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What Dr. Fisler says is certainly not true
of our soldiers generally but it is true of the
significantly large numbers who ylelded to
the brainwashing.

x

1 don't suppose anybody knows for sure
just what has come over so many of our
young Americans.

They don’t seem to believe in what we used
to call the homely virtues and the eternal
verities.

They know all about the faults of our
country and the weakness of our economic
system but we don't seem impressed with
the fact that we still have the finest civiliza-
tion this world has ever known.

These young people knit their brows and
shake their heads over the social injustices
in a nation that does not automatically pro-
vide economic security.

Angry young men write about the tyranny
of conformity and hard work.

What these people are expressing, without
knowing it, is their reluctance to take on
the responsibilities of freedom.

Freedom is for strong men and, with it,
must go self-reliance.

But most people can acquire the strength
when they acquire a full appreciation of
freedom.

The difficulty of appreclating freedom is
greater for the American people than any
other people on earth because we enjoy so
much of it with so little effort.

We have a tendency to see only the bur-
dens of freedom.

But there is good news for those who don’t
believe that freedom isn't worth the effort:
of all our responsibilities it is the easiest to
get rid of—all we have to do is elect the
men who are all too eager to take over the
problem of making our economic decisions.
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What can one say to & man who is weary
of being free?

You should remind him that every adult,
as a child of God, has the moral responsi-
bility to be free.

As a matter of fact the idea of personal
freedom came from the teachings of Jesus.

The entire Western World is rooted in these
teachings.

That is why communism must attack
Christianity.

Communism is a form of emotional de-
pendency upon somehody or something else
and the desire for security through obedi-
ence.

To the Communists, Christianity and self-
reliance are synonymous.

Their weapon against them is fear—the
fear of personal failure—the fear that drives
the individual backward to the childish in-
stinct for security.

But the self-rellant Christian is not de-
feated by fear.

He has, in his religion, a mother, a father,
a partner, a counselor, and a comforter,

There is, for him a different type of se-
curity through obedience—the security that
comes from obedience to God’'s will.

With God at his side the most deserted of
men do not feel alone, the most he-
leagured men do not feel fearful, because he
has the strength and courage that over-
comes panic and despair.

He does not fear economic hardship be-
cause in a Christian soclety there is always
Christian charity.

X1

To sum it all up what I am really trying to
say to you all is that a good index of
America’s belief in liberty, self-government,
and self-reliance is the strength of America’s
belief in God.
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And if faith in God is the foundation of
our civilization, the strength of our civiliza-
tion depends upon the strength of that
faith.

That is why, in spite of any of the super-
ficlal signs of character deterioration that
may occupy some of the headlines today, I
cannot believe that the American dream is
failing, because Christian faith is growing.

It may sound odd for a politician to say
that good government is to a great extent
a religlous problem, but good character is a
religious problem, and good government de-
pends upon the good character of its citizens,

There is evidence to back up the correla-
tion between Christianity and character: Not
one of the American prisoners in Korea who
had deeply religious convictions were suc-
cessfully brainwashed by the Communists.

XII

If America's problem were a highly in-
tellectual one, I would have less hope for
our future, because mass education at the
intellectual level is difficult.

But it is not an intellectual problem—it
is merely a matter of commonsense moti=
vated by good character.

Most people know what they are doing

rm:mg: in fact they feel a little guilty about
t.

And it is the American conscience that, I
believe, will guarantee our future.

It needs a little prodding, but it is still
a healthy consclience.

It needs a lot of self-appointed mission-
aries to talk as I have been talking, and I be-
leve those missionaries will appear.

I hope that right here, in this audience,
a few of them may have been enlisted even
as I spoke, Good luck and may God bless
you always.
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Rev. Joseph S. Johnston, D.D., min-
ister, Reveille Methodist Church, Rich-
mond, Va., offered the following prayer:

Breathe on us, Breath of God,
Fill us with life anew,

That we may love what Thou dost love,
And do what Thou wouldst do.

Father, in the brief compass of this
day we cannot do everything. But we
can do something. Help us to know
what are the important things, and to
do them.

Save us from loss of life through the
careless use of time, the waste of en-
ergy, the mishandling of our opportuni-
ties; keep our thinking straight and
true; and when we grapple futilely with
problems that seem immense, remind us
that in Thee is wisdom adequate for
every need. Thou hast dignified our
lives by giving us significant work to
do; save us from the foolishness of try-
ing to do it without Thy aid. Let these
moments of prayer be meaningful mo-
ments of waiting in which we attune
our life to Thy purposes, and then as
coworkers with Thee move forward to
establish the reign of Thy will where
we are.

In the name of Jesus Christ, we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. JounsoNw of
Texas, and by unanimous consenf, the
reading of the Journal of the proceed-
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ings of Wednesday, June 3, 1959, was
dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
nominations was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

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 (HR. T454)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1960, and for other pur-
poses, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 7454) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960,
and for other purposes, was read twice
by its title and referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour; and I ask unani-
mous consent that statements in connec-
tion therewith be limited to 3 minutes.

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

AGREEMENTS FOR RECOGNITION
OF SENATORS IN ADVANCE

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I
should like to raise a question with the
distinguished majority leader.

I observe that yesterday a Member of
the Senate reserved 30 minutes of time
today after the taking of the vote on the
bill authorizing appropriations to the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration. I would suggest that if we
fall into the habit of reserving time
ahead, although the amount thus re-
served could be for longer or for shorter
periods, it could run well into the future.
As a practice, I am afraid that would
certainly destroy the flexibility of Sen-
ate operations,

I would be reluctant always to object
to such a request—knowing, of course,
that, within reasonable limits, a Sena-
tor is able to obtain the floor at almost
any time. But I believe that a practice
of reserving time 1 day or 2 days ahead
would present some difficulties. So I
make this suggestion for the considera-
tion of the majority leader.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr., Presi-
dent, I am delighted to have the dis-
tinguished minority leader present his
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personal viewpoint. I quite agree with
him that it would be better if such re-
quests were not made. Of course, when
they are made, unanimous consent is
required; and at such a time each Sena-
tor who cares to exercise his responsi-
bility as a Member of the Senate can
object.

Had I been in the Chamber yesterday
at the time when the request was made, I
would have asked that it not be made.
However, I was not in the Chamber at
the time, I am sure the Senator from
Illinois would have done the same—al-
though I remember, I believe, that on
occasions the Senator has asked me to
follow that practice for some of the
Members on his side of the aisle.

I do not believe the public interest will
be hurt a great deal, either one way or
the other.

If a Senator obtains consent to be rec-
ognized for a specific length of time,
Senators who wish to hear his remarks
can be present at that time; Senators
who do not wish to hear his remarks will
then be on notice that they need not be
present. In any event, a Senator who
wishes to address the Senate can obtain
recognition.

However, generally speaking, I share
the viewpoint of the Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, I bring
up the matter only because it is a little
awkward, and sometimes it is offensive,
to object to a request by a Senator.

If a common practice of that sort were
to develop, it would present difficulties.
So, if it can be discouraged, I think that
will be helpful.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

REPORT OoN NUMBER OF OFFICERS ON Dury
WITH DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY AND ARMY
GENERAL STAFF
A letter from the Secretary of the Army,

transmitting a report of the number of offi-

cers on duty with the Department of the

Army and the Army General Staff on March

31, 1959 (with accompanying papers); to the

Committee on Armed Services.

REPORT PRIOR TO RESTORATION OF BALANCES,

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

A letter from the Administrative Assistant
Attorney General, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report prior to restoration of balances,
Department of Justice, as of May 25, 1959
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations,
IMPROVEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION OF TRANS-

FERS OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY

A letter from the Administrator, General
Services Administration, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to improve the ad-
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ministration of transfers of certain real

property for wildlife or other purposes by

repealing the act of May 19, 1948, and in-
corporating the essential provisions thereof
in the Federal Property and Administrative

Bervices Act of 1949, as amended (with an

accompanying paper); to the Committee on

Government Operations.

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR CoasT GUARD To ACCEPT,
OPERATE, AND MAINTAIN A DEFENSE HOUSING
FACILITY AT YORKTOWN, VA.

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize the Coast Guard to
accept, operate and maintain a certaln de-
fense housing facility at Yorktown, Va., and
for other purposes (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

OPINION IN CASE OF ALMA BLABON, ET AL. D,

THE UNITED STATES

A letter from the Clerk, U.S. Court of
Claims, Washington, D.C., transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the court’s opinion in the case
of Alma Blabon, et al. v. The United States,
rendered on June 3, 1959 (with accompany-

ing papers); to the Committee on the
Judiciary,
SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN

ALIENS

Two letters from the Commissioner, Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant ta
law, copies of orders suspending deportation
of certain aliens, together with a statement
of the facts and pertinent provisions of law
pertaining to each alien, and the reasons for
ordering such suspension (with accompany-
ing papers); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

GRANTING OF STATUS oF PERMANENT RESI-
DENCE TO CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
coples of orders entered granting the appli-
catlions for permanent residence filed by cer-
tain allens, together with a statement of the
facts and pertinent provisions of law as to
each alien, and the reasons for granting
such applications (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution of the Legislature of the State
of Florida: to the Committee on Appropria-
tions:

“HousE MEMORIAL 1657
“Memorial to the Congress of the United

States to provide sufficient funds for com-

mencement of construction of the West

Coast Intracoastal Waterway from the

Caloosahatchee River to the Anclote River,

Fla., at the earliest possible time

“Whereas the Florida Legislature has here-
tofore created the West Coast Inland Navi-
gation District by legislative action in 1047,
which legislative authority has been from
time to time amended; and

“Whereas Congress has heretofore author-
ized this project and did in the last Congress
appropriate $135,000 for advance planning
and engineering; and

“Whereas the Corps of Engineers of the
U.S. Army has reported that it will be able
to economically use $1,400,000 for immediate
commencement of construction; and

“Whereas studies have indicated that the
project is economically feasible and is in
the best interest of the citizens and taxpay-
ers of the particular area involved and of
the State of Florida in general and of com-
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merce generally in the TUnited States and
further justified on the basis of national de-
fense needs in having an inland waterway
connecting the great port of Tampa to the
already established waterway system of the
eastern Unlted States; and

“Whereas local interests have raised more
than 81,500,000 in local taxes to meet local
commitments and now stand ready and able
to carry out requirements for local inter-
ests, and the Legislature of the State of
Florida having just extended the taxing au-
thority of the West Coast Inland Naviga-
tion District for an additional 10 years to
insure full cooperation and participation by
local interests in the completion of this
great project: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Legislature of the State
of Florida, That the Congress of the United
States be and it is hereby requested to pro-
vide at the earllest possible time $1,400,000
as found by the Corps of Engineers of the
U.S. Army may be economically expended at
this time for commencement of construction
of the West Coast Intracoastal Waterway
from the termination of the existing cross
Florida waterway at the mouth of the Ca-
loosahatchee River, to the Anclote River,
Fla., during the next fiscal year and that
such funds be provided from time to time
thereafter as may be needed to pursue this
project expeditiously to completion; be it
further

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
dispatched to the President of the United
States; to the President of the U.S. Senate;
to the Speaker of the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives; to each of the ablest congres-
sional delegations in the U.S. Congress, the
Florida delegation; to the Chief of Engineers,
Corps of Engineers, Washington, D.C., and to
the Governor of the great State of Florida.”
mg‘i)led in office secretary of state June 1,

A resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Florida; to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

“SENATE COMMITTEE SUBSTITUTE FOorR HOUSE
MEMORIAL 180

“Memorial to the Congress of the United
States to pass a joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States reserving to the States ex-
cluslve control over public education.
“Whereas on January 27, 1059, Senator

TaLMaDGE, of Georgla, and others introduced

a joint resolution in the Senate of the

United States proposing an amendment to

the Constitution of the United States, re-

serving to the States exclusive control over
public schools; and

"“Whereas Congressman RoBert L. F. S1xEs,
of Florida, on the 29th day of January

1859, introduced a joint resolution in the

House of Representatives of the Congress

of the United States, proposing an amend-

ment to the Constitution of the United

States, providing that the judicial powers

of the United States shall not give the

Supreme Court of the United States the

power to overrule, modify or change any

prior decislon of that Court construing the

Constitution of the United States or an act

of Congress promulgated pursuant thereto;

and
“Whereas the Legislature of the State of

Florida is in accord with the purpose and

intent of these resolutions: Now, therefore,

be it
“Resolved by the Legislature of the State
of Florida, That the Congress of the United

States is requested to pass the joint reso-

lutions known as Senate Joint Resolution

32 and House Joint Resolution 201 of the

86th Congress, and that the Congress do

move with all possible haste to adopt the
said resolution and submit to the respective

States for ratification the proposed amend-

ment; be it further
“Resolved, That copies of this memorial

be dispatched to the President of the
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United States; the Vice President of the
United States; to the Honorable LyYNDON
Joanson, majority leader in the Senate of
the United States; to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the United
States and to SrEssarp HoLLAanD and GEORGE
A. SmatHERs, of Florida; and to Congress-
men Roseet L. F. S1xEs, WiLLiaMm C, CRAMER,
CHARLES E. BENNETT, A. SYDNEY HERLONG,
Jr., JaMEs A. HALEY, DaNTE B. FASCELL, PAUL
G. Rocers, and D. R. (BmLy) MaTTHEWS.”

(Filed in office secretary of State May 25,
1959.

A rgoncurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the State of Texas; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

“SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 1

“Whereas on the 19th day of May 1959,
James Hoffa, president of the Teamsters
Union, in a speech at Brownsville, Tex.,
threatened the Congress of the United States
with a primary strike all across the Nation
that will straighten out the employers for
once and for all if Congress imposed restric-
tive labor laws; and

“Whereas such a threat of a nationwide
strike constitutes a reprehensible code of
conduct so typical of Hoffa and his gangsters;
and

‘“Whereas such conduct threatens the very
foundation of our democratic form of gov-
ernment and maligns and degrades the Con-
gress of the United States; and

“Whereas the citizens of the United States
through their duly elected Members of Con-
gress are entitled to remedial legislation
that would protect them from such lawless
and irresponsible union leaders who, by their
threats, are in fact denying the supremacy
of government over their nefarious activi-
ties; and

“Whereas the people of this great Nation
are entitled to and must demand legal pro-
tection from such demagogs and maligners
of our Constitution, laws, and our Congress;
and

“Whereas the laboring men and women are
patriotic law-abiding citizens and should be
protected from a gang of labor racketeers
headed by Hoffa; Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Senate of the State
of Texas, of the first called session, the House
of Representatives concurring, call upon the
Members of Congress to enact restrictive
and remedial legislation that will afford pro-
tection to the people of the United States
against such enemies of our Government as
reflected by the threats of Hoffa and his
hoodlums; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be mailed to the members of the Texas del-
egation in the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives; a copy to Senator JounN L. Mc-
CLELLAN; and & copy to the Vice President of
the United States, Ricxarp M. Nixon.

“BEN RAMSEY,

“President of the Senate.

“WAGGONER CARR,

“Speaker of the House.

“CHARLES SCHNABEL,

“Secretary of the Senate.

“DoROTHY HALLMAN,
“Chief Clerk of the House.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature
of the Territory of Hawali; to the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency:

“SENATE CONCURRENT REsoLUTION 00

“Whereas the comfort and well-being of
many members of the armed services and
their families call for an early completion
of the Capehart housing projects within the
eity and county of Honolulu; and

“Whereas it is has come to the attention of
this body that there have been work stop=-
pages and slowdowns at such projects, thus
delaying early completion: Now therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the 30th
Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii, the

[sEaL]
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House of Representatives concurring, That
the committees on Capehart housing of the
Senate and the House of Representatives of
the of the United States be and
they are hereby respectfully requested to
conduct an investigation of work stoppages
and slowdowns of Capehart housing proj-
ects within the city and county of Hono=-
lulu, and particularly at Kaneohe, Oahu,
Hawall, and ascertain the reasons for such
stoppages and slowdowns; be it further

“Resolved, That certified coples of this
concurrent resolution be transmitted to
JoHN A. Bumrwns, Delegate from Hawail to the
Congress of the United States, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the Senate and the respective
chairmen of the committees of Capehart
housing in the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives of the Congress of the United
States.”

RESOLUTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONS
OF STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a resolution adopted by the
Long Island Federation of Women's
Clubs, Inc., relating to governmental ex-
penditures, and a resolution adopted by
the State Restaurant Liquor Dealers As-
sociation of New York, Inc.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

ResoLuTioN FroM LONG ISLAND FEDERATION
oF WoMEN’s CLuss, INcC., BELLEROSE, N.Y.

Whereas a rising tax rate adds to the cost
of Government, of consumer goods and of
services; and

Whereas such increases contribute to in-
flation: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Long Island Federation
of Women's Clubs, Inc, in convention as-
sembled this 15th day of May 1959, urges
our elected Representatives to resist the
trend toward mounting governmental ex-
penditures, and to work toward the restora-
tion of a sound fiscal policy; and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to the following: Dwight D. Eisenhower,
President of the United States, Richard M.
Nixon, Vice President of the United States;
majority and minority leaders of the U.S,
Senate and House of Representatives; Mem-=-
bers of the Senate and House elected from
Long Island; Nelson A. Rockefeller, Governor
of New York; majority and minority leaders
of the New York State Senate and Assembly;
members of the New York State Senate and
Assembly elected from Long Island.

Mrs. HAROLD A, BAUMAN,
Chairman.

RESOLUTION OF STATE RESTAURANT LIQUOR
DEALERS ASSOCIATION OF NEw YoRE, INC.

Whereas the 20 percent cabaret tax was
one of the levies imposed as a temporary
expedient at the time of the outbreak of
war; and

Whereas sald tax is a detriment to the
economic stability of that segment of the
restaurant industry which furnishes enter-
tainment for its patrons; and

Whereas over 40,000 musicians and em-
ployees could be put to work immediately
upon repeal of this onerous burdensome
tax: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the board of governors of
the State Restaurant Liquor Dealers Asso-
ciation of New York, Inc., in meeting as-
sembled at Garden City, Long Island, N.Y,,
this 19th day of May 1959, go on record as
calling for the immediate repeal of this un-
just tax; and be it further
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Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
forwarded to appropriate Members of Con-
gress and to the President of the United
States.

AnTHONY VISCIGLIO,
President.

Downarp J,. RIcK,
Secretary.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as follows:

By Mr. HILL:

S5.21056. A bill to amend the laws relating
to Saint Elizabeths Hospital so as to fix the
salaries of the Superintendent, Assistant
Superintendent, and first assistant physician
of the hospital, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

By Mr. ERVIN:

5.2106. A bill for the relief of Emiko
Nagamine; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. CHURCH:

8.2107. A bill to amend section 1 of the
Act of January 2, 1951, prohibiting the
transportation of gambling devices in inter-
state and foreign commerce; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

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

By. Mr. NEUBERGER.:

S.2108. A bill to provide for assistance to
the Klamath County School District, Oreg.,
in the construction of a high school build-
ing on the Klamath Indian Reservation; to
the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia (by
request) :

5. 2109. A bill for the relief of Edwin A,
Haddad; to the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. BEALL:

5.2110. A bill to authorize the Depart-
ment of Defense to indemnify its contrac-
tors against nuclear and other unusually
hazardous risks, to limit the liability of con=-
tractors so indemnified, and for other pur~
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request) :

8.2111. A bill to amend section 602 of the
Agricultural Act of 1954; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself, Mr.
MaGNUSON, Mr. EAsSTLAND, Mr,
ENGLE, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. STENNIS, and
Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

5.2112. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion into the United States of polluted
shellfish; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr, McNAMARA:

5.2113. A bill for the relief of George K.
Caldwell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

5.2114. A bill for the relief of Mathilde
Basenach; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BUTLER:

8.2115. A bill to amend chapters 2, 3, 4, 5,
6, and 8 of the Immigration and Nationality
Act; and

8.2116. A bill for the rellef of Aristivis
Eoukounaris; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. ENGLE:

8. 2117. A bill to amend section 304 of the
Tariff Act of 1830 to require that all cast
iron soil pipe and fittings imported into the
United States be marked with the name of
the country of its origin; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request):

S.2118. A bill to amend section 4488 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, to au-
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thorize the Secretary of the Department in
which the Coast Guard s operating to pre-
scribe regulations governing lifesaving equip-
ment, firefighting equipment, muster lists,
ground tackle, hawsers, and bilge systems
aboard vessels, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

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

By Mr. LANGER :

5.2119. A bill to provide automatic free
insurance for members of the Armed Forces;
to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. RANDOLPH (for himself and
Mr. Byrp of West Virginia) :

S.2120. A bill to authorize the establish-
ment of the Washington's Western Lands
National Monument in the State of West
Virginia; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. RANDOLPH:

5.J. Res. 105. Joint resolution providing for
participation by fthe United States in the
West Virginia Centennial Celebration to be
held in 1963 at various locations in the State
of West Virginia, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey sub-
mitted the following concurrent resolu-
tions, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

S. Con. Res. 44. Concurrent resolution rel-
atlve to the strengthening of the scientific
and technological progress of the free na-
tions through cooperation of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization; and

S. Con, Res, 45. Concurrent resolution rel-
ative to the establishment of an informal
advisory committee of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization.

(See the above concurrent resolutions
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
Wirriams of New Jersey, which appear
under a separate heading.)

RESOLUTION

Mr. O'MAHONEY submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 128); which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

Resolved, That the final report of the
Theodore Roosevelt Centennial Commission
be printed, with illustrations, as a Senate
document.

PROHIBITION OF TRANSPORTA-
TION OF GAMBLING DEVICES IN
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM-
MERCE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I am
about to introduce a bill, and I ask
unanimous consent that I may be
allowed to speak on it for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, since
1951 a Federal law has prohibited the
transportation of certain gambling ma-
chines in interstate and foreign com-
merce. The Johnson Act of that year
has effectively controlled the slot ma-
chine devices known colloquially as
one-armed bandits,
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The hearings of the Select Committee
on Improper Practices of Labor and
Management last year established that
the ingenuity of the gamblers has proved
equal to the challenge of the Johnson
Act. The time has come for a tighten-
ing of the Federal law to cope with the
new electronic and mechanical devices
which are in reality nothing more nor
less than horizontal slot machines.

I am introducing today a bill to make
two important changes in the Johnson
Act. The first is to add the “bingo” or
“in-line” pinball machines to the con-
trolling definitions in the act, and the
second is to close an obvious loophole
which has been used by gambling ma-
chine manufacturers to defeat the pur-
poses of the act ever since it became law.

The testimony before the MecClellan
committee about the “bingo” or “in-line”
machines established that these ma-
chines, which are made to look like
amusement-type games, in reality give
inereased odds on the insertion of addi-
tional coins and have foolproof payoff
systems which operate by means of meter
devices to record the payment of free
games in cash or merchandise, The wit-
nesses before the McClellan committee
showed that these machines have all
the fast play gambling features of the
one-armed bandit and some new ones
besides. Although it is illegal to operate
them in every State except Nevada and
part of Maryland, there nevertheless are
approximately 100,000 of them in use
throughout the country, and it is esti-
mated that the gross revenues from their
illegal operation are in excess of a quarter
of a billion dollars a year. This is the
money which feeds the cancer of organ-
ized crime in this country.

Mr. President, the proposed new defini-
tion would include any machine which,
by the operation of a chance element,
gives a player any change in playing odds
for successive plays or any recorded
credit.

This last provision separates the gam-
bling machines from the amusement
machines. Gambling machines must
perform three functions: Take the play-
er's money, apply an element of chance,
and control the return consideration or
prize, The subterfuge machines which
are not now controlled by the Johnson
Act because no coins, coupons or other
tangible evidence of winning are in-
volved, are set so that the owner of the
location can clear the machine of ac-
cumulated free-game credits in such
a way as to leave a record in the machine
of the number of free games so cleared.
This is an essential element of the opera-
tion in order that the owner of the device
and the location owner can account be-
tween themselves as to the winnings paid
out by the location owner to the player of
the machine. If there is no recording of
this information and the games can only
be played off, then the device is for
amusement only and would not be sub-
ject to my amendment or the original
Johnson Act.

Gambling is a key element in the crime
syndicates which operate in this coun-
try. The Johnson Act ought to be tight-
ened up in the way suggested.
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In addition to this amendment, a sec-
ond proposed amendment follows a
change recently made in the Federal
gambling tax law—title 26, United States
Code Annotated, section 4462—by pro-
viding that machines which otherwise
fall in the gambling category do not
literally have to be coin operated.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
that the Attorney General has recom-
mended legislative action along these
lines. I am informed, however, that the
bill which he has sent to the Congress
is one which has been questioned by re-
sponsible law enforcement officials as
technically insufficient to meet the in-
genuity of the manufacturers of these
evil machines. I believe the bill I am of-
fering will get the job done.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point in my remarks.

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

The bill (8. 2107) to amend section 1
of the act of January 2, 1951, prohibit-
ing the transportation of gambling de-
vices in interstate and foreign commerce,
introduced by Mr. CHURCH, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and ordered to be printed in
the Recorb, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
sectlon (a)(2) of the first section of the
Act entitled “An Act to prohibit transpor-
tation of gambling devices in interstate and
foreign commerce,” approved January 2,
1951 (64 Stat, 1134), is amended to read as
follows:

“(2) any machine or mechanical device
designed and manufactured to operate by
means of insertion of a coin, token, or sim-
ilar object and designed and manufactured
so that when operated it may deliver, as the
result of the application of an element of
chance, any money or property, any change
in playing odds on successive operations, or
any credit recorded beyond the immediate
duration of the play of such machine or de-
vice; or"”

Sec. 2. That subsection (a)(3) of the first
section of the Act of January 2, 1951 (64
Stat. 1134) is renumbered *(4)", and is fur-
ther amended by the insertion of a new
subsection (a)(3) reading as follows:

“(8) any machine or mechanical device
which is similar to machines described in
subparagraphs (a) (1) or (a)(2), and is op~
erated without the insertion of a coin, token
or similar object; or".

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 4488 OF
REVISED STATUTES, RELATING
TO REGULATION GOVERNING
CERTAIN EQUIPMENT FOR VES-
SELS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to amend section 4488 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, to
authorize the Secretary of the Depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is oper-
ating to prescribe regulations governing
lifesaving equipment, firefighting equip-
ment, muster lists, ground tackle, haw-
sers, and bilge systems aboard vessels,
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and for other I ask unani-
mous consent that the letter from the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury, re-
questing the proposed legislation, be
printed in the RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 2118) to amend section
4488 of the Revised Statutes, as amended,
to authorize the Secretary of the De-
partment in which the Coast Guard is
operating to prescribe regulations gov-
erning lifesaving equipment, firefight-
ing equipment, muster lists, ground
tackle, hawsers, and bilge systems aboard
vessels, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. MAGNUSON, by request, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

The letter presented by Mr. MAGNUSON
is as follows:

OFFICE OF THE
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., May 22, 1959.
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.

8Sir: There is transmitted herewith a draft
of a proposed bill to amend section 4488 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, to author-
ize the Secretary of the Department in which
the Coast Guard is operating to prescribe
regulations governing lifesaving equipment,
firefighting equipment, muster lists, ground
tackle, hawsers, and bilge systems aboard
vessels, and for other purposes.

The purpose of this proposal is to revise
the archaic and preclusive regulations relat-
ing to lifesaving appliances on ocean, lake,
and sound steamers and foreign vessels
through a consolidation and a broader ap-
plication of certain statutes which relate
to lifesaving appliances, firefighting equip-
ment, muster lists, ground tackle, hawsers,
and bllge systems aboard vessels.

Items contains in the International Con-
vention for Safety of Life at Sea, 1914, were
adopted as regulations by the Congress and
enacted into law by the act of March 4, 1915.
The 1914 convention was never put into
force due to the hostilities during World War
I. With the later ratification of the 1920
and 1948 International Conventions for the
Safety of Life at Sea, the provisions of Re-
vised Statutes 4488 should have bheen
amended to reflect the changes in lifesaving
appliances these conventions had adopted.
Rather than amending the law, the require-
nrents of the conventions were established
through promulgation of regulations pursu-
ant to the enabling provisions of Revised
Statutes 4488,

The detalled statutory regulations of Re-
vised Statutes 4488 are archaic today and re-
strict the progress of science and industry as
it applies to safety of life at sea. The pro-
posal would be a return to the basic enabling
statute without its encumbering regulations
but with its substantive amendments and a
consolidation of other laws closely related
and falling within the scope of the subject
matter covered. A memorandum attached
sets forth in greater detail the need for and
the nature of this proposal.

It would be appreciated if you would lay
the proposed bill before the Senate. A simi-
lar proposed bill has been transmitted to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The Department has been advised by the
Bureau of the Budget that there is no objec-
tion to the submission of this proposed leg-
islation to the Congress.

Very truly yours,
T. GRAYDON UPTON,
Acting Secretary of the Treasury.
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MemoraNDUM RE ProPosEp BiLn To AMEND
SECTION 4488 OF THE REVISED STATUTES, AS
AMENDED, TO AUTHORIZE THE SECRETARY OF
THE DEPARTMENT IN WHIcH THE CoOAST
GUARD Is OPERATING TO PRESCRIBE REGULA-
TIONS GOVERNING LIFESAVING EQUIPMENT,
FIREFIGHTING EQUIPMENT, MUSTER LISTS,
GrOUND TACKLE, HAWSERS, AND BILGE S¥s-
TEMS ABOARD VESSELS, AND FOR OTHER PUR-
POSES
As originally enacted Revised Statutes 4488

was essentially an enabling act, leaving the
detalls of specifications and methods to regu-
lations promulgated by the Board of Super-
vising Inspectors (now the U.S. Coast
Guard). This act was amended by the act
of March 2, 1889, which required the carriage
of line-carrying projectiles and the means of
propelling them. It was again amended by
the act of March 3, 1905, which required that
a life preserver be carrier on board for each
person permitted on board; also, this
amendment contained provisions penalizing
those manufacturing, selling or intending to
sell, unsafe lifesaving appliances or fire pre-
vention equipment.

Due to the hostllities of World War I, the
International Convention for Safety of Life
at Sea, 1914, was never put into force.
However, the Congress adopted certain items
of this convention as regulations amending
Revised Statutes 4488 (act of March 4, 1915).
At that time similar requirements were also
adopted to cover domestic vessels other than
those in river service. These latter were
covered broadly, the detalled requirements
being left to regulations of the supervising
inspectors.

With the ratification of the 1929 Inter-
national Convention for Safety of Life at
Sea, the changes in lifesaving appliances
(lifeboat equipment, increased buoyancy in
life jackets and ring buoys, increased number
of ring buoys, etc.) required were not incor-
porated in Revised Statutes 4488 as substan-
tive law. The changes were instead reflected
in regulations promulgated by the Board of
Supervising Inspectors pursuant to the en-
abling authority contained in Revised Stat-
utes 4488. This resulted in regulations which
were in many respects incompatible with
the law authorizing them, yet consistent
with international agreement.

The confusion was compounded upon rati-
fication of the 1948 International Conven-
tion for Safety of Life at Sea. For instance,
Revised Statutes 4488 sets forth details for
lifeboats with external buoyancy and col-
lapsible sides, whereas the 1948 convention
permits only internal buoyancy and fixed
sides. Revised Statutes 4488 requires an
oceangoing cargo vessel to have 100 percent
lifeboatage, whereas the 1948 convention
calls for 200 percent. As with the 1929 con-
vention, no attemnpt was made to amend the
detalls of Revised Statutes 4488, particularly
the regulations contained therein., Coast
Guard regulations issued under authority of
the enabling portion of Revised Statutes
4488 implemented the requirements of the
1948 convention.

Inasmuch as the greater portion of the reg-
ulations contained in Revised Statutes 4488
serve only to hamper an intelligent and
progressive administration of safety require-
ments as dictated by changing modern de-
mands, abolishment of the regulations is
long overdue. An enabling act with penalty
provision included will permit adherence to
international obligations and allow the flex-
ibility so sorely needed. Protection from
arbitrary or capricious regulations is ade-
quately provided for through the Administra-
tive Procedure Act,

The following statutes are either inade-
quate or unnecessary by reason of limited
applicability due to advances achieved in
science and industry or their supersession
by later laws of broader scope. They should
be repealed.

Revised Statutes 4470 (46 U.5.C. 463) : This
statute relates to requirements for steam
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smothering systems. Regulations governing
fire prevention and fire extinguishing are
promulgated presently under the broad au-
thority of the act of October 9, 1940 (54 Stat.
1028; 48 U.S.C. 463a). The statute is no
longer necessary.

Revised Statutes 4471 (46 U.S.C. 464) : This
statute relates to fire pumps on steamers
carrying 50 or more passengers, and on
steamers carrying passengers which also
carry cotton, hay, or hemp. It further re-
quires sprinklers on vessels of wooden con=
struction. The statute is archaic and its re-
quirements are considerably below present
standards set by the Coast Guard in regula-
tions promulgated under the act of October 9,
1940 (54 Stat. 1028; 46 U.S.C. 463a). The
statute is not necessary.

Revised Statutes 4479 (46 U.S.C, 472) : This
statute relates to the carriage of portable
fire extingulshers on steamers. It isin effect
an act authorizing promuilgation of regula-
tions but of limited scope. The statute is in-
adequate and unnecessary.

Revised Statutes 4481 (46 U.S.C. 474) : This
statute relates to lifesaving equipment for
certain river vessels. It requires, among other
things, that each passenger vessel should
have at least one “metallic lifeboat”. The
statute as written precludes use of plastic
or composition lifeboats. It has limited ap-
plication and has not been employed by the
Coast Guard in regulating lifesaving equip-
ment aboard river steamers. It is archaic
and unnecessary.

Revised Statutes 4482 (46 U.8.C. 475) : This
statute relates to the carriage of life preserv-
ers for passengers and crew on board river
steamers. Floats are authorized in lieu of
life preservers. The statute will be unneces-
sary in the event of enactment of the instant
proposal.

Revised Statutes 4483 (46 U.S.C. 476) : This
statute relates to the carriage of fire buck-
ets, axes and water barrels on board passen-
ger-carrying river steamers. It is archaic.
The provisions of the statute relating to fire
buckets and water barrels is no longer en-
forced and fire axes are required on board all
vessels pursuant to the provisions of the act
of October 9, 1940 (54 Stat. 1028; 46 U.S.C.
463a).

Revised Statutes 4492 (46 U.S.C. 490) : This
statute relates to the carriage of fire buckets,
axes, water barrels, life preservers and yawls
on board barges carrying passengers while
in tow of any steamer. The statute is
archaic. Its standards are below those pre-
scribed by the Coast Guard in regulations
governing lifesaving and fire-fighting equip-
ment aboard vessels generally. The statute
is too restrictive in its coverage.

Act of October 9, 1940, section 2(a) (b4
Stat. 1028; 46 U.S.C. 463a) : This statute is
in effect an act enabling the promulgation
of regulations by the Board of Supervising
Inspectors (now the Coast Guard) governing
fire prevention and fire protection. Inas-
much as Revised Statute 4488 in its present
form contains some fire protection require~
ments, combining the two statutes will elimi-
nate the need for this one.

Act of May 28, 1908, section 11 (35 Stat.
428; 46 U.S.C. 396): This statute requires
sea-going barges to carry certain appliances
(lifeboat, anchor, chain and preservers) of a
kind approved by the Coast Guard. The
statute is restrictive, precluding the pre-
scription of more modern equipment. The
statute lacks the flexibility necessary to
adequately administer a safety program
aboard this type of vessel.

PROPOSED WASHINGTON'S WEST-
ERN LANDS NATIONAL MONU-
MENT IN WEST VIRGINIA
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I

introduce, for appropriate reference, a
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bill to authorize the establishment of
the Washington’s Western Lands Na-
tional Monument in West Virginia. My
able colleague, the junior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Byro], joins in spon-
soring this measure.

It is our belief that our State is pos-
sessed of many historical and scenic
shrines and lands which can be given
additional and official recognition.

To some degree, Mr. President, the
State of West Virginia has been a part
of the country which has been overlooked
by millions of Americans who travel
from metropolitan and congested cities
to the countryside for rest and recrea-
tion—and a stimulus from a past when
pioneers opened for civilization a beau-
tiful land. In our mountains and val-
leys, and along our rivers, there are his-
torical values which need to be preserved
in our National Park Service domain.

George Washington is believed to have
owned, through grants and otherwise,
some 35,000 acres of land in what is now
West Virginia. These lands were along
the Ohio and Great Kanawha Rivers.
The proper preservation and marking of
these areas, with facilities to serve mil-
lions of our fellow citizens, can well be
accomplished on the western borders
and adjacent areas of West Virginia.

Mr. President, in the eastern panhan-
dle of our State, we have the Harpers
Ferry National Monument. Here in Jef-
ferson County is a facility which is being
visited by more and more persons each
year. In 1956 there were some 115,000
individuals who came to see and then
to appreciate the beauties of the land-
scape, the places of historical signifi-
cance, and the landmarks so closely re-
lated to the War Between the States.
A year later the number had increased
to approximately 170,000. In 1958 the
total was nearly 271,000.

It was my privilege, when a Member
of the House of Representatives, to au-
thor the bill to establish the Harpers
Ferry National Monument. I was
pleased to read in today's Washington
Star, in the interesting column con-
ducted by The Rambler, of his journey
to that historic area. He wrote, in part,
as follows:

Oh, the ride to Harper's Ferry.
delightful.

This is the centenary year of John Brown's
rald. He and his followers captured the
town on October 26, 1859. That was a year
and a half before the Civil War and had a
lot to do with bringing it on.

- - - - -

Most of the old part of the town is owned
by Uncle Sam, and the National Park Service
is doing its best to restore it. The arsenal
and the armory, the objects of the John
Brown raid, are gone, probably forever, de-
stroyed by retreating Confederates.

But they have restored the house of Rob=
ert Harper, who arrived in 1747 and started
the ferry across the Potomac and a row of
early 19th century houses alongside. They
will be occupied by NPS staff members,

They have torn down some buildings be-
cause they were not there in 1859. They
have removed tons of rubble and trash. The
deserted city is neat and tidy for visitors
who will crowd it this fall.

Frank Anderson, the National Park Service
ranger in charge, guided us up the steps to
St. Peter's Roman Catholic Church, a stone
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Gothic structure which is now a chapel of &
parish in nearby Charles Town. Almost
alongside it are the ruins of St. John's Epis=
copal Church, destroyed by fire decades ago.

The stone steps continue to the rock com-
manding the view of the confluence of the
Potomac and the Shenandoah, of which
Thomas Jefferson said, “The scene is worth a
voyage across the Atlantic. Yet here, as in
the neighborhood of the Natural Bridge, are
people who have passed their lives within a
dozen miles and have never been to see these
monuments of a war between the rivers and
mountains which has shaken the earth to its
center.”

Mr. President, on the eastern border
of West Virginia, we have a truly great
national shrine. It is practical to pro-
ceed to the passage of legislation to
carry forward a national monument on
the western border of our beautiful and
beloved State.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 2120) to authorize the es-
tablishment of the Washington's West-
ern Lands National Monument in the
State of West Virginia, introduced by
Mr. RanpoLH (for himself and Mr. BYRD
of West Virginia), was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purpose of establishing an area of national
historical importance for the benefit of the
people of the United States, the Secretary
of the Interior is authorized to acquire cer-
tain land or interest in land (including
structures and improvements thereon) in
the State of West Virginia for national mon-
ument purposes. The land so acquired shall
be selected by the Secretary of the Interior
from lands formerly owned by George Wash-
ington which are commonly referred to as
Washington's Western Lands, and from other
historic sites within the area.

Sec. 2. (a) The property acquired under
the provisions of the first section of this
Act shall be designated as the Washington’s
Western Lands National Monument and
shall be set aside as a public national
memorial to commemorate the historic role
played by George Washington in the expan-
sion of the frontiers of the United States.
The National Park Service, under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of the Interior, shall
administer, protect, and develop such monu-
ment, subject to the provisions of the Act
entitled “An Act to establish a Natlonal
Park Service, and for other purposes”, ap=
proved August 25, 1916, as amended and
supplemented, and the Act entitled “An Act
to provide for the preservation of historic
American sites, buildings, objects, and an-
tiquities of mnational significance, and for
other purposes”, approved August 21, 1985,
as amended.

(b) In order to provide for the proper
development and maintenance of such na-
tional monument, the Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to construct and main-
tain therein such markers, buildings, and
other improvements, and such facllities for
the care and accommodation of visitors, as
he may deem necessary.

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act.
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STRENGTHENING OF NORTH AT-
LANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the NATO alliance is 10 years
old. Leaders from NATO countries are
now gathered in London to talk about
the next 10 years, and ways to strength-
en the Atlantic Community of Nations.

As a military deterrent, the NATO al-
liance has in large part served its pur-
pose. No Communist advance has been
made in Europe since its creation. While
some question the adequacy of conven-
tional forces under NATO’s command as
a deterrent to brush fire wars, the overall
military development has been the most
successful aspect of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. But it is clear that
the military development of NATO,
which grew out of fear of Soviet advance,
has proven to be a much more cohesive
cement for the NATO alliance than the
more constructive aspects of economic,
political, and scientific cooperation.

Clearly, article 2 of the NATO pact
was designed to authorize broad coopera-
tion in nonmilitary fields. With this in
mind, I am submitting, for appropriate
reference, two concurrent resolutions,
The first proposes that it is the sense of
the Congress that the NATO organiza-
tion be strengthened in the sphere of
scientific cooperation and development.
It specifically proposes that the following
be considered:

The establishment of a NATO Univer-
sity and Scientific Research Institute,
jointly organized, managed, and financed
by all members of NATO, to provide ad-
vanced training to scientists from NATO
countries, conduct special research proj-
ects, and provide for the exchange of
scientific knowledge throughout the At-
lantic Community; the creation of an
adequate scholarship fund for students
to this NATO University and other uni-
versities in NATO countries; the estab-
lishment of a scholarship fund for young
students from underdeveloped areas of
the world, to contribute to the technical
advancement of these areas and to give
these students training in the politieal,
social, and cultural atmosphere of the
NATO nations; provision for a freer ex-
change of scientific and technical infor-
mation among the NATO countries; the
creation of a register of scientific and
technical manpower for the Atlantic
Community; and the creation of a NATO
fund for research projects in military
application and basic research,  which
have common interest or value to the
governments and peoples of the Atlantic
Community.

The second concurrent resolution pro-
poses the strengthening of NATO in the
informational field. It specifically sug-
gests that:

It is the sense of the Congress that the
President of the United States invite the
other governments which are parties to the
North Atlantic Treaty to establish an infor-
mational advisory committee of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization. This commit-
tee shall be composed of outstanding pub-
lishers, editors, writers, educators, and artists
of the member countries. The committee
shall meet annually, or at such other times
as may be deemed desirable or necessary, by
the North Atlantic Council. The functions
of the committee shall be to render advice
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and counsel to the member governments
on programs and projects which may more
effectively combat Communist propaganda or
emphasize the prinicples and ideals of West-
ern democracy to the nations of the free
world, and to stimulate, organize, and con-
duct under private auspices information and
cultural activities which will contribute sub-
stantially to the promulgation of the ideol-
ogy of free civilization as opposed to the
ideology of the Communist orbit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement I have prepared
explaining these concurrent resolutions
be printed in the Recorp at this point,
along with the text of the two concurrent
resolutions.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concur-
rent resolutions will be received and ap-
propriately referred, and, under the rule,
will be printed in the Recorp; and, with-
out objection, the statement will be
printed in the RECORD.

The concurrent resolutions, submitted
by Mr. WiLriams of New Jersey, were
received and referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, as follows:

S. Con. Res. 44, Concurrent resolution rela-
tive to the strengthening of the scientific
and technological progress of the free na-
tions through cooperation of the NATO
organization.

Whereas the Communist bloc has made
clear its determination to achieve ultimate
domination of the entire world, including
the United States of America; and

Whereas the Communist rulers hope to
achieve this goal by attaining gradually an
overwhelming preponderance of political,
military, and economic power; and

Whereas a major element in the Commu-
nist program for world domination is its
plan to achieve a general superiority over the
United States and the remainder of the free
world in the various fields of sclence and
technology; and

‘Whereas science and technology represent
the basic foundation of a nation's military
and economic power; and

Whereas the Communist bloc has demon-
strated during recent years an alarming
growth in its scientific and technological
capabilities; and

Whereas the economie, scientific and
technological progress of the free nations, al-
though potentially enormous, has been
seriously impeded by the fact that these
nations have pursued their individual pro-
grams and projects on a national basis; and

‘Whereas the parties to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization have declared them-
selves “determined to safeguard the freedom,
common heritage, and civilizations of their
peoples, founded on the principles of demoe-
racy, individual liberty, and the rule of law",
and have joined together to resist all forms
otdcommunist aggression and expansion;
an

Whereas these member nations of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization possess
a major part of the scientific and techno-
logical potential of the free world; and

‘Whereas the parties to the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization can no longer afford to
disperse their scientific and technological
efforts in a manner which would permit the
Boviet Union and the vassal forces of inter-
national communism to gain ground in the
vital scientific and technological race: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the President be urged
to invite the governments signatory to the
North Atlantic Treaty to join with the United
States Government in exploring the feasibil-
ity of adopting the following measures as
means by which the purposes set forth in
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article 2 of that treaty may be more fully
effectuated:

1. The establishment of a permanent North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (hereinafter re-
ferred to as NATO) University and Scientific
Research Institute, jointly organized, man-
aged, and financed by all the members of
NATO, for the purpose of (A) providing ad-
vanced training to scientists from the NATO
countries and other areas sharing NATO's in-
terest in freedom and social progress; (B)
conducting and directing special scientific
and technical research projects and programs
of mutual interest to the NATO countries;
(C) providing for the exchange and dissemi-
nation of scientific knowledge throughout
the Atlantic community, and the encourage-
ment of a common effort toward scientific and
technological advancement which ‘will be
sufficient to maintain for the indefinite fu-
ture the scientific and technological superior-
ity of the free world over the Communist
bloc; and (D) assuring that there will be
made available to all free peoples the multi-
plied scientific and technical benefits accru-
ing from this combination of effort and re-
sources.

2. In addition to the fellowship program
already being conducted by NATO, the crea-
tion, by joint contributions from all the
members of NATO, of an adequate scholar-
ship fund to provide scholarships to the
NATO University or other approved univer-
sities in nations which are members of NATO
for promising young scientific and technical
students from such nations, to be chosen
on the basis of competitive examinations.

3. The establishment of a fund, jointly
managed and financed by the NATO mem-
bers, for the provislon of scholarships to
young students from the underdeveloped
areas of the world, for the purpose of con-
tributing to the technical advancement of
such underdeveloped areas, and insuring that
outstanding students from these areas will
receive their training in an atmosphere of
freedom and will be made famillar with the
political, social, and cultural values of the
NATO nations.

4, The adoption of a directive to the
Sclence Committee of NATO that such com-
mittee undertake the formulation and rec-
ommendation to member countries of policies
and procedures designed to provide, with a
minimum detriment to security require-
ments, for a freer exchange of scientific and
technical information among the member
countries of NATO with a view to assuring
the maximum declassification and dissemi-
nation of useful information throughout the
Atlantic community.

5. The creation and maintenance by NATO
of a NATO-wide register of scientific and
technical manpower, in order to provide a
basis for the assessment and maximum util-
ization of the human potential of the At-
lantic community.

6. The creation of an adequate NATO fund,
based on common financing by all the NATO
governments, for the purpose of encouraging
and subsidizing sclentific and technical re-
search projects, both in the field of military
application and in the field of basic research,
which have common interest or value to the
governments and peoples of the Atlantic
community.

8. Con. Res. 45. Concurrent resolution
relative to the establishment of an informal
advisory committee of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization,

Whereas the current contest between the
forces of Communist imperialism and the
peoples of the free world is largely a struggle
of words and ldeas, a struggle of education
and culture, and a struggle of knowledge and
intellect; and

Whereas the Soviet propaganda machine,
by virtue of an enormous expenditure of ef-
fort in propaganda activities and by virtue
of a total disregard of factual considera-
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tions, has achieved certain outstanding sue-
cesses in this continuing struggle; and

Whereas the ultimate survival of free
civilization may depend to a very great extent
upon the ability of free peoples to communi-
cate thelr ideas and principles to one
another; and

Whereas the peoples and governments of
the Atlantic Community have a common in-
terest in resisting the spread of Communist
imperialism and in making known to the
remainder of the world the essential prin-
ciples and values upon which their civiliza-
tion is based; and

Whereas the governments of the member
countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization have already pledged themselves
to cooperation in political, social, and cul-
tural activities; and

Whereas the informational, edueatlonal,
cultural and artistic activities of the coun-
tries within the North Atlantic Community
are, by virtue of the essential character of
the societies of such countries, conducted
primarily by private individuals and insti-
tutions; and

Whereas the ability of the free socleties
of the North Atlantic area to compete effec-
tively with Communist propaganda depends
to a very great extent upon the initiative
and imagination demonstrated by these pri-
vate individuals and organizations in the
educational, informational, cultural, and
artistic flelds: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That it is the
sense of the Congress that the President of
the United States invite the other govern-
ments which are parties to the North At-
lantic Treaty to establish an informational
advisory committee of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. This Committee shall
be composed of outstanding publishers, edi-
tors, writers, educators, and artists of the
member countries. The Committee shall
meet annually, or at such other times as
may be deemed desirable or necessary, by
the North Atlantic Council. The functions
of the Committee shall be to render advice
and counsel to the member governments on
programs and projects which may more ef-
fectively combat Communist propaganda or
emphasize the principles and ideals of West-
ern Democracy to the natlons of the free
world, and to stimulate, organize and con-
duct wunder private ausplces information
and cultural activities which will contribute
substantially to the promulgation of the
ideology of free civilization as opposed to
the ideology of the Communist orbit.

The statement presented by Mr. Wir-
L1ams of New Jersey is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILLIAMS OF NEW
JERSEY

The NATO alliance is 10 years old. Lead-
ers from NATO countries are about to gather
in London to talk about the next 10 years
and ways to strengthen the Atlantic com-
munity of nations.

As a military deterrent, the NATO alliance
has in large part served its purpose. No
Communist advance has been made in
Europe since its creation. While some ques-
tion the adequacy of conventional forces un-
der NATO's command as a deterrent fo
brush-fire wars, the overall military de-
velopment has been the most successful
aspect of the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization. But it is clear that the military
development of NATO which grew out of
fear of SBoviet advance has proven to be a
much more cohesive cement for the NATO
alliance than the more constructive aspects
of economice, political, and scientific coopera~
tion.

Fear of aggression caused NATO in s
first decade to devote most of its energy to
defense purposes. This same fear brought
Greece and Turkey into the alliance, and
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thereby extended NATO into the eastern
Mediterranean.

But today, the threat of military advance
is not the only aspect of the Communist
offensive.

EKhrushchev’s announced goal to overtake
the West in scientific development and eco-
nomic accomplishment, his clear willingness
to use a disproportionate share of the So-
viet's economic means to penetrate the un-
committed nations of the world, and the
clear evidence of Soviet success in the sclen-
tific fleld constitute an equally dangerous
challenge in the long run to our security
than the hundred and seventy hostile army
division poised in Eastern Europe.

Of course, this is not to suggest we can let
down our military arm. The fact is we must
be prepared to fight Communist imperialism
on all levels. I sometimes hear debates as
to whether the military or economic chal-
lenge is the most dangerous. This reminds
me of posing the alternative to a man of
whether he would rather die of shock or by
bleeding to death. While some, with good
grounds, question the adequacy of our over-
all military ability to deter Soviet aggression,
whatever form It takes, my purpose here to-
day is to discuss the other aspects of the
Bovlet challenge, and the potential contribu-
tion NATO can make in meeting these chal-
lenges.

Clearly, article II of the WNATO Pact was
designed to authorize broad cooperation in
nonmilitary fields.

Many committees and subcommittees were
set up to work out blueprints for coopera-
tion, These blueprints have been drawn and
are on flle. They are wonderfully thought-
through documents that will soon be avall-
able for research on Ph. D. theses, but in my
judgment, it's about tlme we put them to
work.

Without exaggeration, I think that if we
do not provide more constructive types of
cement to hold the NATO Alliance together,
there is very serious danger that NATO in
the next decade will decline and possibly
even disappear. If we do not move forward
in the NATO Alliance in providing new
means of holding it together, in my judg-
ment we will slip backwards.

As a Member of the House of Representa-
tives, I submitted a resolution suggesting a
series of ways to strengthen -nonmilitary
cooperation under the NATO Alliance. Since
then, much has been accomplished, particu-
larly in fields of scientific development and
political coordination.

As the famous report of the NATO Com-
mittee of Three on Non-Military Coopera-
tion said in 1956, “The fundamental fact is
that the nation-state, by itself and relying
exclusively on national policy and national
power, is inadequate for progress or even for
survival in the nuclear age. As the founders
of the North Atlantic Treaty foresaw, the
growing interdependence of states politically
and economically, as well as militarily, calls
for an ever-increasing measure of interna-
tional cohesion and cooperation. Some states
may be able to enjoy a degree of political
and economic independence when things are
going well. No state, however powerful, can
guarantee its security and its welfare by
national action alone.”

On the political level there has been a
good deal more consultation than in the
past. The habit of collective discussion
seems to be growing, and that is certainly
a healthy development. But much more
needs to be done.

I am submitting today for appropriate
reference two concurrent resolutions, one
dealing with some ideas for scientific coop-
eration among the NATO members, the other
dealing with cooperation on the level of our
informational activities.

The concurrent resolution dealing with
scientific cooperation proceeds from the
rather well-established assumption that a
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widening of sclentific cooperation and inter-
change of knowledge among the NATO coun=-
tries would serve to hasten sclentific advance.

In addition, it proposes the establishment
of a NATO University and Sclentific Research
Institute to be jointly organized, managed,
and financed by all the members of the
NATO alliance. This university would first
of all serve as an additional symbol of NATO
cooperation. - In addition, it could serve the
very practical purpose of providing advanced
training to scientists from all NATO coun-
tries, and other areas sharing NATO’s inter-
est in freedom and social p ess.

Some may say that existing national fa-
cilities for sclentific training are adequate
‘and they should be strengthened, rather
-than establishing a new Institute. However,
in my judgment, we need to do both. The
evidence of Soviet advance is too clear to
warrant any halfhearted measures.

As Norman F. Ramsey, sclentific adviser to
the Secretary General of NATO, stated re-
cently, “The problem of science in the At-
lantic Community remains a challenge.
‘Much has been done by national efforts and
by international enterprise. Compared to
the past, the sclentific and technical co-
operation now existing among the NATO
nations is impressive. Yet, compared to
what is needed to be done, when we think
of the swift advance of Russian research—
even if Russia has yet to catch up with the
West in most subjects—then our efforts are
still too slow footed. The present is a be-
ginning but the challenge still remains.”

In addition to establishing a NATO Uni-
versity, the concurrent resolution suggests
that the present fellowship program con-
ducted by the NATO organization, which an-
ticipates 400 fellowships next year, be sup-
plemented with an adequate scholarship
fund to provide scholarships to the NATO
University or other approved universities
for promising young scientific and technical
students throughout the NATO area to be
chosen on the basis of competitive exami-
nations. Again, of course, the scholarship
fund would be supported by joint contri-
butions from all members of NATO.

Also, the concurrent resolution proposes
the establishment of a scholarship fund for
young students from underdeveloped areas,
either to the NATO University or to other
approved NATO country universities, for the
purpose of contributing to the technical ad-
vance of the underdeveloped areas of the
world, and also to insure that these prom-
ising young people receive their training in
an atmosphere of freedom, and are made
familiar with the political, social, and cul-
tural values of the West.

The concurrent resolution further pro-
poses that the Science Committee of NATO
be urged to set up a freer exchange of sci-
entific and technical information among the
member countries and to come up with
recommendations to the member govern-
ments for policles and procedures which
would assure the maximum degree of de-
classification and dissemination of useful
information throughout the Atlantic Com-
munity. Of course, this would be confined
‘by needed security considerations.

In addition, the concutrent resolution
proposes to the President that we explore
with our NATO allies the creation of a
NATO-wide register of selentific and techni-
cal manpower, and further that we explore
the creation of an adequate NATO fund
based on common financing for encouraging
and subsidizing scientific and technical re-
search projects, both in the field of military
application and in the field of basic research.

Mr. President, this concurrent resolution
suggests a series of ideas for consideration
by the Congress. I am hopeful that after
adequate discussion and thought some
version of this concurrent resolution could
be agreed to as a recommendation to the
President, thereby indicating the concern of
the Congress in this most important area.
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Mr. President, this concurrent resolution
is in accord with one of the major recom-
mendations of the President’s Committee on
Scientists and Engineers in thelr Decemger
1958 report. This recommendation urged
the coordination of scientific activities be-
tween the countries of the free world. It
reads as follows: “The Federal Government
at the White House level assume the re-
sponsibility for coordinating and stimulating
the Nation's efforts in the development and
utilization of highly trained manpower
* * * the coordination of governmental and
private efforts abroad further to develop and
better to utilize the pool of highly trained
manpower available to us and the friendly
‘nations so as to promote the most effective
-arrangements for maximum utilization of
these resources.”

Following sputnik there was a great na-
tional awakening to the challenge we face
in the sclentific sphere in the years ahead.
I am fearful, however, Mr. President, that
this national awakening has not resulted in
sufficient action. We cannot wait any
‘longer. Do we need a sputnik once a year
to realize that this challenge is not some-
thing that can be discussed for a few
months, and then pigeonholed?

It is long range and it is serious. Let us
take the opportunity of the up-coming dis-
cussions in London to advance thoughts
along this line.

Much is to be gained from more intensive
‘and extensive cooperation among the NATO
countries in the sclentific field. I believe
that a NATO University could serve the
‘highly desirable purpose of mobilizing this
potential for cooperation and put it to work.

My second concurrent resolution deals with
the problem of adequately communicating
the basic tenets of Western democracy and
civilization to the underdeveloped areas of
the world, and, indeed, to those who are now
enslaved by Communist imperialism. It has
been repeatedly said that the long-run con-
test between freedom and slavery will he
ultimately won at the level of the war be-
tween ideas. One of the great strengths of
our Western democracy s the diversity which
exists between nation states in cultural de-
velopment.

I would not suggest any effort to try to
adopt a coordinated Information program
between the NATO countries. This would
negate the very diversity that is our strength.
‘But I do believe that the NATO countries
could benefit greatly from a constant ex-
change of views on information programs
and on the current Communist tacties in the
informational field. Therefore, my concur-
rent resolution proposes the establishment
of a NATO Committee to explore types of
cooperation that might be appropriate in the
information field.

There are, of course, many other ideas that
have been advanced suggesting additional
cooperation between the NATO community
under article IT of the alliance. But I think
it's time that we do more than talk about
article II. If we do not provide additional
cohesion for the NATO Alliance I think we
run the serious rick of seeing it wither on
the vine in its second decade. We in the At-
lantic Community are now facing the su=-
preme test of our capacity to unite. Nothing
less than our survival may be at stake if we
fall In this test.

PRINTING OF FINAL REPORT OF
THEODORE ROOSEVELT CENTEN-
NIAL COMMISSION AS A SENATE
DOCUMENT
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,

the Theodore Roosevelt Centennial Com-

mission, created by Public Law 183, 84th

Congress, provided for an appropriate

celebration during the year beginning
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Qctober 27, 1957, and ending on October
27, 1958. The report of the Commission
is now ready, the work having been com-
pleted. The Commission will disband
as soon as the report has been sub-
mitted.

The President of the United States is
ex officio & member of the Commission,
as is also the Speaker of the House of
Representatives. Vice President Nixon
is chairman, and I have the honor of
being vice chairman of the Commission.
The membership included the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Munprl, Rep=-
resentative STEVEN DEROUNIAN, and Rep-
resentative Leo O'BrieN, both of the
State of New York. The members at
large throughout the United States are:
Mrs. Hazel H. Abel, Nebraska; C. Nor-
man Brunsdale, North Dakota; Hal
Davies, North Dakota; Hermann Hage-
dorn, director and secretary, New York;
Mrs., Sherman Post Haight, Connecti-
cut; Herbert Millen, Pennsylvania;
Lowell Stockman, Oregon; Oscar S.
Straus II, New York.

The career of former President Theo-
dore Roosevelt and the centennial cele-
bration are such that the report should
be printed as a Senate document.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be received and appropriately
referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 128) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

Resolved, That the final report of the
Theodore Roosevelt Centennial Commission
be printed, with illustrations, as a Senate
document.

ADDITIONAL TIME WITHIN WHICH
CERTAIN STATE AGREEMENTS
UNDER SECTION 218 OF THE SO-
CIAL SECURITY ACT MAY BE
MODIFIED—AMENDMENT

Mr. McCARTHY (for himself and Mr.
HumeHREY) submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (H.R. 213) to provide addi-
tional time within which certain State
agreements under section 218 of the So-
.cial Security Act may be modified to se-
cure coverage for nonprofessional school
district employees, which was ordered to
Tie on the table and to be printed.

NATIONAL ECONOMIC COUNCIL FOR
SECURITY AND PROGRESS—AD-
DITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of May 28, 1959, the names of
Senators Keating, PasTore, Young of
Ohio, Byrp of West Virginia, BEaLL,
Muski1g, and BARTLETT were added as ad-
ditional cosponsors of the bill (S. 2080)
to establish a National Economic Coun-
cil for Security and Progress to provide
planning and to ecordinate programs to
meet the Communist challenge in the
economic sphere, introduced by Mr.
WILEY on May 28, 1959.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE DISEASE LAB-
ORATORY—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SORS OF EBILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 1, 1959, the names of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Senators MacNUsoN, MURRAY, MORSE,
HumpHREY, and NEUBERGER were added
as additional cosponsors of the bill (8.
2086) to provide for the establishment
of a National Wildlife Disease Labora-
tory, introduced by Mr. Airorr (for
himself and Mr, CARrROLL) on June 1,
1959.

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE
ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE TO SUBMIT REPORTS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce be permitted until midnight
tonight to file reports.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I shall not
object—I inquire whether the minority
was consulted with regard to the request.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I request permis=-
sion for the filing of both majority re-
ports and minority views.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Washington? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC, PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete,,
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

By Mr. HILL:

Address delivered by him on the subject
“The International College of Surgeons and
the Health of Our People,” at Huntsville,
Ala., May 21, 1950.

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

Address entitled “Balancing the Moral
Budget,” delivered by Senator HUMPHREY at
the 18th annual Century Club dinner of
Harlem YMCA, at New York City on May
25, 1959,

By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

Address by Senator RAnporrH, delivered
at the Memorlal Day services, at Franklin,
W. Va., May 30, 1959.

Article written by Congressman CORNELIUS
E. GALLAGHER, member, Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, House of Representatives, entitled
“Berlin: City of Crisis Where Free Germans
Must Trade With Communists.”

By Mr. BYRD of West Virginia:

Statement on proposed legislation to ex-
pand the distribution of food to the needy,
made by him before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry on June 4, 1959.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

Memorial Day address delivered by Rep-
resentatives Georee M. RHobpes, of Pennsyl-
vania, at Womelsdorf, Pa.

By Mr. CLARK (for himself and Mr,
ScorT) @

Statement regarding forthcoming dedica-
tion of Albert Einstein Medical Center, Phil-
adelphia.

SEVENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
UNION STOCKYARDS CO. OF
OMAHA

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the
Union Stockyards Co. of Omaha was
established in 1884—75 years ago. This
diamond jubilee was observed by an
Omaha Chamber of Commerce public
affairs luncheon on May 21, on which
occasion Mr. A. Z. Baker, president of
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the American Stockyards Association,
delivered an address.

The founders of the company were
honored. The company itself was com=-
mended for its steadfast and competent
service to the livestock industry. These
efforts, together with the cooperation of
the entire community, and of the live-
stock raisers and feeders of Nebraska
and her neighbors, have brought to my
home city the rightful and proud title
of “World's Largest Livestock Market
and Meatpacking Center.”

In joining the many who recognize
and commend this three-quarter cen-
tury achievement, I should like to pay
tribute to the present management of
the Union Stockyards Co., and espe-
cially to Harry B. Coffee, who has
served as its president for the past 16
years.

Many of my colleagues personally re-
member and know him as a onetime
Congressman from Nebraska’s big Fifth
District—from 1935 to 1943. He made a
notable contribution to national legis-
lation by his independence and vigor.
He was a westerner and a cattleman of
the first order. But overall, he was an
American citizen interested in the ad-
vancement and improvement of his
country’s well-being along proven, his-
torical, and constitutional lines.

That is still his eredo. That is why
the Union Stockyards Co. has prospered
and served so well. That is why
Omaha, Nebr., and its neighbor States
have become better places in which to
live than they would have been without
a man like Harry B. Coffee. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
address delivered by President A. Z.
Baker, of the American Stockyards As-
sociation, entitled “Built on a Firm
Foundation,” be printed in the body of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

BuiLT oN A FIRM FOUNDATION
(Address by A. Z. Baker, president, American

Stockyards Association, at a public affairs

luncheon of the Omaha Chamber of Com-~

merce, May 21, 1959)

Upon the firm foundation laid by seven
courageous and farsighted men just 75 years
ago has been bullt a great institution which
has helped to develop the wvast livestock
and meatpacking industry, and the re-
sources of this community and these two
neighboring States, as it has become the
world's largest livestock market and meat-
packing center.

You honor them and their successors in
this celebration of the 75th anniversary of
the establishment of the Unlon Stockyards
Co., of Omaha, and you honor me in per-
mitting me to join you on this happy oc-
casion. You do well to especially honor the
president of that company, Harry B. Coffee,
for his outstanding service over the last 16
years in the development and management
of this tremendous enterprise.

An anniversary is the occasion for a pause
in the onward rush of time—to look back
along the road we have traveled and see how
far we have come and what we have built;
to determine where we are and how well we
are using our heritage to serve the present
and safeguard the future; and to look for-
ward as far as we can see to get a vision of
what lies ahead and how we may carry on.

The Union Stockyards Co. has published
a speclal and very attractive T5th annual
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report in which it has recounted the early
history of the industry, the laying of the
foundation for Omaha’s livestock market,
and the laying of the foundation for
Omaha's meatpacking industry. I am sure
all of you have seen and perhaps had an
opportunity to study the report; so it would
be presumptuous of me to attempt to re-
peat or rephrase any part of it. However,
from a lifetime in the livestock marketing
and meatpacking business, I know how
many people know so little about this great
industry. Even those who use or serve it,
and those who live nearby, sometimes seem
to understand it the least. Because of its
size and its ramifications, it seems to be all
things to all men.

I recall the story of six blind men who
went to see an elephant. The first ap-
proached the elephant, and, happening to
fall against its broad and sturdy side, at
once began to call “Why bless me; the ele-
phant is very likke & wall” And each In
turn, touching a different part of the ele-
phant, concluded that it was like a spear,
a snake, a tree, a fan, and a rope. And so
they disputed loud and long, each in his
own opinion exceeding stiff and strong;
though each was partly right, they all were
in the wrong.

I suspect any six men viewing the world’s
greatest livestock market and meatpacking
center would fail to understand or appreciate
the immensity or the importance of the dif-
ferent segments of this huge industry.

One person might view its location and fail
to appreciate the well-nigh ideal site upon
which the foundation of Omaha’s livestock
market and meatpacking industry was laid.
And yet you will appreciate the genius and
foresight of the founders who laid the
foundations alongside a great river; almost
astride the boundary between two great live-
stock-producing States; in the very center of
what was, and was to be, the greatest con-
centration of livestock production; almost
exactly midway between the Atlantic and the
Pacific coasts; and readily accessible from all
directions. As a result of its convenient loca-
tion and accessibility, last year livestock was
received from 31 different States and from
Canada, and forwarded to packers in 172
cities in 34 States and to livestock grazers
and feeders in 21 States and Canada. In ad-
dition to this, the packers making up the
meatpacking industry forwarded their
products in all directions, perhaps to every
State in the Nation and to many other
countrles.

From the farms of these 2 neighboring
States of Nebraska and Iowa in 1958 were
marketed 6 million cattle and calves, 191
million hogs, and 2153 million sheep and
lambs. The cash received by farmers from
the marketing of this livestock was nearly
$214 billion, or nearly 22 percent of the cash
received from farm marketings of livestock
for the whole United States.

In the same year, the commercial slaughter
of cattle and calves in these two States was
nearly 17 percent of the total of the Nation;
hog slaughter was nearly 224 percent of the
total; and sheep and lamb slaughter was
nearly 15 percent of the total. The total live
welght of all this slaughter amounted to
19.4 percent of the total for the United
States.

Ninety percent of the total receipts of live-
stock at the Omaha Union Stockyards comes
from the two adjoining States of Nebraska
and Iowa, but the States of Wyoming, South
Dakota, KEansas, Texas, Oklahoma, Colorado,
Minnesota, and Montana also supply sub-
stantial numbers of livestock.

The total livestock receipts at the Omaha
Union Stockyards in 1958 from Nebraska was
equivalent to 59 percent of the total market-
ings of cattle and calves, 41 percent of the
total marketings of hogs, and 48 percent of
the total marketings of sheep and lambs from
that State. The Omaha market received from
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Jowa 17 percent of Iits total marketings of
cattle and calves, and 11 percent of its
marketings of hogs, sheep, and lambs.

Another person might be impressed by the
physical structures and facilities which make
up this giant industry. He might see only
the modern, well-designed, well kept, and
efficlently operated livestock marketing fa-
cilities spread over 200 acres providing “hotel
accommodations” for the continuous stream
of livestock coming to this market; the con-
venient receiving facilitles for the prompt
unloading of thousands of railroad cars and
many more thousands of motor trucks with
124 rail chutes, 72 truck chutes devoted to
this service; the 22 miles of alleys through
which the livestock is driven to the pens of
the consignees; the 6,339 pens in the cattle,
hog, and sheep divisions into which live-
stock is yarded for feed, water, rest, prep-
aration for sale, and sale to the best buyers;
the modern scales upon which the livestock
is weighed by employees of the stockyard
company with utmost care and accuracy;
the vast storage areas for holding the live-
stock until it is delivered to the buyer; the
loading facilities for safe and prompt loading
and shipping of the livestock and alleyways
through which the livestock can be driven
to the adjacent slaughterhouses; the 30 miles
of railroad tracks operated by the subsidiary
terminal railroad, the connecting link he-
tween the livestock market and meatpacking
industry and the varlous railroads serving
the community; or fail to see, because of the
remarkable cleanliness that prevails, the 22
miles of water lines and 23 miles of sewers
which serve the property. Perhaps flrst of
all and always, he would see and be impressed
by the imposing Livestock Exchange Build-
ing which houses the various agencies en-
gaged in business at the world’s greatest
livestock market and meatpacking center.
He might see all these things; but he might
fall to appreciate their use,

He would see and be impressed with the
extent of the huge meatpacking Industry
located adjacent to the livestock market and
constituting the world’s largest meatpacking
center with 18 individual companies, includ-
ing 4 large national packing companies
slaughtering all classes of livestock, which
slaughtered last year more than 5 million
head of livestock. And here again seeing
all these physical things, he might fail to
realize that it is people who make them
useful.

Another person viewing this great live-
stock market and meatpacking center com-
posed of scores of independent agencies might
fail to appreciate the functions which they
perform and the services by which they are
accomplished, for a terminal livestock mar-
ket, typified by the market operated and
conducted by the Union Stockyards Co. of
Omaha, is a coordination of many inde-
pendent specialized agencies performing
well-defined and special functions, making
up a unified market, serving the livestock
industry on one hand and the slaughtering
and meatpacking industry on the other.

There are 40 separate commission firms or
market agencies registered and bonded by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture engaged
in the business of selling livestock on a
commission basis at this market.

Then there are more than 30 major regis-
tered and bonded order buyers and dealers
engaged in buying livestock on a commission
basis for packers and feeders at other points
or in buying and selling livestock for their
own accounts.

In addition, there are a Livestock Ex-
change, a Traders’ Exchange, a Livestock
Foundation, and numerous other agencies
engaged in various services for the indus-
try.

gh.ch of the 18 packers is an independent
company or firm.

The 500 employees of the Unlon Stock-
yards Co. and its subsidiary, the employees
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of the various agencies making up the mar-
ket, and the hundreds of employees of the
packing companies constitute a sizable part
of this community. The income for goods
produced and services rendered in this in-
dustry is a vital element in the economic
life of the community.

The principal function of a livestock mar-
ket, such as this one, is to convert livestock
into dollars, To do this efficiently and effec-
tively, it must assemble a large volume of all
kinds of livestock from a wide area and at-
tract buyers from the adjacent packing-
houses and from other localitles so that there
will be an ample supply of the various kinds
of livestock to meet the demands of the
slaughtering industry and enough buyers
wanting different kinds of livestock to absorb
the entire supply at reasonable prices, In
carrying out its function of converting live-
stock into dollars, the market undertakes to
provide suitable facilities and every proper
safeguard and condition enabling, encour-
aging, and requiring buyers and sellers to
negotiate the conversion of livestock into the
proper number of dollars under fair and
favorable conditions so that the full num-
ber of dollars will be returned to the pro-
ducer. The market is a public market to
which any livestock producer may consign
his livestock at any time for sale in open
competition with other livestock producers
to buyers who also are in open competi-
tion with other buyers; and to which all buy-
ers may come and bid upon the livestock
offered for sale. It is a competitive market
with competition among sellers, among buy-
ers, and even with other markets and mar-
keting systems. It is a reliable market
policed by the stockyard owner who is
neither the seller nor the buyer but the third
man in the ring, who provides the facilities
and requires that they be used fairly, who
welghs the livestock, and safeguards the live-
stock while in the stockyards. It Is a regu-
lated market under supervision and regula-
tion by agencies of the U.S., Department of
Agriculture to assure reasonable facilities,
services, and charges and fair practices with-
out discrimination in any respect.

Another major function of the market,
which may not be appreciated by the casual
observer, is the determination of values of
livestock reflecting total and real supply and
demand resulting from the negotiation In
open competition between qualified, experi-
enced, and well-informed sales agents repre-
senting the producers, and buyers represent-
ing the packers and slaughterers.

A third function Is the communication of
reliable information regarding prices and
conditions of sale of livestock to producers to
guide them in their production and market-
ing programs, to slaughterers to guide them
in their day-to-day purchasing and slaugh-
tering policies, to distributors to acquaint
them with supplies of the different kinds and
grades of meat, and even to the consumers
to acquaint them with the immediate and
prospective supplies of different kinds of
meat to influence their buying and meat
consumption.

Equally complicated and unappreciated are
the functions of the slaughterer, the meat-
packer, the processor, and the distributor
who must move into consumptive channels
all the livestock offered. Some packers limit
their operations to a particular kind of live-
stock and to a particular trade with a selec-
tive demand and consequently follow selec-
tive livestock buying policies: some slaughter
all classes and grades of livestock and under-
take to find buyers for the product in one
place or another; while some packers con-
fine their operations in local areas, some
distribute their products over the entire
country and even into other countries.

The functions and services performed by
this great livestock market and meatpacking
center are public services benefitting the
livestock industry, the consumers, and the
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friendly community In which they are
located.

Another person might fail to appreciate
that the foundation for this great enterprise
was laid in the past by people who recognized
the need for a livestock market and a meat-
packing center in this particular locality,
who recognized the need for adequate struc-
tures to permit efiicient operation of a live-
stock market and a packing industry; and
who took steps to provide the physical facil-
ities in which the business could be carried on
and found the way to develop the industry
and put the facilities into efficient and effec-
tive use. Because of the firm foundation, it
has been possible to build an enduring
structure.

Another person might fail to recognize the
immensity of the present operations; but I
am sure everyone of you is acquainted with
the developments during the present era
of some 16 years, and the aggressive manage-
ment program which has brought this indus-
try to its present status as the world's largest
livestock market and meatpacking center.

In this 16-year period nearly 96!, million
head of livestock have been marketed at the
Omaha Union Stockyards. Although the
volume of sheep and lambs has declined
along with the decline in production, there
has been a substantial increase in the vol-
ume of cattle receipts. Calf and hog receipts
have changed very little. In spite of the
large volume of hogs marketed at interior
Iowa and southern Minnesota points, which
has grown to more than 16 million head per
year in this period, the Omaha market has
maintained a rather constant volume of
around 3 million head of hogs.

In this present period the company has
met changed and changing conditions with
changes in its facllities and services. It has
met decentralization, disintegration, dishar-
mony in marketing, and other conditions, by
coordination of functions and operations.
It has met competition of other markets,
marketing systems, and marketing practices
by improved and more effective services. It
has met increased costs with increased effi-
ciency. It has maintained and improved fa-
cilities and services, kept rates and charges
to users within reasonable limits, and earned
a modest net profit for its owners. The 75th
annual report shows the soundness of its
present operations.

A sixth person might not see the future
of this great enterprise. He might wonder
about the effect of so-called vertical integra-
tion; but he should understand that this
market can match the advantages of integra-
tion with even greater advantages of coordi-
nation of independent specialized agencies,
serving both the producer and the consumer
as well as the intermediate marketing and
processing agencies, while preserving the in-
dependence of the producer and the consu-
mer to determine the conduct of their own
enterprise.

He might wonder about the disintegration
of the livestock marketing and meatpacking
industry; and fail to appreciate that this
particular livestock market and meatpack-
ing center has been developed in the face of
these conditions and can, by its efficient and
effective service, meet, and even surpass, the
less efficient and less effective services offered
by disintegrated segments of the industry.

He might wonder about the possible shift
of livestock production to other areas;, and
again fail to appreciate the opportunities for
economical livestock production in the gen=-
eral area of this livestock market and pack-
ing center, with proper coordination of sup-
ply and demand, production and marketing
to meet the challenges of other areas.

And he might wonder about the develop-
ment of other systems of marketing; and fail
to appreciate the vital service performed
by this market throughout its history, and
by similar markets in other sections of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

country, which has helped to develop, and
will be needed even more in the future to
preserve and maintain a healthy livestock
industry, an efficlent and effective competi-
tive marketing system, a prosperous com-
munity, and an adequate supply of meat for
all the consumers, at reasonable prices, in
the days of the future.

The world's largest livestock market and
meatpacking center has been built on a firm
foundation; it is strong and healthy; but it
must be understood and defended, if it is
to prosper and contribute to the welfare of
the livestock industry, the community and
the Nation.

I hope unlike the six blind men, in every
kind of meeting, when disputants convene,
you will have an understanding of what
each other means and talks about & stockyard
each one of you has seen.

THE PRACTICE OF RELIGIOUS DIS-
CRIMINATION AGAINST AMERI-
CAN CITIZENS IN EMPLOYMENT

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, on
May 18 of this year, an article appeared
in the Washington Post and Times Her-
ald, stating that pressures brought by the
Government of Saudi Arabia are induc-
ing certain American corporations to
practice religious discrimination against
American citizens in employment and in
business dealings with other American
firms. The article suggested that such
discrimination may constitute violations
of certain State laws. Most significantly,
it was reported that our Department of
State had told a New York State law-
enforcement agency that religious dis-
crimination by the Arabian American Oil
Co. is a consequence of Saudi Arabia’s
attitude toward Jews, which in turn,
is a consequence of tensions in the Mid-
dle East. It was reported that the
Department advised the New York
agency, the State commission against
discrimination, that a finding by the
commission that the employment poli-
cies of the Arabian American Qil Co.
are in violation of New York law would
prejudice the company’s operations in
Saudi Arabia and would probably ad-
versely affect other U.S. interests there
as well.

Mr. President, American diplomacy is
but a tool designed to serve and safe-
guard our national honor, and secure
the values of our country, including a
cardinal principle of our creed—the be-
lief in human dignity and equality. Al-
ways, the power our Nation has acquired
in world affairs should be put to work
in the cause of justice, not diminished by
a confused appraisal of narrow, short-
range expediency. Very properly, the
United States is scrupulous about non-
interference in the internal affairs of
other nations. The United States should
be equally scrupulous about the rights
of the American people to be free, in
our internal affairs, from foreign inter-
ference.

The Senate has a traditional policy on
these fundamental questions, and has
expressed itself time after time on them.
The issues implicit in this matter of
religious discrimination against Ameri-
can citizens are so significant that I be-
lieve the Senate and the public should
have access to all available information.

June 4

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that correspondence in which I have
participated with the Department of
State, consisting of four letters, be
printed in the REcorp, following my
remarks.

There being no objection, the corre-
spondence was ordered to be printed in
the REcoRrD, as follows:

May 21, 1959,
Hon. CHrISTIAN A. HERTER,
Secretary of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: On Monday, May 18,
1959, the Washington Post and Times Herald
published a news article from United Press-
International. According to the article, the
Arabian American Oil Co. (ARAMCO), a
U.S. corporation, does not employ or refuses
to hire American citizens of the Jewish faith.
ARAMCO's employment policy, the article
reports, applies to positions in this country,
as well as to positions in Saudi Arabia. In
addition, the New York Supreme Court will
decide shortly whether the employment pol-
icy of ARAMCO violates New York antidis-
crimination statutes.

The news article indicates that ARAMCO
has ceased its business relationships with
certain American corporations in whose
economic life Americans of Jewish faith
play a significant role, The Philco Corp.,
which formerly sold electronic equipment to
ARAMCO, is one such corporation, accord-
ing to the press. Charges have been made
that American corporations in which Jews
may not play a significant role but which
deal with businesses located in Israel have

“been placed under Saudi Arabia pressures

and boycotts,

I am informed that the alleged policies of
ARAMCO, enumerated above, are the conse-
quence of actions or threatened actions by
the Government of Saudi Arabia. If the
article prepared by United Press-Interna-
tional is correct, Assistant Secretary of State
Rountree intervened through correspond-
ence he addressed to the New York State
Commisison Against Discrimination, which
urged the commission to exempt ARAMCO
from the operation of the New York anti-
discrimination laws.. Moreover, Mr. Lincoln
White, press officer of the Department of
State, is reported to have issued a press re-
lease in which he characterized Arab efforts
to enforce economic sanctions against our
fellow Americans of the Jewish faith as an
outgrowth of conflict created between Israel
and her Arab neighbors.

As you will appreciate—particularly in
view of past action by the Senate on the basic
questions involved in this matter—I regard
the recent newspaper reports as being of great
potential importance. In so saying, I am
thinking not only of the consequences the
situation as reported may have to the Jewish
community, but also of other religious groups
and of racial groups, too, which might be
affected one day by a precedent arising from
the Saudi Arabia-ARAMCO situation.

Accordingly, I amr seeking all the available
facts, in order to put the problem in the
most appropriate perspective. Therefore,
your comments or materials or documents,
including the reported letter of Assistant
Secretary Rountree and the reported press
release or statement of Mr. White, would be
of interest and assistance to me, if they can
be made available.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely yours,
E. L. BARTLETT.
JUNE 1, 1959,
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I have for reply

your letter of May 21 to the Secretary of State
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regarding certain allegations arising out of
a case brought by the American Jewish Con=
gress against the Arablan American Oil Co.
in New York State.

As has been indicated in the press, the
American Jewish Congress has appealed to
the New York State Supreme Court an earlier
decision of the New York State Commission
Against Discrimination with respect to the
Arabian American Oil Co. You will, I am
sure, appreciate that it would not be ap-
propriate for the Department to comment on
the substance of a case which is currently
before the courts of a State.

I attach for your information a copy of the
letter which the Department, over the sig-
nature of Assistant Secretary Rountree, sent
to the New York State commission. You
will note that this letter was in response to
inguiries from the commission and was in-
tended to present the facts of the situation
in Saudi Arabia as we understood them. It
was not in any sense intended as a recom=-
mendation to the commission and was solely
concerned with the situation in Saudi Arabia,
without reference to the situation in New
York State.

I also attach for your information a tran-
seript of the comments which Mr. Lincoln
White made to the press in this same matter.
Mr. White did not issue a formal release nor
did he comment on the relationship of this
problem to the conflict between Israel and her
Arab neighbors.

It is true, however, that the restrictions
affecting persons of the Jewish faith which
have arisen in certain countries of the Arab
world are to a large extent the result of the
tensions arising from this conflict. The
United States has continually sought, both
directly and through the United Natlons, to
lessen these tragic tensions. At the same
time this Government has, as occasions for
effective representation have arisen, im-
pressed upon the foreign governments con-
cerned our deep concern over the continua-
tion for whatever reason of restrictions tend-
ing to curb the opportunities for trade and
travel of any of our citizens. You may be
sure that the Department does not acquiesce
in or condone the actions of foreign govern-
ments which may tend to discriminate
against groups of American citizens.

Sincerely yours,
‘WiLriaMm B. MACOMBER, JR.,
Assistant Secretary
(For the Acting Secretary of State).

SEPTEMBER 23, 1957.
Mr. ELMER A. CARTER,
Commissioner, State Commission Against
Discrimination, New York, N.Y.

Dear Mr. Carter: I refer to your letter of
September 5 to Secretary Dulles concern=-
ing the verified complaint of the American
Jewish Congress against the Arabian Ameri-
can Oil Co. With regard to the specific ques-
tions you asked the Secretary in this com-
munication, the following replies are per-
tinent:

1. Saudi Arabia does not permit persons
of the Jewish faith to work in Saudi Arabia.

2, Saudi Arabia requires a visa for en-
trance and does not issue visas to persons
of the Jewish faith.

3. The United States does not discrimi-
nate in the issuance of passports among its
citizens on grounds of race, color or creed.

4. Any finding by the Commission which
would compel ARAMCO to employ persons
of the Jewish faith in Saudi Arabia could
hardly be made effective in view of the
known attitude of the Saudi Government.
Efforts by ARAMCO to implement such a
finding would most certainly prejudice the
company's operations in that country and
would probably adversely affect other United
States interests there as well,
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The Department has long been aware of
the difficult problems presented by the re-
luctance of the Saudi Government to permit
individuals of the Jewlsh faith, regardless of
nationality, to enter Saudi Arabia. The De-
partment has on appropriate occasions made
representations to the Saudi Government
regarding this problem but continuing ten-
sions in the area; largely resulting from the
Arab-Israel conflict, have so far prevented
any improvement in the Saudi attitude. This
Government will continue to seek an im-
provement in this situation as opportunities
to do so arise. In the meantime, any im-
mediate change in current Saudi Arabian
policies on this issue would not appear likely.

I trust that the foregoing will be helpful
to you In your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely yours,
Wirriam M. ROUNTREE,
Assistant Secretary, Near East, South
Asian, and African affairs.
June 3, 19569.
Mr. WiLLIAM B. MACOMEER, Jr.,
Assistant Secretary of State,
Department of State,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Macomeer: Your letter of June 1
regarding the restrictions which Saudi
Arabla has sought to apply against Amerl-
cans of the Jewish faith is appreciated. Al-
though your letter does not discuss allega-
tions that Saudi Arabia has applied eco-
nomiec sanctions against American corpora-
tions which hire Jews to work in the United
States, against American corporations which
are controlled or directed by Jews, and
agalnst American corporations which deal in
Israel, it is responsive to my request for in-
formation regarding the role of the Depart-
ment of State in the New York judicial
proceedings against the Arabian American
Oil Co. (ARAMCO). These proceedings re-
sult from a complaint by the American
Jewlsh Congress that ARAMCO has violated
New York law prohibiting discrimination in
employment on the basis of religion.

Even without reference to the reported
efforts of Saudi Arabia to interfere in the
internal economic and political life of the
American people, the refusal of Saudi Arabia
to accept the admission of Jews to Saudi
Arabla—even as part of our military com-
ponents—is a serious matter that compro-
mises our national honor. Of course, I am
speaking Iin reference to the legitimate de-
sire of American Jews to enter Saudi Arabia
for tourist, business, educational, or publie
service purposes. I am glad that the De-
partment of State recognizes the fundamen-
tal nature of the problem and is working
toward its solution.

In a legal sense, however, your comment
that Saudi Arabia’s restrictions against
American Jews is a product of conflict and
tragic tensions between Israel and the Arah
world is, of course, a nonsequitur. First, an
armistice is in force between Israel and her
Arab neighbors, and no conflict exlsts in a
juridical sense, according to the United Na-
tions. I recognize, however, that in an emo-
tional sense, your statement may be correct,
considered in reference to the Iirrational
hates and fantasies in the Middle East,
Second, it should be made clear that the ex-
istence of the State of Israel does not alter
the legal status of our Jewish countrymen,
and their right to treatment by forelgn na-
tions that is commensurate with treatment
afforded other Americans. It is my fear that
the Department of State, by attributing sanc-
tions against some Americans to tensions in
other parts of the world, may be giving an
appearance—contrary to fact—of condona-
tion of such sanctions. There is the danger,
too, of a very serious precedent being estab-
lished to the detriment of other groups of
Americans,

I have noted with satisfactlon your state-
ment, in your letter of June 1 written for the
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Department, that “it would not be appro-
priate for the Department to comment on the
substance of a case which is currently before
the courts of a State.”” That position is
clearly the only proper one, under our system
of government. Therefore, the fallure of the
Department to adhere to that position in re-
spect to the proceedings before the New York
State Commission Against Discrimination is
very regrettable. The commission was estab-
lished by the Legislature of New York, and
pursuant to the New York statute, the com-
mission has a quasi-judicial function. I am
sure you will agree that if the Department
had told the commission merely that the
application of New York law was not a matter
of Federal cognizance, much criticism and
misunderstanding would have been avoided.
Instead, the Department informed the com-
mission, through Mr. Rountree’s letter to
Commissioner Carter, that a finding in the
proceedings by the commission against
ARAMCO “would most certainly prejudice
the company's operations in that country
and would probably adversely affect other
U.S. interests there as well” This state-
ment is susceptible only to the reasonable
interpretation that it was intended as a
recommendation by the Department. The
statement, then, was not one “without ref-
erence to the situation in New York State"
(as contended by you in your letter of June
1, 1959) because the ramifications of a pos-
sible finding by the New York commission
agalnst ARAMCO were the subject matter of
the statement.

Finally, and perhaps most disturbing of all,
is the fact that Mr. Rountree's letter miscon-
strues the nature of the New York proceed-
ings and the relief sought by the American
Jewish Congress. The commission was not
faced with a request that ARAMCO be com-
pelled to take Jewish employees to Saudi
Arabla, In view of the Saudl Arabian visa
policy, such a request would have been a
Tutile one, calling upon the commission to
attempt to do that which it is powerless to
do. Instead, the commission was asked to
require ARAMCO to ablde by the New York
law against discrimination. Inability of
Jewish employees to gain admission to Saudi
Arabia would be another matter, which could
not be remedied in State proceedings. But
the difference is that under the requested
procedure, discrimination would be the doing
of Saudi Arabia, and not the doing of
ARAMCO.

Again, let me express my gratitude for the
promptness and responsiveness of your let-
ter. I can assure you that continued efforts
by the Department of State to obtain an
end to sanctions against Americans by
SBaudi Arabla will be welcomed generally and
will help our country in its leadership of
freedom’s cause.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
E. L. BARTLETT.

HOME RULE FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMEIA

Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. President, I am
very happy to note that the Senate,
earlier this month, approved S. 866, a
bill authorizing the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia to allow sep-
arate departments of the District gov-
ernment to include charts, maps, and
graphs in their annual reports.

I mention this legislation because the
events of Berlin and Geneva may have
caused the issues relating to visual aids
in annual reports to be obscured. For
the record, Mr. President, I do not know
why S. 866 has been so long before the
Congress. Approval still is pending in
the other body. The struggle for this
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jegislation to allow the Commissioners to
permit visual aids in annual reports of
the District departments began in Febru-
ary 1957, when the late Senator Matthew
Neely introduced S. 1041—to which S.
866 is identical—in the Senate. 8. 1041
passed the Senate in March 1958. No
action was taken in the House of Repre=-
sentatives during the 85th Congress, and
S. 1041 failed of enactment.

But perhaps, Mr. Presidenf, we can
imagine the causes of delay. Picture the
Congress divided into several ideological
camps on the visual aids issue. Some
Members favor the use of charts and
maps, but not graphs. Others beil?ve
that maps and graphs should be in-
ineluded in the annual reports, but not
charts. Still others—resisting those
ideological extremes—would allow charts
and graphs, but not maps.

Mr. President, to make my own posi-
tion clear before the waiting Nation, let
me say that I stand foursquare for the
use of charts, maps, and graphs, in de-
partmental reports of the District of Co-
lumbia if authorized by the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia, who,
of course, have the responsibility which I
would not share. I realize, Mr. Presi-
dent, that my bold stand for charts,
maps, and graphs, may cause me to be
labeled a spender, but that is one of the
risks of statesmanship.

Mr. President, I have indulged in this
bit of whimsey to demonstrate the ab-
surdity which must mark efforts by Con-
gress to continue as the city council for
the District of Columbia. The proposal
to allow the Commissioners to authorize
visual aids in departmental reports has
been before the Congress for more than
2 years, and is still not law. No busi-
ness, no community, and no nation can
grow and prosper under such cumber-
some handicaps. As an Alaskan, I know
that even a most sympathetic U.S. Con-
gress cannot be fully responsible to the
needs of a non-self-governing area. As
in the case of S. 866, many other non-
controversial—but necessary—measures
are never enacted, or are delayed, by the
sheer cumbersomeness of congressional
machinery and by the natural preoccu-
pation of Congress with larger matters.

Home rule for the Distriet of Colum-
bia, for which I was privileged to testify
before the Judiciary Subcommittee of
the District of Columbia Committee, is
a necessity. We would have a more
sensible, more workable, city govern-
ment machinery. That machinery
would be responsible to the people of
the District. Congress would be relieved
of a real burden during these years of
crisis. Congressional talents would be
freed for other duties, and District of
Columbia talents would be unleashed
and put to work on the rightful respon-
sibilities of the people of the District.

Most of all, Mr, President, by enact-
ment of home rule legislation, Congress
will be extending once again the prin-
ciple of self-government. This time, Mr.
Fresident, the extension of self-govern-
ment will ocecur in the most dramatic
setting of all, the seat of the National
Government. Once again, Congress has
an opportunity to demonstrate by deed
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as well as by word the quality of our
democracy.
Mr. President, on another subject——
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Alaska.

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES
FOR ALASEKA

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President,
transportation is one of our most serious
problems in Alaska.

We look to the Alaska International
Rail and Highway Commission, which
was revived and extended by recent con-
gressional action, to do the groundwork
necessary before plans can be laid for
new links between Alaska and the other
48 States, through Canada.

The Commission this month is ex-
pected to begin a full-scale research
study of resources, markets, and existing
transportation facilities. On this study,
future plans will be built.

Two of my colleagues from the Pacific
Northwest, the senior Senator from
Washington, chairman of the Senate In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, and a member of the Commis-
sion [Mr. MacNusoN], and the junior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGERI],
have been of particular aid, and we from
Alaska are grateful.

J. R. Walker, the able and industrious
Washington correspondent of the Van-
couver, British Columbia Province, out-
lined the work that lies before the Com-
mission in an article published May 25,
1959.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Walker's article be printed in the body
of the REecorp, together with my re-
marks.

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

SEARCH STARTS IN JUNE—NEW ALASKA ROUTE
SouGHT IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

(By J. R. Walker)

V/asHmGTON —The search for new or im-
proved transportation routes from the
United States to Alaska through Canada will
begin in earnest in June.

It will be next year before the newly re-
activated Alaska International Rail and
Highway Commission in the United States
knows whether & new railway line, a new
road, or a paved Alaska Highway is required
to mesh the 48th State closer to the Union,
and, undoubtedly, it will take longer to dis-
cover what can be worked out in cooperation
with the Canadian Government.

The Commission, which was established
in 1956 and held a few meetings here In
19567 and 1958, and talked with Canadian
Federal and Provincial officials, was brought
back to life late last week by congressional
action to extend the Commission's existence
until June 30, 1961. Funds for its work have
also been appropriated.

As a result, according to Commission Sec-
retary Carl Junge, a full-scale research
study of the resources, markets, and trans-
portation facilities of this northwest sector
of North America will be started, probably
in June.

This study of the natural resources and
necessary transportation, not only In Alaska
but in British Columbia, Alberta, and the
Yukon Territory, was proposed in November
1957 by the Commission. An agency was
chosen in 1958 to do the job, but Congress
did not appropriate funds for the study late
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last year, and the Commisslon had to go
into hibernation.

Now that Alaksa has been admitted to the
Union and has two able and industrious
Senators in Congress, there has been pres-
sure to get started again. The Commission
now hopes that one of the national research
agencies can make its extensive study of the
area’s economic resources, its potential mar-
kets, its population and income trends, and
the feasibility of new or improved trans-
portation routes and feeder roads during the
rest of this year.

Members of the Commission itself hope to
reschedule an inspection trip to Alaska,
British Columbia, and the Yukon in Sep-
tember.

Senators WARReN MacwuUsoN, of Washing-
ton, and E. L. BARTLETT, of Alaska, have been
the prime movers behind the recent con-
gressional action and both of them are on
record as being anxious to improve connec-
tlons with Alaska in full cooperation with
Canada. They feel, however, that no sub-
stantive move can be made here until a
thorough study of the region and its re-
quirements has been made.

The same feelings now apparently are mo-
tivating the actions of Senator RicHAarD NEU-
BERGER, of Oregon. The cool shoulder which
the Diefenbaker government has again given
his bill to pave the Alaska Highway—which,
contrary to his information, is not even be-
ing actively considered by Canada—has
caused the Senator to ease up on his favorite
project at this time, while awaiting the re-
port of the Commission’s study group. That
report might well consider paving of the
highway an uneconomic or unnecessary
effort at the present time.

As far as extension of the Pacific Great
Eastern or the Northern Alberta Rallways
into the Alaska region is concerned, none of
those interested in these problems has heard
of any projects under consideration. And
they don't expect to until the Commission's
study program is completed. Then the
whole picture of whether new rail or high-
way or even water or air routes to Alaska are
needed may be clarified, and the problems of
shipments in bond, maintenance charges,
and so on can be locked at more realistically.

In fact the only discussion of rallways
here is in the Interior Department where
the bill to incorporate the Government-
owned Alaska Railroad, which operates in
the State, has just been put through com-
mittee.

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS
TO BE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I desire
to bring to your attention and that of
the Senate an instance, during the recent
hearings on Admiral Strauss’ nomina-
tion as Secretary of Commerce, of a
minor falsehood with major implica-
tions.

On May 5, 1959, a newspaper column
by Drew Pearson charged that Mr.
Strauss called the Atomic Energy Com-
mission to seek information on a hostile
witness. In attempting to discredit this
charge, Mr. Strauss said that, although
he had made such a call, he had done
so only after being provoked by the ap-
pearance of the Pearson article. This
statement clearly implied that ordi-
narily he would never do such a thing.
To make sure the Admiral meant what
he said, I asked him to repeat his state-
ment that his inquiry was made after
the column appeared. He did so.

This statement was proved false when
a letter from AEC Chairman, Mr. John
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McCone, which appears on page 844 of
the printed record of the hearings, re-
vealed Strauss had made no inquiries
after the column appeared, but made
two inquiries before the column ap=-
peared.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have order, please, so we
can hear the Senator?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, when I
pointed out to Mr. Strauss this discrep-
ancy in his testimony, he attempted to
ridicule my concern by saying sarcasti-
cally, “I realize in your opinion this is a
very heinous difference,” and added that
I would “have to draw whatever infer-
ence” I could from what he said.

Mr. President, this was a heinous dif-
ference. If he had not himself so care-
fully stressed that he had made no in-
quiry until after being provoked, it
might have been a little different, but
this contradiction of fact demonstrated
again that rather than admit a simple,
if embarrassing falsehood, Mr. Strauss
preferred to employ another falsehood.

This performance compels me to ask
again—why did not Mr. Strauss admit
the simple facts? Why did he not tell
the committee the truth? Was it per-
haps because, as a recent Washington
Post editorial suggested, Strauss “sensed
conspiracy in others because of his own
elaborate preoccupation with the indi-
rect and obtuse”?

Mr. President, as I said in my opening
remark, this was a minor falsehood. But
it was a minor falsehood with major
implications. The inference I draw from
this falsehood is deepened when I recall
the many other falsehoods Mr. Strauss
employed before our committee. My in-
ference, indeed my conclusion, is that
Lewis Strauss cannot be trusted to tell
the truth to Congress as Secretary of
Commerce and his nomination should
not be confirmed in that office.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp the
appropriate extracts from the hearings
which bear upon my remarks this morn-

‘fhere being no objections, the ex-
cerpts were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

ExcErPTs OF TESTIMONY FrOM HEARINGS
Herp BEFORE THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE ON
THE NoMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS AsS
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE MaAY 13, 1959 (rP.
1490-91, 1497-1500)

Senator McGee. No. As a matter of fact,
the witness on Friday added a clause or an
appended phrase in several places. The bur-
den of the area on which I questioned you
was unchanged. And you had had that copy
of that since the first day of May.

Mr. Strauss. I hope to be able to reply
to these charges in as much detail as you
will permit, and I will take the time to do
it. If I cannot get away, as the chairman
had so kindly arranged for me to do, it will
just be too bad.

The CHAm®RMAN. I am not in control of all
the questions and the time of the answers.
If I were in full control of it, we would be
out of here long before this.

Mr. Strravss. With respect to the column
which has been the subject of the dis~
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cussion today, I may say, Mr, Chairman,
that it is quite academic to me as to whether
or not the previous witnesses were under
oath. I call attention to the fact that in
big red letters it was stamped “Confiden-
tial,” where it could be read, but it was
described in the column sent out as marked
“Top Secret.”

I called the Commission to ask what
about—after this had appeared—where was
Mr. Inglis' security files, and they said they
were in Chicago.

Senator McGee. Was that after this?

Mr. StraUss. After this had appeared. Had
they been in Washington? No, not in re-
cent years. I called to ask whether Mr.
Inglis was still employed by the Commission,
whether he had a “Q" clearance, and what
kind of job he did, what his qualifications
were. And I was referred to American Men
of Science, which 1s a publication of general
circulation. That is all I have to say on
that.

With your kind permission, Mr. Chairman,
I would like to get into this statement be-
cause I am sure that parts of it will be in-
teresting.

Senator McGee. Mr. Chairman, I object to
going further without another question, if
Imay.

The CHAIRMAN. You can ask a question. Is
that all you have to say?

Mr. STrauss. That is all that I have to say.

Senator McGEeE, does that answer your
question?

Senator McGeE. Yes. It raises another one
now in view of what you testified to here
today. If I heard you correctly—you may
want to review your testimony—in regard
to Mr. Pearson or Mr. Anderson’s testimony
here, that you had made a call down there
and made routine inquiry after the Drew
Pearson article appeared on Tuesday, May
5, 19569,

Mr, StraUss. No. I sald that after this ar-
ticle appeared, I had asked whether anyone
had inquired for this top secret file on Mr,
Inglis, which all personnel security flles are
secret or top secret.

Senator McGee. That is correct.

Mr. StrAuUss. I was told they had not. This
was done in order to find out whether, as
I suspected, this story was out of the whole
cloth. I think it is a lie from start to fin-
ish

Senator McGer. May we have the clerk
read the questioning at that point in Drew
Pearson's testimony?

The CHAIRMAN, Yes.

Senator McGee. I think there is a state-
ment here from the Admiral that we have
to make very clear.

The CuAIRMAN. The clerk will go back.

What portion do you want?

Senator McGeE. The part where there wa.
some comment from the Admiral about when
he himself volunteered the information that
he had made a phone call down to the
AEC after the article appeared.

(The reporter read the testimony.)

Senator McGee. May I call back to your
mind, Mr. Chairman, the dates of the letter
and the language of his letter which touches
on every one of those points that you have
Jjust referred to in the context of your state-
ment to Drew Pearson—to me, as I remem-
ber—that this had followed after the Drew
Pearson column had appeared. And now
this stands in direct contradiction to the
evidence in this letter that we have re-
celved.

Mr. STRAUSS. Senator McGeE, I realize that
in your opinion this is a very heinous differ-
ence. The Commission calls me and I call
the Commission on matters several times a
week. I do not know that this was the sub-
ject of the call, But the conversation took
place between myself and some officer of the
Commission—perhaps even the Chairman, I
don’t know. But I see absolutely—I see ab~
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solutely no significance in whether the date
was the 22d of April or May the fifth, or
what.

Senator McGee. Admiral, we are going on
your testimony here today. You have be-
labored Mr. Wengzell, if I recall correctly, be-
cause he could not remember some things
that happened. And you have suggested
that his memory only happened to click
when he remembered that you and he had
talked about his connections.

But now we find you cannot remember
what you sald the day that you said it.

Mr. StraUss. Senator, let us say that I
called him on whatever date you said. The
fact of the inquiry, and the reply—

Senator McGee. That is not what you
said, Admiral, and the record shows it.

Mr. StrAUSS. Senator, you have to draw
whatever inference you can.

Senator McGeE. I am not drawing infer-
ences. I am quoting your words on the
record.

The CHAmRMAN. Let's not have the wit-
ness—try to answer the questions here.

Senator McGee. There is no inference at
all. ¥You have made categorical statements
and I want them cleared up.

Mr. STrauss. I have nothing more to say,
Mr. Chairman, on this point.

RESULTS OF SURVEY IN ILLINOIS
IN REGARD TO NOMINATION OF
LEWIS L. STRAUSS

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as I
mentioned on the floor of the Senate
about 2 weeks ago, I sent a letter to the
722 members of the American Physical
Society who are listed as living in the
State of Illinois. I asked them their
confidential opinions as to whether the
nomination of Mr. Lewis L. Strauss to be
Secretary of Commerce should be con-
firmed.

As I indicated at that time, the replies
were to be anonymous, so that no one
would know how the men voted. I am
pleased to say in many cases I received
signed amplifications of the positions
taken.

We have now completed a final tabula-
tion of the poll, and I believe the Senate
and the country will be interested in the
results.

There were 327 replies to the 722 in-
quiries. Some of the 722 persons had
changed their addresses, and so could
not reply. However, the return was 41
percent of the number from whom the
ballot was requested. Thisis a very high
percentage for a mail return.

Of the 327 who did express themselves,
30, or 9 percent of the total, were non-
committal; 203, or 62.3 percent of the
total, voted “No,” against confirmation;
94, or 28.7 percent of the total, voted
iiYes'll

Of those who did express themselves,
excluding the 30 who were noncommit-
tal, 69 percent voted “No” and only 31
percent voted “Yes”; so the vote of these
physicists was more than 2 to 1 against
the confirmation of the nomination of
Mr. Strauss, based on their experience
with him as Chairman of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission.

Mr. President, I do not think any eulo-
gies on my part with regard to the phys-
icists of Illinois are needed. It was at
my own university that the atom bomb
was discovered. The physicists in my
State are probably as eminent as those
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in any other State of the Union, since
not only a number of great universities
but also the Argonne National Labora-
tory are located there.

I think this is a fairly good sample of
the informed public opinion of the phys-
icists., I offer these figures for what
they may be worth—and they may be of
some value to the Members of the Sen-
ate and the general public.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR FULBRIGHT

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in this
age of prolonged crisis, there can be no
substitute for mt.e]hgence and imagina-
tion in the job of giving shape to our
national response to the Soviet challenge.

With the prospect of an unremitting
cold war lying indefinitely before us and
with foreign policy now a matter affect-
ing the daily lives of every one of us, we
are truly fortunate to have as chairman
of the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee & man with the stature, wisdom, and
experience of the junior Senator from
the State of Arkansas. He is pre-
eminently qualified to meet the need.

Mr. President, an article entitled “Egg-
head From the Ozarks,” written by the
Washington editor of the Saturday Eve-
ning Post, Beverly Smith, Jr., appearing
May 2, 1959, rounds out a complete pic-
ture of the man, his background, his in-
terests, and his achievements. I ask
unanimous consent that excerpts of this
article be printed in the Recorp, at this
point.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

EccHEAD FROM THE OZARKS
(By Beverly Smith, Jr.)

Toward the close of 1920 in Vienna, that
favorite center of diplomatic intrigue in
Eastern Europe, American correspondents
used to foregather at the Cafe Louvre to swap
information. An attentive kibitzer admitted
to these sessions was young BiLn FULBRIGHT.
He was a likable companion, athletic and
boyish-looking, easygoing in manner, his soft
Arkansas drawl intact after 3 years of grad-
uate study at Oxford.

He was not a newspaperman, but, having
gpecialized In history, was fascinated by the
seamy nether side of international maneuver
in Vienna. Here was stuff not found in the
textbooks. His chief preceptor in such mat-
ters was M. W. Fodor, experienced corre-
spondent of the old Philadelphia Public
Ledger. FULBRIGHT accompanied Fodor as a
volunteer helper on many reportorial assign-
ments and on travels ranging from central
Europe down through the Balkans. Through
Fodor he met many of the top politicos of
the area. He also encountered some of the
shadier wunderlings—specialists in propa-
ganda and infiltration—who worked for
Stalin, for Mussolinl or for a still-obscure
demagogue named Hitler.

‘When he went home to Arkansas in 1929
young BiLt FULBRIGHT was certainly no in-
ternational “expert.” But he had sniffed the
devil's broth which, 10 years later, was to
boil over into World War II. The experience
gave him a special interest in foreign affairs
which he has followed up through the years,
whether he was working as a teacher of law,
a farmer, a businessman, a university presi-
dent or a lawmaker.

In Congress this has manifested itself in
legislation—particularly that creating the
Fulbright exchange scholarshi ich has
made his name known throughout the world.
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Now this same FuLerIGHT—Senator J. WiL=
riamMm—has taken over as the new chairman
of the powerful Senate Committee on For-
eign Relatlons. Thus his long interest in
world affairs has been clothed with a respon=-
sibility which, in the present deepening
crisis, is awesome. He has become a top
adviser on life-and-death decisions which
may involve us all.

Ed - L] - -

In recent years FULBRIGHT has been one
of the sharpest critics of administration for-
eign policy. He may return to the attack
in the future. But when he succeeded to
the chairmanship in early February there
was a noteworthy new moderation in his at-
titude. This may have been due in part to
the darkening of the international scene, in
part to the chill responsibility of his new
position. A Senator can sound off freely
without shaking the foundations; but when
the chairman of the Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee speaks, it may be assumed, especially
abroad, that he speaks for the committee
and for the majority of the Senate itself,
Chairman FuLsrIGHT began to ponder his
words as though seeking the subtle line be-
tween useful suggestion and divisive criti-
clsm.

A few weeks after he took his new post,
the increasing danger of the Russian threats
toward Berlin provoked a flurry of worrled
speeches in the Senate. FULBRIGHT sald he
was sure the suggestions were meant to be
helpful, that they reflected a concern nat-
ural under the circumstances. Then he
added:

“No football team can expect to win with
every man his own quarterback. * * * To
force the President into a negotiating strait-
jacket or to overwhelm him—and the world—
with uncoordinated and perhaps conflicting
advice would cause nothing but trouble. The
Foreign Relations Committee is available to
advise the President, but his is the primary
responsibility. * = *

“The President has stated clearly, force-
fully and authoritatively the policy of the
United States in Berlin—that is, we will not
give ‘one single inch," and if there be any
shooting, it will be someone else who started
it. This does not, of course, mean that we
will not negotiate on any reasonable basis.”

Does this mean that the usually outspoken
FuLeriGHT has laid aside his right of criticism
and given the President's foreign policy
blank check support? Evidently not. Soon
after the quarterback statement, and follow-
ing a visit to the White House, FULLBRIGHT
returned to his earlier urgings that we show
more imagination and initiative in our re-
sponse to the Russlans. He repeated his
support of our firmness in Berlin, but sug-
gested we counter Russia's demands with
demands of our own that she withdraw from
her satellite countries.

Later he added further comments. He said
we should not be so “sticky” about summit
conferences. “It leaves the impression that
we are afraid to talk to the Russians or that
we haven't anything to say. Actually we
have a lot to say.” He said he thought Mr.
Eisenhower spoke in the sense that we will
not give 1 inch * * * unless there are con-
cesslons on the other side to justify it.

As one example of possible mutual conces-
sions, he said that if both sides along the
East-West German boundary were to move
their armed forces back an equal distance—
no matter how slight the distance—the pos-
sibilities of war, especially accidental war,
would be reduced. He suggested that if a
clear Western corridor could be established
into Berlin, free of any inspection, coupled
with some form of international control in
Berlin, the possibility should be seriously
considered. He also warned that the Rus-
slans may go very far in Berlin and that it
is premature to assume they will not start
& war.
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How do these statements square with
FuLBrIGHT'S earlier objection to too many
quarterbacks? Probably he decided that he
cannot chart for himself any exact course
of action in a crisis which changes from
one day to the next. As chairman his prob-
lem of full support versus loyal opposition
is one of extreme delicacy, made the more so
by events which followed his assumption of
the post.

- - » - L

On November 27 EKhrushchev had begun
his ominous threats to give control of Ber-
lin’s western lifelines to his East German
puppet government. He originally set May
27 as a deadline, and the time was ticking
away. * * * And America's Secretary of
State Dulles, rugged embodiment of our for-
eign policy since 1953, was ailing, though the
seriousness of his illness was not yet known.

As the new chairman, FULBRIGHT'S immedi-
ate concern was his relationship with Mr.
Dulles. He had often been highly critical
of the secretary, and now certain ones of his
more caustic remarks were being resurrected
in the press. Some commentators pictured
a bitter feud between the two men which
might weaken American policy ancl unity in
the critical period ahead. * *

The secretary and the nhnirman realized
that the impression of a personal feud be-
tween them was harmful; they were already
moving to correct it. Fulbright emphasized
his admiration for Dulles’ “many fine quall-
tles.” The secretary, about to leave for
Europe, Invited Chairman FuUrLBrRIGHT to his
home for an evening of private conversation.
In this friendly exchange, both felt they had
reached a more sympathetic understanding.

When the gravity of Mr. Dulles’ illness be-
came known, there were suggestions that
the time had now come, in justice to hime
self and the Nation, for his resignation.
FuLericHT did not join in these. In a Senate
speech he said that Mr. Dulles “must play
the leading role, both in formulating our
foreign policy and articulating it."” * * *

Elsewhere in his remarks he said that “the
day of all men everywhere * * * may be
short,” that the time in which we live is
“the mose dangerous in the 60 centuries of
man's recorded history.” These are not
cheerful comments. They reflect what some
critics consider a tendency on FULBRIGHT'S
part toward a br pessimism. He dis-
agrees with this assumption, which in our
optimistic land amounts almost to a charge
of defeatism. Rather, he feels, the sane and
healthy attitude is to look at the dark as well
as the bright side of the world situation,

Generally conservative in economics, Fur=
BRIGHT agrees with Eisenhower on the dan-
gers of continued deficit financing and in-
flation. But he rejects the idea that we can-
not “afford” what we need for education, sci-
ence and defense. He regards these as neces-
sities, which we ecan afford by forgoing some
of our luxuries and raising taxes. In reply
to the argument that we “cannot live with
higher taxes,” he points out that we lved
pretty well prior to the Federal tax cut of
1954.
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He has In him a certain strain of indi-
vidualism, of independence, of wry humor,
which does not quite harmonize with the
clublike camaraderie of the Senate. He is
more studious, more reflective, less gregarious
than most of his colleagues. He spends
much time in reading which others devote
to politicking and persuasion among their
fellows. He cannot be fitted into any group
or category. It has been sald that he is a
liberal in international affairs, a conservative
in domestic matters, but this rule has its
exceptions, While he usually votes with the
Democratic majority, he is not regarded ex-
actly as a “regular.” He has often offended
the higher-ups in his party, including Presi-
dent Truman, who in a heated moment
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once referred to him privately as “an over-
educated Oxford s.0.b.”

In early 1954, when the late Senator Joseph
McCarthy was riding high, FULBRIGHT was
the only Senator who cared, or dared, to vote
against further funds for MeCarthy's melo-
dramatic investigations. McCarthy called
FuLBrRIGHT Senator Halfbright, but the
nickname did not stick. He has also been
called the Egghead from the Ozarks. More
kindly, when he became Foreign Relations
chairman, it was widely commented that he
brought to the post the most thorough
background of any Senator in recent
memory.

FureriGHT came to Congress as though
by accident. He might never have entered
public life if he had not been fired as pres-
ident of the University of Arkansas. He
was fired partly because he refused to play
politics with the job. It might thus be
sald that he got into politics because he
didn't want to play politics. Before explor-
ing this paradox, we had better look back
to FurLsricHT's beginnings.

The fourth of six children, he was born
on & farm near Sumner, Mo., on April 9,
1905. When he was a year old the family
moved to another farm near Fayetteville, in
Ozark country of northwest Arkansas.

In college his grades were good, but not
tops. Much of his energy went into ath-
letics. He played 3 years of varsity football
as & regular halfback. He also captained the
tennis team. In his last year he was or-
ganizer and first president of the university’s
system of student self-government.

In Brr's junior year his father dled sud-
denly at 56. He left the university to help
his mother with his father's estate and busi-
ness Interests. She soon proved herself such
& capable manager that he was able to re-
turn to his studies. Despite this time out,
he won his bachelor of arts degree in Feb-
ruary 1925, when he was not quite twenty.
He stayed on during the spring to take ad-
ditional courses.

When he was about to return to the family
business, one of his professors suggested
he apply for a Rhodes Scholarship. He
Journeyed down to Little Rock, appeared
before the examiners, and was surprised
next day to hear that he was the new Rhodes
selection for Arkansas.

His time at Oxford, with vacations passed
In Europe, was an eye opener for the young
man who hitherto had hardly ventured be-
yond the Arkansas hills except on football
trips to Texas and Oklahoma. He met
students from every continent and began to
understand something of the world’'s vast
variety of political and religious beliefs. At
Oxford’s Pembroke College he took what was
known as the Final Honour School of Mod-
ern History, graduating with the equivalent
of B-plus grades.

In 1929, back in Fayetteville, Ark., he set-
tled down to what seemed might be his life-
work in the family business, A couple of
years later chance intervened. On a trip to
Washington he ran into a friend who invited
him to dinner. There he met a beautiful
young lady from Fhiladelphia, Miss Eliza-
beth Williams, This, he quickly decided, was
the girl.

Soon afterward he convinced himself that
he ought to study law. He enrolled at the
George Washington University Law School
in Washington. Looking back, Senator Fur-
BRIGHT thinks that maybe his real idea was
to get within courting distance of Betty
Williams. They were married in 1932. It
has been a most happy marriage. They have
two daughters, Elizabeth and Roberta.

At George Washington University Fur-
BRIGHT took his law degree in 1934, second
in & class of 136. He served as a prosecutor
in the Justice Department for a year, then
taught law at George Wi University
for a year. In 1936 his mother needed help
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at home and he returned again to Fayette-
ville. For the next 3 years he helped in the
family business, raised beef cattle on the
farm, practiced law and taught law courses
at the University of Arkansas. So far his
life had been pleasant, but without clear
direction. In 1939 chance stepped in again.
Dr. John Futrall, president of the university
for a quarter century, was killed in an auto-
mobile accldent. FurericHT, popular among
the students and faculty, was chosen by
the trustees to succeed him.

Now his career seemed set. Here was work
he could take pride in. He did not think of
his position as a political one. He concen-
trated on recruiting the best teaching talent
which the university's modest budget could
afford.

In 1940 there was a hot gubernatorial
fight in Arkansas. The incumbent reform
Governor, Carl Bailey, was defeated by
Homer Adkins. FULBRIGHT'S mother, af-
fectionately known as Miss Roberta, was a
strong partisan of Bailey. Among her other
energetic activities, she for many years wrote
a dally column in the Fayetteville paper.
It was called As I See It, and she never
hesistated to call it as she saw it. On the
election of Adkins, Miss Roberta commented
that the voters apparently preferred a hand-
shaking, backslapping politician to a states-
man.

Adklns, annoyed with the Fulbright
family, began quietly putting in his own
men as trustees at the university. In the
spring of 1941 he wrote to FULBRIGHT, sug-
gesting that the university employ an
Adkins protege as public-relations man.
FurericHT replied that he needed another
good professor more than he did a pub-
licity man. Soon afterward his resigna-
tion was requested. He said it would make
things clearer all around if he were fired.
And so on commencement day, despite roars
of protest from students and alumni, Fur-
BRIGHT was duly fired.

Again he returned, less happy now to the
family business. The following spring his
friend, Clyde Ellis, Congressman from the
Fayetteville district, urged FuLsrIiGHT to run
for the House seat he was vacating. Fur-
BRIGHT said no, but when Ellis reminded him
of his preachments to students about the
duty of public service, he began to waver.

Once he made up his mind to run, he
went all out. A novice and a long shot, he
plunged into the heat and dust of the fight
like an old pro. His wife Betty, friends say,
turned out to be an even better campaigner
than Bill, and & great hit with the farm
wives. Together they reversed the odds;
FurLsriGHT won by 4,000 votes.

It is rare for a congressman to get much
attention in his first few years. The new
Representative from Arkansas won fame in a
matter of months with the so-called Ful-
bright resolution, favoring “the creation of
appropriate international machinery, with
power adequate to establish and maintain a
Just and lasting peace * * * and the par-
ticipation of the United States * * *
through its comstitutional processes.” The
entire resolution contained only 55 words.
Passed overwhelmingly in 1943 by the House,
and later endorsed by the Senate, it became
a historic milestone. It marked the end of
our long policy of isolation and the first
official step toward the United Nations.
FursrigHT feels the mistake in setting up
the U.N, was to permit the veto, thus de-
priving the organization of the “adequate
power” envisioned by his resolution.

In 1044 FursricHT ran for the Senate,
His chief opponent was none other than the
Homer Adkins whose influence had ended
his university presidency 8 years before. He
beat Adkins by 32,000 votes. Politics, he
found, has its compensations.

In 1946 Senator FurericHT, through the
fusion of two simple ideas, produced a benef-
icent chain reaction which still continues
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through the non-Communist world. The
first 1dea, drawn from his own experience,
was that study abroad makes for better
international understanding. Second was
the fact that quantities of surplus Amer-
fcan war materials—such as trucks, Jeeps,
and bulldozers—were rusting away in many
foreign lands; these countries wanted to
buy the stuff, but lacked dollar exchange.
Why not let each country pay in its own
currency? The proceeds could then be used
for two purposes: (1) scholarships for se-
lected American students who wished to
study in that country, and (2) travel ex-
penses for its own students chosen to study
in America.

Such was the genesis of the famous Ful-
bright scholarships. The Senator, with un-
wonted political energy and savvy, fought his
bill through Congress to final passage in the
closing hours of the 1946 session. Under
the Fulbright Act, supplemented by later
legislation, exchange scholarships have been
awarded to date to more than 37,000 Amer-
ican and foreign students and teachers. In
its contribution to better understanding
among peoples, according to a State Depart-
ment report, the law has been “the most
fabulously profitable investment ever au-
thorized by Congress.” * * *

Shortly before the 1946 elections Fur-
BRIGHT Was pondering aloud to a colleague
about the difficulties which would arise if,
with & Democrat in the White House, the
Republicans should capture both Houses of
Congress. In such case, he thought, it
might be a patriotic thing for Mr, Truman
to appoint a Republican as Secretary of
State, and then resign. In the absence of
& Vice President and under the law at that
time, the Republican—perhaps Vanden-
berg—would become President. Thus the
‘White House and Congress could work to-
gether harmoniously.

The Republicans did win both Houses. A
reporter, who had noted down FULBRIGHT'S
casual remarks, hit the headlines with them
the morning after election. Hence the ex-
plosion of wrath in which Mr. Truman re-
ferred to FULBRIGHT as an overeducated so-
and-so.

FULBRIGHT was embarrassed as well as
amused by all the rumpus. But he still
seriously belleves it is a weakness in our
governmental system which permits the
President to be of one party and the Con-
gress of the other, that it could produce
delays and divisions in time of crisis. See-
ing such danger he is likely, as chalrman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, to take
special care not to aggravate it during these
troubled times.

- - - L] L

While he worked effectively as chalrman
of the Banking and Currency Commlittee, his
heart wasn't in it. His strongest interest
was in America's foreign relations. Under
the Elsenhower administration he became
increasingly critical of Secretary Dulles, not
80 much for his fundamental policy as for
his methods of approach. He felt that the
Becretary’s attitude was too negative, that
when Russia makes proposals we should not
Jjust say “No,” but should counter with pro-
posals which would put Russia on the spot.

He also objected to Mr. Dulles’ reports
to the Foreign Relations Committee as not
being fully frank, as painting too rosy a
picture of the world situation, and as adopt-
ing a papa-knows-best tone.

He has long been a critic of our policy
in the Middle East, which he thinks has
played into the hands of the Communists,
He has asked for more economic, less mili-
tary ald to other countries, and has espe-
clally opposed lavish shipments of arms to
prop up reactionary and tottering regimes.
And he has blamed both Republicans and
Democrats for continuing the custom of
awarding ambassadorial posts to fat-cat po-
litieal contributors.



9812

FurericHT himself is in difficulty on one
hot American issue—that of racial segrega-
tion. He has opposed the Supreme Court
integration declsions as being too hasty and
as trying to oversimplify an immensely com-
plex problem. This has disappointed his
liberal admirers and can cause uneasiness
among the nonwhite nations of the free
world., On the other hand, the fact that
his opposition to the court decisions has
been temperately expressed has hurt him in
his home State of Arkansas, where extrems-
ist segregation feelings run high, The
power of such sentiments was shown in the
defeat of Arkansas' hitherto extremely popu-
lar Representative Brooks Hays. He, like
FurericHT, had signed the so-called south-
ern manifesto, but counseled moderation at
a time when fanaticism was demanded. Un-
less these passions cool, FULBRIGHT may
face dangerous opposition for re-election in
1962. There is talk that Gov. Orval Fau-
bus may challenge him.

But that eventuality is 3 years away, and
FuLericHT is not likely to let it distract him
from his chief ambition, which is to do the
finest job he can as chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee. As to what his course
there will be, carrying a new responsibility
and facing new situations at home and
abroad, I think the best clues may be found
in his general character, background and
abllity.

He has been a student of international
problems ever since those days at the Café
Louvre 30 years ago. He is intelligent, with
an original, inquiring mind which has
proved itself fertile in constructive ideas.
He cannot be ranked among the optimists,
but perhaps they are already in surplus sup-
ply. His honesty and patriotism are un-
questioned—if he makes mistakes, it will
not be in pursuit of partisan advantage.
He approaches his work as chairman as the
climax and supreme test of his entire ca-
reer. All this gives good reason to hope that
Chairman FursrieHT Will serve his country
well among the unprecedented perils ahead.

PUBLIC EDUCATION IN THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
the Washington Post of today, June 4,
there appears an excellent article by the
distinguished columnist, Walter Lipp-
mann, on the serious long-range prob-
lem we face in financing public educa-
tion in the United States.

I commend this thoughtful article to
my colleagues and to the attention of
the American people. The quality and
capacity of our educational system are
vital factors in our domestic progress
and in our scientific competition with
the Soviet Union.

In his article, Mr. Lippmann refers
favorably to the Rockefeller brothers
report on costs of education, “The
Pursuit of Excellence.” I think this re-
port is must reading for everyone seri-
ously concerned with the problems of
rising school enrollments and the costs
of school construction and teacher
salaries.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Lippmann’s article from the Washing-
ton Post and Times Herald be printed
at this point in the Recorb.

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

THE PURSUIT OF EXCELLENCE
{By Walter Lippmann)

The report of the President’'s Sclence Ad-

visory Committee, of which Dr. Killlan was
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the chairman, was published about 10 days
ago. It has a general blessing from the
President who said that he hoped it would be
widely read and that it would stimulate a
wider understanding of the importance of
excellence in our educational system.

Among the crucial ideas that need a wider
understanding is the conclusion of the report
that doubling our current annual investment
in education is probably a minimal rather
than an extravagant goal. This does not
mean, of course, that if we spent twice as
much on our schools, they would automati-
cally become twice as good. The sponsors of
the report are among the most distinguished
men in American science, and they make it
clear that to improve American education
very important reforms are needed in the
recruiting of teachers and in the curricula
which they teach.

What they do say is that these reforms will
have to be pald for and they imply that no
one is really serious about the improvement
of education who does not want to think
about raising more money.

The best discussion of the problem of
money and education is to be found in the
Rockefeller brothers report under the title
of “The Pursuit of Excellence.” To see the
problem clearly, says the report, we must
realize that since 1870 we have heaped upon
our educators one of the most heroic as-
signments a soclety could have invented.
The assignment has been to educate the
whole mass of the American people. Be-
tween 1870 and 1955 our population has been
multiplied by four. But the number of
students in our public high schools has mul-
tiplied approximately B0 times,

In a period of three-quarters of a century
“we have taken into the school system a
greater proportion of our youngsters and
we have kept more of them in the system
longer than any other nation.” Sheer size
and mass are not the only, but surely they
are the main reasons, why our educational
system is so far short of being excellent.

Education on such a scale, if it is to be
good for the great mass and excellent for
the very gifted few, is bound to be expen-
sive. As of 1955, the most recent year for
which the figures are avallable, the total
spent in this country on education was $14
billion a year. This breaks down into $9.4
billion for public elementary and secondary
schools, $1.2 billion for private elementary
and secondary schools, £1.5 billion for public
higher education and $1.9 billion for private
higher education,

The President’s Science Advisory Commit-
tee and the Rockefeller brothers report agree
that the total of $14 billion will have to be
doubled if education is to be good enough
for the times we live in. As the two groups
which concur in this conclusion are com-
posed of eminent, very highly qualified, and
widely experienced men, we may assume that
they know what they are talking about. In-
deed, so far as I know, no one has seriously
disputed their conclusion.

The real question is how to raise the
money. Here, we may begin by insisting
that this country can indubitably afford to
raise the money. From 1930 to 1857 the ex-
penditure on education was more or less sta-
tionary at about 3.6 percent of the gross na-
tional product. It has now risen to about
4 percent. As the gross national product has
risen since 1930, the amount spent on educa-
tion has risen too. But it has not risen fast
enough to keep pace with the rise in enroll-
ments. Thus, in fact, less money is avail-
able for each pupil. There is more money.
But the school population is much bigger,
There is, therefore, a growing shortage in
our educational facilities, in classrooms and
in teachers and the like, to deal with our ex-
panding population.
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If we adopt the conclusion of the Presi-
dent’s Committee, we should be prepared to
spend, by say 1967, something like 30 bil-
lions. It is generally estimated that by 1967
the gross national product will be around 600
billions. Thus, the expenditure for educa-
tion would rise from about 4 percent, as at
present, to about 5 percent of the gross na-
tional product.

This percentage looks small, but the real
figures are big, and the most difficult ques-
tion arises as to how these extra $15 billion
a year are to be raised. Most of us would
prefer to have them raised locally. But we
cannot be dogmatic and absolute about this
preference.

In the past 26 years there has been a dras-
tic shift in the burden of school support
from the local governments to the State
governments. Whereas in 1830 the State gov-
ernments carried only 17 percent of the load,
by 1954 they were carrying 37 percent. There
is no use expecting or hoping that the whole
new burden of cost can be borne by the
Btates. For, as the Rockefeller report says,
“State and local tax systems are in some
respects archaic,” chiefly because of their
dependence upon the real property tax.

There is no escape from the conclusion
that if the new and necessary costs are to
be met, if they are not to be ignored and
neglected, we shall have to raise some con-
siderable part of them out of Federal taxes.
This Is bound to happen, and the sooner we
face up to the necessity, the more likely are
we to be prepared to act with deliberation
and with awareness of the hazards and with
wisdom.

FINE ARTS SELECTIONS FOR THE
MOSCOW EXHIBIT

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this
morning the Washington Post reports
some criticism directed at the selection
of certain works of art to be exhibited at
the American National Exhibit in Mos-
cow this summer, which exhibition, I am
delighted to know, will be attended by
the Vice President, the distinguished
Presiding Officer of the Senate.

The criticism is directed to the fact
that certain of the artists whose works
have been selected were affiliated with
Communist efforts or causes. I had
hoped that we had grown beyond the
point where a political litmus test would
be applied to our judgment of art. All
that this hullabaloo would do would be to
take the Russians off the hook of world
opinion on which they find themselves in
connection with the Pasternak case, and
put us right on it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the ReEcorp
at this point the release issued by the
Office of the American National Exhibi-
tion in Moscow. The release lists the
names of the selection committee and
the names of the owners of the works of
art which have been selected. The selec-
tion committee and the owners of the art
works are distinguished Americans or
American institutions. The release also
names the artists of the various works of
art which have been selected.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

FiNE ARTS SELECTED FOR Moscow EXHIBIT

Franklin C. Watkins, chairman of a spe-
clal four-man art committee, today an-
nounced the 49 paintings and 23 works of
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sculpture which have been selected for show-
ing at the American National Exhibition in
Moscow this summer.

In addition to Mr. Watkins, artist and for
many years an instructor of painting at the
Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts, Phila-
delphia, members of the selection committee
were: Lloyd Goodrich, director of the Whit-
ney Museum of American Art, New York
City; Henry Radford Hope, chairman of the
Fine Arts Department of Indiana University;
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and Theodore Roszak, internationally known
sculptor and faculty member of Sarah Law=
rence College, Bronxville, N.¥.

Mr. Watkins said the paintings and sculp=
ture were chosen as distinguished examples
of the variety and wide range of Amerlcan
art produced during the period from 1918
to the present.

The art collection has been crated and will
be shipped on the S.8. Finnsailor, sailing
from New York tomorrow (Monday, June 1).
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The paintings and some of the sculpture
will be shown in the main exhibition hall.
Other works of sculpture will be exhibited
outdoors.

The 6-week American National Exhibition
opens in Moscow’s Scokolniki Park, July 25.
It will contain cultural, sclentific, and tech-
nological exhibits designed to further Soviet
understanding of life in America.

The works of art selected by the com-
mittee:

Artist Painting Lender Artist Painting Lender
Ivan Le Lorraine Al- | The Ho]a in the Wall | Mr. and Mrs. Lawrence A. || Jacob Lawrence........ Fulton & Nostrand, | Mr. and Mrs, Alexander Ritt-
bright. Gangb oil, Fleischman, Detroit, Mich. 19568, tem| . master, New York, N.Y.
William Baziotes.......| Moby Dick, 1955, ofl_...| Mr, and Mrs. Willism A. M. || Jack Levine. ceooooo.. Welcome Home, 1946, | Brooklyn Museum, Brook]yn,
Burden, i\:ew York, N.Y. oil. N.Y.
Thomas Hart Benton...| Boom Town, 1928, ofl.._| Rochester Memorial Art Galle Conrad Marca-Relli. .. Pam'flonn, 1058, college Kootz Qallery, New York, N.Y,
Unlvorql v of Rochester, Roch: and oil.
John Marin. - ocoraea-ae Movement—Sea and | William H. Lane Foundation,
Younger Jew With Bmlth College Museum of Art, Bky, 10486, oll. Leominster, Mass,
'orah, 1042-44, oil. Northampton, Mass, Reginald Marsh teeplechase Park, 1036, J‘osenhH lesh.horn,l\aw York,
The Eternal City, 1837, | Museum uP odern Art, New egg tempera,
oil, York, N i Robert Motherwell ... Wall Painting No. 4, Mr I Donald Grossman, New

William De Kooning. ..
Charles Demuth. . .....
Edwin Dickinson. .
Philip Evergood..ceee--
Lyonel Feininger.......
William Glackens......
Frits Glarner...........
Anshile Gorky-..aaen--
Morris Graves....

My Hon Sandy, 1982, ofl.

Promenade, 1928, water
color.

Wisconsin Landscape,
1938-39, ofl.

Comhimt.ion Ccmerete
No. 2, 1958

Asheville 11, 19-10. oll....

After All. . ., 1953, oil...

-| Ruin at Daphne, 143~
53, oil

oil.

Street Corner, 1936, oil..

Manhattan, The Tower,
1044, oil.

Soda Fountain, 1935, oil.

Relational  Painting,
1046-51, oil,

Water of the Flowery
Mill, 1944, oil.

Flight of the Plover,
1955, oil,

Metropolitan Musanm of Art,
Nsw ank. by

Georgla O'Keeffe.......

1953, oil.
Ram’s Head, White

Mr. A Ygu‘ Goodyenr New Hollyhock and Little
York, N. ills, 1936, oil,
Metropolitan Museum of Art, || Jackson Pollock... ... Cathedral, 1047, oil......
New York, N.Y.
Mr. nnd Mrs Earl Wade Hub- || Abraham Rattner...... Two Figuresand Masks,
Rock, Conn. Compuaitlon No. 8.
Philll (:allmf, Washington,
Mark Rothko. .eeena.- om dold Over White,

hortm Gallery and School of

ofl,
thie. 1058, tempera. .

Art, West Palm Beach, Fla. Ben Shahn......
Metropolitan Museum of Art,

New York, N.Y. Charles S8heeler.........| Upper Deck, 1929, ofl...
Mr, Himan Brown, New York,

N. 5[ P bt oot Lunenberg, 1954, oil. ...
Mrs., Drew Chidester, San

ciseo, Ca John Sloan. .oeacecanea- Sixth Ave. Elevated at

Pennsylvania Academ I? of Fine 3d Street, 1928, oil.

Arts, Philadelphia, Raphael Soyer._........ Waiting Room, 1942-43,
Whitney Museum_of American oiL

Art, New York, N.Y. Eugene Speicher........| Red Moore, Black-
Metropoli Museum of Art, smith, 1935, oil,

New York, N.Y. Niles Spencer......-..--| In Falrmont, 1051, ofl...

hitney
Art, New York, N.Y.

Joseph Stella

American Landscape,

York, N.Y.
Milton’ Lowenthal,

Dallas l\églmum of Fine Arts,

L Mrs. Joseph Shapiro,
Oak Park, Il

M{I ¥oy Neuberger, New York,
Munson- Wl]llams-?rnchur Tosti-

tute, Utica, N.
Fogg Museum, Harvard Uni-
versity. ml;r[dg% Mass,

Wmium oundation,

inster, Mass,
bemg Museum of American
ew York, N.Y.
Corcoran Ga!!ery of Art, Wash-
ington, D.C.

New York,

Walker Art Oentar, Minneapo-

George Grosz... Peace 11, 1046, ofl__ ... Do. 1929, oil. lis,
Philip Guston. . .| Passage, 1857, oil._. M{_s. l;:]1)'111:; B. Lambert, New || Yves Tanguy..cocceuen- Mﬁmpl{(:%hn“‘ot the Musuum of Modern Art, New
‘or] oY res, O
Marsden Hartley.......| Mount Katahdin, An- University of Nebraska Art Col- || Mark Tobey - —ooae_o...| Delta, 1952, tempera___.| Mr. ﬁau IL Johnson, New
tumn, No. 1 1942 oil. lection, Lincoln, Nebr. York, N.Y.
Edward Hopper-.ceea-- lehihousc ‘'wo | Mr, Richard D. Tucker, San || Franklin Watkins_____. Portrait of Thomas Rae- | Mrs. Thomm! R. White, Penn-
Lights, 1929 oil Fran Calif. burn White, 1940, oil. 1yn,
Karl Knaths........_.. Winter Wharf, 1955, oil_. Wizli_tén%' M;;_mkmN YAmerium Max Weber. -o........| Music, 1940, ofl.___._... Br§o§:yn Museum, Brooklyn,
ew York,
Walt Kubn...........-.| Seated White Clown, | The Honorable and Mrs. W, || Grant Wood....ceeenen- Pastor Weems' Fable, | Mrs, Inh:n P, Mn.rqwmd. Oam-
1929, oil. Averell Harriman, New York, 1939, oil. bridge
N.Y. Andrew Wyeth......... Children’s Doctor, 1049, | Dr. an;mt Handy, Wilming-
Yasno Kuniyoshi......| The Amazing Juggler, | Des Moines Art Center Des tempers. ton, Del,
1952, oll, Moines, Iowa.
Seculptor Senlpture Lender Sculptor Sculpture Lender
Baul Baizerman___.....| Extase, 1060-57. . cocnoooe w‘?_rldk Ho{x'se Gallery, New || Jacques Lipehitz. __....] M‘oﬁtharand Child, 1941~ P‘l_i;}]aﬁiel lilamlMuseum of Art,
or v el Pa,
Alexander Calder. .| Beven Footed Beastie, | Mr. Austin Briggs, Redding, || Seymour Lipton_._ Sorcerer, 1957...caevene.-| Whitney u.seum of American
1958, Conn Art, New York, N.Y.
........... Black Mobile, 1057______ Pur]s Gn!lsry, New York, N.Y. || Oronzio Maldarelli.....| Bianeca IT, 19%0..........| Metropolitan Museum of Art,
Jo Davidsun“.-..---.... Dr. Albert Einstein, | Whitney Museum of American i New York, N.Y.
1034, Art, New York, N.Y. Elie Nadelman.. .ceeee- Head of a Woman, 1922.) Robert Isaacson Gallery, New
Jose De Creeft. .ceeacea- Youth, 10586 ..._..____| The artist, New York, N.Y. York, N.Y.
Jose De Rivera_ .- Copper Ccnsu-uction, Grace Borgenicht Gailery, New || Isamu Noguehl. ... The Ring, 1057 ... Stable Gnllury. New York, N.Y.
9 York, N.Y, Bernard Reder.coaaeace Adam nn-i Eve. 1957....| World Houss Art Gallery, New
SR e R Construction No. 47, Do. York, N.¥Y.
1957, Hugo RobUS. eeeceeane Walking Figure, 1957....] The artist, New York, N.Y.
Herbert Ferber.........| Once Again, 1954-58____| Kootz Gallery, New York, N.Y. || Theodore Roszak...... Hound of Heaven, 1933..| Pierre Matisse au’ery. New
.......... Gg.{)%c&r.ie Cluster No. 1, Do. < = v e DYorl:, N'.YG New York;
h illiam Zorach. ... ....| Victory, 1945, coeveveann- owntown Gallery, New Yor
Robert L t La Toilette, 1044 Wiq Y Galleries, New York, "

Mr. HART. Mr. President, it would be
well to read, also, the article written
by Emily Genauer and published in the
New York Herald Tribune of May 31,
and I therefore ask unanimous consent
that that article be included in the Rec-
ORD as a part of my remarks.

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

UNITED STATES SENDING BEST ART TO EXHIBIT
1IN Moscow
{By Emily Genauer)

The first big and official exhibition of con-

temporary American art which Russia will

have seen in 40 years was being packed and
crated in a West Side warehouse yesterday
for shipment overseas tomorrow.

Filling over 30 huge and specially designed
wooden cases, the 48 paintings and 23 pieces
of sculpture assembled to represent the
variety, vitality and quality of modern
American art will travel aboard the Finn-
sailor to Helsinki, and be dispatched from
there to Moscow for display in the Ameri-
can National Exhibition of our seiences, in-
dustry, and culture scheduled to open in
that city’s Sokolniki Park July 25.

Viewed by this writer yesterday in the
Bantini Bros. warehouse at 449 West 40th
Street, the works indicate clearly that how-
ever badly the United States may have

bungled the opportunity, in the highly eon-
troversial art show at the Brussels Worlds
Fair last year, to tell the rest of the world
about our concern for cultural and spiritual
values as well as for material things, we
will be putting our best foot forward in
Moscow this summer.

In view of the importance Russia itself
places on the arts as propaganda in the cold
war, it is inevitable that the exhibition will
stir a lively reaction in that country where
the art clock was turned back around 1930,
where artists are officlally enjoined from
working in modern styles, and where the
only art ever displayed is done in the super-
realistic prettier-than-life styles of posters
and heroic monuments.
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It ought, however, to provoke no contro=
versy in America at all. The show will in-
clude every significant aspect of our art from
the realism of Grant Wood, Thomas Benton,
and Andrew Wyeth, to abstractions by the
best-known exponents of the avant-garde,
like Jackson Pollock and Willlam de EKoon-
ing. '

The jury which assembled the exhibition
consisted of two museum officials and educa-
tors, Lloyd Goodrich, director of New York’s
Whitney Museum of American Art, and
Henry R. Hope, head of fine arts at Indiana
Unlversity, and two artists, Franklin C. Wat-
kins, painter and for many years an Instruc-
tor at the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine
Arts, and Theodore Roszak, internationally
know sculptor who is also a teacher at Sarah
Lawrence College, in Bronxville,

ONE WOREK BY EACH

The position the jury took in organizing
the show was that our Government and the
cause of art freedomr would both best be
served by an exhibition that did not, as in
Brussels last summer, limit itself to the
latest efforts of our most experimental young
painters and sculptors, but would, instead,
indicate the broad development of American
art in the past 40 years. Because the free-
dom allowed our artists to work in any di-
rection they like is the chlef story we have
to tell, they limited the representation of
each painter and sculptor to a single work,
rather than show several works by each ar-
tist. The only exception made was for the
sculptors Calder and De Rivera, where an
additional example will be used in the garden
of the exhibition building.

It is anticipated that the Russians will
be as surprised by some of the subjects of
our art as by its occasional lack of subject.
Painters Eugene Speicher, Philip Evergood,
Reginald Marsh, Jack Levine, George Grosz,
Peter Blume, Raphael Soyer, John Sloan, and
Charles Burchfield are all seen in realistic
pictures treating with workers, their homes,
their amusements, the subways they ride, or
with the evils of war and dictatorship
(Blume's canvas iz the Museum of Modern
Art’s famous “Eternal City,” a view of Rome
dominated by the head of Mussolini).

In contrast to works of this nature are
John Curry’s glowing panoramic “Wisconsin
Landscape,” owned by the Metropolitan
Museum of Art, Benton's lively “Boom Town,”
Hopper's serene “Lighthouse at Two Lights,”
Franklin Watkins' portrait of a business-
man. Indieating that Americans, if they
chose, can satirize, even a hero like George
Washington, is Grant Wood's painting “Pas-
tor Weems' Fable,” loaned to the show by
Mrs. John Marquand. And to prove that we
can match or outdo in technical facility any
realistic working anywhere and still avoid
banality, is Andrew Wyeth’s study called
*Children’s Doctor.”

VARIETY OF WORKS

Paintings selected by the jury not only for
their quality but also because it was felt
they would bridge the gap for spectators
between realism and abstraction and help a
public unfamiliar with the latter to under-
stand how it developed, include canvases by
Georgia O'Eeeffe, Charles Sheeler, Max Weber,
Btuart Davis, Feininger, Marsden Hartley,
John Marin, Morris Graves, Abraham Ratt-
ner, Ben Shahn. At the other end of the
show's span are recent works by the most
extreme nonobjective painters, among them
Rothko, Gorky, Guston, Marca-Relli, Mother=
well, and Tobey.

The range of sculpture to be seen is no
less broad, reaching from the portraiture of
Jo Davidson, and classical pieces by Malda-
relli, Zorach, and Balzerman, to the metal
constructions of men like Lassaw, Roszak,
and Ferber.

The collection, owned by museums and
private collectors all over the country, is esti-
mated as exceeding a half million dollars in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

value. It was assembled and is being
shipped under the auspices of the U.S. Infor-
mation Agency. The exhibition will con-
tinue through September 4.

Mr. HART. I believe that it is the
Soviet Union which has lost face by at-
tempting political censorship of its ar-
tists, We do not want to get ourselves
into that situation. There are a great
many people in the world who think
one can judge a civilization and the
soul of a people more clearly by looking
at its works of art and sculpture than
by counting its plumbing and automo-
biles. The sooner we understand that
fact, the better it will be for us, and
the more comfortable will be the visit of
the Vice President to Moscow.

L ———

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS
TO BE SECRETARY OF COM-
MERCE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be in-
cluded in the REecorp, as a part of my
remarks, an editorial published in this
morning’s New York Times entitled “The
Strauss Appointment.”

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

THE STRAUSS APPOINTMENT

President Eisenhower saild yesterday that
4t would be tragic if anti-Semitism became
a serious issue in connection with the Sen-
ate controversy over the appointment of
Lewis L. Strauss to be Secretary of Com-
merce. Every thinking American will agree,
we are sure.

Neither Mr., Strauss nor our country has
been served by the suggestion two of his
congressional supporters made Tuesday that
anti-Semitism has played a role in Senate
opposition to his appointment. It is incom-
prehensible that Senator Scorr should have
thought it either wise or accurate to try
to draw a comparison between Mr. Strauss’
present difficulties and those of Alfred
Dreyfus in France more than a half century
ago. There simply is no comparison,

Whatever one may think of Mr. Strauss'
appointment, it is clear that opposition to
it can be explained adequately on very dif-
ferent grounds. Mr. Strauss has been a
controversial figure many times in his dis-
tinguished career as a public servant. He
is a vigorous personality; he fights energeti-
cally for what he belives right and in doing
so he has undoubtedly stepped on many toes
and, as recent events have shown, has made
some strong enemies. But we believe none
of this has anything to do with anti-Semi-
tism and it is a disservice to all concerned
to suggest that it has.

On the more fundamental issue of Mr.
Strauss’ confirmation we have stated our
position and do so again. We belleve he
deserves confirmation on two grounds:
First that a President has the right to name
the members of his Cabinet and that right
should not be denied by the Senate for any
but the most serious reasons, reasons of a
sort that do not exist here. Second, we be-
lieve Mr. Strauss has been a useful and able
public servant in the past and glves every
slgn of continuing that positive record of
contribution to the national welfare if he
is confirmed as Secretary of Commerce,
which we hope he will be soon.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it seems
to me that as we get into the debate on
this appointment, it is very important
that the issue be clear. The New York
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Times, notwithstanding the obfuscations
of irrelevant issues, such as the one
which was discussed on the floor of the
Senate the other day, about Mr. Strauss’
religious faith, lays the issue down so
clearly that I believe it deserves repeti-
tion on the floor of the Senate.

Of course, the New York Times is in
favor of the confirmation of Mr, Strauss’
nomination. Interestingly enough, it
seems to me that the Times is fairly mor-
al conscious, too, and realizes what would
be the implications of confirming the
nomination of Mr. Strauss, if he morally
did not deserve confirmation. That is a
subject, of course, which is the basis of
the real opposition to the confirmation.

The editorial in the New York Times
makes the fundamental point that “the
President has the right to name the
members of his Cabinet, and that right
should not be denied by the Senate for
any but the most serious reasons—rea-
sons of a sort that do not exist here.”

I believe that the standard which
should be applied ought not to be wheth-
er or not Senators agree fully with Mr.
Strauss’ thinking or with the way in
which he has performed his work, but,
rather, whether he possesses moral force.
That, properly, should be a subject of
debate, although I do not believe there
is enough question in that regard in the
case of Mr. Strauss to deserve it. Any
other considerations should be ruled out.

Although I expect to leave for Europe
tonight, I shall be back in a few days,
and I hope to address myself in great de-
tail to the character of Lewis Strauss,
whom I have known for many years. I
believe that he will welcome a trial of
his character on the floor of the Senate,
and I believe that when that trial is had
in the open light of day on the floor of
the Senate he will have the support of a
majority of the Senators, assuming that
they will judge him on the basis of char-
acter. I am convinced from my long as-
sociation with him that, whatever may
be argued against Mr. Strauss in any
other field, certainly in terms of high
character, his nomination deserves con-
firmation, if that is going to be the test.

PLIGHT OF EGG PRODUCERS AND
GROWERS IN THE STATE OF
OREGON

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
many of us in the Senate have watched
with apprehension the disaster which
has struck egg and poultry producers in
our States.

The average farm price of eggs has
fallen to the lowest level in 18 years and
the farm price of broilers is the lowest
on record for this season of the year.

Recently Mr. Cyril Chambers, of Ore-
gon City, Oreg., wrote me describing the
plight of my State’s egg producers, He
pointed out that:

The amount of feed that one dozen eggs
would buy in mid-March was the lowest
since 1937, and in April and May we are
going to find that our feed/egg ratio will be
the lowest in recorded history while our cost
of living is at an all-time high.

The decline of egg prices in the last
9 months has been rapid and ruinous.
In September of 1958 the average farm
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price per dozen for all eggs sold in the
United States was 41.8 cents. In May
of 1959 the figure was 25.1 cents. In
only 9 months, the price received by
farmers for a dozen eggs dropped by 33
percent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a chart prepared from statis-
tics supplied me by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture and indicating the ter-
rific fall in egg prices to the farmer over
the last 9 months be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point in my remarks,

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

Average price per dozen for all eggs sold:

Farm price | AMS re-
tail price
Cenls Cents

41.8 4. 6
30.0 6G0.0
38.9 58.9
37.0 56.4
6.4 56,4
85.8 .7
3.1 53.0
8.1 146.6
- (L et e

1 Preliminary,
Bource: Department of Agriculiure,

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
think it is significant to point out that
the average retail prices for all eggs have
not declined as fast as the prices paid
the farmer. During the 9-month period
considered in this chort, consumer cost
of a dozen eggs fell by only 29 percent.
Furthermore, I note with some chagrin
that our own Senate dining room, as of
June 2, was charging 55 cents for two
breakfast eggs. This dish was the same
price in September when eggs were sell-
ing for about 30 percent more.

Many broiler raisers in Oregon are
presently in serious financial straits.
One grower told me earlier this year:

We as growers have not made a cent of
profit on the last two bunches of broilers
we marketed and have gone $1,200 in debt.
Other growers are in the same sad circum-
stances and those who have larger flocks
have gone in the red even more so. All of
the allied industries—the hatcheries, the
feed companies, the processor, and the re-
taller—have realized a profit while the
growers have gone drastically in the red.

Unfortunately, broiler growers in my
State anticipate a continued adverse re-
lationship between broiler prices and
production costs in the early part of
1959. Oregon State College reported re-
cently:

Eroiler growers cannot hope for as fa-
vorable prices in early 1959 as they enjoyed
from January through June 1958. Broiler
prices in the first half of 1958 were buoyed
by two factors: Higher than usual prices for
red meats and delayed or reduced market-
ings of broilers, caused by cold weather in
the South and by heavy losses from improper
feedstuffs. Consequent favorable prices
were followed by weekly broiler chick place-
ments as much as 26 percent larger than in
the corresponding week the year hefore.

Under the impact of increased supplies,
broiler prices declined during the summer,
and have not since made any sustained re-
covery. Nevertheless, recent placements and
egg settinge—which will contribute to 1959
production—have been above a year ago and
the large number of layers in breeder flocks
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suggest potentially large placements for some
time to come,

Because of my concern with the eco-
nomic distress which is currently preva-
lent among egg and poultry producers
in Oregon and in other States where
these commodities are produced, I wrote
Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Ben-
son last month urging that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture take steps to assist
in alleviating this situation. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of my
letter to Secretary Benson be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

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

May 26, 1959.
Hon. EzrA TAFT BENSON,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On May 13, 1959, the
Committee on Agriculture of the House of
Hepresentatives approved a resolution re-
questing that your Department “review all
existing authority and availability of funds
with the purpose of Immediately and fully
implementing, in every practical manner,
such programs of purchase, diversion and ex-
port of eggs and poultry products as will lead
toward improvement in the present critical
situation within the domestic poultry indus-
try.”

The request of the House Committee is of
great import to poultry and egg producers of
my State. The production of eggs in Ore-
gon during April was 2 percent above the
same month last year, according to the Ore-
gon Crop and Livestock Reporting Service.
Prices received by producers are at record
lows. Producers in Oregon inform me that
the feed-to-egg price ratio is at the lowest
point since depression days. Economic disas-
ter faces many producers. In view of these
facts, I wish to urge upon you the need to
institute emergency measures as suggested by
the House committee in order to provide re-
lief to egg and poultry producers. The eco-
nomic distress currently being experienced in
this sector of agriculture has ramifications
for the entire economy. Fallure to act will
mean business failures, the consequences of
which will fall not only upon the families di-
rectly dependent upon the sale of poultry
products for a living, but also upon those en-
terprises which serve them.

I would appreciate your office informing
me as to what steps the Department of Agri-
culture has taken, in addition to the pro-
posal for an accelerated merchandising pro-
gram suggested in your press release of May
20, to alleviate this situation, including pos-
sibilities for further expansion of poultry
product purchases for use in the school lunch
program and for distribution to the States
under the needy persons and welfare insti-
tutions programs for the distribution of sur-
plus foods.

Sincerely,
RICHARD L. NEUBERGER,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
was pleased to observe that the Dairy
and Poultry Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture of the House of
Representatives will hold public hearings
on June 17 and 18 to consider plans for
reviving the egg and poultry industry.
Both egg producers and broiler raisers
will have an opportunity to be heard.

The dried and frozen egg purchase
programs announced by the Department
of Agriculture will undoubtedly be of as-
sistance in lifting the present depressed
egg market.

However, serious consideration should
be given now to programs which will
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deal with egg surpluses in a more com-
prehensive fashion and which will assist
broiler producers. Use of poultry prod-
ucts in the school lunch and welfare
programs, buying of shell eggs and mar-
keting agreements should be given de-
tailed study now with the thought of
implementing desirable action as soon
as possible in order to relieve existing
hardship.

At the present time several poultry
marketing bills are pending in the House
Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee. A
number of poultry men in my State have
indicated their belief that some type of
cooperative marketing agreement among
producers will enable the industry to
control surpluses and have a better op-
portunity to receive a fair price for their
product.

Within the next few days I plan to
write to a number of egg and poultry
producers in my State soliciting their
views on these matters. Most of the
egg producers and poultry raisers in my
State cannot afford either the time or
the money to make a trip to Washington
to present their individual views.
Therefore, I plan to submit to the House
Dairy and Poultry Subcommittee, a
résumé of the responses which I receive
in order that subcommittee members
will have a chance to study the com-
ments of these men and women who
depend on the poultry industry for a
living,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
RECORD two articles published recently in
the New York Times which describe in
some detail the problems facing the poul-
try industry. Although one of the arti-
cles is based on the economic difficulties
facing New Jersey egg producers, the
elements of the situation in which these
farmers find themselves are similar in
other States.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 1, 1959]
Eee OurPuT RIsmne WiTH No END NEAR—
RECORD SPRING SLAUGHTER OF POULTRY

ALSO REPORTED—BENSON WARY OF A

WasHINGTON, MaYy 31.—The Department
of Agriculture noted last week that egg pro-
duction in the Nation was well above that
of 19568 and predicted that the high output
might continue the rest of the year,

The Department further reported a rec-
ord spring slaughter of broilers and turkeys.
Hatching of chicks, it added, continued high
until April 1, but has since declined.

Faced with these statistics and cognizant
of the current drastic decline in poultry
and egg prices, Agriculture Secretary Ezra
Taft Benson has appeared extremely reluc-
tant to extend more than limited aid to the
distressed farmers.

Under pressure from producers in the
Middle West, he agreed to step up the De-
partment’s promotion activities in the poul-
try field. At his direction, the Department
also has been buying dried eggs at the rate of
500,000 pounds & week since early April.

Last week, after hearing a plea from New
Jersey farmers, he agreed to reconsider his
stand against further assistance, Mean-
while the House subcommittee on poultry
has slated public hearings June 17 and 18 to
consider emergency actlon to alleviate the
depression in the industry.
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PRICE CONTROLS BACKED

There are also two bills before the House
that would permit the industry to establish
price controls. In each instance these con-
trols would be enforced by Washington.

In its report, the Agriculture Department
noted that the Natlon’s farmers received
an average of 28.1 cents a dozen for thelr
eggs in mid-April, 16.3 cents a pound for
their broilers, and 23 cents for their turkeys.
These are the lowest quotations for the
products since pre-World War II days.

In 1940 the on-the-farm price of broilers
stood at 14 to 16 cents a pound, and the
average price of eggs ranged from 26 to 30
cents a dozen.

The Department speculated that the re-
cent reduction in hatchings, coupled with
a strong demand for broilers in the summer
months, might well raise the price of that
product substantially by fall. At the same
time the report offered little hope for an
improvement in turkey prices unless hatch-
ings were sharply reduced without delay.

[From the New York Times, June 1, 1959]

JersEY’S EGG PRODUCERS SHAKEN BY PRICE
BLump
(By George Cable Wright)

FreEgHoLD, N.J., May 31—"We're setting
on a keg of dynamite, and the fuse is burn-
ing low.” With these words, a driver for
Henfrult Express summed up today the criti-
cal depression in the Nation’s poultry indus-

. He was hoisting egg crates onto the
tall of his truck.

Charlie Silver, a 70-year-old farmer,
emerged from an egg-grading shed to inter-
ject: “Two months like this, you wouldn’t
see one egg farmer.”

The scene was the Silver farm on the
Freehold-Lakewood road. A tour of modern
rural highways and deep-rutted, tree-lined
dirt roads from Mullica Hill to English
Creek; from Lakewood to New Egypt, and
north to Flemington and Somerville dra-
matically emphasized the plight of egg and
poultry producers.

FARMS BEING SOLD

Scores of farms displayed “for sale" signs;
others were boarded up and abandoned.
Producers still tending their flocks com-
plained of devastating financial losses.

Some, unable to weather the economic
storm, had become sharecroppers on acreage
they only recently proudly ssed. The
industry calls this “vertical integration.” It
is not a racial term but a form of contract
farming.

The depression began to engulf the egg
and meat poultry business in early March.
Since then it has reduced producers of these
products to as low an economic status as
they have experienced in more than 40 years.
Egg prices have descended to the lows of the
1930's; broller prices to 1940 quotations.

Farmers who were interviewed estimated
their cost of production at 35 to 39 cents
for a dozen of eggs. This week they received
30 cents a dozen wholesale; & week ago 26
cents; and 2 weeks ago, 26 cents.

Retall prices in New York City last week
were listed by the department of markets
as 49 cents a dozen for the best white eggs
and 41 cents for mediums. A year ago the
prices were 59 cents and 53.

New Jersey, eighth among the States In
the output of eggs, has suffered most. Here
most pouliry farmers have long put all their
eggs in one basket, their only contact with
the meat business has been the sale of older
laying hens to soup canners.

The comparatively few who breed broilers,
rather than layers, do not market eggs.

New Jersey farmers’ hen houses, hatch-
eries, ranges, and homes occupy some of the
most valuable farmland in the Nation.
These producers pay a higher price for feed
than their counterparts in the Midwest and
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South, and unlike the latter, they grow no
feed of their own.

Their labor costs are among the highest in
the industry. In the eyes of the Iowa, Min-
nesota, Georgia, and Arkansas farmer, Jersey
taxes are tremendous.

“Some of us are farming on land as valu-
able as New York's Central Park,” an East
Brunswick farmer asserted.

Egg production in New Jersey represents
in dollars one-third of the State's agricul-
tural output.

WEEKLY LOSSES SUSTAINED

Charlie Silver, like a large percentage of
the more than 6,000 other farmers here, has
been producing eggs at a profit for many
years. Since April 1, he said, fingering his
feed bills and egg receipts, “I have lost from
$200 to $400 a week; my feed bill last week
was $1,100, but my eggs brought only §700.”

Farm foreclosures in the State are at a rec-
ord level. The farm bankruptcy rate in the
last 3 months—17.5 percent—is the highest
in the Nation.

Samuel Dubrovsky and Max Kravet also
owned profitable egg farms in Howell Town-
ship for 17 and 10 years, respectively. Late
last year they were forced to abandon their
holdings—each valued at $30,000.

“Our flocks were not too big. We lost
every penny. It’s been bad since the Korean
war,” Mr. Dubrovsky sald.

In the little general store they have since
purchased together with borrowed funds,
Mr. Eravet quietly mixed a bucket of potato
salad. “Maybe we're lucky,” he muttered.

Individual appraisals by farmers of the
present situation vary widely. At one ex-
treme is George Parker of Plainsboro.

‘] DON'T EXPECT SYMPATHY"

“Since I was stupid enough to get into this
business, I don't expect sympathy,” he said.
“I'll just try and stick it out. Controls and
supports are a thing of the past. They're
not for me.”

At the other extreme is Jerome Taub of
Bound Brook.

“We are entitled to a reasonable profit,”
he asserted. “Price supports and controls
are the answer. There are no more ineffi-
clent farmers. They've already been forced
out.”

The majority of farmers Interviewed in
the last week agreed that to attribute the
present situation solely to overproduction
and reduced consumption was gross over-
simplification.

Until a year ago New Jersey producers were
surpassed only by those of Iowa and Minne-
sota in volume of eggs supplied to the New
York market.

In the last 12 months a major portion of
this market has been seized by farmers of
the South. Hundreds of broller raisers in
that area, hit by falling prices, have switched
to egg production.

SOUTHERN COMPETITION HURTS

These eggs from the South, Martin Schub-
kegel noted as he gathered eggs just layed
by his flock of 19,000 birds, are being candled,
crated, and shipped to the metropolitan area
at prices comparable to the farm production
cost here. Mr. Schubkegel has farmed 27
years on the Lake-New Egypt Road.

“Twenty years ago,” he continued, “I paid
81 for a bag of feed. Now I pay $4. In 1932
I could hire a man for $40 a month and his
board; now I must pay him $200. In the
same period my taxes have climbed from
$400 to $3,000.”

Similar reports were volced by all farmers
approached. Samuel Jarmus of Englishtown,
Irving Berger of Lakewood, Irwin Berstein of
Howell, who Is now seeking to dispose of
his 120-acre egg farm, blame the South's
overnight change from an egg-deficit to an
egg-surplus area for much of their troubles.

Yet most farmers here agree that expansion
of production in the Midwest, improved
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methods of breeding, the widespread use of
miracle drugs to control flock diseases, im-
proper farm financing, soaring feed costs
and farm mechanization are important fac-
tors in the egg and poultry price decline.

“Even sharp reductions in the office and
factory coffee break, as well as publicity con-
cerning the effects of cholesterol in the diet
cannot be overlooked,” Mr. Schubkegel re-
marked,

MOST WANT U.S. AID

Most farmers want some form of tem-
porary relief from Washington. But they
appear confused and divided as to the best
method for curing the ills of their industry.
George Parker, Martin Schubkegel and others
look for the survival of the fittest.

The bulk of the State's producers favor
production controls set by the farmers but
administered by Washington. Few want di-
rect subsidies, except as a measure of tem-
porary relief.

Integration—In the Iindustrial sense—is
generally frowned upon in New Jersey. As
practiced here, feed distributors buy and
stock a farm. A farmer then contracts to
manage the operation and is pledged a spe-
cific price for each doZen eggs he produces.
The feed concern markets the product. In
some instances an incentive bonus is in-
cluded in each contract.

“Many of such tenant farmers in New
Jersey are producers who became so in-
debted to their benefactor that such integra-
tion was their only way out,” an official of
the State department of agriculture noted.

Down at the K & R Hatchery a few miles
southwest of here workmen were busy yes-
terday dismantling huge incubators for ship-
ment to a Mississippi integrator. The plant
last year produced 4 million baby chicks,
Now it has been sold for warehouse pur-

“With chicks selling for 4 cents each,” ex-
plained a farmer woefully surveying the
operation, “you lose money on every egg you
hatch.”

SOUTH AND MIDWEST HANG ON

A spot check of the egg situation in the
South and Middle West by correspondents of
the New York Times showed production costs
in those areas to be considerably lower than
in New Jersey.

The view of industry experts in the South
is that the efficient, large poultry producer
will survive the present depressed market
for broilers and eggs.

But many of the marginal and inefficient
operators may become business casualties,
Northern producers, even the efficient ones,
are expected to be squeezed tighter and
tighter because of the competitive advantage
that the South has from lower labor and
flock housing costs.

The simple fact is that production has
caught up with consumption. Some steps
have been taken to reduce the size of flocks
to stem the glut. A slight improvement in
the egg market in the last week appears to
have lowered the number of eggs used for
setting and to have diverted them to market.

THREE KEY REASONS NOTED

A shift to production on a contract basis,
overexpansion by the entrance of amateurs
into the industry as a side line and the op-
erations of emall producers who do not know
that they are selling eggs at a loss are among
the reasons cited for market conditions.

Charles D. Hawks of North Little Rock,
Ark., general manager of the Arkansas Poul-
try Federation and head of the Arkansas Egg
Council, thinks the egg glut on the New York
market can be traced to a sweeping transi-
tion to assemblyline production.

Contract production of eggs is becoming
increasingly the rule. Under this system, the
entrepreneur—usually a feed dealer—obtains
feed, the big item in egg and poultry pro-
duction, from a manufacturer on credit. He
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then buys pullets and places them with a
farmer grower.

The grower operates the egg factory un=-
der contract and is guaranteed a fixed price
for eggs. As an incentive, the grower gets
a bonus to turn out larger, cleaner eggs on
less feed. The entrepreneur markets the
eggs.

The big egg factories in the South can turn
out eggs for 27 cents a dozen, including
production costs, Interest, and depreciation
on equipment. They are not making money
now but are holding their own.

Mr, Hawks contends that while the broiler
industry has cut costs to a minimum, there
is still room to shave costs in the egg field.

Gordon SBawyer of Gainesville, Ga., south-
east manager of the National Broiler Council,
summed up the present broiler market in
two words: *“We're hurting.”

It costs a large operator 163 cents a
pound to raise a broiler. The wholesale
market is running 14 to 15 cents.

The pricing practices of chainstores are
cited as one factor depressing the poultry
market. Brollers were moving slowly at 49
cents a pound, so every 2 weeks or so stores
featured them at 29. There was no bottom
to the market at this price. But neither
was there a profit. And it spoiled the mar-
ket for 49-cent broilers.

FEDERAL CONTROL A FACTOR

Another problem grew out of the placing
of processing plants under Federal regula-
tions January 1. Changes needed to con-
form to standards increased costs. Since
plant changes were needed many processors
decided to increase capacity at the same
time. This added to the oversupply.

Carl Tower, marketing speciallst in the
North Carolina Agriculture Department, re-
ported that some improvement in egg prices
recently had caused many poultry raisers to
switch their laying eggs to the egg market.

The State jumped from fourth to second
in poultry production last year. Georgia
ranks first.

The chief complaint among Tarheel pro-
ducers is that the Federal Government has
failed to clear away surpluses. Some
smaller producers, especlally newcomers,
complain that they were oversold on the
business.

North Carolina farmers were getting 31
cents a dozen for large eggs last week. A
year ago the price was 38.6 cents. The re-
tail price was 39 cents compared with 49
cents a year ago.

At Richmond, Va., R. Frank Frazier, ex-
ecutive vice president of the National Broiler
Council, and other indusiry observers de-
tected some hopeful signs. Among them
were a fast production adjustment to reduce
the hatching of baby chicks; warm weather,
which increases consumer demand for broil-
ers; heavier culling of old hens to keep the
number of laying hens within bounds, and
an upturn of 3 to 4 cents in the market price
of eggs last week,

IOWA FARMERS REPORT PROFIT

In Iowa, the special producer of chickens
and eggs has been able to cut his cost and is
making from 3 to 6 cents a dozen on quality
eggs.

The average cost of producing a dozen eggs
on the farm is between 20 and 21 cents. The
farmer uses his cheap corn and even cheaper
oats mixed with a food concentrate to make
mash for the laying hens in an effort to keep
costs down.

Leading grocery markets are selling eggs
to the consumer at prices of two dozen for
75 cents for grade A; two dozen for 79 cents
for grade A all whites, and two dozen for 69
cents for grade B. A year ago the grade A
prices ranged from 59 to 61 cents a dozen.

In Minnesota, falling prices have put the
egg and poultry business in “the most dis-
astrous condition in two decades,” according
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to Byron G. Allen, Minnesota Commissioner
of Agriculture.

Minnesota farmers are receiving an average
of 18 cents a dozen for grade A eggs, com=
pared with 29 cents in May of 1958,

The commissioner sald the cost of produc=
ing a dozen eggs on the farm—the cost of feed
alone, with no return for labor, poultry
housing or death losses—was 18 cents a
dozen.

Today's retail price is about three dozen
for $1, he said.

Production of chickens for the table is just
as dismal as egg production, Mr. Allen said.
He noted that meat hens were being sold to
producers of soups and packaged dinners for
as low as 6 to 8 cents a pound.

As a result, he said, farmers are moving
out of both businesses in large numbers,

“CAN MONEY LICK CANCER?”—
NEWSWEEK MAGAZINE ANALYSIS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the
June 8, 1959, issue of Newsweek magazine
has presented a most thorough analysis
of the need for further funds for cancer
research, a topic which achieved dra-
matic emphasis by the recent tragic
death of John Foster Dulles.

The article makes evident that addi=-
tional money for cancer research can
have a profound impact on the ultimate
conquest of cancer. It quotes a fop re-
searcher as follows:

As to whether more money can be usefully
spent, the answer is definitely ‘‘yes.” What
we can do immediately (in research) is lim-
ited by the availability of people qualified in
this field. But we could use much more for
training these people, more equipment, bet=
ter facilities.

Mr. President, the President’s budget
requested $75,218,000 for the National
Cancer Institute. The House of Repre=
sentatives has raised this to $83,308,000.
But such eminent men as Dr. Sidney
Farber, the leading exponent of cancer
chemotherapy, and Dr. I. S. Ravdin,
noted cancer surgeon, have pointed ouft
that $109 million is needed just to fulfill
commitments and programs of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute.

I had the privilege of testifying, as
leadoff witness, before the Subcommittee
on Health, Education, and Welfare,
headed by the able senior Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hnrl, on May 27 in the
company of Drs. Farber and Ravdin. I
support their requests completely.

I believe that the Newsweek article
of June 8 makes emphatic the urgent
justification for the Senate voting the
complete $109 million required in this
vital cause.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent that the article be printed at this
point in the Recorb.

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

(From Newsweek, June 8, 1959)
CAN MoNEY Lick CANCER?

More money almost surely will hasten the
the day when researchers discover a cure
for cancer, the medical experts were agreed
last week.

A top specialist in the field, expressing
the consensus said:

“As to whether more money can be use=-
fully spent, the answer is definitely ‘yes.
What we can do immediately (in research) is
limited by the availability of people guali-
fled in this flield. But we could use much
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more for training these people * * * more
equipment * * * better facilities.”

TARGET: A CURE

The body of John Foster Dulles, dead of
cancer, still lay in the vaulted nave of Wash-
ington National Cathedral when the Sena-
tors convened solemnly in a walnut-paneled
room of the New Senate Office Bullding last
week.

“We dedicate these hearings this morning
to both the memory of John Foster Dulles
and to the hope that our deliberations here
may serve to bring closer the day when medi-
cal research will wipe this infamous disease
from the face of the earth,” sald Senator
Lister Hinn, of Alabama, chalrman of the
Health Appropriations Subcommittee.

Seldom had a Senate committee met in
such a moment of urgency and determina-
tion. All over Washington and all across
the United States the death of the 53d
Secretary of State seemed to forge a new and
iron dedication in the assault on ‘the Na-
tion’s No. 2 killer.

Cancer had taken many distinguished
men—five Senators, including Robert A.
Taft, in recent years—and it claims the lives
of 250,000 Americans a year, next only to
heart disease, which kills 900,000 annually.
But somehow Dulles’ extrao: fortitude
through months of cruel suffering, and his
loss when his services were most needed,
made his name a battle cry.

In the hearing room, where the Hill sub-
committee was considering an increase in
appropriations for the National Cancer In-
stitute from the $75,218,000 proposed by the
administration to $110,203,000, John Foster
Dulles was in every mind. And support for
the increase was unanimous.

A VAST PROGRAM

The first witness, Democratic Senator
Ricuarp L. NeEuBerceEr of Oregon, who re-
cently underwent surgery and radiation
treatment for cancer himself, went farther
and urged consideration of his previously
proposed $500 million-a-year crash program
to combat the cruel killer of so many
humans.

“* ¢ & What greater way could there be to
honor Mr. Dulles' memory,” he asked, “than
to launch a vast p: * * * aimed at
vanquishing the disease which took his life?”

At the end of Senator NEUBERGER'S testi-
mony, Chairman Hmnr read into the RECorD
a letter from TV star Arthur Godfrey, an-
other recent cancer sufferer, pressing for
“greatly increased appropriations * * * for
the fight against cancer. The lives of too
many irreplaceable people have been cut
short by this horrible disease,” Godfrey
wrote.

THE EXPERTS SPEAK

The other witnesses were Dr. Isador S.
Ravdin, president of the American Surgical
Society and a consultant to both President
Elsenhower (when he was stricken by ileitis)
and Dulles, and Dr, Sidney Farber, chairman
of the Cancer Chemotherapy Committee and
professor of pathology at Harvard.

Explaining the need for more money, Dr.
Ravdin sald optimistically.

“Great breakthroughs in medical knowl=-
edge are usually the result of research by
many workers, each of whom adds to the
sum total.”

Dr. Farber detailed three great areas of
promise for exploitation:

Chemotherapy (use of chemicals for the
arrest of the disease).

The search for cancer diagnostic tests that
can be carried out rapidly, inexpensively,
and with complete accuracy for the entire
population,

Studles of cause, leading to the prevention
of cancer.

‘When the hearing ended, shortly before
the Dulles funeral service began, substan-
tially increased funds for cancer research
were clearly in prospect.
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Already the House had Increased the Pres-
ident’'s request to $83,308,000, and after
Dulles’ death, it might go higher. Mr.
Eisenhower would find it difficult to veto
appropriations inspired by his friend’s death.

If money ecould beat cancer, Congress
would provide the money—and it would do so
in the name of John Foster Dulles,

NEED FOR ARCTIC RESEARCH

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, our
foreign policy and our appropriations
seem to be largely geared to opposition
to the totalitarian regime which rules in
Moscow. More than half the proposed
budget—in excess of $40 billion—is to be
expended on national defense and mu-
tual security. Yet in another field, in
which the Russians have long been emi-
nent, and where comparatively negligible
sums would go a little way if not to
enable us to catch up in the field of
Arctiec research, at least not to drop fur-
ther behind, we are tragically neglecting
our opportunities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
the conclusion of my remarks an edi-
torial entitled “United States Neglects
Need For Arctic Research,” published in
the Anchorage (Alaska) Daily Times,
which deals cogently with this subject.
The editorial points out that appropria-
tions which are needed to carry on the
work which we have been doing effec-
tively in Alaska have been so curtailed
in amount that there is great danger
that much of this very vital activity will
be suspended. These are relatively minor
sums. It seems to me that we are being
pennywise and dollar foolish when we
are spending billions in other ways to
meet the Russian threat, and neglect
this very important field of Arctic re-
search, which is bound to play a very
important part in the future in our
struggle against the totalitarian regime
-across the Bering Strait.

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

[From the Anchorage (Alaska) Times,

June 2, 1959]
UniTED STATES NEGLECTS NEED FOR ARCTIC
RESEARCH
Arctic research in the field of health is
for lack of interest on the part
of the U.8. Government.

Programs of the Arctic Health Research
Center in Anchorage are dying on the vine,
Federal appropriations now pending in Con-
gress are inadequate to maintaln present
work schedules.

Alaska’s two Senators recently made a plea
for greater allocations. They asked that
funds also be made available for planning
an adequate headquarters building.

Senator BARTLETT told a committee that
two entire sections of the research c_era-

tions may have to be discontinued because
the appropriations are insufficlent to sup-
port them.

This is an alarming situation. The need
for research in the field of health is greater
today than it was in 1948 when the program
was established.

The research center is the only American

on devoting its entire efforts to
biological and physical sciences concerned
with health in Arctic areas.
- When it was established the purpose was
twofold. First, it was to catch up on Fed-
eral delinquency in the Arctic health investi=
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gations which resulted from long neglect.
Second, it was to safeguard the health of the
growing population resulting from the influx
of people—military, veterans, defense con-
struction workers, and others.

Substantial progress has been made in the
11 years of study. But the need for con-
tinuation of the program is urgent today.
Alaska has become a State. Modern tech-
nology has placed her at the heart of a small
world. Continued increase in population is
inevitable.

Time and restless men will not walt for
answers to low-temperature living. As com-
munities grow and new settlements spring
up in the wilderness, better answers are
needed for permafrost engineering, food pro-
duction and processing, endemic diseases
and factors affecting their control.

The Alaska research program was & coura-
geous and sound measure to alter the tra-
ditional course of civilization. Until then
public health activities had developed in the
wake of civilization. The new effort was to
make these activities a leader instead of a
follower. Public health was to pioneer new
flelds and become a creative force in open-
ing new frontiers.

Accomplishments under the program have
been noteworthy. Included among them
are a water distribution system that will
work in permafrost, identification of para-
sites affecting animals and man in the Are-
tle, discovery of effective controls over bit-
ing insects, development of home treatment
program for tuberculosis, learning about
anemia among Eskimos.

Federal neglect of the Arctic health re-
search program is deplorable in the light
of its great accomplishments and the great
need.

But the neglect becomes alarming when
compared to the activities of Soviet Russia
in the same and other scientific fields.

While the Unilted States has only one
establishment carrying forward its health
studies in the Arctic, the Soviets have 31
institutions engaged in medical sciences in
the Arctic.

The Soviet's concern with Arctic health
is only a small part of a larger program in
which it has 374 institutions participating.
Those institutions operated 107 polar sta-
tions during 1956 and the trend is for more
of them, not less.

These scientific programs play an ime-
portant role in Russia's great success in
carrying civilization into the far reaches of
the Arctic, the area of the world that is
destined to be one of the most important
in coming generations.

It is ridiculous that the leaders of the
United States should lack the vision to see
the need for expansion rather than contrac-
tion of scientific studles in Arctic areas.

The Arctic Health Research Center
should be given adequate funds for a
widening of its investigations. It should
also be provided with adequate bulldings
in which to conduct its scientific studies.

The request for Federal funds to do this
is not a boondoggling proposition, nor a
pork barrel operation for the edification of
the Senators elected here. It is a sound
warning that this Nation must keep pace
:i;ith the northward migration of civiliza-

on.

The Arctic is no longer a vacuum beyond
the periphery of human interest. It is one of
the most strategic areas of the globe and the
destiny of the American way of life might
well be decided there.

THE FRIENDLY RELATIONSHIF BE-
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND
FRANCE
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, on

Monday last it was my privilege to pay
a fribute to France and to express the
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satisfaction which I personally felt, and
which I was sure a great number of
Americans likewise felt in the recovery
of France. It is one of the brightest
spots in a troubled world. It is a re-
covery which spells increasing peace and
stability, and should rejoice Americans,
who ought never to forget our great debt
to France, which began with the invalu-
able assistance which the French peo-
ple gave us in the Revolution which gave

‘birth to our Republic,

The friendship between our two peo-
ples, the American people and the French
people, has been—despite a brief lapse in
the 1790's—for nearly a century and
three-quarters, one of the most gratify-
ing and inspiring examples of the rela-
tionship of two peoples, both cherishing
the ideals of liberty, equality, and
brotherhood, and of the dignity of man.

I placed in the Recorp last Monday
the first of a series of excellent articles
written by Robert C. Doty and published
in the New York Times, entitled “A Year
of De Gaulle,” together with an edi-
torial published in the same issue of
the New York Times, outlining Presi-
dent De Gaulle’s hopes for a peaceable
-and permanent settlement of the rela-
tionship between France and Algeria.

I shall ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp, at the conclusion
of my remarks, the second and third
articles of that series, as well as an
article contained in a special dispatch of
the New York Times of this morning
headed “De Gaulle Sets Stage for Algeria
Debate,” and, finally, an article written
by the well-known columnist Constan-
tine Brown which was published in last
night's Washington Evening Star en-
titled “France Revitalized in One Year,”
with the subheading “Nation a Sample of
What Can Be Done When It Rallies to
Patriotic Leadership.” All these articles
are extremely well worth reading, and I
commend them to the attention of my
colleagues.

I call particular attention to the
enlightened way in which President
De Gaulle is approaching the Algerian
problem. As we know, the world has
moved rapidly away from the idea and
practice of colonialism, By and large,
the Western Powers have made, or are
in the process of making, an end to their
colonial policies. The Russians are now
practicing it, and in particularly brutal
fashion, with a ruthlessness which makes
other colonial regimes of the past seem
benign by comparison. With complete
hypocrisy, while fastening the shackles
of colonial servitude on their helpless
satellites and reaching out for more such
victims, they are denouncing the vanish-
ing colonialism of the Western Powers
with the hope of posing as liberators and
then infiltrating the newly liberated na-
tions to try to convert them to commu-
nism and to bring them into the Soviet
orbit.

The Chinese Reds have likewise fol-
lowed suit in this policy, as their recent
conquest of Tibet demonstrates. That is
all the more reason why the Western
‘World may point with pride to its present
trend and performance to liquidate the
colonialism of the past.
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Our own Nation has set a conspicuous
and shining example within the year by
granting our two incorporated Territo-
ries, Alaska and Hawaii, statehood. I
have no hesitation in saying that Uncle
Sam would have been guilty of colonial-
ism had we not taken this step, and I
know that we are prepared to move as
rapidly as possible in providing the
maximum of self-government, in accord-
ance with the wishes of the people, to our
remaining possessions. We liberated the
Philippines 13 years ago, and we have
given Puerto Rico the political status
which its people approved less than a
decade ago. The British Empire, mean-
while, is pursuing an extremely enlight-
ened policy of combining the liberation
of its former colonies with the utmost in
the way of adequate preparation for their
new role of self-government.

The Algerian question is far more
complicated than perhaps any of the
other problems which come under the
heading of colonialism. It is more com=
plicated for a number of reasons,
which, incidentally, are set forth in the
articles which will follow, but principally
because the French have been in Algiers
for well over a century. Some five suc~
cessive generations of Algerian-born
Frenchmen have been born there. With
the assistance of successive French gov-
ernments, and through their own
energies, they have established a grow-
ing and successful economy and have in-
troduced French culture and civilization
there. At the same time, perhaps 8 or 9
times the number of Algerian Moslems
have felt in the past that their wishes
and their aspirations have not prevailed
and that they should not be ruled by a
minority. Involved in this, of course, are
ethnic and religious differences, as well
as differences of economic status which
enormously complicate the problem.
There is the further difficulty arising
from the efforts of nearby dictators to
stimulate and assist rebellion.

There are the constant intrigues of
the Kremlin's emissaries. There are the
errors committed by past French govern-
ments. There are the rancors aroused
by past acts of violence of both sides.

President De Gaulle’s policy is the
height of enlightenment and courage.
He proposes a thoroughly democratic
solution by giving full equality in the
suffrage to all the people of Algiers.
There will be no loading of the vote in
favor of Algerians of French origin.
Majorities will, according to democratic
practice, determine the future status of
Algeria. Needless to say, De Gaulle will
have much opposition, some in France,
some in Algiers. But if he succeeds, the
benefits, not merely for France and Al-
giers, but for the whole world, will be
incalculable.

As Robert C. Doty puts it:

If the inevitable political evolution of Africa
takes place within the sphere of democ-
racy, the huge continent could become an
economic, politic and military bastion of that
world. If, on the other hand, the young Af-
rican nationalists should turn toward Mos-
cow and Peiping for inspiration, guldance
and material help, the loss would be a stag-
gering blow to the West.
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President De Gaulle’s is a direct at-
tack on colonialism. It is the effort to
liquidate colonialism by eliminating its
essential character. It is a radical solu-
tion because it goes to the root of the
trouble. Let us hope for its success.

It is interesting to recall one of the
basic tenets of President De Gaulle's
philosophy, contained in the opening
words of his war memoirs, namely that
“France cannot be France without gran-
deur.” President De Gaulle’s policies
are bringing to France that grandeur
which he feels is indispensable., It is
grandeur reached for through the en-
lightened application of democratic
principles.

Let no one be under any illusion con-
cerning the great difficulties which lie
ahead for France in this inspiring pro-
gram of its far-visioned and courageous
leader. It calls for the sympathy and
moral support not only of the United
States, but of the people of the entire
free world.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the articles to which I have
referred, published in the New York
Times and the Washington Evening Star
be printed at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRbD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 3, 1959]
A Year oF DE GAULLE—IL
(By Robert C. Doty)
PLACE IN HISTORY MAY HINGE ON ABILITY TO
STABILIZE FRENCH-AFRICAN RELATIONS

Paris, June 2.—Gen. Charles de Gaulle's
final place in history may well depend on his
success or fallure in putting France's rela-
tions with Africa on a healthy, durable basis.

The stakes, not for France alone, but for
the West as a whole and for Africa as well,
are immense.

If the inevitable political evolution of
Africa takes place within the sphere of de-
mocracy, the huge continent could become
an economie, polttlcal and mmtary bastion
of that world.

If, on the other hand, the young African
nationalists should turn toward Moscow and
Peiping for inspiration, guidance and mate-
rial help, the loss would be a staggering blow
to the West.

As long ago as his Brazmaville declaration
during World War II, General de Gaulle dem-
onstrated a penetrating awareness of the vital
importance of Africa to France, Europe and
the West.

As a result, in the 12 months since his re-
turn to power a year ago yesterday, the Gen-
eral has devoted more of his time and energy
to reflection, discussion and action on Afri-
can problems than all his other preoccupa-
tions combined.

PROBLEM IN TWO PARTS

The problem presents itself in two inter-
related parts: on the one hand, Algeria and
the rest of Moslem North Africa, on the
other, the French African territories south
of the Sahara and the island of Madagascar—
altogether a solid third of the total area of
Africa.

In his final news conference before his
retirement from active politics in June, 1955,
General de Gaulle set the pattern for the
action he has taken since his return to power.

“There are two facts about which no one
can do anything,” he sald at that time.

“The first is the nationalist passion that
the general shakeup of the world has caused
to flame up almost everywhere and that
makes itself felt also in French North Afriea.”
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And, further on: “But I say that no other
policy than that which has as its aim the
substitution of assoclation for domination in
French North Africa * * * can be either
valid or worthy of France.”

In North Africa, the die was already cast in
tragic fashion when General de Gaulle as-
sumed power again. In Tunisia and Mo-
rocco, former French protectorates, fairly
satisfactory forms of assoclation had already
been worked out to replace domination, con-
sistent with the Gaullist formula.

But the cancer of the unresolved Moslem
rebellion in Algeria, engaging increasingly
the Moslem solidarity of the two nelghboring
states, threatened and still threatens to
frustrate hopes for mutually profitable col-
laboration between France and the rest of
North Africa.

General de Gaulle's action in Algeria has
been inhibited by two factors.

First, the presence of an important Euro-
pean minority, rooted there for more than a
century, makes of Algeria an almost unique
colonial problem, demanding a solution that
will safeguard European rights while satisfy-
ing Moslem natlonalist aspiratlons.

Second, 414 years of warfare, marked by
brutality on both sides, having so inflamed
passions, so hardened the extreme positions
that no reasonable compromise seems to
have any chance of acceptance—assuming a
reasonable compromise can be found.

VOTING EQUALITY GRANTED

Although no details of a solution in Algeria
can now be discerned, President de Gaulle,
by one act and one declaration, has set the
country irrevocably on the road to self-de-
termination, or the right to choose its own
future. The act was the granting of voting
equality to the Moslems, outnumbering the
Europeans by a margin of about 8 to 1. The
declaration, oft-repeated, was that the poli-
tical status of Algeria would ultimately be
determined by free election.

This clearly means that, soon or late, the
Moslern majority can achieve any sort of a
solution it wants, up to and including in-
dependence,

General de Gaulle's gamble, in Algeria as
elsewhere in Africa, is that through patient
efforts to restore peace without yielding to
rebel demands for a grant of independence,
coupled with earnest efforts to improve the
economic and social conditions of the Mos-
lems, the Algerians will be led ultimately to
choose continuing association with France
in some mutually acceptable form.

In Algeria, the President has been forced
to fight an improvised rear-guard action in
a situation already badly deteriorated. In
the rest of French Africa, he has been able
to take the lead, to set on foot action to
anticipate and forestall the critical, violent
stage of nationalism.

His method was to offer the 14 French
African territories the choice of full inde-
pendence or participation in a new French
community in which they would exercise
local autonomy, leaving foreign affairs, de-
fense and community financial policy to
France,

Only one, Guinea, took the first option.
In all the others, General de Gaulle’s name
and record of enlightened views on colonial
matters won big majorities for association
in a referendum last September.

But by the terms of the community con-
stitution, member states retain the perma-
nent right of secession and access to full
independence. This means that the com-
munity will remain cohesive for just as long
as France can counterbalance the siren song
of pan-Africanism from independent
Guinea and Ghana, and from even farther
afield, with solid advantages for those Afri-
can territories that remain with France.

Thus, at best, the French community
could become a permanent grouping of states
taking cultural and economic leads from



9820

Paris, much as the Commonwealth states do
from London.

At least, even if it should prove to be im-
permanent, the community can serve as a
framework for mutual aid and peaceful evo-
lution toward whatever final political status
is chosen by the African States.

President de Gaulle is enough of a realist
to foresee both possibilities. He under-
stands that France's essential interest in
Africa is not in the French flag's waving
over large territories but rather in French
humanist ideas expressed in French by mil-
lions of Africans, by choice rather than
constraint, in the profitable exchange of
French and African products on both con-
tinents, and in the assurance that, in a
showdown, those same Africans would find
it to their own interest to stand up and be
counted for the free world.

[From the New York Times, June 4, 1959]
A YeEAR oF DE Gavrre—IIIL
(By Robert C. Doty)

HE STRUGGLES TO ASSURE FOR FRANCE A ROLE
CONSISTENT WITH HER GREATNESS

PAris, June 3.—The foundation of Gen.
Charles de Gaulle's view of world affairs in
his refusal to accept the idea that national
influence should be proportionate to na-
tional material power.

Implicit in all of his declarations and
initiatives in forelgn affairs is the idea that
the old French humanist tradition is at
least as powerful as the atom bomb., He in-
tends, however, to have the bomb, too, by
allied aid if possible, by independent de-
velopment if necessary.

A second and corollary tenet, expressed in
almost the opening words of his war
memoirs, is:

“In brief, to my mind, France cannot be
France without grandeur.”

It is in this that the De Gaulle of the
wartime Free French movement, struggling
without legal status, without funds, with-
out an army, with only an idea and the force
of character, for recognition of France as a
full partner most resembles the President de
Gaulle of 1959, 1 year after his return to
power last June 1,

Today he is again struggling to assure for
France a role consistent with his concept of
her greatness in the resolution of what he
conceives to be the real issues of our times.

Quarrels held transitory

In General de Gaulle's scheme of things,
established with the long view of the his-
torian, the issues that excite and divide the
European-Atlantic world today—rival ideol-
ogles, Berlin, Germany, and the arms race—
are mere transitory petty quarrels—annoy-
ing, even dangerous—but basically irrele-
vant to the real issue of man's fate.

“In our time, the only worthwhile cause
is that of man,” he said, defining his foreign
policy views at his March 25 news confer-
ence. “It is man that must be saved, made
to live and develop.”

The important stake for him does not lie
in the quarrels between the Communist and
democratic worlds, which he sees as essen-
tlally members of a common European fam-
ily of nations, but in the portents for the
future in the two-thirds of mankind who
live in misery outside the European fra-
dition.

It is the task, he says, of the entire Euro-
pean-Atlantic world, from the Urals to San
Francisco, to bring material and moral aid
to less-favored peoples.

He sees France, once her own house has
been set in order by settlement of the Al-
gerian problem, as qualified to take a lead-
ing role in that approach to the “third
world” of Asla and Africa without arous-
ing the fears of domination that the Soviet
Union or the United States by thelr rivalry
and power would arouse,
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These views, regarded as utopian and un=
realistic by some of France's allies, are none-
theless important, for they motivate the
general’s policy in each of the major do-
mains of foreign affairs.

Thus, he does not regard the East-West
rivalry as a new struggle between Rome and
Carthage from which one must emerge vic-
torious, the other defeated. But he is no
neutralist. In current Western councils,
France has been most insistent on the
maintenance of the Western positions in
Berlin and Germany.

Again, General de Gaulle does not per-
mit the disparity between France's tough
line and her military means for backing it
up to dissuade him from proclaiming what
he believes to be the wise policy.

Firmness, General de Gaulle holds, offers
the best hope of bringing the Russlans to
reason so that, at a summit conference, he
could raise for discussion by the blg powers
the real issue of cooperation in worldwide
development.

Here, again, the fact that France could
contribute less, materially, to such a pro-
gram than could her major allies is regarded
by General de Gaulle as an irrelevancy. So
is the suggestion, advanced by cynics, that
France would need such a program to enable
her to carry out promlises of vast develop-
ment projects in Algeria and the French
community in Africa.

In his attitudes toward the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and the European uni-
fication movement General de Gaulle is op-
posed to those aspects of both movements
that tend to blur the lines of national iden-
tity and responsibility.

Despite his vision of the worldwide obliga-
tions of the European-Atlantic world as a
whole, General de Gaulle believes that for
Frenchmen, at least, the essential fact is the
fact of nationhood.

Accordingly, in NATO he disputes and re-
sists the tendency toward the integration of
national forces in international commands,

Stand on fleet explained

Explaining his decision to keep France's
Mediterranean fleet under national command
in time of war, he said:

“I think, in fact, that [the alliance] will
be so much the more living and stronger if
the great states will unite in a form of co-
operation where each bears his own responsi-
bility rather than in that of an integration
where peoples and governments would find
themselves more or less stripped of their role
and responsibility in the domain of their own
defense.”

The fleet move was designed also to polnt
up General de Gaulle's demands on Britain
and the United States for French participa-
tion with them in the constitution of a
global political and milltary strategy board.
The move served also to underline General
de Gaulle's desire for revision of the NATO
command structure to give France a larger
role, particularly by the extension of the
alllance’s strategic planning to Africa.

His attitude toward European unification
projects is consistent with his nationalist
principles.

Those who established the first three su-
pranational European Economic Communi-
ties—the Coal-Steel, Atomic Energy, and
Common Market Communities—saw them as
preliminaries to a real federal political union
of France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, the
Netherlands and Luxembourg and any other
European states willing to merge their sov-
ereignties with those of the founding six.

General de Gaulle does not share this view.
His ideal of European unification is that of
increasingly close consultation and collab=
oration among national governments, with
no nonsense about a merging of sover=
eignties,

He has honored France's signature on the
existing six-nation treaties but is unlikely to
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take France into any more supranational
organizations authorized to exercise jurisdic-
tlons independently of national govern-
ments.

Instead, General de Gaulle can be ex-
pected to continue to seek to formalize con-
tacts between heads of government, like
those he has established with Dr. Eonrad
Adenauer, the West German Chancellor,

FRANCE REVITALIZED TN 1 YEAR—NATION A
SampLE OF WHAT CaN B Done WHEN IT
RALLIES TO PATRIOTIC LEADERSHIP

(By Constantine Brown)

This column has reported frequently the
emergence of France as a new and revitalized
force among the nearly demoralized free na-
tions of the world. That country with a
small population compared to the 208 mil-
lion in the Soviet Union and 170 million in
the United States has set an example of
what a nation can do when it rallies around
genuine patriotic leadership.

When Gen. Charles de Gaulle took over
the reins of France a year ago, he had on
his hands a state close to total moral, finan-
clal and political bankruptcy. There were
as many political parties as there were am-
bitious politicians. These parties and poli-
ticians, while jockeying for power, combined
their efforts to overthrow any administra-
tion which gave a vague impression of
strength by remaining in office for more than
a few months. The interests of the coun=-
try had become an expression used only for
the purpose of replacing a set of politiclans
by another office-hungry crowd,

The French people themselves had lost not
only faith in their leaders but had become
so frustrated that the voices they expressed
at the polls had become meaningless. *“Je
m'enfoutism” (I don't care a damn) had be-
come the political slogan. And cheap, sel-
fish politicians were thriving on it. Every-
one for himself was the watchword. Trans-
lated into practical consequences, it meant a
lessening of concentrated economic efforts for
the good of all, and particularly a flight from
the franc.

The big industrialists and financiers trans-
ferred large sums to banks in Switzerland
and the United States. Little people bought
gold coins or ingots. This was done es-
peclally by the still-prospering farmers.

France was going to her destruction fast.
This, at least, was the consensus, not only
of the casual foreign observer but also that
of many French people themselves. It was
heard all over that only & man on a white
horse could save the situation.

The man appeared, not on a white horse
but in a black limousine. He was General de
Gaulle, whom every political observer in
France abroad regarded as having been
thrown on the political junk heap after the
errors and incompetence he had shown as
head of the Government after the liberation.

We construe the' expression “man on a
white horse” to mean a military dictatorship
with all its implications of harshness and
curtailment of civil rights and human free-
doms, This is apparently an obsolete cone
ception, at least insofar as France is con=
cerned. For while there were serious mis-
givings about the De Gaulle dictatorship not
only among the French politicos who saw the
end of an era but also among the British
and American people to whom interference
of the army in political strife is repugnant,
the results of the De Gaulle administration
in 1 year are close to miraculous.,

‘There was an almost instantaneous return
of confidence among the French masses, with
a decisive decline in Communist infiltrations,
After acceptance by plebiscite of the new
constitution and the election of a new Parlia-
ment this return of confidence became more
accentuated. The flight from the franc not
only ceased, but those who placed their
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funds in the safety of American banks began
to withdraw them. Between January 1 and
April 30 of this year, not less than $971 mil-
lion returned to France from the United
States alone. The French currency ls now
hardening fast.

There are, of course, still many hurdles
in the way of France's economic recovery.
A morlbund economy cannot be revived in
only a few months. But what is far more
important is the fact that the French people
feel that they have regained much of their
lost dignity and prestige. There is an almost
unprecedented moral revival which even the
casual traveler can sense after a few days
in what was described a year ago as a dying
democracy.

France's moral revival is being strongly felt
on the internationsl scene. At all the past
conferences the French were merely there.
At the present foreign ministers powwow In
Geneva, France is playing as much of a role
as the United States or Britain, It is true
that the Muscovites are trying to shove De
Gaulle's foreign minister aside as they did
at the past gatherings. But the effect of
De Gaulle's stand had already been felt when
he disposed in a few words of Premier
Khrushchev's manipulations to hold a sum-
mit conference somewhere in the Unifed
States.

Similarly, if the strenuous efforts of the
advocates of a meeting of the heads of state
fail 1t will be because De Gaulle refuses to
attend, He has made his decision known
to President Eisenhower and Secretary of
State Herter that unless tangible results
come from the Geneva meeting, there is no
reason for him to go to the summit.

The renaissance of France has had an
ifmpact on the rest of the Western European
countries which have found Paris to be &
new rallying point which could in a pinch
replace London or Washington.

[From the New York Times, June 4, 1959]
DE GAULLE SETS STAGE FOR ALGERIA DEBATE

Paris, June 3.—President Charles de Gaulle
set the stage today for the first French parlia-
mentary debate on Algeria in more than a

ear,
y “Like it or not,” he said democracy is now
the rule in the rebellion-racked north Africa
territory.

Since the uprising by the army and the
European settlers in Algeria in May 1958,
General de Gaulle, as Premier and then Presi-
dent with full powers, has traced a course in
Algeria without reference to the leglslators.

Tomorrow, in the National Assembly, those
who feel that his policy has been too liberal,
those who think it has not been liberal
enough and those—probably a majority—
who think it has been just right will confront
each other for the first time.

The immediate issues will be two bills pro-
posed by Premier Michel Debré to merge the
French and Algerian currency ultimately and
to give the National Assembly the right to
vote on the Algerlan budget.

In a general way these measures tend to
give satisfaction to those who demand the
full integration of Algeria with France. But
Government proposals for delays in their ap-
plication would retain freedom of action for
President de Gaulle and the Government to
avold an irrevocable commitment to the in-
tegrationist cause.

General de Gaulle’s statement to the Coun-
cil of Ministers today had a direct bearing on
the issue of integration.

In view of the activist leaders of the
European colony of Algeria integration means
the complete absorption of the 9 million
Moslems there into the French state of
43 million Europeans. This would give a re-
sult quite different from that which would
result from the "integration” of the 1,200,000
Europeans of Algeria with the 9 million
Moslems there,
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REVOLUTIONARY STEP TAKEN

By decreeing, in the early days of June last
year, that Moslems and Europeans should
vote in a single college on the basis of man=
for-man equality, General de Gaulle took the
revolutionary step of putting the future of
Algeria ultimately into the hands of the
Moslem majority. The European extremists
have grumbled since then that they would
not bow to the law of mere numbers.

It was in this context that President de
Gaulle, according to Minister of Information
Roger Frey, told the Cabinet today:

“From now on the door is open to the
equality of rights and democracy. Whether
one likes it or not, democracy exists in
Algeria. Nothing can prevent the holding
of elections—Ilegislative, senatorial, or mu-
nicipal—and that is the essential thing."”

Alluding to the guerrilla warfare going on
in Algeria, the President said that “the diffi-
culties inherent in the situation” there “have
not been of a nature to impede the carrying
out of free consultations.”

“These have thus brought proof of the
Moslem accession to political equality, to
equality of rights and, definitely, the estab-
lishment of democracy in Algeria,” he added.

Until 1958, Moslems and Europeans voted
in separate colleges, each community elect-
ing the same number of representatives at
all levels of government. This made one
European vote worth nine Moslem votes and,
in effect, gave the Europeans permanent
dominance.

Since there could be no question of Mos-
lems’ opposing the change of the system
that brings their numerical superiority to
bear, General de Gaulle’s like it or not
appeared to be directed at the European
grumblers as well as at the rebels, who have
sought unsuccessfully to enforce a boycott
of elections.

Meanwhile the integrationists were mo-
bilizing to try to force the Government to
move more swiftly toward their desired goal
of the compelte merging of Algeria in the
French Republic.

An Algerlan Deputy, Marc Lauriol, an-
nounced that the would move to strike out of
the Government's project to merge the
French and Algerian currenices a provision
delaying action until expiration of the Al-
gerian Special Powers Act—in effect, until the
end of the rebellion. It was anticipated
that Premier Debré would oppose the Lauriol
amendment.

ACCELERATION OF REFORESTA~-
TION PROGRAMS

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the
Hungry Horse News in its May 8 issue
has a series of five excellent pictures
describing the reforestation of Teakettle
Mountain on the northwest edge of the
Flathead Valley by the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice. If is unfortunate that this was en-
tirely a pictorial story from the stand-
point of printing it in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, but I consider the story of such
signal interest that I want to call the
matter to the attention of the Senate.

This area was burned over in 1929 and
the people of this Nation have had to
wait 30 years for reforestation efforts to
get under way. One excellent picture by
Mel Ruder, the editor of the Hungry
Horse News, shows the slopes of Tea-
kettle Mountain with its rocky outerops
and the remains of dead frees still stand-
ing. A crew of six men is in the fore-
ground of this steep slope, working their
way up through the brush with their
tree-planting mattocks and their bags of
Douglas-fir seedlings. This reforestation
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project involved only 13,000 trees being
planted 7% feet apart, or enough trees to
reforest only about 15 acres.

There are far too many areas in our
national forests which were burned over
10, 20, and even, as this area, 30 years
ago, which are in need of reforestation.
The 4.4 million acres of national forests
that need to be planted to trees can be
adequately and promptly planted if the
administration will endorse the pur-
poses of Senate Joint Resolution 95, in-
troduced by my colleague, the junior
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD],
and a bipartisan group representing all
sections of our Nation.

I want particularly to mention the
forest crew who did this planting job—
Jerry Rose, Dwight Dauber, George Gil-
bert, Ed Blankenship, Joe Misiewicz,
Don Carroll, Art Findlay, Don Bunker,
Francis Anywaush, Curtis Chagun, Bruce
Pyles, Henry Schlueter, Dick Hellstrom,
T. W. Paulin, Jim Hutchens, and Del
Hutton. These men who are doing this
work on the ground are the ones who
can do the job. All it takes is for this
administration to decide that the future
of America requires a balanced resource
budget—a budget that is balanced in
terms of the needs of a growing nation
rather than the ledger sheets of a
budgeteer.

Mr. President, let me tell the Senate
how grassroots Montana leaders see the
need for resource development. Here is
what Mel Ruder, president of the Colum-
bia Falls Chamber of Commerce as well
as editor and publisher of the Hungry
Horse News, writes:

The United States Is doing practically
nothing out here in the mountain West
when it comes to reforestation, thinning,
pruning and the like.

This is a matter of consequence. Our
county—none of it is desert—is the size of
the State of Connecticut, and is 84 percent
publicly owned. Of course part of it is Gla-
cier National Park, but then more than 2
million acres is Flathead National Forest.

We had a better than usual planting year
this spring with 106,000 small trees put out.
I expect that's about 1 percent of the need.
Heard a figure that at the rate we were going
it would take 400 years to cover what we
should be doing now.

Yes, Teakettle was burned over in 1929,
and a small portion of the wasted slope was
planted to trees in 1959. None last year,
etc.

Of much more consequence to us is the sit-
uation where trees on flats have come back
like hair on a dog's back. There are tens
of thousands of acres of Flathead Govern-
ment-owned land where natural forestation
has taken place, but the trees grow too close
together, and won't develop into a resource
of value. We need a thinning-pruning pro-
gram. We need roads to get to these areas
so that the resource can be managed.

You folks have access to foresters, who can
tell this story better than I

He speaks on the one hand of the fail-
ure to plant burned over areas and, on
the other hand, the failure to thin and
prune other areas, and the need for
roads to manage this Federal property.
He thus presents a compelling argument
not only for Senate Joint Resolution 95
but also for S. 812, which would author-
ize establishment of a Youth Conserva-
tion Corps and put young men to work
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managing and conserving our great fim-
ber, soil, water, range and recreational
resources.

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

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS TO THE NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
unfinished business be laid before the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 7007) to authorize
appropriations to the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration for sala-
ries and expenses, research and develop-
ment, construction and equipment, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to have the yeas and
nays ordered on this question; and then
I shall yield the floor.

I ask unanimous consent that on the
question of the passage of the hill, the
yeas and nays be ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield the floor.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
exploration and development in the field
of space and aeronautical sciences are
bound to cost our taxpayers billions—
not millions, but billions—of dollars in
the years to come.

Somewhere along the line, we must
cut expenditures to meet the new de-
mands of this age of challenge. Diffi-
cult though it may be, we must discard
some of our concepts of defense, in the
light of the new era which we are now
entering.

As a member of the Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences, I have,
to this good hour, voted full financial
support for America’s exploration of
outer space.

Here is an area in which we are start-
ing afresh. Here is an area in which
we can, by careful serutiny and manage-
ment, avoid the tragic waste of many
other Government programs, both for-
eign and domestic.

But equally important with the task
of financing this exciting adventure into
space is the task of developing positive
national policy on the control and use
of outer space by the peoples of the
world.

Lt. Gen. Bernard Schriever testi-
fled, when he appeared before the Sen-
ate Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences, that if the Soviet Union
controlled outer space, it would have the
power to destroy the United States.

. We, in this Nation, in adopting a posi-
tive national policy, must convince na=
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tions of the world that we are willing
to negotiate on space agreements, on
orbiting objects, giving notice of launch-
ings, providing identification of space
vehicles, and keeping free from inter-
ference communications frequencies in-
volving manned space craft.

The benefits to science from space
exploration are less obvious than the
practical benefits, but are of supreme
importance to mankind. As the intro-
duction to outer space, prepared by the
President’s Science Advisory Commit-
tee, pointed out last year, man has “A
compelling urge * * * toexplore and to
discover.” All the great scientific dis-
coveries, on which our civilization has
been founded, arose from this basic
wish to learn more about the universe
in which we live,

In the human search for knowledge,
no distinetion can be made between
‘“space science” and any other kind of
science. Everything that we learn
about the cosmos—about the stars
which are the source of energy, the
planet on which we make our home and
find our material resources, about the
forces that govern our activities, about
the origins of life itself—all these bits
of information which we hope to find in
space add to the whole fabric of our
knowledge.

The earth is an extremely imperfect
platform from which to carry on astro-
nomical observations. Its atmosphere
is a hazy medium that causes deviations
in the light passing through it, and
often obscures objects in the sky. By
placing instruments in satellifes cir-
cling outside the atmosphere, we can
secure a clear view of Mars, of the moon,
of a host of distant stars which are now
hidden from our sight. Just recently,
a photograph taken from a rocket above
the atmosphere gave us for the first
time a detailed picture of the surface of
the sun. Similar photographs of the
entire visible universe can be made from
a satellite observatory.

Many experiments need to be made
on the behavior of materials and chem-
icals—including elemental specimens of
life—in a vacuum. The most complete
vacuum we can create on earth is far
less nearly perfect than the vacuum in
space. So we have a use for scientific
laboratories permanently orbiting in
space satellites.

We have much to learn about the
dimensions and composition of our own
earth—about its magnetic fields, its
electrical foreces, and its gravitational
attraction. These studies can be made
best from satellites and other vehicles in
space. They should add greatly to our
understanding of geology, navigation,
meteorology, and a dozen related studies
which are included in the earth sciences.

One of the questions we want to an-
swer is how matter has been created in
the first place. We can see how the
basic element, hydrogen, is being con-
verted into helium and other elements
all the time, in the interior of stars like
the sun. Yet there seems to be no de-
crease in the supply of hydrogen. We
should like to know whether new hy-
drogen is constantly coming into exist-
ance, somewhere in space; or whether,
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as many scientists think, the amount is
limited, and will some day come to an
end as the universe ages.

There are many facts we wish to dis-
cover—about the behavior of light and
of objects traveling at the enormous
speed of light, about cosmic radiation
and the many different particles and
pulsations that continually bombard the
earth from space, about the atmosphere
and mineral formations, if any, on other
planets, and so on, beyond any knowl-
edge that we can conceive of, until men
have traveled in space and seen what
new problems and unsuspected natural
forces are there.

There is only one satisfying way by
which we can learn about the universe:
namely, by having those who travel in
it take note of what they find.

I shall continue study and work on
these continuing problems, and shall
help, to the extent of my energy and
whatever ability the Almighty has given
me, to the end that we adopt a forward
looking national policy for the control
and use of outer space for the welfare
of this Nation and the other nations
of the world.

I respectfully urge Members of the
Senate to give their support to this bill,
so we may rapidly establish the leader-
ship of our Nation in this new age of
challenge.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the
committee report which accompanies
the bill is certainly worthy of examina-
tion by every Member of the Senate, if
for no other reason than the cost of
the future implications of this program.
I shall summarize it very briefly, and
shall point out that it involves $485
million, and that approximately 10,000
persons—all of them technical experts,
I presume—now are employed in the
Space Agency. Of the salaries and ex-
pense account, 75 percent is allocated
to salaries.

Dr, Glennan, who appeared before the
committee, gave some rather exciting
and dramatic testimony when he said
this authorization is nothing more than
a downpayment on this program.

Of course, Mr. President, everyone
knows that when one is purchasing an
article of commerce—whether a refrig-
erator, an automobile, a washing ma-
chine, an electric toaster, or any other
item—the downpayment is only a frac-
tional part of the entire cost.

So it is rather impressive when Dr.
Glennan says this is only a down-
payment on the future cost of the pro-
gram,

Dr. Glennan said:

Today, we are making the downpayments
on programs that, inevitably, will cost very
much more in the years ahead.

So that is the first item which has im-
pressed itself upon us, namely, that this
is only a downpayment, and that every
implication is that the amounts involved
in the authorizations in the future will
increase. In fact, Dr. Glennan indicates
that the cost will rise year after year.

But there is a highly exciting state-
ment in the report; and again it is from
the testimony of Dr. Glennan, as follows:

The 1960 cost of Project Mercury is $70
million, and before we have completed this
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first U.S. effort to put man into space, the
bill will have exceeded $200 million.

A few days ago it was my good fortune
to have a brief visit with the young men
who have been selected, for their mental,
physical, and all other attributes and
virtues, to be the experimental astro-
nauts. I visited with and shook hands
with every one of them; and I sized them
up as, in a way, typical Americans. One
of them will be the first to go up into
space, I suppose. At the hearings, Dr.
Glennan said it will cost us $200 million
to put a man into space.

So the conquest of space is going to be
at once exciting and costly; and I think
we should interpret it in terms that our
people can readily understand.

Finally, there was the following state-
ment in the testimony of Dr. Glennan:

The cost of the national booster program,
to provide the building block units of basic
rocket motors needed for our space programs,
will exceed $2 billion, in my opinion.

Two billion dollars for rocket boosters
and basic rocket motors.

I am quite sure our people have as
vet no good concept of how costly it
is going to be to send a man swirling
into orbit and finally do all the things
contemplated by the program; but it is
an astronomical dimension in which we
operate. I am hopeful, of course, that
there will come back, in the form of
data, solutions, and answers to specu-
lations and queries which are not solved

and answered, fruitful information
which will enrich and expand the en-
joyment of living by the billions of peo-
ple who have inherited and who live
upon the earth.

Those things I wanted to emphasize,
Mr. President, because we are going to
hear more about this subject. Since
those matters are prospective rather
than restrospective, they are going to
find their way into the annual budget,
and I suppose the budget will be going
up yvear by year.

That fact gives point to what a great
Senator once said to me, and he was
a great Senator. The Honorable Reed
Smoot, of Utah, said to me once, “Young
man, when you get on a high budget
plateau, you never recede to a lower
plateau, except temporarily. It will al-
ways be upward and forward.”

I have lived with and been a part of
this legislative process for a quarter of
a century and have seen how the budg-
et goes up. In 1933, when I first came
to Congress as a freshman Member of
the House of Representatives, as I recall,
the whole cost of Government was in the
neighborhood of $3 billion. That sum
was for the Army, Navy, Air Corps, all
the regulatory agencies, all the regular
departments, for every function and
purpose and activity of Government. So
in 25 years, the budget has risen from
$3 billion to $77 billion. That is a ter-
rific increase. If it accelerates in an
equal proportion in the years that lie
ahead, of course, it is going to challenge
our people and, among other things,
there will be times when they will have
a right to be filled with wrath. In
those times every high quality of states-
manship will have to be summoned in
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order to meet the challenge and the is=
sue.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
am sure the Senator remembers that the
first year when the appropriations
reached $1 billion was 1911, Then, from
time to time, until the year he men=-
tioned, possibly, they rose until they be-
came $3 billion, the budget having in-
creased 300 percent in that period.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I believe the time to
which my distinguished friend from
South Carolina [Mr. JornsToN] alludes
was the time when Thomas B. Reed was
the Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives. When a Member of the House
observed that we had finally got to a
billion-dollar budget, his answer was,
“This is a billion-dollar country.”

It could have been said that this coun-
try was a $7 billion country, or that it is
now a $77 billion country. I presume in
due course it may be said that it is a
$100 billion country, and even more.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with
reference to House bill 7007, the NASA
authorization bill, in my opinion, it has
been fully presented to the Senate, so
far as the factual information in the re-
port and in the bill is concerned. I
have nothing further to say, if the Sen-
ate is ready to vote on the bill

I should like, however, to call atten-
tion to a matter which I mentioned yes~
terday. I refer to part I of the hear-
ings on the bill which contain a great
deal of data, pictures, illustrations,
graphs, as well as scientific testimony on
the amazing projects which are under
way and are planned, as reflected in the
provisions of the bill. That part of the
hearings is now available. There has
not been time to distribute it on the
Senate floor, but it is available to any
Senator who may wish to have one. I
think the document is of unusual in-
terest, not only to Senators, but to their
staffs who work on these matters. It
will be a matter of great interest
throughout the Nation, especially in
scientific and educational circles.

Mr. President, I have no more com-
ments. I was glad to hear the comments
of the Senator from Illinois with respect
to the contemplated programs. It shows
his familiarity with the subject., So far
as that is concerned, he is familiar with
everything which comes up on the floor.
Furthermore, I think he is certainly
pointing in the right direction when he
calls to the attention of the country
the importance of these programs and
states that one of them, which is merely
for the purpose of carrying a man to
the moon, certainly does not tell the
full story, although it is a part of the
story. I appreciate the remarks of the
Senator from Illinois very much.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I mentioned at the
outset I thought the committee report
was good reading for the American
people. There are too many persons
who still think in rather academic terms
about the subject. It is a reality. We
are in the space age, and we are going
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forward. I have mno doubt of it. I
think the majority leader merits a com-
pliment on that score for the diligence
and devotion he has applied to the
whole program and the leadership he
has manifested in regard to it. But the
space age is here, and we are going to
deal with it. We should familiarize our-
selves with the facts involved.

Mr. STENNIS. The majority leader
certainly does deserve to be commended,
as time will prove still further year by
year.

The attention of the minority leader
was diverted a moment ago when I re-
ferred to the hearings which are avail-
able, particularly the scientific part,
with illustrations, pictures, graphs, and
documents, which will have a nation-
wide, and perhaps a worldwide interest.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I appreciate the generous state-
ment of my friend the minority leader,
although I realize how unworthy I am
of the commendation.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

The bill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall it pass? 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 Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GrReeN], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Hewnningsl, the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Loncl, and the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Moss] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavez] is absent because of death in
the family.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. K-
FAUVER] is absent on official business as
a member of the U.S. Committee of the
Atlantic Congress.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN] is absent because of illness.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Cuavez]l, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLerigHT], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Green], the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYpEN], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS],
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. K-
FAUVER], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Lonc], and the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss] would each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Cape-
HART], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. CasEl, the Senator from EKentucky
[Mr. MorTON], and the Senator from



9824

Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] aTe ab-
sent on official business, and, if present
and voting, they would each vote “yea.”

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
whaTER] is necessarily absent, and, if
present and voting, would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 81,
nays 1, as follows:

y YEAS—81
Alken Frear Morse
Allott Gore Mundt
Anderson Gruening Murray
Bartlett Hart Muskie
Beall Hickenlooper Neuberger
Bennett Hill O'Mahoney
Bible Holland Pastore
Bridges Hruska Prouty
Butler Humphrey Proxmire
Byrd, Va, Jackson Randolph
Byrd, W. Va, Javits Robertson
Carcnon Johnson, Tex. Russell
Carlson Johnston, 5.C. Schoeppel
Carroll Jordan Beott
Case, N.J Keating Smathers
Ch Kennedy Smith
Clark Kerr Sparkman
Cooper Kuchel Stennis
Cotton Langer Symington
Curtis Lausche Talmadge
Dirksen Magnuson Thurmond
Dodd Mansfield Wiley
Douglas Martin Willlams, N.J.
Dw McCarthy Willlams, Del.
Eastland McGee Yarborough
Engle McNamara Young, N. Dak.
Monroney Young, Ohlo
NAYS—1
Ellender
NOT VOTING—16

Bush Green McClellan
Capehart Hartke Morton
Case, 8. Dak. Hayden Moss
Chavez Hennings Saltonstall
Fulbright Kefauver
Goldwater Long

So the bill (H.R. 7007) was passed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate insist on
its amendments, request a conference
with the House of Representatives there-
on, and that the Chair appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. Hart in the chair)
appointed Mr. Jornson of Texas, Mr.
StenNis, Mr. Younc of Ohio, Mr. Dobbp,
Mr. CANNON, Mr. BRrIDGES, Mrs. SMITH,
and Mr. MARTIN.

NOMINATION OF MR. LEWIS L.
STRAUSS TO BE SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in
the light of the fact that we shall soon be
called upon to vote on the nomination
of Mr. Lewis L. Strauss to be Secretary
of Commerce, I thought it might be in-
teresting for Senators to know that, at
least in a couple of instances in my
=tate, there has been the use of people’s
names without their authorization.

I hold in my hand a telegram from
Palm Beach, Fla., which reads as fol-
lows:

Parm BeacH, FLA, May 18, 1959,
Senator GEORGE SMATHERS,
U.S. Senate:

Your vote 1s important to confirm the
nomination of Lewis Strauss, Please cast it
in his favor.

Mr. and Mrs. MORTIMER PHILLIPS,

I responded to that telegram by telling
that I did not intend to vote for Mr.
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Strauss, and stating the reasons why.
In reply I received the following letter:

Parm BeacH, Fra, May 30, 1959.
Senator GEORGE SMATHERS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mg, SmaTaeRs: Thank you for your
letter concerning approval or disapproval of
Mr. Strauss for Secretary of Commerce. This
letter brings out the fact that neither my
husband nor I ever sent you a letter urging
you to vote for approval of Mr. Strauss. As
a matter of fact we do not want you to vote
for him, and are pleased that you agree.

Is there any way of ascertaining who sent
you the letter in our name? My husband is
quite incensed and would like to see It run
down.

Truly yours,
ANNE D. PHILLIPS
Mrs. M. B. Phillips.

I received another telegram, reading
as follows:

Parm BeacH, Fra., May 18, 1959.
Senator GEORGE BMATHERS,
U.S. Senate, Washingon, D.C.:

We need more public servants with the
ability of Lewis L. Strauss. Do cast your vote
for him.

Mr. and Mrs. BARNEY BLICHER.

I wrote them the same kind of letter,
stating that I did not intend to vote for
confirmation of the nomination, and the
reasons why.

I received the following letter in reply:

WesT PaLMm BeacH, Fra, May 30, 1959,
Hon. GEORGE SMATHERS,
Senator, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C,

DEAR SENATOR SMATHERS: I am in receipt of
a letter from you dated May 26, which is in
reply to an alleged communication from me.
I am quite disturbed by this letter of yours
because of the fact that I had never written
you one in the first place. Someone must have
used my name without my permission, and
I am particularly upset by the fact that it
was used to further the cause of Admliral
Strauss.

Apparently there must be a pressure group
which is resorting to all sorts of tactics, in-
cluding unwarranted endorsements. I am
happy that you, as my representative in the
Senate, feel as I do regarding the confirma-
tion of Admiral Strauss to the position of
Becretary of Commerce, and I hope you con-
tinue your opposition to this man.

It may not be possible, but I would like to
know the source of this letter which you re-
ceived. Something should be done to pre=
vent recurrences of this nature.

Sincerely yours,
BARNEY BLICHER, D.D.S.

I do not know how many of such
messages I have received, but one after-
noon, from 3 until about 5 o'clock, I was
in receipt of nearly 300 telegrams.

I had begun to think that the people
whose names were on the communica-
tions actually did not know that their
names were being used.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Hart in the chair). Under the order
entered yesterday, the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HompHREY] is entitled
to the floor for 30 minutes.

(Mr.

U.S. DEFENSE AND DISARMAMENT
POLICIES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, as

the three nuclear powers—the United
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States, and Soviet Union, and the
United Kingdom—move closer to an
agreement to stop nuclear weapons tests
under an effective and workable con-
trol system, those who question the wis-
dom of such an agreement continue to
voice their doubts.

In a free society each citizen has the
right to give his opinions and to present
his arguments. An informed citizen on
a particular question not only has the
right to present his case; he has an obli-
gation to share his knowledge and views
with others. When many of our fellow
citizens, including some of my good
friends, champion the cause of continued
nuclear testing they are performing a
service by stimulating debate and dis-
cussion on a subject of vital concern to
all Americans. I feel sure that these
friends will welcome the fact that I, too,
wish to join with them in debate, and to
offer some comments and arguments of
my own.

Those who oppose an international
agreement on the cessation of nueclear
weapons tests have two main argu-
ments. One argument is that the con-
trol and inspection system would not be
good enough to detect secret tests in vio-
lation of any test ban treaty that might
be agreed to. I have discussed aspects
of a control system on three separate
occasions on the Senate floor since the
beginning of this Congress. I do not at
this time intend to dwell at length on
the nature of the control system now
being negotiated except to reiterate my
own position. My position, in short, is
that, while no system can be perfect, it
is possible to install an effective and
workable control system to monitor an
agreement to suspend all nuclear weap-
ons tests. Such a control system must
ltaave as its main elements five basic fea-

ures:

First. The establishment of appro-
priately instrumented control posts at
spreified intervals throughout the terri-
tories of the nuclear powers, and in-
cluding provision for the improvement
of the system.

Second. The staffing of the control
posts and all other personnel connected
with the control system to be interna-
tional in character so that objectivity
and impartiality in the operation of the
system will be guaranteed.

Third. The right of the control com-
mission to conduct an unimpeded on-
site inspection of any event which the
control system cannot identify as being
natural in origin.

Fourth. A time schedule whereby the
agreement and the control system shall
extend to other nations and areas in ad-
dition to the territory and test areas of
the three nuclear powers.

Fifth. A control organization which
can conduct its business without being
thwarted by the use of a veto on key
decisions.

So far as I am aware, the United States
and the United Kingdom in their nego-
tiations with the Soviet Union for a test
ban treaty have not sacrificed any of
these five fundamental features of a con-
trol system. I do not agree with those
who say that the control system cannot
be made to work. Furthermore, I do not
agree with those who say that the United
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States has already accepted aspects of a
control system which are not sufficient
to deter a violator or to catch him if he
tries to sneak a few tests undetected.

ATOMIC TESTS AND LIMITED NUCLEAR WAR

The second argument that is given in
obposition to a test ban treaty concerns
a thesis of military strategy. The ad-
vocates of this thesis would have us re-
ject a test ban agreement regardless of
the type of control and inspection system
that the nuclear powers might agree to.

What is this thesis and why do these
people feel so strongly about the need
to continue nuclear weapons tests?

First, they believe that war with the
Soviet Union and perhaps Communist
China is probable and, therefore, we
must do everything in our power to
prepare for such a war.

Second, since a war is likely, they be-
lieve it is vital that we try to prevent it
from spreading to envelop the whole
world in a nuclear holocaust with the
consequent possible result of the end of
civilization as we know it. In order to
prevent the spread of such a war, it is
necessary to limit the weapons used and
also, insofar as possible, to restrict the
geographical area of combat.

Third, if we are to limit the weapons
and restrict the area of combat, they
believe it is imperative that we have a
large family of tactical nuclear weapons
at our disposal. These weapons cannof
be the large megaton hydrogen bombs
which are not really weapons of war so
much as they are weapons of mass de-
struction of innocent peoples. Further-
more, it is argued, we cannot use non-
nuclear weapons because these weapons
are not powerful enough to fight a
limited war. What power they have is
further handicapped by their heavy
weight. In other words, conventional
armaments are consideredq no longer
adequate for the United States because
in helping to defend the entire free world
we must be able to move large numbers
of weapons quickly and with great mo-
bility to the scene of crisis or actual com-
bat. The use of our Armed Forces in
limited wars without the resort to nu-
clear weapons is likewise considered in-
adequate because the Soviet Union and
Communist China, having a combined
population vastly greater than ours, and
having less appreciation than we of the
worth of human lives and the dignity of
individual human beings, would have an
insurmountable advantage. Thus goes
the argument of those who oppose any
prohibition of the testing of nuclear
weapons under an international agree-
ment.

The advocates of a program of con-
tinuous atomic weapons tests say that
when big hydrogen bombs are eliminated
as too powerful and when conventional
armaments are eliminated as not power-
ful enough, the only thing left is the
category of small atomic weapons.
These weapons, say these advocates of
continued testing, have the advantage
of being light in weight, and therefore
highly mobile, and of being sufficiently
powerful to destroy an opponent’s armed
forces, but not so powerful as to be
weapons of mass destruction. Only in
this way, they say, can limited wars be
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fought and won without great destruc-
tion to human life around the globe.

The proponents of continued testing
claim that the United States does not
now have a sufficient number and va-
riety of small atomic weapons for the
purpose of defense in limited wars.
Furthermore, the opponents of a nuclear
test ban also contend we have not
reached the necessary stage of develop-
ment of these weapons. They conclude
that under no circumstances should the
United States enter into an agreement
to discontinue tests of atomic weapons
at this time.

The advocates of continued atomic
testing for the purpose of assuring an
arsenal for defense in limited nuclear
war ignore, in my view, many of the
realities of present day international po-
litical life, Their thinking, I submit, is
based on a faulty concept of the nature
of the crises facing us. They have con-
structed hypothetical situations about
fighting wars which do not correspond
to the actual situation in which we are
apt to find ourselves.

What are the weaknesses in the argu-
ments which I have presented on the
part of those who favor continuing nu-
clear tests and who believe that we must
have an ever-expanding arsenal of small
tactical atomic weapons?

WEAKNESSES OF LIMITED ATOMIC WAR THESIS

Let us take a look at the weaknesses
of the limited atomic war thesis. Weak-
ness No. 1: The assumption that small
nuclear weapons must be used as a de-
fense against the large armies of the
Soviet Union and Communist China fails
to recognize that the Soviet Union also
has a large supply of nuclear weapons
and that if we use such weapons there
is nothing to prevent her from using
them, or making them available for use
against us. If small atomic tactical
weapons are effective against the large
armies of the Communist bloc, they are
no less effective against smaller armies
of the Western bloc. The idea that
small nuclear weapons will give us a de-
cisive military advantage in a war in
which both sides use nuclear weapons
is fallacious. This is not to deny that
the small weapons may be militarily use-
ful in a nuelear war. But there is no
evidence that they will be substantially
more useful to us than to the other
side. And to assume that the Commu-
nists will not recognize their utility and
be prepared to exploit it would be to
repeat an old error. We have no mo-
nopoly on these weapons, large or small,

Indeed, we must accept the fact that
if we use these weapons there is no as-
surance that an enemy would not re-
ciprocate in kind. To some extent, this
concept about having nuclear weapons to
use against large armies of a potential
enemy is a hangover from the days back
in the midforties when the United States
had a monopoly on the atomic bomb and
when the U.S. Armed Forces were cut
back way below those of the Soviet
Union. Then we could say that our nu-
clear weapons stockpile was an active de-
terrent to ageression by the swollen So-
viet armies, but this comforting idea has
become increasingly outdated during re-
cent years as the Soviets have developed
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a stockpile of nuclear weapons compa=
rable to our own. The deterrent may
still exist, but it is a deterrent that now
applies to both sides.

Weakness No, 2: If the United States
ever became involved in using nuclear
weapons against the land armies of the
Chinese Communists and the Soviet
Union this would probably not remain
a limited war. It would become a major
conflict. What is there to make anyone
believe there can be limited war with the
Soviet Union and Communist China
simply on the basis of the size of weap-
ons? It is extremely difficult to envisage
a situation whereby the United States,
the Soviet Union, and Communist China
would be engulfed in a nuclear war with-
out large strategic weapons being used.
It seems almost impossible to contem-
plate a nuclear war in which tactical
weapons of small size are used against the
large Communist armies but in which
the war is politely limited to these weap-
ons. It is unlikely that the belligerents
in such a major war would limit the size
and nature of the weapons through fear
of retaliation in kind. And even if the
big bombs were not used, the Soviets
would have the small weapons just as
we.

The conclusion seems unavoidable that
when the advocates of limited atomic war
capabilities speak of a limited atomic
war, they are thinking primarily in terms
of conflict on territory controlled neither
by the United States nor the Soviet
Union. As I shall suggest in a moment,
it is not at all clear that third parties
welcome the idea of being used as a nu-
clear battlefield.

Weakness No. 3: If the United States
is the first to use nuclear weapons, be
they tactical or strategic, this country
will be stigmatized throughout many
parts of the world. We would deliver
to the Communists a political victory of
such proportions that any military vic-
tory, if one were achieved, might not
offset the political defeat. At least, I
say this must be taken into considera-
tion. I have tried to test my viewpoint
in this matter by addressing to the De-
partment of State and the Department
of Defense questions related to the atti-
tudes of other nations on the use of
nuclear weapons. I asked, for example,
whether the difference in kind between
the conventional weapons—even the
largest, and nuclear weapons, even the
smallest—is not such that it is inevitable
that a distinction be present in the minds
of people, The Department of State did
not deny that such a distinction exists.
It merely held that the development of
tactical nuclear weapons ‘“would help—I
emphasize the word ‘help'—to correct
the distinction now made between nu-
clear and non-nuclear weapons and ob-
tain recognition that there is a con=-
tinuous spectrum of yields.” The De-
partment of Defense answered my ques-
tion by saying that it was not “attempt-
ing to propagandize the fact that nuclear
weapons are no different than conven=-
tional weapons. The nuclear weapon is
different and this fact stands up by its
own recognition.” What this means to
me is that nuclear weapons are regarded
by many, if not by most people in the
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world, as a class of weapons quite dif-
ferent from so-called conventional
weapons.,

Of course, the nation that commits the
act of aggression should and would be
stigmatized and condemned by all peace-
loving nations. But since many people
do place nuclear weapons in a special
category, and since it is doubtful that we
could succeed in changing their atti-
tudes, then we must live with the reality
that such attitudes exist.

My concern on this score is echoed in
a letter recently received by the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations from a dis-
tinguished career diplomat now retired.
He was asked by the Committee on For-
eign Relations to comment on certain
aspects of American foreign and defense
policy. He pungently states the case in
the following comment:

It is sald that we need not worry over this
eventuanty because we will more than
counter a conventional aggression with the
use of our nuclear weapons. This does not
reassure me because I, for one, am anything
but convinced that in a showdown we will
dare to loose a nuclear war if the other side
does not. The responsibility is too great,
the moral ablogquy too heavy, the danger to
our own existence too overwhelming. If my
suspicion is correct, where would this leave
us?

In other words, this eminent witness
points out that in any kind of so-called
limited war the use of nuclear weapons
would leave the United States with a tre-
mendous moral responsibility, one which
could not be ignored.

Weakness No. 4: We cannot assume
that all countries would risk the total
devastation that would probably result
from the use of nuclear weapons as the
price of defense against Communist im-
perialism. No country wishes to be the
victim of Communist aggression, and
each would want to have help defend-
ing its people against Soviet and Chinese
tyranny. In fact, a number of coun-
tries have accepted our aid in building
their defenses and in preventing Com-
munist aggression from being successful.
But the defense that we employ must be
commensurate with the threat.

There is a tendency to talk about
small tactical nuclear weapons as though
they were similar to the weapons of
World War II, but these weapons are not
similar. Our small tactical nuclear
weapons contain enormous destructive
power. They are small in size only, not
in destructive capability. This destruc-
tive power is not only inherent in the
weapon itself, but it also comes from
local radioactive fallout. This Ilocal
fallout can affect the water supply, the
soil, foodstufls, and all the various kinds
of materials on which a population must
feed itself.

I call the attention of Senators to a
very important military operation which
I think substantiates my argument.
Four years ago, the U.S. Army and Air
Force held some joint maneuvers in
Louisiana called Operation Sage Brush.
This was one of the first attempts to use
tactical nuclear weapons in a simulated
way in local warfare. The exercise
showed, as a result of an analysis made
by the military chiefs following the exer-
cise, not only that the enemy was de-
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feated, but that our own troops also suf-
fered severely from the local radioac-
tivity. Mr. Hanson Baldwin, the emi-
nent military specialist of the New York
Times, who witnessed these maneuvers
at the time, termed them a “frightening
experience.” It was found that during
these maneuvers not only the State of
Louisiana, but also an area the size of
12 States would have been devastated, the
cities partially destroyed, and the surviv.
ing inhabitants completely affected by
radioactivity. The size of weapons used
in this maneuver were the so-called small,
tactical, nuclear weapons, ranging from
2 kilotons to more than 40 kilotons. The
military terms such weapons small tacti-
cal weapons. I admonish Senators to
remember that when they hear the ter-
minology “small tactical weapons,” they
are hearing about weapons of from 2 to
40 kilotons, or even larger.

Operation Sage Brush took place 4

years ago. It is possible that the Armed
Forces have learned how to use tactical
nuclear weapons to better advantage
since that time, so that the residual
radioactivity will not be so damaging to
civilian populations. I tried to learn
something about this problem when the
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff tes-
tified earlier this year before the Dis-
armament Subcommittee. Unfortunate-
ly, they would not be communicative
even in executive session. Their lack of
candor makes me suspect that our abil-
ity to reduce local fallout in a limited
atomic war has not increased in 4 years.
I urge Representative HoriFiELD, chair-
man of the Special Subcommittee on
Radiation of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, who is about to hold
hearings on the results of a thermonu-
clear war, to hold hearings and inquire
into the results of a limited atomic war
as well. This study is urgently needed
in light of recent efforts to underscore
the importance of continued atomic
weapons testing for the purpose of de-
veloping so-called smaller tactical atomic
weapons.
. My point in bringing up the results of
Operation Sage Brush is that I question
whether any nation wants to be the bat-
tlefield for a limited atomic war, to de-
feat an enemy only to turn around and
find even its agricultural produce has
been well fertilized with radioactive dust.
I am aware there are those who claim
this problem can be solved by develop-
ing so-called clean bombs. The Atomic
Energy Commission has produced large
yield weapons with reduced fallout. Al-
though the development of small weapons
with reduced fallout has not yet been
achieved, some of our scientists think
this, too, can be realized. But even if
the fallout hazard can be reduced, it is
doubtful that it can be completely
eliminated. Moreover, it does not help
our safety and those of people every-
where if our weapons are 60 to 90 per-
cent clean and those of an opponent are
not

I repeat that if our weapons are from
60 to 90 percent clean, but if those of
the opponents are not clean, but, in-<
stead, are dirty, the fallout from the op-
ponents’ weapons could be just as deadly
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as an extremely dirty fallout from our
own. So clean weapons on our side, but
dirty weapons on the part of the opposi=
tion, would not make for clean fallout.

Weakness No. 5: Our defense officials
have persuaded us that the free world
with its armed forces, conventional
armaments, and industrial power cannot
without nuclear weapons withstand the
armies and armaments of the Soviet
bloc. Again, we are presented with rea-
soning that is inconsistent. If the full
land armies of the Soviet Union and
Communist China were even thrown
into battle, the war would no longer be
limited. Both sides—starting, perhaps,
with the side that seemed to be losing—
would use nuclear weapons.

Another of our high officials in the
Foreign Service stated recently to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, with
respect to our NATO strategy:

A military policy that reaches for nuclear
weapons as its main ingredient, is a self-
defeating policy, in that it guarantees a
dead Europe. Moreover, a military policy
tallored to the concept of “limited nuclear
war' is also a policy which is likely to lose
us our European allies. For what this
notion comes down to, is a confession that
America and Russia reallze that the nuclear
weapons are too dangerous to use against
each other. Hence they will be used against
Europe or on European terrain alone.

What we need is a military policy lead-
ing to military forces in being that will not
be more terrifying than the fear of hostile
threats.

A number of experts in miliftary

strategy contend that conventional
armed strength can be made to offset
that of the Soviet bloe, without the use
of nuclear weapons, at least if the con-
fliet is not all-out war. In other words,
if the full force of Soviet and Chinese
Communist armed forces were not used
in a conflict, the conflict would already
be significantly limited. In such a case,
the use of nuclear weapons by us might
well not be appropriate; indeed, their
employment by the defense might serve
only to breach the limits and bring on
fotal war.
- It is in the area of conventional arma-
ments and Armed Forces that the United
States and the free world should build
up their defenses. Unfortunately, the
administration and some of the advo-
cates of continued nuclear testing at all
costs have persuaded the American peo-
ple that a defense consisting of nuclear
weapons is about all that we need to
have. They have tried to lull us into
the concept that we can be strong and
deter aggression without saerifices in
men and money. This is a new type of
defense panacea—a kind of automation.
These same people argue that wars can
be prevented, or, if they break out, can
be won, with only limited participation
of our manpower, and without the cost
of paying for an adequate Defense Estab-
lishment based on the principle of bal-
anced forees and balanced weapons. We
have been so brainwashed about this
automation of our defenses that today,
when a Member of Congress rises to point
out the tragic lack of balance in our de-
fenses, people are likely to accuse him
of undermining the deterrent effect of
our nuclear arms.
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NEW CONCEPT NEEDED OF DEFENSE AND

I have attempted to cite the weak=-
nesses in the arguments of those who
advocate continued atomic tests at all
costs, because I am convinced that the
faulty and misguided strategies on which
this concept is based must be revealed
-and brought forth for debate.

I wish to make it quite clear that I am
not arguing that we should unilaterally
forego the use of atomic weapons, their
testing, development and production, and
the determination to employ them if the
world situation became so intolerable
that our very existence and survival were
at stake. Furthermore, compared to the
military strategists who would place
most of our reliance for defense on the
very large, multimegaton hydrogen
bombs and on long-range missiles, I
think the advocates of a diversified
atomic stockpile have the str:ager case,
And so long as the nuclear powers fail
to reach an agreemert based on effective
and workable controls, I cupport them
in their efforts to expand and diversify
our nuclear weapons stockpile.

Where I part company with many of
my friends in the atomic weapons field
is in their notion that continued atomic
weapons development is more important
than anything else we can do, that it
is more important than trying to have
an effective test ban agreement based on
effective controls, more important than
trying to slow down the arms race, more
important than frying to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons production
throughout many countries, anc more
important than getting the Soviet Un-
jon to accept and implement the prin-
ciple that control and inspection must be
parts of the reduction of armaments. If
is here that balance is lost and judgment
becomes blurred. It is on this point that
certain military factors are overlooked
and political and psychological factors
are almost completely ignored. And it is
here that the fatalism about the in-
evitability of another war and the skep-
ticism and cynicism about the prospects
for progress on disarmament produce a
distorted concept of what the goals of
our defense and foreign policy should be.

Mr, President, I shudder to think of
the military situation that would con-
front this Nation and, indeed, the world
if several other nations achieved a nu-
clear weapons and missile delivery ca-
pability of our own. To prevent such a
situation is one of the main reasons why
a total ban on nuclear weapons tests is
more desirable and more urgent than a
ban only on tests in the atmosphere and
underwater. It is fo our own national
interest, and indeed to the interest and
well-being of humanity to try to limit
the membership of the nuclear power
club.

Mr. President, do not misundersiand
me. I have said before, and I repeat,
that a ban on atmospheric tests is desir=
able. But I am speaking now of what I
consider to be most desirable, namely, &
total ban.

For too long now the words “defense”
and “disarmament” have been treated in
our thinking as though they represented
the opposite points on a compass or the
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extremes in the thermometer. Writers
on defense and military strategy com-
pose long and scholarly dissertations
without once mentioning the subject of
armaments control; or occasionally
they may throw in a sentence or two, al-
most as a sop. At the other extreme,
there are writers and organizations who
prepare equally long and learned theses
on the subject of disarmament, without
mentioning weaknesses in our Defense
Establishment.

I do not see why disarmament and de-
fense cannot be made the inseparable
twins of national security policy. I
should liike to illustrate this concept by
referring to the present missile gap.

Ample evidence has been presented
that the United States has allowed the
Soviet Union to move dangerously ahead
in the development and production of
long-range balllstic missiles. We now
know that unless we put forth great ef-
fort, within the next 2 years especially,
this gap will so widen that the Soviets
may feel able to attempt a major sur-
prise strike. The Soviet Union may be
tempted to sirike, because the Kremlin
will know that we do not have enough
long-range missiles, well enough pro-
tected and dispersed, to strike back after
an initial attack, and that our strategic
bomber command would not have suf-
ficient time to get off to deliver a major
blow against the Soviet Union, in retal-
iation. A military balance of terror is
not very comforting; in fact, it is a hor-
rible thing. But this horror is exceeded
by the prospect of an imbalance of
terror, an imbalance favoring the
Soviets.

I am not a defense expert, nor do I
claim to be, but insofar as I am aware
no one in the administration and no one
in the military departments of our Gov-
ernment has argued that these are not
facts. As a consequence, the United
States is inviting disaster through a fail-
ure to take the necessary steps to close
the missile gap and to take the necessary
steps to harden our strategic airbases.

At the same time, the United States
has not persisted in the development of
plans whereby the threat of an attack by
long-range missiles might be removed
and the missiles eliminated or their pro-
duction and testing curtailed. The Sur-
prise Attack Conference was a start, but
at that Conference the United States
terms of reference were limited to in-
spection only. Measures of control and
reduction of missiles, for example, were
not included. We were not prepared for
that Conference, and neither were the
Soviets. But that Conference is over
now and we should not be standing idle.
‘We must start to talk and to prepare for
the next one., We ought to have a plan
and a policy which is pursued vigorously
for the control or the eventual elimina-
tion of these missiles. Soon the missiles
will be installed in their launching plat-
forms and readied for instant firing. A
mistake, a miscalculation, or madness on
the part of one or a few people could
send these gigantic birds of destruction
on their way to foreign territory. Yet,
months and years go by, and little serious
effort is made toward their control. t

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me complete
my statement. Iam under a time limita=
tion. I have another page.

The noted scientist, Dr. Harrison
Brown, has stated the problem very well.
He has said:

We are faced during the course of the next
25 years with the prospect of seeing one na-
tion after another achieve the means of
manufacturing nuclear explosives and of de-
livering them with planes, misslles, and sub-
marines. With the addition of each new
nation to the list, the problem of achieving
control of any sort will increase enormously,
As missiles become more dependable agents
Tor delivery, increased emphasis will be
placed upon the use of nuclear explosives
for defensive purposes. Eventually most na-
tions will be heavily armed with these weap-
ons. Btockpiles for offensive purposes will
be numbered in the hundreds of thousands
and fhose for defensive purposes will be
numbered in the millions.

We must simultaneously increase our

efforts and our expenditures, if neces-
sary, to close the missile gap, on the one
hand, and to devise plans for missile con=
trol, on the other. Such an effort should
be pursued all down the line in areas of
defense and disarmament. Alongside
such a program of action, our negotia-
tors, our information service, and our
diplomats should be waging a campaign
to bring pressure on the Soviet Union and
other nations to enfer into serious nego-
tiations. This campaign should be
waged at every level—at the United Na-
tions, at summit conferences, at foreign
ministers meetings, and at any other
forum where representatives of the
major powers meet.
- Mr. President, I know the time granted
to me has expired. I need about 3 more
minutes to complete my prepared state-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that I
may complete my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allowed to the Senator under the limita-
tion has expired, but there is no restric-
tion on debate, if the Senator desires to
continue.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ask for time fo
continue my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Minnesota
is recognized.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, the American people are
not unwilling to make sacrifices for ade-
quate security and defense. They will
make the sacrifices, provided two condi-
tions are met. First, they must be told
the truth—the hard facts about the
world situation—facts that are military,
political, social, and economic. And sec-
ondly, they must be shown that these
sacrifices may one day contribute to the
emergence of a better world—a world in
which competing systems, be they reli-
gious, economie, social, or political, can
compete without the fear that the com-
petition must lead to all-out war.

The international crises demand that
we adopt such a program for our na-
tional security and for the security of
the rest of the world. Miliftary pre-
paredness alone cannot give us the se-
curity we want. A policy of defense only
is inadequate and promotes attitudes of
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hopelessness on the part of our people.
And we can use beautiful words about
disarmament and peace, but these will
be futile also unless we apply ourselves
and make the necessary efforts both to
control and reduce the weapons of war
and to build a Defense Establishment
that is balanced and meets the Nation’s
defense requirements.

If we do these things, then our sights
can be lifted beyond the terrible thought
that a nuclear war, large or small, is
probable. So long as the United States
views the world crisis primarily in mili-
tary terms, and exclusively as a crisis
against communism, its moral stature
and its leadership qualities will be seri-
ously questioned, and may be irrevocably
undermined in nations and among peo-
ples throughout the world who have not
a prayer of a chance to defend them-
selves against aggression by a major
power. It is one thing to build varied
and strong defenses, but quite another
to say this defense is all we have. If the
democracies of the world are to survive,
they must place more emphasis and put
more effort into works of peace at the
same time that their defense efforts act
to deter war from breaking out. De-
fense is a shield designed to give protec-
tion and buy time while we pursue with
courage, imagination, and purpose the
war against man’s ancient and relentless
enemies—poverty, hunger, disease, illit-
eracy, injustice, and economic stagna-

tion.

Now I yield to the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Minnesota is under no time limitation.
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. GORE]
represented this country at the disarma-
ment meeting. Why does not the Sena-
tor yield to him now, and he can yield
to me later.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The distinguished
Senator from New Mexico had asked me
to yield first. I was going to yield to
him. I am delighted to yield to my good
friend from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I appreciate the courtesy
of the senior Senator from Minnesota
and the junior Senator from New Mex-
jco, the able chairman of the Joint Com=
mittee on Atomic Energy.

The senior Senator from Minnesota
has performed a service by opening for
debate an extremely important subject.
I shall not undertake today, under the
situation prevailing on the floor, to dis=
cuss this matter in detail; but I shall,
at the very first available opportunity,
discuss it in some detail.

In the first sentence of the prepared
statement of the Senator from Minne=
sofa, he stated:

As the three nuclear powers * * * move
closer to an agreement to stop nuclear weap-
ons tests under an effective and workable
control system-—

That is the first clause in the sentence.
Now I come to the first one of the five
main elements or basic features which
the Senator says must be incorporated
in an agreement:

(1) The establishment of appropriately
instrumented control posts at specified inter-
vals throughout the territories of the nu-
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clear powers, and including provision for the
improvement of the system.

I should like to point out to the able
Senator that that first basic feature is
not in complete accord with the first
sentence in his speech from which I
quoted, nor does it appear to meet fully
the criteria set forth in the agreement of
the experts reached in Geneva in July
of last year. It is not in accord with the
Senator’s own resolution, approved by
the Senate recently, which called “or a
worldwide system of control and inspec-
tion. The experts in Geneva agreed
upon a worldwide system, not a system
confined to the territories of the three
nuclear powers.

I wanted to invite the attention of the
able Senator from Minnesota to that
fact, because the concept of worldwide
control is impicit in an effective and
workable control system.

I believe the experts said it would be
necessary to have approximately the
same number of control posts for the
land mass of Red China as they recom-
mended for Red Russia: I do not recall
the exact number. If the entire land
mass of Red China is eliminated, and
control posts apply only to the territories
of the existing nuclear powers, I doubt if
the condition which the Senator de=-
scribes in his first sentence could pos-
sibly be met.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I submit, most re=-
spectfully, that the nuclear powers can-
not negotiate what they will do in the
lands of other nations. Those powers
can only negotiate with respect to the
areas over which they have sovereignty.

It is perfectly true that there are con-
trol posts, of a type, in other lands un-
der certain lease rights. The nuclear
powers are attempting to negotiate an
agreement among themselves covering
the territories of the three nuclear pow-
ers. Once on-site inspection in the areas
of the nuclear powers themselves is
brought about, then the expansion of a
control system on a worldwide basis can
and must be accomplished.

I point out to the Senator that that
is point No. 4, which reads:

A time schedule whereby the agreement
and the control system shall extend to other
nations and areas in addition to the territory
and test areas of the three nuclear powers.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I had intended to interro-
gate briefly the able Senator about the
fourth point. His statement brings up
the question of when and how the pro-
posed agreement shall go into effect.
Shall the agreement go into effect before
an effective and adequate control system
is established, or shall the effective date
of the agreement await the establishment
of an effective control system? If the
able Senator will answer that question,
then it can be determined how his sug-
gested basic features of a control sys-
tem apply to the first sentence of his
speech.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has
an answer.

qu.GoRE._ I should be happy o hear
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Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator's an-
swer is this: If it is possible to get an
agreement to suspend nuclear weapons
tests; to get an agreement which does
not provide for a veto of on-site inspec-
tions on the part of any one of the mem-
bers; if there can be an agreement which
will permit mobility and movement with-
in the nueclear areas themselves for the
purposes of inspecting alleged violations
of a nuelear test ban; if there can be an
international control organization; if,
within the mechanism for policing the
agreement, there can be means and
methods for the improvement of the sys-
tem as new technology develops; then
we can accept the agreement and proceed
from that point to the broadening of the
area of the agreement, because the nu-
clear powers cannot negotiate as three
separate sovereign powers what the other
nations of the world will do. Itis neces-
sary to negotiate from that point with
the other nations for further extension
of control posts and for their inclusion
within a nuclear test ban agreement.

So far as I know, to date no other na-
tion is a nuclear power. France may be-
come one shortly. There is reason to
believe that perhaps Communist China
will become one.

As the Senator knows, in case the nu-
clear test ban agreement arrived at does
not include any other power which is a
nuclear power, then the agreement is off.
In other words, there is an agreement
among only those powers which are nu-
clear powers, and if any nuclear power
comes into the “club,” so to speak, and
does not join up with the terms of the
agreement, then all controls are off and
the entire agreement is off.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I assuredly do.

Mr. GORE. Do I correctly under-
stand that the able Senator would not
have us enter into an agreement effec-
tive within the United States and effec~
tive within the territory of the Soviet
Union, but not effective within the terri-
tory of Red China?

I take it that the able Senator wants,
as he has said, an effective and workable
control system.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. The Senator knows that
none of the 3 negotiating powers at
Geneva has so far made mention of Red
China in the on-the-record negotiations.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe thatitisa
correct statement. I can tell the Sena-
tor why. It is because this Government
says Red China does not exist, insofar
as official recognition is concerned.

I happen to believe that Red China
ought to be covered. I think it is very
important that Red China is covered. I
say, most respectfully, I think it is equaly
important or more important that nu-
clear technology be curbed. The truth
is that there is some information of late
to the effect that Red China may well be
at the point of perfecting an atomic
device. When that day arrives, I will
say to the Senator from Tennessee, with
all respect, when the day comes when
Red China has been able to test atomic
weapons and perfect atomic weapons,
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considering the kind of irresponsible
leadership which is characteristic of that
country today, there will not be a person
or nation in the world who will be safe.
It seems to me there is almost a God-
given mandate that we attempt to stop
the spread of this technology before it
gets to that point.

Mr. GORE. I seems to me the Senator
has indulged in the presumption that an
agreement among the United States,
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union
would somehow prevent other nations
from becoming nuclear powers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. No.

Mr. GORE. I know of no such pro-
vision under negotiation. I know of no
provision or proposal made by any coun-
try which could bring about such a result.

I agree with the Senator as to the seri-
ousness of the possibility that possession
of this horrible weapon of destruction
may spread fo other nations, but I do not
know upon what basis the Senator pre-
sumes that an agreement among the ex-

- isting nuclear powers will suddenly bring
an end to that possibility.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will say, most re-
spectfully, to my colleague, who knows
this subject better than I, that the policy
of the United States, rightly or wrongly,
is one of no recognition of Red China.
It is a policy of its nonacceptance in the
United Nations, into the international
community. We are therefore dealing
with the powers which we recognize and
with the knowledge which we have at
hand. We know that there are three
nuclear powers today; that there are
three nations capable of nuclear destrue-
tion and capable of nuclear testing.
Therefore, we are attempting to limit at
this stage—I repeat, at this stage—fur-
ther nuclear weapons development by
these three nuclear powers.

Mr. President, the position of our
country, of course, is one of nonrecogni-
tion of Red China. .

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. That is undoubfedly a
fact; and the Senator cited that fact a
moment ago as one of the reasons why
the U.S. Government has made no men-
tion at Geneva of the country of Red
China, That reason, however, does not
obtain with respect to Great Britain,
which has accorded recognition to Red
China; and it surely does not apply to
the Soviet Union, which accords more
than recognition.

Mr. HUMPHREY. But the Soviet
Union has asked for world-wide control
at Geneva. We are the ones who have
stated that while we want it as an ob-
jective, we have not yet raised this ques-
tion in the negotiations.

What we are prepared to negotiate is
what I laid down as the fourth principle,
namely, a time schedule which will be-
come a part of the agreement, ‘“whereby
the agreement and the control system
shall extend to other nations and areas
in addition to the territory and the test
areas of the three nuclear powers.”

We have attempted to say on the one
hand, “We are not willing to negotiate
about Red China now, but perhaps some
day we shall have to.” So we include in
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part of the agreement, if signed and
agreed to, would be as controlling as any
other part. If the time schedule is not
fulfilled, if the test areas are not ex-
panded under the terms of that schedule,
the agreement is off.

The Senator and I have discussed this
subject at length on previous occasions,
both publicly and privately. It is much
more desirable to include Red China, but
we cannot include her at this stage if
she is an untouchable from the diplo-
matic point of view.

There are three nuclear powers, and
the three nuclear powers have the prime
responsibility at this stage to slow down
the nuclear weapons race.

Third, an agreement should include
a provision which would provide for the
extension of coverage of both the mem-
ber nations and the areas to be con-
sidered.

I have laid down five fundamental
principles which are generally agreed
upon, perhaps not as to details, but as
to principles, by the participating na-
tions.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The facts which the Sen-
ator has just stated, subject to one modi-
fication, are facts which I cited last fall
as one reason why an effective and work-
able inspection and control system ap-
plying to underground tests was not
achievable at that time. The Senator
said a moment ago that the Russians
have advocated a worldwide control sys-
tem.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. GORE. I think it might be more
accurate to say that the Russians have
proposed that all tests be stopped. In
faect, the very first day we met in Geneva,
they said, “We have an agreement now
to stop all tests. Let us sign on the
dotted line, and we will talk about con-
trols later.”

Mr, HUMPHREY. Of course, we know
that we would not accept such a foolish
document.

Mr. GORE. That is correct.

So far as I know, the Russians have
never advocated or agreed to accept a
workable and effective control system,
even within their own country, let alone
on a worldwide basis. The fact that
Red China has not been mentioned by
either of the negotiating powers is one
reason why we must proceed with the
greatest of caution in entering info an
agreement to stop all types of nuclear
tests, precluding further development of
tactical nuclear weapons, and thereby,
by omitting the great land mass of the
Himalayas, leaving Red China, in co-
operation with Red Russia, free to make
such development.

Mr. . The Senator from
Minnesota is prepared to negotiate con-
trol over atomic weapons testing on a
worldwide basis, and I believe our Gov-
ernment should be willing. There is no
doubt about that.

But the point that needs to be raised
is not whether the Soviets have agreed
to a workable control system, because
they have not, but that they have been
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yielding a little each time. We have not
given up any basic principle, despite-
some comments to the contrary.

We have refused to accept the prin-
ciple of the veto. We have refused to be
denied the right of on-site inspections.
We have refused to accept the proposal
of the Soviets that they inspeet on their
grounds, and we inspect on ours. We
have demanded international inspection.

I believe that, so far as negotiations
have proceeded thus far, we have edged
closer to workable, effective proposals, to
a greater degree than the Soviets have
been able to block us in such proposals.

The argument has suddenly been
raised that one of the reasons why we
need more nuclear weapons is because
of the need for tactical weapons. Why
do we need tactical weapons? Because
they are smaller weapons, and because,
with smaller weapons, we could fight a
limited nuclear war.

With whom are we to fight a limited
nuclear war? With Egypt? With Nor-
way? With Afghanistan? Of course
not. The only place we would need nu-
clear weapons, if we were to fight a war,
would be against Communist China or
against the Soviet Union.

I ask my colleagues, what makes any-
one think that if we should get into a war
with China or the Soviet Union, it would
be a limited war? What makes anyone
think that the Soviet Union would want
to limit the war to a war with small nu-
clear weapons, on a limited seale? The
concept of a small nuclear weapon, to
be utilized in limited atomic warfare, is
a contradiction in terms. There is no
such thing as a small, limited nuclear
war with a major power.

Finally, it is presumptuous on our
part to believe that we would be the only
ones with small weapons.

Mr. ANDERSON rose.

. Mr. DODD.. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? _

- Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield first to the
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I was
keenly interested in the Senator’s state-
ment, and in the colloquy he had with
the Senato:r from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel.

I turn to page 6 of the Senator's pre-
pared statement. Later I shall return
to the first page of his statement. On
page 6 there is a paragraph reading in
part:

I shudder to think of the military situa-
tion that would confront this Nation and,
indeed, the world if several other nations
achieved a nuclear weapons and missile
delivery capability of their own.

I am sure the Senator would not mind
my placing in the Recorp at this point
a memorandum concerning the proposed
agreement between the United States
and France and a proposed amendment
to an existing agreement between the
United States and Great Britain, for co-
operation in the uses of atomic energy
for mutual defense purposes; also a
memorandum  concerning  proposed
agreements between the United States
and, first, Canada; second, the Nether-
lands; third, Germany; and fourth, Tur=
key for cooperation in the uses of atomic
energy for mutual defense purposes.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I shall be very
glad to have that material in the REcoORD.

There beinz no objection, the memo-
randums were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

JOINT COMMITTEE ON
Atomic ENERGY,
CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED BTATES,
May 25, 1959,
To: All committee members.
From: James T. Ramey, executive director.
Subject: Proposed agreements between the
United States and France and the United
States and Great Britain for cooperation
on the uses of atomic energy for mutual
defense purposes,

Under date of May 19, 1959, the President
of the United States submitted to each House
of the Congress an agreement between the
United States and the Government of France
for cooperation on the uses of atomic energy
for mutual defense purposes. On the same
day the President also submitted to Congress
an amendment to the agreement between
the United States and the United Kingdom
for cooperation on the uses of atomic energy
for mutual defense purposes, originally
signed July 3, 1958.

In accordance with section 123d of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, both
have been referred to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy for the required 60 days,
which assuming no adjournment of either
House of more than 3 days, will expire at
12 o’clock midnight July 18, 1859.

The proposed agreement with France pro-
vides for the United States to transfer by
sale agreed amounts of U** for use in the
development and operation of a land-based
prototype submarine mnuclear propulsion
plant during a perlod of 10 years. It does
not involve the exchange or communication
of any restricted data.

The amendment to the United Eingdom
agreement provides for the transfer from
the United States to the United Kingdom of
(a) nonnuclear parts of atomic weapons
and other nonnuclear parts of atomic weap-
ons systems involving restricted data for
the purpose of improving the United King-
dom’s state of training and operational
readiness; (b) speclal nuclear materials for
research on, development of, production of,
or use in utilization facilities for military
applications; and (c) certain source, by-
product, and special nuclear materials, and
other materials for research on, development
of, or use in atomic weapons necessary to
improve the United Kingdom'’s atomic weap-
on design, development, or fabrication capa-
bilities.

The amendment also provides for the
transfer of similar materials and equipment
from the United EKingdom to the United
Btates.

Specific details of the materials and
quantities involved are contained in classi-
fied documents on file at the Joint Com-
mittee.

The above is being furnished for your in-
formation. Members will be notified as to
when hearings will be held by the Subcom-
mittee on Agreements for Cooperation.

JoINT COMMITTEE ON
AtoMmic ENERGY,
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
June 1, 1959.

To: All committee members,
From: James T. Ramey, executive director.
Subject: Proposed agreements between the
United States and (1) Canada, (2) the
Netherlands, (3) Germany, and (4)
Turkey for cooperation on the uses of
atomic energy for mutual defense pur-

poses.

Under date of May 26, 1959, the President
of the United States submitted to Congress
four proposed agreements for cooperation
for mutual defense purposes. They are sep-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

arate agreements between the United States
and each of the following individual na-
tions: Government of Canada, Federal Re-
public of Germany, Kingdom of the Nether-
lands, and Government of Turkey.

The individual proposed agreements pro-
vide that the United States will transfer
nonnuclear parts of atomic weapons systems
to the individual nations for the purpose of
improving the state of training and opera-
tional readiness of that nation’s armed
forces, In addition each agreement will per-
mit the United States to transfer classified
information necessary for the development
of defense plans; the training of personnel
in the employment of and the defense
against atomic weapons and other military
applications of atomic energy; the evalua-
tion of the capability of potential enemies
in the employment of atomic weapons and
other military applications of atomic energy;
and the development of delivery systems
capable of carrying atomic weapons.

It should be noted that these agreements
only provide for transfer of nonnuclear parts
of atomic weapons systems and not non-
nuclear parts of atomic weapons. Non-
nuclear parts of weapons can only be trans-
ferred to a country that has made substan-
tial progress in the development of atomic
weapons, i.e., only the United Kingdom at
the present time. The distinction between
the two is explained in the statement of the
managers on the part of the House in the
conference report, dated June 27, 1858:

“The conference agreement, therefore,
makes provision for the transfer of two dis-
tinetly different types of nonnuclear parts.
One type, the nonnuclear parts of atomic
weapons, relates to the integral components
of the weapon itself which could only be
transferred to those nations that have made
substantial progress in the development of
atomic weapons. The other type relates to
nonnuclear parts of atomic weapons systems
which are not integral to the weapon itself
but pertain to various kinds of equipment
involving restricted data to make possible
the operational use and maintenance of the
weapon, such as adaption kits. This latter
category of nonnucelar parts relating to the
atomic weapons systems is not as sensitive
as the first category of nonnuclear parts and
would not disclose internal design informa-
tion of the weapon. This type, under the
new language, may be transferred to a na-
tion provided that the transfer will not
contribute significantly to that nation’s
atomic weapon design, development, or fabri-
cation capability.”

In addition to transfer of nonnuclear
parts of atomle weapons systems, which is
contained in each, the proposed agreement
with Canada would also provide for the
United States to transfer classified informa-
tion pertaining to research, development,
and design of military reactors with an
express intent to agree at some future time
by an amendment to the agreement for
the transfer of military reactors and special
nuclear material for research on, develop-
ment of, production of, and use in military
reactors. This latter provision would be
similar to what was entered into with the
United Kingdom last year by which the
United Eingdom is purchasing an American
built nuclear submarine reactor.

In accordance with section 123d of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
each of these agreements must lie before
the Joint Committee for 60 days, during
which time they may be subject to con-
gressional resolution of disapproval. As-
suming no adjournment of either House of
more than 3 days, the 60-day period will
expire at 12 o'clock midnight July 25, 1959.

Members will be notified as to when hear-
ings will be held by the Subcommittee on
Agreements for Cooperation on these agree-
ments as well as on the proposed agreements
between the United States and France, and
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the United States, and Great Britain, which
were the subject of my memorandum of May
256, 19569.

Mr. ANDERSON. These memoranda
are indicative of the fact that pretty
soon other nations will join the nuclear
power club. The Senator from Minne-
sota has said that it would be desirable
to try to limit the membership of the
nuclear power club. Here they come.
We all know that Canada could very
quickly test nuclear weapons if she
wished to do so.

Australia may be about to test some
sort of weapon which might be regarded
as a nuclear weapon. A similar situa-
tion exists with respect to the Federal
Republic of Germany, the Kingdom of
the Netherlands, and the Government of
Turkey, which will get nuclear parts of
atomic weapons systems. These are not
nuclear parts of atomic weapons. There
is a nice line being drawn betwen adapta-
tion kits which can be placed in an air-
plane, and other devices. There is also
the question of what to do with them
after we let them get hold of them.

In the case of France, I expect that
shortly we shall be confronted with the
request that France be supplied with
some materials and plans. There is even
discussion to the effect that France may
wish to be supplied with a nuclear pro-
pulsion system for a nuclear submarine.

I suggest to the able Senator from
Minnesota that if we give France a
nuclear submarine with a reactor built
in the United States, it will not take the
French very long to understand how it
works, and they may also build for them-
selves some other nuclear weapons. Does
not the able Senator believe that all this
leads to the inevitable conclusion that
if we do not do something very shortly,
there will be no way to limit membership
in the nuclear power club?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my view.
The Senator from New Mexico is right.
I have heard some persons speak about
nuclear weapons being made available
for sovereign possession by other nations.
There is a difference between weapons
being in our possession in Europe, and
under our control, on our military bases
in a foreign country, and those weapons
being in the possession of the sovereign
power and host country. I believe there
is a considerable difference between the
two situations. For example, let us say
that we have weapons in the possession
of the United States in Germany for
mutual defense purposes, under U.S.
control. Let us compare that situation
with nuclear weapons in the possession
of the German Government within the
German armed forces, outside our own
control. There is a difference. I wish
to add that these people have responded
by saying, “If that happens, the Soviets
will put some atomic weapons inside
Poland.”

I doubt that the Soviets will put
such weapons under Polish control.
What that will lead to is the stationing
of more and more Soviet troops in the
satellite countries, and more and more
nuclear weapons in those particular
countries for Soviet use and under Sov-
iet use and under Soviet control.
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Therefore we would spread the possi-
bility of the dispersal of Soviet weapons
over a much greater terrain., Indeed,
if we were to give, for example, our
major allies complete and unlimited
control over such weapons, with no re-
straint upon them at all, the Soviet
Union would do the same.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I do
not desire to take too much of the Sen-
ator’s time. I only wish to say to him
that I have examined some installations
of nuclear weapons in countries other
than the United States. Without try-
ing to say where those locations may
be, I have seen many of the installations,
and I do not believe that those installa-
tions are manned with a sufficient staff.
So, if a situation should arise under
which the host country wanted to take
the installations over, it could now do so
with a small group of men.

We are unable to maintain a large
number of individuals at those installa=
tions. They are men there for the pur-
pose of servicing the weapons. They
are men who may be regarded as pro-
tectors of those weapons. However, a
small group in the foreign country could
very quickly take control of those wea-
pons.

My question is what would happen if
they got control? Obviously it would be
a group of irresponsible people who
would take over the weapons.

I merely wish to say to the Senator
that some of us do not have much con-
fidence in the fact that a representative
of the United States or of the United
Nations or NATO would be on hand to
say effectively, “We have control and
sovereignty over these weapons.” In
case of an emergency and in the case
of bombs dropping on that country, I
am sure the people there would say,
“We will take these weapons and fight
back with them.”

It would be a perfectly understandable
result for people to try to protect their
country. I do not believe that they
would worry too much about sovereignty.

I should like to turn now to the top
of page 4 of the Senator's prepared ad-
dress, where the able Senator from
Minnesota said:

The nuclear weapon is different, and this
fact stands up by its own recognition.

He was quoting the Department of
Defense. The Senator went on to say:

What this mean to me is that nuclear
weapons are regarded by many, if not by
most people in the world, as a class of weap-
ons gquite different from so-called conven-
tional weapons.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I surely do regard
them as such.

Mr. ANDERSON. I, too, regard them
as such. We do have to take unusual
steps when it comes to weapons which
are different from conventional weapons.
When I was Secretary of Agriculture, I
found that our country had established
in the St. Lawrence River area a very
unusual installation. The Department
of Agriculture had there a payroll which
was fantastic. The people there were
not engaged in the cultivation of crops.
They were developing poison gas and
disease germs which could attack not
only human lives, but all kinds of live-
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stock as well. The development of the
poison gases was so awful that we did
not use them.

When our armies marched into Ger-
many, they found that the Germans had
the same types of poison gases and the
same type of disease germs. These
things were so frightful that no nation
used them. These were unconventional
weapons which could have been used;
a government, in desperation, could
have seized upon them and used them.

Could we not say that there is some-
thing comparable or similar, at least—
similar, if not comparable—in the use
of very large and very unusual types of
nuclear weapons? Could we not say that
it gives some support to what the Sena-
tor was saying?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I believe so. I
could imagine that the large megaton
weapons on which we supposedly rely
for our great defense, might be weap-
ons with such horrible consequences,
that, with both sides knowing it, we
could get into the situation to which the
Senator refers, on the basis of bacterio-
logical warfare and poison gas warfare.

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe so. I be-
lieve that we might develop some multi-
megaton weapons with greater fire-
power than any target would justify.
That situation may very well develop.
On the other hand, it may not develop,
and we may find that we should have
some of these weapons. However, I
think we have greater firepower than
any target would justify.

I should like to refer now to page 3
of the Senator’s prepared text. I refer
particularly to the second paragraph.
The Senator refers to the Soviets having
developed a stockpile of nuclear weapons
comparable to our own. In order that
there may be no misunderstanding of
what the Senator says, I am sure he is
not suggesting that the Soviets may have
more than we have. He is not speaking
of the number of weapons, is he?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No.

Mr. ANDERSON. Many of us doubt
that the Soviets have the same number
that we have in certain styles, or in all
styles. I wonder whether it is the Sena-
tor's opinion, as it is my opinion, that it
is not necessary to have as many as we
have to cause a great deal of damage.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, I
should like to say that I do not believe
any of us are sure of how many weapons
the Soviets have. We have to accept
what is told us on the basis of intelli-
gence reports. I know that the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico and
the Senator from Tennessee, who are
members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, have a much better idea
than the Senator from Minnesota on
that point.

However, let us not underestimate the
Soviets. We were not so sure about the
sputniks and about a great many other
things. The Soviets constantly come up
with surprises. However, the important
thing is what the Senator from New
Mexico is saying. If it takes only 1,000
bombs to destroy the United States——

Mr. ANDERSON. Ten bombs. Isug-
gest that the Senator need not go above
10 bombs. Ten bombs of the size we
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have now, if properly dropped on popu-
lous areas of the United States, would
do such damage that the Senator and I
would not be much interested in what
could happen to the country afterward.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let us say that 10
such bombs could do catastrophic dam-
age to the United States. If we have 200
of those bombs, and if the Soviet Union
has 100, the difference in ratio really is
not so controlling as it would appear to
be, because it would be presumed that a
sizable portion of those bombs could be
delivered. That is something that can
almost be guaranteed. There is no mil-
itary authority today who will say that
we have perfected a defense system
which can prevent the delivery of a ma-
jor portion of the weapons which the
enemy wishes to send against us or that
we, in turn, can deliver against the So-
viets, What we are talking about, in
other words, is the continuation of a
situation which we call one of massive
deterrence, and because of which it is
hoped no one will use those weapons.

Then someone comes along and says,
“That is true. Therefore, we must per-
fect smaller nuclear weapons which we
can use if we need to use them.”

That presumes, of course, that the
Soviets are going to play dead, so to
speak, and not develop any small nu-
clear weapons. We have no guarantee
that they will be so accommodating to
our national purposes. There is no evi-
dence of which I know—perhaps the
Senator from New Mexico has some—
to the effect that smaller weapons are
any less lethal if they hit the target
than a big nuclear bomb. If we drop
enough small bombs, the effect becomes
that of dropping a bigz one.

Mr. ANDERSON. I only wish to say
to the Senator from Minnesota that,
without getting into classified informa-
tion, the present designs of the small
nuclear weapons are more deadly per
pound or ton of bang than the large
weapons, because they are fission weap-
ons. That is well established and well
known.

Mr, HUMPHREY. I should like to
add at this point, so there will be no
misunderstanding, that the Senator from
Minnesota is not advocating any unilat-
eral action.

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator has
made that abundantly clear to me, and
I hope to everyone else.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not advo-
cating that we cease our testing or cease
our production or cease our develop-
ment, or cease the expansion of our
stockpile, unless and until we can be
reasonably sure of an effective agree-
ment, which is policed and inspected, so
that the Soviet Union and the other nu-
clear powers, are doing the same thing.
Such an agreement must be one which
is satisfactory to us. Those who are
opposed to that proposition and those
who believe in continued testing say we
cannot arrive at any agreement. If that
is the case, what we are saying is that
we are determined to build for ourselves
a Frankenstein monster which will tear
the world to bits.

The more we promote the expansion
of nuclear technology along with guided
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missiles, the more we shall have to rely
upon the individual officer at a control
post always being mentally stable, emo-
tionally stable, having a sound mind
and a sound body, one who will never
do anything which will in any way jeop-
ardize the peace of the world.

I am of the opinion that we may ar-
rive at the day when we shall be uncer-
tain from whence these weapons come.
If the day ever comes when weapons
can be launched from countries other
than the major powers, how will we
know at what country to strike back?
How will we know upon whom to un-
leash our tremendous retaliatory power?
What if we should make a mistake and
unleash our retaliatory power on the
wrong nation? That is surely a way, it
seems to me, to provide for the end of
fivinzation—at least, as we have known
.

I do not wish to be an alarmist, but it
seems to me that greater effort must
be made to attempt to determine how
to confrol this situation, rather than, as
I believe has been happening in the
last month, namely, a concerted effort
somewhere in Washington—I imagine in
the Defense Establishment itself—to get
the American people to believe that it is
not possible to reach an agreement to
control these weapons; that it is not
possible to control these weapons. I
must say if that is the case, then we
are at a sad impasse in the history of
the world.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield, so that I may ask a
question of the Senator from N2w
Mexico?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. This is the first time
I have ever heard, and I am not sure that
the information has been widely publi-
cized, that the small nuclear weapon is
dirtier from the standpoint of fallout
than a large bomb. I have no special or
classified information on this subject.
Only recently I read on the front page
of a Washington newspaper a descrip-
tion of a small nuclear weapon similar
to the bazocka which we used in World
War II. A bazooka, now, can launch a
small nuclear weapon. I assume, the
story being on the front page of the
newspaper, the information is no longer
classified. The size of the weapon was
not mentioned, but we are talking about
small nuclear weapons. However, if
these small weapons are dirtier and the
fallout dangers are greater than from
a big bomb, and if we are to be con-
fronted with more and more changes to
this type of weaponry—that is the small
nuclear weapons, then I think this is a
very important point that should be dis-
cussed, because certainly, as the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota has
said, if these small nuclear weapons are
dispersed throughout the nations of the
world that is a serious matter. I wonder
if the Senator from New Mexico will
comment?

Mr. ANDERSON. I will try to be very
careful, because I do not want to get into
the fleld of classification. I did not say
the small weapon would cause more fall-
out than a large one. I said that per fon
or pound of bang, it was dirtier.
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If a small weapon, having a bang of
10,000 tonms, iu discharged, as against a
large weapon having a bang running to
millions of tons, the amount of plu-
tonium or some similar substance, which
is required, which makes it a different
style weapon, causes it to be a dirtier
weapon, because there is fission instead
of fusion. In a large hydrogen bomb,
the fusion process does not cause stron-
tium 90 fallout as does the smaller fis-
sion bombs. This has been brought cu$
in our recent fallout hearings before the
Special Subcommittee on Radiation.

The larger weapons may be built with
a more efficient process; but in the small
bomb there is a completely different
situation, and it is, relatively, a dirtier
bomb as far as strontium 90 is concerned.

I dislike getting into a discussion of
this subject, becauce we had a long argu-
ment at one time about clean and dirty
bombs. I think the matter was finally
resolved by a release from the Depart-
ment of Defense, which set the question
at rest for a while. But there is no ques-
tion, relatively speaking, that per ton of
bang there are more fission products
from a small atomic bomb than from a
large hydrogen one.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Before we get away
from the relevancy of the argument, the
witnesses from the Department of De-
fense who appear before the appropriate
committees of Congress tell the Ameri-
can people and tell Congress, first, that
we are ahead of the Soviet Union in
thermonuclear and nuclear weapons,
both as to size, quantity, and variety.
In other words, we have been told re-
peatedly, both in public session and in
executive session, that the United States
has a more diversified arsenal, and more
sophisticated weapons, better in quality
and greater in quantity. The records of
the appropriate committee of Congress,
reveal that the most eminent witnesses
of the Government say that the United
States has more small tactical weapons
than does the Soviet Union. In this case,
then, why should we want to stop test-
ing? We are ahead.

But I have heard from the evaluation
experts of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion that we were much farther ahead 3
vears ago than we are now. Ihave heard
that if testing continues, the gap will be
narrowed so that our lead can be dimin-
ished. I do not say overcome; I qualify
my statement by saying that our lead
can be diminished, limited, or restricted.

So it seems to me that if we can find
a system whereby we can have some re-
liance as to the effectiveness of inspec-
tion and control, it is to our national
advantage, and surely to the advantage
of the world, for us to try to perfect such
a system and reach an agreement upon
it.

I realize also that there is no absolute
guarantee of any perfect control system.
There is no absolute guarantee that a pi-
lot who is flying a plane with a bomb load
will not go berserk and drop his bombs.
Mental illness and emotional instability
are characteristic of our times. Men
who are in the very sensitive, highly im-
portant service of the defense of our
country are under terrific strain. It is
entirely probable—at least, it is a remote
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possibility—that someone might go
off the beam, and there could be a first
class war by sheer accident. There are
such possibilities.

When I hear people say that we must
be absolutely and positively certain that
a control system is foolproof, then I ask
them, What is foolproof about the con-
tinuation of the nuclear race? What
proof is there that we will not lose it?
At present we seem to have proof that
we are ahead. There is an old adage,
both in politics and poker: “When you
are ahead, it is time to quit.” That
saying may even apply to war; it may ap-
ply to defense.

Mr. CARROLL., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, so that I may finish
my colloquy with the Senator from New
Mexico?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. The junior Senator
of Colorado did not misunderstand. He
knew we were having small weapons.
But I wanted to reemphasize the im-
portance of change in military weapon-
ry, and the fact that, so far as the ques-
tion of fission is concerned, there is
greater danger from fallout and radia-
tion, from small nuclear weapons, and
I think this is reflected by records every-
where; but this Nation and other na-
tions will continue to move ahead in
this field.

Now may I ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico, based upon his
experience on the Joint Committee—and
this is a question I have asked of nu-
merous officials high in Government—
is there the slightest doubt in the mind
of any leader the Senator from New
Mexico has heard express himself that
if we become involved in world war III,
we will not use small nuclear weapons?

Mr. ANDERSON. I do not have any
doubt that they will be used. When I
use the word “dirtier,” I am talking
about local areas, because the other
time when we got into a discussion
about dirty bombs, it was said it was the
world fallout which mattered most, and
that is probably correct.

What we must worry about with re-
spect to small weapons is strontium 90,
and possibly, in the large weapon, car-
bon 19, which is relatively greater in
a large fission weapon than in a small
fission one. But I am not quite so
much worried about that. We get intoa
large range of possibilities. So far as
I am concerned, I simply would not care
to have even a small nuclear weapon
in my backyard.

Mr. CARROLL. In all countries
which have become familiar with this
discovery, there is a change in military
weaponry. This is evidenced by the
Navy cutting down and other groups
cutting down the large, traditional, con-
ventional type weapons, and placing
greater emphasis on small nuclear
weapons.

I think the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota has made a valuable
contribution here today by calling at-
tention to these dangers and insisting
upon working out, if possible, some sort
of control, at least, to bring some sem-
blance of common sense into this very
dangerous field.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

" Mr. ANDERSON. Some time I hope
the Senator from Minnesota will com-
ment further on the possibilities of
agreement. In the beginning of our
negotiations at Geneva there seemed to
be a possibility of agreement. There
were announcements of agreement on
this section, on that section, or on an-
other section. But, all of sudden, there
came from the representatives of this
country an announcement that some of
the figures our representatives had used
could not be trusted, and that an-
nouncement blew up the entire confer-
ence.

There was. general satisfaction with
the figures our representatives had in
regard to the 180 monitoring stations;
but suddenly there was a drive to bring
in a new set of figures, figures which
upset the proceedings.

So I hope the Senator from Minne-
sota will carefully watch, to make sure
that no new set of figures is brought in
now, as our representatives strive so hard
to reach at least a partial agreement.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to thank
the Senator from New Mexico for his
very helpful comments and observations,

First of all, we recognize that there is
constant need for improvement of the
inspection and control machinery.
That is one of the points which was
under consideration at the time when
the conference at Geneva took a recess
until June 8.

As the Senator from New Mexico has
pointed out, the conference at Geneva
started out fairly well, when dealing with
the broader problems which were easier
of solution. But when the question of
detection systems and on-site inspection
systems arose, the Soviets said, “No.”

In regard to the question of who would
have authority in those fields, the
Soviets demanded the right of veto, just
as the Soviets have demanded in connec-
tion with the United Nations proceed-
ings. At that time the representatives
of our Nation said that our Nation would
not agree to such a veto, but that our
Nation insisted on inspection on the site
and on the internationalization of the
confrol posts and, recently, that consid-
eration be given to improvements in the
detection of underground tests.

I wish to make it clear that there are
serious problems in regard to detection
and inspection of underground tests;
there is no doubt at all of that. That
is one reason why some of our colleagues
have advocated the cessation of atmos-
pheric tests. From a human point of
view, the cessation of atmospheric tests
will be very good. From a technical
point of view, much testing for nuclear
weapons development can be done un-
derground. Therefore, the Secretary of
State and the President have encour-
aged our representatives to negotiate
with the Soviet Union—on the basis of
new information we have received from
the Hardtack series of tests and the
Argus series of tests—for improvement
of the system.

In fact, my proposal was that there
be allowed a year’s time in which to at-
tempt in unison to improve the system;
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in other words, that there be an experi-
mental period before the agreement in
fact would really go into complete ef-
fect. In short, I proposed that there be
a period for inspection itself, in order
to test the mechanism of inspection. I
am advocating, first, that we keep in
proper focus the dangers involved in
doing nothing; that we keep in proper
focus some of the arguments being used
against a successful agreement at
Geneva—one of those arguments being
that we need to have more testing in
regard to tactical nuclear weapons, in-
asmueh as it is argued that, by means of
tactical nuclear weapons, perhaps there
could be a limited tactical war.

In answer to that argument, I ask
with whom we would have a small
atomic war. Apparently there are only
two major powers with whom our coun-
try might engage in such a limited war
in which tactical nuclear weapons
would be used. One of them is Com-
munist China; the other is the Soviet
Union. I want our defense experts who
argue the necessity for additional test-
ing of tactical nuclear weapons to dem-
onstrate that in a war with the Soviet
Union, the Soviets would accommodate
us by keeping that war limited. I
should like to have those experts prove
that the Chinese Reds would also be
willing to accommeodate us—on the basis
of the recommendations of our Bureau
of the Budget or on some other basis—
to keep such a war limited in that way.

I wonder what basis anyone has for
believing that if we have tactical
weapons of a smaller size, the Soviet
Union will not have them, also. To the
contrary, I think there is no proof that
in that event the Soviets would be with-
out them. I do not think it could be
demonstrated that they would then be
without them.

Finally, if we are now ahead—and
expert witnesses have so testified—and
if we are superior in the field of tactical
nulear weapons, both in terms of quan-
tity and in terms of quality, and if we
have a larger stockpile of them, and if
our technology is more advanced, is this
not the time for us to obtain an agree-
ment to slow down those developments
throughout the rest of the world?

Is this not the time to make a greater
effort to obtain some kind of workable,
enforceable inspection system which will
protect our national interests?

In that connection, let me state that
all of us recognize that such a system
should be worldwide. One hundred and

eighty stations were recommended. The -

number of those stations is not the only
thing which is important; of impor-
tance also is the instrumentation at the
stations, in other words, the type of
instruments at the stations. Particu-
larly is that important in terms of the
underground tests.

I have advanced five principles. The
first is for the establishment of appro-
priately instrumented control posts—and
the word “appropriately” means ade-
quate to the needs—at specified inter-
vals throughout the territories of the
nuclear powers, and to have those ter-
ritories include the test areas of the
nuclear powers, and to include provi-
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sion for improvement of the system.
That is my first principle. It is very,
very important, and it includes pro-
vision for improvement of the system.

Another of the provisions which
must be included in such an agreement
is one for a time schedule in regard to
having the agreement and the control
system extend to other nations and
areas, in addition to the territories and
the test areas of the three nuclear
powers. In other words, Mr. President,
we know that 180 control posts could
not be established in 1 year or in 6
months. We also know that the existing
inspection system which we have is
fairly good; in fact, it has been testified
that it is very good. And we know that
that inspection system is in operation.

But we also should include in the
agreement a provision that if, within,
let us say, 2 years or 3 years, the 180
stations are not spread throughout the
world, as was indicated at the experts
conference in Geneva a year ago this
summer, then the agreement will be off.
In other words, the provisions relating
to the extension of the system and the
inclusion of more nations must be funda-
mental parts of the agreement. I hap-
pen to believe that the system needs to
be worldwide, but I also believe that the
only nations which can negotiate nuclear
test suspensions are the nations which
are the nuclear powers; and today those
nations are the United States, Great
Britain, and the Soviet Union. It is
imperative that those three nations first
agree in regard to the system which will
be used. It is imperative that those
three nations agree to improve the con-
trol system. It is imperative that those
three nations agree to extend the con-
trol system; and if the extension is not
accomplished within the date estab-
lished by the agreement, or unless there
is mutual agreement to extend the date
for the expansion and extension of the
control system, then the agreement will
be off —exactly as the agreement would
be off if any nation violated it.

The only provision of that sort already
inciuded in the proposed agreement is
one to the effect that if a nation violates
it, the agreement will be off.

I really believe that this point is worth
pursuing. I have been of the opinion—
and I must say this, although I do so
with great reluctance—that somewhere,
somehow, in the Capital of our great Na-
tion, from some source or sources, there
is a flow of material and information—
which I believe to be misinformation—
in an attempt to indicate to the Ameri-
can people that such an agreement to
prohibit further nuclear weapons testing
cannot be consummated; and that even
if such an agreement were consummated,
it would jeopardize our security.

Mr. President, I submit that, to date,
there is no evidence to indicate that such
an agreement would not be in our na-
tional interest. On the other hand,
there is a preponderance of evidence
which indicates that an agreement to
suspend nuclear testing would be in our
national interest and would be a mighty
blow for peace and a beginning of a
solution of the problem of nuclear arms
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control. The world longs for it. There
is as yet no one who can prove that in
an uncontrolled arms race humanity
would have any assurance of peace and
tranquillity.

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. GORE, Mr. CAR-~
ROLL, and other Senators addressed the
Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Canwon in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Minnesota yield; and, if so, to
whom?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yvield first to the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CHURCcH]—Who, by the way, has
made a most important contribution in
this field. I am sure that he and the
Senator from Tennessee and other Sen-
ators know that what we are doing to-
day is done in an effort to stimulate
thoughtful consideration of one of the
most serious and thought-provoking
problems of our time.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator,
and I appreciate the opportunity to par-
ticipate in this colloquy.

I concur with the statement made
earlier in the afternoon by the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gogrel that the Senator from Minnesota
has rendered a most important service
to the country in opening up for debate
the subject that he has examined this
afternoon. As the Senator from Min-
nesota knows, I have a great interest
in this field, and I find myself somewhat
drawn between the position he has
taken and that espoused by the Senator
from Tennessee.

I wonder if he would indulge me if I
were to ask him one or two questions.
I concur wholeheartedly that an agree-
ment with the Soviet Union and with
the United Kingdom suspending further
nuclear weapons tests, backed up by an
effective and enforcible detection sys-
tem, is not only sorely needed by these
three countries, but is needed by all
humanity.

I am very much encouraged that from
the time the President made his pro-
posal in April, that we first seek a ban
on atmospheric testing, that such signifi-
cant concessions have been made by
the Soviet Union, bringing us closer to-
gether than we have yet been since the
conference began. Thus the hopes for
an agreement are rising.

As the Senator has pointed out, an ef-
fective inspection system needs ulti-
mately to embrace the entire world. I
think there can be no debate on this
point. It is also true that, so long as
the United States, the United Kingdom,
and the Soviet Union remained the only
three countries having access to nuclear
weapons then an inspection system
limited to these three countries might
suffice.

Now, I take it that it is a part of the
argument of the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota that if these three coun-
tries come to an agreement and estab-
lish a system to enforce such an agree-
ment, there thus will be created a har-
ness in being.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. And thus, if France
develops an atomic capacity, or if Red
China develops an atomic capacity, then
the inducements will be very powerful
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indeed to bring these countries within
that existing harness, and thus subject
them to the suspension agreement and
to the inspection system.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Otherwise, I may
say, the agreement would have to be off.
That would have to be a part of the
agreement.

Mr. CHURCH. It would be a part of
the agreement that unless these coun-
tries were brought into that harness,
then the United States would no longer
be committed to the agreement or sub-
ject to it.

That being so, there still remains a
very serious point raised earlier by the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee,
Let us assume that the United States,
the Soviet Union, and the United King-
dom entered into an agreement to estab-
lish such a system. If that system were
not worldwide in such a way as to give
us surveillance as to what was going on
inside Red China, is there not a possibil-
ity that the Soviet Union, in close al-
liance with Red China, could undertake
a series of subterranean tests, in the re-
moteness of the Himalayas, from which
the Soviet Union could covertly profit,
and which would never come to the
attention of the United States or the
United Kingdom because of the insuffi-
cieney of the inspection system?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. I wish to say
to the Senator that some 3 years ago, the
then junior Senator from Minnesota
raised, in Room F-39, right here in the
Senate Wing of the Capitol, with the
late Secretary of State, Mr, Dulles, the
very serious matter of even negotiating
a disarmament agreement without the
inclusion of Red China. The response
at that time was vague and general. He
said it was better not to discuss the
matter.

Let me add that the proposal of 180
test stations, which is actually the fig-
ure which was agreed upon by the scien-
tists, is the number of test stations
which would be included in a final
agreement.

The first point of the 5 basic features
of a control system was that there must
be an agreement among the 3 major
powers—I like the term the Senator
from Idaho used when he said that the
3 powers would be harnessed in the
agreement—and that there would be a
climate of worldwide political pressure
or orientation for expansion of the
agreement.

Then my point No. 4 of the 5 basic
features—which are not only mine, but
which had been talked about at Ge-
neva—was that a time schedule must be
included in the agreement whereby the
agreement and the control system shall
extend to other nations and areas in
addition to the territories and the test
areas of the 3 nuclear powers, and that
the agreement must include the provi-
sion for 180 control posts. I think the
Senator from Tennessee agreed that a
rather substantial number of those sta-
tions would be in China. I think 30 or
40 of them would be in the Asian area.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. As I recall, the number
proposed was 37 on the continent of
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Asia, with approximately the same num-
ber contemplated for China as for Russia.

Mr, HUMPHREY., That is correct.

My point is, that in the negotiations
at Geneva between the three negotiating
powers, there cannot be negotiations as
to what Red China and other nations are
going to do because the three nations
have no sovereign power over those
countries. But we can include in the
agreement between ourselves that 135
years from now, or 2 years, or 3 years,
other nations, as provided in the text of
the conclusions reached in the confer-
ence in August 1958, shall be included,
and it shall be the duty of the Adminis-
trator and the Control Commission,
which will be an international instru-
mentality agreed to by the three major
powers, to bring the other nations in.
Or, if not, that the agreement is off.
Or that it is subject, as has been indi-
cated by the discussions so far, to a revi-
sion of fime as to when they can be
brought in.

Mr. CHURCH., I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator one further ques-
tion. What would be his view with re-
spect to the possibility of conditioning
the agreement that puts an end to all
kinds of further nuclear tests—in space,
in the atmosphere, and underground—
upon the successful negotiation by the
International Commission of the agree-
ments necessary to put into effect the
180 stations that the experts have said
are essential to a system of effective
control?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think this goes
without argument. I understand the
Senator’s position.

‘What I say is that we should not start
out by saying there will be no agreement
among the 3 major powers until all
the 180 stations are in. A time limit has
to be set because the 180 stations can-
not possibly be installed at once. A
period of time has to be set for the es-
tablishment of the worldwide network,
a subject which has been discussed by
the experts themselves.

We cannot expect that to be done by
the United States and the Soviet Union.
It has to be done by an international
instrumentality which will take upon it-
self the responsibility for inclusion
therein of the control system. If such
a control system is not extended, in
terms of coverage or numbers, one of
two things will happen,

Either the 3 major powers who are
the original parties of the International
Control Commission will extend the time
for bringing in other nations, or the
agreement will lose its meaning.

Mr. CHURCH. When I asked the
Senator whether the agreement would
be conditioned upon the establishment
of the entire worldwide system within a
given period, what I meant to say, and
what I should like now to say more pre-
cisely, was: Could the effectiveness of
the agreement as to the termination of
all kinds of tests be conditioned upon
the successful negetiation by the Inter-
national Commission of agreements
which would establish the necessary
sites for the worldwide system?

Mr, HUMPHREY. I understand the
Senator’s point, which is well taken.
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The point is that if we do not have a
worldwide system we can never be sure
with regard to underground testing in
particular. Without a worldwide sys-
tem we could be fairly sure with regard
to atmospheric tests. Therefore, in
order to make sure of a comprehensive
and complete banning of all tests—
underwater, high altitude, underground,
and atmospheric—we must have the 180
control posts with modern instrumen-
tation and with provision for improve-
ment in technology.

I agree. I think the Senator is cor-
rect. I did not feel there was any basic
disagreement between the Senator from
Tennessee and me on this point before.
What I said in that additional point was
that the agreement must include within
it not merely provision for the extension
of the worldwide system but also a time
and a date certain when that system
shall be in effect and shall be operative.

Mr. CHURCH. I appreciate these re-
marks by the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota, because it seems to me there
is no necessary irreconcilable conflict of
viewpoint between the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. HUMPHREY. There surely has
not been.

Mr. CHURCH. And it would be pos-
sible, giving full credence to the danger
the Senator from Tennessee points out,
for us to proceed at Geneva to nego-
tiate an agreement which would obviate
that danger. That agreement might
take the form of an immediate ban on
atmospheric tests, backed up with an in-
spection and control system, together
with on-site inspections within the
countries negotiating the agreement—
namely, the United States, the United
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union—to take
effect immediately, plus a provision
which would condition the effectiveness
of a suspension of underground tests
upon the establishment of a worldwide
system within a designated period of
time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator
makes a very valuable contribution.

I will add that in my letter to the Sec-
retary of State, Mr. Herter, approxi-
mately 212 weeks ago, I suggested that
there be a period of time in order more
carefully to ascertain the effectiveness
of the inspection and control system,
and that we have a test period for im-
proving it and testing it. I really be-
lieve this is another variation.

My point, basically, is not to argue
that this must be done my way on such-
and-such a day. My point is that we
must keep these negotiations alive. We
must look to the day of developing an
inspection and control system for com-
prehensive coverage. In the meantime,
we must improve the mechanism we
have, scientifically as well as politically.
We can start, as both the Senator from
Tennessee and the Senator from Idaho
have recommended, with some variation,
with an effort on our part—though I
would prefer it to be multilateral and to
be an effort by all parties—with regard
to atmospheric tests. We should not
give up the opportunity to stop the race
above ground, underground, under
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water, in the atmosphere, at high alti-
tudes, and every place else.

My point, made to the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee earlier, is that,
under the present diplomatic situation,
we cannot negotiate for a treaty with
Red China as a sovereign nation; but
we can have an internmational instru-
mentality—such as the Control Commis-
sion, which is to be agreed upon among
the three sovereign powers of the United
States of America, the U.S.S.R., and the
United Kingdom—negotiate on its own
for the expansion of the control system.
We ought to set a certain date for that
to be done in the agreement to be signed
by the three nuclear powers, whenever
that is possible.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to
yield.

Mr. GORE. In regard to that point
I should like to read a statement of the
late Secretary of State, the Honorable
John Foster Dulles, as reported on
June 10, 1958,

I think that, as far as I can see from
the initial reports to me of our experts,
that an adequate system to supervise a sus-
pension of testing agreement would have
to cover the possibility of testing being con-
ducted by the Soviet Union within Com-
munist China.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Surely.

Mr. GORE. So we find that the late
Secretary of State was also keenly aware
of the possibility of tests being covertly
conducted, as the junior Senator from
Idaho has described, within Red China.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I will add at this
point, I am sure the Soviet Union is also
suspicious that we will be covertly con-
ducting tests somewhere in the Sahara
or some other place. Therefore, it is all
the more important that we have a world-
wide detection system.

Mr. GORE. I must express disagree-
ment with that statement. I doubt if
even the leaders of the Soviet Union be-
lieve a democracy has the facility, even
if it has the desire, to operate covertly,
equal to that available to the totalitarian
state, with its secrecy, its Iron Curtain,
and its regimentation, such as are in-
herent in the Soviet system.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree with the
first part of the Senator’s statement, but
the gqualification the Senator attached
with regard to “equal” with the totali-
tarian state is another thing.

If the Senator presumes to state the
Soviets think we are paragons of virtue,
I am sure he does not mean to so state.
They distrust us. They dislike us. They
try to confound us in every way.

What I say is that the Senator makes
a point with reference to Red China
which has been made, and with which I
agree.

I raised this point with the Govern-
ment at the time it was a delicate sub-
ject. Any Member of the Senate who
even asked a question about Red China
got about three hues of pink on him be-
fore he could look around.

We have to face up to the fact that
this is the situation, and the question
must be dealt with. Some 3 years ago
the response of the Government witness
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was, “Let us not talk about this now.
Let us hope, somehow or other, that we
do not have to.”

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. ¥Yes.

Mr. GORE. With further reference to
the degree of confidence or distrust Red
Russia may entertain with respect to the
United States, I should like to point out
that the United States has a record of
treaty observation which the Russians
have not emulated and which the Rus-
sians cannot cite as typical of their own
record.

If the United States enters into an
agreement and a solemn treaty, I am
surz the United States will keep it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course, the
United States would keep it. But the
Soviets do not necessarily believe this.

Mr. GORE. I am not sure I would
agres with that. I think all nations
believe that the United States would
keep a treaty.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator and
I both know that the United States of
America has kept its treaty commit-
ments, but I do not happen to believe
that the liars in the Kremlin and those
who have been able to distort every rule
of evidence and every bit of truth the
world has ever known are going to be-
lieve that we are nice people, even
though we are. In international politics
it is not always truth that prevails.
That is particularly so in the case of the
Soviet Union.

We have every right to be suspicious
of the covert activities of the Soviets in
Red China. If we Americans do not
understand that the Soviets are sus-
picious of us, there is something wrong.
I think we should act like grownup men
and face up to the fact that they do not
trust us. I hope we do not trust them;
and because we do not trust them, we
want a system of inspection.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. GORE. I should like to ask one
further question, and then I shall desist.

In connection with the Senator’s third
point, the third basic feature of any
agreement, he states:

The right of the Control Commission to
conduct an unimpeded on-site inspection of
any event which the control system cannot
identify as being natural in origin.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. GORE. With thatIagree. Ionly
wish to point out that the so-called Mac-
millan plan does not meet the test of
the third point the able Senator has
set forth.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Macmillan
plan meets the test up to a certain num-
ber of on-site inspections, but a ceiling
would be placed on the number of on-
site inspections. We do not know how
high the ceiling would be. It would cer-
tainly need to be related to the scien-
tific capabilities of the detection system.

We would be a great deal better off if
the executive branch of the Government
would occasionally confide in us and in
the American people. There is a report
known as the Berkner report, which is
the result of a scientific study which
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was made, relating to improvements in
the seismic aspects of the inspection and
detection system, following the Hard-
tack series of tests.

That report has been classified. It
has been made available to a few of us.
‘We must keep it under lock and key, in
the vault. We are not supposed to talk
about it in the Senate, among our col-
leagues. Yet that report is required
reading if we are intelligently to dis-
cuss the possibilities of an adequate in-
spection and detection systems. It is a
disservice to the negotiations, on the one
hand, to permit certain individuals to
frighten the American people into be-
lieving that their security is jeopard-
ized because someone is talking about an
agreement to suspend nuclear tests, by
saying that we cannot really test to see
whether or not the Soviets are cheating
on the tests, when there is available a
report prepared by highly qualified sci-
entists and technicians, appointed by
the President or by the President’s
agent, Dr. Killian, which will give us
accurate and new information relating
to detection and inspection.

I hope the executive branch of the
Government has representatives in these
environs. If so, I hope they will re-
spond to the request to make the Berk-
ner report public. It is time this kind
of information was made available to
those who convey news to the American
people—to our press reporters, our col-
umnists, Members of Congress, and
others who convey information to the
American public at large.

The terms of the report have not been
made available to Members of the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives, or
to the American people. I appeal to the
President to make available as quickly
as possible the report to which I have
referred, because it will give us addi-
tional information, which is required for
intelligent discussion of this highly im-
portant issue.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I have a very im-
portant question to put to the Senator,
in view of his mentioning the Berkner
report.

I commend the distinguished Senator
for talking about a workable control sys-
tem. Many questions have been raised
in the minds of some of us about the
validity and efficiency of such a system.
We must take a look at the alternative.
What if we continue to do nothing?
Other nations are building these devices,
and they will continue to build them.
That is why I wish to go on record today
before the distinguished Senator leaves
the floor. In the years to come—in the
next 1, 2, 3, 4, or 5 years—we shall
see the construction of these weapons
spreading all over the world—if not
big bombs, small nuclear weapons.
The question is, “What do we propose
to do about it?"” If we do nothing about
it, as surely as I stand on this floor—
and I have been in two wars, and have
seen the development of new fire-
power—no nation in the world will re-
ject the development of new firepower
in world war III. It will start with a
small bomb, a small nuclear weapon, and
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will grow step by step, until we are
thrown into a terrible world war III, a
nuclear war. All the military authori-
ties of this Nation know this., The So-
viets know it, too.

I desire to propound a question relat-
ing to the Berkner report. When we
talk about control, do we mean only con-
trol of big bombs? Do we have an in-
spection system with respect to the con-
trol of small bombs? Why is it that the
Berkner report can be given to the dele-
gates of other countries, but not to the
members of the Congress of the United
States, who are representatives of the
people? How are the people to obtain
this information?

Does the Senator have information to
the effect that the Berkner report might
be helpful in ascertaining whether there
should be a comprehensive, efficient con-
trol system giving us information with
respect to small underground explosions
as well as large explosions?

Mr. HUMPHREY. When the Berkner
report is released—and I hope it will be;
that is what the appeal is here today—it
will be seen that it contains information
which is both refreshing, on the one
hand, and disturbing on the other. One
of the purposes of this discussion is to
get these issues out into the open. If
an agreement is ever signed at Geneva,
it must come back to the Senate. The
questions which the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel asks, and the obser-
vations he makes, are pertinent, relevant,
and important. We should discuss them
now, ahead of time, so that our negotia-
tors will know what is in the minds of
Members of the Senate.

I am not at liberty at this stage to
discuss the Berkner report. As chair-
man of the subcommittee, I have had an
opportunity to examine it.

Mr. CARROLL. Is it a report by
scientists?

Mr. HUMPHREY. It certainly is.

Mr. CARROLL. Does it have to do
with the possibility of an inspection sys-
tem?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Indeed it does.

It contains many proposals and sug-
gestions relating to improvement of in-
spection systems. It also contains other
proposals. It contains materials which
are rather disturbing, in terms of some
of the problems we shall encounter in
connection with an inspection system.

Mr. CARROLL. I commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota, the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. CHUrRcH], wWho
have participated in this discussion.
This is what we need more of in this
country, instead of drifting aimlessly.
We must let the people know the real
dangers of atomic warfare, They are
not small. They are great.

The crisis confronting us in West Ber-
lin today is not a small crisis. If we
intend to give up, to appease, and to back
off, our stand must be made known,
and our people must know what we pro-
pose to do. That is why I congratulate
the Senator from Minnesota for stimu-
lating thinking along these lines.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think it is un-
likely that the subject matter of nuclear
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testing will be settled at Geneva. It will
be brought into the so-called summit
conference. That is what I believe the
Soviets prefer to do. I am pleased that
our Government has taken the view that
all the technical aspects, all of what we
might call the work-table aspects, the
detailed aspects, must be hammered out
among the negotiators at Geneva.

I am convinced that the Soviets want
to take the whole subject of nuclear test
prohibition to the summit conference.
That is one thing they want to do.
Therefore it is imperative, before it gets
into the hands of the heads of state at
a summit conference, where the ob-
servations of Members of Congress, may
I point out, are surely limited at best,
that we discuss it here. There is no
Member of the Senate who knows the
atomic energy field better than the two
Senators who were discussing it today,
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
pERsoN] and the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Gorel. There is no Member of
Congress who has made a finer con-
tribution to an intelligent discussion of
the problems at Geneva than the Sena-
tor from Idaho [Mr. CHUrcH]. It is my
privilege to be the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Disarmament. I am
not an expert. However, I believe that
we ought to get these matters into the
open, and I believe we should discuss
them. I would rather argue in public
these great national policies, and make
my share of mistakes in the arguments,
than to see them negotiated in secret,
without the information being made
available to Members of Congress, on the
basis of reports such as the Berkner re-
port, and subsequently find out that the
negotiators had agreed to something
which, later on, the Senate either ac-
cepted on the basis of blind acceptance,
or rejected because of fear or misunder-
standing. We are going to have under-
standing on this issue. This debate is
all to the good.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield the floor.
The Senator may conclude the debate,
if he wishes.

Mr. CARROLL. I should like to make
one short observation, Mr. President. I
should like again to commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota and
all his colleagues who are experts in this
fleld. The questions involved are tre-
mendously important to the American
people. I say to the Senator from Min-
nesota that, so far as the future is con-
cerned, he need have no qualms about
having overreached himself. This is a
matter for discussion and debate. I
frankly have many qualms as to whether
we can have an efficient control system.
I do not know how we are going to con-
trol smaller weapons.

Science may solve it for us. A year
and a half ago, when I discussed the
subject with the Senator from Min-
nesota, we were talking about recon-
naissance satellites. The time seemed
far away when we could ever have in
orbit a satellite, containing cameras
taking photographs of countries. At
that time we did not know how reentry
could be made,
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Only 2 or 3 days ago Able and Baker
reentered in a cone. And a few days ago
I read of further progress with a camera-
satellite.

Science will make great advances in
this field. The Berkner report shows
the scientific advance which has been
made in seismological instruments, as I
believe they are called. The importance
of a debate such as this is that we dis-
cuss the subject, and become aware of
it, and do not agree with any attitude
or mentality or military jingoism, which
holds that the only way out is war. As
surely as I am standing in the Senate
today, if we ever get to the point of
dropping small nuclear weapons, the big
ones will follow. That is the whole his-
tory of military warfare whenever a new
system of firepower has been developed.
This is the way we have developed in
the field of atomic energy and nuclear
warfare.

That is why I again commend the
Senator from Minnesota and his col-
leagues who have made this contribu-
tion.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
~ Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Georgia.

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, my at-
tention has just been called to some re-
marks which were made yesterday by
the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WiLLiams] after I had left the floor and
after the passage of the agricultural ap-
propriation bill for fiscal year 1960.

The Senator from Delaware in his
speech challenged anyone to take excep-
tion to some very erroneous figures. I
do not know whether any members of the
subcommittee were on the floor at the
time. If they were, I imagine they were
so staggered by the failure of the Sena-
tor from Delaware to comprehend the
nature of the bill that they did not desire
to undertake any controversy with him.

The Senator fell into the most grievous
error., He said—and I am reading from
page 9670 of the RECORD:

Mr. President, the appropriation bill which
has just been passed calls for the expendi-
ture next year of $220 million over and above
the amount which the administration re-
quested in its budget estimate.

That statement was repeated two or
three times during the course of the Sen-
ator’s statement. The Senator goes on
to refer to some increases which were
made in the authorization for expendi-
tures for which appropriations will be
made in the appropriation bill for fiscal
1961. He thus has pyramided the ex-
penditures which will be made in fiscal
1960 on top of the expenditures which
will be made in fiscal 1961.

He repeated that statement several
times., Iread from page 9670:

That leaves an increase of $220 million
which this bill, just passed by the Congress,
will call for in expenditures in the next year
over and above the administration request.
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The statement is completely in error.
Even conceding that all of the $100 mil-
lion which he also discussed, and which
was reduced from the amount ultimately
needed to restore the capital impairment
of the Commodity Credit Corporation,
would be necessary, the bill is $51, mil-
lion below the budget estimates. I ad-
mit that that is a very small amount for
such a large bill, but the facts in the
case are that appropriated funds for ex-
penditures in the next fiscal year under
the bill as passed, even conceding the
validity of the Senator's statement as to
the $100 million, is $5%% million below the
budget estimates submitted by the Presi-
dent to Congress.

I do not understand how the Senator
could possibly have mistaken an authori~
zation of a program, for which appropri-
ations will be made next year, for an
expenditure item. The money may have
to be expended, but if it is it will be in
the next fiscal year. It cannot be ex-
pended unless the appropriation is made
for it in the appropriation bill for the
Department of Agriculture for the fiscal
year 1961,

I make that statement, Mr. President,
merely for the purpose of attempting to
correct the Recorp. I am sure the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware, when
he looks into it, will admit that so far
as the expenditure total referred to is
concerned his statement was completely
in error.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, it
strikes me that the Senator from Dela-
ware, who appeared to have made a very
convincing case, should be privileged to
be present, so that we could have these
two stalwart Senators discuss the mat-
ter, which is of such importance to both
of them and to the Senate. I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jor-
pAN in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator
from New York for that purpose?

Mr. KEATING. I wunderstand the
Senator from Delaware is on his way to
the Chamber and will be here shortly.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I ask the
Senator from Georgia a question?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield tothe Sena-
tor from Montana for the purpose of his
asking a question of the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Did I understand
the distinguished senior Senator from
Georgia, the chairman of the Senate
Subcommittee on Appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture, to say that
the bill as passed by the Senate yester-
day is approximately $5'% million below
the requests submitted by the President
of the United States?

Mr. RUSSELL. It is $105l, million
below, but there is a question as to $100
million of it. It will be necessary to
make an appropriation of $100 million
at a later time, to restore the capital im-
pairment of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. I believe that we will have to
appropriate it. However, adding up the
appropriations made for expenditure in
the next fiscal year, the bill is $51% mil=-
lion below the President’s budget.

Mr. MANSFIELD. At the very least?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.
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; Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-
oT.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. - President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Texas.

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS
TO BE BSECRETARY OF COM-
MERCE

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
as a member of the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, I was
rather amazed to read in the New York
Times this morning a report of the press
conference yesterday quoting President
Eisenhower on the question of the nomi-
nation of Lewis Strauss to be Secretary
of Commerce. The President was
quoted in the Times article as follows:

I have seen no criticism whatsoever of his
work in the last 8 months, when he has been
doing, filling the post. And, therefore, I see
no reason whatsoever that he can't do it
efficlently, no matter how long he stays
there.

When the Chief Executive says that
he has seen no criticism whatsoever of
Mr. Strauss’ work as Secretary of Com-
merce in the past 8 months, the natural
question which comes to my mind is:
Who has been misleading the President
during the past 8 months? Are items
derogatory of his appointments not
brought to his attention? What are his
advisers doing? Are they keeping the
President misinformed?

In the hearings before the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on
his nomination, Mr. Strauss reluctantly
admitted that he had chosen Mr. Ar-
mand Erpf, a large railroad stockholder,
to head a study of national transporta-
tion policy. Once the press had revealed
Mr. Erpf’s background of the ownership
of railroad shares, his partnership in a
large investment banking house, which
is one of the prineipal holders of rail~
road shares in this country, it being one
of the top 30 shareholders in 17 out of 29
of the largest railroads in the United
States, there was shown beyond a per-
adventure of a doubt a conflict of inter-
est unparalleled, without question, in the
history of this Government, and so seri-
ous as to make impartial recommenda-
tions almost an impossibility. There
then began a fumbling series of denials
and evasions by the Department of Com-
merce which resulted in the withdrawal
of Mr, Erpf from the assignment.

Speeches made on the floor of the
Senate, and published in all of the Na-
tion's newspapers, attacked this very
worst kind of conflict of interest. It
was the loud public outery of the press
and of the elected representatives of the
people which forced this retreat by the
designee of Mr. Strauss.

In the light of the debate in Congress
and the reports in the press of the
United States, it seems more than pass-
ing strange that the President has said
he has heard no criticism whatsoever of
the nomination of Mr, Strauss during
the past 8 months.

The hearings before the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
also brought to a head the question of
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the veto by Mr. Strauss of an export of
steel pipe. In answering a critical news-
paper article, Mr. Strauss stated that
“There was absolutely no difference be-
tween the State Department and the
Department of Commerce on this"—the
export license. We have positive proof
that Mr. Strauss acted in the very oppo-
site way from the State Department’s
recommendation.

Mr. President, I am not attempting to
express an opinion concerning the merits
of a controversy between the Secretary
of Commerce and the Deparitment of
State on the export of steel pipe, be-
cause the nominee is so sensitive to press
attacks that he will misrepresent the
facts. But in the light of the contro-
versy, it seems strange that we are told
by the President that there has been
absolutely no question raised during the
past 8 months. So I am again forced
to come back to the question: Who is
misleading the President, and mislead-
ing him into loyalty to associates in
preference to loyalty to the public?

I think it can be said most definitely
that if the President has seen no criti-
cism of Mr. Strauss’ work as Secretary
of Commerce, millions of other people
have. I have. The criticism has been
reported in all the newspapers of the
country.

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I was not in the Chamber a
few minutes ago, but I understand the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
took exception to a statement I placed
in the REecorp yesterday in which I said
that the agricultural appropriation bill
as passed by the Senate yesterday car-
ried expenditures of $220 million over
and above the budget estimates, and pro-
vided loan authorizations for the Farm
Home Administration of $33 million
above the budget estimate.

Mr. RUSSELL. No; that was not
what I said.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
appropriation bill does call for these ap-
propriations over the budget estimates,
and the figures to which I have referred
were not in the tabulation appearing in
the report submitted by the committee.

I said I would discuss the first figure,
on page 12, which called for a cut in the
ACP estimate next year of $150 million.
I know the Senator from Georgia's
reasoning is that this is not an expendi-
ture right at the moment; it is only a
commitment for next year. But I call
attention to the fact that last year the
administration recommended $100 mil-
lion for this item. The Senate in-
creased it to $250 million. As a result,
this became a contractual arrange-
ment, Once Congress passed the bill,
there is a contractual arrangement
and the payment must be made.

In the same bill there is a request for
$241,500,000. This amount was incor-
porated as a request of the Budget
Bureau. That is correct. But the
Budget Bureau was forced to ask for
$141,500,000 in that instance over and
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above what they wanted to spend as a
result of the earlier action of Congress.

As a result of the action of the Senate
yesterday when it rejected the amend-
ment to cut the $250 million item back
to $100 million, the Budget Bureau will
have no alternative next year except to
ask for an appropriation of $240 million
or $250 million to pay for the contrac-
tual arrangements which must be made
under that section of the bill.

I ask the Senator from Georgia if I
am not correct in my understanding that
yesterday was the last chance which the
Senate had to vote on this item.

Mr. RUSSELL. No; I do not think
the Senator is at all correct.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. When
can we vote on it again?

Mr. RUSSELL. We can vote on it
again when the conference report comes
before the Senate. I think the Sena-
tor's statement just now is as much in
error as the statement which the Sena-
tor from Delaware made yesterday.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; it
is not anything of the kind. What was
the amount in the House bill? Was it
not $250 million?

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. What
was the amount as passed by the Sen-
ate?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senate can vote
against the whole bill; the Senate can
vote against the conference report.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes;
but this fizure is not in conference and
therefore cannot be changed. So if it
cannot be changed, it will go to the
White House providing for a direct pay-
ment of $150 million which was not rec-
ommended by the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Delaware still has not replied to my
statement.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. I will
reply to the rest of the statement in a
moment. Will the Senator speak about
the $150 million?

Mr. RUSSELL., The $150 million, the
Senator says, will be expended next year.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. Isay it will not be ex-
pended in the next fiscal year.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
it will be expended.

Mr. RUSSELL. No; the Senator did
not. I have the Recorp of what was
said.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I know
what Isaid, too.

Mr. RUSSELL. Perhaps the Senator
was misquoted by the reporter.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Let us
discuss the question without any fancy
shenanigans.

Mr. RUSSELL., I am willing to stand
on the Recorp as to whose figures are
shenanigans in this instance.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the
bill goes to the White House with this
figure, it will be the last chance Con-
gress will have to do anything about the
matter because the administration will
be under a directive to commit that ex-
penditure, and it will be committed in
the first half of next year because, as the
Senator very properly said in debate yes-

I said
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terday, we could not offer an amend-
ment to cut all the $241,500,000 yester-
day because of other contractual rela-
fions.

The integrity of the U.S. Government
is involved. It will be involved next
year. And this time next year we will
still be operating in fiscal 1960.

This is the last time that Congress
will have an opportunity to operate on
this matter so far as this particular item
is concerned. There can be no doubt
about that. Even the committee report
says that the amount is $150 million over
and above that which was recommended
by the Bureau of the Budget. Also,
there is no question that that item is
not included in the tabulation on the
first page of the committee report. If
there is any difference, I will yield to
permit the Senator from Georgia to take
exception to my statement,

Mr. RUSSELL. I take exception to it
because this is an authorization, not an
appropriation. These bills have been
carrying appropriations for one year and
authorizations for another year. The
Senator has lumped the two together for
the next fiscal year. He has done it time
and again. The Senator says the bill
provides an expenditure next year of
$220 million additional. The bill does
not do any such thing.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They

are mandatory expenditures, It is the
same line of reasoning in reverse from
that of the Senator from Georgia. The

$241,500,000 item in this bill would have
only been $100 million had the Bureau
of the Budget recommendation last year
been carried out. But Congress over-
rode the Budget Bureau last year, just
as the Senate did yesterday. As a resulf,
yvesterday the Senate was confronted
with no alternative; all the Senate could
do then was vote to pay the $241,500,000.

If this year we say we take no respon-
sibility for exceeding the amount of the
budget estimate and if we say the same
thing next year, then I ask the Senator
from Georgia when will the Congress
take the responsibility for exceeding the
amount of the budget estimate?

On this program we are now spending
$150 million in excess of the recom-
mendation by the administration, There
is no argument about that.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, there
certainly is a great deal of argument
about it, The facts are greatly different.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. But I
do not think the Senator from Georgia,
in operating a business of his own, would
make any such distinction. In other
words, on yesterday the Senate in effect
signed a note committing the Govern-
ment to these payments. Following that
action, next year the Senator from Geor-
gia would be the first to rise on this floor
and object to a proposal, not to make
the full payment of $250 million but to
allow only $100 million because in May
of this year the Bureau of the Budget
asked for only $100 million. In that
event, the Senator from Georgia would
argue next year, just as he did yester-
day in regard to the $241,500,000, that
it was a commitment of the Government
and that the Government should not
thent.a.t.tempt to dishonor its commit-
men
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I agree fully that once the Congress
takes this action and once the bill is
signed by the President, from that time
on, the Secretary will have no authority
under the law except to expend these
funds as best he can under the instruc-
tions given by Congress. In other words,
he will not then be at liberty to impound
any of the money in this fund.

If all the money in the fund is not
to be spent at one time or another, why
did the Senator from Georgia include
in the report a claim that the bill as
reported to the Senate by the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee represents, in
connection with the item for restoration
of the capital of the Commodity Credit
Corporation, a reduction of $100 million
in the budget item? That estimate in
regard to restoration of the capital of
the Commodity Credit Corporation is
based upon actual losses incurred, as re-
ported. Those losses have actually been
incurred, the commodities have been
sold, and the losses have been estab-
lished. So there is no possibility of any
recovery. Therefore, under the law the
Congress is required to restore to that ex-
tent the capital of the Commodity Credit
Corporation.

I fully agree that it would make no
difference whether the capital of the Cor-
poration was restored yesterday or next
year or exactly when. In any event, it
must be restored. Such an item does not
actually constitute a saving; it does not
constitute a saving of $100 million be-
cause that money has been lost. Wheth-
er the loss is recognized by us today, to-
morrow, or next year is immaterial.

If that point is contested, then I ask
why not remove or eliminate the entire
item for $1,500 million, which is the esti-
mated loss. In that event there would
really be a saving. But the Senator
from Georgia and I know that that loss
has occurred; the money has been spent
and is gone regardless of when we say
the loss occurred. In any event we must
agree that there is no basis on which the
loss could be recovered.

I agree that the Corporation could
operate without our making this resto-
ration at this time, for as of the moment
the Corporation has additional borrow-
ing authority which it has not yet used.
So the Corporation could continue to
make these obligations so long as it con-
tinued to have unused borrowing au-
thority and so long as it continued to
have an inventory which it could use.
Once that authority was exhausted and
once that inventory was used up, how-
ever, the Corporation would not be able
to continue to operate unless further
provision were made by the Congress.

In any event, cerfainly we agree that
there is no need for Congress to recog-
nize that loss at this particular time.
In other words, the transaction is a
bookkeeping transaction only; and I be-
lieve the Senator from Georgia ad-
mitted that only yesterday.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Senator’s statement would seem to indi-
cate that I have been charged with some-
thing. As a matter of fact, I have previ-
ously stated that the transaction was a
bookkeeping transaction.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. And
that it was not a bona fide saving.
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Mr. RUSSELL. I said earlier that we
would have to make an allowance for it
in a subsequent appropriation bill. I
made no claim about a saving in the case
of the $100 million.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. On the
first page of the committee report, the
Senator from Georgia claimed there is
a saving of $105 million——

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I did
not make such a claim. I said that the
bill as reported to the Senate by the
committee called for appropriations
which were $105 million under the
budget estimates. But on the front
page of the report there is no statement
;hat we claim any saving of $100 mil-

on.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. On the
front page of the report there is a state-
ment that the amount of the bill, as re-
ported, is $105 million under the esti-
mates for 1960.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Does
not that include the $100 million?

Mr. RUSSELL. It does. But the re-
port does not say that there is a saving.
A Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I know
hat.

Mr. RUSSELL. We say the recom-
mended appropriations are under the
estimates. And they are under the esti-
mates, despite the contention of the
Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But the
Senator says they are $105 million under
the estimates.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. But
$100 million of that item alone is not a
saving. Will the Senator from Georgia
admit that?

Mr. RUSSELL. No, Mr. President; I
do not admit that. I stated that. The
Senator from Delaware would seem to
seek to give the impression that he had
dug into this matter and had made some
wonderful discovery. However, every-
one who knows anything about the bill
has known all along that if there is any
impairment of the capital of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, Congress at
one time or another must make it good.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. And we will make it

good.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. And
that is the point I made.

But in the last line of the committee
report, the committee states that the
bill as reported by it to the Senate is
under the estimates for 1960 by $105
million. But $100 million of that repre-
sents what the Senator from Georgia
now admits—well, I shall state that both
of us now agree—was not a saving.

The reason I corrected the record or
the story which went out over the wires
of the press is this: They very properly
looked at the report, which states that
the bill as reported to the Senate, and
as subsequently passed by the Senate,
represented a saving under the 1960 es-
tilmates of the budget of $105 million
plus.

Now the Senator from Georgia and I
are in agreement—I will not say by
means of an admission, but I will say it
is by means of a statement—that at least
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$100 million of that amount was not a
true saving and that in fact that figure
should have been changed to $5 million.

Mr. RUSSELL. No, Mr. President; I
do not admit that.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Idonot
ask the Senator from Georgia to admit
it. Will he state it?

Mr. RUSSELL. And I do not state
it that way. I state that we shall have
to make good whatever deficiency exists.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. And undoubtedly it
will be more next year.

Mr. S of Delaware. That is
correct; there can be no doubt about it.

Mr. RUSSELL. Next year there will
be before us an item, in the bill for 1961,
for an additional amount for this pur-
pose, but I was not referring to that.
I was referring to the statement made
by the Senator from Delaware—and he
stat.ed it four or five times.

S of Delaware. And I
wn] sta.t.e it four or five times more.

Mr. RUSSELL. And the Senator from
Delaware will be in error every time he
states it. He stated that the bill pro-
vides for expenditures in 1960 which are
$220 million above the budget estimafes.
But the bill does no such thing.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I said
the bill provides for these expenditures,
and I said we will be committed to
them; and I still say so.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yesterday, the Sena-
tor from Delaware did not use the word
“committed.” He said, “That leaves an
increase of $220 million which this bill,
just passed by the Congress, will call for
in expenditures in the next year——"

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is

right.
Mr. RUSSELL. “Over and above the
administration request.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
and there is no question about it.

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no question
about the fact that the statement, as
made by the Senator from Delaware, is
wrong.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. After
all, both the Senator from Georgia and
I expect to be here next year and the
following year. And when the appro-
priation bill for the Department of Ag-
riculture comes before the Senate next
year, and when the item for the ACP is
under discussion in the Senate next year,
the Senator from Georgia will argue
for the appropriation of $250 million to
pay for what the Senate voted yester-
day, and he will say that that was a
commitment and that it constitutes a
contractual obligation which the Senate
cannot ignore. But the Senator from
Georgia is ignoring the fact that when
one signs a contract for the purchase of
an automobile at a total price of $3,000,
he really makes a $3,000 purchase at the
moment he signs the contract, even
though the contract calls for a deposit
of only $200 on that particular day.

Of course, it might be argued that
after the $200 payment was made, the
$2,800 remaining would not actually
have to be paid until a later time. But
the fact is that the purchase in the
amount of $3,000 would really have been
made at the time when the contract for

Yes;
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purchase of the automobile for a total
price of $3,000 was signed.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Senator from Delaware did not previ-
ously say anything about this matter in
terms of the purchase of an automobile.
He used the term “expenditures,” and
he used that term three or four times.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. And I
say that again because when a contract
for the purchase of an automobile for
a total price of $3,000 is signed, the
purchaser is committed to payments
totaling $3,000, even though he does not
necessarily pay all of the $3,000 on the
day he signs the contract.

None of the appropriation the Senate
voted on yesterday will be spent until
various times in 1959 and 1960—at pe-
riods scattered through those 2 years.

But I say that yesterday was the last
chance the Senate or the Congress had
to vote on that item, unless the item is
taken up in the conference report.

The soil bank payments—the other
item to which I referred—are $75 mil-
lion. That item is to be found on page
19, in line 6. But in the committee re-
port the Senator from Georgia clearly
states that that amount is $75 million
over the budget estimate.

In addition, under the soil bank pro-
visions, if the Government, under the
provisions of the bill as passed by the
Senate, signs contracts under this pro-
gram with farmers to pay them “X”
amount an acre for placing their land
in the soil bank, next year those com-
mitments will have to be met and those
payments will have to be made.

If Senators wish to be very technical
in regard to expenditures, I may point
out that although I spoke of $75 mil-
lion, the Senator from Georgia knows
that approximately half of that particu-
lar item is in long-range contracts, which
can run for 10 years; and, in reality,
about half of those payments can be
recurring payments which the Govern-
ment will have to make 6, 8, or 10 years
from now. I think the Senator from
Georgia will have to admit that the soil
bank payments are not limited to next
year. They can be recurring payments,
coming back year after year, for the life
of the contract, for whatever period of
time it is signed.

The House limited the period to 5
years. The subcommittee of which the
Senator from Georgia is chairman
struck out that limitation and provided
that contracts could be made for 10
years, aggregating up to $450 million a
year. The Budget suggested that these
contracts be for only $375 million a year.

I say that once the Congress author-
izes the U.S. Government to sign con-
tracts for payments to an American
farmer or an American industry, it be-
comes just as much an obligation of the
U.S. Government as it would be if a check
had been written and delivered.

Yesterday was the last chance we had
to deal with the matter. It is not like
authorizing construction of a dam or
something that Congress can rescind the
next year, or can slow down. These are
contracts actually authorizing money.
Altogether these contracts come to $325
million. There is an additional $75 mil-
lion for the soil bank according to the
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statement which appears on page 9 of
the committee report, where it is stated
that the committee exceeded the budget
estimate by $75 million.

On page 6 of that report it is stated
that the budget estimate was exceeded by
$150 million.

By our statements—I do not like to use
the word “admission,” but by statements
made on the floor—we both stated that
the allegation of a saving of $100 million
was a false claim for savings.

Mr. RUSSELL. Nobody ever claimed
it was a saving.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I did
not understand the Senator from

Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. No one has ever
claimed it was a saving.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I beg

the Senator’s pardon. That is stated in
the committee report. It states that is
the amount below the budget estimate,
and it is included right in the Senator’s
estimate as he submitted it to Congress.

The point I am making is that they are
not savings. I say the committee has
not saved that amount of money. The
best evidence of that fact is, if this
amount did not, increase the figure above
the budget estimate, why did the Sena-
tor reject the amendments to reduce the
amount to the budget estimate?

The only statement I wish to make is
that if we continue to save money as it is
purported it has been saved in the com-
mittee report, we are going to save our-
selves into bankruptey. Perhaps that is
the reason why we have such a large
debt.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. After first referring to
the soil bank item, the Senator from
Delaware turned to another item, which
I had not discussed yesterday, and
wound up with a strong statement on the
general dangers of a deficit. I am in
hearty agreement with the Senator’s last
statement. While I did not approve of
his amendments to the bill, I have been
rather consistent in my insistence on
reducing the expenditures of the Gov-
ernment, and for that reason I earnestly
labored, in the consideration of this bill,
to bring the appropriation of funds for
expenditures to be made in the next fis-
cal year below the amount of the budget
estimate that was submitted by the ad-
ministration.

I think it will be conceded by any per-
son who has any familiarity with this
item, and who desires to approach it in a
fair manner, that so far as appropria-
tions for expenditures in fiscal 1960 are
concerned, this bill is, according to any
standard, even conceding the $100 mil-
lion for the restoration of the capital
impairment of the Commodity Credit
Corporation still $5'% million below the
budget estimates submitted by the exec-
utive branch of Government in the an-
nual budget request for fiscal 1960.

However the budget for this item was
created, whether it grew out of con-
tracts entered into 1 year ago, 2 years
ago, 3 years ago, or out of contracts
sought to be entered into for performance
in the future, the budget estimates were
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submitted pursuant to law. Incidental-
ly, most of these items, such as the soil
bank item, to which he has made ref-
erence, came from the committee of
which the Senator from Delaware is a
member. I am not a member of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
These are programs proposed by the
present Secretary of Agriculture, Mr.
Ezra Taft Benson, and by the President
of the United States. They were pre-
sented to the Congress and urged on the
Congress by the present administration.

For my part, I never had any great
confidence in any part of the soil bank
program. I never believed it could be
effective in achieving a balanced agri-
culture, and I have no such belief today.
But the administration asked for it, and
the bill was enacted by the Congress. Un-
der this law many contracts have been
entered into and, so far as I am con-
cerned, I shall undertake to see that ade-
quate funds are appropriated to dis-
charge those contracts.

I shall not undertake to correct all of
the very obvious errors the Senator from
Delaware made in the course of his dis-
cussion, One more illustration is ref-
erence to a $25 million error in connec-
tion with the agricultural conservation
program. He stated at least four times,
and I think more, that last year the ad-
ministration sent to the Congress an
estimate of only $100 million authoriza-
tion for the agricultural conservation
program. The fact of the matter is, and
I have the figures before me, that last
year the administration was a little more
generous than it was this year, and sent
to the Congress an estimate of $125 mil-
lion for the program authorization for
the 1959 program.

That is one of the minor errors in the
Senator's statement.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
committee granted $250 million that
year, did it not?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Congress did.
The Senator is correct in that figure, and
Iam delighted that he is.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If
the——

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Senator will
indulge me——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
well.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator stated
that every dollar of authorization for
contracts requires the same amount of
appropriations to be made the next year,
to meet the obligations. The truth is
there is nothing in the history of this leg-
islation to show that is a correct state-
ment. We came about as close to it on
the ACP program this year as we ever
have. There was a $250 million authori-
zation for the 1959 program, which re-
quires an appropriation of $241.5 million
féo nixfet the estimated commitments un-

er 1u.

Last year we authorized $375 million
for the soil bank, and this bill earries
only $340 million to meet the program
and operating costs. So the Senator’s
crystal ball showing that we are going
to spend every last dollar authorized for
these programs—even conceding that he
is right when he says it will take place
in the same year—is certainly one that

Very
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informed men might look at with
amazement.

Last year, for the soil bank program
-we authorized $375 million, and appro=
priated $200 million, and only about
$145 million of this will be needed to
meet actual costs of contracts’ pay-
ments and administrative expenses.
About $30 million was transferred for
pay and other costs, and about $20 mil-
lion of the sum remaining will be carried
forward to fiscal 1960. So, by any
standard used to gauge it, when the Sen-
ator says the authorization requires an
expenditure of $220 million above the
budget for next year, that kind of a
statement simply is not sustained by the
facts.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I only
wish the Senator from Georgia had been
as enthusiastic yesterday about this
money not being spent as he is today,
in which event he would have voted
with me to cut the amount back to the
budget request.

The Senator mentioned that the soil
bank in the minds of many Members of
Congress has not been a success. I agree
with him and so stated yesterday. Only
2 days ago I heard one of the prominent
orators on the other side of the aisle
make reference to one of the Eisenhower
“golf course” programs. It was infer-
esting to note yesterday that those who
think the program has been such a tre-
mendous failure and who have talked
about Benson's failure not only endorsed
the program by their votes but actually
added to it another $75 million and said,
“The only trouble is that we are not
spending enough money on this pro-
gram. All the money we have been say-
ing we have been throwing away in-
volves an error in that we have not been
throwing away enough.”

Even the Senator from Georgia yes-
terday not only voted for the continu-
ation of the program as recommended
by the administration, but he said in
effect, “I want to give you more than
you think you need. Go out and spend
another $75 million.”

As I said yesterday, if we want to cut
and balance the budget, there is only
one time the Members of the U.S. Sen=
ate can do so, and that is when the vote
is taken. Unfortunately, speeches on
the floor of the Senate in favor of bal-
ancing the budget do not mean any-
thing.

The only time we ever get anywhere
is when we answer the call of the roll.

I say again that when the two yea-
and-nay votes were taken yesterday we
added $225 million over and above the
President’s budget estimates, and
neither of those items was included in
the tabulation in the committee report
as it came from the Committee on Ap-
propriations. Both those items will be
conveniently dropped from the report
this year. However, when the request
comes in next year for the payment of
those items, since they are over and
above the budgetary estimates it will
be said, “The administration requested
it.” It is the same as when the admin-
istration was forced to request the
$241% million to pay for the $100 mil-
lion estimate of the preceding year.
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I do not say that I did the right thing
when I offered the amendments to cut
these amounts yesterday. I recognize
I could have been in error. I recognize
that there are good arguments in favor
of the programs.

On the other hand, when we vote to
increase these appropriations, let us not
be ashamed of it. Let us put it down
and tell the taxpayers, “We are raising
the amounts above the budget estimates
because we think these are good pro-
grams and more money should be spent
on them.”

I say again that the bill carried a
total of $253 million, including the $33
million loan authorization, over and
above the amounts recommended by the
President. However, the loan authori-
zation should not be counted, even
though that money may be expended
from the Treasury as a direet expendi-
ture because those loans will be secured
by mortgages and will be repayable. I
merely include them as items in the
committee figures.

With regard to the other items—the
$75 million for the soil bank program
over the budget estimates, the $150 mil-
lion for the ACP payments over the
budget estimates, and the $100 million
with regard to restoration of capital
for the Commodity Credit Corporation,
which was claimed to be a savings—
they are found in the report on pages
6, 9, and 12, and are identified by the
committee itself, rather than by the
Senator from Delaware, as being over
the budget estimates.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Delaware had made the
statement yesterday which he has made
today, I would never have taken the floor.
The statement the Senator has just made
is very extravagant, but the Senator did
not repeat his error of yesterday, in stat-
ing two or three times that these were
provisions calling for the expenditure in
the next fiscal year of these funds. I
am surprised the Senator from Delaware
will not admit that was an incorrect
statement,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will
admit that the provisions do not call for
expenditure in entirety. I will call this
a statement since the Senator will like
the word better. I will say that 90 per-
cent of the money will be required, and
yesterday was the last chance we had to
effect a saving.

‘What the Senator pointed out with re-
gard to the soil bank appropriations is
true. A year or two ago those appro-
priations were lowered, but we should not
forget that the Congress made a major
change in the soil bank law when we put
a limitation on the amount which any
one individual could receive. We cut out
some of the million-dollar pyaments un-
der the soil bank program by providing a
$5,000 ceiling. I commend the commit-
tee for carrying that ceiling forward and
for even tightening it up. That will save
some money for the taxpayers.

I think the ceiling which we put in
the bill yesterday by providing a $50,000

‘limitation will save a lot of money for

the taxpayers. It will bring the pay-
menbet: down next year below the esti-
mates.
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I say again, so far as the soil bank pay-
ments and administration are concerned,
when the Department signs a contract,
whether we pay for it today or tomorrow,
it must be paid for. Once we buy a car,
take title, and sign the finance papers,
we either pay for it or we owe for it.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, there is
no question that the Congress has au-
thorized the soil bank program. I would
certainly be the last to challenge the
statement that if the Government of the
United States enters into a contract it
will have to fulfill the contract at one
time or another and by some means or
another.

I do not know all the answers. I
imagine before it is over, and over a pe-
riod of years a large amount of money
will need to be appropriated to pay for
the contracts under the conservation re-
serve. Probably over a period of 10
yvears a billion dollars will have to be
paid. The Senator certainly would not
say that is an expenditure for next year.

Mr. of Delaware. I did
not say it was an expenditure for next
year.

Mr. RUSSELL. That would cover a
10-year period. That would be the total
cost of the program.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. How-
ever, we are committed to pay it. The
payments could increase over a 10-year
period. There will be no recourse
whereby we can get out of the commit-
ments unless we renege on them, a
neither the Senator from Georgia nor
would agree to that.

Mr. RUSSELL. I see that the Sen-
ator's complaint is against the soil bank
program. In that case the Senator’'s
position is completely justified.

The point I wish to make, Mr. Presi-
dent, and which I want to state this
again—is that with regard to the ex-
penditures in the next fiscal year, even
allowing the $100 million which was dis-
cussed by the distinguished minority
leader, the bill calls for $5}2 million
under the budget estimates.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
statement made by the House Subcom-
mittee on Appropriations for the Agri-
culture Department, relating to why the
subcommittee reduced the item for the
restoration of the impairment of the cap-
ital stock of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration.

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

ExcerPT FROM HOUSE REPORT

As discussed in considerable detail earlier
in this report, the committee recommends a
cut of $100 million in this item for 1960.
This reduction is made to encourage the Cor-
poration to make greater efforts to sell com-
modities in world markets at competitive
prices. Such a sales effort will result in
great savings in storage, interest, and han-
dling, and will enable the Corporation to
meet Its obligations from sales proceeds
rather than from appropriated funds.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp the very brief statement of
the Senate committee in the report,
which states our reason for following the
House action.



9842

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

ExcerPrs FroM SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT

The committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $1,435424 413, which is $100 million
under the budget estimate, and the amount
of the House allowance.

The committee shares the views expressed
in the House report that the Secretary of
Agriculture and the officials of the Corpora-
tion should make greater efforts to dispose
of Government-owned commodities in the
world markets and to thereby reduce the cost
of storage, Interest, and handling charges.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, this is
not extremely important, but I simply
wish to keep the record straight and to
show that there was a reascn for the ac-
tion taken by the committee and it was
not simply a juggling of the figures.

The payments must come out of the
pockets of the taxpayers in the long run,
whether the money is appropriated now,
whether the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion borrows the money, or whether the
Treasury Department borrows it. The
taxpayers will ultimately pay any cost
involved. This is an obligation, as I
stated on yesterday, and it will have to
be met.

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp the
budget estimate of this year for the
funds with which to meet the soil bank
authorization of $375 million of last
year, as well as the record of authoriza-
tions and appropriations since the in-
ception of the conservation reserve pro-

gram.

There being no objection, the authori-
zations and appropriations were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Conservation reserve'—Advance authoriza-
tion

Estimate:
1956 $450, 000, 000
1957 450, 000, 000
1958 450, 000, 000
1959 450, 000, 000
Enacted:
1956 450, 000, 000
1957 -== 450,000, 000
1968 325, 000, 000
1959 3175, 000, 000
Estimates:
1958 - 298, 826, 660
19568 (pay-transfer out).... —9,752,478
1959 350, 000, 000
1960. 360, 370, 000
Appropriations:
1958 $162, 940, 000
1958 (pay-transfer out)._.. —9, 752,478
1959 *200, 000, 000

1Public Law 85-352, 2d Supp. 1958, to re-
imburse CCC for costs incurred for 1956-5T7
programs amounting to $38,845780. Law
provided $450 million each year 1956-60

programs,

2Less $28,668,107 pay cost transfer out in
Public Law 86-30; and estimated carryover to
1960 of $20 million.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do
this because it happens that the budget
estimate was about $360 million. Even
in the Department’s view—which is the
most roseate—they have not been able
to obligate all the money provided for
this program in prior years. In spite of
this the Senator has insisted that the
appropriation and the increased author-
ization all represent an expenditure in
the same year.
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The Senate committee recommended
an appropriation of $35 million less for
expenditure in fiscal 1960 than the au-
thorization carried in last year’s bill.

The figures with respect to the ACP
program speak for themselves. There
was an authorization last year of $250
million. The budget estimate for this
year is $241.5 million. As a rule, the
actual out-of-pocket expenditures run
somewhat below the amount estimated
as needed in the appropriations. It
would be the first time in the history
of the program if the actual expendi-
tures should amount to the $241.5 mil-
lion authorization which is appropriated
this year for the 1959 program.

Mr, President, in order to show that
these appropriations are not always ex-
pended, as the Senator stated on yes-
terday, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the estimates for
the advance authorization for the agri-
cultural conservation program com-
mencing with the year 1951, the amounts
which were actually authorized by the
Congress in the appropriation bill, and
the amounts which were actually appro-
priated year by year to meet these au-
thorizations.

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

ACP—Advance authorizations
Estimates:

1951. $285, 000, 000
1952 285, 000, 000
1953 256, 500, 000
1954 140, 000, 000
1955 1250, 000, 000
1956 175, 000, 000
L A S S e 250, 000, 000
;- - P S C R O e Kl 250, 000, 000
1959 125, 000, 000
Enacted:
1951 285, 000, 000
1952 256, 500, 000
1953 250, 000, 000
1954._ 195, 000, 000
1956 1250, 000, 000
1956 250, 000, 000
1957 - 250, 000, 000
1958 250, 000, 000
2 {1, A A NS S C R e 250, 000, 000
Appropriations:
1961 $258, 500, 000
1952 2860, 000, 000
1953. 251, 747, 866
1954 211, 982, 000
1955 191, 700, 000
1956. 214, 500, 000
1957 227, 500, 000
1958 ————= 212, 000,000
1959 235, 000, 000

1$55,000,000 earmarked for use under di-
verted acres program.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, these
figures indicate that although we have
authorized $250 million, on occasion it
has only required an appropriation of
$191 million to meet the commitments
made under the authorization. There
has been a carryover of more than $40
million.

I certainly do not wish to be charged
with responsibility for every statement
made by every Senator on the floor,
about golf links, or other matters irrele-
vant and immaterial in connection with
this appropriation bill. I shall state why
I shall gladly vote the full amount of the
authorization for the soil bank, and
$250 million for the agricultural conser=
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vation program authorization for 1960.
Appropriations will be made next year
for that purpose. If the full amount of
the authorization is required, I shall sup-
port such an appropriation. Irather ap-
prehend that we shall not have any $450
million program for the soil bank. I
wish we could have it. But, knowing
some of the dangers of legislative pro-
cedure, I say that in my judgment we
shall not have that large a sum. A very
substantial reduction will be made be-
fore the bill is finally enacted. But if
the entire $450 million were authorized,
and if the Department were able to enter
into contracts—which it has never been
able to do—for the full amount of the
authorization, I would support an appro-
priation in that amount. I would do so
because that is the only farm program
today which actually reaches the farmer
and assures him of getting some good
from it. Other programs have fallen
apart because of maladministration and
for other reasons. Today the farmer
occupies the most unenviable position of
any group in the American scheme of
life. I shall be glad to support the pro-
grams referred to.

I hope the Senator from Delaware will
not take any exception to these state-
ments. The administration has re-
quested that the soil bank be extended
for 3 more years. I am opposed to that
proposal. In my opinion Congress does
not intend to extend it. That is another
reason why I think the authorization by
the Senate—even though it will not
finally be approved in that amount—is
justified.

I merely rose to point out that the
statement that expenditures for the
fiscal year 1960 had been increased by
?22& million was not justified by the

acts.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to me?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I do not intend to prolong
this discussion. There is a difference of
opinion between the Senator from
Georgia and myself. The Senate has
voted, and that is the end of the dispute.

There is agreement that the $100 mil-
lion item should not have been included
as a deduction, and that the figure in the
committee report should have been $5
million instead.

As to the other two items with respect
to which the Senate voted by a yea and
nay vote and added $150 million to the
ACP payments and $75 million to the
soil bank, I can only say that next year,
when the appropriation bill comes before
us, we can pick up this record and con-
tinue from there. We can then see who
is right and who is wrong.

MR. STRAUSS’ INTEGRITY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point as a part of my
remarks a letter to the editor of the
Washington Post, published in the June
4, 1959, issue of that newspaper, on the
editorial page, under the heading “Mr.
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Strauss’ Integrity.” The letter is signed
by Rabbi Norman Gerstenfeld, minister
of the Washington Hebrew Congrega-
tion.

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

MER. STrAUSS' INTEGRITY

For weeks now I have been observing the
debate over the confirmation of Lewls Strauss
with a sense of deep frustration.

By temperament and philosophy I am
strongly disinclined to involve myself, how-
ever, indirectly in any political controversy;
but by conviction and sense of duty, I feel I
must offer my personal witness to the in-
tegrity of Lewis Strauss in the face of the
unceasing attacks on him., ¥Your editorial
recommending that Mr. Strauss withdraw
can serve only to encourage these unfalr
attacks.

I am constrained to write you now only
because I feel I must in good conscience and
simple justice present the evidence based
on years of association and friendship with
Lewls Strauss. I do not want to be neutral
while a man’s most precious asset, his good
name, is being callously sacrificed.

He has not asked my help and I have no
idea of whether he will welcome this letter.
But I think you ought to know that in a
score of ways over many years Lewls Strauss
has demonstrated to me and to many, many
others a high sense of civic and social re-
sponsibility.

You have only to look at the record to see
the varlety of his civic and spiritual contri-
butions and commitments. Believe me he
has served these causes well and honorably.

It is simply inconceivable that the Senate
should permit a record of attalnment and
character established over many years to
‘be torn down.

Lewis Strauss will live in history as a
splendid example of integrity and ability.
If the Senate gives true welght to his quali-
fications—and indeed to the precedents it
has establshed and followed for a hundred
years—it will confirm him.

Rabbl NormMaN GERSTENFELD,
Minister,
Washington Hebrew Congregation.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I offer
this letter for the REcorp because there
is already in the REcorp a sermon from
another spiritual leader, rather going in
the other direction, against Mr. Strauss.

Normally we would not place such ma-
terial in the REecorp, but it seems to me
that in the light of the fact that one such
statement has already been placed in
the REecoRrp, it is in order to offer an af-
firmative statement, stating in the most
direct terms the greatest confidence in
his integrity, and that it is only fair
to include it in the RECORD.

POSTAL POLICY WITH RESPECT TO
PUBLIC SERVICE ITEMS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, last year this Congress ap-
proved Public Law 85-426. Included in
this law as title I was a statement on
postal policy.

This title is very clear. Certain items
are listed as public service items—the
total loss of which shall be earmarked
and paid for from general appropria-
tions.

The appropriation bill passed by the
Senate and House yesterday failed
miserably to conform with these sections.
The statements included in the Senate
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report and the conference report on the
part of the House on public policy are in
direct conflict with the law.

Regardless of these statements in
committee and conference reports—Pub-
lic Law 85-426 still is the law—and will
remain the law until an amendment has
passed this Congress and has been signed
by the President.

Public service costs in third- and
fourth-class post offices do apply to
fourth-class mail. To say otherwise, in-
dicates complete unfamiliarity with the
public law.

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS
TO BE SECRETARY OF COM-
MERCE

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. President, the Na-
tional Association of Secondary-School
Principals, by action of its executive
committee and its officers, has advised
that this organization strongly opposes
the confirmation of Admiral Strauss as
Secretary of Commerce.

The association is a department of the
National Education Association with
headquarters in Washington. They
claim they represent 28,600 secondary
school enrolling 8 million students, 2
million of whom are new each year.

Their principal objection to Mr.
Strauss is that he refused to accept cor-
rect information after he had used in-
correct and inadequate facts in an ad-
dress before Thomas Alva Edison Foun-
dation. This was while Mr. Strauss
was Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from the National
Association of Secondary-School Prin-
cipals be printed at this point in the
Recorp. The officers of the association
are president, Mr. Cliff Robinson, direc-
tor of secondary education, Eugene Pub-
lic Schools, Eugene, Oreg.; first vice
president, Mr. James E. Nancarrow, prin=
cipal, Upper Darby High School, Upper
Darby, Pa.; and second vice president,
Mr. James D. Logsdon, superintendent-
principal, Thornton Township High
School and Junior College, Harvey, Il
The members of the executive commitfee
are Mr. Eugene S. Thomas, principal,
Central High School, Kalamazoo, Mich.;
Mr. Calloway Taulbee, principal, Artesia
High School, Artesia, N. Mex.; Mr. John
M. Sexton, principal, Northeast High
School, St. Petersburg, Fla.; and Mr.
Samuel M. Graves, principal, Gamaliel
Bradford High School, Wellesley, Mass.

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

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
SECONDARY-SCHOOL PRINCIPALS,
Washington, D.C., May 12, 1959.
Hon, WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate, New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

By actlon of the executive committee and
its officers of this assoclation, representing
28,600 secondary schools enrolling more than
8 million students with a revolving pattern
of 2 milllon new students each year, I am
authorized to convey to you for admission to
the records their attitude on the selection of
Rear Adm. Lewis L. Strauss as Secretary of the
Department of Commerce. This representa-
tive group strongly opposes the confirmation
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of Rear Admiral Strauss as Secretary of the
Department of Commerce.

In November 21-22, 18556, Rear Admiral
Btrauss, at that time Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, made an address at the
sixth annual conference of the Thomas Alva
Edison Foundation Institute in West Orange,
N.J., which recelved the headlines of the
press, including the New York Times the
following day. Rear Admiral Strauss berated
the quality of the teaching of sclence and
mathematics, and based his opinions and
conclusions on incorrect and inadequate
facts. Any clitizen is entitled to express his
opinion on the quality of teaching in the
American public schools. We, however, be-
lieve that when such a personal appraisal is
propounded for the publle press it should be
based on facts that are thoroughly substan-
tiated and established from authoritative
sources. The main point of his declamation
was the lack of teaching of science and
mathematics supported by Inadequate and
shabby statistics which he submitted in his
address and which were repeated in the press.

A short time after this address, officials In
the National Education Association called his
attention to the incorrect facts and statis-
tics which were the basis of his presentation
at the Edison Foundation. He, however, was
entirely unwilling to go into conference or to
acknowledge any assistance which would put
him into possession of the full facts and in-
formation.

Any man can make an honest mistake;
but if he continues to make the same mis-
take in public presentations after the error
of his ways are called to his attention by
responsible officlals and after the full and
correct facts and information are offered to
him, we feel such a man is operating in a
vindictive manner and on an unethical basis.

Rear Admiral Strauss’ address was the fore-
runner of many such addresses throughout
the country; and whenever a suggestion was
made to other prominent persons regarding
the inaccuracy of the statements, we were
always told that the authority was Rear
Admiral Strauss, which in itself, as far as
the general public was concerned, seemed
adequate and acceptable.

As prominent a man as ex-President Her-
bert Hoover addressing a group of engineers,
Vice President Nixon, and others used Rear
Admiral S8trauss’ half-true, inadequate facts
to berate the inadequacies and quality of the
teaching of mathematics in the preparation
of engineers and scientists.

Rear Admiral Strauss did inestimable dam-
age in shattering the public confidence peo-
ple normally have in their schools and was
unwilling by his future actions to make any
correction, even though no public retraction
was ever requested of him.

We, speaking from secondary education, do
not believe that such a man, a purveyor of
half-truths, operating in an unethical man-
ner, and unwilling to correct what may have
been an inadvertent or an honest error,
should hold such a prominent position as
Secretary of the Department of Commerce.
The Secretary must always be above sus-
plcion to all people and at no time should
there be any question of the pronounce-
ments, the reports, or the work of the De-
partment of Commerce to the educational

~ authorities of this country or to the public

in general by the Secretary of Commerce.
We trust that you will give this full con-
sideration and enter this statement on the
records of the committee.
PavuL E. ELICKER,
Ezecutive Secretary.

MEMORIAL DAY ADDRESS AT AN-
TIETAM BY SENATOR BEALL

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
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in the Recorp the eloguent address de-
livered on Memorial Day, Saturday,
May 30, by the junior Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Bearr] on Antietam
Battlefield.

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

AppreEss 8Y HoN, J. GLENN BEALL, OF MARY=-
LAND

On the hallowed grounds of the Battle of
Antietam, on this Memorial Day of the year
1959, we who are here honor all Americans
who have fallen in battle. In this observ-
ance, we are Joined by hundreds of similar
gatherings throughout our land.

One lesson which history—and especially
our own—should have taught us is that we
should work together—united. However, it
sometimes appears that this lesson has been
lost. A case in point is the present squabble
between the units of our armed services.

We are now witnessing the sorry spectacle
of the Army and the Air Force fighting pub-
licly over whose antimissile missile is the
better. The Army says that its Nike-Her-
cules is better than anything the Air Force
can produce. The Air Force says: “No, no,
our Bomarc is far better—no more money
should be spent on the Nike-Hercules."
And now, the Navy makes it a three-way
fight by saying that both missiles would be
obsolete by the time they could get into
production.

One staff officer tells us that we have
nothing to worry about—that we can break
the back of any foe with present weapons.
Another tells us we are way behind—that
without new weapons in production at once
we are in danger.

I am getting a little tired of the conflict-
ing statements being made by supposedly
responsible officers of our armed services. As
a member of the Senate Committee on
Armed Services, I shall demand some
straight answers, The American people are
entitled to know facts. We should not be
the victims of fanciful tales based on petty
Jealousy. To get at the truth we may have
to knock some heads together.

‘We members of the Armed Services Com-
mittee are briefed in advance on all plans
for new weapons, Some are almost fan-
tastic.

Certainly, they are different from those
used in the Battle of Antietam. Instead of
the battleax and the muzzle loader with
the ramrod, we have all kinds of electronic
and atomic weapons of war.

Here are a few new weapons of war:

A huge, semirigid atomic-powered airship
that can zlp along, with several hundred
troops aboard, at a pace of 400 miles an
hour.

Rocket planes, like the X-15 which has a
speed of 4,000 miles an hour.

The Hound Dog, a new and powerful
weapon. In combat, a single B-52 plane
could carry four of the missiles aloft and
hurl their hydrogen warheads at targets 500
miles away.

Missiles, like the 80-foot intercontinental
Titan, with a 9,000-mile range.

A rocket train from which the solid-fuel
Minuteman ICBM can be fired.

New mines that can be dropped from
fast, high-flying planes and sink to the bot-
tom to escape detection.

The Skipjack, the new atomic submarine,
which can go deeper and faster than any
other submarine.

An antisub torpedo capable of seeking out
fast subs at great depth.

A seagoing flying saucer. This is to be
officially tested this summer. It can float,
rise 20 to 50 feet above the surface of the
ocean, hunt out submarines by flying at low
altitudes and high speeds.
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Back on land, we'll have a flying tank
able to skim a few feet above the earth's
surface at terrific speed.

We are also to have a fiying platform—
a troop carrler designed to fly at high speed
just above the tree tops.

All of this is not much like Antietam,
is 1t?

An agency of the Government is now
working on the project to put man into outer
space—Project Mercury, the project of the
NASA, the Space Administration. The ob-
ject is to put an expedition on the moon,
and eventually on the other planets of the
solar system, Venus and then Mars. The
successful rocket launching and recovering
of a nose cone with two live monkeys as
passengers only this week is a long step
forward for Project Mercury.

Sclentlists belleve the outer-space ships
may be driven by engines powered by the
sun's rays. Necessary in this plan would be
a universe mirror, orbiting with the earth’s
rotation. With such a universe mirror, the
sclentists say we could free icebound harbors,
glve to citles heat for the winter and light
for night, and could change the deserts into
fertile lands.

Yes; things are changing,

In case of another war, the Department of
Defense will be directed from a hole In the
earth under the Cheyenne Mountains.

And, in this pushbutton war, what about
the so-called foot soldiers? Well, Major
General Stubbs tells us that the soldier of
the future will hurdle obstacles and jump
ditches with a rocket booster strapped on his
back. His helmet will have a built-in radio
and a screen to protect him from chemical
and atomic attack. He won't even be digging
his own foxholes. All he’ll have to do is
ram a pencillike foxhole digger into the
ground, detonate it, and then crawl in.
And when he's not jetting over streams or
strolling over housetops, he will scud about
in a saucerlike air jeep.

But walt. There’s another side to this.

Despite all progress, despite the advances
in science, despite the idea of pushbutton
war, warfare seems to remain a person-to-
person conflict. The fighting in Korea just
7 short years ago was not much different
from the fighting in the War Between the
States, or, for that matter, in the American
Revolution.

A few nights ago, Mrs. Beall and I were
guests at a special showing of a motion pic-
ture about the Korean war—“Pork Chop
Hill,"” starring Gregory Peck. This is a grim,
realistic picture of the horrors of war.

Cy Bartlett, the producer, wanted me to
see the picture to get my reaction. To say
the least, I was deeply impressed. It is a
stirring story of exactly what happened on
Pork Chop Hill in Eorea. It is stark drama.

I recommend that everyone see the picture
when it is released. You will see that in this
modern time it is still hand-to-hand fight-
ing. (One of the several soldiers in a tough
situations asks, “What happened to the push-
button war?"”)

In the picture, you will see that the ac-
tions of one soldier here and another there
may have decided an issue with interna-
tional implications.

This is, in fact, the story of all warfare
throughout history.

Individual men and boys have won or lost.

We must never discount the supreme
sacrifices of our hero dead—at Antietam, at
Pork Chop Hill, at Valley Forge, wherever
they fell.

Here, at the Battle of Antletam, the spirit
of patriotism and faithfulness to a cause
was nobly demonstrated. History tells us
that General Lee withdrew his forces to make
a desperate stand here at Sharpsburg. There
followed the bloodiest battle of the War Be~-
tween the States—Lee losing 12,000 men
and McClellan 13,000, Neither gained a vic-
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tory. The men were brave, and seemingly
fearless.

We honor those—of both sides—who fell.

Lincoln exemplified this spirit when he
came here and visited the wounded of both
sides. Memorial Day had its origin with the
decoration of the graves of both Union and
Confederate soldiers while the war still
raged.

Memorial Day 1s for honoring all Ameri-
cans who have died in battle. God forbid
that the time will ever come in this great
land of ours when our people shall turn
away from the patriotism of our forefathers.

The struggle for enduring peace with jus-
tice and liberty for all is a continuing one.

Let us rededicate our lives to support the
ideals and principles which we know are
right.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore: 3

H.R.5805. An act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments
and the Tax Court of the United States for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960; and

H.J.Res. 2564. Joint resolution to authorize
participation by the United States in parlia-
mentary conferences with Canada.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE]
may yield to me temporarily for the
purpose of moving that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of executive
business, with the understanding that at
the conclusion of the action which we
anticipate today with respect to the
Executive Calendar, which will include a
treaty, the Senator from Wisconsin will

be recognized.
I yield with that

Mr. PROXMIRE.
understanding.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to
express my deep appreciation to the
Senator from Wisconsin., His courtesy
will be very helpful to several Senators
who are present, and who desire a yea
and nay vote on the treaty. I under-
stand that this arrangement will work
a hardship and inconvenience on the
Senator from Wisconsin. I am grateful
for his understanding.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no reports of committees, the clerk
will state the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
call begin with nominations in the De-
partment of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
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will state the nominations on the calen-
dar, beginning with the Department of
Defense.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Thomas Sovereign Gates, Jr., to
be Deputy Secretary of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Fred A. Bantz to be Under Sec-
retary of the Navy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we now proceed to the nom-
ination in the Department of the Air
Force?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered, and the
intervening nominations will be tempo-
rarily passed over.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Joseph V. Charyk to be an Assist-
ant Secretary of the Air Force.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con=-
firmed.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the nominations of post-
masters be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations of post-
masters are confirmed en bloc.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY AND
IN THE MARINE CORPS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry mnominations of midshipmen
(Naval Academy) to the rank indicated
in the restricted line of the Navy, sub-
ject to qualifications therefor as pro-
vided by law.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that the appointments in the
Navy and in the Marine Corps be con-
firmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
firmed en bloc.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Frederick Henry Mueller to be
Under Secretary of Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With=-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Carl F. Oechsle to be an Assistant
Secretary of Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Rosel H. Hyde to be a member of
the Federal Communications Commis=
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed

FEDERAL: POWER COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Frederick Stueck to be a member
of the Federal Power Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Earl W. Kintner to be a Federal
Trade Commissioner.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

U.S. COAST GUARD

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the U.S. Coast
Guard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are consid-
ered and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I should like to suggest the absence
of a quorum, merely for the purpose of
having the yeas and nays ordered on
the treaty. I suggest the absence of a
quorum, and I appeal to the Senate at-
tachés on both sides of the aisle to re-
quest Senators to return to the Cham-
ber, because we shall have a yea and nay
vote very shortly on the treaty.

It is expected that we shall proceed
to the consideration of the nomination
of George M. Johnson, to be a member
of the Commission on Civil Rights; and
I am hopeful that we shall be able to
act on the nomination of Mr. Ogden R.
Reid, to be Ambassador to Israel, before
the session shall have been concluded
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum is suggested, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
orldﬁr for the quorum call be dispensed
with.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
treaty which is about to be considered.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

CONVENTION BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND
CUBA FOR THE CONSERVATION OF
SHRIMP
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I move that the Senate proceed

to the consideration of Executive B,

(86th Cong., 1st sess.), a convention be-
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tween the United States of America and
Cuba for the conservation of shrimp.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole,
proceeded to consider the treaty (Execu-
tive B, 86th Cong., 1st sess.), a conven-
tion between the United States of Amer-
jca and Cuba for the conservation of
shrimp, signed at Havana on August 15,
1958, which was read the second time, as
follows:

CoNVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AND CUBA FOR THE CONSERVATION
OF SHRIMP

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Cuba, con-
sidering their common interest in maintain-
ing the maximum sustainable productivity of
stocks of shrimp of common concern in wa-
ters of the Gulf of Mexico off the coast of
Cuba and the Florida coast of the United
States, and in promoting the sclentific stud-
ies necessary to ascertain the conservation
measures required for this purpose, and de-
siring to establish procedures for coordinat-
ing such studies and for placing in effect such
conservation measures as may be necessary,
agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

The area to which this Convention applies,
hereinafter referred to as “the Convention
area”, shall be the waters of the Gulf of
Mexico off the coast of Cuba and the Florida
coast of the United States including terri-
torlal waters, in which are found stocks of
shrimp of common concern.

ARTICLE II

1. The contracting parties agree to estab-
lish and operate a commission, to be known
as the Commission for the Conservation of
Shrimp in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, here-
inafter referred to as “the Commission,”
which shall carry out the objectives of this
Convention. The Commission shall be com-
posed of two national sections, a United
States sectlon consisting of three members
appointed by the Government of the United
States, and a Cuban sectlon consisting of
three members appointed by the Government
of Cuba.,

2. Each national section shall have one
vote. Decisions of the Commission shall be
made only by approval of both sections.

3. The Commission may decide upon and
amend, as occasion may require, rules for the
conduct of its meetings and for the perform-
ance of its functions and duties.

4. The Commission shall meet at least once
each year and at such other times as may be
agreed by both national sections. The date
and place of the first meeting shall be deter-
mined by agreement between the Govern=-
ments.

5. The Commission shall declide on the
most convenient place for the establishment
of its headquarters.

6. At its first meeting the Commission
shall select a chairman from the members
of one national section and a vice chairman
from the members of the other national sec-
tion. The chalrman and vice chairman
shall hold office for a period of 2 years. In
each succeeding term, the office of chairman
and vice chairman shall alternate between
the respective national sections.

7. Each section of the Commission may
appoint its own advisers who shall be invited
by the Commission to attend all nonexecu-
tive sessions of the Commission.

8. Each section of the Commission may
hold public hearings within the territory of
its own country.

9. The official languages of the Commission
shall be English and Spanish, and members
of the Commission may use either language
during the . The minutes, official
documents, and publications of the Commis-
sion shall be in both languages, but officlal
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correspondence of the Commission may be
written in either language.

10. The expenses incurred by each na-
tional section shall be borne by its govern=-
ment. The share of each country in the
joint expenses incurred by the Commission
shall be related to the proportion of the
total catch from the shrimp stocks of com-
mon concern in the Convention area taken
by vessels which belong to that country.

11, The budget of joint expenses and the
share of each government shall be deter-
mined by the Commission and submitted to
the governments for approval.

12, The Commission shall authorize the
disbursement of funds for the joint ex-
penses of the Commission and may employ
necessary personnel for the performance of
its functions and duties.

13. The Commission shall designate a
technically competent Director who shall
serve at the pleasure of the Commission.
Subject to such rules and procedures as
may be determined by the Commission, the
Director shall have full power and authority
over the staff of the Commission,

ARTICLE IIT

1, The Commission shall have responsi-
bility for:

(a) Obtaining scientific information re-
garding the abundance, life history, and
ecology of stocks of shrimp of common con-
cern in the Convention area in order to
determine the measures necessary for their
conservation,

(b) Publishing or otherwise disseminating
reports relative to the results of its findings
and such other scientific reports and statis-
tical data as fall within the scope of this
Convention,

(c) Adopting, with respect to the Con-
vention area, such regulations, based on
sclentific findings, as are necessary to
achieve the objectives of this Convention.

2, Each of the regulations adopted pur-
suant to paragraph 1(c) above shall become
effective with respect to the contracting
parties 60 days following notification of the
regulation by the Commission to each of the
contracting parties, except that either of
the contracting parties may prevent entry
into forte of a regulation by lodging objec-
tion thereto with the Commission before
the expiration of such 60-day period,

3. The Commission shall notify the other
contracting party immediately upon receipt
of objection to a regulation.

4. In discharging its responsibilities the
Commission may establish working relations
with any international, publiec, or private
institution or organization, or any indi-
vidual.

5. The Commission shall submit annually
to the respective parties a report on its
work, together with any recommendations,
and shall also inform them, whenever it is
deemed advisable, on any matter relating
to the objectives of this Convention.

ARTICLE IV

The contracting parties agree to keep as
far as practicable all records requested by
the Commission and to furnish compilations
of such records and other information upon
request of the Commission. No contracting
party shall be required hereunder to provide
the records of individual operations.

ARTICLE V

The contracting parties agree to cooperate
with each other in taking appropriate and
effective action to enforce any regulations
which enter into force pursuant to article
II of this Convention. Accordingly, the
contracting partles agree as follows:

1. Any national or vessel of a contracting
party which engages in operations on the
high seas in violation of regulations which
enter into force pursuant to article III of
this Convention may be selzed by duly au-
thorized officers of the other contracting
party and detained by the officers making
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such selzgure and delivered as soon as prac-
ticable to an authorized officlal of the coun-
try to which such person or vessel belongs,
at the nearest point to the place of seizure
or elsewhere as may be agreed upon.

2. The authorities of the country to which
such person or vessel belongs alone shall
have jurlsdiction to conduct prosecutions
for violation of the regulations which enter
into force pursuant to article III of this
Convention and to impose penalties for such
violation, and the witnesses and proof nec-
essary for such prosecutions, so far as any
witnesses or proofs are under the control of
the seizing country, shall be furnished with
all reasonable promptitude to the author-
ities having jurisdiction to conduct the
prosecutions,

3. Each contracting party shall be respon-
gible for the proper observance of this Con-
vention and of any regulations adopted
under the provisions thereof in the portions
of its water covered thereby.

ARTICLE VI
The contracting parties agree to meet,
during the 6th year of the operation of this
Convention, to review the effectiveness of
the provisions of this Convention and, if
desirable, to consider means by which they
may more effectively be carried out.

ARTICLE VII

Nothing in this Conventlon shall be con-
strued as preventing either of the contract-
ing parties or in the case of the United
States, any of the States, from making or
enforcing laws or regulations which in the
absence of this Convention would be valid
relative to any fisheries of the Convention
area so0 far as such laws or regulations do
not preclude the discharge of the Commis-
sion’s responsibilities.

ARTICLE VIIT

1. This Conventlon shall be ratified and
the instruments of ratification exchanged
at Habana as soon as practicable,

2. This Convention shall enter into force
on the date of exchange of instruments of
ratification and shall remain in force for a
period of 10 years and thereafter until 1
year from the date on which either con-
tracting party shall have given written no-
tice to the other of its desire to terminate
the Convention.

In witness whereof the respective pleni-
potentiarlies have signed the present Con-
vention.

Done in duplicate, in the English and
Spanish languages, each of which shall be
of equal authenticity, at Habana this 15th
day of August, 1958,

For the Government of the United States
of America:

EarL E, T. SMITH.

For the Government of the Republic of
Cuba:

GUELL.

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 proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, this
convention with Cuba for the conserva-
tion of shrimp follows the general pat-
tern of fisheries conventions to which
the United States is a party. It covers
shrimp resources of common concern—
principally those in the Tortugas fish=
ery—in the waters of the Gulf of Mexico
off the coast of Cuba and the Florida
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coast of the United States, and it pro-
vides for a Commission to investigate and
carry out the means to develop maximum
sustainable productivity of those re-
sources. The convention was signed at
Havana in August of last year and
promptly ratified by Cuba in the follow-
ing month.

Let me say that the background of the
convention is most interesting and per-
tinent to consideration by this body.
After indications in 1955 that a large
proportion of the shrimp catch was un-
dersized, the State of Florida adopted
unilateral measures to conserve the Tor-
tugas’ resources, which yielded $38 mil-
lion worth of shrimp to American boats
from 1950 through 1956. However, the
area involved extends well beyond the
territorial waters of the United States
and is also used by Cuba, although to a
relatively minor degree at present. Be-
lieving that Cuban cooperation was es-
sential, leaders of the U.S. shrimp in-
dustry in 1957 asked the Federal Gov-
ernment for help. Extensive discussion
took place between the Department of
State, the Department of the Interior,
and interested groups in the gulf area,
including State officials, before negoti-
ations were entered into with Cuba.

The United States and Cuba will have
an equal voice, and decisions will have
to be unanimous in the Commission es-
tablished by the convention. The Com-
mission will determine necessary con-
servation measures and will adopt regu-
lations to give them effect. The joint
costs arising from the convention will
be divided on the basis of the proportion
of the catch, and are estimated at not
more than $200,000 annually. The con-
vention will continue in force for 10
years, and thereafter until terminated
on 1 year's notice by either party.

The Committee on Foreign Relations
heard testimony from representatives
of the Departments of State and Inte-
rior, and received written statements of
support from four organizations repre-
senting business interests in six South-
ern States. It was noted that Florida
State legislative and conservation offi-
cials were consulted and gave their con-
currence on the convention. The com-
mittee further noted that Cuba had
promptly ratified the convention, and
had carefully observed a “gentlemen’s
agreement” regarding Florida’s regula-
tions pending ratification by the United
States.

Mr. President, there seems to be
unanimous support for the convention
from interested groups in the Gulf
States; the committee received no ob-
jection from any source. I wish to add
that the senior Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horrawnp] has ecarefully investi-
gated the matter and has given his full
support. I hope, therefore, that the Sen-
ate will give its advice and consent to
the ratification of this convention with
Cuba.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the convention will be con-
sidered as having passed through its
various parliamentary stages up fo the
point of consideration of the resolution
of ratification, which will be read for
the information of the Senafte.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, (two-thirds of the Senators
present concurring therein), That the Sen-
ate advise and consent to the ratification
of Executive B, 86th Congress, 1st session,
a convention between the United States
of America and Cuba for the conservation
of shrimp, signed at Havana on August 15,
1958.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
qguestion is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the resolution of ratification?

The yeas and nays having been or-
dered, the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. B¥rpl,
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
GRreEN], the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrueninGg], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTgel, the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. HEnNINGs], the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Lone], the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Moss], and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MurraY] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CuAvez], is absent because of death in
the family.

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEeFAUVER], is absent on official business
as a member of the U.S. Committee of
the Atlantic Congress.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CrELLAN], is absent because of illness.

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Cravez], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Green], the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. Gruenincg], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. HEnNINGs], the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER],
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNGl,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Mossl, and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murrayl, would each vote “yea.”

Mr., EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. CaAPE-
HART], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. Casel, the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MorToN], and the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], are
absent on official business, and, if pres-
ent and voting, they would each vote
“yea-”

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
WATER], is necessarily absent and if pres-
ent and voting, would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Wir-
r1ams], is detained on official business.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 80,
nays 0, as follows:

YEAS—80
Alken Cotton Holland
Allott Curtis Hruska
Anderson Dirksen Humphrey
Bartlett Dodd Jackson
Beall Douglas Javits
Bennett Dworshak Johnson, Tex.
Bible Eastland Johnston, S.C.
Bridges Ellender Jordan
Butler Engle Keating
Byrd, W. Va. Ervin Eennedy
Cannon Frear Kerr
Carlson Fulbright Kuchel
Carroll Gore Langer
Case, N.J. Hart Lausche
Church Hayden Magnuson
Clark Hickenlooper Mansfield
Cooper Hill Martin
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McCarthy Prouty Stennis
McGee Proxmire Symington
McNamara Randolph Talmadge
Monroney Robertson Thurmond
Morse Russell Wiley
Mundt Schoeppel Williams, N.J.
Muskie Scott Yarborough
Neuberger Smathers Young, N. Dak,
O'Mahoney Smith Young, Ohio
Pastore Sparkman
NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—18
Bush Green McClellan
Byrd, Va. Gruening Morton
Capehart Hartke Moss
Case, 8. Dak. Hennings Murray
Chavez Kefauver Saltonstall
Goldwater Long Williams, Del.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two-
thirds of the Senators present having
voted in the affirmative, the resolution
of ratification is agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of the
action taken today by the Senate on the
treaty and on the nominations previ-
ously confirmed today by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M.
Youne of Ohio in the chair). Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to consideration of the
nomination on the executive calendar
to the Commission on Civil Rights.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be stated.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of George M. Johnson, of California, to
be a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to con-
sideration of the nomination.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi=-
dent, I ask that on the question of con-
firmation of this nomination, a voice
vote be taken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, will the Senate advise and
consent to this nomination? (putting the
question) The “ayes” appear to have it;
and the “ayes” have it, and the nomi-
nation is confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of the
confirmation of this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Sen-
ator from Texas for yielding to me.

Mr. President, I desire to state that
I voted against confirmation of the
nomination of George M. Johnson, of
California, to be a member of the Com-
mission on Civil Rights. I opposed the
creation of the Commission. I have op-
posed confirmation of all nominations of
appointees thereto.

It is the opinion of the junior Senator
from Georgia that a Commission of this
type can only do irreparable harm, and
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no good. For that reason, I opposed the
creation of the Commission and I op-
posed confirmation of the nominations
of appointees thereto.

Again I thank the Senator from Texas
for yielding to me.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BArTLETT in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Texas yield to the Senator
from Mississippi?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
wish the Recorp to show that I voted
against confirmation of the nomination
of George M. Johnson, of California, to
be a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights; and I did so on the same grounds
as those outlined just now by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from Georgia
[Mr. TALMADGE].

I also wish to state that I thought the
nomination would be confirmed by this
body by a large majority; and, there-
fore, I did not ask for a yea-and-nay
vote on the question of confirmation of
the nomination.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, will the Senator from
Texas yield to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I want to go on record,
also, as having voted against confirma-
tion of the nomination of George M.
Johnson, of California, to be a member
of the Commission on Civil Rights. In
the subcommittee, I voted against fa-
vorably reporting the nomination; and
in the full committee, I voted against
favorably reporting the nomination. I
want the Recorp to show that today I
voted against confirmation of his nom-
ination.

My reasons are as follows: When the
Commission members appeared before
the subcommittee, we could not get the
members of the Commission to which
Mr., Johnson has been nominated to
come out strongly in favor of having the
Commission continue in existence at this
time. So, if the Commission is not to
continue, certainly there is no need for
any additional person to be appointed
now to the Commission.

Another reason is that all along I have
been opposed to the Commission. There-
fore, for that reason, if for no other, I
believe I should vote against confirma-
tion of additional appointees to the
Commission; and I have voted accord-
ingly.

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

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
want the Recorp to show that I was op-
posed to confirmation of the nomina-
tion of George M. Johnson, of Cali-
fornia, to be a member of the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights.

I think my position on this question
is well known. In my opinion, the Civil
Rights Commission is without founda-
tion in the Constitution. In addition, I
believe its establishment was both un-
wise and unnecessary.



9848

I would vote against confirmation of
the nomination of any person appointed
by the President to be a member of the
Civil Rights Commission.

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, will
the Senator from Texas yield one-half
a minute to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield fo
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I wish
the Recorp to show that I voted in favor
of confirmation of the nomination of
George M. Johnson, of California, to be
a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights. I am not a member of the Ju-
diciary Committee. But had I been a
member of that committee, I would have
approved his nomination,

I think this Commission should be in
existence, and that it can perform a
very valuable function although its rec-
ord to date has not been very effective.
It has been slow in getting started and
excessively timid in its actions.

Furthermore, let me state that it gave
me a great deal of pleasure to vote in
favor of confirmation of the nomination
of George M. Johnson, of California, to
be a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
my friend, the Senator from California.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure to me to say a few words in
support of Dr, George M. Johnson, the
nominee of President Eisenhower to be
a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights.

I have known my fellow Californian’s
work for many years, particularly his
outstanding labors as dean of the How-
ard University Law School, here in
Washington. .

Before coming to Washington, Dean
Johnson was engaged in the practice of
law in Berkeley, Calif.,, following his
graduation from the University of Cali-
fornia’'s College of Arts and Sciences and
its school of jurisprudence. Dean John-
son has received the AB. LL.B. and
S5.J.D. degrees from the University of
California.

His law practice was with a distin-
guished Californian, Walter A. Gordon,
who recently was appointed a Federal
judge to the Virgin Islands, and whom I
have known for many, many years.
Prior to his judicial appointment, Mr.
President, Judge Gordon was Governor
of the Virgin Islands.

Dean Johnson’s legal specialization
was in the field of taxation, the course
he taught at both the University of Cali-
fornia and Howard University.

But he did not permit personal con-
siderations to transcend his sense of re-
sponsibility to the public service. Dur-
ing the war, for example, Dean Johnson
took leave from the law faculty, to serve
as Deputy Chairman and Acting Gen-
eral Counsel of the wartime-created
Fair Employment Practices Committee.

He again took leave of the law fac-
ulty to which he had refurned in 1948,
as dean, to serve as Director of the Of-
fice of Laws, Plans, and Research, of
the Commission on Civil Rights. In rec-
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ognition of his outstanding work in this
Office, the President recommended Dean
Johnson to fill the vacancy created by
the untimely death of my good friend,
and distinguished American, J. Ernest
Wilkins.

One of the finest tributes paid fo
Dean Johnson was that sent to him by
Dean Robert G. Storey, Vice Chairman
of the Commission on Civil Rights, dean
of the Southern Methodist University
Law School, a former member of the
Hoover Commission, and a past presi-
dent of the American Bar Association,
who wrote to Dean Johnson as follows:

My Dear DEan Jonnson: Although I have
extended personal congratulations to you
upon your nomination as a member of the
Clvil Rights Commission, I want to record
my delight at your appointment.

You are not only eminently qualified by
reason of your knowledge, devotion to the
sacred principles of our constitutional form
of government, and your experience, but
what I admire about you is that you are
very calm, deliberate, and consider both
sides of any question in a very admirable
and lawyer-like manner. It has been &a
pleasure to work with you as one of the
leading members of the staff, and I look
forward to a pleasant association with you
on the Commission,

‘With every good wish and kindest per-
sonal regards, I am,

Very sincerely yours,
RopeRT G. STOREY.

Mr. President, the Commission on
Civil Rights is an important segment of
the American Government. It cannot
effectively discharge the responsibilities
Congress gave to it unless it is at full
strength. As you, Mr. President, who so
devotedly favored the Commission’s en-
actment into law, know well, the Com=-
mission is bipartisan. In order to hold
hearings, subcommittees are authorized,
provided one member is a Democrat and
the other is a Republican. At present,
there are three Democrats on the Com=
mission: Former Governor Battle, of
Virginia; former Governor Carlton, of
Florida; and Dean Storey, of Texas.
The Chairman, Dr. Hannah, of Mich~
igan, is the only Republican. Father
Hesburgh, the president of Notre Dame,
is an Independent. Dean Johnson would
be the second Republican member on
the Commission.

It should be noted that J. Ernest
Wilkins, a former Republican member
of the Commission, died on January 19,
1959. Dean Johnson’s nomination was
sent to the Senate on March 10, and
hearings on the nomination were held
on April 21 before the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Rights of the Senate Ju-
diciary Committee. On May 19, the
Senate Judiciary Committee reported
that the committee voted 11 to 4 to ap-
prove the nomination of Dean Johnson;
and on May 20, 1959, the nomination
was placed on the Executive Calendar.

Mr, President, I am delighted that no
one has raised the slightest question re-
garding the character, the ability, or the
integrity of the nominee.

I believe that the President of the
United States merits congratulations for
his nomination of Dean Johnson; and I
am delighted that his nomination has
been confirmed by the Senate.
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Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield to me?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from New York.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, it was
a privilege to me to be able to support
in the Committee on the Judiciary, and
also, to support and to vote for, in this
Chamber, the President's nomination of
Dean George M. Johnson, of California,
to be a member of the Commission on
Civil Rights.

With the establishment of the Com-
mission on Civil Rights, the Congress of
the United States for the first time
created an independent, bipartisan
agency to study and think about the
great problem of protecting the ecivil
rights of all Americans. In selecting the
members of the Commission, the Presi-
dent chose men from different parties,
different regions, different religious
groups, and different races. Three of
the six members came from the South
and Southwest; three came from the
North and Middle West. Three were
educators: The president of Michigan
State University, John Hannah; the
president of Notre Dame, Father Theo-
dore Hesburgh; and the dean of the
Southern Methodist University Law
School, Robert Storey. Three were
lawyers experienced in government:
Former Gov. John Battle, of Virginia;
former Gov. Doyle Carlton, of Florida;
and J. Ernest Wilkins, Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor. The conditions were set
for fruitful deliberations by reasonable
men,

The death, last January 19, of Mr.
Wilkins was a great loss to the Commis-
sion. His careful questioning of wit-
nesses in the Commission’s hearing, last
November, on alleged denials of the right
to vote in Alabama, had won the respect
of the country. As former president of
the Cook County Bar Association, not
only was he a strong representative of
Negro-American citizens, but he was also
an outstanding member of the legal pro-
fession.

Now, with the nomination of Dean
Johnson, who is both an educator and a
lawyer, the vital work expected of the
Commission can continue with full vigor.
As dean of Howard University Law
School from 1946 until he resigned last
yvear, to become Director of the Office of
Laws, Plans, and Research, of the Com-
mission on Civil Rights, he made a great
contribution to legal education. Under
his leadership, the law curriculum was
expanded, the Howard Law Journal was
inaugurated, Howard students began
participating, and with distinction, in
the Inter-Law School Moot Court com-
petition; the student organization joined
the American Student Bar Association;
a modern, $2 million law school building
was erected and dedicated; and the
school reached a new level of achieve-
ment. During this time, he was a
teacher, as well as dean.

Dean Johnson has an outstanding
academic and professional background.
He received his LL.B. degree from the
University of California, at Berkeley, in
1929, and was awarded the Sheffield-
Sanborn Scholarship for graduate study.
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For his work in taxation, the University
of California awarded him the J.S.D. de-
gree, the highest academic degree in the
legal profession. He practiced law in
California, and served as an attorney for
the California State Board of Equaliza-
tion. In 1936, he became the senior as-
sistant tax counsel to the board. In
1941, after teaching a year at Howard
Law School, he took leave, to serve with
the President’s Committee on Fair Em-
ployment Practice. By 1945, when he
returned to teach at Howard, he was
serving as Acting General Counsel of the
F.EP.C.

I emphasize his work as a lawyer, be-
cause the problem of civil rights is one
aspect of the rule of law, the great prin-
ciple on which this Republic is founded.
I was happy to read Dean Johnson's
brief remarks before the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Rights. He said that
“as a lawyer, as an American, and as a
representative of America’s largest racial
minority, I am of the opinion that this
problem can be solved within our demo-
cratic processes and under the rule of
law."”

It was in part his deep devotion to our
fundamental legal processes that earned
him the respect of his colleagues on the
Commission. The staff director of the
Commission, Gordon Tiffany, testified
that he spoke in support of Dean John-
son’s nomination on behalf of the entire
staff and all the members of the Commis-
sion. Father Hesburgh, the president of
Notre Dame, telegraphed to the commit-
tee that “All of us who have worked with
him have a high regard for his charac-
ter, intelligence, and judgment.” For=-
mer Governor Carlton, of Florida, also
sent a telegram in support of this nomi-
nation. Dean Storey, the former presi-
dent of the American Bar Association,
and the vice chairman of the Commis-
sion, wrote that Dean Johnson was
“eminently qualified by reason of his
knowledge, devotion to the sacred prin-
ciples of our constitutional form of Gov-
ernment, and his experience,” adding
that what he admired about Dean John-
son was that he was “very calm and
deliberate and considered both sides of
any question in a very admirable and
lawyer-like manner.”

Thus, this is a good and important
nomination which should receive not
only our consent, but our enthusiastic
approval. Here is a man, eminent in
his profession, a leader among Negro
Americans, who enjoys the respect of the
men with whom he is going to work.
What could have been an irreparable loss
to the Commission is made up in the
only way it could have been made up by
the appointment of one who has been
intimately familiar with the Commis-
sion’s work from the beginning. Dean
Johnson will not need to try to catch up
with his colleagues. He has been direct-
ing their legal office since the Commis-
sion first went into action. He has
helped plan or has participated in all of
their hearings. He has studied all the
documents. It is obvious he has had
excellent on-the-job training for the im-
portant post for which he has been
nominated.
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Mr. President, I hope we shall not be
forced to fight the civil-rights battle all
over again, every time one of these nomi-
nations comes up.

The majority of the Congress spoke on
the subject when we enacted the Civil
Rights Act of 1957. While much more
remains to be done in this field, there is
no justification for undermining the laws
which already have received approval.

The Civil Rights Commission is re-
quired to study and appraise the policies
of the Federal Government with respect
to equal protection of the laws under the
Constitution, and to investigate allega-
tions that citizens of the United States
are being deprived of their right to vote.
The act explicitly requires that the Com-
mission submit to the President and to
the Congress a final and comprehensive
report of its activities. Under the terms
of the present law, this report must be
filed in September of this year. It is of
vital importance that this date be ex-
tended, since delays in organizing the
Commission and the obstructionist tac-
tics with which it has been faced since
it began its operations, have substan-
tially impeded its work. We would be
doing a great disservice to the people of
the country if we adjourned this session
of Congress without taking action to ex-
tend the life of the Commission and, in
other ways, further to protect the eivil
rights of the people.

Regardless of one’s views as to the
merits of the Commission, however, I
believe it is incumbent upon all Senators
to judge nominations to the Commission
on the basis of the qualifications of the
nominees. The Senate’s power to give
its advice and consent with respect to
nominations should not be utilized as a
means of preventing the President from
doing his duty to execute the law. Any
such course would be an abuse of our
powers, and would weaken public con-
fidence in the work of this body. We
would certainly strenuously object if the
President, after the passage of a law,
refused to take whatever action was nec~
essary to implement its provisions.
such action by the President would vio-
late his duty under the Constitution.
It would be no less a violation of con-
stitutional requirements for the Senate
to attempt to make it impossible for a
willing President to carry out his respon-
sibilities.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that the
nomination will receive the overwhelm-
ing approval of the Senate. Iam eagerly
looking forward to the report that the
Commission will soon submit to the
President and to the Congress. I know
that the quality of that report will be
enhanced by the contribution which
Dean Johnson will be able to make as a
full member of the Commission. I
strongly urge the support of every Mem-
ber of this excellent appointment.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from New York. But before
I do so, I should like to inform the Sen-
ate that we expect to have the Senate
proceed in a very few minutes to con-
sideration of the nomination of Ogden
Rogers Reid, of New York, to be Ambas-
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sador to Israel. I do not expect that a
yea-and-nay vote will be taken on the
question of confirmation of that nomi-
nation, So if Senators will remain on
the floor, perhaps it will be possible for
the Senate to take action on that nomi-
nation this afternoon.

I yield now to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
be very brief.

I identify myself with the views of my
colleague from New York [Mr. KEATING]
and the Senator from California [Mr.
KucHEL]

I know personally about the excellent
service of Dr. Johnson as Dean of How=
ard University Law School. The senior
Senator from California [Mr. KucHEL]
and my collegaue, the Senator from New
York [Mr. Keating], and I supported the
nomination of Dean Johnson to be a
member of the Civil Rights Commission.
I believe Dean Johnson will make a
splendid member of the Commission;
and I have been glad to vote today for
confirmation of his nomination.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
McCreLLAN] asks that he be recorded
against the Johnson nomination, just as
he has voted against all nominations to
the Commission, because he is opposed
to the Commission itself.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to make a brief statement: I fa-
vored confirmation of the nomination of
George M. Johnson, of California, to be
a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights; and I voted for confirmation of
his nomination. I join my friend, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLaAs], in
favoring the appointment of Mr. John-
son to the Commission on Civil Rights.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the Recorp a statement by
me in connection with the nomination
of George M. Johnson, of California, to
be a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR COOPER

It was a privilege to support and cast my
vote for the Honorable George M. Johnson,
of California, to be a member of the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights.

I have met Mr. Johnson, and from every
report I have had of his character, his experi-
ence, and his large abilities I am sure that
he is eminently qualified to be a member of
the Commission on Civil Rights.

A few weeks ago I had the honor of taking
part in a symposium at the University of
Notre Dame dealing with the various aspects
and problems arising under the Brown deci-
sion of the Supreme Court of the United
States, a decision which I support. At the
meeting I met many of Mr, Johnson’s col=
leagues in law, education, and other flelds,
who spoke of him with respect and admira-
tion.. - ]
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The Commission on Civil Rights is doing a
necessary and fine work, Its life should be
extended. I am sure Dean George Johnson
will make an able and distinguished member
of the Commission.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN
SERVICE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to consider the nomina-
tion of Ogden Rogers Reid, of New York,
to be Ambassador to Israel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be stated.

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Ogden Rogers Reid, of New York, to
be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Israel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Senate will proceed
to the consideration of the nomination.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 3 minutes to the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to say a few words about the nomi-
nation of Mr. Ogden Reid to be our Am-
bassador to Israel. The vote in the com-
mittee was 10 in favor of confirmation,
and 4 against. I voted against the nomi-
nation.

I deeply regret having to differ with
the judgment of a majority of my col-
leagues on the Committee on Foreign
Relations. It is only because this mat-
ter is of great importance to the future
security of our country that I feel com-
pelled to draw attention, in a public
statement, to this difference of view.

One source of serious danger to our
security is to be found in the explosive
and unstable conditions prevailing in
the Middle East. To send an untried
and inexperienced representative to this
area 1s, I believe, improvident and ir-
responsible.

Early in February, I wrote to the De-
partment of State, and indicated that
henceforth the Committee on Foreign
Relations would examine more closely
than it had in the past the qualifications
of all ambassadorial nominees. If the
Senate is to discharge its responsibilities
under the Constitution, it must, in my
view, satisfy itself that the Ambassadors
whose nominations to sensitive oversea
posts it confirms are fully competent to
discharge their duties. This concern of
mine is neither recent, nor superficial,
nor partisan in spirit. Since 1945, when
I opposed confirmation of the nomina-
tion of a Democrat who had been nomi-
nated to be a delegate to the United
Nations, I have stated and restated this
concern so many times—and to so little
apparent effect—that I feared I was
growing tiresome to my colleagues on the
subject.

‘The nomination of Mr. Ogden Reid
has, if anything, strengthened my con-
vietion that posts such as the one to
which Mr. Reid has been nominated
should be filled by the most able career
men, or by exceptionally qualified non-
career appointees. I should add paren=
thetically that I have been fortified by a
heavy volume of mail supporting this
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view. In a statement made at the be-
ginning of this hearing, I said:

In every part of the world we are struggling
in one way or another against the ever
growing strength of Sino-Soviet expansion-
ism. This struggle must be directed by peo-
ple who, whether career or noncareer, are
qualified by experience and competence. The
Middle East, as we have seen, is an especially
troublesome area, more given to shifting
political passions and outright violence than
any other.

I also said:

There is a presumption that career foreign
service officers nominated for ambassadorial
posts are gqualified. There is, however, I
belleve, no such presumption, especially in
diplomatic circles, that noncareer nominees
are qualified to serve the Natlon in am-
bassadorial posts.

Let me add that both viewpoints are cer-
tainly rebuttable. However, the burden on
noncareer people is to prove to the com-
mittee that they are qualified. This can be
done. It has been done. We have had some
extremely able noncareer Ambassadors from
both political parties, including such indi-
viduals as David Bruce, Douglas Dillon, John
Sherman Cooper, and Chester Bowles. We
have had some other individuals who have
not always served the best interests of our
country.

The issue before the Senate in acting on
the nomination of Mr. Reid to be Ambas-
sador to Israel clearly turns on the ques-
tion of his gualifications, The nominee is
33 years old. He has had no diplomatic ex-
perience. He has no special knowledge of
the area that might have been gained either
by special study or by visiting and living
in the Middle East. Indeed, he has never
been either to Israel or to any of the coun-
tries in the Middle East. Given the oppor-
tunities he has had to travel anywhere he
chose, this indicates a lack of any compelling
interest on his part in this area of the world.

I am at a loss to know why the Presi-
dent should have selected Mr. Reid for
this extremely challenging, highly sensi-
tive job. Perhaps it is because he be-
came president and editor of a large
newspaper at the age of 29. However,
as my colleagues all must know, this
was a family enterprise, which Mr,
Reid joined immediately after graduat-
ing with some difficulty from ¥Yale Uni-
versity. Mr. Reid did not in any sense
work his way up. And the nomination
can hardly be attributed to his success
as executive director of the Herald
Tribune.

In his letter justifying this appoint-
ment, Secretary Herter noted that Mr.
Reid has been a member of the first
Hoover Commission and a staff member
of the Committee on the National Secu-
rity Organization. Actually, these were
one and the same and amounted fo a
6-week summer-vacation job, secured for
Mr. Reid, while he was still a student at
Yale, by a family friend.

The central issue here is that of
qualifications. One qualification for a
position of this kind is a sensitiveness to
what is appropriate to any given set of
circumstances. It seems to me that Mr.
Reid demonstrated that he lacks such
sensitiveness in trying to influence the
Senate’s decision regarding his appoint-
ment by calling upon nine Senators, and
by having friends telephone or call on
other Senators, including me. This is
the first case of an ambassadorial nomi-
nee soliciting approval of his own ap-
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pointment that has come to my atten-
tion. I realize any Senator has a right
to see or not to see nominees for am-
bassadorial posts. I suggest, however,
that the purpose of committee considera-
tion of nominees is to measure the quali-
fications and character of nominees ob-
jectively, in the environment of a public
hearing. This purpose is frustrated if
nominees seek personally to lobby for
their confirmation.

The record of the hearing shows Mr.
Reid to have been less than forthright
in many of his answers. On pages 67 and
68, for example, I asked him about his
relationship with General Trujillo. In
his first answer, Mr. Reid conceded visit-
ing Trujillo, but added that he left with
the impression that his newspaper should
not print a special section devoted to the
Dominican Republic and that “we did
not do so0.”

This was either 1956 or 1957, according
to Mr. Reid. However, the Herald Trib-
une did print a special section in June
of 1958, which Mr. Reid did not acknowl-
edge until I raised the question again.
Asked why he had tried to leave a false
impression on the record, Mr. Reid
answered:

Well, I don't think the one that was pub-

lished should have been published, but it
was.

In conclusion, I deeply regret that a
majority of the Committee on Foreign
Relations has voted to approve . this
nomination. A few weeks ago I hoped—
perhaps I partly hoped and partly be-
lieved—that at long last the Senate had
awakened to the need for having expe-
rienced, first-rate people in our first line
of defense. For all its faults, a book
called “The Ugly American” has surely
awakened a great many of the American
people to this need. And recently, I have
heard this book discussed by many Sen-
ators.

Yet now I must conclude that, while
we may be in the process of absorbing the
quite unoriginal message contained in
this book, apparently we are still not
ready to apply the lesson. It seems we
must endure still more unqualified peo-
ple demanding diplomatic jobs, and still
further attrition of Foreign Service
morale before we finally act. Perhaps
it will take a really dramatic failure to
dramatize our responsibility under the
advice and consent clause of the Consti-
tution.

I shall conclude by quoting a few para-
graphs of a letter written, by a former
Ambassador, to the New York Times not
long ago:

The U.S. Senate itself should also take
more seriously its constitutional responsibill-
ties to glve its advice as well as its consent

when the President presents it with an am-
bassadorial nominee.

The cavaller notion, that despite personal
objection it is the duty of the Senate to
ratify all nominations, regardless of their
logic or absurdity, is counter to the public
interest and a trespass on the spirit, if not
the letter of the Constitution.

It is clearly the duty of the President,
as well as the Congress, to always keep it in
mind that the appointment of Ambassadors
should be regarded with the same concern
a8 the appointment of commanding gen-
erals for theaters of military operations,
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Military generalships swing into operation
only after ambassadorships fail.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
not a member of the Foreign Relations
Commiftee of the Senate, but the nomi-
nation before the Senate presents clearly
to me a matter about which I have
thought for some years. We know not
only that world conditions are now un-
settled and uncertain, but I think they
will be for years to come; and this coun-
try is certainly called upon to play a
leading role in world affairs.

We are spending more than $40 bil-
lion a year on a worldwide military pro-
gram. As a member of the Committee
on Armed Services, I am necessarily
thrown into close contact with that pro-
gram year after year. We must
continue this military preparedness.
However, it seems to me we are doing
far too little in trying to build up our
foreign service, our diplomatic corps.

After all, I believe our success in this
field and in related fields as well as in
trade relations, is where hope lies,

This is not simply a theory with me.
As I have visited a few foreign countries,
I have tried to view things with this
thought in mind. I have had a grow-
ing realization of what our diplomatic
corps and Foreign Service personnel are
up against. I have had a growing reali-
zation of how highly important it is to
have experienced and trained men in
those important positions.

On ocecasion I have discussed this
matter with the Senator from Arkansas
for a period of some 2 years. I do not
refer to the particular nomination before
the Senate, but to the general subject
matter, Especially after my experiences
last fall, I made up my mind it was my
duty as a Senator to try to do something,
at least, to support the idea of providing
a professionally trained and experienced
Foreign Service and diplomatic corps, as
an inducement to men of talent and
character to devote their lives to such
careers. We shall have a growing need
for men of training and experience in
this increasingly important role.

I briefly discussed this general sub-
ject with an Ambassador to our Nation
a few days ago. He told me of his expe-
riences in various areas of the world and
how unthinkable it would be to him to
be assigned to some country as a top
level diplomat if he had not served
there, or near there, in former years
and had experience to back him up.

I am really not passing upon Mr.
Reid as an individual. I do not know
him. I know nothing about him except
in a general way. My vote against the
confirmation of his nomination will be
no reflection on his character, on his
integrity, on his general capacity or on
his ability. I have decided that it is
my duty, as one Member of the Senate,
to vote for, or use my influence, for
those who serve in the diplomatic corps
as a career and who have the background
and experience I have briefly outlined.
This is not a rigid rule of course, and
highly exceptional cases should doubt-
less be made an exception.

Under my responsibility and because of
that idea I shall cast my vote against
the confirmation of the nominee.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I had
not intended to discuss this nomination
on the floor of the Senate until I heard
the speeches just made by the Senator
from Arkansas and by the Senator from
Mississippi.

I discussed the nomination in the
Committee on Foreign Relations, both
in the public hearings and in executive
session. I made the motion in the com=
mittee to report the nomination favor-
ably to the Senate. In view of my par-
ticipation in the committee, in the dis-
cussion of this nomination, I think I
owe it to the record to make some brief
remarks.

Mr. President, first, I desire to raise
what seems to be a very important con-
stitutional question which is involved in
connection with this nomination and all
other nominations. We are exercising
our constitutional duty as a Senate this
afternoon, with respect to this nomina-
tion, as we do with respect to others,
under the advice and consent clause of
the Constitution.

I have been heard to say, but I think
it needs repeating, that the advice-and-
consent clause of the Constitution does
not give the Senate power of appoint-
ment. If the Constitutional Fathers had
so intended, they would have used, not
language of limitation in the Constitu-
tion in regard to the function of the
Senate in connection with nominations,
but broader language conferring the
power to appoint. The Constitutional
Fathers did not so do. They gave the
power of appointment to the President
of the United States, with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The advice-
and-consent language, I respectfully
submit as a lawyer, is what we call lan-
guage of limitation.

As we study the constitutional history
of the President’s power of appointment,
including the debates in the Senate of
the United States with respect to the
application of the advice-and-consent
clause, I think it is perfectly clear it
was intended that the President should
have not only the power of appointment
but that the presumption was in favor
of his selection. However, it is a re-
buttable presumption. The President's
appointment should be accepted by the
Senate unless it can be shown, in the
case of an individual nominee, that the
nominee fails to meet one or more of
the historic criteria which the Senate
has applied throughout its history in
respect to a given nominee.

I have never varied from those cri-
teria, Mr. President since 1945, when
the first debate on a nomination in
which I participated, under the advice-
and-consent clause, was conducted by
the Senate; namely, in regard to the
nomination of Henry Wallace to be Sec-
retary of Commerce. At that time I
did my best to make a study of all the
nomination controversies in the history
of the Senate on which there was any
written record available.

My first major speech in the Senate
was in regard to those criteria. As I
have said many times and as I said in
the committee in respect to this par-
ticular nomination—and I think it needs
to be restated—the history of the ad-
vice-and-consent clause shows that the
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eriteria are as follows: First, character
and mental soundness; second, freedom
from conflict of interest; third, loyalty
to our form of government; fourth, gen-
eral competency to perform the tasks of
the particular assignment for which the
President has made the appointment.

In regard to Ambassadors, Mr. Presi-
dent, there is not a word in the Consti-
tution to the effect that the President
must select his ambassadorial nominees
from the Foreign Service or the so-called
career service. If that had been the in-
tention of the constitutional fathers,
they could have so stated.

I do not think this is the time or the
place to engage in a legal argument
whether we would have the legislative
authority to lay down such a criterion,
although I wish to say, in my judgment,
we would not have such authority. To
the contrary, the writers of the Consti-
tution provided that the President
should make the appointments, and they
did not place any such limitation upon
a President of the United States.

Alexander Hamilton, in Federalist Pa-
per No. 76, as I recall, discussed this
question somewhat. He pointed out
that the advice-and-consent clause was
written into the Constitution as a check
upon the President, but only as a check,
and only, I respectfully submit, Mr.
President, in connection with the appli-
cable rebuttable presumption.

In my service in the Senate since
President Eisenhower has been Presi-
dent, I think the Recorp will show I have
supported 98 percent or more of his nom-
inations, because I believe that those
nominations have met the four historic
criteria I have just related.

I remember that not so many years
ago—I think it was in 1955—there was
a very interesting debate on the floor of
the Senate with regard to a nomination
by the President of the United States to
the position of Chief of the Bureau of
Locomotive Inspection. It seemed to me
at the time that some partisan consid-
erations were being given weight in that
debate. The Recorp will show that I
sought to find out in what respect that
particular nominee did not meet one or
more of these historic criteria. When
the roll was called—I think the final
vote was 43 to 41, with the nominee
confirmed by a 2-vote majority—I was
one of those on this side of the aisle who
voted for confirmation, because I found
nothing in the debate which disqualified
the nominee under the advice-and-con-
sent clause, in the light of the criteria
to which I have referred.

Applying that principle to the specific
case before us, I do not know of a single
one of the four criteria which this nomi-
nee does not fulfill. There is no question
about his character and mental sound-
ness; at least I have heard no question
raised in that respect. Certainly there
is no question as to his loyalty to our
form of government. There is not a
scintilla of evidence in the record which
would reflect upon him so far as the con-
flict-of-interest criterion is concerned.

When we come to the question of gen-
eral competency, sincere men may differ
on that qualitative judgment. I came to
the hearing when Mr. Reid was under
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examination by the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. Forerigarl. I thought it
was a very fair, thorough, penetrating,
and able examination to which the Sen-
ator from Arkansas subjected the nomi-
nee. I sat there in judgment, as one
does when given that high trust, and I
listened to the nominee. I thought he
did a remarkably fine job of forthright,
frank, intellectually honest response to
the guestions put to him by the Senator
from Arkansas.

- I know that when an interrogator has
a witness before him, and he proceeds
to ask him a great many questions about
events which occurred several years be-
fore in his life, as was the case with re-
gard to this questioning, he cannot have
at the tip of his tongue an immediate
answer to every question., Nor can it be
expected that he will answer every ques-
tion with complete accuracy. But if a
witness does not accurately recall some
detail of some event in his life which may
be involved in a question, or if it be-
comes necessary to refresh his recollec-
tion in regard to some detail, that does
not make him a dishonest witness. That
does not make him a less-than-frank
witness. I was sitting there weighing
this witness' answers to the questions in
order to form an impression as to the
intellectual honesty of the witness. I
was delighted with his forthrightness,
and with what I thought was obvious
intellectual honesty.

Moreover, I was well impressed with
the general competence of the witness.
We cannot ask the President, no mat-
ter how much we favor the selection of
ambassadors from the career service, to
follow such a rule without exception.
We have no right to say to the Presi-
dent, “Unless you appoint someone from
the career service we will not vote for
him.” We have no right to do that, so
far as the duty imposed upon us under
the advice-and-consent clause of the
Constitution is concerned, because the
President is under no such constitu-
tional mandate.

But let us face the question as to
whether or not the President of the
United States should be required to fol-
low such a rule, or whether we should
lay down such a rule as a Senate-
imposed requirement on the President
of the United States, even if we had the
constitutional authority to do so—and I
deny that we have such authority.
Would we then be following a course of
action necessarily in the public interest?
I deny it, because, as I said in the com-
mittee, the prineciple of checks under our
Constitution is the great balance wheel
of democratic government.

I think it would be a great mistake,
even if we were to look at this question
from the standpoint of a check on the
Foreign Service, to have a rule that only
career diplomats could be appointed to
ambassadorial posts. I believe that a
President of the United States, carrying
out his Executive duties and powers,
ought to have, as the Constitution gives
to him, the right to select a person for an
ambassadorial post who he thinks is
particularly desirable for the particu-
lar post at the particular time.

When we check that rebuttable pre-
sumption against the criteria which have
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generally been followed in the history of
the United States, I think the record is
clear. Some names have been mentioned
this afternoon, and I should like to men=
tion them again, because some of them
were mentioned in the commitiee. I
think the record is clear that some selec-
tions of so-called political appointees by
our President in times past have been
very wise. Sitting as a member of this
body today, as I mentioned in the For-
eign Relations Committee, and have
mentioned elsewhere, is one of the great
Ambassadors of our time, John Sherman
Cooper, of Kentucky, who was appointed
as Ambassador to India. I thought it
was an excellent appointment. But it
certainly was not an appointment based
upon selecting someone from the career
service.

There is in Russia at the present time,
on a sort of roving correspondent mis-
sion, another great American who was
appointed as Ambassador to Russia at
one time. I refer to Averell Harriman.
He was not selected from the diplomatic
career service, but he made a great rec-
ord as Ambassador to Russia, and later
as Ambassador to the Court of St.
James.

I cite also the example of Chester
Bowles, who served as Ambassador to
India. Throughout our history we have
had a series of very able men and women
who have served in ambassadorial posts.
I think it would be a great mistake to
impose upon this President, or any other
President, a restriction that, unless a
person has been selected from the career
service, his nomination shall not be con-
firmed by the Senate. I think we have
done all we should do as a Foreign Re-
lations Committee. We have notified
the State Department—and I have
shared in that notification—that we
think it is good policy, as a general rule,
to make nominations for ambassador-
ships from the career service. But we
do not believe that such a rule should
be exclusive. I think it would be a mis-
take to adopt any such restrictive rule.

So for many reasons, and for one
which I wish to stress, I do not believe
that it would be in the best interest of
the Foreign Service to have a rule that
only persons in the career service should
be selected as Ambassadors. I think that
such a rule would destroy a very much
needed check on the career service it-
self.

I believe it is good for the career
service to know that the President has
the right to go outside that service in
selecting ambassadors.

Thus, in closing my remarks, I wish
to say, as I check off each one of these
criteria, I reach the value judgment that
Mr. Reid meets all of these criteria.
Therefore, he is entitled to have his
nomination confirmed, and I hope it will
be confirmed. He is certainly deserving
of the motion I made in committee that
his nomination be favorably reported to
the Senate.

Particularly in view of the fact that I
have been involved in what I consider
to be some controversial nominations, in
which the nominee has not met all these
tests, I am pleased to stand on the floor
this afternoon and support this nomi-
nation of President Eisenhower, because
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I believe it to be a gualified and good
nomination.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the task
of each Senator in determining whether
or not to give his individual advice and
consent to the nomination for an am-
bassadorial post is a heavy one, and our
collective responsibility is also heavy.

I do not share some of the views ex-
pressed by my good friend from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, who has just spoken. I
shall, nonetheless, support the nominee
in the vote, which will shortly take place.
I see no great constitutional guestions
involved. To me, it is clear that the
Senate’s duty is to weigh each nominee
carefully, testing him or her, as the case
may be, by the normal standards of com-
petency, and to render our vote accord-
ingly.

No one, so far as I know, has suggested
that nominations should be confined to
the Foreign Service. It is good that
they should not be.

I believe that the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions was quite correct when he said
that if a nominee is proposed by the
President of the United States who is not
in the Foreign Service, there should be,
if not a presumption that he is not
qualified, at the very least the burden of
going ahead with evidence to show that
he is qualified. I believe that every
nominee who is not in the Foreign Serv-
ice should meet the burden of going
ahead with such evidence, if he is to be
confirmed by the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent to place in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks,
two letters, the first dated April 3, 1957,
from the former distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr., GreeN], and presently the chair-
man emeritus of that committee, to Sec-
retary Dulles; the second, a letter dated
February 5, 1959, to Secretary Dulles,
signed by the present distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr, ForericaT]. These letters appear
at pages 4 and 6 of the hearings with
respect to this nomination.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

AprrIL 3, 1957.
The SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, D.C,

DEAR SECRETARY DuLLES: I desire to express
to you in a completely nonpartisan spirit
my deep concern about ambassadorial ap-
pointments.

In view of the heavy responsibilities of
the United States throughout the world and
the importance to us of relations with other
countries, we should have first-rate am-
bassadors in every post. We choose am-
bassadors both from the ranks of the career
service and from outside the Government
service, and the benefits of this practice
can be readily demonstrated. We should
not, however, accept the conclusion that
some years of satisfactory service either in
the Forelgn Service, or in some nongovern-
mental actlvity. aut.omatica.lly quall!y a man
to be a good ambassador. The test in every
case should be whether a nominee for a
particular post is the American who can best
serve the interests of this country there.

There are special prcblems artsmg from
the fact that certain posts are very expen-
sive. I am glad to have the Department’s
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letter of March 6, 1957, stating that a study
of the matter is under way. The Committee
on Foreign Relations will no doubt give
sympathetic consideration to such recom-
mendations as you may make.

It is generally known that Presidents and
Secretaries of State of both political parties
have been under pressure from those who
feel that an ambassadorship 1s a reward for
past service or help. In my opinion, we can
no longer afford to give away to such pres-
sure in appointment making.

The Committee on Foreign Relations has
always recognized the primary responsibility
of the Executive in making such appoint-
ments and has been reluctant to refuse con-
sent to a nomination unless there is an ob-
vious reason to do so. The committee has
on occasions given the benefit of the doubt
to nominees., It seems to me, however, an
insufficient reason that there is no real ob-
jection to the nomination; there should also
be an affirmative reason for it—namely, that
the nominee has outstanding qualifications
for the position. It should be obvious in
each case, whether the nominee is a career
man or not, that his record, his intelligence,
his background and his attitude are such
that he will ably serve our country in his
assignment.

I have made this letter the subject of dis-
cussion in executive session by the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and it represents
the consensus of the views of all the mem-
bers of the committee.

Sincerely yours,
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN,
Chairman.

FEsrUARY 5, 1950,
The Honorable JoHN FosTER DULLES,
Secretary of State, Washington, D.C.

DEAR IMR. SECRETARY: As you know mem-
bers of the Committee on Foreign Relations
have been concerned for several years that
some of our ambassadorial appointments
have not been up to the standard that should
be maintained if our interests abroad are
to be fully promoted. Indeed, on April 3,
1957, Chairman GrREEN wrote to you stating:

“In view of the heavy responsibilities of
the United States throughout the world and
the importance to us of relations with other
countries, we should have first-rate ambas-
sadors in every post. * * * The test in every
case should be whether a nominee for a
particular post is the American who can
best serve the interests of this country
there, * * *

“It is generally known that Presidents and
Secretaries of State of both political partles
have been under pressure from those who
feel that an ambassadorship is a reward for
past service or help. In my opinion, we can
no longer afford to give way to such pres-
sure in appointment making.

“It should be obvious in each case, whether
the nominee is a career man or not, that
his record, his intelligence, his background,
and his attitude are such that he will ably
serve our country in his assignment.”

It has seemed to me that if the committee
is properly to exercise its advice and consent
function in connection with ambassadorial
appointments, it is important that it have
not only the usual biographic data and state-
ment regarding security clearances, but that
it also receive for its confidential use cer-
tain other information which the President
must consider prior to filling one of these
important posts. Frankly, I do not know
precisely what form this information may
take. I would assume, however, that prior
to submitting such appointments, the De-
partment and the President must have in-
formation before them of the kind which
would normally be utilized by a corpora-
tion—or perhaps a college president—prior
to filling important positions. With respect
to ambassadorial appointments, for example,
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I would think the authorities concerned with
the appointments would want to know of
the candidate's language ability, his ability
as an administrator, his ability to make
friends, the nature and depth of his interest
in foreign affairs generally, as well as spe-
cifically in the country to which he is being
sent, the interests which may be brought to
bear on him in his post, and similar matters.

Because the President and the Senate share
the power to appoint ambassadors, it seems
to me that when the Senate confirms a nom-
ination it should have before it the same
kind of information which the Executive
had in making the nomination. I hope,
therefore, that you will be able to supply
me with background information on candi-
dates of a more nearly complete nature than
has been available to us in the past.

I suggest that such information might be
supplied beginning with the nomination of
Mr. Reid to be Ambassador to Israel.

Sincerely yours,
J. W. FULBRIGHT.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr, President, those
letters, I believe, lay down the standards
which should govern the Senate in pass-
ing on these nominations. Those stand-
ards are high. I believe they should be
high. I for one, have, in my brief pe-
riod of service in the Senate, insisted
that the nominees should be thoroughly
and competently qualified before my ad-
vice and consent as a Member of the
Senate is given. I believe firmly that
that advice and consent should not be
lightly given. Let me say, however, that
when all the evidence is in, and when
we are at the point of appraising a
nominee, if there should be any doubt in
a Senator’s mind, he should resolve the
doubt in favor of the nominee of the
President. That is what I, for one, will
do. Certainly, under such ecircum-
stances the President is entitled to have
the nomination confirmed.

My list of qualifications which a nomi-
nee should meet is perhaps substantially
the same as that of my friend from
Oregon, but I would put it a little dif-
ferently. The first is: Has the nomi-
nee’s integrity been called into question?
Second, has he demonstrated in his life
and in the hearings before the commit-
tee emotional stability? Third, is there
some evidence, at least, that he has good
judgment? Fourth, what is the extent
of his experience which would qualify
him for a diplomatic post? Fifth, is
there anything in his association which
would make it inadvisable for him to be
sent to a post of responsibility in our
Foreign Service?

I have read with great care the testi-
mony which was taken before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. I have
never met Mr. Reid. I am nota member
of the committee. Exercising to the best
of my ability the task of determining
whether to vote for or against the con-
firmation of the nomination, I have con-
cluded that there is no creditable evi-
dence which might lead to the conclu-
sion that he is other than a man of in-
tegrity. In his conduct before the com-
mittee, as I read his testimony, he
showed substantial emotional stability
under some stress, because, as the Sen-
ator from Oregon has said, the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations conducted a very vig-
orous cross-examination of the nominee.
I would say that the nominee handled
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himself with judgment. I would say also
that there is nothing in his previous ca-
reer, other than a few boyish pranks
when he was in the Army—pranks such
as I am sure any one of us in the Senate
might easily have indulged in under the
same circumstances—which would cause
any substantial doubt that Mr. Rem is
a man of good judgment. His experi-
ence, I suggest, is substantially greater
than appears from the mere fact that he
has never been in the diplomatic service.
Beginning at the bottom of page 23 and
carrying over to the middle of page 25
of the hearings, is Mr. Reid’s own state-
ment as to why he considers himself
qualified to fill this post. I ask unani-
mous consent that that excerpt from Mr.
Reid’s testimony be printed in the Rec~
orp at this point in my remarks.

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

NEWSPAPER EXPERIENCE AS QUALIFICATION FOR
POST

Mr. REm. Now, with reference to the sec-
ond question, let me try to answer briefly,
not in a rambling fashion, and as seriously
as possible.

First of all, my undertsanding of a diplo-
mat is that he is concerned with reporting
the facts in a given country, the state of
mind, public opinion, the positions of the
various members in this case, of Knesset
government, business facts, reporting as ac-
curately as he can to the State Department
and to the President.

This suggests, to my mind at least, that a
newspaper diseipline, precision, and accu-
racy in reporting, is totally perhaps not ir-
relevant.

Second, the responsibilities, as I under-
stand it, of an envoy are to calmly, quietly
but firmly, represent the policies of this Gov-
ernment, and to clearly and articulately,
wisely and judiciously, if you will, with a
sense of timing and perception, present these
views to the Government to which he is ac-
credited. Again partly a question of expo-
sition.

Now, you have asked, as I understand it,
somewhat more directly what are my quali-
fications or experiences relative to an ex-
tremely important part of the world. What
have I been doing these last 6 or 7 years?
Why do I have the presumption to believe
in the slightest degree that perhaps I could
do one or two things that would usefully
serve?

PERSONAL RELATIONS WITH HIGH GOVERNMENT
OFFICIALS

Here I would like to mention one or two
things. I have had occasion during the last
month or two to review the Herald Tribune
during the last 6 years. I wanted to see that
almost on a day-to-day basis there was a
heavy news file from the Middle East and
frequent editorials, one of which you were
kind enough to allude to.

In the European edition of my responsi-
bility when I was there specifically for a
year, but in touch with it for a longer period
than that, I had personally, relations with a
number of principals, the officials, the For-
eign Ministers, of the countries of Europe,
Middle East, north Africa, over a period of
tlme. I have had some occasion to get to
know them as individuals as well as an op~
portunity to learn something of their public
policies and the way in which—the prineiple
and the method in which—these views and
principles are presented.

As you perhaps know, the Herald Tribune
has, I think, done more than any other pa-
per in connection with special sections. We
have done a number on Israel; we have had
discussions on other countries in the Middle
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East. We have also published special sec-
tions on other countries in the Middle East.
These sections dealt with the business
facts of life, the opportunities for capital;
they did not touch on the political side.

I have had some opportunity, as you know,
to see, and upon occasion to try to work
closely with some of the senior officials of the
United Nations, and I think I know some-
thing of their views. This is true also to a
limited degree of some of our banking insti-
tutions, both of a private and of an interna-
tional character.

You referred rather specifically, as you re-
member, to the situation at the time of Suez,
and I might add, and I don’t think this is
breaking any confidence, that I had more
than one discussion at that particular junc-
ture with Selwyn Lloyd and Golda Meir
about some of the problems and their views
at that time.

I also had occasion in trying to formulate
with the other senior executives of the paper
a policy, as to the paper, on the Middle East
at that time; I was in touch not only with
the State Department, but with the White
House, with Cabot Lodge at the UN, and
others, I have had some occasion, therefore,
to follow the development of the policy
prior to Suez and post-Suez.

As a matter of fact, I believe I spent the
last evening that Sir Anthony Eden was in
this country discussing with him some of the
problems of the Middle East. That was the
time when he was here to see President Ei-
senhower.

So I have tried for a period of some 6 years
or so to talk and principally to listen to the
views of the principals responsible not only
in the area but to others who have had a
collateral or a direct interest in the Middle
East.

The paper has long supported the Charter
of the United Nations and the principles that
it embodies. I went to the 10th anniversary
ceremonies in San Francisco, for example,
in connection with the U.N,, and I have tried
to follow their views, the views of Secretary,
former Secretary Dulles, President Eisen-
hower, and as a newspaperman, follow on a
day-to-day basis the developments in the
area.

But I do feel that having worked somewhat
closely with some of these governments, and
occaslonally discussing matters with them
that they felt they had not completely reg-
istered with some of the officials in this coun-
try, I believe I have had some slight op-
portunity to know their views, their princi-
ples, and their high purposes.

I have valued that opportunity; I have
tried to absorb it. We have tried to bring
some of that thinking to bear in editorials,
in news stories and in special sections, and
rather continual visits with these individuals
or through the medium of the telephone.

Mr. CLAREK. On the basis of that
statement, I have concluded that M.
Reid meets the tests which I have laid
down as the criteria in determining
whether his nomination should be con-
firmed.

As I look at the final test, that of as-
sociation, it occurs to me that this gen-
tleman is obviously a member of the
political party which is opposite mine.
He is a member of a wealthy family. He
is from New York, and he has conducted
for many years a strongly Republican
newspaper. These do not seem to me to
be disqualifications which would over-
come the presumption in favor of the
nominee whose nomination I believe, in
the last analysis, the President is en-
titled to have confirmed. While I do
not believe that, if I had the difficult
task of making such a selection, I would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

have selected Mr. Reid as my nominee,
I believe the President of the United
States was well within his rights, con-
sidering his political philosophy, and the
fact that the President has been elected
twice to high office by the people of the
United States. Accordingly I shall sup-
port the nomination.

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

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is familiar with Gilbert
and Sullivan. I wonder if he remem-
bers the line from one of the Gilbert
and Sullivan operas which runs lil.e
this:

Hearts just as pure and fair
May beat in Belgrave Square
As in the lowly air of Seven Dials.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator's quota-
tion from Gilbert and Sullivan rings a
familiar bell with me. I should like to
add that merely because he is a man
who happens to have attended an Ivy
League college does not mean that he is
disqualified to be an Ambassador or a
Member of the Senate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is probably some-
thing against him, but it can be lived
down.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Myr. President, it
is seldom I disagree with the very able
chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations. There is no one in whose
capacity and integrity I have more con-
fidence. I would rather hear his opin-
ions with respect to our foreign policy
than those of any Member of Congress
or this administration,

In this case, however, I am forced to
disagree with him. I believe that Ogden
Reid will make a good Ambassador. I
have known Mr. Reid for many years.
He is a man of character and of great
energy, and is a dedicated patriot. I
hope the Senate will confirm his nomi-
nation.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, Ogden
R. Reid, although a comparatively young
man, has had an extraordinarily broad
experience in the field of international
relations and in the business world as
well. He strikes me as being uniquely
qualified to be U.S. Ambassador to Israel.

For 6 years he directed the production
of the New York Herald Tribune’s Euro-
pean edition, which circulated to 70
countries, and during that time he lived,
for the most part, in France. He is per-
sonally acquainted with the leading po-
litical and governmental figures of vir-
tually all the prineipal countries of Eu-
rope and the Middle East.

Mr. Reid’s nomination to be Ambassa-
dor to Israel has been extremely well
received in Israel. The fact that he is
young has not been regarded as any bar,
for Israel is a young country, with new
and fresh ideas; Israel will welcome a
young man with new and fresh ideas.
Moreover, it might be pointed out that
Abba Eban, the Israeli Ambassador to
the United States who was such a suc-
cess in this important post, was only 33
years of age when he came to this coun-
try as Ambassador—and this happens
also to be the present age of Mr. Reid.
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Mr. Reid was elected president of the
New York Herald Tribune in 1955 and
served in this capacity until the end of
1958. He has served as a Director of the
Panama Canal Company, the Massachu-
setts Mutual Life Insurance Co., and of
Loew’s, Inc., serving as chairman of the
executive committee of Loew’s.

In that connection, I have received,
upon my inquiry, a letter from the presi-
dent of the Massachusetts Mutual Life
Insurance Co., Mr. Leland J. Kalmbach,
in which he comments upon the serv-
ices of Mr. Reid upon the board of that
company. Mr. Kalmbach points out
that in his business relationships with
the New York Herald Tribune, he be-
came well acquainted with Mr. Reid and
soon became very favorably impressed
with his judgment, his objective think-
ing, and his inquiring mind. Mr. Kalm-
bach then said:

During the period in which Mr. Reid has

served on our board, my respect for him has
continued to increase.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire letter from Mr.
Kalmbach may be printed at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, both
Mr. Reid and his charming wife are
studying Hebrew. I might note that
neither of our two previous career Am-
hassadors to Israel spoke the language.
Both the Reids are fluent in French. I
may observe that Mrs. Reid, a Phi Beta
Kappa who was graduated from Barnard
College summa cum laude, would cer-
tainly be a considerable asset to the
United States in this post.

The point has been made that Mr.
Reid is not a career diplomat. Our ca-
reer foreign service usually, although
not always, gives us much cause for
pride. A career diplomat is not auto-
matically a genius; some of ours have
been pretty awful stuffed shirts and
dunderheads. Political appointments
have included some horrible mistakes,
too, both in this administration and in
previous administrations, as well. The
principal point I wish to make is that
noncareer appointees are not necessarily
bad, career appointees are not neces-
sarily good, and in both cases, vice
versa. The point is that we must de-
cide whether a nominee’s previous ex-
perience has helped to fit him for the
post to which he is nominated.

Mr. President, I submit that extensive
newspaper experience, both domestic
and international, certainly does help to
equip a man for a role in diplomacy,
particularly when that man is vigorous,
attractive, and extremely able to get
along well with all sorts of people.

A diplomat is concerned with report-
ing the facts in a given country, and
with communicating accurately and
fully, to the State Department and the
President, the events, state of mind, and
coming events which would have a sig-
nificant bearing upon this Nation's re-
lations with the nation to which the
diplomat is accredited.

Further, a diplomat must represent
the views and policies of his own coun-
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try; he must communicate them to the
government to which he is accredited,
and insofar as he can properly do so, to
the people of the country fo which he
is accredited.

It seems to me that newspaper experi-
ence, and particularly newspaper experi-
ence of the far-ranging variety Mr. Reid
has been privileged to enjoy, is most ex-
cellent training for diplomacy. In fact,
I can think of some diplomats I have
met who would have benefited consid-
erably from early training in the news-
paper business if only for the purpose of
enriching their skepticism.

The assertion has been made that Mr.
Reid may have some political ambitions
which might prompt him to desire this
appointment. Mr. Reid has flatly denied
that this nomination has anything to
do with any domestic political ambi-
tions on his part; in fact, he has stated
categorically that he has no political
ambitions, and is interested only in
serving his country as best he can.

I think the hearings before the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations have dem-
onstrated Mr. Reid’s maturity, his judg-
ment, and his calmness under trying
conditions. I am entirely satisfied that
Mr. Reid would make a most excellent
Ambassador to Israel, just as his grand-
father was an outstanding Ambassador
to the Court of St. James. I hope the
Senate will proceed without undue de-
lay to confirm the nomination of Mr.
Reid.

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

Mr. KEATING. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. I am very much dis-
tressed that the distinguished Senator
from New York has brought up the
matter of the political ambitions of Mr.
Reid. I was in attendance when Mr.
Reid appeared before the committee.
He made a very fine presentation. As I
stated at the time, I think it is fine
when a young man has political ambi-
tions. So far as I am concerned, Mr.
Reid could be a candidate for Governor
of New York, President of the United
States, or any other position.

I do not like to have the impression
ereated that in order to be appointed
ambassador a young man must promise
to forego political ambitions, because I
think Mr. Reid is the kind of man of
whom all Americans can be proud.

Mr. EEATING. I share the general
prineciples enunciated by the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota.
However, this argument has been ad-
vanced as a reason for not confirming
the nomination of Mr. Reid. I have full
confidence in Mr. Reid's categorical
statement that he does not have any
political ambitions to run for any elec-

tive office. I cannot change his ambi-
tions.
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will

the Senator further yield?

Mr. KEEATING. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. If Mr. Reid decides
to change his mind, he will not be vio-
lating any of the rules or traditions of
the Senate.

Mr. KEATING. I entirely agree with
]t.)hael; dti:tinguished Senator from North

ota.
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Mr. President, I have in my hand a
copy of a letter dated March 28, 1957,
sent to Mr. Reid by the President of the
United States, long before there was
any consideration of Mr. Reid for nom=~
ination to an ambassadorial post. At
that time Mr. Reid had received the
Eternal Light Award. I shall read the
letter from the President:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, March 28, 1957.
Mr. OGpEN REID.

Dear BrownNIE: Both as an American citi-
zen and as the publisher of a great Ameri-
can newspaper, your voice has been elo=-
quently and persuasively raised in the cham=
pionship of freedom for mankind and in the
enunciation of this Republic’s role of respon-
sible leadership among the nations that
cherish human freedom with justice in a
world at peace.

The Eternal Light Award, presented to
you by Rabbl Louis Finkelstein, symbolizes
in the most worthy fashion the admiration
and respect you, though young in years, have
already earned by your courage, dedication,
and leadership.

With all joined in its presentation to you,
I congratulate you and wish you many more
years of achievement and fruitful contribu-
tion to the enduring good of your city, your
country, and the world.

With warm personal regard,

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

ExHIBIT 1

DeAr SEwaTOR KEATING: I noted with in-
terest that during the hearing of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee on the nomi-
nation of Mr. Ogden R. Reld as Ambassador
to Israel he was questioned regarding his
business connection with the Massachusetts
Mutual Life Insurance Co. On the bare
possibility that this matter may come up for
discussion when Mr. Reld’s nomination is
considered by the Senate, I am taking the
liberty of writing you regarding some of the
questions which were raised. You are en-
tirely free to use the statements contained in
this letter in any manner which you consider
desirable if this question should become an
issue.

In 1854 the Massachusetts Mutual granted
a mortgage loan on the assets of the New
York Herald Tribune in the amount of
$2,2560,000, and through regular amortization
payments the amount of the loan has been
reduced to $1,478,000. This loan was con-
summated before Mr. Reid was elected presi-
dent of the Herald Tribune and before he
was elected a member of our board. In view
of this business relationship between our
twp companies, I became well acquainted
with Mr. Reid after he was elected the chief
executive officer of his company. I soon be-
came very favorably impressed with his
judgment, his objective thinking, and his
inquiring mind. Also, I felt that the many
constructive changes which he brought about
in the operations of the Herald Tribune were
evidence of good business judgment. In view
of my high regard for Mr. Reid, I invited
him to become a director of the Massachu-
setts Mutual after a discussion with the other
members of our board; he was elected a
director as of January 23, 1957, to fill the
vacancy resulting from the death of one of
our former directors.

When Mr. John Hay Whitney granted a
loan to the Herald Tribune and finally bought
stock control, the Massachusetts Mutual
directors were not displeased in view of the
increase in the value of our collateral. On
the other hand, at no time prior to the
change in the stock control of the Herald
Tribune was I concerned about the adequacy
of the collateral back of our mortgage.
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During the period in which Mr. Reid has
served on our board, my respect for him has
continued to increase. He has taken a real
interest in the affairs of the company, and he
is now a member of the salary committee of
the board. He appeared on the program of
our latest general agents’ convention and the
ovation which he received was evidence of
the very favorable impression which he has
made on the officers of the company and on
our entire general agents’ organization.

I am sending a similar letter to the Honor-
able Jacos K. JavIiTs.

Sincerely yours,
Leland J. Ealmbach.
LELAND J. EALMBACH.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield to the Senator from New
York. I hope that at the conclusion of
his statement and, perhaps, a statement
by the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrueNING], the Senate will fake action
on the nomination of Mr. Reid.

I think the Senate is disposed to con-
firm the nomination of Mr. Reid today,
if it is possible to reach, during today’s
session, a vote on the nomination. The
hour is growing rather late, and I would
not like to have consideration of the
nomination go over until tomorrow, un-
less that is forced upon us.

I yield now to the Senator from New
York.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
be brief in commenting on the pending
nomination.

The nominee is going to an important
country, both in terms of the United
States and in terms of the entire free
world. Therefore, I believe we should
make the record on the nomination as
complete as we can within the bounds of
reason.

Mr. President, we are a sporting coun-
try; and the nominee was given a sport-
ing proposition when he appeared before
the committee and was introduced by
me and my colleague, Mr. KEATING.
That is shown on page 7 of the commit-
tee hearing, where the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee is re-
corded as follows:

The burden on noncareer people is to
prove to the committee that they are quali-
fied.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
nominee proved to the committee that
he is qualified, because the committee
voted 10 to 4 in favor of reporting the
nomination favorably to the Senate.

I respect greatly the views of the
chairman of the committee. Being an
enlightened person, he would be the
first, I am sure, to admit, however, that
he, too, must be guided by the prepon-
derant view of persons of sound judg-
ment who are competent to hear the
facts and to pass on them; and I know
the chairman of the committee does take
that view.

Mr. President, I have known the nom-
inee a long time, in connection with his
work on the New York Herald Tribune.
At that time I had no legal connection
with the management of that newspa-
per, although today my law firm does
have some legal connection with its
management.

I think fthe nominee has clearly
demonstrated, over a considerable period
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of years, great ability and entire integrity
and very high character.

At the hearings, it was pointed out by
my colleague, the Senator from Oregon,
that Israel is a young country, and that
therefore it is appropriate that a young
man with youthful ideas be appointed as
our Ambassador to that country.

Mr. President, the refreshing approach
of the nominee is shown by the fact that
when he was appointed, he began to
study the language of the country to
which he has been appointed. In fact,
the book entitled “The Ugly American”
demonstrates that too few of our diplo-
mats speak the language of the country
in which they serve.

Furthermore, at the hearings, when
they began, it appeared—and the nom-
inee so realized—that a number of the
members of the committee might be op-
posed to confirmation of his nomina-
tion—notably among them, my col-
league, the Senator from North Carolina.
But when the hearings were over, the
Senator from North Carolina said he was
satisfied that the nominee was qualified
for this task.

Furthermore, Mr. President, my col-
league, the Senator from New York [Mr.
Keativel, has made the point that the
nominee will be well received in Israel;
in fact, the Ambassador from Israel to
our country made a strong point of that
fact, before he returned to Israel.

In addition, Mr. President, there is
organic in the hearings the fact that the
nominee is a serious young man who
understands his business. On that point,
I should like to make three brief com-
ments.

First, as appears at page 34 of the
hearings, the nominee himself stated his
conception of the correct definition of
an ambassador. It seems to me that he
defined it in the finest terms, as we un-
derstand the duty of an ambassador-to-
be, when he said that an ambassador
heads a country’s team of experts, and
that “it is the ambassador’s function to
help coordinate some of this thinking.”

That is exactly what we have been
trying to teach our ambassadors—both
career and noncareer.

Furthermore, the nominee picked out
the two most signal and important ele-
ments of the foreign policy of Israel, as
they relate to the United States and the
rest of the free world; for example, he
pointed out that one of the most need-
ling problems there is that of the Arab
refugees. Certainly it is one of the most
needling problems in Israel, today, Mr.
President; and the nominee has his eye
exactly on the right target.

The nominee also pointed out that one
of the greatest services which Israel
could render, and is rendering, to the
free world is in giving technical assist-
ance to a number of other new countries
which it believes can, by means of the
giving of such technical assistance, be
saved for the free world—among them
Ghana, Burma, and similar countries in
Africa and Asia. Certainly the contribu-
tion which Israel is making in that con-
nection is most useful and helpful.

Mr. President, when a young man is
able to see as clearly as that his function
in connection with his service to our
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country, it seems to me that in addition
to his other attributes and in addition
to his very high level of experience, we
must recognize that not only has he
shown that he has learned that, but also
he has shown that he has learned that
lesson very well, indeed.

I deeply hope that his nomination will
be confirmed. I believe he will make not
only a creditable Ambassador, but also
an excitingly helpful and inspiring Am-
bassador from the United States to Is-
rael. I believe he will serve our cause
superbly well, to the satisfaction of all
the people of the United States.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President——

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to yield the fioor to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE],
who has been waiting patiently for a
long time,

But, first, I yield briefly to the Senator
from Alaska [Mr. GRUENING].

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I
shall take only a moment to support
most warmly the proposed confirmation
of the nomination of Mr. Reid.

I have known the Reid family for
many years, and I warmly support con-
firmation of the nomination.

I have read the record of the hearings.
I think the nominee will make an excel-
lent Ambassador. He is not too youthful
in age. He has maturity and vision. I
think he has shown an admirable atti-
tude by the studies he has made.

I very greatly hope the nomination
will be confirmed; and I heartily support
confirmation of the nomination.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President——

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I yield to
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the ma-
jority leader for yielding to me.

Mr. President, in the case of any
nomination before the Senate, my in-
clination is to go along with the position

taken by the committee which has juris-.

diction of the nomination. The Mem-
bers of the Senate who serve on the
committee which has jurisdiction over
the nomination have far greater knowl-
edge, familiarity, and intimacy with the
qualifications of the person nominated
than do Members of the Senate who do
not serve on the committee. :

I followed that particular policy in
connection with the nomination of Mrs.
Clare Boothe Luce to be our Ambassador
to Brazil; and I intend to follow the same
policy today, in regard to the nomination
of Mr. Reid.

I do not know Mr. Reid personally; but
I know his family, and I consider it to
be an outstanding family, dedicated to
public service of a very high caliber and
order.

In this country we have a tradition
that journalists and writers who have
served as our ambassadors have served
illustriously. For example, I have in
mind Josephus Daniels and Claude G.
Bowers. Both of them were journalists
and writers, and both of them were great
ambassadors.

I think Ogden R. Reid has the ability
to carry on in that tradition, bringing
with him, to the post of ambassador, the

June 4

attributes of distinguished journalism
and literary work.

I intend to vote for confirmation of
the nomination of Mr. Reid. I wish him
well in his very important responsibili-
ties in Israel, in particular, and in the
Middle East, in general.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, it is a
privilege to support and to vote for the
Honorable Ogden Rogers Reid, of New
York, to be Ambassador to Israel, It is
not necessary for me to dwell on his
qualifications. His testimony in the
hearings held by the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations confirmed the in-
tellectual gquality and judgment which
his career has displayed.

Mr. Reid is the son. of distinguished
parents and a member of a family which
has devoted itself to public service. His
mother, Mrs. Ogden Reid, is yet engaged
in public service and patriotic work for
our country.

Ogden Rogers Reid in his mission to
a new but great country, Israel, will
serve our country well and will strength-
en our friendly relations with Israel

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M.
BArRTLETT in the chair). The question is,
Will the Senate advise and consent to
this nomination. [Putting the question.]

The “ayes” appear to have it; and
the “ayes” have it; and the nomination
is confirmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be immediately notified of the
confirmation of this nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
the nomination of Lewis L. Strauss to
be Seeretary of Commerce. The report
on the nomination will be filed at 8:30
or 9 o’clock this evening, There will be
no debate on the nomination today: I
expect the further consideration of the
nomination to go over until tomorrow.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the nomination.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

EMILE F. LEVIN

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, the Im~
migration and Naturalization Service,
headed by General Swing, is one of the
most efficient of our Government agen-
cies; and one of the most outstanding
employees of the Immigration Service is
Mr. Emile F. LeVin, an investigaor in
the Boston office.

In April of this year, Mr. LeVin won
the Service Incentive Award for his work



1959

in connection with the annual alien ad-
dress program for 1959. I offer for the
REecorp the letter to Mr. LeVin from
General Swing.

The Commissioner of Immigration is
to be congratulated for surrounding
himself with men of Mr, LeVin's caliber.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION
SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., April 23, 1959.
EmiLe F. LEVIN,
Investigator, Immigration and Naturalization
. Service,
Boston, Mass.

Dear Sm: The Service Incentive Awards
Committee has recommended that you be
granted a cash award of $100 for your out-
standing performance in connection with
the annual alien address program for 19569.
Enclosed is check, less tax deductions.

I want to take this opportunity to join
with the committee in expressing our thanks
and appreciation to you for a commendable
contribution to the Service.

Sincerely,
J. M, SWING,
Commissioner,

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
NOON TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until noon, to-
morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President—

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I desire to express to the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] my ap-
preciation for his cooperation this after-
noon. He has waited long and patiently
to address the Senate. I now yield the
floor to him.

Mr, PROXMIRE. I thank the major-
ity leader.

POSITION OF SENATOR MORSE ON
THE NOMINATION OF MRS. CLARE
BOOTHE LUCE TO BE AMBASSA-
DOR TO BRAZIL

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLARK in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in-
dividually at this point in the REecorp,
a series of editorials which support my
position on the recent controversy in the
Senate on the nomination of Mrs. Clare
Boothe Luce.

As my colleagues have undoubtedly
noted, Time magazine and some other
periodicals, as well as some newspapers,
have made a special point of quoting
from editorials which opposed my po-
sition on the Luce nomination. From
reading their writings, one would as-
sume there was no support across the
country for my position.

The fact is there was a considerable
amount of journalistic support of my
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position; and my mail showed an over-
whelming support at the grassroots of
America.

Therefore, I am requesting that the
editorials which I now send to the desk
be printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From the Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier,
May 7, 1859]

MoRSE VICTORY

The resignation of Clare Boothe Luce as
Ambassador to Brazil following the furor
of her row with the Senate was in the best
interest of the country’s Latin American
policy. This policy at best has not been
moving forward in recent years and to have
had a weak political appointee in a key spot
in our South American corps would have
been no good.

The blocking of the Luce ambassadorship
is a victory for Benator Morse of Oregon,
although partisans may attempt to make
personal criticism out of it for the Senator
as usual.

Mrs. Luce as well as her publisher husband
had a background of inflammatory partisan
and foreign affairs statements. Her service,
if any, could have been embroiled in distrust
both at home and abroad. Furthermore,
word from Washington indicates that pri-
vately the Senate as a whole is glad she re-
signed, even though the customary con=-
firmation was voted out of party loyalty
and custom. It fell to Senator Morse to
interpret this undercurrent and oppose the
confirmation. It was indeed a strong argu-
ment he had that the woman who said that
Roosevelt and this country were responsible
for World War II—in a world of power-bound
dictators—was not the best Ambassador of
the American people abroad. Actually the
partisan reactionary, wealthy political ap-
pointee would not have been the best
spokesman for the heart of America among
the good neighbors to the south. Big busi-
ness and the dollar sign must not determine
our forelgn policy.

Furthermore, the subcommittee named by
the Senate to include Senator Morse as its
chairman to handle Latin American affairs
could have expected no harmony out of the
partisan Mrs. Luce. Presldent Eisenhower
should not have disregarded the need for bi-
partisanship in our foreign affairs in making
so0 crude an appointment.

_—

[From the World, Coos Bay, Oreg., May 2,
1959]

Luce Quit Is Goop FOR ALL

Senator WAYNE Morsg's personal triumph
in almost singlehandedly forcing Clare
Boothe Luce to give up her ambassadorship
to Brazll is a beneficial development. Our
envoyships overseas, which have always been
subject to being made into prizes for politi-
cal favor, have seldom been as badly used
in the appointment of Mrs. Luce as Ambas-
sador to one of America’s most critically
needed friends, Brazil.

Senator Morse hung his criticisms of Pres-
ident Eisenhower's appointment on the rec-
ord of the Time-Life favors, financial and
journalistie, to the Republican Party cause,
and upon Mrs. Luce's exceedingly wicked, al-
most traitorous, utterances against the Pres-
ident of the United States when the country
was in the grips of a terrible war.

These things were accurately used by
Morse. But what is even more important
against Mrs., Luce than the obvious political
favor-flavor of the appointment, was the
miserable mistakes she made while Ambas-
sador to Italy, by managing to get herself
embroiled in Italian politics and, through the
extremely poor taste left in the mouths
of Itallan voters by her antics, getting
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enemies of the United States elected by the
dozens.

The debate between Morsg and Mrs. Luce
eventually sank into name calling and sug-
gestions by each that the other was “emo-
tionally unstable.” Mrs. Luce proved her
emotional instability by resigning in a pique
over Mogrse's attacks, even though she had
gained substantial Senate confirmation to
the post.

But let’s not look gift horses in the mouth.
At least she will not be Ambassador to Brazil.
In that the nations, both the United States
and Bragzil, are lucky.

{From the Capital Press, Salem, Oreg., May
15, 1969]
PAssING IN REVIEW
(By Dewey Rand)

President Elsenhower sald at his news
conference this week that he searches for
the finest people he can get; people with
competence, character, and integrity, for ap=
pointment to public office. There is no rea-
son to doubt the President's sincerity in
making this statement but his choices, at
times, raise a question as to his definition
of the words “competence, character, and
integrity.”

Two of the recent selections of the Presl-
dent illustrate this. These are Mrs, Clare
Luce, whom the President named Ambassa-
dor to Brazil and who resigned after she
was confirmed by the Senate. The other
is Lewis L. Strauss, former Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, who is now
serving as Secretary of Commerce and whose
confirmation is now being debated by the
Benate.

The difficulties Mrs. Luce had with Sen-
ator Wayne Morse and 10 other Senators
who opposed her confirmation hardly need
reviewing. But lost in the rather sensa-
tional uproar the incident produced was the
plain and important fact that Mrs. Luce was
not particularly competent nor does her
character qualify her for an important am-
bassadorial post. Her integrity was not at
issue but if the President claims three
requisites, it is reasonable to expect the
candidate to have them all.

Strauss, who is now facing the same
scrutiny Mrs. Luce experienced, is com-
petent enough but both his character and
integrity is being questioned. Strauss has
no less power in his corner than had Mrs.
Luce who was backed by her husband-
owned $100 million publishing empire of
Time, Life, and Fortune, and the Presi-
dent of the United States. Strauss is a
multimillionaire banker and operator in
the stratosphere of high finance. He is typi-
cal of the rich, and sometimes arrogant,
men the President admires most and has
chosen for so many important posts.

Outside of the millionaire clique sur-

rounding the President, Strauss has won few
admirers during his years in Washington.
His wealth does not disqualify him for the
post of Secretary of Commerce nor does the
fact that his popularity is limited. There
are, however, a number of things in his
record which leave his integrity in doubt.
Chief of these is the notorious Dixon-Yates
case.
Dixon-Yates has been compared by Wash-
ington observers to the Teapot Dome scandal
of the Harding administration, and it is gen~
erally agreed that Strauss was at the center
of the affair. With the full support of the
President an attempt was made to give
Dixon-Yates a $100-million-plus power pro=-
duecing plant in the TVA area and a sub=-
stantial part of the cost would have come
from the pocketbooks of the taxpayers.

The Dixon-Yates deal blew up in the Presi-
dent's face when it was discovéred that an
employee of the banking firm backing the
project was also on the Government payroll
and holding a position from which he could
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influence the enterprise. Strauss, then
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion, was holding the key position of power
and supported the plan, it is reported, up fo
the point of decelving the President. Since
the exposure Strauss has claimed executive
immunity and has refused invitations to
appear before investigating committees.

Dixon-Yates was exposed and averted. But
what about the integrity of the key figure in
the conspiracy, Strauss? Are his ethics
those of a man who should represent the
public interest as Secretary of Commerce
with control of the many boards and com-
missions which can, if the Secretary permits
them, hand out millions of dollars in valu-
able concesslons?

Admittedly, it is not easy for a President
to bring men of competence, character, and
integrity into Government service. But
President Eisenhower has had more diffi-
culty finding men of integrity than have
most of his predecessors. His administra-
tion has had more conflict-of-interest scan-
dals than any since Harding or, perhaps, the
days of General Grant.

It is understandable that a complete ama-
teur in the political field, as the President
was when elected, would find himself be-
trayed by his appointees when even the most
honest and skilled politicians have this ex-
perience. But what puzzles the observer is
how the President, after 7 years in office and
many bitter experiences, would name a man
with Strauss' record and, at the same time,
talk of character and integrity as though
there was no question of Strauss' fitness for
this new and high responsibility.

[From the Washington Teamster, May 15,
1959

WaaT PArEr Do You REap?

Through the comments in the liberal,
limited circulation magazines on the case
of Clare Boothe Luce runs the thought that
it would have been better if the matter had
never come up. There's no getting around
it, though. Mrs. Luce was appointed by
the President to go to Brazil as Ambassador;
BSenator Morse did protest vigorously; she
was confirmed; her husband, the publisher
of Time magazine, suggested she resign;
the President urged her to stay on; but
she quit. It was all real as life.

The news magazine owned by Mrs. Luce’s
husband devoted almost eight columns to
her fight, but it still didn't seem to find
room for some rather important facts. Al-
though there was room for excerpts from
16 US. and Brazilian newspapers, Time
couldn't manage to get in some relevant
reflections. There was space for criticism of
Senator Morse by the New York Times, but
not space enough for other observations
by columnists in the same paper. We will
attempt to overcome that deficiency by ad-
vancing those comments here:

Washington Correspondent Russell Baker:
“For several years now there have been
rumblings from within the Senate about
the political character of appointments
made in the State Department. * * * The
Luce incident, however, was a close brush
with disaster. The emotional current pro-
duced in the Senate Tuesday afterncon by
her gratultous reflection on Senator MoORSE'S
sanity was a spontaneous outburst of pas-
sion that might have easily resulted in some
sort of on-the-spot censure. * * * What

should now be clear, however, is that sen- -

atorial objections to partisan appointments
in the foreign-policy area and insistence on
professional diplomatic qualification ean no
longer be dismissed as hollow platitudiniz-
James Reston: “Senator WAYNE MORSE Was
certainly the main reason why Clare Boothe
Luce quit her job as Ambassador to Brazil,
but he was not the only reason. She was
caught in a whirl of personal and political
problems she could not hope to resolve in the
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time avallable to her. Brazll is in the midst
of a desperate financial crisis. The * * *
Government needed * * * foreign credits.
® ®» * Mrs. Luce would have been expected
to produce that credit. * * * Yet she had no
chance of persuading her own administra-
tion to provide the credits under any fore-
seeable circumstances.”

It 1s possible that Time will not have
room this week for publishing excerpts from
the current Reporter magazine. So we offer
several: “We cannot help saying just a few
parting words about the two protagonists.
WayNE Morsg has proved once more that he
is a fearless man, always ready to carry out
the duties that his passionate mind assigns
him. We don't imagine he is in any way
happy to have defeated the ambition of a
woman, particularly since he could not have
done it without the assistance of that
woman. With her bitter glbe at Senator
Morse, Mrs. Luce exhibited that compulsive
inclination to verbal violence which she has
overabundantly exhibited in her multifarious
career.”

There is much nrore, too, that Time did not
have room for. Missing are the remarks
made on the Senate floor by seven Senators
who joined Morse in opposing the appoint-
ment. Pertinent comments they were. They

-show that MorsE had strong support. It is

no wonder there was no Time for them.

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Apr. 27,

May 3, 1959]
THE CoUNTRY WILL SURVIVE

The U.S. Foreign Service will not, In our
opinion, be irreparably damaged by Clare
Booth Luce's decision to resign her ambas-
sadorship to Brazil.

As a matter of fact, President Eisenhower
now has a splendid opportunity to do what
he must wish he had done in the first
place—appoint to this post a top-quality
career officer with Latin American experience,
a knowledge of Brazil’s language and people,
deep sympathy for and understanding of the
acute problems that face the country.

Mrs. Luce says in effect that she has de-
cided not to take the post because of what
Senator Morse or unidentified political ele=
ments might do in the future. They could,
she says, water the seeds of hostile suspicion
planted by the SBenate debate on her con-
firmation, and thus impair the usefulness
of her mission to Brazil.

‘Well, maybe they could, but would it not
make more sense for Mrs. Luce to wait until
they did? She is convinced that Senator
Morse would subject her mission to con-
tinuing harassment. But a resignation
would be more explicable as a result of har-
assment than it is in anticipation of it. One
suspects that her public statement does not
tell the whole story as to why she felt it
best to give up the post for which the Sen-
ate confirmed her by 79 to 12, And it is
certainly understandable that Senate lead-

_ers would “laugh off"" Senator CAPEHART'S

proposal to reprimand Senator Morsk.
Like her husband, Mrs. Luce is convinced

‘that all the trouble stems from the deter=-

mination of Senator Morse and others to
undermine her usefulness. It may just be
possible that her usefulness was undermined
not entirely by a few unfriendly Senators,
but in part by the mixing of politics, foreign
polliecy and journalism which she and her

“husband had come to stand for.

[From the Wallowa County Chieftain, Enter-
prise, Oreg., May 7, 1959]
No GreaTr Loss

The resignation of Clare Boothe Luce, wife
of the publisher of Time, Fortune, Life, and
other magazines, as Ambassador to Brazil is
not resulting in any general laments. What
particular qualifications this lady has for a
post of this kind have never been tabulated.
Presumably, in line with a number of other
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appointments to diplomatic posts, the prin-
cipal qualification was that Mrs. Luce is the
wife of a very wealthy and influential sup-
porter of the Republican Party. Her knowl-

-edge of Latin America and her acceptability

to the people of Brazil have not been stressed.
It offended some people when Senator

"MogsE raised questions about the fitness of

this admittedly charming lady for the im-
portant post to which President Elsenhower
had appointed her. It is always unpleasant
and never seems guite gentlemanly to ques-
tion the abilitles of a woman who possesses
poise and grace and perhaps other significant
attributes. But it is the job of the U.S.
Senate to see that the United States is repre-
sented abroad by men and women who have
sympathy and understanding for the coun-
tries in which they represent us, and who
have the stability and the diplomacy to avoid
arousing ill will. Mrs. Luce, with her in-
temperate, and wholly unnecessary com-=
ments about the sanity of Senator MorsE,
and her references to the “dirt” alleged by
her to have been stirred up over her nomina-
tion, were hardly in keeping with the dignity
of a U.S. Ambassador.

Critics of Senator MorsE may counter with
the observation that the Senator’s investiga-
tions into the mental stability of Mrs. Luce
were not very kind, but in the Senator’s case
there was a responsibility to determine the
fitness of Mrs. Luce. In Mrs. Luce's swing-
ing accusations against MorsE there was no
purpose other than anger. ;

We have never seen anything in the com-
ments of Mrs. Luce or in the magazines

‘edited by her husband which indicate any

real understanding of the problems of Latin

.America, and the insulting language used in

a recent issue of Time magazine about
Bolivia did more damage to good relatlons
between this country and our South Ameri-
can friends than anything which has oc«
curred in a long time,

Perhaps an honorary post can be found for
Mrs. Luce as an envoy to Monaco or Luxem-
bourg where where she can be a charming
hostess without hurting anybody. But if we
need representation abroad by women of
charm, however, perhaps we should look for
material in Hollywood.

Anyway, it is a pretty safe bet that we will
wind up with a better Amhassador to Brazll,
and nobody in Brazil seems to be taking the
loss of Mrs. Luce too bitterly.

[From the Milwaukie (Oreg.) Review, May
21, 1959]

DisTANCE OBSCURES DETAIL

Latin Americans will not be voting in
Oregon’s 1962 election, but, if they were,
the U.S. Senator who tripped the almost-
Ambassador Clare B. Luce would have a
nearly-unanimous vote.

In the perspective of remote distance the
details of name calling and the physical
process of upending a lady of diplomatic
stature are obscured by the end result. In
this instance Oregon's Senator Waywne L.
Morse almost singlehandedly brought about
the set of circumstances which halted her
trip to Rio de Janeiro. Latin Americans
everywhere deeply resented the role of the
Luce publications in defaming Bolivia in a
recent incident almost unnoticed by
Americans. This was certainly not Mrs.
Luce's doing, but it besmirched her avail-
ability, Furthermore, when Senator MORSE
cited Mrs. Luce's wild attacks on President
Roosevelt, the fact they were made in the
heat of the 1940 campaign and that Senator
Morse and others had been almost equally
biting, became details of no importance.
All the Latinos saw was that this woman,
now about to be sent to Brazil had vilified
FDR—who is as much a hero to many
Soutli Americans as to North Americans,

Most of the Natlon's press has assalled
Senator Monrse's leadership against Mrs,
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Luce, notwithstanding the fact In Oregon
that Senator Morse has improved his politi-
cal position -with the average vote by this
incident. In the Nation, as in the hemi-
sphere, he has enhanced his prestige.

Oregon Republicans, having already con-
ceded Senator Dick NEUBERGER'S election by
default in 1960, have pinned their hope on
the defeat of Senator Morse in 1962—prob-
ably with Gov. Mark Hatfield, the “Golden
Boy” of Oregon Republicanism as the Satur-
day Evening Post has dubbed him.

We have just this word of warning for the
Republican Party leaders: No man in Ameri-
can politics has shown the bounce and re-
sillency of Oregon's WayweE Morse. In per-
spective he looms big on the horizon of his-
tory, even if some of the detail along the
way is not so magnificent. It is the big con-
trasts, not the detail,
elections—and in the perspective of history,
too, distance obscures details. Only the
black and the white, the dark and the light,
remain.

[From the Benton County Herald, Corvallis,
Oreg., May 7, 1959]
A QuUEsSTION OF FITNESS

Some of the Portland newspapers have
had letters to the editor from persons (no
doubt Republicans) who are critical of Sen-
ator Morse's action in objecting to appoint-
ment of Clare Boothe Luce as our Ambas-
sador to Brazil. :

We often wonder how many people who
write such letters ever bother to write the
person they are criticizing—we would ven-
ture a guess that the majority have never
written their elected officials in their life.
They would much rather see their composi-
tions in print.

Be that as it may, we do not deny that
every citizen has a right to air his own
views. Likewise, we do not see how anyone
can deny our legislators or our Senators and
Representatives the right to air their views
on matters of public importance.

There has been a great “to-do™ in the
press about Senator Morse's opposition to
Mrs. Luce's appointment. We have seen lit-
tle explanation, if any, of the sound rea-
sons on which he based his argument; what
little there has been gave rather a distorted
view in that it was taken out of context—
and this we know to be true, because we
have read his speech in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, word for word.

Evidently most of the letter writers be-
lieve that Mrs. Luce was picked on by our
Senator because of past castigation by her
of President Roosevelt and President Tru-
man and because the magazines her hus-
band controls have attacked Senator MorsE
at various times.

Actually, these were not essential reasons
for our Senator’s opposition to her confirma-
tion * * * although certainly the defama-
tion of character attacks on our Presidents
speak none too well for someone who is
going to represent our country abroad.
Mrs. Luce's tongue more than once has
caused a great deal of trouble for her—Ior
example, the “GI Joe™ talk she gave at the
Republican Convention.

In fact, her viclous rejoinder to Senator
Morse’'s objections caused many Senators to
publicly state that if they had it to do over
again they never would have voted to con-
firm her appointment.

As for her connection with Life and the
other magazines published by the Luce in-
terests, it must be pointed out that it was
the articles in Life magazine which fo-
mented anti-American riots in South Amer-
ica, to which she was to be sent as Ambas-
sador. Certainly this was not going to make
her very acceptable to Brazillans; in fact,
quite the opposite. :

The real objection to Mrs. Luce’s appoint-'
ment on Senator Morsg's part stems from
his very real determination that our country
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which usually wins -
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shall send only the hest qualified people as
our official representatives to other nations,
no matter whether it be a big country or a
tiny one in some remote corner of the world.

He has long fought for the appointment of
our officials abroad on a basis of qualified
personnel rather than paying off a political
debt, And Clare Boothe Luce is no career
diplomat trained for many years and in
various posts in the Foreign Service for the
important post of ambassador. Never for a
moment.

Why is it we have been losing ground to
the Russians in the cold war? One reason,
and perhaps the most Important of all, is
that in far too many instances our ambassa-
dors have been mere political hacks whereas
the Russians make sure that every person in
their diplomatic delegations is so well trained
that each knows the language, the history,
the culture, the economic and political situ-
ation, everything in fact about the country
to which he or she is sent. They would never
make the mistake we do of sending people
abroad who make enemies for us rather than
friends, and it is high time we stopped this
foolish practice.

Clare Boothe Luce can be gracious and
charming—when she wants to be—and has a
quick wit, though not always a tactful one,
She and her husband and the powerful chain
of magazines they control gave considerable

support: to the Eisenhower campaign and to

the present administration. And she wanted
very much to go to Brazil as our ambassador.
But would she be a good one?

As ambassador in Rome, Mrs. Luce had
none too good a record. Her record of ab-
senteeism 1is astonishing—156 days in 1955
and 202 days in 1956. Her actions were not
stable. As ambassador in Italy she should
not have shown partiality in domestic elec-
tions but was extremely partisan; she aston-
ished people by bursting into tears and leay-
ing the diplomatic box when it was an-
nounced that the candidate she had backed
had lost in the election.

We would not like it if ambassadors from
other nations took such partisan interest in
our elections while serving here. Yet Mrs.
Luce meddled in this way, as did her hus-
band who spent much time advising her and
trying to influence President Elsenhower
about Italian affairs. Apparently she cannot
disassociate herself from her husband's
actlvities.

As chairman for Latin American relations
on the Senate Foreign Relatlons Committee,
Senator Morse quite naturally was vitally
interested in whom we would send to repre-
sent our interests in Brazil. He wanted the
best person possible to fill this important
post. Should he have let Mrs. Luce be ap-
pointed, with no questions asked? Just kept
dulet and hoped for the best despite her lack
of tralning, her outspoken attacks on our
former Presidents, her connection with Life
magazine which Brazilians could but view
with distaste?

In Senator Morsg's opinion—and In our
opinion—the appointment of our ambas-
sadors is a question of fitness, and Mrs. Luce
did not qualify on many counts. The friend-
ship of the people of Brazil, or of any country,
must not be sacrificed to political obliga-
tions * * * no matter at what cost to the
individuals involved.

Senator Morse Is not one to sidestep his

responsibilities, and he did not do so in this
case. He asks no favors of anyone, and we
are glad of it, because he is free to speak out
in the interests of the people. Even though
it may be the unpopular course to take,
WaYNE Morse does not hesitate to take it.
We only hope that our other Senators will
follow his lead in helping us make our for-

elgn policy the effective influence it should

be—not only for our own, benefit, but on be-
half of world peace.

One American diplomat—and we ‘mean

diplomat in every sense of the word—is
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worth far more to us than thousands of dol-
lars when it comes fto winning friends for
us abroad.

‘We hope Senator Morse continues to speak
out in these matters concerning foreign re-
lations, with which he has years of experi-
ence through serving on the Senate com-
mittee. If we know our Waynse, he will—
though knowing full well it will not win him
any frlends. But then, he is not interested
80 much in winning friends for himself as in
winning friends for the American people.

[From the Seattle (Wash.) Argus, May 15,
1959]

Senator WayNE MorsE may be intemperate.
But he found a public figure even more so in
Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce.

As a Congress Member, she exercised her
caustic wit (always at the expense of others)
In a way that was sometimes amusing, always
a novelty. But, In the long run, this con-
stituted a record which left much to be
desired.

As chairman of the Foreign Affairs Sub-
committee on Latin American Affairs, MoRrsg
was quite within his rights to question the
woman's fitness to represent us in Brazil. He
convinced me that the President could (and
ought to) make a better choice.

[From the Washington Teamster, Seattle,
Wash,, May 8, 1959]

THE LucE PLum

The resignation of Mrs. Clare Boothe Luce
as Ambassador to Brazil came as a great relief
last weekend. For a while it looked as
though the woman behind the man at Time,
Life, Fortune, Sports Illustrated, and other
publishing ventures was established in the
U.8. diplomatic mission to the South Amer-
ican country. This was no prospect to be
recelved joyously by anyone who was dis-
tressed by the record of Mrs. Luce as Am-
bassador to Italy, or by anyone familiar with
Time and its distorted news policies, .

The man who deserves credit for saving
Brazil from Mrs. Luce is, of course, Senator
WaYNE Morse, one of the few in Congress
not afraid to stand up to the queen in the
Time empire. In her letter of resignation
only a few days after her appointment was
confirmed by the Senate, Mrs. Luce acknow-
ledged that the opposition of Senator Morse
had hastened her decision to withdraw from
the post. She chose to phrase her reason in
different terms. Senator Morse had
“poisoned” the climate of good will neces-
sary for her to carry out the assignment, she
asserted. Her selection of words is enough to
condemn her as a mighty poor selection as a'
diplomat.

During the days that debate waged over
her appointment, Senator Morse endured
criticism not only from Mrs. Luce, but from
Republican Senators and the press. This
was to be expected, since MoRrse does not
yield in his beliefs simply to endear himself
to the wives of magazine publishers, the.
opposition party, or powerful news outlets.
We were surprised, and dismayed, with the
size of the vote Mrs. Luce won. It reflects
more the respect Senators hold for the in-
fluence of the press than their regard for
Mrs. Luce. That is our suspicion.

The arguments given by Morsg would have
convinced more Senators if the nominee un-
der consideration had been a career diplo-
mat. As Morsg declared, “Her statement
that Roosevelt had ‘lied the country into
war' is & monument to her gualifications in
political demagogery, but the Senate should
not be asked to confirm such a-person for
an important diplomatic post.”

- While defendants of Mrs. Luce have risen
to support her accusation agalnst Roosevelt,
one of the sources cited by her, Prof. Basil
Rauch, informed Morse that her statement
misrepresented his book.
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“My book proves on the basis of the docu-
ments that those who make charges against
President Roosevelt such as those by Mrs.
Luce have abused the facts of history,” the
author said.

It was obvious that the appointment of
Mrs. Luce was based on other than diplo-
matic conslderations. Senator MorSE has
detailed how the Luces contributed Time
and money on behalf of Eisenhower in the
1952 and 1956 campalgns; he has described
how opinions enunciated in Life and For-
tune eventually came to be public policies.

Morse warned the Senate that nomination
of Mrs. Luce was a result “of the downgrad-
ing of diplomatic missions into political
plums.”

We can thank Senator Morse for creating
the climate that will keep this plum from
falling into the march of Time.

INTEREST RATES ON GOVERNMENT
BONDS

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, on
Monday night of this week there was
held at the White House a bipartisan,
secret policy conference or meeting, in-
volving the President of the United
States and congressional leaders of both
parties.

I shall now read very brief excerpts
from a report of the New York Times
about that meeting; the following are
excerpts from an article written by Ed-
win L. Dale, Jr., and published in the
New York Times of Tuesday, June 2:

A Presidential request to Congress to in-
crease or abolish the legal ceiling of 414
percent on Government bonds is expected
shortly, the Senate Republican leader said
today.

Senator EvERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN, of
Illinois, told of this prospect following a
secret meeting last night at the White House
attended by congressional leaders of both
parties.

Senator Dmxsen said the request would
probably also include an increase in the ceil-
ing on the national debt and some form of
improvement in the return on savings bonds.

The Treasury continued to insist today
that no final decision had been made on the
interest celling. Outside of Senator DirK-
sEN, the Members of Congress present were
reluctant to talk about the meeting because
they had been pledged to secrecy.

- - - L] -

The ceiling applies only to securities
maturing in more than 5 years. Senator
Dmrsen described last night's suggestion
from the administration as for doing away
with the ceiling altogether.

- L] - L] L]

The reaction of the Democratic leader-
ship was not known in detail, but Senator
DmkseN quoted one of the House Demo-
cratic leaders as saying: “When there is a
need, it is the responsibility of Congress to
consider the matter seriously.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent that the entire article by Mr. Dale
be printed in the Recorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
only other report of this meeting was
made by the President of the United
States at his press conference yesterday,
when he answered two questions about
the meeting. Mr. J. Anthony Lewis, of
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the New York Times, asked this ques-
tion:

Mr. President, at a meeting the night be-
fore last the question of the ceiling on inter-
est rates on Government bonds was dis-
cussed with congressional leaders, I won-
dered whether you had come to a decision
yet, Mr. President, on asking for a raise in
that ceiling.

The President’s answer was not re-
sponsive, but I thought it was quite
interesting as indicating the kind of
meeting that was held. He said:

I said in my state-of-the-Union message
that because of the very facts of that par-
ticular fiscal year, there would have to be
a raise of some kind effected in the debt
celling. There was a conference with the
congressional leaders present, and with two
or three of my own staff, with Secretary An-
derson, and there was a general discussion
of this whole problem, the problem of the
debt and the management of our govern-
mental finances.

Now, the purpose of the meeting was not
to reach decisions then, but to see whether
we could concert our thinking so that the
Treasury Department would be in position
to make specific proposals and give them to
the Congress. And this has not yet been
done, and no specific decisions made.

A little later in the press conference,
Sarah McClendon, of the El Paso Times,
asked the President this question:

. Mr. President, sir, in these discussions on
raising the interest rate that were held
here the other night, will you please tell
us what was said about the impact that
this might have on the people generally?

The President replied:

I don't know that this particular point
came up for discussion at that meeting for
the simple reason that the impact ought
to be well understood, I should think, by

all our people, if the country—if the Nation
cannot borrow money.

As of now, the rate is fixed for any money
except below 6-year money, and if you
put the total $283 billion, or $288 billion
finally in short-range money, then the peo-
ple will be so badly hurt that we have just
got to do something.

Mr. President, I understand these
meetings are necessary. I think they
are desirable. Obviously, there should
be communication between the Presi-
dent of the United States and congres-
sional leaders. I think congressional
leaders have a duty, as well as a right,
to go to such meetings. But because
these policy conferences are usually con-
cerned with legislative action for which
the majority party in the Senate is go-
ing to be responsible, it seems to me
they raise the question of whether it
might not be equally desirable to have
some kind of regular Democratic Party
conference—if only for information, so
we too know what is going on, without
simply reading the published reported
declaration of the minority leader in the
newspapers or the transcript of the
President’s press conference.

Secondly, as the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel suggested, some kind
of party policy on these vital matters
would be useful, especially in a matter
in which our national party policy has
been so explicitly stated.

Mr, President, any plea by President
Eisenhower to ask for an increase in
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the statutory interest rate for Govern-
ment bonds eonfronts the Senate with
the issue on which those of us who op-
pose hard money and high interest rates
will have to draw the line and make our
fight.

This Democratic Congress has per-
mitted its own creature, the Federal Re-
serve Board, to shove interest rates up,
at breakneck speed, to the highest level
in a generation.

Despite the overwhelming majority of
my party in the Senate—it has a ma-
jority of 64 to 34—and despite the em-
phatic pronouncement in our Democratic
platform, this has come about.

I should like to read now the specific
pledge we made in our Democratic plat-
form in 1956. We freely adopted this
pledge:

The first time bomb of the Republican
crusade against full prosperity for all was
the hard-money policy. This has increased
the debt burden on depressed farms, saddled
heavier costs on small business, foisted
higher interest charges on millions of home=
owners (including veterans), pushed up un-
necessarily the cost of consumer credit, and
swelled the inordinate profits of a few lenders
of money. It has wrought havoc with the
bond market, with resulting finanecial loss to
the ordinary owners of Government bonds.

I continue to read from that platform:

A fully expanding economy can yield
enough tax revenues to meet the inescapable
obligations of Government, balance the Fed-
eral Budget, and lighten the tax bur=
den. * * *

The Republican debt management policy
of higher interest rates serves only to benefit
a few to the detriment of the general tax-
payer, the small borrower, and the small and
middle-class investor in Government bonds.
We pledge ourselves to a vigilant relvew of
our debt management policy in order to
reduce interest rates in the service of our
common welfare.

Mr. President, that was the Demo-
cratic pledge. It could hardly be more
explicit, and it was freely arrived at in
our last convention.

We Democrats promised lower interest
rates and our leaders said why all over
the country.

I read an excerpt from a speech by
Harry S. Truman before the Amalga-
mated Clothing Workers 40th conven-
tion in Atlantic City on May 13, 1954:

The first big economic step the new ad-
ministration took, in early 1953, was (0
tighten up on the money supply. This was
the so-called hard-money policy. Making
money harder to get for the average fellow,
and paying higher interest rates to the bank-
ing fraternity has always been the policy of
the trickle-down theorists. Andrew Jackson
had to battle against the hard-money policy
of the bankers of his day. The Harding ad-
ministration tried the hard-money policy
after World War I, and by the middle of 1921
it had started American agriculture on the
road to the poorhouse. The same idea was
held by Secretary Mellon in the Coolidge and
Hoover administrations, and this helped to
bring on the great depression.

When the present Republican administra-
tion took over in 1953, it started down the
same old road and tightened up the money
supply, The elephant hadn’'t learned a
thing. The management of our national
debt was imperiled, and Government bonds
declined. The squeals of pain and fear could
be heard all the way from the farmers of the
Far West to the bankers of Wall Street. And
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when the bankers commenced to squeal, the
new administration started to loosen up on
the hard-money policy. But a great deal of
damage had already been done.

Former President Truman said, at a
De.nocratic dinner in. Washington, D.C.,
on May 4, 1957:

But I will tell you what can bring on a
depression. It's the tight money policy and
high Interest rates. This is a reversion to
the trickle-down theory that has guided the
Republican Party from the time of its incep-
tion. It is a means of transferring income
from the poor who need it to the rich who
don’t. The results are increasing maladjust-
ments in our economy with danger signals
rising higher on every hand. And of course
one of the worst results of the tight money
policy is that it increases the costs of the
Federal Government.

The final excerpt I should like o read
from a statement by former President
Harry Truman, who is certainly an out-
standing Democratic Party leader, is
from a speech delivered only last year,
April 21, 1958, also in Washington, at a
campaign conference for Democratic
women:

Higher interest rates on Federal borrow-
ings have forced up all types of interest
rates—the interest rates paid by the farm-
er, the veteran, the homeowner, and every
family who buys on time an automobile or
a TV set, a lawnmower, or a piece of furni-
ture.

By the end of 1957 bank rates on short-
term business loans were almost 39 percent
higher than in 1952. By January 1958 the
interest rates pald on State and local bonds
were almost 43 percent higher than in 1952.
This has injured the building of schools and
practically every type of vital domestic im-
provement financed by State or local public
funds.

Today the people of the United States
are paying out in public and private interest
charges about $4 billion more per year than
if interest rates had been held at the 1852
levels, For about 50 million families this
comes to an average of about $80 per family
per year. If all outstanding public and pri-
vate indebtedness were to be refinanced at
the current Republican interest rates the
American people would eventually be saddled
with about $15 billion per year in additional
interest burdens compared with 1952. This
would amount to an average of about $300
per year per family.

In this same speech, Mr. Truman said:

Shylock was a gentleman compared to our
Republican interest-happy government.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sena-
tor from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
have listened to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Wisconsin as he has discussed
hard money. Presumably that is what
the Senator believes is most popular now
with the present administration. Isthat
a correct understanding ?

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is absolutely
correct.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I should like to tell
a story. It will take only a minute.
There was a banker who went to his
physician and said, “I have not been
feeling as well lately as I believe I should.
I should like to have my condition
checked.” So a complete physical was
undertaken, and a few days later the
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physician ealled upon the patient to ren-
der his verdict. He said to the banker,
with a smile, “You need have no worry;
you are in excellent condition. You are
as sound as a dollar.” The banker said,
“Is it as bad as that?” And he fainted.

Perhaps the value of the dollar today
is not what it once was.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from West Virginia very much.

Of course, our good friends in the Re-
publican Party claim that the high in-
terest rates are going to preserve the
value of the dollar. I am sure if they
will reexamine the consequences of the
hard money policy—if they will study
what has happened when we have had
a high interest rate policy, in regard to
prices—they will see that ithe story told
by the Senator from West Virginia is
mighty true. I will show at a later date
that for many people high interest
sharply increases the cost of living.

Mr. President, I should like to read
another brief comment from our party
leaders. I refer to the Democratic Ad-
visory Council statement with regard to
the control of inflation. As I am sure
everyone recognizes, the Democratic
Advisory Council includes a former
nominee for President, Adlai Stevenson;
a former President, Harry Truman; and
others such as Averell Harriman, some
outstanding Democratic Senators, and
many others.

In the most recent statement on the
control of inflation the council said:

The Congress should give serlous consid-
eration to the following matters:

First, the impact of the monetary and
high interest rate policies of the adminis-
tration which repress production and cramp
economic growth.

Second, the lack of public machinery to
air the facts of pending inflationary steps in
the privat.e economy and of debt manage-
ment policies that have raised the cost of
financing the increasing public debt to all-
time highs.

The council also stated, later:

A thoroughgoing review is urgently re-
quired of the fiscal and monetary policies of
the administration and the Federal Reserve
Board that have contributed to a gross im-
balance of the national budget; to a serious
recession with continuing rising prices; and
to serious problems now arising in the refi-
nancing of a slzable portion of the Federal
debt at unreasonably high interest costs to
the taxpayer. It should be the object of such
an investigation to determine who the bene-
ficaries of these policies have been, and what
harm has been done to the future of the
Nation's economie strength.

Mr. President, I should like to quote
one further outstanding Democratic
leader, who is the present majority lead-
er of the Senate, the Senator from
Texas [Mr. JoENson]. On November 7,
1958, immediately after the election, the
Senator from Texas listed 12 issues
which he considered of prime impor-
tance for the 86th Congress. One of
these 12 was:

We need to face up to the high interest
rates which are alowing the needed growth
of our economy.

In opening the debate on the 1958
housing bill on March 11, 1958, the Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. MorseE]l made a
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speech entitled “In Opposition to Hiking
Interest Rates on Housing.” He yielded
to the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN-
son], who, after discussing impounding
by the Budget Bureau of funds author-
ized and appropriated by Congress for
construction of conservation programs,
went on to say:

As a result of high interest rates, and the
impounding of funds Congress has author-
ized and appropriated, there was forced up-
on the people of the country a restrictive
monetary policy which has resulted in great
damage. Unless we cut high interest rates,
loosen up the money markets, refuse to pay
high premiums to money lenders, and pass
some legislation needed by the whole Nation,
we shall find ourselves in a situation per-
haps not so bad as in 1832, but better only
because of some of the cushions we have
provided for the economy.

Mr. President, these are the state-
ments of the leaders of the Demoecratic
Party.

I will say further, there is clear direc-
tion in the Constitution that it is the
Congress which must assume responsi-
bility for borrowing money and regulat-
ing value of the money.

I wish to quote from the Constitution
of the United States, article I, section 8,
paragraphs 2 and 5, which state:

The Congress shall have power. * * *

To borrow money on the credit of the
United States; * * *

To coin money, regulate the value thereof,
and of foreign coin, and fix the standard of
weights and measures.

In view of the fact that we have an
overwhelming Democratic majority in
the Congress; in view of the fact that
our platform has pledged a reduction in
interest rates, as specifically and em-
phatically as we could pledge it; in view
of the fact that our outstanding party
leaders have agreed this is the policy we
should follow; and in view of the fact
that the Constitution says the Congress
of the United States shall assume this
responsibility and gives the responsi-
bility to the Congress; it seems to me
we congressional Democrats have a clear
duty to recognize what the Federal Re-
serve Board, as our own creature, has
done—and to act.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. I have listened with
great interest to the very able speech
being made by my good friend from
Wisconsin., I am in complete accord
with the views which the Senator has
expressed, and with those of the distin-
guished leaders of our party whom he
has quoted.

It occurs to me that we shall shortly
have the opportunity to determine
whether to consent to an increase in the
interest rate on Government bonds. I,
for one, should be very loath to do so.
T assume my friend from Wisconsin feels
the same.

Mr, PROXMIRE. I could not agree
more with my good friend from Penn-
sylvania. I would also agree it looks as
if we are going to have that responsi-
bility, and to have it quite soon.
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Mr. CLARK. Let me pose a problem
for my friend, who also serves with dis-
tinction on the Committee on Banking
and Currency of the Senate, to see how
he will respond.

It is said, I think with some justice,
that the interest rate, within certain
wide limitations, is determined by the
supply and demand for capital.

Capital consists largely of savings
which are available for investment.
Primarily, eapital is in the hands of in-
surance companies, pension funds, and
investment companies. Capital includes
time deposits in banks, and also includes
savings and loans balances and a num-
ber of other items, with which my friend
from Wisconsin is familiar, Over all
those normal fields of savings, the law of
supply and demand I think would pretty
well govern, so that if there were more
savings available than there were de-
mands for savings in a free market, the
interest rate would go down.

If the reverse were true, and there
were a greater demand for savings than
could be met by the savings available,
the interest rate would go up.

This situation is seriously affected by
the powers of the Federal Reserve bank
to influence the interest rate, at least
to some extent, by determining the re-
discount rate of commercial banks and
by engaging in open market operations.
However, whenever it is suggested that
the Federal Reserve should exercise such
powers for the purpose of bringing down
the interest rate and supporting the Gov-
ernment bond market, the reply is al-
ways made that that would merely re-
sult in monetizing the Federal debt,
loading up the commercial banks with
Government bonds, and getting into a
condition of glut, so that the banks
would have far more bonds in their port-
folios than would be sound, creating,
with respect to each Government bond,
the ability to loan to the tune of about
10 to 1; and that in the end the money
supply would be so inflated that there
would be a runaway inflation.

If the Federal Reserve continues with
its present policy of tight money, and
the Congress determines not to increase
the permissible rate on Government
bonds, I wonder if the end result will not
be that Government bonds will be
floated at the highest permissible inter-
est rate, and will be sold at a substan-
tial discount, so that we shall be no
better off than we were before. I wonder
how, in the long run, my friend would
achieve the result which he and I both
so much desire, of creating a low in-
terest rate, without causing such an in-
crease in the supply of money as to cause
an unfortunate inflation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Ithank the Senator
from Pennsylvania. I think he has
made a brilliant analysis of a process
which is very little understood. I think
he is completely correct in his analysis,
except that I would change the emphasis,
The interest rate is what the Federal Re-
serve Board wants it to be, at any time.
That has been made so emphatically
clear again and again that it cannot be
denied. The interest rate was low in
early 1958. Why? Because the Federal
Reserve Board decided that a monetary
policy which would lower the interest rate
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was necessary in view of the recession.
Then later last year it anticipated that
we would get into an inflationary situa-
tion. That was its judgment, although
there were and are many unemployed,
and although there was and is a great
deal of idle plant capacity. The Board
felt that the thing to do was to tighten
the monetary serews by using the meas-
ures to which the Senator from Penn-
sylvania has referred. There are three
measures which can be used, namely,
open market operations, the rediscount
rate, and reserve requirements. The
Board can use those at any time to make
the interest rate what it wishes to
make it.

What the Senator from Pennsylvania
has asked me is whether policies which
would lower the interest rate would not
so inflate and increase the money supply
as to have an inflationary effect. My
answer is that, within reason, I believe
that both the supply of money and the
interest rates have a very modest, mod-
erate, and perhaps no significant effect
on the cost of living and on prices gen-
erally.

At present I am in the process of at-
tempting to obfain from economists and
businessmen specific evidence—concrete,
hard evidence, not the Ricardian theory,
or what they learned in money and bank-
ing classes in colleges, but hard evidence
as to how an increase in the supply of
money and the lowering of interest rates
could actually contribute to inflation. I
have never seen any proof of it. No one
has ever been able to convince me. I do
not believe that that is the effect.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I vield.

Mr. CLARK. My understanding is
that the Joint Economic Committee, un-
der the chairmanship of the distin-
guished senior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLas], will this summer hold a
series of hearings dealing with this spe-
cific subject. It seems to me that it
would be of the greatest possible im-
portance for those of us who advocate
low interest rates and the promotion of
an expanding economy to see to it that
the best possible expert testimony is ad-
duced before that committee, to prove
the point which my friend from Wiscon-
sin has made, that further activity by
the Federal Reserve Board, through the
powers already given to it to decrease
interest rates, would not have the dis-
astrous result which so many of the
classical economists, including most of
our friendly economists from Wall Street
and the majority of our friends on the
other side of the aisle who discuss this
subject, seem to think would result.
That is what might be called the con-
ventional wisdom. Does the Senator not
agree with me that we on our side of the
aisle have an obligation to make the case
that the Federal Reserve Board could
exercise its existing powers without the
threat of inflation, which our friends
across the aisle so very much fear?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Indeed I do; and I
should like to emphasize the timing of
the Senator’s statement. I believe that
the colloquy we are having may be sub-
ject to dispute later in the session.

June 4

1?.1{:'. CLARK. I have no doubt that it
will.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should like fo
point out that when the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Gorel suggested that we
take action on monetary policy, it was
suggested that he go to the committee
headed by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucras], the Joint Economic Commit-
tee, and discuss the subject with that
committee.

The Senator from Pennsylvania has
pointed out that the hearings to which
reference has been made will be held
this summer. The increase in the 414~
percent statutory limit on long-ferm
Government obligations will occur very
soon, within a matter of days or weeks.
We must act now. This is a decision we
must make in the near future. I believe
the Senator has made an excellent sug-
gestion. I believe that we have an abso-
lute duty to appear before the commit-
tee. But this is not a legislative com=-
mittee; and we are confronted with an
immediate legislative challenge in the
change in the statutory limit on long-
term Federal bonds.

I am sure that there is no Member of
the Senate, and few others in the coun-
try, who are better qualified than is the
Senator from Illinois to head the com-
mittee. He is an expert economist. He
thoroughly understands monetary poli-
cies. I have no fear at all that when all
the evidence is brought before the com-
mittee, it will be seen that, within reason-
able and moderate limitations, fluctua-
tions in interest rates have a very sec-
ondary or tertiary effect on the cost of
living.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. My concern is that, when
the Senator from Wisconsin says we
must act—and I agree with him—the
only action we can take at present may
be to hold the line on the interest rate on
Government bonds.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. CLARK. Is there not, however, a
still further step which can be taken by
the Congress—by the Senate, in part—
to require the Federal Reserve Board to
exercise the powers which it has? I ask
that question in all seriousness, because
the present policy of the Board, as set
forth by its Chairman, William McChes-
ney Martin, for whom I have great per-
sonal admiration, but with whose eco-
nomic views I do not find myself in ac-
cord, is to continue what is now being
done. The Federal Reserve Board has
substantially withdrawn its support from
the Government bond market. To my
way of thinking, this is a most serious
defeet in its policy, because it has resulted
in a very extreme decline in the value of
Government bonds.

The Federal Reserve bank is the only
central bank in the entire civilized world
which, in the last analysis, is not under
the control of the Treasury of the coun-
try in which it operates. A divorce be-
tween the Federal Reserve bank and the
Treasury was pushed through in 1951,
under the kindly sponsorship of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois [Mr.
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Dovcras]. I think he still feels that he
was right in that regard. I am not at
all sure that he was.

I am wondering whether those of us
who feel as the Senator from Wisconsin
and I feel are under some obligation to
come forward with a specific piece of
proposed legislation which can change
this unhappy condition before the coun-
try gets into further difficulties than it
now faces. I wonder also whether the
primary responsibility for developing
such legislation is not in the Committee
on Banking and Currency, on which we
both serve.

Mr, PROXMIRE. We are indeed un-
der that obligation. The instant speech
was provoked by the action of the Presi-
dent, or this prospective action, as it
has been reported, according to his press
conference, that we are going to be
faced with higher interest rates, and
holding the line is the practical thing
that we must do.

There is no question that the Consti-
tution is explicit and clear. Congress
has this obligation. Monetary policy is
in our field. The Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency is the proper commit-
tee to consider it. I see no reason why
our views should not be made as em-
phatically clear as possible to the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. I believe that the
views of the Committee on Banking and
Currency, in support of the position that
the Senator from Pennsylvania and I
take, would have some weight with the
Federal Reserve Board. Furthermore, I
believe we can go further than that. Of
course it will take some hearings and
some legislation, but we can affect the
powers and policies of the Federal Re-
serve Board. I have been working on
prospective legislation of this kind for
some time.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield once more? Then I shall
not interrupt him again.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. I am wondering if some
one of us should consider the desirabil-
ity of submitting a resolution generally
to the effect that it is the sense of the
Senate that the Federal Reserve Board,
as the agent of Congress, should exer-
cise its powers in the direction of de-
creasing interest rates and supporting
the Government bond market in order
that this unfortunate condition may be
remedied. Otherwise, it would be nec-
essary to increase the interest rate
legally permissible to be paid on Gov-
ernment bonds.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator’s sug-
gestion comes as a surprise. I had not
expected it. I think it is an extremely
interesting suggestion. I should like to
study it. I think that the kind of sense-
of-the-Senate resolution which the
Senator suggests would be extremely
useful.

Congress has been trapped by tech-
nical sophistries into inereasing the cost
of financing veterans’ housing. It is
about to do the same with other Fed-
eral programs. Only recently, on the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
on which I serve, I learned that the
Farm Credit Administration found that
it had to have an increase in the statu-
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tory interest rate limit on borrowings.
Virtualy all or at least nearly all Gov-
ernment agencies are finding them-
selves in the same position.

I say it is time to stop. Here is why.
If we change the law to push up in-
terest rates on Government bonds, as
the President is about to propose, we
will encourage the Treasury to sell more
long-term bonds at higher interest rates
than the cost of short-term obligations.
This is certain. The long-term rate is
higher than the short-term rate. It is
long-term financing, which is being re-
strained by the present 414 percent
limit. This means the President’s pro-
posal would further increase the cost
of financing the national debt.

Secondly, and even more important, it
would freeze the obligation of the Fed-
eral Government into paying higher
rates over a longer period of years, and
would make it far more difficult for a
new administration taking office in 1961
to take full advantage of lower interest
rates to reduce the cost of servicing the
national debt. This would mean that
the new administration, Democratic or
Republican, for that matter, which came
into office in 1961, would be faced with
tpe higher burden of servicing our na-
tional debt, because it would be many
years before the obligations which are
selling in 1959 and 1960 would mature.

In the third place, the action which
the President seems to be proposing
would put the Federal Government into
greater competition for long-term capi-
tal with schools, hospitals, slum clear-
ance projects, municipal building of all
kinds, and homes. In doing so, it would
drive up the cost of what this country
most needs in its domestic economy.

Fourth and finally, by inereasing the
cost of financing local servieces, it would
drive up loeal taxes, and of course by in-
creasing the cost of servicing the na-
tional debt it would directly tend to un-
balance the budget and drive up Federal
taxes, or both.

Mr. President, I have a few insertions
to make. They relate directly to what
I am talking about. The first is an arti-
cle published in the Wall Street Journal
of Thursday, June 4, 1959.

The article was written by John
Grimes and Richard Madden. It deals
with the flicht of gold from this country.
In the course of the article—and I re-
gard it as an excellent and extremely im-
portant article—the argument is made
that interest rates may retard the loss
of gold and the diminution of the value
of the dollar. The argument is made
that if we keep our interest rates high
there will be less tendency for American
capital to go abroad, and there will be
a greater tendency for foreign capital to
invest in this country. Obviously the
effect of that would be to arrest the
flight of dollars and increase the flow of
foreign currencies here. That would
mean that gold would flow into this
country, rather than out of it. Fur-
thermore, it would prevent what most or
all of those who have studied this sub-
ject believe to be the prospective danger
of devaluing the dollar.

However, the Wall Street Journal in
this article states that the outflow of
gold, which has so concerned economists
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and outstanding members of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, and
others, in their judgment might well be
solved by an increase in our exports. I
think it may also be solved by a diminu-
tion of foreign aid and a sharing in such
aid and in the military burden of the
free world with some of our allies, who
are getting extremely prosperous.

This morning the New York Times
published an editorial on this issue. The
editorial talks about the objection to an
interest rate rise as more sentimental
than rational. The editorial is typical of
the objection to the position taken by
the Senator from Pennsylvania and my-
self during the colloquy and to the posi-
tion that I am taking in my speech.
The editorial argues that with free mar-
kets and free exchanges, ceilings on in-
terest rates do not last very long. How-
ever, the editorial ignores the fact that
the interest rate is established in ac-
cordance with our Constitution by the
Federal Reserve Board as the agent of
the Congress of the United States. The
Federal Reserve Board can increase in-
terest rates and it can decrease interest
rates, and it can do so by the methods I
have already discussed—by means of the
rediscount rate, open market operations,
and adjusting reserve requirements.

The Federal Reserve Board lowered
the interest rate in 1958, and it increased
it sharply in 1953 and 1954. It increased
it very rapidly in the last year. This has
nothing to do with the free market. It
has everything to do with the policy of
the Federal Reserve Board. This is the
deliberate and premeditated plan and
program of the Federal Reserve Board.
In fact, the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board has made several speeches
on it, and he has justified hard money
and high interest rates.

Many economists say more power to
them, and that it is restraining what
would otherwise be a sharp rise in the
cost of living. 1t is stated that it is anti-
inflationary. Those arguments are
wrong. In another speech, at a later
date, I shall dispute them. However,
whether that is right or wrong, the New
York Times editorial is wrong about the
free market forces. It is at least 45
years out of date, ever since 1914, when
the Federal Reserve Board was estab-
lished, because since then the Federal
Reserve, not free market forces have de-
termined the interest rate. If that is not
the job the Federal Reserve Board is do-
ing, the Governors ought to be convicted
of taking money under false pretenses,
because that is what they are hired to
do.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp an
editorial entitled “Treasury Interest
Rate.”

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

TREASURY INTEREST RATE

It is an unfortunate reflection on the eco-
nomic attitudes of some Congressmen that
the Secretary of the Treasury, Robert B.
Anderson, should have to hesitate about ask-
ing Congress for a law raising or abolishing
the 414-percent ceiling on the interest that
can be paid on Treasury bonds of § years or
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more. The only right thing to do is raise
the

At the moment, the yields set by the
marketplace—reflecting the supply of and
the demand for long-term borrowed capi-
tal—are higher than 41; percent, meaning
that today the Treasury could not sell a
bond. This is an extremely unsound posi-
tion te be in for any length of time. Fund-
ing of the mnational debt at appropriate
moments is one important weapon in the
battle against a new round of inflation.

Even though the leaders of Congress have
been sounded out on the matter, Mr. An-
derson and President Eisenhower continue
to insist that no final decision to submit
the necessary request has been made. It ap-
pears obvious that they fear a legislative
Donnybrook over this ancient issue. There
is a very deep-rooted strain in the Ameri-
can political conscience about interest rates,
dating all the way back to Andrew Jackson
and even earlier. While there is little out-
right “cheap money"” sentiment any more,
there remalns a sort of elemental belief that
things are mot right with the world if the
U.S. Government has to pay more than 414
percent to borrow money.

The attitude, however, is more sentimen-
tal than rational. In the first place, today's
interest rates are high by comparison only
with the recent past. There is no magic by
which Congress or anyone else can force
rates down for any length of time. In a sys-
tem relying upon free markets and free ex-
change, ceilings on prices or interest rates
simply do not work for long.

There will be no disaster from a rise in
Government borrowing costs, but there could
be serious trouble if the Government is
foreclosed indefinitely from sellilng any
security longer than 5 years to maturity.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. I
refer to another article, published in the
Wall Street Journal of June 3, 1959.
The article clearly concedes that a
higher statutory limit would make pri-
vate borrowing more costly, and that is
a part of the burden of my remarks.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
articles and editorial, which I have dis-
cussed, published in the Recorp at this
point, as a part of my remarks, and I
yield the floor.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 4, 1959]

GoLp oN THE Go—U.S. HOARD STILL SHRINKS
Bur Most Ecowomists PreEpict A RE-
VERSAL—THEY BANK ON EXPORT SURGE
LaTER 1IN 19590, DENY NEED For DoLLar DE-
VALUATION—RX: BALANCE FEpERAL BUDGET

(By John Grimes and Richard Madden)

An armored truck pulls out through the
double steel doors of the U.S. Assay Office
near New York City's waterfront and purrs
off to another fortress-like building in the
city’s financial district—the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York.

The five-block trip, which is being made
frequently these days, has significance he-
cause it represents the gold “outflow” from
the United States that Governmental finan-
cial officials and business leaders all over the
world are watching.

When a forelgn government buys gold
from the United States, the metal merely is
taken out of the Treasury's stock at the
Assay Office and toted over to the fifth sub-
basement of the Federal Reserve Building,
where it {8 put in a locked cage earmarked
for the foreign government. The gold
doesn’t physically leave the country—but
that doesn’t diminish the importance of the
transfer of ownership.
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RECORD LOSS IN 1958

In 1958 the United States in this way lost
$2.3 billion of gold, a record for any one
year. And this year the flow has continued,
though more slowly, with some $350 million
trickling out, about $235 million of it since
mid-April, To assess the significance of this
trend—and prospects for its continuance—
the Wall Street Journal talked with Federal
officials, bankers and other financial au-
thorities both in the United States and
abroad. The consensus:

The United States will continue to lose
gold through 1959 and perhaps into 1960, but
at a decreasing rate. The outflow then is
likely to be reversed.

Contributing to the reversal will be a pick-
up in U.S. exports later this year, in the be-
Hef of most of the authorities interviewed.
In addition as trade with the United States
grows, foreigners will tend to retaln some-
what larger dollar balances in the United
States and will use fewer dollars to buy gold
from Uncle Sam.

The current gold outflow is not likely to
push the United States into boosting the
price of gold and thus devaluing the dollar.
And the dollar will remain the world's lead-
ing currency.

Why the gold outflow? *“It's baslcally
simple,” says one New York money man.
“As a nation, we're buylng more from others
and glving away to others more than we're
selling.” Put another way, while U.S, mer-
chandise exports still exceed merchandise
imports, the resulting mnet income 1isn't
enough to pay for U.S. foreign aid, the Gov-
ernment’s military expenditures abroad and
the growing rate of new investments being
made abroad by U.S. private interests.

SMALLER TRADE SURFLUS

Up to nmow, there's nothing in U.8. trade
figures that points to a reversal of the gold
outflow. In the first quarter of this year,
the merchandise trade surplus fell to $600
million, compared with $1.2 billion in the
like period a year earlier. Exports still were
running below a year ago while imports
were holding at a high level.

A minority of the authorities interviewed
look for exports to continue at about the
present level through 1959, or perhaps de-
cline still more, causing the gold outflow to
continue indefinitely. They point to grow-
ing competition from Germany, Japan, and
other nations. And they argue that the
TUnited States, largely because of rising wage
costs, is pricing itself out of many markets.

But most authorities take n more optimis-
tic view.

U.S. EHARE 1S STABLE

Edward M. Bernstein, an economist who
was formerly an assistant to the Secretary
of the Treasury of the United States and
later director of research and statistics at
the International Monetary Fund, has fig-
ured the percentage of the world’s export
trade done by the United States every year
in the present decade. The percentage was
17.7 percent in 1950, and it was 17.2 percent
in 1958. In between, the figure had been as
low as 17 percent in 1953 and 10854, and as
high as 19.4 percent in 1957, when the Suez
crisis caused an abnormal bulge in oil ex-
ports.

“As business begins to expand in Western
Europe (following a 1958 recession there)
and continues to expand in Canada,” says
Mr. Bernstein, “U.S. exports will probably
show a cyclical recovery later this year and
perhaps a considerable expansion next year.”

Arthur Marget, head of the Federal Board’s
Division of International Finance, agrees.
He says, "It seems to me that it is difficult to
speak with assurance of & widespread lack
of competitiveness of U.8. exports when that
competitiveness is not even being allowed
to be tested as a result of discriminatory re-
strictions against U.S. exports” by other na-
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tions. Another financial authority predicts
the decision of Great Britaln to end or
reduce import restrictions against U.S. goods
next Monday will be reflected in some im-
provement in shipments to that country in
the second half of this year.

AID FROM SMALL CARS?

One foreign trade specialist predicts that
the new small cars which the big three auto
makers here are going to bring out this fall
and winter will cut into imports of foreign
cars, and might stimulate auto exports,

Besides the hope for larger exports, two
other factors are relied on to lower the out-
flow of gold this year. One is that borrowing
here has become less attractive to foreigners
than last year because interest charges have
risen. The Federal Reserve discount rate, re-
flecting this, stands at 3%; percent, compared
with only 13; percent a year ago. Floating
of foreign securities issues here picked up
last year to $950 million from less than $600
million in 1957, and any decline this year
would reduce the funds going into foreign
hands from this source,

The higher interest rates here also would
tend to persuade foreign government officials
to keep more of their foreign exchange re-
serves in U.S. Government securities and less
in gold. “It’s business-like from their stand-
point,” says a British official in London, “as
gold earns nothing while U.S. Treasury 8-
month bills earn 3 percent and 8-month
bills almost 4 percent, as against only 1 per-
cent for both a year ago.”

No less an suthority than Per Jacobsson,
managing director of the International
Monetary Fund, remarks that European
countries are in stronger shape than last
year and the year before, and are adopting
expansionist policles, including lowered in-
terest rates, while U.S. authorities seem
likely to hold to tighter credit policies and
continue efforts to balance the Federal bud-
get. In this situation, he says, “the pros-
pects are that the outflow of gold from the
United States may be moderated, if not re=
versed.”

BUILDING RESERVES

Another factor, which Washington experts
count on to reduce the outflow this year, is
that much of the 1958 accumulation of
dollars abroad landed in the hands of gov-
ernments that like to hold a high propor-
tlon of their hard-currency reserves in gold.
The United Kingdom, especially, started
1958 with an unusually low proportion of
reserves in the form of gold, but now has
restored its balances to more than 90 per-
cent gold.

The buildup of Britain’s reserves also was
motivated in part by an agreement of Inter-
national Monetary Fund member countries
to contribute additional gold to IMF capital
funds. Britain paid its $162 million share
last month.

Britain holds not only its own gold re-
serves but those of the sterling area nations
which have close currency ties with the
United Kingdom. These other sterling area
nations were scheduled to contribute an
additional $114 million of gold to the IMF,
80 they may have been adding to the sterling
area gold reserves in anticipation of this
payment. As far as is known now, no gold
purchases for these purposes will be neces-
sary again., On the other hand, the United
States’ own contribution to the FPund, when
it is paid In a few months, doubtless will
pull the U.S. gold stock below $20 million
for the first time since 1940,

A GOLD PRICE RISE?

As the United States continues to lose gold,
some finaneial authorities are predicting that
one day the United States will have to raise
the dollar price of the metal—a move that
would require an act of Congress. *“A price
increase would make the foreigners less
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eager to buy—just as you can cut down the
demand for anything by increasing its
price,” says an advocate of this move. “In
addition,” he goes on, “it would automati-
cally increase the value of our gold reserves
as backing for our money and banking
system.”

Another argument advocates of such a
move put forward is that, by increasing the
number of dollars an ounce of gold could be
exchanged for, it would cut American prices
in terms of gold and other currencies. Such
a change, they believe, would stimulate our
exports and thereby improve our balance of
payments. The gold outflow then would
halt, they claim.

However, most international economists
and officlals dispute the need for any such
action. Says one, In Washington: *“The
United States could pay off all foreign short-
term dollar claims in gold and still have
gold left. But look at Britain. It owes for-
eign balances amounting to three times its
gold reserve.”

These economists also disagree that a
gold price boost would accomplish anything.
In fact, they warn, it might do more harm
than good. For one thing, they believe other
nations would quickly devalue their cur-
rencies correspondingly, so that our supposed
export advantage would be canceled. In ad-
ditlon, they insist it wouldn't even discour-
age gold buying, because it would destroy
confidence in the dollar, built up over many
years of stability, and make foreigners even
more anxious to put their funds into gold,
despite the higher price, than into dollars.

IMPACT OF DEVALUATION TALK

Some economists claim it would be espe-
cially foolish at the present time for the
United States to consider devaluation. Even
talk of devaluation could lead to a step-up
in the gold outflow, they say.

“The expectation of a change in the price
of gold would bring a run on gold,” says a
Government official. *“‘The key to preventing
a run is confidence in the U.S. dollar and
confidence on the part of foreigners in a
constant dollar price for gold.”

As to whether there lsn't already a sort
of run, he snorts his disagreement. “Last
year the foreigners bought $2.3 billion of
gold but they also added $1 billion to their
dollar assets here. And this year those dol-
lar assets have increased further. Do you
say a bank is suffering a run if its deposits
increase?”

And Dr. Karl Blessing, president of one of
West Germany’s big banks, the Bundesbank,
sald in a speech the other day that "I do
not share the view that the dollar might be
devalued.” Other nations and peoples, he
went on, must keep a great part of their
present $16 billion of short-term dollar funds
in the United States as working balances for
use in current business transactions, and
therefore cannot convert them into gold.
“Hence I am confident,” he added, “that the
dollar, in the future as in the past, will re-
main the leading world currency. America's
productive capacity 1s so great that it can
compensate for and overcome temporary fi-
nancial or monetary weaknesges."

This matter of America’s productive ca-
paclty, most economists agree, lies at the
root of the question of how the dollar will
stand up. But some economists disagree in
part with Dr. Blessing, claiming in the cur-
rently popular phrase that inflation here
has raised our costs so much “we are pricing
ourselves out of world markets.” The first
evidence, it is sald, came when our 1958
exports fell to $17.7 billlon, from $20.7 bil-
lion in 1957.

If our exports fall to come back for some
prolonged period of time, says a trade special-
ist, “we might get to the point where de=-
valuation is needed.” But he adds: “The
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United States wouldn't gain anything by
devaluation to improve its competitive
standing because other nations would just
do the same and nothing would be
changed.” The conclusion of such analysts
is that what we need is balanced Govern-
ment budgets and stability in wages and
prices to keep our costs and hence the prices
of our exports from climbing all the time.
That’s the only real solution, they claim.

The drive of the Eisenhower administra-
tion to balance the Federal budget for 1959—
60 has been based in part on the ground
that this Nation's competitive position in
export markets needs to be bolstered by
stopping inflation at home. William Mec-
Chesney Martin, Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, was one of the first Washing-
ton officials to make this point publicly, and
the President himself has used the argu-
ment.

There are a number of other possible steps
the Government could take to try to curb
the gold outflow.

The Government can impose new restric-
tlons or tariffs on imports. The most re-
cent such action was to set quotas on for-
eign petroleum coming into the country.
However, this kind of thing is a double~
edged sword, warns one trade speclalist.
"The United States can't block imports and
then cry about restrictions on U.S. goods,”
he adds. “We're too rich a Natlon for that.”

Another possible move would be to cut
forelgn aid. This is composed of two
kinds—foreign aid spent abroad and foreign
aid spent here for goods to be shipped out.
To the extent it’s spent here, most officials
object that such action would reduce ex-
ports to the same extent. And, of course,
they're afraid of the political repercussions.

THE COMMON DEFENSE

One Government official who favors foreign
ald cuts also suggests urging nations which
are in improved financial shape—those that
have been adding to their gold and dollar
assets—to start helping the United States
support the underdeveloped nations. “They
should shell out more money for the com-
mon defense of the free world,” he maintains.

Mr. Bernstein, taking much the same line,
puts the principal blame for the U.S. gold
outflow on the U.S. Government's military
and other spending and grants abroad. These
grew steadily, he shows, from less than $4
billion in 1950 to more than &8 billion in 1958.
He favors greatly reduced ald and expendi-
tures for Western Europe.

Also an important factor in the gold out-
flow is the investment of American private
funds abroad. On a net basis this outflow
has grown from a little more than $1 billion
a year in the early nineteen hundred and
fifties to around $3 billion in the last 3 years.

But no one advocates interfering with
this trend. There is even a bill up in Con-
gress now to encourage such investment by
deferring the income tax on American busi-
nesses established abroad until they send
their earnings back home. And the Treasury
favors the bill if it is limited to investments
in underdeveloped nations.

“The effect of these investments outside
the country on the gold flow ultimately will
be favorable,” says an economist. “Most
American companies with new foreign oper-
ations haven't yet brought back the profits
but have plowed them back into the estab-
lishments over there. When they start
bringing the money home it will make a big
difference,”” He figures American assets
abroad total close to $60 billion, including al-
most $20 billion of Government assets, while
total foreign assets here, including those of
foreign governments, are only $20 billion,

THIRD OUTFLOW SINCE 1949
The current gold outflow is the third since
1049, when the U.S. gold stock reached its
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record high of $24.56 billion. In 1950 Amer-
ica’s merchandise trade surplus fell to $1.4
billion from $5.4 billion in 1949, and in
1950 the United States lost $1.7 billlon of
gold.

In 1051 and 1952 there was a small inflow,
but in 1953 U.S. outlays abroad had risen so
much that the Nation lost $1.2 billlon of
gold even though its merchandise trade sur-
plus was $4.9 billion. There were only small
losses for the next 2 years, and in 1956 and
1957, when the trade surplus climbed to
$6.5 billion, and then to $7.8 billion, the
trend was reversed and more than $1 billion
of gold came in.

But in 1058, having gotten accustomed to
spending abroad in the style of 1956 and
1957, the United States lost $2.3 billion of
gold in spite of a merchandise trade surplus
of §5 billion. That brought the U.B. gold
stock down to $20.6 billion, a net loss since
1949 of $4 billlon. The 19568 outflow has
continued into this year.

The importance to the United States of
the outflow of gold lies in the fact that our
whole money and bank system by law is
based on gold. The correct definition of a
U.S. dollar is that it is one thirty-fifth of an
ounce of gold. This rigid value for the dol-
lar is maintained by the policy of the United
States Treasury, which stands ready to buy
gold at $34.9126 an ounce, and sell it at
$35.0875, the difference being for the costs of
handling.

On top of this, the banking law of this
country requires that a reserve of gold be
maintained in the Federal Reserve S:
equal to 26 percent of the system’s liabili-
ties, consisting of the cash deposits belong-
ing to its member banks and the amount of
paper currency issued. At present the U.S.
gold reserve of $20 billion or so is 44 percent
of the total of those two liabilities, far above
the legal minimum.

STIFFER INTEREST RATES—CRASH PROGRAM TO
JUGGLE U.S. DEBT MAY HAVE IMPACT ON ALL
BUSINESS—LIFTING CEILINGS ON FEDERAL
BoNDs MaAY MAKE PRIVATE BORROWING MORE
CoOSTLY—SWITCH AwAY FroM STOCKS?

(By Alan L. Otten and John A. Grimes)

WasHINGTON.—The Eisenhower adminis-
tration is putting together an urgent pro-
gram designed to help solve Uncle Sam's
mounting debt problem by allowing the
Treasury to pay higher interest rates on
Government securities.

These proposals which would be of broad
significance to the general economy, may go
to Congress this week. They would:

Eliminate, or at least increase, the 41j
percent interest rate ceiling on marketable
securities due in more than 5 years.

Remove, or at least raise the 3%} percent
ceiling on Treasury savings bond interest
rates.

Ralse the debt ceiling itself to $290 billion
or $205 billlon. Under present law the debt
limit drops on June 30 to $283 billion from
the existing temporary limit of $288 billion.

“TIGHT MONEY" DEBATE

President Eisenhower’s request, if current
thinking is followed through, would intens-
ity the congressional debate on what Demo-
crats call the Government's “tight money
policy.” But the best judgment in Congress
yesterday was that, after all the shouting,
the legislators will go along with some in-
crease in the interest rate ceilings.

High officials insisted that no final de-
cision has been reached on asking Congress
for more leeway In fixing interest rates.
But congressional leaders, after a secret
‘White House meeting Monday night, agreed
there was no doubt the administration,
finally, has just about decided to ask Con-
gress for higher interest rate limits.
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If Congress es and the Treasury
then boosts the interest rates it offers on its
securities, the xmpnct could be broad:

Businessmen almost certainly would face
higher bond borrowing costs; the Treasury
competes directly with them for funds.

As Interest rates rose on Treasury and
corporate bonds, a growing number of inves-
tors might switch funds from the booming
stock market into bonds.

Higher savings bond interest rates could
stimulate lagging sales of these securities
and perhaps induce banks and savings and
loan assoclations to offer higher rates to
savers,

Payment of higher interest rates would
boost the Treasury's debt management costs,
already a sizable budget item.

If the Treasury steps up sales of long-
term securities, this action, like higher sales
of savings bonds, would aid the adminis-
tration’s fight against inflation.

MORE LONG-TERM BONDS?

The administration’s concern over infla-
tion is one factor that is pushing it toward
asking for higher interest rate ceilings.
With higher cellings, Treasury officials be-
lieve they would be able to sell substantial
amounts of long-term securities to nonbank
investors. Tn recent months, the Treasury
has been relying chiefly on short-term
issues, which are purchased largely by com-
mercial banks.

When a nonbank investor buys a Govern-
ment security, he pays for it by taking funds
from his bank; the total money supply is
unchanged. When a bank buys a U.S. se-
‘curity, it pays for it by setting up an ac-
count on its books for the Treasury. As the
Treasury draws checks on this account to
pay for goods and services, the money supply
grows. If the money supply grows faster
than the supply of available goods and serv-
ices, the result is inflation.

Sales of more long-term securities also
would benefit the Treasury in a highly prac-
tical way. As the average maturity of the
debt increased, the Treasury would have to
make fewer trips to the market to refinance
existing securities. It also would have more
control over the timing of new issues; with
maturities spread farther apart, the Treas-
aury would find it easier to step into the
market to refinance an issue in advance if
it decided market conditions were favorable.
The whole debt management job would be
simplified.

COMPETITIVE FACTORS

The Treasury in recent months has had
difficulty selling long-term securlities for two
reasons: Investors' worry over inflation and
growing competition from stocks and cor-
porate bonds. For example, underwriters
today are offering to the public $50 million
of Public Service Electric & Gas Co. 30-year
bonds at a price to yield the investor 5 per-
cent—well above the top yield avallable on
Treasury bonds.

Many private investors have been buying
stocks heavily in preference to either corpo-
rate or Government bonds. BSuch investors
reason that inflation would push up the
prices of stocks along with the value of all
other property.

‘With business recovering, the Treasury
faces the prospect of Increasing private com-
petition for the lender’s dollar. The Treas-
ury also is running into growing competition
from State and local borrowing in securities
whose interest is free of Federal taxes. In-
terest on U.B. Government securities, of
course, is taxed both by States and by Uncle
Sam himself. Still another potent competi-
tor for Treasury bonds is the Government-
backed housing mortgage, which ylelds 65
percent or better.

If the Treasury offers long-term bonds at
higher interest rates, the first result would
be a drop in prices of existing Treasury
bonds and & resulting rise in ylelds on such
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securities. “If the Treasury offers a 414~
percent long-term bond—and they'd have to
offer at least that much to find many buy-
ers—prices of other Treasury issues would
fall by two to four points,” predicts one New
York City bond dealer.

“If the Treasury offers higher rates, busi-
nessmen will have no cholce—they’ll have to
boost their rates if they want to sell any
bonds,” says a New York City banker.

“If the Treasury gets the authority, it will
use it,” says a New York bond market spe-
cialist. *I foresee a 4l -percent Government
issue, and that will tend to boost yields
throughout the bond market.”

The competition between Government
bonds and corporate bonds is direct. A rise
in yields on Treasury bonds would induce
many investors to buy such securities in
preference to corporate bonds—unless there
was a corresponding rise in ylelds on the
corporate issues.

The competition between stocks and bonds
is less direct, especially in a period such as
the present when inflation fears are a major
factor. But it is, nonetheless, present.

The stock market declined sharply yester-
day on the news that the Government's in-
terest ceilings might be lifted. The Dow-
Jones industrial average fell 6.06 points from
the previous close to 637.45. Brokers theo-
rized that the selling pressure that pushed
prices down yesterday came from investors
and traders who were speculating on the im-
pact of a boost in Government hond interest
rates. According to the brokers, the in-
vestors and traders figure that higher Treas-
ury interest rates would lead many investors
to switch from stocks into bonds and thus
put downward pressure on stock prices.

HIGHER YIELDS IN BONDS

Treasury bonds already offer higher yields
than many common stocks. The most recent
calculation showed that the 30 stocks com-
prising the Dow-Jones industrial average
were selling to yleld an average of about 3.14
percent, compared with the yleld of well over
4 percent avallable on existing longer-term
Government bonds.

Before the Government offers long-term
marketable bonds at higher interest rates, it
should first boost the interest rate on savings
bonds, many New York Ciity bankers say.
“The savings bond structure, which is very
important to the economy, is teetering,” says
one banker. “If all that money slips away,
what does the Treasury do then?"”

Savings bonds outstanding at the end of
April totaled $50.8 billion, down $1.4 billion
from & year earlier. BSavings bond redemp-
tions for some time have been exceeding sales
as individuals have found more profitable
ways to invest their savings.

Many savings and loan associations are of-
fering 314 percent and more to savers, com-
pared with the 314 percent rate on savings
bonds. “If the Treasury boosted the savings
bond rate,” says one New York banker, “it
could put some pressure on savings and loan
associations and banks to boost their rates,
too.”

CUTTING THE DEBT

In addition to considering higher Treasury
interest rates, President Eisenhower and his
subordinates are thinking more and more of
using any Treasury surplus to reduce the
mammoth debt rather than to provide tax
relief. To a lesser extent, this same sort of
sentiment shift is discernible in the House
and Senate.

The switch to debt reduction can be
gleaned between the lines of public pro-
nouncements of Treasury Secretary Ander-
son, Budget Director Stans, and by Mr. Eisen-
hower himself. Just recently, Mr. Stans
raised the guesion, “When will we ever begin
to reduce our $285 billion public debt” if it
isn’t done in these prosperous times?

To a large extent, the debt program ex-
plains the administration’s drive to balance
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the budget for the fiscal year that starts next
July 1. And to some extent, it also accounts
for the slowdown in Congress of Democratic
determination to force the President to spend
more than he wants to spend. Continued
budget deficits would add to the Treasury's
already heavy chores of refinancing present
issues as they fall due.

The Treasury’s idea of asking for a higher
interest rate ceiling on marketable securities
in itself indicates Mr. Anderson would like
to begin selling long-term bonds again. But
officials insisted yesterday that, even with
complete freedom, they'd have no idea of a
wholesale switch into long-term securities.
And the Treasury, like any other borrower,
likes to get its money as cheaply as pos-
sible. Interest rates on short-term securi-
ties are well below those on longer issues.

“We'll look largely at the short-term area
for the next few months,” remarks one
Treasury official.

EBEHIND THE PROPOSALS

A look at the Treasury's debt predicament
explains the urgency behind the leglslative
proposals now being prepared. In calendar
1958 the Government had to borrow $18 bil-
lion in cash, in addition to issuing $50 bil-
lion of new marketable securities in exchange
for maturing debt, excluding the regular
weekly bill sales. Of this $69 billion, only
$2.9 billion went into long-term bonds. So
far this year the Treasury has borrowed $14
billion in cash, in addition to $14.1 billion
to replace old securities. Of this $28.1 bil-
lion, only $1.5 billion has gone into long-
term securities.

For the rest of this calendar year alone,
the Treasury will have to borrow an esti-
mated $10 billion just to bridge the gap
between current expenses and tax revenues.
In addition, about $29 billion—again exclud-
ing Treasury bills—comes due and has to be
either pald off or refinanced.

Financial authorities, both in and out of
the Government, agree the Treasury would
be unable to borrow this kind of money
without sticking largely to short-term secu-
rities.

When Mr. Eisenhower came into office in
January 1953, one of his major financial
alms was to tidy up the debt—to lengthen
out maturities, for example, and to place
more of the debt in nonbank hands. Can-
didate Eisenhower emphasized his debt aims
during his 1952 campaign, including the
debt problem in his summation of “the mess
in Washington.”

On June 30, 1953, a few months after Tke
took office, the total debt stood at $226 bil-
lion. The average maturity of the market-
able debt was b years and 4 months. Of the
total $65.8 billlon was to mature within 1
year. An additional $36.2 billion was to
mature in 1 to 5 years.

On June 30 of this year, the debt 1s ex-
pected to total $285 billlon. "The average
maturity of the marketable debt is now 4
years and 8 months, or 8 months shorter
than when Mr. Eisenhower took over—and
the Treasury is fighting to hold it there. Of
the $285 billion, $76 billion will mature
within 1 year. An additional $58.2 billion
will come due in 1 to 6 years.

The Treasury insists it hasn't slipped
backward quite so much when it comes to
bank versus nonbank financing., On June 30,
1958, commercial banks held §58.8 billion,
or 22 percent of the $266 billion. As of
February 28, 1959, commercial banks held
$66 billion of the cutstanding total of $285.2
billion, or 24 percent.

Exs1sIT 1
PLEA TO CONGRESS ON DEBT EXPECTED—PRESI=-
(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

‘WasHINGTON, June 2—A Presidential re=
quest to Congress to increase or abolish the
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legal ceiling of 41, percent on Government
bonds is expected shortly, the Senate Re-
publican leader sald today.

Senator EVErReTT MCEINLEY DmxseN of Il-
linois, told of this prospect following a secret
meeting last night at the White House at-
tended by Congressional leaders of both
parties.

Senator Dmrsen sald the request would
probably also include an increase in the ceil-
ing on the national debt and some form of
improvement in the return on savings
bonds.

The Treasury continued to insist today
that no final decision has been made on the
interest ceiling. Outside of Senator DirK-
SEN, the Members of Congress present were
reluctant to talk about the meeting because
they had been pledged to secrecy.

Senator DRESEN quoted the Secretary of
the Treasury, Robert B. Anderson, as having
said last night that the need for action was
urgent at the moment, market rates of in-
terest are such that the Treasury could not
sell a bond bearing only 4!4 percent in-
terest.

The ceiling applies only to securlties ma-

turing in more than 5 years, Senator Dirx-
sEN described last night’s suggestion from
the administration as for doing away with
the ceiling altogether,
" This issue is by far the most controversial
of the three involved in the expected pro-
prosal. Congress has long known of the
need to increase the debt limit again this
year, at least on a temporary basls. Pre-
sumably there will be considerable appeal
in the idea of sweetening savings bonds for
small investors.

‘However, there is a bloc in Congress of
considerable strength that - feels strongly
about the recent upward movement of in-
terest rates generally and it can be expected
to oppose any increase.

DEMOCRATIC LEADER QUOTED

The reaction of the Democratic leadership
was not known in detail, but Senator Dirx-
SEN quoted one of the House Democratic
leaders as saying: “When there is a need, it
is the responsibility of Congress to consider
the matter seriously.”

Others at the White House last night in-
cluded Senator Lywpon B. JoHnsow, of
Texas, the Democratic leader, Representative
SaM RAYBURN, of Texas, the Speaker of the
House, and the chairmen and ranking
minority members of the House Ways and
Means Committee and Senate Finance Com-
mittee.

The celling of 4!, percent on long-term
Treasury bonds was set in 1918. The high-
est coupon on any outstanding bond is 4
percent.

However, these bonds—unlike savings
bonds—are traded freely in the market.
‘When they fall in price their effective in-
terest rate to a new buyer is higher than
the nominal rate. A number of outstand-
ing issues are now selling at prices that yield
new buyers 414 percent or more.

MUST ATTRACT BUYERS

- Thus the Treasury would have to put an
Interest rate of more than 41} percent on a
new issue to attract any buyers.
. An increase in the national debt limit
is needed, despite the reasonably good pros-
pect of a balanced budget in the forthcom-
ing fiscal year, because tax receipts are low
in the July-December period of each year.

The Treasury expects to have to borrow
$6 billion to $7 billion in the last half of
this year to cover this seasonal deficit.

The present debt is $285,000 million. It is
covered by a temporary ceiling of §288 bil-
lion, which reverts to a permanent celling of
$283 billion on June 30. At that time the
actual debt is expected to be about $285
billion.

The seasonal borrowing plus an allowance
for contingencies would require a new “tem-
porary” ceiling of about $205 billion.
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An Increase in savings bond interest, now
314 percent if held to maturity, would also
require congressional approval.

Savings bond sales have fallen off slightly
from last year's levels and redemptions have
risen,

In April, purchases of bonds were $350
million against redemptions of $453 million.
In April 1958, sales were $398 million and
redemptions, $412 million,

NATIONAL DEFENSE

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, for
years the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Symiveron] has been bringing to the
American people the truth about our
national defense.

This has been done despite a smoke-
screen of misleading statements from
this administration.

Last month, the Senator from Mis-
souri brought out that the IRBM's in
England are not operational, as they
have been advertised. When confronted
with this fact, the Department of De-
fense finally admitted to the press that
what the Senator had said was true.

The chronological history of this situ=-
ation is revealing. On November 27,
1957, Secretary of Defense McElroy told
the Senate Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee:

By making use of the production capacity
now avallable for both the Jupiter and Thor,
an operational capability can be achieved
by the end of 1958 in the United EKing-
dom (p. 194).

On December 17, 1957, Secretary of
the Air Force Douglas told the Senate
Preparedness Investigating Subcommit-
tee:

" In my prepared statement, I said that we
would have an operational unit of IRBM’'s
in December of 1958 (p. 869).

- On November 18, 1958, Secretary of
the Air Force Douglas told the Bankers
Club of Chicago:

The first Thor missiles are already in Eng-
land and the first squadron will be opera-
tional in December, as scheduled.

On January 23, 1959, General Twin-
ing, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, gave the following testimony to
the Defense Subcommittee of the House
Appropriations Committee:

Mr. MaHON (chairman). * * * who is in
the best position in 1859 from the standpoint
of the employment of missiles in an all-out
war?

General Twining, The United States, by
far. We have Thors up there which are just
as effective or more effective than those
ICBM's. They are located in England. An
IRBM will no doubt be more accurate and
-carries just as big a warhead. We have them
-sitting there and ready to go.

On February 20, 1959, Admiral Burke,
Chief of Naval Operations, in a speech
to the Charleston, S.C., Chamber of
Commerce, said:

The United States has the ability, right
now, in being, to destroy the Soviet Union.
We can do it in several ways and several
times over with our powerful Strategic Air
Command of the U.S. Air Force, with carrier
striking forces of the U.S. Navy, with tacti-
cal air, and with intermediate range bal-
listic missiles.

On March 12, 1959, General White,
Chief of Staff of the Air Force, told the
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Senate Preparedness Investigating Sub-
committee:

They [the British] have the first of their
missiles [IRBM's] on launch pads which they
consider to be operational and ready to be
fired (p. 111).

On March 16, 1959, President Eisen-
hower, in a radio-television address,
listed the Thor IRBM as one of the
“missiles now in use by our Armed
Forces.”

On April 28, 1959, the Senator from
Missouri [Mr, SymincTon] told the Na-
tional Press Club:

Last January the Chalrman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff testified there were Inter-
mediate-range ballistic missiles in England
“which are just as effective or more effective
than those ICEM's" and that these Ameri-
can IRBM's were “sitting there and ready
to go.”

Ten weeks after that statement was made
to the Congress, I visited that IRBM base
of ours in England which was nearest to
completion. .

There was nothing "ready to go.”

There was nothing which met operational
standards.

There was nothing adequately dispersed.

The entire installation was literally a sit-
ting duck for sabotage.

On April 30, 1959, the New York Times
published an article which in part said:

A Defense Department spokesman sald
today that Pentagon officlals had never
meant to imply that the entire weapons in«
stallation in Britaln was combat ready.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the entire article printed
at this point in the REcORD.

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

IRBM, Nor Bases, Samn To B REApY—PEN-
TAGON SPoEKESMAN HINTS SymMineToN Was
CORRECT ON BRITAIN—DENIES DECEIT

WasHINGTON, April 20.—There are prob-
ably no complete intermediate-range bal-
listic missile installations in Britain, with
weapons, launching platforms and trained
crews ready to fire, it was indicated at the
Pentagon today.

The Defense Department refused to coms-
ment officially on charges by Senator STUART
SymincToN, Democrat of Missouri, that the
Nation had been misled in belleving that
the U.S.-equipped IRBM bases in Britain
were operationally ready.

The Senator specifically cited testimony
by Gen. Nathan F. Twining, Chalrman of
the Joint Chlefs of Staff, who told a con-
gressional committee last January that the
1,500-mile weapons delivered to Britain were
“ready to go.”

A Defense Department spokesman said to-
day that Pentagon officials had never meant
to imply that the entire weapons installa-
tion in Britain was combat-ready. In proms-
ising operational readiness of the missiles
in Britain, officials here merely referred to
the missile itself, and not to the allied equip-
ment, the spokesman sald.

The Defense Department spokesman noted
that last September, at least 2 months be-
fore the original target date of December
1958, the first Thor IRBM was delivered by
airplane to Britaln.

It was a fully tested missile, capable of
being launched with an atomic warhead.
Its delivery, with those of an unspecified
number of other missiles in the weeks that
followed, fulfilled the implicit promise to the
public in officlal statements, the spokesman
declared.

Under the terms of the British-United
States agreement, it was emphasized, the
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British were responsible for the construction
of the bases. Moreover, the terms of the
agreement called for the firing by British
crews, with the nuclear warheads in the
hands of U.S. officials.

The British crews did not arrive for train-
ing in this country until March 1958. The
first British crew did not successfully fire a
test missile until last month at Vandenberg
Alr Force Base in California.

MAY NOT BE READY TILL 1960

One estimate at the Pentagon was that
the IRBM installations in Britain would not
be fully operational—in the sense that ev-
erything was ready—until perhaps the end
of 1960.

The Thors, developed by the Air Force, are
the first intercontinental range ballistic mis-
sile weapons to be completed and deployed
to operating sites by the United States.
Another weapon, the Jupiter, developed by
the Army, has also been completed. It is
slated for deployment to an IRBM base in
Italy.

The arrangements for British IRBM bases
were initiated at the end of 1956. The final

ent was not signed by the United
States and Britain until February 24, 1968,
Over the last few years, leading U.S. officials,
including President Elsenhower, have re-
ferred to the operational readiness of the
Thor missile.

Actually, the final test of the missile, de-
claring it a combat-ready device, was made
last June at the testing center in Cape
Canaveral, Fla. But most military officials
stated simply that the Thors would be op-
erational at the British bases by December
1968.

The prevalling impression here has been
that by declaring the Thors operational in
Britain, officials have indicated that these
weapons were capable of being fired, should
war break out suddenly.

The possibility that the deployment of the
operational missiles to British sites did not
mean that they could be fired at those sites
appears not to have been brought out until
Senator SyMINGTON's speech yesterday.

The Senator had been a consistent critic
of the administration’s defense policies.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, on
May 1, 1959, the Washington Post pub-
lished a UPI story quoting Secretary of
Defense McElroy to the effect that “none
of these missiles is ready for immediate
countdown and firing.” The article goes
on to say that Secretary McElroy “ac-
knowledged that the missiles could be
fired only after a number of hours had
passed because they were in ‘training
condition.’ ”

Also on May 1, 1959, the New York
Times published an article written by a
Jack Raymond, which quoted Secretary
McElroy’'s admission that the IRBM's
were not ready and operational.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that these two articles be printed in full
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 1, 1059]

BriTaiN Has THORS, CAN'T FIRE THEM

Defense Secretary Neil H. McElroy ac-
knowledged yesterday that U.S. 1,500-mile-
range ballistic missiles based in England are
not ready for immediate firing.

He said in a statement that the Thor mis-
siles are “in training condition" and “can be
fired only after the passage of a number of
hours."

“Thus,” he added, “none of these missiles
lnsr gsezﬂiy for immediate countdown and
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McElroy's statement was prompted by a
charge made Tuesday by Senator STUART
SyMIiNGTON (Democrat, Missouri), that the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had
misled Congress on whether the British-
based missiles were operational.

SyMINGTON told the National Press Club
that Gen. Nathan F. testified last
January that the missiles were “ready to go.”
Yet, SymincTON sald, he personally discov-
ered 10 weeks later by visiting the base most
nearly completed that nothing was ready to

McElroy's statement said “there has been
no problem in delivering the committed
numbers of missiles to the British bases.”

But he said there has been a “somewhat
longer time required to prepare the bases
and to install ground equipment than was
originally anticipated.

“Moreover, the British Royal Air Force,
which is the receiving agency, has deter-
mined that the best way to use the first mis-
siles delivered and set up at the British
bases is for training purposes.”

He then acknowledged that the missiles
could be fired only after a number of hours
had passed because they were in ‘“training
condition.” He did not specify how many
hours.

[From the New York Times, May 1, 1959]

IRBEM'S 1N BRITAIN UNREADY FOR WaR—Mc-
ELrOoY CONFIRMS CHARGE—SAYS BUILDING
oF Bases Has DELAYED PROGRAM

(By Jack Raymond)

WasHineTON, April 30.—None of the inter-
mediate range ballistic missiles sent to Brit-
ain is ready for immediate combat use, Neil
H. McElroy confirmed tonight.

The original target date for operational
readiness of the BPBritish-based 1,500-mile
range ballistic missiles was December 1958.
The United States began sending the first
of some 60 Thor IRBM's in September.

However, the Secretary of Defense said
tonight that there had been somewhat lon-
ger time required to prepare the bases and
to install ground equipment than was orig-
inally anticipated.

Mr. McElroy's statement was issued in re-
sponse to a question based on a charge by
Senator STUART SYMINGTON, Democrat of Mis-
souri, that the U.S. public had been misled
into believing that the British bases were
operational.

In the last 2 days since the Senator
made his charge some Pentagon spokesmen
have said that a number of IRBM’s in Brit-
ain were ready for war use, others sald they
were not. But no officials would be quoted.

Assoclates of Mr. McElroy and Gen. Na-
than F. Twining, chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, said that they had considered
a reply to the accusation but had decided to
“clam up"” so that the story would quiet
down. Murray Snyder, Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Public Affairs, is understood
to have persuaded Mr. McElroy to issue the
statement.

It follows:

“Some questions have been raised as to
whether the Thor intermediate range bal-
listic missiles on English bases are opera-
tional.

“There has been no problem in delivering
the committed number of missiles to the
British bases. There has, however, been
somewhat longer time required to prepare
the bases and to install ground equipment
than was originally anticipated.

“Moreover the British Royal Air Force,
which is the receiving agency, has deter-
mined that the best way to use the first
missiles delivered and set up at the British
bases is for training purposes.

“Missiles in training condition can be fired
but only after the passage of a number of
hours, Thus none of these missiles are ready
for immediate countdown and firing.
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“It is not intended that we in this country
will announce when Thor missiles are opera-
tional in England, because the determina-
tion of this will naturally bhe made by the
deploying service—the Royal Air Force.”

Senator SYyMINGTON, Who criticized the lack
of security and insufficient dispersal of the
missile installations he visited at a base in
Britain, charged tonight that the bases were
so close to public areas that it would be hard
to protect them against sabotage.

He said this was true, too, of the United
States’ own bases and elsewhere that have
not been hardened or put underground.

The Senator, a former Secretary of the
Air Force, has been a critic of administration
defense policies.

This was that statement by General Twin-
ing to which Senator SYMINGTON took excep-
tion:

“We have Thors up there which are just as
effective or more effective than those ICEM’s.
[A reference to Soviet long-range missiles.]
They are located in England. An IRBM will
no doubt be more accurate and carries just as
big a warhead. We have them sitting there
and ready to go.”

General Twining sald this in response to a
question at a hearing January 23 by the
House Appropriations Subcommittee on De-
fense Appropriations.

One of the chief reasons for earlier Penta=
gon reluctance to comment on Senator Sym-
INGTON'S charges, it was sald, was that It
might have provided him with political ma-
terial as a potential presidential candidate.

Mr. McElroy planned originally to wait
until called before the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee for Defense on Monday to
present his comment on the IRBM charges.

Earlier, the Air Force sald that its record
indicated it had never declared the Thor
operational.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, this
is an astonishing situation. It is hard
to understand why the top responsible
officials of our Defense Department con-
tinued to assert that the IRBM's in Eng-
land were operational, when they were
not operational.

Despite this recent admission by the
Secretary of Defense, the Washington
Post and Times Herald, on May 8, pub-
lished an Associated Press article bear-
ing the headline, “Thors in Britain Now
Ready, Douglas Says.”

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

THORS IN BRITAIN Now READY, DOUGLAS SAYS

Secretary of the Air Force James H. Doug-
las told Senators yesterday that Thor inter-
mediate-range missiles—able to drop nu-
clear warheads on Soviet Russia—are now
on launchers in England available for emer-
gency use if needed.

Just back from a flying trip overseas,
Douglas told a Senate appropriations sub-
committee there had been delays in the
original plan to have these 1,500-mile mis-
siles operational last December,

Douglas sald the powerful missiles have
been delivered to England for use by the
Royal Alr Force, crews are busy training,
and some weapons actually are on the
launchers at one site.

The testimony was a follow-up to a re-
cent disagreement between the Pentagon
and Senator StuarT SyYyMINGTON, Democrat,
of Missouri, a frequent critic of administra=-
tion defense actions.

Gen, Nathan Twining, chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, said in a January re-
port to Congress that missiles in Britain
were “sitting there ready to go.”
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Ten weeks later SymineTOoN sald in a Na-
tional Press Club Speech that he was just
back from a visit to the base most nearly
completed and found nothing “ready to go,”
nothing that met operational standards or
was adequately dispersed.

Secretary of Defense Neil McElroy con-
ceded in a statement 2 days later that none
of the weapons was ready for immediate
firing. He sald the British chose to set up
the first missiles delivered for training pur-
poses, and in that condition it would take
some hours to fire one,

Douglas testified that the longer range in-
tercontinental Atlas ballistic missile will be
operational in June at Vandenberg Air Force
Base on the Pacific Coast.

“The first Atlas will be deployed at Van-
denberg in June of this year,” Douglas sald
as he reported good progress on the Air
Force missile and aircraft programs in gen-
eral.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the
article was based upon the prepared
statement which Secretary of the Air
Force Douglas presented the Senate De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee on
May 7.

Under questioning about the language
in his statement, however, Secretary
Douglas admitted that the Thor missiles
were not ready. A part of this testimony
is as follows:

Senator SymIiNeTON. On page 6 of your
prepared statement * * * yousay “an emer-
gency capability to launch against targets
after a period of preparation has existed
and will continue to exist through the pro-
jected training phase.” Apparently you are
referring to the IRBM situation in England.

Secretary Dovucras, That is right.

- - - L] -

Benator SYmiNeToN. What do you mean by
a “period of preparation"?

Secretary Doucras. I would rather go into
that in & security hearing, Senator, if I
might. I think I could be quite accurate.

Senator SymineronN. You used the phrase.
This is a matter I have studied at length,
I would not want your opening statement
to be misleading.

Secretary Doucras. I certainly don’t want
my statements to be misleading.

Senator SymingToN. I want to know if you
will give us a rough idea of the considerable
“period of preparation.”

Secretary DoucLas. Quite a few hours,

Compare this testimony with the fact
that the Soviets have hundreds of ballis-
tic missiles capable of hitting the British
bases in a matter of a few minutes—in
a surprise attack.

To assert or imply that the British-
based IRBM’s are operational as retalia-
tory or deterrent strength, when they
could not be launched for “quite a few
hours” after the surprise attack, is
dangerously misleading.

It was for such reasons that the Brit-
ish press was denying assertions by
American officials that the Thor missiles
on their territory were operational.

In our form of government, public
opinion is considered most important in
the formulation of national policy.

Therefore the people are entitled to
the truth.

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

Mr. SMATHERS. Iyield.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Iam very grateful
to the distinguished Senator from Flor-
ida for having seen fit to make his state-
ment concerning these problems which
are incident to our national defense. I
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know the Senator from Florida will agree
with me that regardless of the decisions
which may be made by the executive
branch with respect to the national de-
fense, it is important that the people be
given all truth which will not help a
potential enemy.

Mr. SMATHERS. There can be no
question about that. It is outrageous
and completely unjustified, at any time
or upon any occasion, for the people not
to have all the truth.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Again I express
my gratitude to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Florida.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
have many times said in my own State,
and I have no hesitation to repeating the
statement here, that in my humble judg-
ment the people of the United States owe
to the able Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymincTOoN] a great debt of gratitude. I
do not know of any other person who has
done quite so much to help the United
States keep its guard up, and who not
only has kept the people of America in-
formed about the state of their prepared-
ness, so far as it has been possible to
do so, but at the same time has acted as
a sort of needle in keeping the Depart-
ment of Defense alert and on its toes,
so that all of us might be better protected
and the country better prepared.

THE VITARELLI CASE

Mr, THURMOND. Mr. President,
during the debate on the confirmation
of the nomination of Potter Stewart to be
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court,
I pointed out the dangers inherent in re-
cent decisions of the Supreme Court
concerning Communists and Commu-
nist sympathizers. I called attention to
the fact that as a result of overzealous
and unwarranted concern for the pur-
ported rights of those who look with
contempt on our republican form of
government, a series of recent decisions
of the Court has, in effect, written a
“Red Bill of Rights” in the United
States. As a result of these decisions, I
am firmly convinced that this country
has immeasurably more to fear from
Communist subversion within the United
States than it has from armed attack
from the Soviet Union. To substantiate
this conviction, I shall refer to only a
few of the recent pronouncements of the
oversolicitous Supreme Court. In the
Yates case, the Court said that anyone
may advocate the forcible overthrow of
our Government with impunity, so long
as it is in the abstract and there is no
time set for overt acts. In the Cole and
Service cases, it was held that Federal
employees may freely associate with
Communists without fear of discharge if
they hold nonsensitive jobs. Over the
protests of practically all of the States
of the Union, and of the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, the Supreme
Court held invalid all State laws con-
cerned with sedition in Pennsylvania
against Nelson. These are only a few
examples of the Court’s utter disregard
of legislative intention and attendance
to judicial “nit-picking.”

Mr. President, on Monday of this week
the Supreme Court added another
amendment to the “Red Bill of Rights”

9869

by ordering the Interior Department to
reinstate an employee it had fired twice
in the last 5 years on the ground that
his continued employment was contrary
to the best interests of national security.
As a further result of this decision, the
Federal Government will be required to
pay $30,000 in back pay to one who has
been classified as a “security risk,” who
has been in sympathetic association with
Communists or Communist sympathiz-
ers, and who the courts said had lied
about such associations before a Federal
Loyalty-Security Board inquiry. And
thus a department of the executive
branch of our Government is ordered
by the Supreme Court to reinstate an
employee whom it has already deter-
mined is in such close association with
Communists or Communist sympathiz-
ers that his continued employment is
inimical to the best interests of our
country. Judicial usurpation of power
by the present Court is not confined to
encroachments on the legislative branch;
but, as the Court’s decision in the case
of Vitarelli against Seaton so well at-
tests, it extends to the executive branch,
as well,

Mr. President, Government employees
sought to be dismissed should be given
the benefit of all procedural protections
required by applicable statute and regu-
lation. Persons so situated should be
entitled to be free from dismissal on
unconstitutional or flagrantly abusive
grounds. But no such dismissal oc-
curred in the Vitarelli case. Vitarelli
was at no time within the protection of
the Civil Service Act, the Veterans’ Pref-
erence Act, or any other statute relating
to employment rights of Government
employees. This man, who had been
classified as a “security risk,” could have
been summarily discharged at any time
by the Secretary of the Interior. The
Lloyd-La Follette Act and the Veterans’
Preference Act—the general personnel
laws—authorize dismissals for ‘such
cause as will promote the efficiency of
the service.” Thus, there was no want
of substantive authority for the dismis-
sal; and since Vitarelli was not in a
sensitive position, he was not entitled to
a hearing before a Loyalty-Security

-Board. The Supreme Court brazenly

admitted that Vitarelli could have been
summarily discharged had the Secretary
of the Interior chosen to do so. It justi-
fied the order of reinstatement to the
Department of the Interior and the pay-
ment of $30,000 on the ground that be-
cause the Interior Secretary informed
Vitarelli of the grounds on which he
was being discharged—notification of
which he was not entitled to in the first
instance—the employee was entitled to
all of the procedural requirements of
someone in a sensitive position. Mr.
President,; it is an impossibility to de-
prive a person of procedural due process
unless he is entitled to it in the first in-
stance. By its own admission, the Su-
preme Court recognized that in this case
Vitarelli was not entitled to procedural
due process. The rationale by which the
Court reached the conclusion that this
security risk must be afforded all of the
procedural requirements of one in a
sensitive position is typical of its ration-
alizations in other cases dealing with



9870

those who would overthrow our form of
government,

Lest there be any doubt that he was
exercising his authority to summarily
dismiss a subordinate in the Department
of Interior, the Secretary expunged the
Department's records of any reference
to the Communist activity of Mr. Vita-
relli, and notified him of his dismissal
in October 1956, and omitted all ref-
erence to any statute, order, or regula-
tion relating to security discharges.
There is no question whatever, Mr.
President, that the Secretary of the In-
terior had the authority to summarily
dismiss this employee, for whatever
cause he saw fit, and in a manner that
saw him removed at the earliest pos-
sible opportunity from the ranks of
Government employees. However, the
Supreme Court, in a marvelous display
of judicial gymnastics, held otherwise.
A majority of the Court said that be-
cause the 1954 dismissal was abortive,
no effect would be given to the 1956 dis-
missal, notwithstanding the fact that
the letter of dismissal was clearly with-
in the exercise of the Department’s sum=-
mary dismissal power. Even if it be
conceded that the discharge of 1954 was
invalid, the prior action did not deprive
the Secretary of the power to discharge
Vitarelli prospectively. It was a lawful
exercise of the summary dismissal pow-
er; but the Supreme Court held that it
meant, administratively, nothing. The
Court has frustrated every attempt of
the Interior Department to rid itself of
this undesirable employee. On Monday
of this week, the Supreme Court said
that not only has Vitarelli not been
validly discharged, but he is entitled to
back pay of $30,000.

How is the Federal Government to
rid itself of subversive elements within
its very ranks, Mr. President?

Typical of its opinions in recent years,
Mr. President, the Supreme Court has
once again disregarded the actualities
of the situation. The power of the Ex-
ecutive to discharge for untrustworthi-
ness or deliberate misrepresentation is
beyond dispute. The Secretary of the
Interior had unfettered authority to
summarily dismiss William Vincent Vi-
tarelli, and did so, only to have this au-
thority frustrated by the Court. In
doing so, it gratuitously transformed it-
self into a factfinding body, criticizing
the substance of the charges against
Vitarelli and the form of the questions
propounded at the security hearing. It
is not the function of the Supreme Court
to decide whether an employee is or is
not untrustworthy or a “security risk.”
The Court’s decision in the case of
Vitarelli against Seaton is another exam-
ple of an unreal interpretation by the
Supreme Court resulting in dispropor-
tionate concern for Communist sympa-
thizers and the attribution of illegality to
a lawful exercise of governmental action.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, so long
as I am sitting here as a Member of the
Senate, I would be recreant to my sense
of duty if I did not rise at this time to
make the following very brief comment:

This is not the first time, either dur=
ing this session or during previous ses=
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sions in which I have served in the Sen=-
ate or, indeed, at other times during the
long proud history of the United States,
that the highest tribunal in our Nation
has been attacked and abused and vili-
fied.

Mr. President, one of the great free-
doms the American people enjoy, both in
the Senate and outside it, is the freedom
to speak freely, regardless of whether
one is right or is wrong in what he says.
There is this difference, however: Far
more freedom of speech is permitted a
Senator, under the rules of the Senate,
than a citizen enjoys outside this Cham-
ber, under the laws which apply to him
there.

In my opinion my colleague was wrong,
wrong, wrong-—completely wrong—in the
accusations he made against the U.S.
Supreme Court.

Let the intemperate pour their spleen
upon the venerated Supreme Court of
our country. It will live in history as the
defender of the freedoms guaranteed the
American people by their Constitution,
for which the 180 million American
people will ever be grateful.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in
accordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate adjourn
until tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o'clock and 10 minutes p.m.), under the
order previously entered, the Senate ad-
journed until tomorrow, Friday, June 5,
1959, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 4, 1959:

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officers for appoint-
ment in the Regular Army of the United
States to the grade indicated, under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
sections 3284 and 3307:

TO BE MAJOR GENERALS

Maj. Gen. Leander LaChance Doan, O16839,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. John Bruce Medaris, 0395564,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Parmer Wiley Edwards, O16775,
Army of the United States (brigadler gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Martin Joseph Morin, 016911,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen, Thomas Fraley Van Natta,
017086, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen, Wehster Anderson, 017101, Army
of the United States (brigadier general, U.S.
Army).

Maj. Gen. Willlam Henry Hennig, 017122,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Mercer Christie Walter, 017151,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. John Cogswell Oakes, 017160,
Army of the United States (brigadier general,
U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Ralph Joseph Butchers, 017242,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen=
eral, U.S. Army).
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Ma). Gen. Stanhope Brasfield Mason,
017295, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Lt. Gen. Paul DeWitt Adams, 017306, Army
of the United States (brigadier general, U.S,
Army).

Maj. Gen, Walter King Wilson, Jr., 017512,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Paul Wyatt Caraway, O17639,
Army of the United States (brigadler gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Russell Lowell Vittrup, 017681,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Ralph Copeland Cooper,
017741, Army of the United States (brigadier
general, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Eugene Fodrea Cardwell, 038662,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Briard Poland Johnson, 020393,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

Maj. Gen. Robert Highman Booth, 018093,
Army of the United States (brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Army).

The following-named officer for temporary
appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grade indicated under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3442 and 3447:

TO BE BRIGADIER GENERAL
Col. Jonathan Owen Seaman, 018385, U.S.
Army.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate, June 4, 1959:
DrrLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE
Ogden Rogers Reid, of New York, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tlary of the United States of America to
Israel,
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Frederick Henry Mueller, of Michigan, to
be Under Secretary of Commerce.
Carl F. Oechsle, of Masgsachusetts, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Commerce.
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Thomas Sovereign Gates, Jr., of Pennsyl-
vania, to be Deputy Secretary of Defense.
DEPARTMENT OF THE NaAvVY
Fred A. Bantz, of New York, to be Under
Secretary of the Navy.
DEFPARTMENT OF THE AR FORCE
Joseph V. Charyk, of California, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force.
THE COMMISSION ON CIiviL RIGHTS
George M. Johnson, of California, to be a
member of the Commission on Civil Rights.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Rosel H. Hyde, of Idaho, to be a member
of the Federal Communications Commission
for a term of 7 years from July 1, 1959.
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION
Frederick Stueck, of Missouri, to be a
member of the Federal Power Commission
for the termx of 5 years expiring June 22,
1964.
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION
Earl W. Kintner, of Indiana, to be a Fed-
eral Trade Commissioner for the unexpired
term of 7 years from September 26, 1953.
U.S. CoasT GUARD
The following-named persons to the rank
indicated in the U.S. Coast Guard:
TO BE LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS
George W. Hardy, Jr.
Glenn L. Smith
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TO BE LIEUTENANTS
Maynard Fontaine
Harold W. Doan
TO BE LIEUTENANTS (JUNIOR GRADE)
Merrill K. Wood John R. Butler
Barry P. Sebralla Gerald C. Hinson
Benjamin A. Ramsey Royce R. Garrett

APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY AND IN THE
MarINE CoRPS
The following-named midshipmen (Naval
Academy) to the rank indicated in the re-
stricted line of the Navy, subject to qualifica-
tlons therefor as provided by law:
TO BE ENSIGNS

James A. Eelly

Peter S. VanNort

The following-named midshipman (Naval
Academy) to the rank indicated in the Sup-
ply Corps of the Navy, subject to qualifica-
tlons therefor as provided by law:

TO BE ENSIGN
Daniel E. Ralston
The following-named person (Naval Re-
serve Officers’ Tralning Corps to the rank in-
dicated in the line of the Navy, subject to
qualifications therefor as provided by law:
TO BE ENSIGN
Richard M. Erol
The following-named person (Naval Re-
serve Officers’ Tralning Corps) to the rank
indicated in the Supply Corps of the Navy,
subject to qualifications therefor as provided
by law:
TO BE ENSIGN
Alan G. Brown
The following-named (Naval Academy
graduate) for permanent appointment to the
rank indicated in the Marine Corps, subject
to the qualifications therefor as provided by
law:
TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANT
Arthur E. Archambault
The following-named (Army Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps) for permanent appoint-
ment to the rank indicated in the Marine
Corps, subject to the gualifications therefor
as provided by law:

TO BE SECOND LIEUTENANT
Robert M. Hall
POSTMASTERS

ALABAMA
George N, Chastang, Citronelle,
John E. Stallings, Cuba.
Talton A. Shaw, Jr., Langdale.
Marvin 8. Ward, Pine Apple.
John F. Segrest, Jr., Tuskegee.

ALASKA

Ola M. Cosgrove, Delta Junction.
Martha R. Prater, Glenallen.

ARIZONA

Roberta M. Hill, Sells.

Bessie L. Plerce, Tumacacori.
ARKANSAS

James Overton Thomson, Aubrey.

Edgar L. Fergeson, Havana.

James A, Leighton, Helena.

C. Stewart Landes, Lewlsville.

Helen G. Webb, Mountain View,

CALIFORNIA

Richard A, Wallace, Anderson,
Chester B. Schmill, Camarillo,
Norman Warren, Elk Grove.
Leslie B. Hall, Jolon.

Ada W. Stone, Lewiston.
Ralph W. Boyd, Norwalk.
Fred Judson Booth, Stockton.
Ernest G. Euhn, Sunnymead.
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COLORADO
George J. Ware, Aspen.
Robert Hayes Wardwell, Colorado Springs.
John C., Warren, Fruita.
CONNECTICUT
Clarence P, Meier, Cornwall.
FLORIDA
Sara Bryan Rogers, Live Oak.
GEORGIA
Jean H, DeLoach, Claxton.
Joseph H. Summerour, Duluth.
Oneita H. Barrett, McRae.
Edgar P. Faulkner, Tucker.
IDAHO
Leoren D. Anderson, Filer.
Inez A. Seagraves, Kingston.
ILLINOIS
Theron C. Tavenner, Freeport.
Richard D. Michael, Le Roy.
Ralph E. Wright, Rockton.
Herbert W. Danekas, West Brooklyn.
INDIANA
Alexander L. Zivich, East Chicago.
J. Clyde Garretson, Roaknoke,
IOWA
Donald L. Wilson, Colo.
Ewing E, Shiffer, Grimes.
Carl T. Ehen, Harcourt.
William C. Messinger, Menlo.
Phyllis J. Davis, St. Charles.
HKANSAS
George E. Cox, Buffalo,
Oswald E. Klassen, Elbing.
George P. Shaw, Kanopolis,
Lee M. Fraker, Winchester.
LOUISIANA
Ruel Gene Roberson, Dubach,
Ora G. Thomas, Mooringsport.
Alice H, McWilliams, Princeton,
Claude T. Cox, Vivian,
Jacqueline F. Dunn, Westlake,
MARYLAND
Agnes L. Matthews, Hughesville.
Lee Munshour, Thurmont.
MICHIGAN
Menzo A, Chapman, Blanchard,
Verla V. Wolfgang, Dansville,
Bonnie L. Smith, 5t. Helen.
MINNESOTA
Marguerite D, Manders, Big Falls.
Ruth A, Campbell, Ellendale.
Eugene J. Grady, Hoyt Lakes.
Roland S, Sorvig, Winger.
MISSISSIPPI
Arlie A. Ramsey, Clarksdale,
Harry O’Cain, Durant.
Herbert M. Herman, Mayersville.
William R. Basden, Sherman.
Tommy V, Dillard, Stonewall,
Paul L. Parker, Water Valley.
MISSOURT
Warren C. Moser, Auxvasse.
Orpha Mae Bolin, Bois D'Arc,
John R, Allison, Marceline,
MONTANA
James M. Stout, Ballantine.
Donald A. Kleppelid, Circle.
Olaf Pederson, Huntley.
NEBRASKA
James R. Fleming, Cedar Bluffs,
Roy H. Clements, Riverton.
NEW HAMPSHIRE
William J. Driscoll, Plymouth,
NEW JERSEY
Francis A, Riopel, Marlboro.
Daniel Dietz, Stanhope.
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NEW MEXICO
Virginia L. Alexander, Farmington,
Sibyl 8. Griffin, Reserve.
Julius E. Fitzner, Tucumcari,

NEW YORK

Helen M. Hlavac, Bohemia,
Davld A. Wait, Burnt Hills,
Walter M. Paul, Clark Mills,
Edna M. Beach, Cottekill.
Edwin Craft, Ellenville.
Edward O. Wood, Ilion.
Betty P. Kanar, Porter Corners.
Gladys Behr, Rocky Point.

NORTH DAKOTA

Melvin L, Tofteland, Antler.
Harold D. Dunahay, Bismarck,
Myron J. Wallin, Crosby.

‘William T. Fassett, Dunseith,
Simon H. Gimbel, Hazelton.

Leo Ketterling, Lehr.

Arnold F. Fahrer, New Rockford,
John Boyko, Stanton.

OHIO

Lloyd Gardner, Dundee.

Willlam A. Jordan, Fayetteville.

Richard J. Swain, South Zanesville,
OKLAHOMA

Virgil R. Hughes, Blanchard.

Hiram H. Wright, Paden.

Ida M. Doyle, Redrock.

Boyd A. Troop, Tuttle,

OREGON
Roger J. Thompson, Cutler City.

Juanita L. Hagen, Government Camp.
Reese D, Jenkins, Ontarlo.
PENNSYLVANIA
Harold H. Allshouse, Brookville.
Henry L. Bomberger, Elm.
Norman H. Fulton, Glenolden.
Merl W. Seavers, Hershey.
Vincent B. Segeleon, Leetsdale.
Richard C. Rader, Lititz,
Irvin V. Diffenderfer, New Holland.
Esther M. Moore, Rockhill Furnace.
SOUTH CAROLINA
Ruth L. Lawson, Buffalo.
Carl E. Burkett, Cayce.
Ralph H. Ellis, Little River.
SOUTH DAKOTA
Melvin R. Bollinger, Bowdle.
Dale A. Wiltfang, Mansfield.
TENNESSEE
Charles B. Gray, Afton.
Harold N. Tidwell, Bon Aqua.
Lloyd Dodson, Doyle.
Betty Greer Goddard, Louisville.
Erma J. Hall, Mayland.
William R. Allbritten, Puryear.
TEXAS
Arthur R. Main, Petersburg.
Trinidad Solis, San Diego.
VERMONT
Ernest A. Pike, Craftsbury.
VIRGINIA
George P. Grindstaff, Damascus.
Virginia B. German, Dunn Loring.
Wilmer J. Whitaker, Fries.
James E, Brunner, Riner.
James I. Whitlow, Sandston.
Roy M. Cleek, Warm Springs.
WASHINGTON
Dean M. Corliss, Port Orchard.
WISCONSIN
Clifford John Stuber, Cochrane,
Floyd R. Dixon, Elkhart Lake,
John R. Sargent, Gratiot.
Daniel H. Hutchison, Ontario.
WYOMING

Elizabeth L. Moore, Fort Washakle,
Hagzel M. Bennion, Meeteetse. ’
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