksen Jordan Smathers
Ellender Kennedy Yarborough
Goldwater McGee
Green Mansfield
So the bill (H.R. 8678) was passed.
Mr. EKEATING. Mr. President, I

move that the Senate reconsider the
vote by which the bill was passed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist on its amend-
ments, request a conference with the
House of Representatives thereon, and
that the Chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. Byrp of West
Virginia in the chair) appointed Mr.
CHAVEZ, Mr. KERr, Mr. McNamara, Mr.
CoopPER, and Mr. MARTIN conferees on
the part of the Senate.

CALL OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
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Monday after the morning business,
there be a call of the calendar for the
consideration of measures to which
there is no objection, beginning with
Calendar No. 812.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. I object.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? At what time is it
expected the Senate will meet on Mon-
day?

Mr. ANDERSON. Objection has been
made to the call of the calendar.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We will
have to see what time the Senate takes
a recess. Objection was made to the
call of the calendar on Monday.

EXTENSION OF AGRICULTURAL
TRADE DEVELOPMENT AND AS-
SISTANCE ACT OF 1954

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar No. 518,
S. 1748.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Will the majority leader
tell us what the bill is?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. It is the bill
to extend the Agricultural Trade Devel-
opment and Assistance Act of 1954, and
for other purposes; the bill which was
previously under consideration and
which was displaced in order to take up
the bill just passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Texas.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill (8.
1748) to extend the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954,
and for other purposes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time limitation in connection with Sen-
ate bill 1748, to extend the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954, and for other purposes, not be-
gin to run until the bill is laid before
the Senate on Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection——

Mr. MORSE. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC WORKS
Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I sub-
mit reports from the Committee on
Public Works.

PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS
ON CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN
FLORIDA PROJECTS, KISSIMEE
RIVER BASIN (S. DOC, NO. 53)

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I pre-
sent a letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting an inferim report
dated April 8, 1959, from the Chief of
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Engineers, Department of the Army, to-
gether with accompanying papers and
illustrations, on a review of reports on
central and southern Florida projects,
Kissimee River Basin—Nicodemus
Slough area—requested by the Commit-
tee on Public Works, U.S. Senate,
adopted November 15, 1954. I ask unani-
mous consent that the report be printed
as a Senate document, with illustrations,
and referred to the Committee on Public
Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
objection——

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon will state if.

Mr. MORSE. In regard to the first
matters the Senator from New Mexico
sent to the desk, do I correctly under-
stand that the Senator from New Mexi-
co has filed reports from the Committee
on Public Works?

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes, from the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct; and the Senator from New
Mexico has asked to have a document
printed.

Mr. MORSE. I thought he requested
that the second one be printed as a
document.

Mr. CHAVEZ. One is a letter from
the Army Engineers, making a report on
a project in Florida. The other were
incidental bills reported by the Com-
mittee on Public Works, for the calendar.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Do I correctly under-
stand——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inguiry: In whose
time are we now proceeding? I asked
that the time required for the making of
insertions in the REcorp, and so forth,
not be charged to the time available to
either side under the limitation; but
objection was made; and we are now
under controlled time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Some
Senator who has time under his control
will have to yield time before any Sen-
ator can make a statement at this time.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon will state it.

Mr. MORSE. Is there not before the
Senate a unanimous-consent request by
the Senator from New Mexico?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator state his inquiry again?

Mr. MORSE. Is there not before the
Senate a unanimous-consent request by
the Senator from New Mexico?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair asked whether there was objection
to the request for the printing as a docu-
ment of the material then submitted.

Mr. MORSE. And I proceeded at
once to propound a parliamentary in-
quiry, preparatory to deciding whether I
would object.

I respectfully point out to the Chair
that I am in a position to reserve the
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right to object, and I do reserve the right
to object; and if I cannot have time in
which to inquire about this matter, I
will object.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, a moment ago, I asked unanimous
consent that all Senators might be
allowed time in which to make inser-
tions in the REcorp and to present other
matters, and that the controlled time
not begin to run until Monday, so that
Senators could now make insertions in
the REcorp and unanimous-consent re-
quests, and so forth.

I renew that request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. I object.

I object also to the filing of the papers,
and so forth, to be printed as a docu-
ment.

PRINTING OF CERTAIN NUMBER OF
COPIES OF INVESTIGATION INTO
FINANCIAL CONDITION OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 1 minute to the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr, ANDERSON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, on
behalf of the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp], and the chairman of
the Finance Committee, I submit a reso-
lution for which I request immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be read, for the information
of the Senafte.

The resolution (S. Res. 187) was read,
as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Committee on Finance two thou-
sand five hundred copies of an analysis (part
T7) of the hearings entitled “Investigation of
the Financial Condition of the United
States,” held by that committee during the
85th Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request for the present
consideration of the resolution? The
Chair hears none.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, let me say that I
have no objection to the resolution, as I
explained to the Senator from New Mex-
ico, to whom I talked about this matter
some time ago.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President,
adoption of the resolution is necessary,
because the present stock of the hearings
has been exhausted. Five thousand
five hundred copies were printed; but the
requests made by Sena.tors have exceeded
that supply.

Therefore, I should like to have the
resolution agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 187) was considered and
agreed to.
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REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE—PRINT-
ING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS ON
CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLOR-
IDA PROJECTS, KISSIMEE RIVER
BASIN (8. DOC. NO. 53)

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Pres-
ident, I shall be glad to yield to the Sena-
tor from New Mexico [Mr. Cravez], if
he wishes to make a statement.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I would
plead with my good friend, the Senator
from Oregon, in connection with the re-
quest I have already made. I have re-
ported three bills from the Committee
on Public Works. I am not trying to use
the time available to any other Member
of the Senate or to take advantage of any
Senator.

After the committee has taken action
on the hills and after they are ordered
reported to the Senate, I think it only
fair that I be permitted to report them
to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to receiving the reports sub-
mitted by the Senator from New Mexico?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I desire to propound
a parliamentary inquir;,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon will state it.

Mr. MORSE, In reporting the bills
from the Committee on Public Works,
is the Senator from New Mexico placing
those measures in a position in which
they may be considered by the Senate,
under the rule, after they have been
before the Senate for the definite period
of time called for by the rule, which,
according to my recollection, is 3 days?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamentarian
that the measures reported are not gen-
eral appropriation bills; thus, the meas-
ures reported can be considered after 1
legislative day has intervened.

Mr. MORSE. Ithank the Chair,

I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico?

The Chair hears none.

Without objection, the reports will be
received, and the bills will be placed on
the calendar.

The reports are as follows:

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, without amendment:

S. 2362. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Army to convey to the city of Arling-
ton, Oreg., certain lands at the John Day
lock and dam project (Rept. No. 912); and

H.R. T125. An act to provide for a study of
the feasibility of establishing the President
Adams Parkway (Rept. No. 910).

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, with an amendment:

5.793. A hill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code in order to increase the
amount authorized for bridges over Federal

dams (Rept. No. 911).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico for the prinfing of a
Senate document?

The Chair hears none; and it is so or-
dered.
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PROGRAM ON MONDAY

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, does any other Senator desire me
to yield to him at this time?

If no Senator now desires that I

ield
5 Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the majority
leader give us some guidance and direc-
tion relating to the procedure on Mon-
day morning, in connection with Senate
hill 1748?

On Monday commence, after the
prayer, will there be a morning hour;
or will the Senate proceed forthwith
after a quorum call, to resume the con-
sideration of Senate bill 1748 and the
amendments thereto?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I am afraid
I cannot give the Senator that informa-
tion.

I should like to have the Senate have
a morning hour on Monday, and I should
like to have Senators be able to trans-
act the public business. But that must
be done under a unanimous-consent re-
quest: and I do not know whether the
request will be objected to or not.

I plan to make the request, as I have
done numerous times today, and for the
last several days.

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that on Monday, there may be
the usual morning hour for the transac-
tion of routine business, including the
submission of petitions and memorials;
and that statements in connection there-
with be limited to 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I suggest that, in view
of the lateness of the present hour,
we agree that the request be renewed on
Monday morning.

As of now, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I say to the
Senator from Minnesota that is the an-
swer to his question.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield further?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr., HUMPHREY. I understood the
Senator from Oregon to say that in view
of the lateness of the present hour, he
would prefer to have that request
renewed on Monday morning.

I have a feeling that the Senator from
Oregon will be cooperative.

Let me add that if there is objection,
then I understand that the Senate will
proceed at that time to resume the con-
sideration of Senate hill 1743, and to
consider the amendments to that bill, as
laid before the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, That is
correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The bhill is now
before the Senate; is it not?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That is
correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And if the Mem-
bers of the Senate wish to submit certain
routine business, a Senator who then had
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the floor could yield for that purpose—
unless, of course, there were objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes. Butif
a Senator objected, the Senator who then
had the floor could yield only for a
question.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes.

Let me state that I have a feeling that
we shall be a much happier body about
24 hours from now; in fact, I hope it will
not take even that long.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
hope so.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think we will.

I would

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

RESOLUTION OF COUNCIL OF
CHIEFS, ST. REGIS TRIBE OF IN-
DIANS OF NEW YORK

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp a resolution adopted by the
Couneil of Chiefs of the St. Regis Tribe
of Indians in New York State, relating
to the leasing of lands owned by that
tribe,

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
RECcoRbD, as follows:

“Whereas the American St. Regis Indian
Reservation in New York State is located
adjacent to the St. Lawrence River; and

“Whereas the sald Indian reservation
lands are the only lands still available in the
United States and east of the first locks in
the St. Lawrence Seaway for industrial and
commercial purposes; and

‘“Whereas the St. Lawrence Seaway has
made the avallability of such lands of tre-
mendous importance toward industrial and
commercial progress in the United States;
and

“Whereas, we, the Council of Chiefs of the
St. Regls Indian Tribe of American Indians,
recognize that possible leases of some of the
lands of our reservation in this area would
inure to the benefit of the tribal member-
ship: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That we, the Council of Chiefs
of the St. Regls Tribe of Indians in New York
State, residing upon our reservation at Ho-
gansburg, N.Y., recommend that legislation
be adopted by Congress declaring that lands
owned by the St. Regls Tribe of Indians may
be leased for such purposes and for such
periods as may be permitted by the laws of
the State of New York.”

The clerk of our: tribe is hereby directed
to forward a copy of this resolution to those
representatives in our U.S. Government and
other officials for the purpose that such leg-
islation may be adopted at the present ses-
sion of Congress or any future session.

Dated the 31st day of August 1959.

MARGARET C. LAZORE,
Clerk.

INTEREST RATE ON SERIES E AND H
U.S. SAVINGS BONDS—SUPPLE-
MENTAL VIEWS
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I send to the desk the supplemental

views of the Senator from Illinois [Mr,

Dovucras] and the Senator from Minne-

sota [Mr, McCarTHY], on the bill (H.R.
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9035) to permit the issuance of series E
and H U.S. savings bonds at interest
rates above the existing maximum, fo
permit the Secretary of the Treasury to
designate certain exchanges of Govern=
ment securities to be made without rec-
ognition of gain or loss, and for other
purposes. I ask unanimous consent that
the supplemental views may be printed
as a part of Senate Report No. 909.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. A parliamentary in-
quiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MORSE. The majority leader is
sending to the desk the supplemental
views of members of a committee which
has made and filed a report. Is that the
request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. MORSE. Ihave noobjection.

BILL INTRODUCED

A bill was introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

8.2650. A bill for the relief of Jadwiga
Kyzenewskl and daughter, Barbara Binienda;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE-
NUE CODE OF 1954, RELATING TO
TECHNICAL CHANGES IN CERTAIN
EXCISE TAX LAWS—AMENDMENT

Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr.
Doucras) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (H.R. 8725) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to make
technical changes in cerfain excise tax
laws, and for other purposes, which was
ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

HIGHWAY ACT OF 1959—
AMENDMENT

Mr. BRIDGES submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H.R. 8678) to amend the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958
to make certain adjustments in the Fed-
eral-Aid highway program, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and be printed.

LIMITATION OF APPLICABILITY OF
ANTITRUST LAWS TO EXEMPT
CERTAIN ASPECTS OF DESIG-
NATED PROFESSIONAL TEAM
SPORTS—ADDITIONAL COSFON-
SOR OF BILL
Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the name of

the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLaAs]
may be added as an additional cosponsor
of the bill (S. 2545) to limit the appli-
cability of the antitrust laws so as to
exempt certain aspects of designated
professional team sports, and for other
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purposes, introduced by me and other
Senators on August 17, 1959.

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

EDITORIALS, ARTI-
THE

ADDRESSES,
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

A statement by him in support of 5. 2540,
relating to automatic promotions of certain
officers upon retirement.

By Mr. KEATING:

Statement by him on the prospective sine

die adjournment of Congress.
By Mr. WILEY:

Editorial entitled “It's Time for Young
People To Learn That They Owe Something
to Soclety,” published in the LaCrosse (Wis.)
Tribune, on September 1, 1959.

News release prepared by him, entitled
“Wiley Says Laos Crisis Creates More Evi-
dence for Need of U.N. Police Force,” dated
September 6, 1959,

Text of broadcast recently made over Wis-
consin radio stations relating to the legis-
lative work of this session of Congress.

RECESS TO MONDAY AT 9 A.M.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate now stand
in recess until Monday, at 9 o’clock a.m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12
o’clock and 10 minutes a.m., on Sunday,
September 6, 1959) the Senate took a
recess until Monday, September 7, 1959,
at 9 o’clock a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER b, 1959

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Mark 5: 36: Be not afraid, only believe.

Almighty God, as we daily encounter
unknown and untried experiences, may
we commit ourselves to Thy divine provi-
dence with courage and hope, claiming
Thy promise, “I will never fail thee nor
forsake thee.”

We cannot ask for anything more and
dare not ask for anything less than the
assurance of Thy presence, Thy peace,
and Thy power in our longings and la-
bors to discharge faithfully and for Thy
glory the tasks and responsibilities which
are ours.

Help us to subdue and conquer every
self-centered ambition and desire and
may our minds and hearts be stirred
with new vistas of blessedness and new
visions of service for all the needy mem-
bers of the human family,

Hear us in the name of the Master
who went about doing good. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of ifs clerks, announced
that the Senate agrees to the amend-
ment of the House to a bill of the Senate
of the following title:

5. 2457. An act to provide equitable treat-
ment for producers participating in the soil
bank program on the basis of incorrect in-
formation furnished by the Government.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 2181) entitled
“An act to amend the Mineral Leasing
Act of February 25, 1920,” requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. Moss,
and Mr, ArrorT 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.
8575) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for military construction for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1960, and for other
purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate concurs in the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 2 to the above-entitled bill.

The message also announced that the
Senate recedes from its amendment
No. 1 to the bill (H.R. 7040) entitled
“An act making appropriations for
sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agen-
cies, and offices for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1960, and for other pur-
poses.”

The message also announced that the
Senate, having proceeded to reconsider
the bill (S. 2539) entitled “An act to
extend and amend laws relating to the
provision and improvement of housing
and the renewal of urban communities,
and for other purposes,” returned by the
President of the United States, with his
objections, to the Senate, in which it
originated, it was

Resolved, That the said bill do not
pass, two-thirds of the Senate present
not having voted in the affirmative,

LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order for the Speaker on Thursday of
next week, as well as the remainder of
next week, to recognize to suspend the
rules.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I shall have to object
until we know what bills are to come
before the House.

Mr. McCORMACK. Well, the gentle-
man, of course, is aware of the fact, or
ought to know—and I am sure he does—
that the majority leader, who happens to
be me, would keep the House advised as
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