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phasize economic assistance to nations
such as India. Others will want to
abolish foreign aid and concentrate on
military assistance.

Our defense program, which cannot be
separated from foreign policy, will also
be widely debated. Some Members of
Congress, with considerable background
information at their disposal, will want
to step up the missile program. They
fear we are allowing the Russians to
widen the present gap. Others will in-
sist upon more emphasis on conventional
arms, arguing that if we depend entirely
upon atomic weapons it will be an invi-
tation to the Russians to start small-
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scale local engagements which cannot be
met with the hydrogen bomb.

Arguments over defense will not be
partisan bickering. Sincere, dedicated
and patriotic men will take issue with
the President’s position that our defense
setup is adequate.

Bipartisanship in foreign policy was
never intended to stifle debate. We need
to discuss issues of such importance as
foreign policy and defense. It would be
tragic if the people, because of their
great confidence in Mr. Eisenhower, re-
sented legitimate debate of these issues
and branded everyone who asks perti-
nent questions a political opportunist. I
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am sure Mr. Eisenhower would be among
the first to insist upon the right of any-
one to debate these questions in a logical,
dispassionate manner.

But after all the debate is over and
the policy on both foreign affairs and
defense is agreed upon, the country will
remain unified.

The people want peace. But they do
not want peace at any price. That is
why our people will continue to insist
upon a strong defense, backed by the
latest in new weapons, until the Rus-
sians prove by deeds, and not words, that
they are ready to make fundamental
changes in their policy.

SENATE

THaHURSDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1960

(Legislalive day of Monday, February
15, 1960)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by Senator Sam J. ERVIN,
Jr., of North Carolina, Acting President
pro tempore.

Rev. John Douglas Smith, pastor, First
Presbyterian Church, Morganton, N.C.,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty Father of all nations, by
whose hand all are fashioned and fed,
and by whose grace all are sustained and
secured, be pleased to bless with Thy
presence and Thy penetrating insight
this day these leaders of this Nation as
they assemble in this historic spot to de-
liberate and to decide upon matters so
vitally affecting our people and those of
other lands.

Lacking wisdom, as all men do, help
them to seek it from above. Needing
light in these times of darkness, as all
men do, cause them to seek it from Thee,
the Father of Light. Requiring purify-
ing motives and guidance, as all men do,
enable them to seek it from the divine
sources in Thee, and having received it,
to remember gratefully from where it
came and comes.

Accept our thanks for these servants
of the people, the homes from which they
come, and the people they represent in
their respective States; and grant that
they, in working with the President and
his colaborers, may have a sense of dedi-
cation, responsibility, and purpose that
will enable them, under Thee, to dis-
charge their great obligations with
statesmanlike devotion and dispatch,
that they will merit the coveted approval
from on high, “Well done, good and
faithful servant.”

This we ask, as we commend the Mem-
bers of the Senate unto Thy care, in the
name and for the sake of Jesus Christ,
our Lord and Saviour. Amen.,

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the following

letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., February 18, 1360.

To the Senate:

Being temporarlly absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Sam J. Ervin, Jr., 3 Benator

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

from the State of North Carolina, to perform
the dutles of the Chair during my absence.
CaryL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. FrEar, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Wednesday,
February 17, 1960, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries.

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCIATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO. 345)
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore laid before the Senate a message

from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying special
report, was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations,

(For text of President’s message, see

House proceedings for today.)

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the following
subcommittees were authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today:

The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration Authorization Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Aeronautical
and Space Sciences.

The Public Health, Education, Wel-
fare, and Safety Subcommittee of the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SENATOR
SYMINGTON OF INTENTION TO
ADDRESS THE SENATE ON NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, for

the information of the Senate I an-

nounce that, immediately following the
morning hour tomorrow, I shall discuss
on the floor of the Senate the question

o: our national defense.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be the
usual morning hour for the introduction
of bills and the transaction of routine
business, subject to a 3-minute limita-
tion on statements.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=
m Without objection, it is so or-

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:

AIRCRAFT CONTROL AND WARNING FACILITY AT
PuntA Sarinas, PUERTO Rico

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, reporting, pursuant to law, that
approval has been granted for the construc-
tion of an aircraft control and warning fa=-
cility with appurtenant roads and utilities,
at Punta Salinas, Puerto Rico, at an esti-
mated total cost of $140,000; to the Commit=
tee on Armed Services.

AMENDMENT OF CAREER COMPENSATION ACT OF
1949, RELATING TO INCENTIVE PAY FOR CER-
TAIN SUBMARINE SERVICE
A letter from the Deputy Secretary of De=

fense, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-

Iation to amend the Career Compensation

Act of 1949 with respect to incentive pay for

certain submarine service (with an accom-

panying paper); to the Committee on Armed

Services.

CONTINUATION OF AUTHORITY FOR REGULATION

oF EXPORTS

A letter from the Under Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed legis=-
lation to provide for continuation of au-
thority for regulation of exports, and for
other purposes (with an accompanying pa-
per); to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

RerorT OF D.C, TRANSIT SYSTEM, INC.

A letter from the president, D.C. Transit
System, Inc., Washington, D.C., transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report of the operations
of that system, for the calendar year ended
December 31, 1959 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

RePoRT ON PERsSONAL PROPERTY RECEIVED FOR
DISTRIBUTION AND REAL PROFERTY DISPOSED
oF To PuBLiCc HEALTH AND EDUCATION INSTI-
TUTIONS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report covering per-
sonal property received by State surplus
property agencies for distribution to public
health and educational institutions and civil
defense organizatlons, and all real property
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disposed of to public health and educational
institutions, for the perlod October 1
through December 31, 1959 (with an accom=-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations,

EEPORT ON REVIEW OF FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY
PrOGRAM, REGION T—SanN  FRANCISCO,
CaLrF.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the review of the Federal-
aid highway program, region 7—San Fran-
ciseco, Calif., Bureau of Public Roads, Depart-
ment of Commerce, September 1858 (with an
accompanyling report); to the Committee on
Government Operations,

REPORT OF PROVISION OF WaAR RISK INSURANCE
AND CERTAIN MARINE AND LIABILITY INSUR=-
ANCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the provision of war risk insurance and cer-
tain marine and liability insurance for the
American public, as of December 31, 1859
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

REPORT OF FEDERAL MARITIME BOARD AND
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Federal Maritime Board and Maritime
Administration, for the flscal year 1959 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
PuBLICATIONS OF FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION

A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Power Commission, Washington, D.C., trans-
mitting, for the information of the Senate,
a copy of each of the following publications:
“Map, Major Natural Gas Pipe Lines in the
United States, June 30, 1859"; “Map, Prinel-
pal Electric Facilitles, 1958"”; “Volumes 14,
17, and 18 of FPC Reports”; “Typical Elec~
tric Bills, 1959, "“Statistics of Natural Gas
Companies, 1968"; “Steam-Electric Plant
Construction Cost and Annual Production
Expenses, 1058"; “Statistics of Electric Utili-
ties, 1968, Privately Owned"”; “Hydroelectric
Plant Construction Cost and Annual Pro-
duction Expenses, 1958"; and “Statistics of
Electric Utilitles, 1958, Publicly Owned"
(with accompanying documents); to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

2p Lt. James F, RICHIE
A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
tting a draft of proposed legislation

for the relief of 2d Lt, James F. Richie (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:
A Jjoint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce:

“SENATE JoINT MEMORIAL 33

“To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower,
President of the United States; the Hon-
orable Richard Nixon, President of the
Senate; the Honorable Sam Rayburn,
Speaker of the House of Representatives;
the Honorable Warren G. Magnuson,
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee; the Honorable
Herbert C. Bonner, Chairman, House Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee;
the Honorable E. L. Bartlett and the Hon-
orable Ernest Gruening, Senators From
Alaska; and the Honorable Ralph J.
Rivers, Representative From Alaska:

“Your memorialist, the ILegislature of
the State of Alaska in first legislature, sec-
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ond sesslon assembled respectfully’ submits
that:

“Whereas Public Law 85-739 as passed in
August 1958, allows certain small vessels to
transport merchandise to and from places
within the inland waters of southeastern
Alaska and Prince Rupert, British Columbia;
and

“Whereas the vessels authorized by this
law are operated by cooperatives and trans-
port the merchandise of members on a non-
profit basis; and

“Whereas the Ilarge, scheduled vessels
serving southeastern Alaska cannot econom-
ically and expeditiously provide service be-
tween small fishing villages and the .larger
commercial and processing centers of south-
eastern Alaska; and

“Whereas considering the numerous and
diverse waterways of southeastern Alaska
and the dependence of the area on the fish-
ing industry it can be seen that the opera-
tion of such small vessels is essential to the
total economy of that part of the State; and

“Whereas the present Federal law author-
izes the use of such small vessels only until
March 15, 1060; and

“Whereas this time limitation leaves the
operators of such vessels in doubt as to the
status of their activities, and has a depres-
sive effect on that part of the Alaskan econ-
omy that is dependent on inexpensive and
effective transportation between the inland
ports; and

“Whereas S. 2669 and H.R. 9124 now before
the Congress would relieve this situation by
extending the time within which such serv-
ice is authorized:

“Now, therefore, your memorialist urges
that all necessary action be taken to encour-
age, pass, and approve such Federal legis-
lation to extend the limits of Public Law
85-739.

“Passed by the senate February 9, 1960.

“WiLLiam E. BELTZ,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“EATHERINE T. ALEXANDER,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“Passed by the house February 11, 1960.
““WARREN A. TAYLOR,
“Speaker of the House.

“Attest:

“EsTHER REED,
“Chief Clerk of the House.”

A concurrent resolution of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Kansas; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs:

“SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 6

“Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Congress of the United States to enact pend-
ing legislation which would establish the
Fort Scott national historic site at Fort
Scott, Kans.

“Whereas there are now pending in the
Congress of the United States two bills, HR.
6656 and S. 1668, which, if enacted into law,
would establish the Fort Scott national his-
toric site at Fort Scott, Kans.,, which would
include the old Federal fort in that city;
and

“Whereas if action such as is contem-
plated by the bills pending in Congress Is
not taken at an early date it may become
impossible to properly preserve the remains
of the old Federal fort at Fort Scott; and

“Whereas in 1961 Kansas will be celebrat-
ing its centennlal, and it would be extremely
fitting and proper if the restoration of the

fort in Fort Scott could be completed prior

to that date: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senaie of the State of
Kansas (the House of Representatives con-
curring therein), That we respectfully urge
and request the Congress of the United
States to speedily enact either HR. 6656 or
8. 1568, which are now pending in the Con-
gress, and which, if enacted, would estab-
lish a national historic site at Fort Scott,
Kans.; and be it further

February 18

“Resolved, That the secretary of state be
directed to transmit a copy of this resolution
to the President of the United States, the
Vice President of the United States, and each
Member of the Eansas delegation in the
House of Representatives and the Senate of
the United States.

“Adopted by the senate, February 8, 1960.

“JosePH W. HENKLE, SR.,
“President of the Senate.
“RarPH E. ZARKER,
“Secretary of the Senate.

“Adopted by the house, February 10, 1960.

“Jess TAYLOR,

“Speaker of the House.

“A, E. ANDERSON,
“Chief Clerk of the House”

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, favoring
an investigation to determine the causes of
inflation and to enact remedial legislation;
to the Committee on Finance.

(See the above resolutions printed in full
when presented by Mr, SavToNsTALL (for
himself and Mr. KENnNEDY) on February 16,
1960, p. 2562, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, favoring
the enactment of legislation to implement
the decisions of the Supreme Court of the
United States outlawing segregation in the
public school system; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

(See the above resolutions printed in full
when presented by Mr, SaLToNsTALL (for
himself and Mr. KenNEDY), on February 16,
1960, p. 2562, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

A resolution of the Legislative Council of
the State of Washington; to the Committee
on Public Works:

“LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL MEMORIAL 1
“To the Honorable Dwight D. Eisenhower,

President of the United States, the Presi-

dent of the Senate and Speaker of the

House of Representatives, and to the Sen-

ate and the House of Representatives of

the United States, in Congress assembled

“We, your memorlalists, the Legislative
Council of the State of Washington, in regu-
lar quarterly session assembled this 30th
day of January 1960, respectfully represent
and petition as follows:

“Whereas the State of Washington, and
more particularly the counties of King,
Skaglt and Snohomish have recently suffered
the most severe and devastating floods in 18
years; and

“Whereas the preliminary report of the
district engineer of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers estimates the damage in the sald
counties Is In excess of $10,5600,000; and

“Whereas immediate Federal and State ac~
tion is essential in order to alleviate the
danger of recurrence of such floods during
the period of the spring runoff in the western
Cascade Mountains within said countles; and

“Whereas the State of Washington has
obligated all its available funds for flood
control which were appropriated for such
purpose by the last legislature; and

“Whereas we are advised that the TUBS.
Army Corps of Engineers can do emergency
work only on flood control projects which
were originally constructed under its super-
vision and can do original construction work
only on projects approved by the Congress
and for which funds have been made avail-
able; and

“Whereas we are also advised that Federal
funds are only expended on projects which
the US. Army Corps of Engineers has sur-
veyed and reported that the benefits from
such project would equal or exceed its costs;
and

“Whereas we are aware that the most re-
cent report of the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers in this respect was prepared in 1952
and recommended against major flood con-
trol expenditures in the counties herein re-
ferred to on the basis that the costs of ade-
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quate flood control projects would exceed the
benefits to be derived therefrom; and

“Whereas we are advised that our con-
gressional delegation has requested that the
U.8. Army Corps of Engineers be authorized
and directed to survey the drainage basins
and watersheds of the areas of the western
Cascade Mountains in the State of Washing-
ton which are perlodically subjected to in=-
undation and report the findings of such
survey to the Congress; and

“Whereas it is our firm belief that such
survey being more recent than the 1852 re-
port will determine that the present utiliza-
tion and value of the land subjected to in-
undation and the economic loss to the com-
munities involved is of such extent that the
benefits now to be derived from fiood control
expenditures in the area will far exceed the
costs; and

“Whereas recwring uncontrolled floods in
the area will greatly compound the damages
already suffered and unless measures are
taken to provide flood control the area will
ultimately be removed from productive use;
and

“Whereas other requests and recommenda-
tions for flood control projects in the State
of Washington are presently before the Con-
gress or shortly will be presented for con-
gressional and administrative approval:

“Now, therefore, your memorialists respect-
fully pray that the President of the United
States and the Congress take action to au-
thorize immediate emergency flood control
work in the State of Washington and more
particularly in those countles subjected to
inundation by floodwaters of the streams
and rivers of the western Cascade Mountains
which present the immediate danger of
springtime flooding and provide appropria-
tions and otherwise make funds available to
implement such emergency work; and be it
further submitted, that we, your memori-
allsts, respectfully pray that the President of
the United States and the Congress take ac-
tion to authorize construction of long-range
flood control projects which will adequately
provide future protection to the citizens of
the areas of this State affected by previous
floods and provide appropriations for early
construction of such projects; and be it

“Resolved, That copies of this memorial be
immediately transmitted to the Honorable
Dwight D. Eisenhower, President of the
United States, the President of the U.S. Sen-
ate, the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives of the United States, to each Member
of Congress from the State of Washington,
to E. C. Itschner, major general, U.S. Army,
Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, to R. P. Young, colonel, U.S. Army,
district engineer, Seattle, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, and to Hon. Albert D. Rosellini,
Governor of the State of Washington.”

A resolution adopted by the Panama Canal
Society of Northern California, recommend-
ing that the U.8. Government should take a
firm stand in its relations with the Republic
of Panama, and strictly adhere to its obliga-
tlons under the 1856 treaty with Panama; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted at a meeting of 67
Lithuanian organizations in Worcester, Mass,,
relating to Lithuanian independence; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Resolutions adopted by the Committee for
Return of Confiscated German and Japanese
Property, Washington, D.C,, relating to sup-
port for liberal forces in Germany, and so
forth; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by a convention of
Republicans of the Fifth District of Okla-
homa, protesting against the enactment of
legislation to grant Federal ald to educa-
tion; to the Committee on Labor and Publie
Welfare,
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REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, with amend-
ments:

H.R.9331. An act to increase the author-
ized maximum expenditure for the fiscal
years 1860 and 1961 under the special milk
program for children (Rept. No. 1095).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MUSKIE:

8.80565. A bill to authorize and direct the
Treasury to cause the vessel Edith @., owned
by James O, Quinn, of Sunset, Maine, to be
documented as a vessel of the United States
with full coastwise privileges; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr, JAVITS:

S.8066. A bill to amend the Trading With
the Enemy Act, as amended, so as to pro-
vide for certain payments for the relief and
rehabilitation of needy victims of Nazl perse-
cution, and for other purposes; to the Com-
milttee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. LONG of Hawall:

8. 3057. A bill to amend the Federal Execu=
tive Pay Act of 1966 so as to increase the
salary of the Governor of American Samoa;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

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

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by request):

S.3058. A bill to amend further the Mu-
tual Security Act of 1954, as amended, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

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

By Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

5.8059. A bill for the relief of Jesus
Rodriguez Fernandez; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, MURRAY:

S.3080. A bill to establish Federal agri-
cultural services to Guam, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. CHAVEZ:

5.3061. A bill for the relief of Nikolas
Katragazes (also known as Nick Eatrys); to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKMAN:

8.3062. A bill for the relief of Carl C.
Golson; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. MORSE (for himself and Mr.
NEUBERGER) !

$5.3063. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to construct, operate, and
maintain the upper division of the Baker
Federal reclamation project, Oregon, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

8.3064. A bill for the relief of Nicolasa
Martin Ballestaros;

8.3065. A bill for the relief of John Wong
(also known as Nai Hong Wong); and
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5.3066. A bill for the relief of Rudolph
Carl Bergman; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mr. HUMPHREY (for himself and
Mr. JaviTs) :

8.3067. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Securlty Act to provide disability in-
surance benefits thereunder for any indi-
vidual who is blind and has at least one
quarter of coverage, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Finance,

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

By Mr. MURRAY :

8.J. Res. 165. Joint resolution to provide
for the designation of the 22d day of August
of each year as Natlonal Children's Day;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL:

5.J. Res. 166. Joint resolution authorizing
the Architect of the Capitol to permit cer-
tain temporary and permanent construc-
tion work, on the Capitol Grounds in con-
nection with the erection of a bullding on
privately owned property adjacent thereto;
to the Committee on Public Works.

(See the remarks of Mr. SALTONSTALL When
he introduced the above joint resolution,
which appear under a separate heading.)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF FINAL RE-
PORT AND INDEXES OF SELECT
COMMITTEE ON IMPROPER AC-
TIVITIES IN THE LABOR OR MAN-
AGEMENT FIELD

Mr. McCLELLAN submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution (8. Con.
Res. 90), which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Select Committee
on Improper Activities in the Labor or Man-
agement Fleld not to exceed six thousand
additional coples of each part of that com-
mittee's final report to the Senate, and of
each index to that committee’s hearings and
reports, made pursuant to Senate Resolutions
44 and 249, 86th Congress.

SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS FILED
UNDER SECTION 32(h) OF THE
TRADING WITH THE ENEMY ACT,
AS AMENDED

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I send
to the desk for appropriate reference a
bill which is identical with House hbill
6462, which has been favorably reported.

The bill which I am introducing seeks
to provide a simple, inexpensive and
prompt method of settling a large num-
ber of claims which have been filed under
section 32(h) of the Trading With the
Enemy Act, as amended. The bill is
identical with H.R. 6462, which has been
favorably reported; it is similar in its
intent, although considerably more de-
tailed as to the procedure, to section 12
of 8. 672, as amended, and introduced by
Senator OLIN JoHNSTON on May 28, 1959.
Hearings were held on section 12 of S.
672 as amended on June 18, 1958.
Neither in the House nor in the Senate
hearings was there any opposition to the
bill. The principle of the bill has, I
understand, the support of the adminis-
tration and of & number of organizations
interested in its objectives.
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Section 32(h) of the Trading With the
Enemy Act was added to the Trading
With the Enemy Act in 1952. It pro-
vided, upon application, that the Presi-
dent might designate successor organiza~-
tions which would be empowered to file
claims to so-called heirless property
vested in the Office of Alien Property.
'This is property in the United States
which belonged to individuals who, while
technically enemy nationals, were in fact
persecuted by the Nazis on religious,
racial, or political grounds. Such indi-
viduals, or their heirs, have long been
able, under the Trading With the Enemy
Act, to recover their vested property.
The 1952 amendment dealt with the situ-
ation in which these individuals and
their entire families were exterminated,
so that there was no living claimant.

 Complications have arisen in the ad-
ministration of section 32(h). As I re-
member, when it was originally adopted,
‘it was contemplated that $3 million
would be recovered under it, represented
by the kind of property described, which
would be used for various kinds of relief
which were thought to be quite in line
with what those very unfortunate
people would have wanted had they been
able to dispose of their own property.

Section 32(h) provided that the des-
ignated successor organization would
devote the returned property or its
proceeds to the relief of surviving and
needy persecutees residing in the United
States. It was strongly supported by
the administration, was the result of
bills introduced on a bipartisan basis,
and was enacted by the Congress as a
simple act of justice. The U.S. Treas-
ury does not need, nor would it be ap-
propriate for it to be the beneficiary of
Nazi acts of slaughter.

The administration of section 32(h)
has turned out to be difficult because of
the thousands of claims which have
been filed and the difficulties arising in
a situation in which by definition the
original owners and all of their imme-
diate families are dead or missing,

The present bill, therefore, merely en-
ables a bulk settlement to be made of
these thousands of claims. It will re-
lieve the Department of Justice of an
enormous administrative headache. It
will also make it possible for some funds
to be made available in the near future
to the needy and surviving persecutees
who were intended beneficiaries of con-
gressional action in adopting section
32¢h).

So far as the amounts involved are
concerned, the present bill proposes a
bulk settlement in the amount of $500,-
000. This is an amount which the Of-
fice of Alien Property of the Department
of Justice has indicated as reasonable.
It is very far short of the $3 million
maximum authorized to be returned
under section 32(h).

I understand that the principle of the
bill has the support of the administra-
tion and of a number of organizations
interested in its objectives.

It is my hope that prompt action can
be taken on this bill, particularly since
hearings as to the substance of it have
already been held.
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I hope very much that the bill may
receive very early attention in the Sen-
ate, and that, in accord with what has
been done in the other body, we may, at
long last, make this sum available in
this tragic situation, as a simple act of
justice which would cost the United
States nothing, because all the property
is vested in the Alien Property Custo-
dian—indeed, very much more than is
called for by the sum of $500,000. At
the same time, we can relieve the De-
partment of Justice of a great adminis-
trative problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WirtLiams of New Jersey in the chair),
The bill will be received and appro-
priately referred.

The bill (8. 3056) to amend the Trad-
ing With the Enemy Act, as amended,
so as to provide for certain payments
for the relief and rehabilitation of needy
vietims of Nazi persecution, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr.
Javirs, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on

the Judiciary.

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

Mr, JAVITS, 1 yield.

Mr. EEATING. Is this not the mat-
ter upon which my distin col-
league appeared before the Subcommit-
tee on Trading With the Enemy?

Mr, JAVITS. It is.

Mr. KEATING. I remember the very
forceful presentation there with regard
to this item. I feel that he made a very
persuasive case in that regard, and that
this proposal is the very minimum that
should be done.

I hope that in any legislation which
is reported—and I hope legislation will
be promptly reported—provision such as
the Senator has suggested will be made.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
very much.

SALARY OF GOVERNOR OF AMERI-
CAN SAMOA

Mr. LONG of Hawaii. Mr. President,
I introduce, for appropriate reference,
a bill to amend the salary provision for
the Governor of American Samoa.
Presently this position receives a maxi-
mum annual stipend of $15,150. The
incumbent Governor, the Honorable
Peter Tali Coleman, does not qualify
for the 25-percent salary differential
paid to Federal personnel appointed
from the mainland United States to posi=
tions in American Samoa, since he was
appointed as a resident of the territory.

Mr. President, Governor Coleman has
been doing a fine job in the years he has
held office. The responsibilities he bears
in administering our most distant ter-
ritory clearly indicate that his compen-
sation is inadequate. By way of com-
parison, the Governors of the Virgin
Islands and Guam receive $19,000 per
annum. The bill which I am now in-
troducing would increase the salary of
the Governor of Samoa to $17,500. It
seems to me that any lesser sum would
continue an injustice to the Governor of
American Samoa and a slight, however
unui)nt-entional, to the people of that ter-
ritory.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 3057) to amend the Fed-
eral Executive Pay Act of 1956 so as to
increase the salary of the Governor of
American Samoa, introduced by Mr.
Lowne of Hawaii, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1960

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, the administration’s proposed
Mutual Security Act of 1960,

The day before yesterday I gave a pre-
liminary opinion of the bill to the press.
I ask unanimous consent that this state-
ment to the press be printed at this point
in the REcorbp,

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR J, W. FULBRIGHT IN
CoNNECTION WITH THE PRESIDENT'S MES-
SAGE ON THE MUTUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1960

Although I have been asked by the press
to comment on the President’s message on
the proposed Mutual Security Act of 1960,
copies of that message were delivered to the
committee only a short time ago. I have
not, therefore, been able to read it. This
puts me at a disadvantage. However, last
night I was briefed, along with other Mem-
bers of Congress, by the President and repre-
sentatives of the Department of State as to
the general content of the Mutual Security
Act of 1960. Furthermore, I have seen a
copy of the draft bill, which I expect to in-
troduce, by request, within the next day
or so.

A quick examination of the bill itself in-
dicates that there are several proposals
which I will find most difficult to support.
In the first place, section 101 of the bill
would eliminate from the basic mutual secu-
rity legislation applicable to military aid a
celling on the amount of military aid which
can be furnished to Latin America which
was inserted by the Committee on Foreign
Relations last year. The committee had
many misgivings about the level of military
ald in Latin America and inserted a provi-
sion that no more could be obligated for
that purpose in the fiscal year 1960 than
was obligated for military ald during the
fiscal year 1959. I have mot, of course, seen
the President's detailed program for military
aid to Latin America but if it is proposed
to increase the amount of military aid for
the fiscal year 1961 beyond that obligated
for the fiscal year 1959, I would oppose such
an increase,

In the second place, the administration’s
bill proposes to eliminate a new section 412
of the Mutual Security Act of 1954 which
attempted to earmark mutual security pro-
gram funds for special education and train-
ing purposes in underdeveloped areas. It is
true that the appropriation act in effect can-
celed out that provision by denying funds for
the purpose. If the administration has
raised its programing priorities for education
and training and has programed money else-
where for the purpose, then I can under-
stand deleting section 412. If it has not pro-

more money elsewhere for education
and training purposes then I shall oppose
the repeal of section 412, i

I can make a similar comment with re-
spect to the proposal in the administration’s
bill to delete section 504(d) of the Mutual
Security Act of 19564 which relates to the
furnishing of small machine tools and other
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industrial equipment to underdeveloped
countries. I realize that there is also au-
thority in the act for doing this and strictly
speaking section 6504(d) is not mnecessary.
The committee’s proposal last year was to
emphasize the usefulness of this kind of
program. If the administration has given
& higher priority to this program elsewhere
in the bill then, of course, I would have less
objection to the repeal of section 504(d).

I welcome the presence in the administra-
tion bill of a new section on the Indus
Basin development. The administration
and the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tlon and Development, together with India,
Pakistan, and other nations which partici-
pated are to be congratulated on the prog-
ress which has been made toward settling
a problem which has long stood in the way
of economic growth and political stability
in south Asia.

I anticipated that the committee will be-
gin hearings on this bill on March 4.
Hearings this year should be somewhat
shortened because military assistance has
been authorized for 2 years, and I do not
anticipate that the committee will go deeply
into the military aspects of the program this
year. We will be interested in seeing what
the administration did to comply with the
new requirement put in last year that mili-
tary programs “shall be budgeted so as to
come into competition for financial sup-
port with other programs and activities of
the Department of Defense.”

The absence of a military authorization
and a Development Loan Fund authoriza-
tion means that the total amount included
in the bill which is to be consldered by the
committee this year is only $1,454,900,000,
compared to $3,909 milllon last year.

It is normal at this time of year for us to
hear from various quarters that the forelgn
aid bill is in trouble. This year will be no
exception. I recognize the difficulty of en-
acting a forward-looking mutual security
bill in an election year—a bill which would
make it possible for the administration to
make firm plans for the future and thus
enable the United States to promote its
foreign policy. It is most unfortunate at
this particular moment when the Russians
are taking the initiative not only in space
and military weapons, but in the export of
aid to underdeveloped areas, that we find
ourselves hampered by an inability to re-
spond with a carefully thought out and firm
program extended beyond 1 year. Indeed,
the administration is not even asking an
appropriation for the Development Loan
Fund as large as the amount authorized.

The American people ought to know what
they are doing. By constantly attacking
these ald programs, emphasizing their nega-
tive aspects instead of their positive aspects,
and whittling away at the morale of able
Americans serving overseas, we are down-
grading our aid programs and letting the
Russians move in. It's that simple—and I
only hope that the administration will spare
no effort in getting this story over to the
American people.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that the ad-
ministration’s bill and its section-by-
section analysis also be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
and section-by-section analysis will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 3058) to amend further the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. FuLBRIGHT, by request, was received,
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read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and or-

;iemd to be printed in the Recorp, as fol-
ows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be clted as the “Mutual Security
Act of 1960,

CHAPTER I—MILITARY ASSISTANCE
Military assistance

Sec. 101. Section 105(b) (4) of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, as amended, which re-
lates to conditions applicable to military
assistance, is amended by striking out the
last sentence.

CHAPTER II—ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
Defense support

Sec. 201. Title I of chapter II of the Mu-
tual Becurity Act of 1954, as amended, which
relates to defense support, is amended as
follows:

(a) In section 131(b), which relates to
general authority, strike out “1860” and
“$751,000,000" and substitute “1061” and
“$724,000,000", respectively.

(b) In section 141, which relates to con-
ditions of eligibility for assistance, strike out
“No such assistance” in the second sentence
and substitute “No defense support or mili-
tary equipment and material”.

(¢) In section 142(a), which relates to
agreements, strike out “No assistance” in the
introductory clause and substitute “No de-
fense support or military equipment and
materials",

Development Loan Fund

Sec. 202, Bection 205(a) of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, as amended, which re-
lates to management, powers, and authori-
ties, is amended by striking out “Under Sec-
retary of State for Economic Affairs” in the
first sentence and substituting “Secretary of
State™.,

Technical cooperation

Sec. 203. Title III of chapter II of the
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended,
which relates to technical cooperation, is
amended as follows:

(a) In section 304, which relates to au-
thorization, strike out *$179,500,000"” and
“1060" and substitute *“$172,000,000” and
'1961", respectively.

(b) Amend section 306, which relates to
mult: al technical cooperation and re-
lated grams, as follows:

(1) In subsection (a), which relates to
contributions to the United Natlons Ex-
panded Program of Technical Assistance and
related fund, strike out *$30,000,000" and
“1060” and substitute *“$33,000,000" and
*1961", respectively.

(2) In subsection (b), which relates to
contributions to the techmical cooperation
program of the Organization of American
States, strike out *“1960” and substitute
“1961".

Special assistance and other programs

SEc. 204. Title IV of chapter II of the Mu-
tual Security Act of 1954, as amended, which
relates to special assistance and other pro=-
grams, is amended as follows:

(a) In section 400(a), which relates to spe-
cial assistance, strike out “1960” and “$247,-
500,000" and substitute “1961" and "$268,-
500,000", respectively.

(b) In section 401, which relates to the
United Nations Emergency Force, strike out
"1920" in the second sentence and substitute
+1061",

(c) In section 402, which relates to ear-
marking of funds, strike out “1960"” in the
first sentence and substitute “1961".

{d) In section 403, which relates to respon-
sibilities in Germany, strike out “1960” and
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“'$7,600,000” in the first sentence and substi-
tute “1961" and “$6,750,000”, respectively.

(e) Insert after section 403 the following
new section 404:

“SEC. 404. INDUS BASIN DEVELOPMENT.—The
Congress of the United States welcomes the
progress made through the good offices of the
International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development toward the development of the
Indus Basin through a program of coopera-
tlon among south Asian and other nations of
the free world in order to promote economic
growth and political stabllity in south Asia,
and affirms the willingness of the United
States, pursuant to authorities contained in
this and other Acts, to participate in this
significant undertaking. In the event that
funds appropriated pursuant to this Act are
made available to be used by or under the
supervision of the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development in furtherance
of the foregoing purposes, such funds may be
used in accordance with requirements, stand-
ards, or procedures established by the Bank
concerning completion of plans and cost esti-
mates and determination of feasibility, rather
than with requirements, standards, or pro-
cedures concerning such matters set forth in
this or other Acts; and such funds may also
be used without regard to the provisions of
section 801(b) of the Merchant Marine Act of
1936, as amended (46 U.8.C. 1241), whenever
the President determines that such provislons
cannot be fully satisfied without seriously
impeding or preventing accomplishment of
such purposes.”

(f) Amend section 405, which relates to
migrants, refugees, and escapees, as follows:

(1) In subsection (c), which relates to
contributions to the program of the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees,
strike out “1960"” and “$1,100,000” and sub-
stitute “1961” and *#1,600,000", respectively.

(2) In subsection (d), which relates to
the continuation of activities undertaken for
selected escapees, strike out “1960” and “§5,-
200,000 and substitute “1961” and “$3,600,-
000", respectively.

(g) In section 408, which relates to chil-
dren’s welfare, strike out “1960" and substi-
tute “1961".

(h) In section 407, which relates to Pales-
tine refugees in the Near East, strike out
“1960” and “$25,000,000"” in the first sentence
and substitute “1961" and *$18,600,000", re-
spectively; and strike out the proviso in the
first sentence.

(i) In section 408(c), which relates to
ocean freight charges, strike out “1960" and
'$2,300,000" and substitute “1961” and “$2,-
000,000", respectively.

(j) Amend section 411, which relates to
administrative and other expenses, as fol-
lows:

(1) In subsection (b), which relates to
certain expenses of administering nonmili-
tary assistance, strike out '“1960” and “$39,-
500,000" and substitute “1961" and “$40,-
000,000", respectively.

(2) In subsection (e¢), which relates to
administrative and other expenses of the
Department of Btate, strike out “to" after
“appropriated” and substitute *“for expenses
ofli

(k) Section 412, which relates to the Presi-
dent’s special education and training fund,
is repealed.

(1) In section 419(a), which relates to
atoms for peace, strike out “1960" and
“$6,500,000"” and substitute "1961” and "$3,~
400,000", respectively.

CHAPTER II—~CONTINGENCY FUND

Sec. 301. Section 451(b) of the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, as amended, which re-
1ates to the President’s special authority and
contingency fund, is amended by striking out
“1960" and “$155,000,000” in the first sen-
tence and substituting “1061" and *$175,-
000,000, respectively.
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CHAPTER IV—GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE
PROVISIONS

Sgc. 401. Chapter IV of the Mutual Se-
curity Act of 1954, as amended, which relates
to general and administrative provisions, is
amended as follows:

(a) Section 504(d), which relates to small
machine tools and other industrial equip-
ment, is repealed.

(b) In section 505(a), which relates to
loan assistance and sales, insert after the
first sentence the following new sentence:
“Commodities, equipment, and materials
transferred to the United States as repay-
ment may be used for assistance authorized
by this Act, other than title II of chapter
II, in accordance with the provisions of this
Act applicable to the furnishing of such
assistance.".

(c¢) In section 513, which relates to notice
to legislative committees, insert before “, and
copies” in the last sentence the tollowing-
*“and under the last clause of the second
sentence of section 404",

(d) Amend section 527, which relates to
employment of personnel, as follows:

(1) In subsection (b), which relates to
employment of personnel in the United
Btates, strike out “seventy” and “forty-five”
in the first sentence and substitute “seventy-
eight"” and “fiffy-three”, respectively.

(2) In subsection (c¢), which relates to
employment of personnel outside the United
Btates, strike out “Director” in the intro-
ductory clause and substitute “President”;
and insert before the period at the end of
paragraph (2) the following new proviso: “:
Provided further, That Forelgn Service Re=-
serve Officers appointed or assigned pursuant
fo this paragraph shall receive in-class pro-
motions in accordance with such regulations
as the President may prescribe”.

(3) In subsection (d), which relates to
appointment of alien employees outside the
United States, strike out “, at the request of
the Director,”.

(e) Section 531, which relates to security
clearance, is repealed.

(f) In section 534(a), which relates to
reports, strike out “six months"” in the first
sentence and substitute “fiscal year.”

(g) In section 537(a), which relates to
provisions on uses of funds, amend para-
graph (3) to read as follows: “(3) contract-
ing with individuals for sonal services
abroad: Provided, That such individuals shall
not be regarded as employees of the United
States for the purpose of any law adminis-
tered by the Clvil Service Commission;",

(h) In section 537(c), which relates to
construction or acquisition of facilities
abroad, strike out “$2,750,000" and substi-
tute “$4,250,000.”

CHAPTER V—TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS REFLECT=
ING NEW LIMITS OF UNITED STATES

Sec. 501, The Mutual Security Act of 1954,
as amended, is amended as follows:

(a) In section 205(c), strike out “conti-
nental” in the twelfth clause of the first
sentence.

(b) In section 411(d), strike out “the
continental limits of”.

(c) In section 527(c), strike out "the con-
tinental limits of” in the introductory
clause.

(d) In spection 527(d), strike out “the con=
tinental limits of".

(e) In gection 530(a), strike out “the con=
tinental limits of”.

(f) In section 537(a), strike out “conti-
nental” in the last proviso of paragraph (5)
and in paragraphs (13) and (17); and strike
out "the continental limits of” in para-
graph (10).

CHAPTER VI—AMENDMENTS TO OTHER LAWS

Sec, 601, Title IT of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954, as
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amended (7 US.C. 1721 et seq.), which re-
lates to famine relief and other assistance,
is amended as follows:

(a) In section 202, strike out “The” at the

thereof and substitute the fol-
lowing: “In order to facilitate the utiliza-
tion of surplus agricultural commodities in
meeting the requirements of needy peoples,
and in order to promote economic develop-
ment in underdeveloped areas in addition to
that which can be accomplished under title
Iof this Act, the”.

(b) In section 203, insert before the period
at the end of the third sentence the follow=
ing: “, and charges for general average con=-
tributions arising out of the ocean transport
of commodities transferred pursuant hereto
may be paid from such funds”.

Bec. 602, Section 501(b) of the Mutual
Securlty Act of 1959 (73 Stat. 256), which
relates to International cooperation in
health, is repealed.

Sec. 603. Section 2 of Public Law 174, Sev-
enty-ninth Congress, as amended (22 UB.C.
279a), which relates to United States mem-
bership in the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organization, Is amended by in-
gerting “such” before ‘s " and striking
out “not exceeding $3,000,000”.

Sec. 604. Section 3(a) of Public Law 403,
Eightieth Congress, as amended (22 U.S.C.
280b), which relates to United States mems=
bership in the South Pacific Commission, is
amended by striking out “Not more than
$75,000 annually” and substituting “Such
sums annually as may be required”.

The section-by-section analysis pre-
sented by Mr. FuLBrIGHT is as follows:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE PRO-
POSED MUTUAL SECURITY AcCT oF 1960 as
SUBMITTED BY THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

I. INTRODUCTION
1. Purposes of the bill
The proposed Mutual Security Act of 1960

(“the bill”) has two main p . First,

it authorizes new appropriations for various

categories of ald, including defense support,
technical cooperation, special assistance and
other programs, and the contingency fund.

Second, it effects certain substantive amend-

ments in the Mutual Security Act of 1954

as heretofore amended (“the act”) which

will promote more effective and efficient op-
eration of the mutual security program.

2. Authorizations -

The following table shows the authoriza-
tions and appropriations requested by the
executive branch:

Authorization| Appropria-
request tion request
CrArTER I—MILITARY
ASSISTANCE
Bee. 103(a). General am-
thorization. .. occaeaee (V] $2, 000, 000, 000
CrHAPTER TT—EcoNoMIC
ASSISTANCE
Title 1. Defense support:
L 1 o e $724, 000, 000] 724, 000, 000
Tltla II avelopment
Loan Fund: Bee. 203,
Cnplmllzation.- i ™ 700, 000, 000
Title Ilt{m'l'echnlwl coop-
Sec 304, General au-
thorization.__ $172, 000, 000] $172, 000, 000
Sec. 306. Multilateral
technical  eoo
tion and
(s{ ggﬂ‘.&_ .......... 33, 000, 000 33, 000, 000
(b) Organization of
American States. 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000
Total, {itle TTT.....| _206,500,000] 206, 500, 000

Sece footnotes at end of table.
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| Authorization| Appropria-
request tion request
Title IV. Special assist-
mue and other pro-
Bee. 400(9) Special as- &
............. , D00 500, 000
E-eu. 405, Migrants. = i ki
, and escapees:
(s) ntergovern-
mental Com-
m[tteeﬁ:;r EE]I‘O- o 0
ion_ 000
() ‘Umted lslr?tlons e
High Commis-
sumnr for Refu- Sl
............. , 500, 1 000
(D E | Beom| 3 s
80, 406 Chil i > =
................ 12, 000, 000
Bec. 407. Palestine lz’mm
ot e | 18, 500,
Sec.  408(a). NATO b faEn.
science program. ... 0] 1, 500, 000
Bec.  409(c). Ocean-
freight charges on vol-
glntarr i 000, 000} 000, 000
Seo.. 41, Adwinkke| s
tive and other ex-
nses:
(b?e.&dministrativa
and otbef me:;
penses of
%ht?: ]Ichf clhalr'llt'l) 40, 000, 000 40, 000, 000
i 0 i \
(¢) State Department i i
administrative o) 8, 300, 000
Sec. 419(ay,  Atoms Tor | ;
............. i, 3, 400, 3, 400, 000
Total, title IV....... 349, 400, 000] 369, 500, 000
Total, chapter IT..._| 1, 279, 900, 000 2, 000, 000, 000
CHArrER TIT—CoNTIN-
GENCY Funp
Bec. 451(b) . ceeeemaccanaaas| 175,000,000] 175, 000, 000
Total, all chapters...| 1, 454, 900, 000}* 4, 175, 000, 000

1 Authorization is now contained in the act,
2 This total does not include unobligated balances of
'prior ge&t appropriations requested to be mntinr.:ad

In most cases the bill provides for the new
authorizations by the technique of striking
out the amount and the reference to fiscal
year 1960 in the existing authorization and
substituting the new amount and a reference
to flscal year 1961. The deletion of the
amount and date in existing authorizations
does not, of course, have any effect on funds
made available pursuant to those authoriza-
tions. The act now contains continuing au-
thorizations for appropriations for contribu=
tions to the Intergovernmental Committee
for European Migration (sec. 405(a) of the
act), for payment of U.S. expenses in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (sec.
408(a) of the act), for certain expenses of
the Department of State relating to the mu-
tual security program (sec. 411(¢) of the
act), and for continuing the availabllity of
unexpended balances of funds made avail=
able under the act (sec. 5648 of the act). In
addition, the act contains authorizations for
fiscal year 1961 for military assistance and
the Development Loan Fund; thus no new
authorizations are needed for these purposes
for fiscal year 1961.

IT, PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
Chapter 1. Military assistance
Conditions Applicable to Military Assistance

Section 101: Amends section 105(b) (4) of
the act, which relates to conditions applica-
ble to military assistance, by striking out the
last sentence which imposes a celling upon
obligations and reservations for military as-
sistance to Latin America in fiscal year 1960.

Chapter 1I. Economic assistance
Defense Support
General authority

Section 201(a): Amends section 131(b)

of the act, which relates to general authority,
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by deleting the obsolete authorization for
an appropriation for defense support for use
g in fiscal year 1960 and substi-
tuting an authorization for an appropria-
tion for this purpose for use beginning in
fiscal year 1961,
Conditions of eligibility for assistance

Section 201(b) : Amends section 141 of the
act, which relates to conditions of eligibility
for assistance, so as to exclude military as-
slstance training and information from the
requirement of the second sentence of sec-
tion 141 of the act that a nation must agree
to the undertakings specified in section 142
(a) of the act in order to be eligible for de-
fense support and military assistance. The
new language parallels the amendment made
by the Mutual Security Act of 1959 to the
additional conditions of eligibility for mili-
tary assistance to Latin American countries
set forth in section 105(b)(4) of the act.
As amended, the requirement would con-
tinue to apply to defense support and to mili-
tary equipment and materials.

Agreements

Section 201(c): Amends section 142(a) of
the act, which relates to agreements, by re-
vising the introductory clause to corre-
spond with the new language of the second
sentence of section 141.

Development Loan Fund
Management, powers and authorities

Section 202: Amends section 205(a) of the
act, which relates to management, powers
and authorities, by substituting a reference
to the Becretary of State for a reference to
the Under Secretary of State for Economic
Affairs as a member and the Chairman of the
Board of Directors of the Development Loan
Fund. This is a perfecting amendment made
in accordance with the provision of Public
Law 86-117 which provides that any provision
of law vesting authority in the Under Sec-
retary of State for Economic Affairs is
amended to vest such authority in the Sec-
retary of State. The Secretary has desig-
nated the Under Secretary of State to serve
as Chalrman of the DLF Board of Directors.

Technical Cooperation
Authorization

Bection 203(a) : Amends section 304 of the
act, which relates to authorization, by de-
leting the obsolete authorization for an ap-
propﬂatlon for technical cooperation for use

in fiscal year 1960 and substitut-
1ng an authorization for an appropriation for
this purpose for use beginning in fiscal year
1961.
Multilateral technieal cooperation and
related programs

Sectlon 203(b): Amends section 308 of
the act, which relates to multilateral tech-
nical cooperation and related programs, in
two respects:

Paragraph (1) amends subsection (a),
which relates to contributions to the United
Nations Expanded Program of Technical As-
sistance and related fund, by deleting the
obsolete authorization for an appropriation
for fiscal year 1960 for contributions under
subsection (a) and substituting an author-
ization for an appropriation to be available
for obligation during fiscal year 1961 for con-
tributions under subsection (a) for calendar
year 1961.

Paragraph (2) amends subsection (b),
which relates to contributions to the tech-
nical cooperation program of the Organiza-
tion of American States, by deleting the ob-
solete reference to fiscal year 1960 and sub-
stituting a reference to fiscal year 1961, so
as to provide an suthorization for an appro-
priation of $1.5 million to be available for
obligation during fiscal year 1961 for con-
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tributions to the program of the Organiza-
tion of American States for calendar year
1961.

Speclal Assistance and Other Programs
Special assistance

Section 204(a): Amends section 400(a) of
the act, which relates to special assistance,
by deleting the obsolete authorization for
an appropriation for special assistance for
fiscal year 1960 and substituting an authorl-
zation for an appropriation for this purpose
for fiscal year 1961.

United Nations Emergency Force

Section 204(b) : Amends section 401 of the
act, which relates to the United Nations
Emergency Force, by deleting the obsolete
authorization to use during fiscal year 1960
special assistance funds for contributions on
a voluntary basis to the budget of the United
Nations Emergency Force and substituting an
authorization to use during fiscal year 1961
special assistance funds for this purpose.
The authority provided under section 401 of
the act is In addition to other authority
permitting U.S. support of the United Na-
tions Emergency Force, including the making
of assessed contributions and the detalling
of personnel.

Earmarking of funds

Section 204(c) : Amends section 402 of the
act, which relates to earmarking of funds
for financing the transfer of surplus agricul-
tural commodities, by deleting the obsolete
reference to fiscal year 1960 and substituting
& reference to fiscal year 1961. The section,
as thus amended, will require that not less
than $176 million of the funds authorized
to be made avallable in fiscal year 1961
under the act (other than those made avail-
able under title II of chapter II, the Develop-
ment Loan Fund) are to be used for this
purpose. This is the same minimum figure
that applied in fiscal years 1958, 1959, and
1960.

Responsibilities In Germany

Section 204(d) : Amends section 403 of the
act, which relates to responsibilities in Ger-
many, by deleting the obsolete authorization
to use during fiscal year 1960 special assist-
ance funds in order to meet U.S. responsibil-
ities in Germany and substituting an
authorization to use during fiscal year 1961
special assistance funds for this purpose.

Indus Basin development

Sectlon 204(e) : Adds in the act a new
section 404 which affirms the willingness of
the United States, pursuant to authorities
contained in the act and other acts, to par-
ticipate in the cooperative program for de-
velopment of the Indus Basin. The section
specifies that, in the event that funds ap-
propriated pursuant to the act are made
available to be used by or under the super-
vision of the World Bank for the purposes
of the section, such funds may be used in
accordance with the requirements, standards,
or procedures established by the World Bank
concerning completion of plans and cost
estimates and determination of feasibility,
rather than with requirements, standards,
or procedures concerning such matters set
forth in the act or other acts (e.g., section
517 of the act and section 103 of the Mutual
Security Appropriation Act, 1060). It also
provides that, where mutual security funds
are made available to be used by or under
the supervision of the World Bank for pur-
poses of the section, such funds may be used
without regard to the provisions of the 50-50
shipping requirement (section 801(b) of the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936, as amended),
whenever the President determines that such
requirement cannot be fully satisfied with-
out seriously impeding or preventing accome
plishment of such purposes. Bection 401(c)
of the bill provides that the appropriate con-
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gressional committees shall be notified of
any determination with respect to the 50-50
shipping requirement.

Migrants, refugees, and escapees

Section 204(f): Amends section 405 of
the act, which relates to migrants, refugees,
and escapees, In two respects:

Paragraph (1) amends subsection (c),
which relates to contributions to the pro=-
gram of the United Nations High Commis=
sioner for Refugees, by deleting the obsolete
authorization for an appropriation for fiscal
year 1960 for contributions to the program
of the High Commissioner and substituting
an authorization for an appropriation to be
avallable for obligation during fiscal year
1061 for contributions to that program for
calendar year 1961.

Paragraph (2) amends subsection (d),
which relates to the continuation of activi-
ties undertaken for selected escapees, by de-
leting the obsolete authorization for an ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1960 for the es-
capee program and substituting an authori-
zation for an appropriation for this purpose
for fiscal year 1961.

Children’s welfare

Section 204(g) : Amends section 406 of the
act, which relates to children's welfare, by
deleting the obsclete authorization for an
appropriation for flscal year 1960 for contri-
butions to the United Nations Children's
Fund and substituting an authorization for
an appropriation to be avallable for obliga-
tion during fiscal year 1961 for contributions
to that fund for calendar year 1961.

Palestine refugees in the Near East

Sectlon 204(h) : Amends section 407 of the
act, which relates to Palestine refugees in the
Near East, by deleting the obsolete authori-
zation for an appropriation for fiscal year
1960 for contributions to the United Nations
Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refu-
gees in the Near East and substituting an
authorization for an appropriation to be
available for obligation during flscal year
1961 for contributions to that agency for
fiscal year 1861. In addition, the proviso of
section 407 of the act is repealed, so that
funds made available under that section
may be used for relief and rehabilitation as
well as for resettlement and repatriation,

Ocean freight charges

Section 204(1) : Amends section 409(c) of
the act, which relates to ocean freight
charges by deleting the obsolete authoriza-
tion for an appropriation for fiscal year 1960
to pay ocean freight charges on shipments by
U.5. voluntary nonprofit relief agencles and
substituting an authorization for an appro-
priation for the purpose for fiscal year 1961,

Administrative and other expenses

Section 204(]) : Amends section 411 of the
act, which relates to administrative and
other expenses, in two respects:

Paragraph (1) amends subsection (b),
which relates to necessary administrative
expenses incident to carrying out the pro-
visions of the act (other than chapter I,
military assistance, and title IT of chapter
II, Development Loan Fund) and functions
under the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended, per-
formed by any agency or officer administer-
ing nonmilitary assistance, by deleting the
obsolete authorization for an appropriation
for this p for fiscal year 1960 and sub=-
stituting an authorization for an appropria-
tion for this purpose for fiseal year 1961.

Paragraph (2) amends subsection (c),
which relates to administrative and other
expenses of the Department of State, by
authorizing an appropriation to the Pres-
ident for such expenses instead of to the
Department of State, in conformity with the
other appropriations authorized by the act.
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President’s Special Education and Tralning
Fund
Section 204(k) : Repeals section 412 of the
act, which relates to the President's special
education and training fund.

Atoms for Peace

Section 204(1) : Amends section 419(a) of
the act, which relates to atoms for peace, by
deleting the obsolete authorization for an
appropriation for fiscal year 1960 for assist-
ance designed to promote the peaceful uses
of atomic energy abroad and substituting
an authorization for an appropriation for
this purpose for fiscal year 1961.

Chapter III. Contingency fund

President’s Special Authority and
Contingency Fund

Section 301: Amends section 451(b) of the
act, which relates to the President's special
authority and contingency fund, by deleting
the obsolete authorization for an appropria-
tion for fiscal year 1960 for the contingency
fund and substituting an authorization for
an appropriation for fiscal year 1961 for such
Tund.

Chapter IV. General and administrative
provisions
Meachine Tools and Other Industiral
Equipment
Section 401(a): Repeals section 504(d) of
the act, which relates to machine tools and
other industrial equipment.

Loan Assistance and Sales

Section 401(b) : Amends section 505(a) of
the act, which relates to loan assistance and
sales, by adding a new second sentence de-
signed to clarify the language of the first
sentence. The first sentence of section
b505(a) of the act now authorizes assistance
under the act to be furnished on a barter
basis. The new sentence makes it clear that
the commodities, equipment, and materials
transferred to the United States in such
barter transactions may be used for assist-
ance authorized by the act, other than the
Development Loan Fund, in accordance with
the provisions of the act applicable to the
furnishing of such assistance.

Notice to legislative committees

Section 401(c) : Amends section 513 of the
act, which relates to notice to legislative
committees, so as to require that the appro-
priate congressional committees shall be no-
tified of any determination under the last
clause of the second sentence of the new
section 404 with respect to the 50-50 ghip-
ping requirement (sec. 901(b) of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936, as amended),

Employment of personnel

Section 401(d) : Amends section 527 of the
act, which relates to employment of person-
nel, in three respects:

Paragraph (1) amends subsection (b)
which relates to employment of personnel
in the United States, by increasing (a) the
ceiling on the number of personnel employed
in the United States on programs authorized
by the act who may be compensated without
regard to the provisions of the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended, and (b) the limi-
tation on the number of such personnel
within the above-mentioned ceiling, who may
be compensated at rates higher than those
provided for grade 15 of the Classification
Act general schedule but not in excess of
the highest rate provided for grades in such
general schedule.

Paragraph (2) amends subsection (c¢),
which relates to employment outside the
United States, in two respects. First, it
vests the authority of subsection (¢) in the
President, in conformity with the general

structure of the act. Second, it provides that
Foreign Service Reserve Officers shall receive
in-class promotions in accordance with such
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regulations as the President may prescribe,
This is designed to relieve an existing in-
equity for Foreign Service Reserve Officers
appointed or assigned to perform nonmili-
tary functions under the act. Under section
6256 of the Foreign Service Act these officers,
after having been in a given class for 9
months or more, receive an in-class promo-
tlon on July 1 of each fiscal year. This means
that personnel appointed before October 1
in any given year (i.e., more than 9 months
prior to July 1) receive an in-class promo-
tion on the next July 1, while those appointed
after October 1 must wait a full year fol-
lowing the next July 1. It is contemplated
under the proposed authority that Foreign
Service Reserve Officers appointed or as-
signed pursuant to section 527(c) (2) of the
act will receive in-class promotions on the
anniversary dates of their appointment or
assignment or of their last in-class promo-
tion.

Paragraph (3) amends subsection (d),
which relates to appointment of allen em-
ployees outside the United States, to au-
thorize the Secretary of State to appoint
allens without the statutory requirement of
a request from the Director of the Foreign
Operations Administration. By virtue of Ex-
ecutive Order 10610 the functions of the Di-
rector of the Forelgn Operations Adminis-
tration were vested in the Secretary of State.

Security clearance

Section 401(e) : Repeals section §31 of the
act, which relates to security clearance, so
that the International Cooperation Admine
istration will, with respect to security clear=
ance standards and procedures, be governed
entirely by Executive Order 10450 which ap-
plies to all U.S. Government agencies,

Reports

Bectlon 401(f): Amends section 534(a) of
the act, which relates to reports, so as to re-
quire a report on operations under the act
at the end of each fiscal year instead of every
6 months.

Provisions on use of funds

Section 401(g) : Amends section 537(a) (3)
of the act, which relates to provisions on uses
of funds, so as to clarify the basis upon which
the International Cooperation Administra-
tion contracts with individuals (Americans
as well as aliens) to furnish technical ad-
vice and assistance to foreign governments
subject to administrative and policy supervi-
sion and guidance by the ICA Mission. The
Civil Service Commission has interpreted the
provisions of these contracts relating to ICA
supervision and guidance as establishing an
employer-employee relationship, which nor-
mally may not be established by contract,
and has suggested that authority to enter
into such contracts be clarified. This au-
thority will also be used, as is the present
section 537(a) (3) of the act, to hire aliens by
contract for other types of services abroad,
such as custodial and housekeeping services,

Construction or acquisition of facilities
abroad

Section 401(h): Amends section 537(¢) of
the act, which relates to construction or ac-
quisition of facilities abroad, to raise the
celling on the amount of funds made avail-
able for assistance in countries other than
Eorea which may be used for the construc-
tion or acquisition of facilities abroad under
that section.

Chapter V.—Technical amendments
Reflecting New Limits of United States
Technical amendments

Section 501: Amends the various provi-
sions of the act which refer to the “conti-
nental United States” or “continental limits
of the United States” so as to make clear
the references to the United States include
all 50 States.
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Chapter VI.—Amendments to other laws

Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954, as amended (Public Law
480)

Section 601(a): Amends section 202 of
title II of Public Law 480, which relates to
famine relief and other assistance, to permit
the use of surplus agricultural commodities
under title II to promote the economic de-
velopment of underdeveloped areas. One
principal purpose of the amendment is to
clarify authority under title IT to carry out
work relief projects on a continuing, rather
than on an emergency, basis,

Sectlon 601(b): Amends section 203 of
title IT of Public Law 480, which relates to
famine relief and other assistance, to permit
payment from funds available under title II
of general average claims arising from ship-
ments of title II commodities to recipient
countries. At present, these claims (usually
in foreign exchange), which arise against
all parties in a sea venture when a portion
of a ship or of a ship’s cargo 1s sacrificed to
save the remaining cargo or the ship, are
left for the recipient country’s account,
since title II requires delivery of commod-
itles to the recipient f.0.b. U.S. ports with
consequent transfer of title before ocean
shipment is undertaken, Although general
average claims on title II shipments are a
rare occurrence, they can be embarr:
to the United States since title IT shipments
are generally made for humanitarian non-
commercial purposes.

Mutual Security Act of 1959
Sectlon 602: Repeals section 501(b) of the
Mutual Security Act of 1959, which relates
to international cooperation in health.

Public Law 174, 79th Congress, as amended

Section 603: Amends section 2 of Public
Law 174, 79th Congress, as amended, which
relates to U.S. membership in the United
Natlons Food and Agriculture Organization,
50 as to eliminate the ceiling of $3 million
on the appropriations authorized by that
section for contribution to FAO each year,

Public Law 403, 80th Congress, as amended

Section 604: Amends section 8(a) of Pub-
lic Law 403, 80th Congress, as amended,
which relates to U.S. membership in the
South Pacific Commission, so as to eliminate
the celling of $75,000 on the appropriations
authorized by that section for contribution
to the Commission each year.

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT TO PROVIDE DISABILITY IN-

SURANCE BENEFITS FOR THE
BLIND

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, and the senior Senator
from New York [Mr. Javrrsl, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
amending the Social Security Act to pro-
vide for full disability insurance ben-
efits for persons who are blind.

The sudden occurrence of blindness
is a shocking and devastating experience,
It need not, however, be a disastrous
one. Loss of sight is merely the loss of
a physical sense—but in no other way
does this change or alter the individuals.
Of course, blindness does impose certain
limitations, but today these limitations
may be substantially reduced by the
prompt receipt of

viduals are able to return to regular em=-
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ployment, are able to resume their re-
sponsibilities as providers for their fam-
ilies; but the road back is not an easy
one. Public attitudes toward blindness
and those who are blind create road-
blocks in their way.

A person who is trained in the tech-
niques of blindness, a person who learns
to travel freely with the use of the long
cane and who receives sufficient train-
ing to qualify for practice of a profes-
sion or employment in business or in-
dustry, still encounters great difficulty
in obtaining employment. Too often, if
he is so fortunate as to obtain any em-
ployment at all, the work will be of an
unskilled and repetitive nature—uncer-
tain in duration, meager in compensa-
tion.

Individuals who are blind need the
minimum financial security that my bill
would provide, Such finaneial security
would serve to encourage and stimulate
them to greater rehabilitative efforts. I
believe it would help in converfing them
from dependence upon their families or
public assistance to economically self-
sufficient taxpaying citizens. The bill
which I am introducing contains four
provisions:

First, it would eliminate so far as
blind persons are concerned the age of
50 as a requirement for the establish-
ment of eligibility for disability insur-
ance benefits.

Blindness is a disruptive and demor=-
alizing occurrence at any time in a per-
son’s life; but, it is far more disruptive
when it occurs during an individual's
working years. It is af such time, dur-
ing such years, that the financial secu-
rity offered by disability insurance can
be of the greatest assistance in the res-
toration of disabled persons to lives of
value to themselves, their dependents,
and to the Nation. To deny the ben-
efits of the disability insurance program
to blind persons who have not yet at-
tained the age of 50 is to deny to these
persons the help which they need at a
time when they need it most, at a time
when they can still reshape their lives.

Second, my bill provides for the inclu-
sion in the disability insurance program
of the definition of blindness which is
generally and employed
throughout the Nation. Blindness, ac-
cording to the terms of this definition,
means central visual acuity of 20,200 or
less in the better eye with correcting
lenses, or visual acuity greater than
20,200 if accompanied by a limitation in
the field of vision such that the widest
diameter of the visual field subtends an
angle no greater than 20 degrees. Inclu-
sion of this definition into the disability
insurance law would lessen confusion
and provide an ophthalmological stand-
ard for the determination of blindness.

Once a blind person has established his
eligibility for disability insurance bene-
fits in accordance with the terms of this
definition, he shall be entitled to receive
full benefits for the duration of the
disability.

This provision seeks to make the dis-
ability insurance sections of the Social
Security Act a frue insurance program
for the blind. Benefits would be condi=
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tioned upon the existence and continued
existence of the disability of blindness.
This provision recognizes that an eco-
nomic loss is sustained when an indi-
vidual loses his sight, and it endeavors
by means of disability compensation to
minimize the economic impact upon the
individual.

Third, the bill would delete the present
requirement that a beneficiary of disabil=-
ity insurance accept vocational rehabili-
tation from the appropriate State ageney
before his eligibility can be established
permanently. The effect of this require-
ment is twofold.

The bill negates the insurance concept
of the disability insurance program by
conditioning receipt of benefits upon a
consideration other than the existence
of a medically determinable disability.

This requirement also makes of re-
habilitation, which by its very nature
is brought about by the voluntary ac-
tion of a disabled person, a compulsory
and coercive force—which endeavors by
threat of punishment to compel a man
to rebuild his life. Rehabilitation can
pbe achieved only when disabled persons
are encouraged and stimulated to the
efforts necessary for its attainment.
Wise and patient guidance and coun-
sel is needed if disabled persons are to
be assisted in rebuilding their lives.

Fourth, the bill would reduce the
length of time blind persons must have
worked in covered employment in order
to establish eligibility for disability bene-
fits. The present minimum of 20 quar-
ters of covered employment would be
changed, insofar as the blind are con-
cerned, to a minimum of 1 quarter.
There is nothing magic in the current
minimum requirement. The require-
ment that an individual must have at-
tained age 50 in order to be eligible for
disability benefits fails to recognize the
consequences which inevitably occur
when a younger head of a household
becomes disabled and can no longer sup-
port his family. The current coverage
requirement has the same impact on the
individual who cannot meet the re-
quirements which it imposes. A con-
tributory insurance program which de-
nies benefits to younger members who
become disabled does so at a time when
they may be responsible for the sup-
port of small children. Aside from its
economic impact, the loss of sight can
have a devastating effect upon the fam-
ily head. My bill seeks to correct this
inequity.

According to the best ayvailable esti-
mates the Nation has a blind population
of approximately 350,000. Some 50 per-
cent of these men and women became
blind after attainment of age 60, and it
is anticipated that this percentage will
increase gradually, Many of them are
already covered by the old age and sur-
vivors and disability insurance benefits
under title IT of the Social Security Act.
Approximately 22,000 American citizens
lose their sight each year. If enacted,
my bill would make benefits under title
II of the Social Security Act available
to an estimated 10 to 15 thousand newly
blind persons each year.
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The bill which I am introducing is
similar in all respects to H.R. 8218 and
H.R. 8219, introduced in the House of
Representatives by Representatives
Victor L. ANFuso and ALBErT H. BoscH,
respectively. It is my hope that the
appropriate committees will hold prompt
hearings on these bills during this session
and will adopt them into law.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the REecorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
bill will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (8. 3067) to amend title II
of the Social Security Act to provide
disability insurance benefits thereunder
for any individual who is blind and has
at least 1 quarter of coverage, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Hom-
PHREY (for himself and Mr. JaviTs), was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Finanee, and or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 223(a) (1) of the Social Security Act
is amended—

(1) by striking out subparagraph (B) and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“(B) has not attained the age of sixty-five
and, unless his disability is blindness (as de=
fined in subsection (c¢) (2) ), has attained the
age of fifty,”; and

(2) by striking out “or he attains the age
of sixty-five” and inserting in lieu thereof
“or he becomes entitled to old-age insur-
ance benefits (in the case of an individual
whose disability is blindness (as defined In
subsection (c) (2)) and who is not fully in-
sured when he attains retirement age) or
attains the age of sixty-five (in the case of
any other individual)".

(b) Section 223(c) (1) of such Act is
amended—

(1) by inserting *, other than an individ-
ual whose disability is blindness (as defined
;l;md paragraph (2)),” after "An individual”;

(2) by adding after subparagraph (B) the
following new sentence: “An individual
whose disability is blindness (as defined in
paragraph (2)) shall be insured for dis=-
abllity insurance benefits in any month if he
had not less than one gquarter of coverage
before the quarter in which such month
ocours,”

(e) (1) Section 223(c)(2) of such Act is
amended by striking out the first sentence
and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“The term ‘disability’ means (A) inability
to engage in any substantial gainful activity
by reason of any medically determinable
physical or mental impairment which can be
expected to result in death or to be of long-
continued and indefinite duration, or (B)
blindness. The term ‘blindness’ means cen-
iral visual aculty of 20/200 or less in the
better eye with the use of corrective lenses,
or visual aculty greater than 20/200 if ac-
companied by a limitation in the fields of
vision such that the widest diameter of the
visual fleld subtends an angle no greater
than twenty degrees:"

(2) Section 216(1)(1) of such Act is
amended—

(A) by striking out “blindness” and all
that follows in the first sentence and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “blindness (as deflned
in section 223(c) (2).”; and

(B) by striking out the second sentence.




2846

(d) The last sentence of section 223(c) (3)
of such Act is amended by inserting *, except
an individual whose disability is blindness
(as defined in paragraph (2)),” after “for any
individual”.

Sec, 2. The first sentence of section
222(b) (1) of the Social BSecurity Act is
amended by striking out “an individual en-
titled to disability insurance benefits” and
inserting in lieu thereof “an individual
(other than an individual whose disability
is blindness as defined in section 223(c) (2))
entitled to disability insurance benefits”.

Sec. 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall apply only with respect to monthly
benefits under title II of the Social Security
Act for months after the month in which
this Act is enacted. In the case of an in-
dividual who satisfles section 223(a) (1) (B)
of such Act on the date of the enactment
of this Act solely by reason of such amend-
ments, the walting period (as defined in sec~
tion 223(c)(3) of the Social Security Act)
may not begin before the first day of the
fifth month before the month in which this
Act is enacted.

AUTHORIZATION FOR CERTAIN
CONSTRUCTION WORK ON CAPI-
TOL GROUNDS

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I introduce, for appropriate reference,
a Jjoint resolution to authorize the
Architect of the Capitol to permit cer-
tain temporary construction work by
the John A, Volpe Construction Co. here
on Capitol property in connection with
the construction of the new national
headquarters of the International Broth-
erhood of Carpenters and Joiners.

The construction now in process on
this building requires the temporary
removal of a sidewalk on Louisiana
Avenue which is within the Capitol
Grounds. The sidewalk is to be replaced
when the building is completed, along
with other improvements which will, of
course, be subject to the final approval
of the Architect of the Capitol.

This request is made necessary be-
cause of the fact that the proposed new
headquarters will abut directly the
property line of the Capitol Grounds.
The Architect of the Capitol has been
consulted in the preparation of this
joint resolution, and I am informed he
has no objection to its passage. There
are necessary safeguards in the provi-
sion of the joint resolution providing for
the exercise of approval power by the
Architect of the Capitol. The net result
of the work to be done by the Volpe
Construction Co. on the property of the
Capitol Grounds will, I am informed by
the contractor and by the Architect of
the Capitol, be an improvement which
will be of benefit to the Government.

There is ample precedent for the pas-
sage of this joint resolution. An iden-
tical situation occurred recently during
the construction of the new headquar-
ters building for the Teamsters Union
and necessary permission was granted
by Public Law 83-14.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the joint resolution and a
brief explanatory statement of its pur-
Pposes printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the joint resolution and explanatory
statement will be printed in the RECORD.
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The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 166)
authorizing the Architect of the Capitol
to permit eertain temporary and perma-
nent construction work on the Capitol
Grounds in connection with the erection
of a building on privately owned prop-
erty adjacent thereto, introduced by Mr.
SALTONSTALL, Was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Public Works, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
Architect of the Capitol is hereby authorized
to permit (1) the performance within the
United States Capitol Grounds of excavation,
temporary construction, or other work, that
may be necessary for the construction of a
national headquarters building, and other
related facilities, for the United Brotherhood
of Carpenters and Joiners of America on the
property immediately northwest of the in-
tersection of Constitution Avenue Northwest,
and Louisiana Avenue Northwest, in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; and (2) the use of Capitol
Ground property located west of the street
curb on Louisiana Avenue Northwest, be-
tween Constitution Avenue Northwest, and
First Street Northwest, for purposes of in-
gress and egress to and from the bullding site
during such construction. No permanent
construction shall extend within the United
States Capitol Grounds except as otherwise
provided in subsection (b) of this joint
resolution,

(b) The Architect of the Capitol is hereby
authorized to permit the following improve-
ments of & permanent nature to be made on
Capitol Ground property located west of the
street curb on Loulsiana Avenue Northwest,
between Constitution Avenue Northwest, and
First Street Northwest:

(1) The removal of the existing drive-
way which provided access to a gasoline sta-
tion which formerly occupied such site; the
patching of the existing curb; and the re-
grading and sodding of the area comprising
such driveway;

(2) The extenslon of existing sewers and
the building of new manholes under the
sidewalk along Louisiana Avenue Northwest,
between Constitution Avenue Northwest, and
First Street Northwest, to accommodate serv-
ice laterals from the proposed new building,
and the Installation of necessary laterals;

(3) The installation of service laterals
from existing gas and water mains located
on Capitol Grounds property located at
Louisiana Avenue Northwest, between Con-
stitution Avenue Northwest, and First Street
Northwest.

{4) The removal and replacement of exist-
ing sidewalks located on Capitol Grounds
property at Loulslana Avenue Northwest, be-
tween Constitution Avenue Northwest, and
First Street Northwest;

(56) The planting of seven additional trees
between street curb and new sidewalk along
Louisiana Avenue Northwest, hetween Con-
stitution Avenue Northwest, and First Street
Northwest, such trees to be selected by the
Architect of the Capitol;

(6) The regrading and resodding of the re-
maining area; and

(7) The plugging and filling of a portion
of the abandoned brick arch sewer located at
the northeast corner of the proposed new
‘building.

Sec. 2. The United States shall not ineur
any expense or liability whatsoever, under
or by reason of this joint resolution, or be
liable under any claim of any nature or kind
that may arise from anything that may be
connected with or grow out of this joint res-
olution.

Sec. 3. No work shall be performed within
the Capitol Grounds pursuant to this joint
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resolution until the Architect of the Capitol
shall have been furnished with such assur«
ances as he may deem necessary that all
areas within such grounds, disturbed by rea-
son of such construction, shall, except as
otherwise provided in this joint resolution,
be restored to their original condition with-
out expense to the United States; and all
work within the Capitol Grounds herein au-
thorized shall be performed under condi-
tions satisfactory to the Architect of the
Capitol.

Sec. 4. Nothing in this joint resolution
shall be construed as conveying to the United
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of
America any right, title, or interest in or to
any of the temporary or permanent improve-
ments made by it within the Capitol Grounds
pursuant to this joint resolution.

The explanatory statement presented
by Mr. SALTONSTALL is as follows:

BRIEF REGARDING REQUEST To PERFORM CoN-
STRUCTION WORK OF PERMANENT AND TEM-
PORARY NATURE oON CaPrroL GROUNDS
PROPERTY LOCATED WEST OF STREET CURB ON
LoUuIsIANA AVENUE NW., BETWEEN CONSTI-
TUTION AVENUE NW., AND FIRST STREET NW,,
DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1. It is the desire of the International
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of
America to construct a new headquarters
building to be located on property imme-
diately northwest of the intersection of Con-
stitution avenue NW., and Louisiana Avenue
NW., in the District of Columbia.

2. The bullding is to be of monumental
construction with an exterior composed of
Georgia white marble with miscellaneous
granite trim and terrace paving. Window
walls on the first and fifth floors are to be of
stainless steel and windows on intermediate
floors are to be of African mahogany. When
completed the building will cost nearly $5
million and be located on property costing
nearly $2 million. The completed bullding
should prove to be an attractive addition to
the structures surrounding Capitol Hill.

3. It is the desire of the International
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of
America to provide planting boxes for shrub-
bery adjacent to the property line along
Loulsiana Avenue and in order to accom-
plish this construction it will be necessary
to encroach temporarily on Capitol Grounds
property located immediately southeast of
the Loulsiana Avenue property line. It is
the desire of the owner to connect to and
make use of existing utilities located on the
Capitol Grounds property referred to previ-
ously. When completed these utilities will
be hidden from view, however, their installa=
tion will require demolition of existing side-
walk necessitating a request for permission
to remove and replace the existing walks,
The request to plant additional trees and
install new sod is based on the owner's
desire to further improve the appearance
of the property.

4. The Capitol Architect, while cognizant
of the International Brotherhood of Car-
penters and Joiners' desire to perform this
work, advises that he is unable to grant the
necessary approval unless specifically per-
mitted by law.

5. This situation occurred recently dur-
ing construction of the new headquarters
building for the Teamsters Union and the
necessary permission was granted by Public
Law 14, 83d Congress, chapter 15, 1st session,
H.J. Res. 229.

6. Drawings showing the proposed work
and a rendering showing the anticipated re-
sults are attached.

7. All proposed work is to be done at no
expense to the U.S. Government and to the
satisfaction of the Capitol Architect.

8. The U.8, Government is' to be held
harmless of all liability resulting from per-
formance of this work.
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FREE MARKETING OF GOLD—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. MURRAY submitted amendments,
intended to be proposed by him, to the
bill (8. 590) to permit the free market-
ing of gold, and for other purposes,
which were referred to the Committee
on Banking and Currency, and ordered
to be printed.

CLARIFICATION OF RIGHT OF
STATES TO SELECT CERTAIN
LANDS—ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR
OF BILL

Mr. MOSS. Mr, President, on the sec-
ond day of February, the senior Sena-
tor from Alaska [Mr. BarTLETT] intro-
duced for me the bill (S. 2959) to clarify
the right of States to select certain pub-
lic lands subject to any outstanding min-
eral lease or permit. I ask unanimous
consent that the name of my colleague,
the senior Senator from Utah [Mr, BEN-
NETT] may be added as a cosponsor of
the bill.

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

PRESIDENTIAL CONFERENCE TO
STUDY MEANS FOR CONTROLLING
DISTRIBUTION OF OBSCENE MAT-
TER AND MATERIALS — ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF JOINT
RESOLUTION

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 15 I introduced a joint resolution—
Senate Joint Resolution 160—to provide
for a conference consisting of Federal,
State, and local officials, and members of
public and private groups or organiza-
tions to consider and propose methods of,
and to coordinate action for, combating
the traffic in obscene matters and ma-
terials. The joint resolution was per-
mitted to lie on the table for further
COSPONSOT'S.

I ask unanimous consent that the
names of Senators BENNETT, B1BLE, BusH,
Bripges, CooPER, Fong, GREEN, HOLLAND,
KeaTing, KErFAauver, KUCHEL, MURRAY,
NEUBERGER, PROUTY, SCHOEPPEL, YOUNG
of North Dakota, and SPARKMAN may be
added as additional cosponsors of the
joint resolution.

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

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF CHARLES F. PAUL TO BE
U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE, NORTHERN
DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, I desire to announce that a public
hearing has been scheduled on the nomi-
nation of Charles F. Paul, of West Vir-
ginia, to be U.S. distriet judge, northern
district of West Virginia, vice Herbert S.
Boreman, elevated, for 10:30 a.m., on
Thursday, February 25, 1960, in room
2228, New Senate Office Building.

At the indicated time and place all
persons interested in the nomination
may make such representations as are
pertinent. The subcommittee consists of
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the Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
JornsTON], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Hruskal, and myself, as chairman.

NOTICE CONCERNING CERTAIN
NOMINATIONS BEFORE COMMIT-
TEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nominations have been re-
ferred to and are now pending before the
Committee on the Judiciary:

Rowland K. Hazard, of Rhode Island,
to be district attorney for the Canal
Zone, for a term of 8 years, reappoint-
ment.

Warner Hodges, of Tennessee, to be
U.S. attorney, western district of Ten-
nessee, for a term of 4 years, vice Mill-
saps Fitzhugh, resigned.

George C. Harrison, of Tennessee, to
be U.S. marshal, western district of Ten-
nessee, for a term of 4 years, vice John T.
Williams, term expired.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all
persons interested in these nominations
to file with the Committee, in writing, on
or before Thursday, February 25, 1960,
any representations or objections they
may wish to present concerning the
above nominations, with a further state-
ment whether it is their intention to
appear at any hearing which may be
scheduled.

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

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the Record, as
follows:

By Mr. WILEY:

Letter written by him to Senator HoLLaND,
chairman, Commerce Department and Re-
lated Agencies Subcommittee of the Senate
Appropriations Committee, dated February
18, 1960, relating to the reinstatement of cer-
tain funds for the weather research program.

MEMEBER OF BOARD OF VISITORS
TO THE U.S. COAST GUARD ACAD-
EMY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has been requested by the Vice
President to announce his reappoint-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BusHl as a member of the Board
of Visitors to the U.S. Coast Guard Acad-
emy, pursuant to the provisions of Pub-
lic Law 78, 75th Congress,

MEMBER OF BOARD OF VISITORS
TO THE U.S. MERCHANT MARINE
ACADEMY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair has been requested by the Vice
President to announce his appointment
of the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javits] as a member of the Board of
Visitors to the U.S. Merchant Marine
Academy, pursuant to the provisions of
Public Law 301, 78th Congress.

Is there further morning business?

Mr. FREAR. Mr: President, I suggest
the absznee of a quorum.
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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 fur-
ther proceedings under the quorum ecall
be dispensed with.

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

ANNOUNCEMENT OF CONSIDERA-
TION ON TUESDAY NEXT OF
TREATIES ON EXECUTIVE CALEN-
DAR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, for the information of the Senate,
after conferring with my beloved friend
the minority leader [Mr. DIRKSEN], we
have decided that it would be in the in-
terest of most of the Members of the
Senate to have an announcement as to
the time we shall proceed to the consid-
eration of the treaties on the Executive
Calendar. It is our opinion that the best
time to do that would be the middle of
the afternoon on Tuesday next.

Therefore, I announce, for the infor-
mation of all Members of the Senate,
that we expect to have at least one roll-
call, and perhaps others, on the trea=
ties now on the Executive Calendar, and
that rollcall will be some time in the
middle of the afternoon on Tuesday next,
after the minority leader has concluded
with certain business he has scheduled
for that time,

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
nominations on the Executive Calendar.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WiLLiams of New Jersey in the chair).
Without objection——

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, does the Senator
refer to the nominations on the present
Executive Calendar?

Mr., JOHNSON of Texas. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider executive busi-
ness.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

The legislative clerk read the nomi=
nation of Hart H. Spiegel to be Assist-
ant General Counsel (Chief Counsel of
the Internal B.vonue Service).,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con=-
firmed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas., Mr, Presi-
dent, the reason why I am seeking to
have the Senate consider the nomina-.
tions on the Executive Calendar now is
that my beloved friends from Alaska,
Senator GRUENING and Senator BART-
LETT, are very anxious to have the nomi-
nation of the district judge for Alaska
confirmed. I am delighted we have the
opportunity to have that done at this
time.

U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Walter H. Hodge to be U.S.
district judge for the district of Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nomination is con=
firmed.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr,. President, both
my colleague [Mr. BarTLETT] and I are
extremely happy at the confirmation of
this appointment. Judge Hodge has
been a distinguished Federal judge in
‘Alaska, twice appointed by this admin-
istration, twice confirmed. He is now
serving as an associate justice of the
State supreme court. His appointment
and confirmation have the unanimous
approval of the Alaska bar. I thank the
Senate for acting upon this nomination,
immediately upon receipt of the favor-
able Judiciary Committee report. The
judicial system of the 49th State is now
ready to function.

U.S. ATTORNEY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Kenneth G. Bergquist, of Idaho,
to be U.S. attorney for the district of
Idaho for a term of 4 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

U.S. MARSHALS

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Dudley G. Skinker, of Maryland,
to be U.S. marshal for the District of
Columbia for a term of 4 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

The legislative clerk read the nomina=
tion of William K, Holt, Jr., of Georgia,
to be U.S. marshal for the middle dis~
trict of Georgia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, 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 the nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

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.
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TIGHT MONEY HITS SMALL BANKS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one
of the leading articles on the first page
of the Wall Street Journal this morning
relates to the issue of tight money. Itis
entitled “Money and Main Street—
Banks in Small Cities Tighten Credit as
It Eases a Bit Elsewhere.”

The article reports that the tight
money policy is now having its most
serious effect on small banks in the
smaller communities of the counftry,
rather than in the great financial cen-
ters like New York, Chicago, and San
Francisco. The article states:

“Money may be easing in New York City,
but it’s just as tight here as it's ever been.”

Speaking is a Plainfield, N.J., banker whose
institution is located a scant 2 dozen miles
from the manmade canyons of the Nation's
financial capital. His comment points up
an often overlooked fact: Money market
trends usually spread slowly to smaller cities
and towns,

The article points out:

Only in more recent weeks, however, has
tight money's impact spread to most smaller
cities and towns. Small businessmen, farm-

ers, and other would-be borrowers are find-.

ing it both more difficult and costly to secure
loans.

Many bankers figure the easier-money
trend in the major financial centers is only
temporary. The Federal Reserve System has
shown no signs of easing its pressure on the
banks, and bank business loans are heading
upward. If money grows tighter in major
cities—or stays as tight as it is now—the im-
pact of the smaller-city money squeeze could
extend far beyond local borrowers.

Then the article reads:

“Smalltown banks have to assess the rela-
tive riskiness of their loans,” says an officer
of the Chicago Federal Reserve Bank. “In
a small town most borrowers tend to be de-
pendent on the same or similar influences
such as the closing of one total factory or a
poor crop due to adverse weather, BSo the
smalltown banker can't afford to carry too
big a loan portfolio; most of his loans might
go bad at once, In a big money market,
lending is done to a widely diversified list,
so the portfollo is safer.”

The article points out that the tight
money squeeze is now really exerting
pressure not only on our small banks,
but also on our smaller communities and
towns.

I should like to conclude by calling at-
tention to something not mentioned by
the Wall Street Journal, to wit, the fact
that the real pressure on the small bank
is that most of its liabilities are in the
form of time deposits that do require the
bank to pay interest, not demand depos-
its, that require the bank to pay no
interest.

This means that as interest rates rise,
the small banks have to pay interest as
well as receive interest. In Wisconsin
the typical small bank has two-thirds of
its deposits in time deposits, on which it
must pay interest. In New York, on the
other hand, the typical big bank has
only 5 percent, or one-twentieth, of its
deposits in time deposits. Most of those
deposits do not bear interest. So that
while the tight money policy is a bo-
nanza for the big banks, because it
means soaring income with very little
interest cost increase, it is a serious
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problem for the smaller banks, because
interest costs rise right along mth in=-
terest income,

EQUAL RIGHTS LEGISLATION FOR
RETIREMENT DEDUCTIONS FOR
THE SELF-EMPLOYED

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr, President, one
of the most respected and widely read
financial reporters in the United States,
Miss Sylvia Porter, whose articles are
syndicated across the Nation, had pub-
lished in the Washington Evening Star,
night before last, an article entitled ‘“Tax
Break for Seli-Employed.” In the ar-
ticle she states very ably and very
clearly, I think, the value of the enact-
ment of the proposed legislation for the
benefit of the self-employed, who for
many years have experienced an inequity
affecting them, because they have not
been given the same privilege of taking
tax deductions for retirement funds as
have those who have been working in in-
dustry and have received from the Treas-
ury approval of certain pension pro-
grams.

In the article Miss Porter points out
that this proposed legislation is now be-
fore the Finance Committee, and that
there is some indication from those in
the Treasury that, although previously
they had fought the enactment of such
legislation, they now are beginning to see
that this inequity should no longer exist,
and they recognize the demand of some
10 million people in the United States
who are self-employed, and the fact that
they are not going to stand much longer
for this inequity.

As one of the authors of this proposed
legislation, I very much appreciate the
article; and I am greatly encouraged by
the position of the Treasury in recent
weeks when, either recognizing the
validity of the arguments made against
the present situation, or else recognizing
the political pressures being made on the
Members of the Congress, and realizing
that something is going to happen, those
in the Treasury have changed their
position.

I think I can say that it will not be too
much longer before the so-called
Smathers-Morton-Keogh-Simpson  bill
will be on the statute books. When it is
on the statute books, we shall be able to
take great pride because an inequity in
our tax laws will then have been elimi-
nated.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article written by Miss
Porter be printed at this point in the
Recorp, in connection with my remarks.

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

TAx BREAK FOR SELF-EMFLOYED
(By Sylvia Porter)

The odds are mounting that equal rights
legislation for America’s 10 million self-
employed in planning for retirement will
come out of Congress this session,

If you areamong the self-employed—
which includes small businessmen, doctors,
lawyers, accountants, engineers, etc.—this
event can help you in providing for your
future financial independence. Certainly,
the legislation will remove a glaringly un-
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fair discrimination against the self-em-
ployed person trying to build up a retire-
ment pension.

In briefest summary, here's the story, up
to date.

Within a few weeks the Senate Finance
Committee will take up HR. 10, also
known as the BSmathers-Morton-Keogh-
Simpson bill. H.R. 10 passed the House last
year.

BILL 1S OUTLINED

Under the bill, you, as a self-employed
person, would be allowed to deduct from
your Federal income tax up to 10 percent
of your annual net earnings, or $2,5600
(whichever is less), provided you put this
money into a retirement program as specified
in the legislation.

You could take your deduction for 20
years, permitting you a maximum lifetime
deduction of $50,000.

When you received your benefits under
your retirement program, your investment
plus your accumulated earnings on it would
be treated as ordinary income and taxable
as such.

The above three paragraphs give you the
heart of the legislation although there are
other details on age limits, withdrawals, ete,

From 1951 to 1959 Representative KxoGH,
Democrat of New York, persistently intro-
duced bills to give the self-employed a tax
break on thelr retirement savings compara-
ble to that which employees covered by em-
ployer-financed pension plans have had for
years.

The Treasury just as persistently opposed
the bills, though, because it argued the Gov-
ernment cannot afford to lose the $365 mil-
lion a year in revenues it figures would be
involved.

But on March 16, 1959, despite the Treas-
ury’s opposition, a bill sponsored by Mr.
ErocH and the late Representative Simp-
son of Pennsylvania, was overwhelmingly
approved by the House.

ONE NEW ANGLE

Now the bill has moved to the Senate Fi-
nance Committee under the sponsorship of
Senator SmarHERS, Democrat, of Florida, and
Senator MorToN, Republican, of Kentucky.
The only new angle is that the Smathers bill
would become effective in 1961, a bit later
than the House bill's effective date.

A careful survey Indicates that if the bill
reached the Senate floor today, it would pass
by a comfortable margin.

If it goes through, the self-employed indi-
vidual who wants to set up a pension plan
will get a tax break similar to that which an
estimated 18 million employees under corpo-
rate pension plans now enjoy.

If it goes through, & major and long-ad-
mitted discrimination against the self-em=
ployed will be wiped out.

If it goes through, financial institutions
of various types will immediately create re-
tirement funds and accounts for the self-
employed. Many major financial institutions
are set to go now.

Legislation to give equal rights to the self-
employed in setting up retirement plans is
inevitable. With the administration fore-
casting a fat budget surplus and with the
effective date for the legislation put off to
1961, the chances are the brightest yet that
the remaining opposition will erumble and
the bill will become law this year.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I
concur with the remarks of the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmATHERS] regarding
the article by Miss Sylvia Porter.

Sylvia Porter aptly describes H.R. 10,
a bill now pending in the Senate which
enables self-employed persons to estab=-
lish retirement pension programs of their
own, as equal rights legislation. Her dis-
cussion is worthy of note by all of us
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and not only because of her excellent
treatment of H.R. 10 and her endorse-
ment of it, but because of the importance
of this legislation itself.

Mr, President, fair and equitable tax
treatment is fundamental under our
democratic form of Government. Yet
for many years the self-employed—law-
yers, accountants, plumbers—in all 31
groups—have been denied the oppor-
tunity now afforded to persons working
for a corporation to establish funds for
their old age and their retirement.

I believe H.R. 10 to be among the most
important subjects before the Congress
in this session. The problems of the ag-
ing are of important concern to the Con=-
gress and the executive branch. The
White House has held national confer-
ences on the problem. We debate in
Congress methods by which the Govern-
ment can aid and assist persons after
their retirement—for instance, in the
fields of medical insurance and increased
social security.

These methods involve a heavy expen-
diture of taxpayers’ funds. H.R. 10 I
submit, Mr, President, offers a simple,
straightforward way in which the Fed-
eral Government can encourage self-em-~
ployed persons to help themselves—to
provide for their own retirement and to
plan their own savings for their old age
in an orderly way without involving the
expenditure of any Federal funds and
with a minimum loss of revenues—in
fact, merely a deferral of revenues. Both
in prineiple and in practice HR. 10 is
sound legislation.

Sylvia Porter’s column expresses the
need for Congress to act and to remedy
the penalty that is now levied against 10
million self-employed persons.

NATIONAL STUDENT COMMITTEE
FOR THE LOYALTY OATH

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I in-
vite attention to the recent organization
of the National Student Committee for
the Loyalty Oath. Second only to the
discussion revolving around the missile
gap is the discussion regarding the flab-
biness of our educational system as com=
pared to that of the Soviet Union. Con-
gress, having great concern in regard to
that matter, developed a program in the
National Defense Education Act which
was designed to strengthen the Nation’s
educational facilities, particularly in re-
gard to the sciences.

In its wisdom, Congress provided that
recipients of aid under the National De-
fense Education Act should take a non-
Communist oath and make a disclaimer
of Communist belief. As might be ex-
pected in a country such as ours, where
the utmost of freedom of expression is
encouraged, there has been some objec=
tion to the oath and disclaimer require=
ments. I am happy to report, however,
that the objection comes from a very tiny
minority of the participating colleges,
only 12 out of approximately 1,300.

To my mind, the refusal of the avail=-
able Federal funds was more of a dicta-
tion to the student bodies involved than
was the case in the oath and disclaimer
requirements. These colleges have taken
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the very paternalistic attitude of “Fa-
ther knows best,” and have denied to
their students the freedom of choice as
to whether or not the student himself
wished to avail himself of the funds with
the oath and disclaimer requirement.

It is most heartening to me that an
organization of the students themselves
has come into being, dedicated to the
preservation of the oath and disclaimer.
Particularly heartening is the fact that
membership comes from some of the col-
leges which have denied their students
the freedom of choice. I was most hap-
py to give this organization my endorse-
ment.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be included at this point
in the Recorp the statement announc-
ing the organization of this committee
and its purposes.

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

NATIONAL STUDENT COMMITTEE FOR THE
LOYALTY OATH

A national student organization founded
for the object of preserving the student
loyalty oath and nonsubversive affidavit in
the National Defense Education Act was an-
nounced here today.

The nization’s name is the Natlonal
Student Committee for the Loyalty Oath.
Twenty-five colleges and universities across
the Nation are represented on its governing
board and more are to be announced in the
near future.

Chairman of the organization is Douglas
Caddy, a senior at Georgetown University in
Washington, D.C. Caddy is presently State
chairman of the Young Republican College
Federation for the Distriet of Columbia.
Executive secretary-treasurer of the student
committee is David Franke, a junior at
George Washington University in Washing-
ton, D.C. Franke is also at the present time
the editor of the Individualist, official stu-
dent publication of the Intercollegiate So-
ciety of Individualists.

The committee is bipartisan in political
character. Its activities will be confined
solely to fighting for the preservation of the
loyalty oath and affidavit presently embodied
in the Natlonal Defense Education Act and
will not enter into the other areas of con-
troversy currently attached to the National
Defense Education Act.

Colleges represented by students on the
governing board of the organization include
Harvard University, Boston College, Univer-
sity of Connecticut, City College of New
York, Manhattan College, College of New
Rochelle, University of Indiana, Butler Uni-
versity, University of Wisconsin, Antloch,
Marquette University, St. John University
(Minnesota), Unilversity of Michigan, Wit-
tenberg College (Ohlo), Iowa Central Col-
lege, Kansas State University, Willlam and
Mary University, University of Houston, Uni-
versity of Arizona, University of New Mexico,
Georgetown University, George Washington
University, American University, Dunbarton
College, and Trinity College.

The committee has been given the endorse-
ment and blessing of Senator STyLES BRIDGES,
of New Hampshire, chalrman of the Senate
Republican policy committee. Senator
Briges in a recent letter to the committee
wrote, in part:

“The formation of your nationwide com-
mittee has come to my attention, and I offer
my congratulations for the example of patri-
otism being expressed by our young Ameri-
can college and university students. It
should serve to inspire our future leaders in
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every field of endeavor to renew their knowl-
edge of the fundamentals upon which our
Nation was founded.

Throughout our history thousands of our
young people have daily saluted the Ameri-
can flag and repeated the pledge of allegiance
without any thought of hesitation. It has
always been my belief that it was an honor
to take any pledge of allegiance or subscribe
to any oath of loyalty on behalf of our Na-
tion. Why this should become unpopular in
some circles 18 almost beyond my belief and
comprehension.

I wish the committee well and hope it re=
ceives support throughout the country. It
is most certainly a worthwhile endeavor.

STYLES BRIDGES,
Chairman, Senate Republican
Policy Commitiee.

In announcing its formation, the student
committee termed “deplorable” the actions
of the 19 colleges and universities who have
refused to or withdrawn from participation
in the National Defense Education Act be-
cause of the loyalty oath requirement. The
committee raised the questions (1) whether
it is proper for the officlals of these colleges
and universities that have refused partici-
pation to act as a super legislature and deny
qualified students the opportunity to seek
the benefits under a public law designed to
ald them individually, and (2) whether such
officials are not by administrative flat de-
priving the students of the very freedom
they seek to preserve. The committee called
attention to the fact that while only 19 in-
stitutions have refused participation in the
National Defense Education Act, over 1,370
other institutions are participating without
protest of the benefits of the National De-
fense Education Act.

LOYALTY OATH PROVISIONS OF
THE DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, it is
argued by some that the loyalty oath
provisions of the Defense Education Act
unfairly single out students and others
in intellectual pursuits.

As my colleagues know, I believe any
American should welcome all opportuni-
ties to reaffirm his loyalty. To be sin-
gled out to reaflirm loyalty to the United
States is a singular privilege, it seems to
me.

But I do not intend to make a speech
on the subject at this time.

I would like, however, to invite to the
attention of my colleagues a timely
speech given recently by Martin B. Mc-
EKneally, national commander of the
American Legion. The speech is en-
titled: “What Is a Loyalty Oath?” It
was delivered in Tucson, Ariz., Decem=-
ber 14 last.

I shall not quofe at length from the
speech, but I do want to read five short
sentences from it. I shall then ask that
the whole speech be printed in the
Recorp. Here are the five sentences:

Let us recognize that teachers and intel-
lectuals occupy an exalted place in our so-
cliety. They are the ones to whom we look
Tor leadership and for light in this complex
world. In short it may be said that they are
the ones whom we ordinary people

must ultimately depend. Are we asking

more than they are willing to give in re-

quiring this simple afirmation of loyalty to

our country? BSurely, no one in his right

mind interprets this as a slander or a re-

ﬂuzctlm upon them a&s a practical proposli-
.
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I urge my colleagues to refleet upon
those five sentences, and I hope that
students and educators will do likewise.

Mr, President, I now ask unanimous
consent that the speech referred to be
printed at this point in the body of the
RECORD.

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

WHAT Is A LovaLTy OATH?
(By Martin B. McEneally)

I am glad to be in Tucson for it gives me
an opportunity to visit again with old friends
and to enjoy the great hospitality for which
Arizona has become so famous. This is my
first visit to this State and I have looked
forward with anticipation to it, and In no
instance have I been disappointed. The color
and the majesty of your countryside fis
matched by your kindness and the warmth
of your welcome to all visitors.

I come to you on this visit as the national
commander of the American Legion and I can
report well of your organization. It is sound
and vigorous in all of its divisions. We have
done a fair amount of traveling and have
talked before many groups and the prestige
of the American Legion is high because it has
supported a policy founded upon one thing
only and that is what is best for America.
Its prestige is high because its volce is clear
and its voice is clear because it has always
managed to see things in their proper per-
spective. It has seen what was there, not
something else. I suppose this is so because
the average legionnaire views the events of
our time with the 20-20 vision of undiluted
patriotlsm. We have taken our stand on
the great issues confronting the country and
will continue to do so in spite of the fact
that we differ from highly articulate and
sometimes over-emotionalized critics and
scorners and cynics. One of the interesting
developments in the new public philosophy
is the perfection of the smear technique; the
use of the broad unsupported generalization.
The American Leglon has in the past been
insulted because of its devotion to national-
istic ideals, the exaltation of the flag and the
preservation of the soverelgnty of the United
States. These are great causes and if they
fail it will be because the American Legion
has been unable and in somewise prevented
from bringing home to all Americans their in-
dispensability to life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness., If we are unable it is due to
our lack of concern, if we are prevented it
is due to the web of confusion which has
been spun around reasonably simple issues,

One cannot but look with concern on signs
that the image of America abroad has be-
come distorted and distasteful, and indica-
tions of failure and decadence at home.

I call to your attention as proof positive
that the soul of America is In great danger
to a book of recent publication written by
Eugene Kinkead, entitled “In Every War But
One.” This book is a treatment of the col-
lapse of morale among prisoners of war in
EKorea. One out of three technically
collaborated with fhe enemy. One out
of seven did the business of the enemy,
21 elected to remain with the enemy,
75 returned home as esplonage agents of
the enemy. Thirty-eight percent died in
captivity. No one escaped. For the first
time in America's long record of military
exertions, Americans were found to have lost
the bond that unites free men together. For
the first time the inevitable kinship among
men which is the result of service to a great
ideal was broken and Americans were at war
with one another—a war in many of its as-
pects more cruel and more distressing than
the one they fought with the enemy, for in
this war Americans fought Americans, Amer=
icans betrayed Americans, Amerleans mur-
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dered Americans. I suppose that unmatched
in the whole catalog of human infamy
will be the crime of one Gallagher who cast
two of his fellow prisoners, sick with dysen-
tery and fatigued to the bone, out into the
night where they died of the cold in shock
and in disbelief of their fate.

Where I ask you, do you fit these statistics
into a nation with an exalted mission?—a
mission the like of which has never been
equaled in the history of mankind. For the
great burden of our country, ladies and gen-
tlemen, is to keep the fires of individual free-
dom burning brightly in the hearts of all
Americans and to keep this America clean
and sure of its purpose as the hope of all
men and women abroad.

Not only must our sense of mission be
strong but the policles of our country, in this
duel with communism, must be eo us
and responsive to the will of the people, In
my travels in the last several weeks I have
had a great opportunity to discuss with many
Americans the issues facing this country and
the role the American Legion must play in
helping face these issues.

I have found to a man a dreadful concern
about the situation in Cuba. Itis abundant-
1y clear to all now, that Castro is not the
modern George Washington he was called by
a New York City television master of cere~
monies one Sunday night. He is something
quite different. We do not know all that he
is but this we do know—he is doing the busi=
ness of our enemy.

And I shall say this as one American that
any head of state who consigns men to the
firing squad, without just and fair trials, be-
cause of a failure on their part to support
the revolutionary movement, inspires in me
no confidence that he understands the na-
ture of freedom or that he is a person worth
conciliating. One cannot help but view the
continuing passivity on the part of our Gov=
ernment to the continuing insults to our
flag and to our citizens as a species of ap-
peasement and we all know appeasement has
never worked and is particularly vile when
it 1s engaged in to the prejudice of our own
sovereign citizens. I say to you, we shall
continue to play the role of “Obliging Oliver™
to our peril if, indeed, not to our doom, in
this area and in other areas abroad.

‘We shall not win that way, this war for
the minds and the hearts of men. If poli-
cles without courage will not help us abroad,
much less will they help us in all of the
problems confronting us at home. A ques-
tion of much moment before the American
people is the one concerning what is called
the loyalty oath.

The American Legion, by resolution of its
1059 convention, supports the loyalty oath
provision of the National Defense Education
Act. It does so on this theory: The National
Defense Education Act is a part of the enact-
ments of Congress providing for the security
of the United States and as such those re-
celving benefits under it are special persons,
they are singled out as special beneficiaries
for a special reason and as such their loyalty
to the United States and their freedom from
the taint of disloyalty is properly an issue,

To read the debate on the Eennedy-Warren
bill which sought, at the last sesslon of Con-
gress, to repeal the section of the act which
required every student-beneficiary to sign
an affidavit to the effect that he does not
believe in and is not a member of and does
not support any organization that believes
in or teaches the overthrow of the U.S.
Government by force or violence or by
any illegal or unconstitutional means s to
take an exercise, a lengthy exercise in eva-
sion, begging the question and the
point. One would think that loyalty to the
sovereign state 1s the exaction of an onerous,
burdensome thing to the average American.
One would think that subversion was not the
Communist business. One would think that
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freedom, In this desolate age, was not dying
all over the world. One would have to con-
clude that the great states that have been
overthrown, since 1945, were not helped to
disaster by certain disloyal citizens within
their boundaries. The fact of the matter is
that loyalty is an issue and the United States
must be protected against disloyalty.

The fact of the matter 1s that those of us
who support this afidavit, and have our-
selves taken such an oath gladly, find in it no
reflection on our integrity and our loyalty.
When we insist upon our position we -are
disdained as anti-intellectual and as descend-
ants of those who called for a religious test
in the Middle Ages. This is specious non=-
sense.

A man’s trafiic with his God is & personal
affair and is answerable in a forum over
which we have no control. Treason to one’s
country is another story. A tightly organized
soclety such as our own, exists by virtue of
certain understandings, certaln compacts:
man to man. We are all participants in it
and every man is affected by the deeds of his
fellows. This principle is indeed part of the
{radition of the common law. For instance,
I must so use my property that it does not do
injury to my neighbor. I may speak freely
but I may not expect my freedom fo extend to
me the right to shout “Fire” in a theater and
thereby cause panic and injury to my fellows.
Freedom, indeed, is a qualified thing. I
e¢annot in any case commit injury to my fel-
low citizens without penalty. This is purely
a social responsibility and its violation
throws me out of step.

Treason or betrayal of the common good
as constituted in a duly authorized way is an
act which violates the responsibility of one
citizen to another. The average American is
unable to follow the tenuous reasoning which
identifies a religious test in the Middle Ages
with a loyalty affidavit of today, except in-
sofar as it identifies the loyalty oath with
something admittedly bad for the purpose of
destroying it.

1 have said to you that around the world
in this age of brainwashing techniques and
indoctrination, loyalty is in issue. “With
every dawn,” Camus tells us of our time,
“masked assassins slip into some cell.”
“Murder is the question before us.,” This is
the solemn keynote of our time. Shall we
fail to heed it? According to the over-anx-
ious reasoning of certain college presidents?
And in this connection it is worth noting
that the hearings in the Senate catered to
the opponents of the loyalty oath and enter-
tained not a voice in support of it. It is in-
teresting further to note that not one stu-
dent voice was heard. After all this bill pro-
vides for a relationship between Government
and student, and those university boards and
presidents who have withdrawn their insti-
tutions from it have deprived thousands of
American youths of the personal benefits of
this program and the benefits to the Nation,
by summary action based upon unsubstan-
tial reasoning may charge us with anti-in-
tellectualism (and I am not sure what that
term really means) but I do know this: they
inspire me with no great admiration for their
position.

The battle against communism is a strug-
gle for men’s minds and in this struggle we
shall not win by the mounting confusion of
words that surround great issues. It has
been argued that if the loyalty oath is to be
included in a security measure then it should
also be included in a farm subsidy law. This
is in effect to say that a farmer raising corn
is in the same position as a man working in
the fleld of molding men’s minds. Let us
recognize that teachers and intellectuals oc-
cupy an exalted place in our society, They
are the ones to whom we look for leader-
ship and for light in this complex world.
In short it may be sald that they are the
ones upon whom we ordinary people must ul-
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timately depend. Are we asking more than
they are willing to give in requiring this sim-
ple affirmation of loyalty to our country?
Surely, no one in his right mind interprets
this as a slander or a reflection upon them
as a practical proposition. Teachers operat-
ing under the New York school system have
been taking such an oath for years. No one
has thought less of them for taking it.

Now the subject of this discourse has been
in defense of the loyalty affidavit and op-
posed to the reasoning used in an effort to
defeat it. I would give the opponents of the
loyalty oath a large measure of credit if they
would base their case on the fact that the
oath has little practical use in protecting
the Nation against subversion instead of
trailing off into vaporish, thin skinned ex-
presslons of injured pride. Perhaps it is
nothing more than a symbol of loyalty. Is
symbolism bad? When a man tips his hat
to a lady, he uses a symbol of respect; his
head bowed in prayer is a symbol of his
reverence. His use of the term His Excel-
lency, to a Governor, is a symbol of his sub-
mission to the authority of the law. Are
these bad? Do we think more of a man if
he fails to observe them? The loyalty oath
is probably nothing but an expression of de-
votion to one's country in this day of its
darkest peril. But even If this is all that it
is, who can deny that such an expression
does some good? I have said to you that
the battle of communism is one for the
minds of men, It must be fought in the
classroom.

But the battle against communism must
also be fought on the level of faith, not only
across the plains of economic and scientific
achievements, Communism proposes that
life is material and a man 1s a product of
nature with no purpose, no will, and no soul.
This is a harsh doctrine but because they
have succeeded in dressing it up with ap-
peals to ideals and equality, they have suc-
ceeded in winning in many instances, the
battle for the heart and the minds of men.
Ours is a soclety and a system based upon
ideals. Our job as legionnaires is to keep the
eyes of all Americans focused on the ideals
of our country and our job as Americans is
constantly to translate the image of America
abroad in terms of his ideals.

We as members of the American Legion
must keep alive the spirit of patriotism, love
of country. This is our challenge. To those
who have grown listless in their appreciation
of individual freedom and the great gift of
citizenship in this country let us constantly
recount their blessings. They are neatly
summed up in a passage written by a refu-
gee—one who came to these shores from Herr
Hitler’s concentration camps and eventually
became a citizen of these United States.
He wrote:

“] am an American citizen * * * a mem-
ber of the greatest fraternity on earth. * * *
The brotherhood of free men because a mil-
lion American citizens have died and mil-
lions have suffered in the wars of our Re-
public. I have greater freedom than any
other citizen of any other nation in any
other period of mankind. I have greater
freedom to work, to worship, to love, to learn,
and to play. Mine is the freedom to com-
pete, to invent, to save, to invest, to create,
to promote, to own. I have freedom to
choose, to join, to vote, to speak, to travel,
and to walk erect with head high. I am free
to be my own self as an individual human
soul. I am free to glorify God.”

THE FEDERAL NOOSE

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, from
time to time we have heard of some
strange and ludicrous examples of farm-
ers being penalized for growing crops
for their own use.
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Now we have the case of the State
of Ohio. According to an editorial in
the February 12 issue of the Wall Street
Journal, entitled “The Federal Noose,”
we find that the United States is bring-
ing a suit against that sovereign State
because eight of its mental and penal
institutions grew more wheat than the
Federal Government told them they
could. Because of this, the State of
Ohio was fined $28,000 and the Govern-
ment has gone to court to collect it.

The State of Ohio says the suit brings
up a constitutional guestion of great
import. Ohio maintains that a State
cannot be regarded the same as an in-
dividual.

The editorial comments that:

What the Government can do to an in-
dividual, the Government can do to a Btate
as well wherever Individuals or States have

abdicated their rights and responsibilities
to a central power.

The editorial points out an interest-
ing angle by saying that it might not
be too great a disaster for the Federal
Government to win this case because
that “might make both the public and
the State officials come to realize that
whether it has to do with aid for wheat
or aid for roads or aid for schools, the
Federal purse strings can also become a
Federal noose.”

The handwriting is on the wall. Now
we have a bill to pay nearly all school
expenses from Washington, D.C. Next
we will order what kind of books may
be used in schools.

It goes on and go. The Federal noose
gets tighter and tighter.

Because of the grave importance of
such a trend, I ask unanimous consent
that this editorial be printed in the
body of the Recorp at this point.

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

THE FeDERAL NoOOSE

The sovereign State of Ohio seems some-
what surprised at a suit brought against it
by the United States of America. Seems
Ohlo's eight mental and penal institutions
grew more wheat than Uncle Sam told them
they could.

Because Ohio's Institutions exceeded their
quotas, the State was fined $28,000 and the
Government has gone to court to get it.
The quota system was devised to prevent
wheat from piling up in the Government's
surplus which, of course, it hasn't prevented.
But this Ohio wheat wasn't raised either for
the market or for the surplus; it was raised
to feed livestock and to make flour for the
inmates of the institutions.

Governor DiSalle says the suit brings up a
“constitutional guestion of great import.”
A State, he says, can't be regarded by Uncle
Sam the same as an individual, and so he
thinks the Supreme Court eventually will
decide this question of Washington dictate
ing to a sovereign State.

‘We hope Mr. DiSalle does fight this suit.
Since most State Governors are pretty care-
ful to guard their prerogatives when Uncle
Sam seeks to trespass on the statehouse,
Governor DiSalle can count on having lots
of States on his side.

But where were the States when the Gov=
ernment was moving against individuals for
exceeding quotas in exactly the same man-
ner Ohio has? We didn't hear of many
State officials rushing to the defense of
Farmer Stanley Yankus, of Dowagiac, Mich.,




2852

when the Federal agents grabbed half his
bank account for growing excess wheat to
make chickenfeed. The wheat he grew never
left the Yankus farm., Mr. Yankus is not
the only Individual who's suffered the heavy
hand of Government ald.

What the Government can do to an indi-
vidual, the Government can do to a State as
well wherever individuals or States have
abdicated their rights and responsibilities
to a central power.

Since that is so, it might not be too great
a disaster for the Federal Government to win
this wheat suit in the Supreme Court. Be-
cause that might well make both the public
and the State officials come to realize that
whether it has to do with aid for wheat or
ald for roads or aid for schools, the Federal
purse strings can also become a Federal
noose.

U.S. RELATIONS WITH PANAMA

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, since
the end of World War II this country
has roamed the highways and the by~
ways of the world extending foreign aid,
mutual security, economic aid, military
aid, and technical assistance among free
world friends. This great humanitarian
effort has had notable successes and per-
haps equally notable failures. Although
distance lends enchantment, we have not
overlooked our neighbors on the broad
avenue of the Americas, North and
South, including the Republic of
Panama.

Let us explore the situation in regard
to Panama. The origin of and the suc-
cession of events which have led to the
present could take hours of tracing and
recitation. It would be sufficient for
my purposes, for the moment, to put
just one segment of this sorry situation
under the magnifying glass.

The Panama Canal stands as one of
the great engineering feats of the ages,
and it is especially significant that we,
as a still young Nation in terms of exist-
ence and technical know-how, took over
where others had failed and made the
project an accomplished fact. In the
years since the canal was officially
opened in 1914, it has heen one of the
greatest boons for mankind on this
earth. It has contributed greatly to the
economic and cultural development of
the world, and after being constructed
by this Nation, it has been maintained
by this Nation, for the benefit of one and
all, at the most moderate of tariffs, suf-
ficient to barely meet the cost of its
operation and maintenance,

Despite all of the foregoing, the
sovereignty of the United States in the
Panama Canal Zone is today being seri-
ously challenged to the end of eventual
nationalization by the Republic of Pana-
ma, which of itself would be sufficiently
disturbing, but also there is the fact
that, once again, the movement seems to
be inspired by the constant Communist
probing into the affairs of this hemi-
sphere.

Let us look for a moment at the his-
tory of our sovereignty in the Panama
Canal Zone. The Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
of 1901 between this country and Great
Britain accomplished the relinquishment
by Great Britain, exclusively to the
United States, of whatever rights Great
Britain then possessed. In 1903, under
the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty with
Panama, this country acquired in perpe-
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tuity the use, occupation, and control of
the Canal Zone for the construction of
the Panama Canal and its perpetual
maintenance, operation, sanitation, and
protection. This is under article II of
the 1903 convention. Axrticle ITI of the
convention gave utter sovereignty to the
United States over the Panama Canal
Zone in the following language:

The Republic of Panama grants to the
United States all the rights, power, and au-
thorlty within the zone mentioned and de-
scribed in article IT of this agreement and
within the limits of all auxiliary lands and
waters mentioned and descrlbed in sald
article II which the United States would
possess and exercise if it were the sover-
elgn of the territory within which sald lands
and waters are located to the entire exclu-
slon of the exercise by the Republic of
Panama of any such sovereign rights, power,
or authority.

Finally, by the Thomson-Urritia
Treaty of 1914, proclaimed in 1922, this
country concluded with Colombia the
restoration of amity, which had been
previously impaired by the fact that
Panama had revolted from Colombia
and our previous freaty with Panama in
regard to the Canal Zone had given
status to the revolutionary Panamanian
Government. Also included in the treaty
with Colombia was the acquisition of
the Panama Railroad by payment to the
title holders of interest.

In the interpretation of treaties and
statutes, it is always enlightening to
read the statements of intention of
those who participated therein, or who
were in a position to evaluate and define
immediately after the fact. Bunau-
Varilla, Panama’s Minister to the United
States and one of the principal drafts-
men of the treaty, stated succinctly:

To cut short any possible debate, I de-
cid%? to grant a concesslon of sovereignty
en OC.

He goes on to say, further, the course
which seemed best was to grant the
United States:

All the rights, power, and authority which
the United States would possess and exer-
cise if it were the sovereign of the terri-
tory; to the entire exclusion of the exer-
clse by the Republic of Panama of any such
soverelgn rights, power, and authority.

Secretary of Government Tomas Arias
of Panama stated in a note to Gov.
George W, Davis of the Canal Zone:

The Government of the Republic of
Panama considers that upon the exchange
of ratifications of the treaty for opening the
interoceanic canal across the Isthmus of
ganama., its jurisdictlon ceased over the

one.

The terms of the treaty and the
statements against interest of the offi-
cials of the Panamanian Government it-
self would seem to have settled for all
time the matter of United States sover-
eignty in the Canal Zone.

Times change and policies of state
shift for good or for ill with those times;
however, the ebb and flow of the tides of
State Department policy had no effect
on this ironclad arrangement until the
Hull-Alfaro treaty in 1936. Here the
erosion begins. Without laboring Sena-
tors with the historical recitation of
treaties and agreements giving away
right of eminent domain, giving up vital
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real estate holdings, and continuing on
through stupidity in choice of words
when, in 1946 in the United Nations, we
listed the Panama Canal as U.S. occu-
pied territory, let us skip to the present
time. The erosion has now become so
complete that U.S. sovereignty in the
Panama Canal Zone is now being vigor-
ously challenged in what can be inter-
preted only as the opening wedge in the
drive for nationalization.

As I have pointed out, the grant of
sovereignty to this country was clear and
unequivocal, both in the language of the
treaty and the statements, notes, and
memorandums of those participating,
The sole possible claim of residual Pan-
amanian sovereignty would exist only if,
in the first place, this country had not
successfully constructed the canal, and
in the second place, it had not operated
it, maintained it, and provided for
defense, policing, and sanitation.

There is no charge that this counftry
has failed in any of those obligations.
What do we find in the face of this chal-
lenge to our sovereignty but a rather
spineless sort of apathy as far as the
State Department is concerned? In a
letter of January 23, 1960, from William
B. Macomber, Jr.,, Assistant Secretary,
Department of State, to Representative
Daniern J. Froop, he states that the words
which he has underscored, “if it were the
sovereign,” from article ITII of the 1903
convention, which I have cited above,
“have an important bearing on the mat-
ter under discussion.” He does not go
on to elaborate. He does not go on to ex-
plain the importance, but it is clear that
these words, taken out of treaty context,
are to be used in justification for fur-
ther erosion to the extent that we lack
sovereignty in the Canal Zone altogether.
Taken in context, it is clear that what is
intended is to give the United States
sovereignty in the Canal Zone to the
same extent as the Panamanian
sovereignty in the surrounding territory,
in which the Canal Zone is located.

Just how, specifically, is the ero-
sion of our sovereignty to be a -
plished. The Panama Government now
demands that the Panama flag fly with
the U.S. flag throughout the Canal Zone,
and that every ship passing through the
Canal display the Panamanian flag, as
would be the case of any foreign ship
entering the port of another country.
It has been axiomatic throughout civil-
ized history that the display of the flag
of a country establishes sovereignty.
When the world was being explored and
conquered by the European civilization,
the first act of conquest and the first act
of proclamation of sovereignty was the
planting of the flag on the land claimed.
That concept has been completely carried
through to modern times and is memori-
alized by a notable work of sculpture
within the District of Columbia, which
preserves for the ages the GI's procla-
mation of sovereignty at Iwo Jima when
that heroic group of marines raised our
flag to signify our sovereignty over that
hard-won crest.

Our complete and utter sovereignty
over territory in a foreign country, and
as proclaimed by our flag, is not unusual.
It exists in all of our embassies through-
out the world. I can see no useful pur-
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pose in denying our sovereignty in the
Canal Zone by accession to demands for
the display of the Panamanian flag
which have been made.

I, for one, do not intend to stand idly
by and watch further erosion of our posi=
tion in the Canal Zone through outright
treaty revision, through carelessness of
State Department language, or through
attempts at appeasement. Although it
may be a sad commentary, I am, never-
theless, happy to see that notice has been
served in the Department of Commerce
appropriations bill, H.R. 10234, as it came
from the House, which on page 20,
states:

Provided further, That no part of any ap-
propriation contained in title IT of this act
shall be used to construct a flagpole, plai-
form, or any other device for the purpose of
displaying the flag of Panama in the Canal
Zone, the sovereign control of which is vested
in the U.8. Government by virtue of long-
standing treaty.

It is indeed a sorry day when limita-
tion of expenditure language has to be
used to counteract the soft approach of
useless appeasement.

I want to say I cannot consent to the
Senate, the Congress, or the Govern-
ment, permitting a softening in the situ-
ation so far as our sovereignty in the
Panama Canal Zone is concerned, with-
out at least raising one voice in the U.S.
Senate against it. For that reason, I
have made my position clear today.

ANNIVERSARY OF SUCCESSFUL
- ARMENIAN REVOLT AGAINST SO-
VIET DOMINATION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, to-
day marks the anniversary of an event
of very great significance in the recent
political history of the world; it was
39 years ago today that the courageous
people of Armenia rose up and overthrew
8 Soviet regime which had marched in
force into the independent Armenian
nation, ended its brief reign of freedom,
and suppressed the liberty of its people.

Only an inspired and gallant people
who love their nation and their free-
dom with a tremendous depth of feeling
could rise up against the overpowering
might of Soviet arms. City dwellers and
peasants alike with meager arms and
tremendous spirit, drove the Red army
from their nation.

This was the first time in the history
of the Soviet Union that any subjugated
people had successfully broken away
from Soviet domination. Unfortunately,
it was also the last time that this has
happened so far, despite equally valiant
and patriotically motivated attempts
i‘lszglg as the historic revolt in Hungary in

It is an unfortunate truth, of course,
that a nation as small and relatively
powerless as Armenia cannot long stand
up to the colossus of the Soviet Union,
no matter how brave and freedom-loving
are its people. Thus, after enjoying only
6 months of this hard-won freedom,
Armenia was again overwhelmed by pow=
erful Soviet forces.

But the blood men spill in the cause
of liberty is mever wasted—it is never
shed in vain. Armenia’s fight for free-
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dom will forever be recorded as one of
the noblest struggles in recorded history,
and a magnificent symbol of the sacrifice
& free people will make to preserve their
heritage.

The Armenian rebellion also has a
more immediate significance in the con=
text of the troubled world political situa-
tion of today. It provides a clear and
dramatic indication of the reaction of a
free people to forceful imposition of So-
viet rule. The history of an independent
Armenia is a tragically short one. Only
after World War I was the independence
of Armenia recognized by the world, fol-
lowing 600 years of foreign rule and
partition, and then it was maintained
for only 215 years before Armenia fell
under a combined Turkish-Soviet at-
tack, But the national identity and the
cultural heritage of the Armenian peo-
ple spans hundreds of centuries—it is
one of the world’s oldest.

One constructive result of the Armen-
ian rebellion of 1921 and the brief period
of independence it brought is that many
Armenian leaders were enabled to es-
cape from Soviet territory. Today, those
of their number who still survive, and
their descendents in Armenian communi=
ties throughout the world, carry on the
cause of Armenian independence. They
are organizing and carrying out activi-
ties directed toward ending Soviet domi-
nation and restoring the independence
of their ancient homeland.

To them, and to the people in Soviet
Armenia today, go the hopes and prayers
of thousands of loyal and dedicated
Armenian-Americans, and the sym-
pathies of all freedom-loving people of
the world. It is therefore entirely appro-
priate that the Senate of the United
States should recognize this date today.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 3151) re-
lating to withholding, for purposes of
the income tax imposed by certain cities,
on the compensation of Federal em-
ployees, in which it requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 558. Concurrent resolution
providing for printing additional copies of
the panel discussions entitled “Income Tax
Revision'; and

H. Con. Res. 579. Concurrent resolution
a.uthorizing the printing of additional copies
of a “Veterans’ Benefits Calculator.”

The message informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of 46 U.S.C.
1126c, the Speaker had appointed Mr.
Horrzmaw, of New York, and Mr. Mc-
InTIRE, of Maine, as members of the
Board of Visitors, on the part of the
House, to the U.S. Merchant Marine
Academy.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED
The bill (H.R. 3151) relating to with-
holding, for purposes of the income tax
imposed by certain cities on the com-
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pensation of Federal employees, was
read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS
REFERRED

The following concurrent resolutions
were referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

H. Con. Res. 558, Concurrent resolution
providing for printing additional copies of
the panel discussions entitled “Income Tax
Revislon.”

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed for the use of the Committee on
Ways and Means, House of Representatives,
ten thousand additional copies of the panel
discussions entitled “Income Tax Revision”.

H. Con. Res. 579. Concurrent resolution
authorizing the printing of additional copies
of a Veterans’ Benefits Calculator.

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That there be
printed fifty thousand two hundred and
forty additional copies of a Veterans' Benefits
Calculator prepared by the Veterans' Affairs
Committee of which two thousand copies
shall be for the use of the Veterans' Affairs
Committee, two thousand copies for the use
of the Committee on Finance, thirty-seven
thousand four hundred and eighty-five copies
for the use of the House of Representatives,
and eight thousand seven hundred and fifty-
five copies for the use of the Senate.

STATE AND LOCAL WITHHOLDING
OF INCOME TAXES

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I hope my
colleagues in the Senate will give fa-
vorable consideration and that the com-
mittee will give favorable consideration
to the bill just received from the House,
dealing with the important matter of the
withholding of State and local income
taxes from the salaries of Federal em-
ployees. I shall have something further
to say when the bill is before the Sen-
ate for consideration. This is a matter
of greatest importance to my State, and
I invoke the sympathetic consideration
of all the Members of the Senate.

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

Mr. CLARE. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL, It so happens that
my own State has recently enacted a
withholding tax law. I have not had oc-
casion to investigate the matter. Do I
correctly understand, from the remarks
of the Senator from Pennsylvania, that
there is no comity as between the States
and the Federal Government as to the
matter of withholding taxes?

Mr. CLAREK. The Senator is correct.
The States withhold the Federal income
taxes from the salaries of State em-
ployees, but the Federal Government will
not withhold the State and local income
taxes from the salaries of Federal em-
ployees. This seems to me to be a very
real injustice.

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. President, not
only is that true, but this involves the
rights and the integrity of the several
States of this Union. I certainly do not
see any reason why the States should be
impelled to withhold taxes for the Fed-
eral Government if the Federal Govern-
ment is not going to extend the same
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comity where the salaries of Federal em-
ployees are concerned.

Mr. CLARK. There is no Member of
this body with whom I would rather
fight shoulder to shoulder on this issue
than the distinguished senior Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator flatters
me, and causes me to feel good early in
the day.

Mr. EEATING. Mr, President, I share
completely the views of the Senator from
Pennsylvania and the Senator from
Georgia, with whom I find myself in
complete agreement in this very unusual
and difficult situation which is faced by
the States in collecting their income
taxes. I hope there will be speedy action
on the proposed legislation.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I know
of no Senator whom I would welcome
more gladly—even temporarily—into a
States rights meeting than the Senator
from New York and the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. KEEATING. Mr. President, I am
very happy to find myself in agreement
with my distinguished colleague from
Georgia.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am in-
formed by my colleague [Mr. KEATING]
that there has just come over from the
House bill 3151, relating to withholding,
for purposes of the income tax imposed
by certain cities on the compensation
of Federal employees. The bill which
has just come over would allow income
taxes levied by the States to be collected
by the Federal Government.

I join with my colleagues and other
Senators in expressing the interest of
my State in this measure, and my grati-
fication at the fact that such a bill has
come over from the House,

EZRA TAFT BENSON AND THE BOY
SCOUTS OF AMERICA

Mr. LONG of Hawaii. Mr. President,
the Boy Scouts of America, one of the
greatest organizations in the world, has
just celebrated the 50th anniversary of
its founding. A group of 50 Eagle Scouts,
one representing each of the States of the
Union, recently convened in Washington.

One of the most significant meetings
in their program here was held on Feb-
ruary 9 in the Jefferson Auditorium of
the Department of Agriculture. During
the program the Honorable Ezra Taft
Benson, Secretary of Agriculture, pre-
sented the Department’'s Conservation
Citizenship Award to the Boy Scouts of
America.

Equally significant to the award itself
was the fact that it was presented by a
great American who has had over 40
years of active scouting. Ezra Taft Ben-
son grew up with the Scout movement.
There may be a difference of opinion
about some of Mr. Benson's policies in
relation to agriculture—it would be
amazing if there were not—but there
is little or no difference about him as a
great human being,

As a family man, as a church man, as
a citizen, and as a Scout—with all the
Scout honors including the Silver Buf-
falo—he is associated with qualities that
proclaim greatness of character.
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These qualities were reflected in the
remarks which BSecretary Benson made
to the assembled Scouts and Scout lead-
ers as he presented the citizenship award.
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President,
that his remarks be printed in the
RECORD.

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

REMARKS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE EzZma
TaFT BENsON IN PRESENTING U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION CrITI-
ZENSHIP AWARD To THE Boy Scours oF
AMERICA, JEFFERSON AUDITORIUM, WASHING=
TON, D.C,, FEBRUARY 9, 1060

It is & personal pleasure to share in this
occasion with such an outstanding group of
young men—=Scouts from all of our 50
States—and with all of you friends of scout-
ing who are here.

This occasion gives me both personal and
official satisfaction. We see in you young
men our finest citizens of the future. ¥You
are our great Natlon's future leaders—its
capable and God-fearing adults of tomorrow.

My personal interest in Boy Scouts dates
back a long way.

As scoutmaster in a southeastern Idaho
town some 40 years ago, I had the challenging
and rewarding experience of leading 24 boys
in the first Boy Scout troop in that com-
munity. I can tell you they kept me on
my toes—but they were true Scouts and
they grew up to be responsible citizens.

I have taken pleasure, too, in the fact that
both of my sons, Reed and Mark, worked
long and hard to attain the coveted rank of
Eagle Scout.

My interest in, and appreciation of, the
Boy Scouts of America, however, extends far
beyond my four decades of close personal
assoclation with the movement.

We in the Department of Agriculture de-
vote a large part of our efforts to helping all
the people of the United States conserve and
use wisely their precious resources of soil,
water, forests, grasslands, and wildlife.

You boys and men in scouting, and your
predecessors for the half-century that this
fine movement has been a vital force in the
life of our Nation, have made a continuous
contribution in conservation—conservation
of both our natural and human resources.

Today I have been thinking of scouting
as I have known it over a period of many
years. I have been thinking of some of the
exceptional good turns it has done. Good
turns as quietly constructive as the planting
of trees. Perhaps a single tree that can be
watched as it grows with the boy. Not in-
frequently a reforestation project that will
grow with a region and our Nation.

I recall many times when Scouts have
Jolned with our Smokey Bear in fire preven-
tion work.

And T admire the energy and courage these
youngsters have displayed on numerous oc-
casions when they joined with adults in
fire control work, fighting and conquering
wildfire in important sectlons of our valu-
able forests.

Statistics come allve for me when I en-
vision these young men pitching in, often at
great personal risk, to ald during a single
year in fighting more than 2,500 forest fires,

And the story is the same with their
achievements in soil and water conservation
work. Present and former Scouts are in the
ranks, front and center, of the many of us
who today seek to preserve our soil and
water resources,

It is heartening to me, and to countless
other Americans, to know that important
parts of the Nation's wildlife conservation
efforts grow in the hearts and minds of our
Boy Scouts, present and past, and find
realization through their work.
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It is most impressive to be reminded that
Scouts have earned approximately 2 million
merit badges in conservation, resource use,
and agriculture.

Our Natlon will always collect dividends
from these conservation good turns. We are
today deeply indebted to the Boy Scouts of
America for continuing contributions
through conservation citizenship,

I now come to a proud moment in my ex-
perience as Secretary of Agriculture. It is
indeed a great privilege to present to the
Boy Scouts of America, through Dr. Arthur
A. Behuck as chief Scout executive, this
Conservation Citizenship Award by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture.

I want to read from this parchment the
richly deserved tribute to all Boy Scouts
everywhere in the United States:

“The U.S. Department of Agriculture
honors the Boy Scouts of America for out-
standing conservation citizenship,

“Through their continuing conservation
programs, the Boy Scouts have made note-
worthy contributions to the conservation of
our Nation's natural resources. They are
helping their fellow Americans to know, ap-
pbreciate, and practice one of the prime es-
sentials of good citizenship—the wise use,
protection, and improvement of our God-
given heritage of soll, water, forests, grass-
lands, and wildlife,”

God bless you all and each member of
every troop in our fair, free land. Be good
Scouts and good citizens always.

AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. LONG of Hawaii. Mr. President,
President Eisenhower recently stated
that he was opposed to Federal aid for
teachers’ salaries because “I do not be-
lieve the Federal Government ought to
be in the business of paying a local offi-
cial.” Although this point was fully de-
bated during consideration of the Fed-
eral-aid-to-education bill which passed
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent to
have published at this point in the
REecorp an editorial from the Washing-
ton Post and Times Herald of February
13 which I believe effectively answers the
President in his latest statement on this
subject.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

“I do not believe the Federal Government
ought to be in the business of paying a local
official,” saild President Eisenhower at his
news conference in answer to a question
about the aid-to-education bill passed re-
cently by the Senate. “If we're going into
that, we'll have to find out every councliman
and every teacher and every other
that’s a public official of any kind, or public
servant, and try to figure out what his right
salary is. And I think—I can't imagine any-
thing worse for the Federal Government to
be into.”

Well, neither can we. But what its got to
do with the ald-to-education bill is a conun-
drum we are not educated enough to resolve.
The bill passed by the Senate would give
Federal financial grants to the States, to be
matched by them and to be used for school
construction or teachers' salaries, or both, as
the States prefer. The President will not
have to go around tipping teachers indi-
vidually, any more than he would personally
have to pay the wages of carpenters who
worked on schoolbuildings financed through
his own ald-to-education proposal.

At the present time, Federal grants for old-
age assistance, aid to dependent children,
aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently
and totally disabled are made to States that
have plans for these programs approved by
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the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. 'Federal grants for aid to education
would be made to the States in much the
same way and for much the same reasons—
to help States render a service of vital inter-
est to the national welfare, the financial
burden of which is beyond their resources,

The President need have no fear that if the
Federal Government helps States improve
their public schools by raising the salaries of
their teachers it will be obliged to help them
improve local fire departments by raising the
pay of firemen. The local fire departments
do not so vitally affect the rest of the Nation
as do the loecal schools. The simple truth is
that the only real difference between the
kind of help he has proposed for education
and the kind of help proposed by the Senate
is that the Senate's help is a good deal more
helpful.

NEW MEXICO SALUTES FAMOUS
NATIVE COMPOSER

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, on Feb-
ruary 22 and 23 of this year, the State of
New Mexico is paying fribute to one of
the Nation’s great composers—Mr. Ig-
nacio Brown—better known to his thou-
sands of colleagues and music lovers
throughout the Nation as Nacio Herb
Brown.

Mr. Brown was born February 23, 1896,
in Deming, N. Mex. The old family resi-
dence on Copper Street still stands.
Like a true son of New Mexico, Nacio
occasionally goes back to his hometown
to relive old memories.

Ignacio, perhaps I should also say
Nacio, attended the public school in
Deming and, many years later, the Musi-
cal Arts High School in Los Angeles.
Like many other great composers—while
striving to find fame and fortune in his
chosen profession and in order to pay the
rent when due, he became a pianist in
the vaudeville circuits of that day.
Though he came from humble parents,
fame could not be denied him.

In the early twenties, the first of his
songs won nationwide acclaim, and he
became eligible to join that great organ-
ization, the American Society of Com-
posers, Authors, and Publishers, known
the world over as ASCAP. We today
from New Mexico are very proud to say
he is one of its most distinguished
members.

Like the great State of New Mexico,
Mr. Brown has grown in stature through
the years. When one listens, as millions
do, to some of his famous songs, we from
New Mexico can trace the ruggedness of
our mountains and the broad sweep of
the Rio Grande in his melodies that
whisper themselves into the hearts of
musie lovers the world over.

Like the majority of songwriters, his
name is less well known than his songs.
When one hears such famous composi-
tions as “The Pagan Love Song,” the
never-to-be-forgotten “Temptation,” the
loveliest of all love songs “You Were
Meant for Me” and, of course, such other
priceless musical gems as “Love Is Where
You Find It,” “Singin’ in the Rain,”
“You Stepped Out of a Dream,” the name
of Nacio Herb Brown acquires a new
meaning as one of the greats of the
American Society of Composers, Au-
thors, and Publishers, together with
Gershwin, Berlin, Hammerstein and
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Rodgers, Cole Porter, and hundreds of
others ‘who contribute to the musical
culture of our great Nation.

Nacio was not only blessed with the
gift of a prolific pen, but he also carved
out a niche in the Hollywood Hall of
Fame when he produced such outstand-
ing musical films as “Meet Me in St.
Louis,” “Wintertime,” “The Kissing
Bandit,” “On an Island With You,” and
last but not least, one that is dear to all
of our hearts, “Holiday in Mexico.” So
it is only fitting that on February 23,
Governor Burroughs of New Mexico is
declaring Mr. Brown's 64th birthday as
Nacio Herb Brown Day all over the
State. He will journey from Hollywood
to personally attend, and will take part
in the great Deming celebration. But
the great State of New Mexico is going
further than that. The city park in
Deming is being named Nacio Herb
Brown Park. In honor of our native
son, on February 23, the park will be
dedicated and a monument will be un-
veiled with a bronze plaque engraved
with the name of Nacio Herb Brown.

In appreciation of what our State is
doing for him, Nacio has taken time out
from his busy life to write a brandnew
composition entitled, “The New Mexico
March.” During the 2-day celebration,
the big Deming High School band will
play this stirring march along with
many other Nacio Herb Brown melodies.

It is my understanding that Mr. Rob-
ert Tobey of the chamber of commerce
of Deming is chairman in charge of all
the festivities taking place during those
days. And furthermore, it has come to
my attention that a number of Mr.
Brown’'s distinguished colleagues from
ASCAP, including the immediate past
president, Mr. Paul Cunningham, will
journey out to our beloved State and
Mr. Brown’s hometown to join with the
people of New Mexico in paying tribute
to this native New Mexican composer.
Unfortunately, due to the press of legis-
lative business here in Washington, I
will not be able to attend this event
which undoubtedly will be an outstand-
ing one, not only for Mr. Brown, but for
my great State of New Mexico.

WHAT TO DO WITH THE TELE-
PHONE TAX

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, dur-
ing the past few weeks there has been
considerable discussion as to what we
should do with the 10 percent Federal
excise tax on local telephone service.

As is well known, last year Congress
passed legislation allowing the 10-per-
cent Federal excise tax to expire on July
1 of this year. Since then, Governor
Rockefeller has recommended that this
tax be discontinued at the Federal level
and that it be levied instead at the State
level to be used for educational pur-
poses. The Governor’s request in this
matter is based on the premise that
since this particular service being taxed
is a service performed at the State level,
the tax should likewise be levied by the
States.

Mr. President, it is felt by many that
Governor Rockefeller’s proposal that the
local telephone excise revert to the
States for educational purposes would
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be of great benefit to our Nation’s
schools, and at the same time would not
raise the problems which worry those
who oppose outright Federal grants for
education.

Some feel that the requirements of the
President’s 1961 budget make it man-
datory that we continue this tax for the
present time and that we use this reve-
nue to reduce our overwhelming Federal
debt. Others favor continuing the tax
for 1 year and then discontinuing it in
the case of those States which choose to
levy this tax to finance needed State
and local governmental services. Still
others favor cutting the tax out al-
together when it expires on July 1 and
“letting the chips fall where they may.”

There are many large questions in-
volved in this controversy. For example.
What are and should be the roles of the
States with respect to governmental
services and with respect to taxes? Is
the Federal Government obligated to
discontinue a given tax if it was origi-
nally levied on an emergency or tempo-
rary basis? Should a given tax be col-
lected at the level of Government at
which the particular type of income be-
ing taxed is earned? Can the States, if
allowed to take over certain Federal
taxes, significantly expand and improve
the services which they render?

These several questions go to the very
heart of larger and more basic issues
concerning political and economic rela-
tions between the Federal Government
and State and local governments, and
perhaps even more importantly con-
cerning the size and scope of the Fed-
deral Government in the years that lie
ahead.

I have always taken a special interest
in this very crucial field. Last year I
introduced and worked hard on behalf
of a resolution establishing a Joint Com~
mittee on Federal-State Economic Rela-
tions. Although this particular resolu-
tion was not passed, the Congress did
enact legislation setting up a Commis-
sion in the executive branch to examine
and study various problems in the field
of intergovernmental relations. This
Commission is presently in existence
and is now hard at work on its various
studies.

Mr. President in concluding my brief
remarks today, I want to congratulate
Governor Rockefeller for focusing atten-
tion on the far-reaching questions raised
by his proposal that the Federal excise
on local telephone service revert to the
States. In doing this, he has performed
a valuable service for all of us who favor
a reevaluation and revision of the role
and functions of the Federal Govern-
ment and of State and local govern-
ments throughout our Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an excellent ediftorial which
appeared recently in the Washington
Evening Star and which discusses these
other facets of this important issue be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

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

‘WHO'Ss ON THE PHONE?

There i1s a lesson of some sort contained
in the current understanding between Pres-
ident Eisenhower and New York's Governor
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Rockefeller about the 10 percent Federal tax
on local telephone service. The understand-
ing, in brief, is that the President will stand
firmly by his recommendation that Congress
extend the tax—now due to expire on June
30—but that it would not be inconsistent
for Governor Rockefeller to recommend
permissive legislation by which his State
would impose the tax in event the Federal
Government does not.

The lesson, and not a new one elther, is
that once a tax is born, it dies hard—if at
all. This one, like many others, s a World
‘War II emergency tax—enacted not only to
ralse revenue, but also with the idea that
it would help lighten the load of nones=-
sential use of the Nation's telephone sys-
tem. There seems to be no concern now
about how many persons use the telephone
(the war has been over for nearly 15 years)
but the revenue involved looks mighty at-
tractive. For the Federal Government, for
example, it figures to be about $350 million
per year—not an insignificant amount in a
year when the administration hopes to tote
up A $4.2 billion budget surplus. For New
York, a State well stocked with telephones
and people to use them, it could mean
$70 million—which Governor Rockefeller
says he would like to spend on educational
needs

Somewhat ironiecally, the President In the
past has recommended shifting part of this
tax to the States if they would take on cer-
tain local services now supported by the
Federal Government. In a sense, Congress
jumped the gun last year by voting an end
to the tax without any provision for shifting
programs to local levels. The White House
says that Mr. Eisenhower expressed full sym-
pathy for Mr. Rockefeller's principle, but
that Uncle Sam now needs the money.

As it happens, not unusually, no level of
government seems to be expressing full sym-
pathy for the taxpayers who are picking up
both the telephone and the tax bills.

THE STELLA SCHOOL DISTRICT

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, late
yesterday we had a rather tearful ses-
sion about the alleged plight of the
schoolchildren in the Stella school dis-
triet in Missouri, I went home last night
rather late, filled with a sense of com-
passion and the thought that perhaps I
should do something about it. So this
morning I checked the matter with the
Department of Justice and with the De-
partment of the Army. The simple facts
are about as follows.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator speak louder?

Mr. DIRKSEN. The children are at-
tending school in the Stella school dis-
trict. What is involved in this whole
matter is the payment of rent to the
Army. When the school burned and the
school district toock over the present
quarters, the insurance money was not
enough with which to liquidate the rental
paid to the Army. On advice of their
attorney, they did not pay it. Whether
it was an outright refusal, I am not pre-
pared to say. But I checked this morn-
Ing with the Assistant General Counsel
of the Army and with others. The Army
is not disposed to press the claim, so long
as there is a possibility of handling the
matter by legislation. So there is no
urgency, and we have plenty of time to
deal with the question effectively.

The Army in itself, of course, is not
the prosecutor in a Federal claim case.
It would send the claim to the Depart-
ment of Justice., I checked with the De-
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partment of Justice this morning, and I
learned that the claim has not even been
referred to the Department of Justice.
If it were, they would make every effort
to effect a settlement of the claim, rather
than to prosecute it.

One other thing I should add: This
matter was handled by Mr. Milton Pearl,
of the Corps of Engineers. He testified
before the House committee. Among
other things, he said that public bodies
were treated differently than private
citizens in this regard. Thus there is no
disposition on the part of the Army to
push these tender little children out into
the snow. There is no disposition on the
part of the Department of Justice to hurl
them out, unshorn, into the wintry blasts.
So all the compassion, all the tears, and
all the heartaches which were expressed
last night seem to be slightly on the
unavailing side.

Mr, STENNIS, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKESEN. I yield.

Mr, STENNIS. Perhaps in view of the
remarks the Senator from Illinois has
made, he would now wish to withdraw
the bill, it not being necessary to con-
sider it now, after all.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, the bill, Mr, Pres-
ident, is a vehicle. Since the children are
in school, there is not only no need to
withdraw the bill, but there is no need to
entertain a unanimous-consent request
to deal with the Stella School District at
this time. So I must emphatically and
earnestly reassert the objection I en-
tered last night.

Mr. KEATING.
the Senator yield?

Mr, DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I hope my colleague
will not rest by simply placing this state~
ment in the Recorp, but will make these
views known to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FuLBrIGHT]
and perhaps also to the distinguished
Senators from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS
and Mr. SymineTOoN], in order that they
may realize that this is not such an
urgent matter that we need to deal with
it immediately, but that it can wait the
regular legislative practice.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I trust that these cir-
cumstances will now come to the atten-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas and the distinguished Senators
from the great sovereign State of Mis-
souri.

Mr, STENNIS. If I may speak for the
children, I wish to thank the Senator
from Illinois for his great compassion
and interest in them. It is characteristic
of him and shows him in his true form.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Frankly, I would not
want to see the children deprived of a
single hour’s opportunity for education.
If I thought for one moment that there
was some insistence by any Government
agency or department to pursue a some-
what heartless course and wreak a
peculiar kind of vengeance on these
children, I would stand up to the death
and defend them.

I was about to make a proposal last
night that if the Government ever got
to that point, I would solicit the services
of the dis former attorney

Mr. President, will

tinguished
general of New York [Mr. Javirsl, I
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would volunteer my own feeble services
as a member of the bar, and I would
enlist another great lawyer from New
York, the eminent Mr. KEATING, and per-
haps other Senators, and we would, on
our own time and at our own expense,
journey to the great Commonwealth of
Missouri and defend this school district
against the heartless incursions of &
Federal agency.

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

Mr, DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Each House, apparently,
knows how to proceed to solve its own
problems, so I am very glad to state to
the Senator from Illinois what I have
just learned; namely, that the House
Rules Committee has just voted a rule
to take up early next month the question
of civil rights without limiting amend-
ments, and with 15 hours of debate.

I point this out to the Senator from
Illinois because I think a real tribute is
due him and the majority leader for hav-
ing honored this commitment, which was
made so many months ago, and for hav-
ing honored it in a way which is com-
patible with our rules, which will bring
about an ultimate result, and which
does not hurt the little schoolchildren
of this fine small town in Missouri.

I think that each House is showing a
capability, where there is a real ma-
jority sentiment—and I am confident
there is in both Houses—to follow a pro-
cedure which will meef the needs of the
broad publie interest. I believe that the
broad public interest will not be sacrificed
upon the altar of small views as to its
procedure. I am grateful to my col-
league.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the Senator
from New York.

LEASING OF PORTION OF FORT
CROWDER, MO.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, is morn-
ing business closed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMiIrg in the chair). Istherefurther

morning business? If nof, morning busi-

ness is closed.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8315) to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to lease a portion
of Fort Crowder, Mo., to Stella Reorgan=-
ized Schools R-I, Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN].

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE AP-
PROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR
1961

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Presi=-
dent of the United States has asked
Congress to appropriate $18.3 million
to provide for the hiring of 3,060 new
Internal Revenue Service employees in
fiscal 1961. I applaud his aetion in
gaking this request. It is fully justi-

It it also a belated confession of &
gross error made by the administration
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7 years ago, when it slashed 3,000 per-
sons from the Revenue Service rolls.

Last May, when the Senate was con-
sidering the 1960 Treasury appropria-
tion bill, I called attention to the fact
that there were 3,076, or 13 percent,
fewer enforcement personnel in the In-
ternal Revenue Service at the end of
fiscal 1958 than there were at the end
of the Truman administration, although
the workload of the service had in-
creased by more than 15 percent. I
proposed an amendment to the bill to
appropriate sufficient funds to permit
the hiring of 2,350 new revenue enforce-
ment in addition to the 726 new person-
nel for whom funds were asked in the
budget. This would have brought the
IRS enforcement staff up to its 1952 level
again.

The amendment was defeated by a six-
vote margin after it was announced dur-
ing the floor debate that high adminis-
tration officials had stated that the
Revenue Service could not possibly ab-
sorb 3,000 new officers in 1 year. The
distinguished minority leader added that
it would be impossible to recruit that
many new persons, and that all that
was needed was a pay increase to get
better enforcement results.

Apparently these administration
spokesmen meant to say that it was im-
possible to recruit and train 3,000 new
men during any one year of the Eisen-
hower administration. They now say
that the succeeding administration will
have no difficulty recruiting and train-
ing 3,050 personnel during its first year
in office. Moreover, they tell us that
similar personnel increases will probably
be needed in each of the next 5 years,
totaling 15,000 new personnel.

Mr. President, a deathbed conversion
is better than none at all. I welcome
the administration’s budget makers to
the ranks of those of us who are con-
vinced that there is a clear and urgent
need for greatly stepped-up tax en-
forcement.

That need is more acute than ever
and increasing in magnitude. At the
end of fiscal 1959 there were 856 fewer
IRS enforcement personnel than there
were a year earlier; 3,952 fewer than in
1952, In terms of total personnel, in-
cluding supporting clerical and other
help, there are now 9,493 fewer persons
employed by the Revenue Service than
in 1946, 14 years ago. IRS receives 95
million returns annually now. By 1970
it will be receiving 130 million returns
yearly.

The revenue lost as a result of these
personnel cuts would have made up a
good part of the cumulative deficits of the
Eisenhower years. In fiscal 1951, audit
operations resulted in the collection of
more than $1.8 billion in additional taxes
plus interest and penalties. This repre-
sented about 3.7 percent of that year's
total tax take of $50.4 billion. In con-
trast, fiscal year 1958's additional collec-
tions of $1.6 billion amounted to about 2
percent of the total tax revenue of $80
billion.

I remind Senators that Commissioner
of Internal Revenue Latham testified last
year that $25 to $26 billion of taxable in-
come is unreported each year. If the
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average prevailing tax rate of 23 percent
were applied to these unreported sums, it
can be seen that we are losing $6 billion
of revenue yearly. If we could collect
these sums which are owed to the Gov-
ernment, we could more than double the
much-vaunted $4 billion surplus esti-
mated for fiscal 1961.

Hearings on the 1961 Treasury Depart-
ment appropriation bill have already
been completed, and the House Appro-
priation Committee is scheduled to meet
to act on the bill tomorrow. I hope the
committee will see fit to approve the
entire sum requested for the Internal
Revenue Service, and, in addition the
sums, if any, by which the Budget Bureau
cut down the initial IRS submission. The
appropriation of this entire amount will
not even bring the Service back up to its
1952 strength, but it will permit a signifi-
cant improvement in tax enforcement.
By the Government's own estimate, funds
for new enforcement personnel will bring
the Treasury a 13-to-1 return in tax
vields. It would be folly to appropriate
less.

Mr. President, I know it is going to
be said by some who do not want to go
along with the President in this regard
that automation has made it unneces-
sary to hire so many brains; that
Univac, IBM, and Remington Rand
can take the place, in tax collection
efforts, of the agents who were dis-
charged following the Truman admin-
istration.

I submit that this is one case in which
the Eisenhower administration is 100
percent correct: that these extra brains
are necessary in order to audit the re-
turns and obtain the funds of which the
Government is being cheated, and that
the request of the administration is
completely and totally justified.

When this matter comes to a vote on
the floor of the Senate—and I have no
doubt that it will—I hope we shall find
that our friends on the other side of
the aisle, who last year voted almost as
a body to oppose the requested increase
in the Internal Revenue Service, because
it then was said that'it would be im-
possible to recruit and to train the
men will have the same “deathbed”
conversion that has been had by the
Bureau of the Budget, the Treasury, and
the President, during the intervening
months, I also hope that all Senators
on this side of the aisle will strongly
support the President of the United
States on this nonpartisan matter. On
this, at least, he is correct.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp two
recent editorials from the Philadelphia
Inquirer, one from the Philadelphia
Bulletin, and a recent feature article
from the Washington Post and Times
Herald, all dealing with the need for
better tax enforcement.

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

[From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Dec. 10,
1959
Tax THosE 24 BririonNs oF HIDDEN INCOME

Declaration by former Commissioner of In-
ternal Revenue Russell C., Harrington that
individual taxpayers failed in 19567 to report
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$24 billion—or 8 percent—of their income
brings a vital problem before the Nation,
and Congress, in a dramatic way.

If income reporting was shortchanged to
the tune of $24 billion or anything like it in
a single year it is a symptom of year-by-year
delinquency of immense magnitude. The
problem this represents is one which Con-
gress must deal with soundly and vigorously
and at the earliest possible time.

There is in prospect a general revision of
the tax laws, the taxing system and, it may
be hoped, of the tax collection machinery.
It is badly needed.

Reforms, notably including measures to
reduce tax cheating to a minimum, are re-
quired to eliminate escape hatches and loop-
holes so as to insure taxes shall be pald in
full by those who should pay them.

Anything like $24 billion of income unre-
ported In 1 year means a big loss in the
country's revenue; in money sorely needed
for defense, for health, for schools; for the
countless activities of the Government.

The result of what is really a snide per-
formance on the part of too many citizens
is that the deficiency for which they are
responsible is made up by people who hon-
estly meet all income tax requirements. It
is imperatively necessary to catch up with
the evaders.

Mr. Harrington made his declaration be-
fore the House Ways and Means Committee.
In addition, C. Harry Kahn, of the National
Bureau of Economic Research at Rutgers
University, testified that self-employed per-
sons on the average have been reporting only
about 756 percent of their incomes. Farmers
appear to be worse sinners. Mr., Kahn said
in 18556 they reported only 56 percent; in
1957 only 66 percent. At least, they got a
little better.

A streamlining of the Internal Revenue—
the tax collecting—Service is decidedly in
order, possibly with increased personnel to
track down frauds. Reforms in the tax sys-
tem itself are also required. These are up
to Congress to work out with an eye to get-
ting what is coming to the Government and
also to cut down injustice to those who pay,
and end rank inequities on the part of those
who don’t.

[From the Philadelphia Inguirer, Dec. 19,
1959]

GET ALL THE TAXES—AND CHEATERS, ToO

Making sure we get the sour with the
sweet, the Internal Revenue Service an-
nounces that on December 26, the day after
Christmas, postmen will begin delivery
throughout the Nation of 59,300,000 income
11;31;8 forms to persons who filed returns for

That gives us until April 15, next year,
to file returns for 1959. And it is important
not to let the foot slip. If, for some reason
or another, Uncle Sam fails to send you
your form, don't make something out of that
and skip the annual task of computing and
filing, Any potential taxpayer who doesn't
receive his form through the mail is in
duty bound to go somewhere and get a form,
anyway.

That's the law, according to the IRS, and
anyone who neglects to obey is likely to be
in trouble.

Just on this subject of getting into income
tax trouble there is a question of great im-
portance for all honest and sincere tax-
payers. What about the hidden taxpayers—
or nontaxpayers—who duck, cheat, or dodge?

Estimates differ, but run as high as $24
billion in 1957, according to a former IRS
Director, as to taxable incomes never re-
ported to the Government. These estimates
mean that taxes in very large amounts are
never paid.

Besides the mechanlcal clerical job of
printing up tax return forms and mailing
them out by the millions, it is very plainly
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incumbent on the Internal Revenue Service
to enforce the tax laws on a fully adequate
scale so that tax dodging to a possibly astro-
nomical extent will be brought down within
more reasonable limits.

Such action is highly necessary. There
are a number of quirks in our national taxa-
tion system. With relation to some of them
Congress is at work trying to devise ways
to equalize taxes, close up big and little loop-
holes and overcome various inequities. Prog-
ress in these matters is certainly desirable.

But first it is essential to eliminate wide-
scale tax evasions. If the IRS needs more
agents and more money to deal with this
problem, sufficlent additional appropriations
by Congress for the purpose would be a
sound investment.

For every tax cheater the rest of us have
to pay stiff penalties.

[From the Philadelphia Bulletin, Dec. 10,
1959]
BuriED TREASURE

The House Ways and Means Committee,
now holding hearings with a view to rewrit-
ing the Internal Revenue Act, was given a
clue on Tuesday to a rich load of additional
income.

Individual taxpayers in 1957, the com-
mittee was informed by Russell C, Harring-
ton, former Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue, probably failed to report $24 billion in
taxable income. This means that the Treas=-
ury was gypped out of almost $5 billion.

Actually, of course, it was not the Treas-
ury that was cheated. It was the honest tax-
payers who had to make up what the dis-
honest ones failed to pay.

It has never been any secret that reve-
nues would be enormously increased if every
taxpayer could be made to pay what he really
owes.

The House committee has received a hint
of a leaky spot that justifies its close atten-
tlon. ©. Harry Eahn, of the National Bu-
reau of Economic Research, said that a Rut-
gers University study indicated that self-em~
ployed persons apparently reported an aver-
age of about 75 percent of thelr taxable in-
come. Farmers were apparently the worst
offenders, reporting about 56 percent of their
income. Employees receiving wages or sal-
arles, by contrast, reported 97 percent.

If the House eommittee can devise means
for enforcing greater honesty in reports of in-
come, it will increase the tax revenues enor-
mously without pain to anyone but the
cheaters.

. [From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Dec. 15
1959

IncoMmEe Tax CHECKUPS ARE LAGGING
{By Julius Duscha)

The Government is auditing fewer tax re-
turns today than it did 10 years ago.

Less money is belng recovered through

audits than was obtained by checking re-
turns in 1949, even though the total Federal
tax revenue has almost doubled during the
last decade.
It has been estimated that $25 billion in
personal and business income is not being
reported each year. If this money were
taxed at the minimum rate it would yleld
$5 billion in revenue.

Although the Government calculates that
it collects $13 for every $1 spent on tax
enforcement, the Internal Revenue Service
is chronically short of accountants and audi~

Every year the Service asks the Treasury
Department, of which it is a part, for more
money, and each year Treasury reduces the
enforcement funds it seeks. Then the Bud-
get Bureau cuts the request still further.
Finally on Capitol Hill, where Internal Rev-
enue has few friends, its budget usually is
reduced a bit more.
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Senator JosgrE S. CrLarg, Democrat of
Pennsylvania, and several other Senators
who have been trying to get Congress to ap-
propriate more money for tax enforcement
are becoming increasingly alarmed over the
indifference to the problem on Capitol Hill.

Crark believes that better enforcement of
the tax laws could yield several billion dol-
lars in additional Federal revenue.

He fears that the lagging enforcement pro-
grams will encourage tax evasion and may
lead to tax scandals that would make those
of the Truman administration in 1950 and
1951 look like & deduction for medical
expenses.

TO SEEK MORE FUNDS

Fred C. Scribner, Jr., Under Secretary of
the Treasury, told CrAark recently that addi-
tional funds for enforcement would be
sought from Congress next year.

Although Internal Revenue Commissioner
Dana Latham stresses the importance of vol-
untary compliance with the tax laws, he,
too, has urged Congress to appropriate more
money for enforcement.

His predecessor, Russell C. Harrington, also
appealed to Congress for more enforcement
funds.

The Elsenhower administration reduced its
Internal Revenue payroll of 56,000 by almost
10 percent from 1953 to 1955. More than
3,000 of the 5,500 jobs dropped were in en-
forcement work.

EFFICIENCY HAILED BY IKE

T. Coleman Andrews, the administra-
tion's first Internal Revenue Commissioner,
was praised when he resigned In 1955 by
both President Eisenhower and George M.
Humphrey, then Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. Eisenhower sald Andrews had improved
the overall efficlency of the Service. Hum-
phrey sald that Internal Revenue had im-
proved notably in the increased effective-
ness of its collection work.

In 1856 when Harrington was Commis-
sloner he said: “We are continually adding
personnel to our collection staf and
strengthening collection procedures.”

Today Internal Revenue has about 24,000
persons in enforcement work, 2,500 fewer
than it had when the Eisenhower adminis-
tration took office in 1953.

To process returns the Service now uses
machines which it did not have 6 years ago,
but as yet it has no electronic devices that
can do more than check the accuracy of a
taxpayer’s arithmetic.

AUDITS COMPARED

In fiscal 1949 the auditing of 4.4 million
income tax refurns produced almost $1.T
billion in additional revenue. This amount-
ed to 5.7 percent of total income tax collec-
tions of more than $29.6 billlon.

In 1658 more than 2.5 million returns were
checked and $1.4 billion in revenue resulted.
This was 2.4 percent of the more than $59
billion in income taxes collected that year.

Final figures for fiscal 1859 are not yet
avallable, but Latham has estimated that 2.6
million returns were audited and that $7
million more in income taxes was recovered
than in 1058. Revenue in 1969 is expected
to total nearly $60 billion.

Income taxes that are withheld by em-
ployers from the wages of their employees
cause few enforcement problems, but less
than half of the $60 billion in inecome taxes
collected each year is withheld.

The margins for error and the opportuni-
tles for tax- evasion are obviously much
greater where the tax is not withheld. It
has been estimated, however, that only 1 in
10 of these returns is being audited.

Millions of “information returns” which
businessmen and others are required to file
with the Internal Revenue Service are never
looked at by the agency because of its short-
age of personnel.
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These “information returns” include re-
ports about dividends paid to stockholders
and Interest pald on savings and loans.

In recent testimony before the House Ways
and Means Committee, Harrington estimated
that $1 billion in dividends is not
by taxpayers each year, and that even more
income from interest payments goes unre-
ported.

THE KINZUA DAM

Mr. CLARK, Mr. President, on Mon-
day, February 15, as appears at page
2501 of the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, the
distinguished senior Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. Morsel made some brief re-
marks on the subject of the Kinzua Dam,
which has been authorized to be built
in Warren County, in northwest Penn-
sylvania. My good friend, the Senator
from Oregon, undertook to introduce into
the REcorp a letter to the editor of the
Washington Post and Times Herald,
signed by Arthur E. Morgan, formerly
Chairman of the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority. The letter was on the subject
of an alternative to the Kinzua Dam.

Mr, President, I know that my friend,
the Senator from Oregon, acted com-
pletely in good faith. I share his
admiration for Mr., Arthur Morgan,
who throughout the years has rendered
this country fine public service. But I
should like to point out to my colleagues
in the Senate that not only is the posi-
tion taken by Mr. Morgan incorrect and
wrong, but his letter to the Washington
Post contains a number of misstatements
which I am sure were inadvertent.

I should like to put this matter in
perspective by calling to the attention
of my colleagues the following:

AUTHORIZATION OF PROJECT

Allegheny Reservoir is a unit of the
comprehensive plan for the Ohio basin
authorized by the Flood Confrol Act of
June 28, 1938, and as modified by the
Flood Control Act of August 18, 1941.
The authorized project provides for con-
struction of a dam on the Allegheny
River, near Kinzua, Pa., that will form a
reservoir for flood control and low-flow
regulation. The reservoir at full pool
would cover an area of about 21,000 acres,
of which about 9,000 acres would be with-
in the Allegeny Reservation of the
Seneca Nation of Indians, The benefits
to be achieved exceed the costs by a
ratioof 1.3 to 1.

Mr, President, the Seneca Nation of
Indians has for many years opposed con-
struction of the Allegcheny Reservoir be-
cause of its effect on the Allegheny In-
dian Reservation, in New York. The
floodwaters which will be contained by
the dam will flood an area extending over
the boundary between the States of
Pennsylvania and New York, with the
result that certain areas in New York
State will also be flooded.

Mr. Arthur Morgan was employed by
the Seneca Nation as an engineering
consultant, to suggest alternative pro-
posals which would lessen the impact of
the project on Indian lands.

My first major point is that Mr. Ar-
thur Morgan, when acting in that con-
nection, is acting for a client. Let me
say that I think he has done a magnifi-
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cent job for his client, and that is what
he was paid to do; and I do not quar-
rel with him for taking that position.
But my colleagues should not labor un-
der the illusion that Mr. Morgan is act-
ing in a probono publico status in that
regard. Instead, he is a paid engineer-
ing consultant to the Seneca Indians.
His position is entitled to the utmost re-
spect; but let us not fool ourselves into
thinking that he is acting in an impar-
tial capacity.

Let me briefly state the chronology in
connection with this matter:
CHRONOLOGY OF CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE

PLANS INVOLVING DIVERSION OF FLOODFLOWS

INTO LAKE ERIE

First. Report of Corps of Engineers,
1928: Unfavorable to diversion at that
time.

Second. Fiscal year 1958 appropria-
tions hearings: The committees heard
testimony by Dr. Arthur E. Morgan and
Mr. Barton Jones, representing the Sene-
ca Indians, in support of a plan for di-
version of floodflows from Allegheny
River into Lake Erie. After considera-
tion of their testimony, as well as the
testimony of the Corps of Engineers, the
committees included $1 million in the
bill for completion of planning and ini-
tiation of construction of the authorized
Allegheny Reservoir.

Third. Report of engineering firm of
Tippets, Abbett, McCarthy, Stratton,
1958: Because of the intense interest
shown in alternate plans by various
groups and individuals sympathetic to
the Indians cause, the Corps of Engi-
neers engaged the firm of Tippetts, Ab-
bett, McCarthy, Stratton to make an
engineering study of alternative plans
including the proposal of Dr. Morgan.

This firm, Mr. President, is well known;
is reputable. It contains eminent and
able engineers. It made an engineering
study and review of the authorized proj-
ect and five alternate plans, most of them
proposed by Dr. Morgan, which covered
the principal possibilities for storage in
the dam proposed to be built on Cone-
wango Creek and for diversion of water
northward into Lake Erie,

To make it a little clearer, the engi-
neers proposed a dam on the Allegheny
River, which flows southward. Dr. Mor-
gan and some others proposed a diversion
of water into a swamp to the north of the
Allegheny River, with eventual flood dis~
persal of those waters into Lake Erie;
and they suggested that the downstream
needs of the Allegheny could be met by
having that flooded area in New York
State turned downstream when needed
and into Lake Erie when needed.

These plans were rejected by the engi-
neering firm, which found that they were
feasible, but that they would cost from
25 to 38 percent more than the authorized
project, would require 51 to 108 percent
more land, and would dislocate 150 to 180
percent more people.

Accordingly, the Corps of Engineers,
agreeing with the recommendation of the
independent engineering firm, concluded
that construction of the authorized proj-
ect should proceed and that Dr. Morgan’s
alternate recommendations should be
rejected.
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We come now to the appropriation
hearings for fiscal year 1959. After
hearing voluminous testimony by both
proponents and opponents on going for=
ward with the Kinzua Dam project, the
Corps of Engineers’ project, the Appro-
priations Committees included an addi-
tional $1 million in the bill for that
project.

The committee reports, however, pro-
vided that none of the funds available
for this project could be expended pend-
ing determination by the courts of the
legal issues involved.

I will turn in a minute or two to the
legal questions.

Some 6 months after completion of the
engineering firm’s report, Dr. Morgan
proposed the Morgan plan No. 6. He
suggested a further variation for addi-
tional study which he claimed would be
similar to one of the plans studied by the
engineering firm except that it would be
modified to provide outlet into Lake Erie
by Cattaraugus Creek instead of by Sil-
ver Creek, as previously studied. The
Chief of Engineers personally studied Dr.
Morgan’s report, but concluded that Dr.
Morgan's proposal did not provide a solu-
tion to the water resource development
problems of the Allegheny River basin
that would compare favorably with the
authorized plan, that is, the plan for the
construction of the Kinzua Dam on the
Allegheny River.

A statement by the Chief of Engineers
on this matter was presented to the Ap-
propriations Committees during the
hearings on the fiscal year 1960 appro-
priations bill.

We come now to the 1960 fiscal year
appropriation hearings. The commit-
tees heard extensive testimony from Dr.
Morgan and the Corps of Engineers with
regard to alternate plans, and concluded
that construction of the authorized proj-
ect should proceed. The bill as passed
by Congress and enacted into law con-
tained an additional $1,365,000 appro-
priation for construction of the Allegheny
Reservoir at Kinzua.

I turn now to the legal situation. The
Seneca Nation of Indians brought suit
in the U.S. Distriet Court for the
Western District of New York to en-
join the Government from constructing
this reservoir, on the ground that it
would flood a substantial amount of In-
dian lands, that their rights were pro-
tected under the treaty of 1794 and that
Congress had not intended to take the
Indian reservation lands. A full hear-
ing was held by the distriet court, which
dismissed the petition for injunction, in
an opinion which pointed out it had been
clearly established law for many long
years, through decisions of the Supreme
Court of the United States, that a treaty
with Indian nations was subject to the
right of eminent domain to the same
extent as property of any individual citi-
zen. Stated differently, Indian lands ac-
quired by the tribe pursuant to treaty
were just as much subject to the right
of eminent domain as were lands of any
Member of this body or of any other
American citizen, where those lands were
to be taken for a proper purpose, and
that construction of flood control reser-
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voirs, in order to limit property damage
and loss of human life through floods,
was & legitimate public purpose.

This decision of the district court was
appealed to the Circuit Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia, and, in an
opinion handed down on November 25,
1958, the court held:

It is undisputed (1) that the proposed
flooding will infringe Indian rights acquired
by treaties in 1794, 7 Stat. 44, and (2) that
Congress can authorize a taking by eminent
domain despite the treaty. Cherokee Nation
v Southern Kansas Railway Co. ((1890) 135
U.S. 641, 664-657, 10 S. Ct. 965, 34 L. Ed. 295).
The question here is whether Congress has,
in a sufficiently clear and specific way, shown
an intention to (take these lands by eminent
domain).

The court concluded that Congress has
shown such an intention. It concluded
that Congress has authorized the taking
of the lands. The decision of the lower
court was affirmed.
2d‘I§’at case was reported in 262 Fed.

A writ of certiorari was filed with the
Supreme Court of the United States and,
on June 15, 1959, the Supreme Court
denied the motion of the Seneca Nation
for a writ of certiorari.

Mr. President, it is impossible for me
as a lawyer to conclude that the Supreme
Court, the court of appeals, or the dis-
trict court could have come to any other
possible conelusion, because this has been
established law since 1890, at the very
latest.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I wish to
say that the legal and engineering
aspects of this problem have received
every possible consideration from the
executive and judiciary branches of Gov-
ernment. Voluminous testimony pre-
sented by both proponents and opponents
of this project over the last several years
has afforded an adequate basis for a de-
termination by the Congress. Congress
has decided that the project should be
constructed, as provided in the authoriz-
ing acts. The Corps of Engineers is
proceeding with construction of the proj=
ect in accordance with the directives of
the Congress. The legal rights of the
Seneca Nation of Indians have been fully
preserved, and I can see not the slightest
reason for postponing further appropria-
tions to permit this very important
public project to go forward.

Mr. President, I should like to com-
ment very briefly but specifically on some
of the comments made in Dr. Morgan’s
letter to the Washington Post and Times
Herald, which is printed on page 2501
of the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp. Dr,
Morgan says:

An engineering oversight of 30 years ago,
unless it is corrected, will cause great and
unnecessary loss to the Seneca Indians, to
the cities of Pittsburgh and Warren, Pa., and
to our counfry as a whole.

That statement, Mr, President, is in-
correct. There was no engineering
oversight. Dr. Morgan's alternative
plans have been fully considered. The
erection of this dam will cause no great
and unnecessary loss to the Seneca In-
dians, all of whose property rights will
be protected by eminent domain pro-
ceedings.
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Mr. President, I made a personal visit
to this area myself, last fall. I went
over the site with the representatives of
the Corps of Engineers. I saw the
available lands to which the Seneca In-
dians can be moved. I concluded that,
in all likelihood, the Indians will be far
better off as the result of the building
of this dam than they are at present.

Senators may ask me why. I say it
is true for this reason: Behind the dam
will be created a great lake which will
be used for recreational purposes—
boating, fishing, camping, and the like.
The Allegheny National Forest abuts
this area. The National Park Service
intends to devote some $15 million, for
which they have asked an authorization
in the budget, to develop this land for
recreational purposes.

The opportunities for employment of
the Seneca Indians in that area will
thus be substantially increased. The
area at the moment is a small back-
water of a farming community. I am
confident that members of the Seneca
Tribe will be economically far better off
when the project is constructed than
they are now.

Mr. President, I read further from Dr.
Morgan's letter:

The baslc design has never been re-
examined.

That is not a correct statement. The
basic design has been reexamined time
after time.

Mr. Morgan further says:

Located between the cities of Warren and
Salamanca, the dam would have limited
storage capacity which could not be in-
creased without flooding one or both of
these cities. The reservoir would eliminate
the only water-level highway through the
mountains in this region, And it would
take nearly all the habitable part of the
Seneca Indians’ reservation, destroying their
identity as a people.

Mr. President, this statement is also
incorrect. The dam has adequate stor-
age capacity, as much as is needed.
There is no possibility of the flooding of
the city of Warren. The reservoir will
not eliminate the only water level high-
way through the mountains to this re-
gion, It will merely call for its reloca-
tion. After its relocation the highway
will be more beautiful and more usable
than it is today. The project would
take some of the habitable part of the
Seneca Indian Reservation, but it would
clearly not destroy their identity as a
people.

My, President, as I pointed out a min-
ute or two ago, it will increase the op-
portunities for employment.

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

Mr, CLARE. If the Sentaor will in-
dulge me for about 2 more minutes, I
shall have completed and will be happy
to yield to the Senator.

Mr. President, Dr. Morgan says fur-
ther:

However, this alternative—with potentiali-
fles far greater than the Kinzua plan—does
exist.

Mr. President, this is not correct. This
alternative has been rejected, not only
by the Corps of Engineers, but also by
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an independent consulting firm which
has looked deeply into the matter.

Dr. Morgan further says:

My study disclosed a remarkable geological
circumstance which had been entirely over-
loocked by the Army Engineers in their plan-
ning 30 years hefore.

Mr. President, the Army Engineers
have not overlooked this engineering
fact. The engineers have studied the
matter carefully and have concluded
that Mr. Morgan's alternative would be
more expensive, would displace more
people, and would flood more land.

Dr, Morgan further states:

And all this could be done at a saving, in
increased values and lower costs to the Amer-

ican taxpayer, of some $100 million over the
cost of Kinzua.

Mr. President, this statement is incor-
rect, as my comments above quoting the
Army Engineers amply demonstrate,

Finally, Mr. President, Dr. Morgan
says:

Our solemn agreement with the Seneca
Indians should not be lightly set aside. No
promise by our country ever was more
solemnly made than that to the Senecas in
that long-honored treaty.

Mr. President, the Seneca Indians
have had their day in court. They had
it in the district court. They had it in
the court of appeals. They had an op-
portunity to file a petition for a writ of
certiorari. I see no reason why Amer-
ican citizens who are American Indians
should have higher rights in their prop-
erty and in their land than the average
American citizen, whose land is always
held subject to the right of a State to
take it for eminent-domain purposes.

I conclude, Mr. President, by pointing
out that every member of the Seneca
Indian Tribe will receive adequate com-
pensation for the land which is taken
and greater opportunities for employ-
ment.

Mr, President, I hope very much that
this last-minute effort to divert a worth-
while public project will not succeed, and
that both the other body and the Senate
will stand firm behind the recommenda-
tions presented by the President for con-
tinuing the construction of this very
badly needed public improvement.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an analysis of Allegheny Reser-

voir and alternate proposal of Dr. Arthur

E. Morgan, by Maj. Gen. E. C. Ifschner,
Chief of Engineers, be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks,

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

ANALYSIS OF ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR AND ALTER-
NATE PROPOSAL OF DR. ARTHUR E. MORGAN
BY MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITSCHNER, CHIEF OF
ENGINEERS
The Seneca Nation of Indians engaged the

services of Dr. Arthur E. Morgan to suggest

alternate proposals for the authorized Al-
legheny Reservoir as a means of providing
fiood control and low flow regulation on the
lower Allegheny River. Over the past 2 years

Dr. Morgan suggested several variations of a

scheme for diverting floodwaters from Al-

legheny River into a storage reservoir on

Conewango Creek, with provision for spilling
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water in excess of requirements for flow regu-
lation into & channel discharging into Lake
Erie.

In view of the Intense interest shown in
alternate proposals and to explore fully the
matter of alternate plans, the Corps of Engi-
neers engaged the engineering firm of Tip-
petis, Abbett, McCarthy, Stratton (hereafter
referred to as “TAMS") to study the engi-
neering feasibility of such proposals as a
basis for comparison with the authorized Al-
legheny Reservolr. TAMS made an engi-
neering study and review of the authorized
project and of five alternate plans that cov-
ered the principal possibilities for storage
in the Conewango Valley and for diversion
through the Conewango Valley into Lake
Erie. Each would provide for (a) a diversion
dam on the Allegheny River near Quaker
Run, (b) an unlined diverslon channel into
the Conewango basin, and (c¢) a storage res-
ervoir with a dam on Conewango Creek near
Waterboro, N.Y.

Plans 1, 2, and 3 provided for
varylng rates of spillway flows to be dis-
charged into Lake Erie by way of Silver
Creek. Plan 4 would have no outlet to
Lake Erie, but would provide for passage of
splllway design flows down the Allegheny
utilizing the diversion structure at Quaker
Run as the spillway. Plan 5 would provide
no spillway into either Lake Erle or Alle-
gheny River, but the reservoir in the Cone-
wango basin would be large enough to store
both the reservoir and spillway design floods.
TAMS found the alternate plans to be feasi-
ble, but they would cost from 25 to 38 per-
cent more than the authorized project,
would require 51 to 108 percent more land,
and would dislocate 150 to 180 percent more
people,

About 6 months after completion of the
engineering firm’s report, Dr. Morgan sug-
gested a further variation for additlonal
study (hereafter referred to as “plan 6"),
which he claims would be similar to plan
1 (then estimated by TAMS to cost $142,-
338,000, or over $41 million more than the
authorized Allegheny Reservolr) except that
the plan would be modified to provide out-
let into Lake Erie via Cattaraugus Creek in
lieu of Silver Creek as previously studied.
There were a number of important engi-
neering considerations that were not fully
developed but Dr. Morgan concluded that
plan 6 could be constructed at a cost ma-
terially lower than Allegheny Reservoir. Dr.
Morgan also questioned the adequacy of Al-
legheny Reservoir for flood control and flow
regulation purposes for which the project
was authorized. Analyses by the Corps of
Engineers of the three major issues cited by
Dr. Morgan are furnished herewith.

I have personally studled the report of
Dr. Morgan, but find that his recommended
plan 6 does not provide a solution to the
water resource development problems of the
Allegheny River basin that compares fa-
vorably with the authorized plan, I find that
his recommended plan glves insufficlent
treatment to some important engineering
aspects and that the estimates he presents
are not reconcilable with the scope of work
involved, or the conditions under which it
must be performed, to construct a completely
operative facility. I consider that the Alle-
gheny Reservoir, as presently planned, is the
most economic solution to the problems in-
volved and that construction of the project
should proceed as soon as court actions have
been completed.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr, President, I yield
to my distinguished colleague from
Pennsylvania.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, if the
Senator has concluded, will he be good
enough to yield the floor?

Mr. CLARK. I yield the floor, Mr.
President,
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Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey subse=
quently said: Mr. President, the junior
Senator from New Jersey was presiding
when the bill—H.R. 3151—was pre=
sented to the Senate from the House.
At that time the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania urged the passage of the
bill by the Senate. I had hoped for an
opportunity to point out that the effect
of the bill would be that employees
working within the city of Philadelphia
in Federal Government installations
would have their tax withheld. How-
ever, New Jersey residents who work in
Philadelphia must pay the city income
tax. It is my understanding that that is
the same tax Philadelphia residents pay.
We feel that it is a serious inequity to
make New Jersey residents pay the full
tax without receiving the full services
of the city.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I wish to
say that I agree entirely with my dis-
tinguished senior colleague from Penn-
sylvania.

May I ask the distinguished Senatfor
whether he has made reference to the
committee report of July 8, 1959, on the
public works appropriation bill?

Mr. CLARK. I did not refer to it by
quotation, but I did in passing. It
would be helpful if the Senator made a
more elaborate record in that regard.

Mr., SCOTT. I thank the Senator.
That is what I shall do.

Mr. President, I agree that this mat-
ter has reached a critical stage, involv=
ing the necessary continuance of the
project, which has been examined and
considered and approved long ago. We
would be in a most unfortunate position
if the project were to be delayed at this
time. The rights of all the parties at
interest have been fully explored and
heard.

While some reference has been made
in the Senate to an investigation by the
Committee on Interior and Mmsular Af-
fairs, may I suggest, Mr. President, that
this committee has nothing whatever to
do with the matter. This is a public
works project. It was handled by the
Committee on Public Works. It has
been authorized since 1936. It was re-
authorized, and has been appropriated
for since 1951. The construction phase
of the project has been appropriated for
since 1957. Four million, ninety-eight
thousand dollars has been spent to date,
and $4%5 million is in the present fiscal
budget.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at this point in the REecorp
there may be printed as a part of my
remarks the pertinent portion of the
report of the Public Works Committee,
known as report No. 486, July 8, 1959;
namely, pages 25 and 26. On these
pages the Senate committee makes a full
and, in my judgment, conclusive expla-
nation of the necessity for the continua-
tion of this project.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbD,
as follows:

The Senate committee feels that the alter=
nate Conewango Valley proposals have been
adequately considered and reviewed, both

by the Corps of Engineers and independent
consultants,
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The original proposal of the engineering
consultant to the SBeneca Indians was re-
viewed by the Corps of Engineers. They
found that, while the plan was engineeringly
feasible, the cost would be considerably in
excess of the authorized Allegheny River
Reservoir. Bubsequently, the engineering
consultant for the Indians suggested addi-
tional alternate plans. The Corps of Engi-
neers then engaged a well-known and com-
petent firm of consulting engineers to make
an independent analysis of the alternate pro-
posals. The findings of this Independent in-
vestigation of the merits of the five alternate
proposals revealed that the schemes pre-
sented were engineeringly sound but that all
of them would be more costly than the au-
thorized project.

This year during the hearings the oppo-
nents of the Allegheny River Reservoir pre-
sented a sixth alternate plan. This plan has
also been studied by the Corps of Engineers
and personally reviewed by the Chief of Engi-
neers. The Chief of Engineers finds that
plan 6 does not provide a solution to the
water resource development problems of the
Allegheny River basin that compares favor-
ably with the authorized plan.

It is interesting to note that during the
hearings the attorney for the Indians stated
that if the Supreme Court denied his writ
of certlorarl, he was through legally but not
engineeringly, and the engineer for the In-
dians stated that the possibilities in the
Conewango Valley are unlimited. It would
appear, therefore, that if an independent
investigation was adverse to plan 6, next
year the committee would be confronted
with plan 7 or 8 for consideration.

The proponents of the Conewango Valley
plan deny that their plan provides for the
diversion of excess floodwaters into Lake
Erie; they claim that it would only be the
unwanted waters. At any rate the alternate
plan provides a channel having a capacity
of 60,000 cubic feet per second. The commit-
tee is of the opinion that the State of Penn-
sylvania would officially oppose any plan that
provided for the diversion of Allegheny
River waters into Lake Erle. Certainly any
plan for the diversion of the Allegheny River
waters into Lake Erie would come under the
cognizance of the International Joint Com-
mission, as well as the States bordering Lake
Erie. The committee has received protests
from the Conewango Valley Flood Control
Association, Ine. That association points
out that the Conewango watershed is a
valuable agricultural area. That one-third
of the 190,000-acre watershed is highly pro-
ductive bottomland, and the hills are ex-
cellent for livestock production. The asso-
ciation further points out that over the past
several years a workplan for the protection
and improvement of the valley has been pre-
pared under the provisions of Public Law
566.

The Allegheny River Reservoir was au-
thorized more than 20 years ago. The com-
mittee believes that reservoir control in this
area is urgently needed to reduce flood dam-
age in the industrial and residential areas of
‘Warren, Oil City, Franklin, and downstream
areas. It has confidence in the ability and
integrity of the Corps of Engineers, who will
have the ultimate responsibility of con-
structing the project.

Subsequent to the House action the Su-
preme Court on June 15 denied the petition
for certlorari, which removes the last legal
obstacle to the construction of the Allegheny
River Reservoir.

WHO TAKES THE LOW ROAD?

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, as we
progress into the second month of 1960,
the campaigning for the Presidency of
the United States increases in intensity.
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The distinguished gentlemen on the
other side of the aisle are very much
aware of this trend since many of them
have been in various postures of candi-
dacy for several months—even years.

None of us who are elected to publie
office can criticize any man for wanting
to better himself with the voters. This
is the activity which drives people into
the voting booths and it is all to the
good.

But I must object to the level to which
some people have sunk in their hysteria
to grab for a position which might very
well be outside their reach. Specifi-
cally, I refer to the epithets being di-
rected at the Vice President of the
United States.

He has been called a juvenile delin-
quent, a slicker, and worse.

This type of campaigning is revolt-
ing. Men experienced in politics should
know that name-calling revolts not only
the opposition, but the voters them-
selves, It is self-defeating.

I am reminded of an appropriate
story. A man who was an ad-
dress from a public platform heard a
heckler shout at him: “I would sooner
vote for the Devil than vote for you.”
And the speaker answered quietly: “But,
sir, suppose your candidate does not
choose to run for election?”

Mr. President, this problem is dis-
cussed in a thoughtful editorial by Mal-
colm S. Forbes. I have mentioned it
most recently in a speech I made in
Pittsburgh. I ask unanimous consent to
insert at this point in the REcorp the edi-
torial from Forbes magazine of February
15, 1960, and my own remarks in Pitts-
burgh on February 12, 1960.

There being no objection, the editorial
and statement were ordered to be print-
ed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Forbes magagzine, Feb. 15, 1960]

Wno Taxes THE Low Roan?

Recently, in Washington, the leading can-
didates for the Democratic presidential noms-
ination apparently sought to prove their fit-
ness by outdoing one another in reviling Vice
President Nmon. I hope this performance
does not set a pattern for the months ahead.

NixoNn & juvenile delinquent, a
slicker, etc., hardly enhances the stature of
these presidential aspirants. As a matter of
practical politics such tactics will doubtless
enlist the sympathies of many undecided
voters for the Vice President.

But, more importantly, such seedy cam-
paigning denles the people of this country a
discussion of some very basic issues which
will be at stake this November—such funda-
mentals as the method and means of com-
bating inflation, expanding the gross na-
tional product (and there are those, not
including Forbes, who think these are mu-
tually contradictory aspirations), the state
of our national defense, the vast and still
growing farm problem, and so forth.

In the early days of the administration,
when the Vice President carried the cam-
paigning ball for the Eisenhower administra-
tion, he was often accused by his critics of
overemphasis on some Democratic Party
shortcomings. “Eisenhower takes the high
road while Nxxon takes the low” was shouted
often from the rostrums in the hustings.

This early, widespread, continuous use of
personal invective about RicHARD NIxoN
should disturb the Democratic political strat-
egists because it 1s bound to anger many
voters.
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It is to be hoped widespread reaction to
this false campaign start will put an early
end to the low road for the forthcoming
campaign.

Appress oF U.S. SenaTor HuoH ScoTr, ALLE-
GHENY CoUNTY REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE
LincoLN Day DINNER, PITTSBURGH, FEB-
RUARY 13, 1960

Abe Lincoln was a fighter. He landed
many a hard blow but never a foul one. All
over the Middle West, wherever he and Doug-
las met, they hammered out issues on the
anvil of debate.

Amidst the turmoil of a land divided, in
times of the greatest peril, he spoke in posi-
tive, afirmative terms of his convictions. He
had a program for the defense of the Re-
public and he stanchly espoused it.

He had humor. He had wit.

He made many a shrewd point with a hu-
morous turn of phrase. He caused people to
think. He gained their admiration, On the
famous Cooper Union speech in New York,
he emerged upon the national scene as a
leader of men.

Lincoln never needed to stoop to name call-
ing, though ambitious demagogs called him
baboon or hairy Abe.

Lincoln didn't try to frighten people into
voting for him.

Lincoln was a good man.

He set high standards of public conduct
and he lived by them.

A hundred calendars have marked the
years since the campaign of 1860.

Now it is a century later. Indeed he be-
longs to the ages. Should we not then pay
more than lip service to his good example?

Yet volces are raised among presidential
candidates and others, including regrettably
some Senators, which label the candidate of
Lineoln’s party with epithets such as “juve-
nile delinguent,” “slippery,” and worse.

Here in Pittsburgh a Senator recently la-
beled the party of Mr. Lincoln, indiscrimi-
nately, as a party of “plutocrats.” Mr, Lin-
coln didn't go in for class hatred or any
other kind of hatred. For hatred, 100 years
later, is hardly the stuff of which political
victory should be made.

How hollow the epithet of “plutocrat”
falls, when wealthy men level the accusation.

In the interest of simple truth, must we
not here take note that all but one of the
Democratic candidates for President (and
that one hasn't a chance) are very wealthy
men. Do they wish to be disqualified be-
cause they loll in prosperous well-being?
Will they excuse themselves by saying: “Oh,
but we are good, rich men; only Republican
prosperity in individuals is bad.”

And, in passing, let it be noted that the
Republican, RicHARD Nixow, the son of plain
average people, does not share their purple
nor revel in the plush,

I said, Lincoln didn't try to frighten peo-

ple.

How unfortunate, that with the lesson of
a century behind us, every single would-be
presidential candidate in the Democratic
Party is indulging in charges of national in-
security and defense insufficiency designed to
scare the American people into turning to-
ward one of these prophets of national doom.

Must they allow their vaulting ambition
to o'erleap ltself and ride roughshod over
reason?

Now how strong are we? Are we prepared
to withstand the assault of an enemy
tempted to destroy us?

President Eisenhower and General Twin-
ing, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
have stated in the most categorical terms
that the United States is militarily the most
powerful nation in the world. They have
stated that our diversity of weapons systems
adds up now, and will continue to add up
to more than adequate deterrent power to
convince any enemy that it would be folly
to attack us, at the cost of destruction of its
own country.
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Defense is not a numbers game to be
played by hungry politicilans or embittered
retired generals.

Against the Soviet lead In a single type
missile, we present superiority on the sea, in
long-range bombers, in 26 oversea bases (the
Russians have none outside their country
and their satellites) and in the military
might of our allies.

The one-weapon fetish of the critics over=
looks the greater importance of our diversi-
fled power and disregards our program ulti-
mately to leapfrog the solid-fuel missiles of
the present with much more effective liquid-
fuel missiles of the next few years.

Meanwhile, both nations will continue to
build solid-fuel ICBM's. But after each has
its first 200 or so0, one wonders where and
under what possible circumstances the re-
mainder could be effectively dellvered in war-
time.

We are asked to choose between the calm
judgment of the Commander in Chief and
all the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the one hand,
and the feveriesh criticism of partially in-
formed presidential aspirants on the other.

1 am satisfied it is safer to follow the mili-
tary judgment of those who want nothing
except a safe and sure defense rather than
those who want so very much to win the
Presidentlal Office,

READING OF WASHINGTON'S FARE-
WELL ADDRESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (M.
MANSFIELD in the chair)., The Chair has
been requested to announce that the Vice
President, pursuant to the order of the
Senate of January 24, 1901, has desig-
nated Mr. Moss, a Senator from the
State of Utah, to read Washington's
Farewell Address on February 22 next.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Wiriams of New Jersey in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

LEASING OF PORTION OF FORT
CROWDER, MO.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8315) to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to lease a portion
of Fort Crowder, Mo., to Stella Reorgan-
ized Schools R-I, Missouri.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr, President, the
Chinese have a proverb which goes some-
thing like this: “The first time a thing
happens, shame on the other fellow; the
second time it happens, shame on you.”

That, I think, is an appropriate senti-
ment for the Senate to reflect upon in
considering the fact that it is being asked
in the pending legislation to bring upon
itself the shame of repeating a mistake it
first made almost 90 years ago and re=
pented of 23 years later.

I refer, Mr. President, to that part of
the measure under consideration em-
bracing the proposal of the Attorney
General of the United States that the
election machinery of the 50 States be
placed in the receivership and under the
control of Federal voting referees ap-
pointed by Federal judges.
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There is nothing new about that pro-
posal. It was first enacted into law in
1871 as a product of the passions which
blinded Congress to reason following the
War Between the States. Its applica-
tion resulted in fraud, malfeasance,
scandals, and tyranny of such incredible
proportions that the American people
arose in righteous indignation in 1892
and swept into office an administration
and a Congress which repealed it in 1894.

It is incomprehensible to me, Mr,
President, how this Senate could even
consider giving a second approval to such
a proposition in the light of the shame-
ful blot which its unspeakable ancestor
put upon the pages of this country’s his-
tory less than a century ago, And I as-
sure you, Mr. President, that before I
have concluded my remarks on this sub-
ject no Member of this Senate will be
able to claim ignorance of the ignoble
facts of the matter.

Mr. President, the offering of this pro-
posal this year marks the second time in
90 years that the Republican Party has
come forth with the idea that what this
country needs is to have Federal court
officials decide who can and cannot vote.

Back in 1870 the Union League Club of
New York sent a sharp young lawyer
named John I. Davenport to Washing-
ton with instructions to draft and get
enacted a law which New York Repub-
licans could manipulate to count out the
Diemocrat.ic Tweed machine in New York
City.

Davenport, a protege of the infamous
General Butler for whom he trained
Union Army spies during the War Be-
tween the States, had no difficulty in
persuading a Republican Resconstruc-
tion Congress—which already was in the
market for harsher measures with which
to subjugate the conquered South—to
enact his bill to put election machinery
under the control of Federal election
supervisors appointed by Federal judges.

He convinced Republicans in Congress
that his proposal would implement the
ambition of the late Thaddeus Stevens
“to secure the perpetual ascendency” of
the Republican Party by making Repub-
lican voters out of the newly freed slaves
in the South. Succeeding in putting it
on the statute books on February 28,
1871, he went back to New York and used
it to make himself the most ruthless and
despised political boss in the history of
the United States.

Davenport’s law failed miserably in
the South but it worked beyond his wild-
est dreams in New York where he ad-
ministered it as chief elections super-
visor for the southern district of New
York.

Before the law was enacted Davenport
had set himself up a private detective
agency and gotten himself appointed
U.S. Commissioner for the southern dis-
trict of New York. Utilizing the full re-
sources of those two positions coupled
with his new job of Chief Elections Su-
pervisor—and spending money made
available to him through both the Union’
League Club and the U.S. Treasury—he
undertook a systematic campaign to get
Republican votes into the ballot boxes
of New York and to keep Democratic
votes out.
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His method of operation was ruthlessly
simple. Using techniques he had per-
fected in the Army and fully exploiting
all of the potentialities of his public and
private positions, he set up an advance
vote-counting system which enabled him
to calculate the number of Democratic
votes which would have to be kept out of
the ballot boxes to assure Republican
victories. Then acting on complaints
filed by him as election supervisor, he
had that number of individuals arrested
and, as U.S. Commissioner, set bail so
high that it could not possibly be met
before the polls closed. After the elec-
tion was over, the charges would be
dropped.

A select committee of the House of
Representatives which investigated his
machinations in 1852 reported on his
methods as follows:

With the power of the Government behind
him and with the money of the Government
to use, he has managed for years a detec-
tive bureau, by means of which he has sought
to get proof of the crimes which he has
claimed existed in the city of New York.
When, in his first capacity, as a detective,
he had obtained such proof as he wished to
use, he then, in his second capacity, as a
public prosecutor, issued the warrants for the
arrest of the alleged criminals. Sometimes
he gave these warrants to the U.S. marshal
to be executed and sometimes, in a third
capacity, as a sheriff, he seems to have made
the arrest of the accused parties through his
own deputies. Then, in his fourth capacity,
as a U.8. commissioner, sitting as a magis-
trate, he has heard his own charges against
the prisoner which he presented to himself
as judged by himself, as prosecuting attor-
ney, and has decided himself upon their
guilt or innocence. In this way he has
arrested many hundred persons at each elec-
tion. This is not at all difficult under these
laws. He has merely to decide on the names
of the parties whom he desires to arrest or
to keep from voting and issue his warrants
for their arrest.

For his services as chief elections su-
pervisor in 15 elections between 1872 and
1893, Davenport collected fees from the
Treasury of the United States totaling
$283,906.93, an average of $18,927.13 per
election. That did not include his an-
nual salary of $3,000 as U.S. commis-
sioner or the sums collected for his work
by the Union League Club, which were
over and above the $2,854,858.94, paid as
compensation to the armies of assistant
supervisors whom he appointed to carry
out his election-stealing schemes.

His infamy gave Democrats the cam-
paign cry of “Davenportism,” which
twice swept Grover Cleveland into the
Presidency—the second time with a mas-
sive majority in both Houses of Con-
gress which wiped the statute books of
the Nation clean of every Republican
impediment to free elections.

Now, in 1960, the Republicans have
revived Davenport’s law.

This time the sharp young New York
lawyer upon whom they have called to
get it enacted is Atforney General Wil-
liam P. Rogers.

This time their sales pitch is to pro-
tect the right to vote in the South.

This time their ultimate aim is to hand
the Republican Party the minority vote
in pivotal metropolitan areas.

In other words, Mr. President, they are
asking this 86th Congress to enact a
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Rogers-Davenport Reconstruction Act
to perpetuate the Republican Party in
office.

The Rogers-Davenport Reconstruc-
tion Act is a dead steal from the Daven-
port Federal Election Supervisor Act
passed February 28, 1871, as one of the
unspeakable force bills of the first Re-
construction. The only differences be-
tween them are 89 years and the follow=-
ing:

First. The name of the Federal official
whose job it would be to steal elections
would be changed from election super-
visor to voting referee.

Second. The scope would be broad-
ened to include State and local as well as
Federal elections.

Third. Instead of preventing voting,
its effect would be to stuff the ballot
boxes.

In other words, Mr. President, as I
endeavored to point out to the Senate
when this bleached bone of the past was
first exhumed, the scheme is the same;
only the technical details have been
changed.

The original law was the desperate ef-
fort of a slipping Republican Party
scared by the Seymour victory in New
York in 1868 to keep itself in power. Its
contemporary version is the deliberate
effort of a slipping Republican Party
scared by the Democratic congressional
landslide of 1958 to try to make history
repeat itself.

In 1871 the Republicans had to run
roughshod over the Democrats in Con-
gress to get their way. In 1960 they
hope to mesmerize Democrats with the
minority vote carrot into helping them
pull their Republican chestnut out of
the fire.

During the first Reconstruction the
bait with which the prize was sought
was the promise of 40 acres and a mule.
During the second Reconstruction that
bait would be changed to the promise of
45 days in jail and $300 fines for South-
ern Democrats—the maximum nonjury
sentence which can be imposed by the
Civil Rights Act of 1957.

It is inconceivable to me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that any member of the Demo-
cratic Party could give his support to
such a proposal in light of these estab-
lished facts of record which prove con-
clusively that its 19th century counter-
part was used by the predecessors of to-
day’s minority party to entrench them-
selves in power for more than two
decades.

It took almost a quarter of a century
of continuing struggle for our Demo-
cratic predecessors to get Davenport’s
law off the statute books where it was
making a mockery of our cherished dem-
ocratic institutions. For Demoecratic
Senators of today to vote to put a
Rogers-Davenport Reconstruction Act
back on the statute books would be to
deny the wisdom of such past Demo-
cratic greats as Senators Steven M.
White of California, John McAuley Pal-
mer of Illinois, Daniel W, Voorhees and
David Turpie of Indiana, Francis M.
Cockrell and George C. Vest of Missouri,
David B. Hill of New York, Calvin S.
Brice of Ohio, Richard Coke and Roger
Q. Mills of Texas, Charles J. Faulkner of
West Virginia, William F. Vilas and John
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L. Mitchell of Wisconsin, and 26 others
who constituted the Democratic majority
of the Senate in repealing Davenport’s
law on February 7, 1894,

Mr. President, why did great men like
Senators Turpie, Vest, Hill, Brice, Coke,
Vilas, and like-minded colleagues bestir
themselves to repeal Davenport's law?
Surely statesmen of their character and
stature would not have acted without
satisfying themselves that their action
was in the best interests of the Nation.

The experience of 23 years had proved
to them that the law was partisan in
origin and destructive of democratic
processes in execution. Despite the fact
that their party, then in power, could
have kept the law on the books and used
it to the advantage of the Democratic
Party did not deter them from doing
what they knew to be the right and just
thing—repeal it.

Mr. President, I submit that no man
not seeking partisan advantage could
read the report of the select committee
of the House of Representatives which
investigated the administration of that
law in New York and not be convinced
that it was unjust, unworkable, and a
disgrace to a free people living in a free
nation.

I shall read to the Senate, Mr. Presi-
dent, that report—House Report No. 2365
of the 2d session, 52d Congress, which
was written by three highly respected
Democrats, Representatives Ashbel P.
Fitch, of New York, J. A. Geissenhainer,
of New Jersey, and Robert E. DeForest,
of Connecticut. Presented January 27,
1893, it reads as follows:

Mr. Gelssenhalner, from the Select Com-
mittee To Inquire Into the Supervision and
Administration of Election Laws by Officers
of the United States, in the City, County,
and State of New York, So Far as the Same
Relate to Members of Congress, submitted
the following report to accompany H.R.
10344,

The select committee of the House of
Representatives, appointed by the Speaker
in accordance with the resolution of the
House of July 19, 1892, to inquire into the
supervision and administration of the elec-
tlon laws of the United States within the
city, county, and State of New York,
respectfully report as follows:

The committee met for organization on
September 8, 1892, in the city of New Yuork,
and from that time until and including
election day, November 8, 1892, the com-
mittee held 11 meetings in the city of New
York, at which the evidence of 46 witnesses
was taken.

The committee, under its authority to
issue the mandate of the House to compel
the attendance of witnesses, and the produc=
tion of papers, given by the resolution,
served the subpena of the House upon all
the officers of the United States having con-
trol of the administration and supervision
of the United States election laws, in the
city of New York, and upon the Secretary
of the Treasury, for the production of the
records on file in the Treasury Department
relating to the matters into which the com-
mittee was directed to inquire.

The U.S. marshal for the southern dis-
trict of New York, the U.S. district attorney
for the southern district of New York, and
such of their assistants and subordinates as
were requested to do so, came promptly be-
fore the committee and gave, readily, such
evidence as the committee required of them,
and the Secretary of the Treasury sent by
the hand of the chief of the division of
judiciary accounts of the first Comptroller’s
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office, in his Department, the records and
documentary evidence required by the com-
mittee, and placed the same fully at the
disposal of the committee.

The chief supervisor of elections for the
southern district of New York, on being sub-
penaed to appear before the committee, re-
fused to appear and refused to allow the
records and papers in his possession relating
to the subject matter of the inquiry ordered
by the House to be examined.

“In a written communication, addressed
to the chairman of the committee, the chief
supervisor, although refusing to appear be-
fore the committee at the time when he
had been subpenaed by the Bergeant at
Arms of the House to appear, that is, on
October 14, suggested to the committee that
he would be willing to appear and testify on
November 18, after the election, then about
to occur, was over. The desire of the com-
mittee being to inspect and study the work-
ing of the Federal election law while in
actual operation before and on election day,
and the communication being, in the opinion
of the committee, an open and Impudent
deflance of the powers of the House of Rep~-
resentatives, no further attention was given
to the witness.

“The evidence taken before the committee
and submitted with this report to the House
relates entirely to the administration and
supervision of the electlon laws by Federal
officers within the city and county of New
York.

“It is assumed by the committee that the
administration and results of such laws
would nowhere appear more clearly or in a
better light than in the city of New York.

“It 1s believed that in the largest city in
the country, where every class of our voting
population is fully represented and where
the respective parties have for years made
thelr prinecipal headquarters at important
elections, and under the constant publicity
given by the best organized and most effec-
tive newspaper press of the world, the actual
workings of these laws and their good or evil
results can be more clearly seen and appre-
ciated and more intelligently judged than is
possible anywhere else.

“Your commlittee, after a very careful
study of the operations of the Federal elec-
tion laws before election and on election day
in the city of New York, are of the opinion
that all of these laws have entirely failed
to produce any good results in the direction
of the purlty of elections or the protection
of the ballot box, and have been productive
of such serious and dangerous results that
they ought at once to be repealed.

“The reasons for our recommendation for
the repeal of these laws, based on our study
of their operation and results in New York,
may be classed under four heads. They
ought to be repealed—

“First. Because they result in no convic-
tions of offenders, and are therefore useless
to prevent or punish crime.

“Second. Because they cause great ex-
pense and are fruitful of constant and con-
tinuing frauds upon the Treasury.

“Third. Because they are designed to be
used and are used only as part of the ma-
chinery of a party to compensate voters who
are friendly to it, and to frighten from the
polls the voters of the opposing party.

“Fourth. Because under and by virtue of
these laws the gravest interference with the
personal rights and liberty of citizens occur,
and voters are punished by arrest and im-
prisonment for their political opinions.”

Mr. President, in those four points the
Congress of the United States severely
indicted the Davenport Act of 1871. The
Congress clearly gave its reasons for that
indictment. That law was tried for 23
years, after being enacted when the
country was inflamed and in the heat
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of passion following the War Between
the States. Yet now, after passions fol-
lowing the War Between the States are
supposed to have died, and almost 100
years after the War Between the States,
we see the same groups, with the same
motives in mind, trying to reincarnate
a Reconstruction statute and—yes—
make it even more heinous.

The first Reconstruction Act purported
to regulate only Federal elections. Yet
the Davenport law as reincarnated by
William P. Rogers not only purports to
regulate Federal elections, but also pur-
ports to regulate State, county, and mu-
nicipal elections—something that clearly
is not within the province of the Con-
stitution.

If such laws are passed by the Con-
gress—which God forbid—even the pres-
ent Supreme Court, as presently con-
stituted, with its strong tendency to
follow psychological and sociological
notions, will, in my judgment, strike
them down.

I read further from the committee
report on the operation of the Davenport
Act:

In considering the first point above men-
tioned, it may be remarked in the first place
that these laws are belleved to have been,
in the main, drafted and their enactment
brought about by the present chief su :r-
visor of elections in the southern district of
New York. If anyone in the country was
able to administer them in such a manner
as to get good results from them the author
of the system certainly ought to have been.
Through most of the time during which he
has held his position the National Govern-
ment has been fully in accord with him and
willing to ald him with all its power and
resources. He has drawn from the public
purse vast sums of money for his compensa-
tion In the administration of these laws and
for the employment of thousands of depu-
ties and assistants. He holds his office by a
tenure which makes him practically inde-
pendent of any criticlsm or danger of re-
moval. He not only holds this office of chief
supervisor of elections, but he has also had
himself appointed a United States commis-
sloner, so that he can sit as an examining
maglstrate.

With the power of the Government behind
him and with the money of the Government
to use, he has managed for years a detective
bureau, by means of which he has sought to
get proof of the crimes which he has claimed
existed in the city of New York. When in
his first capacity, as a detective, he had ob-
tained such proof as he wished to use, he
then in his second capacity, as a public
prosecutor, issued the warrants for the arrest
of the alleged criminals. Sometimes he gave
these warrants to the U.S. marshal to be
executed, and sometimes in a third capaclty,
as a sheriff, he seems to have made the arrest
of the accused parties through his own dep-
uties. Then in his fourth capacity, as a
U.S. commissioner, sitting as a magistrate,
he has heard his own charges against the
prisoner which he presented to himself as
judge by himself as prosecuting attorney,
and has decided himself upon their guilt or
innocence. In this way he has arrested
many hundred persons at each election.
This is not at all difficult under these laws.
He has merely to decide on the names of the
parties whom he desires to arrest or to keep
from voting and issue his warrants for their
arrest. But in order to have any of these
persons indicted or convicted it is necessary
for him to take his alleged evidence before
the grand jury, and to try his case before a
judge and jury in open court, and without
the special advantages which up to this point
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the Federal election law has given him. He
must then have a case., At this point he has
invariably falled. With all this machinery in
the hands of its inventor and the use of un-
limited money the law has resulted in noth-
ing so far as the conviction of offenders is
concerned.

During the entire time covered by the ex«
amination of the committee there has not
been one conviction for illegal voting in the
southern district of New York in the United
States courts, and under these laws.

Since the present district attorney came

into office, a period of nearly 4 years, as a
result of many thousand arrests, only three
men have b-en indicted for false registra-
tion. One of these men was acquitted. The
other two were found guilty, but the cases
showed the offense to have been technieal
merely, and in one of these cases the judge
suspended sentence upon the defendant, and
in the other allowed the defendant to go
without imprisonment on the payment of a
fine.
Since 1889 half a dozen persons have been
charged with interfering with the Federal
supervisors, and in view of the conduct of
these supervisors, as shown by the evidence
and seen by the committee, it is in the
opinion of this committee a great proof of
the patience and forbearance of the voters
in the city that there has been so little inter-
ference with them. But even in these cases
nobody has been convicted even of s tech-
nical violation of the law since 1889.

It will be therefore seen, although the
chief supervisor, the U.S. district attorney,
and the U.S. marshal in the clity of New York
have been in full accord for a period of about
4 years, and have had the fullest support
from a friendly administration, that no of-
fender has by reason of their efforts under
these laws served 1 hour in prison as the
result of a conviction. It is therefore clear
that these laws do not result in the punish-
ment of any crime, and they ought therefore
to be repealed.

The second reason why, in the opinion of
the committee, the law should be repealed is
that it causes immense expense, and is pur-
posely so arranged that there is no supervi-
slon over the cost, no limit to the amount
expended, and no proper responsibility for
the payment of the bills.

It is Impossible to report upon the exact
cost of the system, for the reason that the
Treasury Department is unable at this time
to state it. The witness Ferrell, sent by the
Department before the committee, estimated
the expense for this year at #1 milllon, but
it 1s clear from his evidence that he had no
accurate knowledge of the amount, which
will doubtless be much more. When it is
seen that the payments for the personal
compensation of the chief supervisor in the
southern district in New York for his serv-
ices as supervisor and commissioner, entirely
aside from the payment of his deputies and
aside from the fees and disbursements, and
the compensation of deputies of the UBS.
marshal, have amounted during the present
administration to a sum exceeding $107,000,
the abuses under these laws to which your
committee desires to call attention will be
plain. This amount will doubtless be in-
creased by a further very large payment, the
amount of which your committee is unable
to ascertain, which has been demanded and
is expected by the chief supervisor from the
Treasury Department before the close of the
present administration. In connection with
these payments, attention is called to the
fact that from March 1885 until May 17, 1889,
during which time a district attorney was in
office who desired to examine these bills, the
chief supervisor never presented a bill, pre-
ferring to go without the money sooner than
submit to examination. As soon as the pres-
ent district attorney came in, the bills were
presented and approved and promptly pald.
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As to the manner in which these payments
are made and the bills verified, the exami-
nation of the Treasury officials and of the
local district attorney shows an additional
reason for the repeal of the law. The Treas-
ury Department takes the ground that the
certificate of the judge to whom the ac-
counts are presented, in the presence of the
district attorney and after a presumed ex-
amination by him, is binding on the Depart-
ment, and that the bills when certified by
the judge must be paid. The U.S. district
attorney, in his evidence before the commit-
tee, took precisely the opposite view. He tes-
tified as follows:

“Of course I did not examine Mr. Daven-
port, because I understood in accordance
with the practice that his work was sent to
Washington to the auditing officers of the
Treasury Department, and all the items
charged for in the account are examined and
checked in the Treasury Department before
any payment is made.”

The district attorney was further asked,
“Did you make any personal examination as
to how much these charges amounted to al-
together?” He answered, “That is a matter
of accounting for the officers of the Treasury
Department.” He also sald, “There was no
reason why the accounts should be submit-
ted to investigation except such as the
Treasury officers always make in all accounts
that are presented in court and proved be-
fore the court.”

In view of .the amount paid to the chief
supervisor of elections for the southern dis-
trict of New York, under the present admin-
istration, which payment is believed, in New
York, to be a public scandal, the evidence of
the former assistant district attorney, Mr.
Rose, as to the manner of the approval of
these accounts in court is interesting. Mr.
Rose testifies that no one was present in the
courtroom when one of these accounts, call=
ing for the payment of $31,030.21 for the
chief supervisor’s personal compensation, was
presented, except the judge, the chief super-
visor and himself; that the supervisor pre-
sented his account; that the judge asked him
what he knew about the accounts; that he
said he knew nothing at all about them, and
that he had not examined or approved them;
that the judge thereupon signed the cer-
tificate approving the account, and that the
whole matter was transacted in 6 or 6
minutes. The chief supervisor did not, on
that occaslon, explain a single item of that
long account; he called no witnesses, and yet
such a certification and hearing is claimed
by the Treasury Department, under these
laws, to be binding upon the Department.

It is not deemed necessary to go over in
this report the figures of these accounts in
order to demonstrate the frauds which may
be perpetrated under the present law. It is
believed that the law officers of the Govern-
ment ought to make them the basis of pro-
ceedings agalnst the person who has received
the money, and the committee will so recom-
mend at the proper time. It is sufficient
perhaps to call attention as an example and
in connection with the evidence just alluded
to, as to the manner of the certification of
these bills, to the facts In regard to the spe-
cial elections in 1891. In that year there
were two elections for Members of Congress
in the city of New York, one of them caused
by the death of General Spinola, who repre-
sented the 10th District, and the other by
the resignation of the Honorable Roswell P.
Flower, who had been nominated for Gover=
nor, and who represented the 12th District.
In the 10th Disgtrict the Honorable William
Bourke Cockran was nominated, and in the
12th District the Honorable Joseph P. Little
was nominated. The election of Messrs.
Cockran and Little was absolutely certain.
There was no possible reason or motive for
any person to attempt to elect either of these
gentlemen by fraudulent registration or il-
legal voting.
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The chief supervisor, however, having sole-
1y in view his personal profit, proceeded to
set in operation at this election in these two
districts the Federal local machinery under
his control, and 510 marshals and an equal
number of supervisors were appointed. In
his accounts as commissioner, approved in
the manner aforesaid, were included fees in
226 cases at this election, amounting to the
sum of $6,989.95. This amount has already
been paid him, and is in addition to the pay
of a small army of supervisors and U.S.
marshals, the fees of the U.S. marshal, the
extra bills for printing, and the cost of a
special telegraph wire, which the chief super-
visor claimed he was obliged to have put in
in order to prevent the election of Messrs.
Cockran and Little by fraud. Whether he
has any further bills for supervising this
election we do not know. Of course, of these
226 persons alleged to have been arrested, not
1 was ever indicted or tried for any offense.

A further analysis made by the committee,
and shown by the evidence of the U.S. mar-
shal and of Messrs. Frank, Korb, Griffou, and
Korzineck, shows that in only 61 cases of
the 226 for which the chief supervisor of
elections for the southern district of New
York has been pald were any warrants given
to the U.S. marshal for service, and that as
to the remainder of the 226 persons named,
only 7 of those named as defendants can
be found or identified at all. The seven
persons who could be found who were named
as defendants had no knowledge of any pro-
ceedings having ever been brought against
them, and had never been arrested. Full fees
were thus paid in 165 cases, which seem from
the proof to have had no existence outside
of the bill of the chief supervisor, and of
which there is no record anywhere except in
his accounts against the Government.

This account is only a sample account. In
making the bills of the commissioner and
chief supervisors for alleged cases of viola~
tion of the election laws, no addresses of the
defendants are ever given, nor any informa-
tion as to the polling place at which they
are alleged to have been registered. No evi-
dence that the violations of law ever took
place or that the cases ever existed, except
the statement of the chief supervisor of his
fees in the case, is anywhere to be found.
In one of the accounts there are 179 cases
and in another 426 cases in which there is
absolutely nothing but the name of an al-
leged defendant, who was never arrested,
and whose address is not given, Under a
system like this the chief supervisor’s and
commissioner’s compensation is only limited
by the number of names which he can take
from the city directory or from his own
imagination. These accounts are, however,
certified to by the judge of the U.S. district
court in the presence of the district attorney,
and have been thereupon paid by the Treas-
ury Department. It is submitted that in no
other Department of the Government and in
none other of the Federal statutes do such
absurdities exist, or is such fraud possible.
Any law under which any Federal official can
obtain, without evidence other than has been
narrated above, such sums of money from
the Government as have been pald and are
about to be pald to the chief supervisor of
elections for the southern district of New
York, ought to be at once repealed.

The third reason why the law should be
repealed is that, In the judgment of the
committee, it is used mainly for partisan
purposes. It is believed that this will be
admitted to be true in the city of New York
by every one who has any knowledge of the
facts, and that an examination of the eyi-
dence taken before this committee will con-
vince any impartial person that under these
laws the power and the funds of the Govern=
ment are freely used with the direct inten-
tion of affecting the result of election.
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It is not deemed necessary to enter into
an extended argument to show that this
should not be allowed.

The establishment for election purposes in
the interest of one party of an army of
political workers as large in number in the
United States as the Regular Army of the
United States, and the giving to them the
badge and authority of the National Govern-
ment, is an act of arbitrary power without
a precedent in the history of our country.
No political party temporarily in power
ought to have any such advantage over its
opponents, and the majority of this com-
mittee would be as unwilling to see any
member of their own party in the city of
New York clothed with the power now given
to the chief supervisor and marshal as they
are to allow the present lncumbents to re-
main in the possession of these unfair ad-
vantages,

The law was designed for partisan ad-
vantage. It is perhaps fortunate that its
execution in the city of New York has been
mainly intrusted to one of & common class
of political adventurers whose only real ob-
Ject has been to get money out of politics.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in addi-
tion to the unanimous consent of the
Senate which the Senator so graciously
asked so that I might make the inser-
tion in the Recorp, would the Senator
mind yielding to me so that I might dis-
cuss a point with him in regard to his
speech, or is this an inappropriate time?

Mr. TALMADGE. What is it the Sen-
ator desires to discuss?

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to ask the
Senator a question.

Mr. TALMADGE.
purpose.

Mr. JAVITS. I will say to the Sen-
ator that I am much interested in the
addresses of my colleagues from the
South, like the distinguished Senator
from Georgia. I shall ask a question, if
the Senator will give me a minute.

I will say to the Senator parentheti-
cally that when he and I served on the
two-man committee on rule XXII, I
thought the Senator acquitted himself
most creditably for his point of view.

bg&r. TALMADGE, I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. JAVITS. I will say also I en-
joyed serving with the Senator, and I
have a very high regard for his skill and
ability, and certainly for his devotion to
the cause in which he believes.
t{,Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the Sena-

T.

Mr. JAVITS. I believe all the Sena-
tors who come from the Southern States
who have been speaking are very sincere
in their point of view. This does in-
terest me, however. A great point is
made about the fact that people like
myself, who espouse a strong pro-civil
rights position, are called the politicians.
It is said that we are simply looking for
votes, that we do not really have our
hearts in the matter. It is said this is
simply a bid for votes in the North, in
the Middle West, and in the West.

I must say, without arguing, this is
not the case.

Mr. TALMADGE. Will the Senator
yield at that point? Does the Senator
deny he seeks those votes?

Mr. JAVITS. I should like to finish
my statement, and then the Senator will
have an adequate opportunity to answer.

I will yield for that
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I must say I am puzzled by one thing,
and I would like to have the Senator’s
comment. One would think, upon the
basis of that contention, that the Sena-
tors from the Southern States were not
serving not only what they consider to be
a public purpose but also a political pur-
pose. It strikes me, with all due defer=-
ence— and I should like to have the Sen-
ator’s view on this—that taking the
thing on percentages, the Southern Sen-
ators are appealing to many more peo~
ple for what they consider to be votes on
a popular position in their part of the
country than we are. Would the Sen-
ator care to comment on that?

Mr, TALMADGE. Yes, I would. I
doubt that the Senator’s conclusion is
accurate. As I recall, the Senator was
elected to the Senate by a substantial
majority.

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator will yield
again, I should like to say, in reference
to my own election, that I was elected by
a majority of 500,000. I wish to say to
the Senator that my joy and my hap-
piness in that fine result is always
tempered by the fact that although 314
million New Yorkers favored me, 3 mil-
lion New Yorkers voted against me. I
am always mindful of that, and it never
lets me lose my head on the subject.

I wish to say further to the Senator
that the theory is that we are appealing
in our position to minority groups. Well,
those are minority groups in our States.
In percentages they are not too large as
minorities.

In the States of the South the pre-
ponderant opinion, apparently, as it is
reflected by the gentlemen who serve in
Congress, is for segregation, Is it not,
therefore, fair to say that if there is any
bidding for votes the Southern Senators
are bidding for a lot more of the votes in
proportion than we are, and that the
charge that ours is a political foray
hardly should lie in the mouths of the
people who are appealing on a political
basis to the majority sentiment in their
own States?

Mr. TALMADGE. I will say to the
Senator that I have not attempted to
cast aspersions on his motives in espous-
ing this cause, but I think I read recently
that the Senator from New York stated
that 17 populous States would be gained
by the Republican Party if a strong civil
rights bill were passed. Does the Sen-
ator deny making that statement?

Mr. JAVITS. I cerfainly do not. I
said, in addition, that I believed my
party, in the tradition of Lincoln, ought
to be the hard core of the votes which
would pass such a measure. I said it be=
cause I believe politics is the stuff of life.
As I said to a very distinguished news-
paper man from the South the other day
on g television program, “Why should
people elect you? Because you have a
pleasant face? In my case I cannot even
claim a hairline. But it is because you
espouse positions in which the people be-
lieve. That is politics.”

What is wrong with what we are do-
ing? What is wrong with what the Sen-
ator is doing? I have not assailed any
Senator from the South on the ground
that he is seeking votes. That is what
Senators are here for. They are here
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to do the job the people want done; and
when they are here to do something else,
in terms of prineiple, they are here for
the purpose of “selling” the people their
point of view. What I object to is that
we are charged with some base motives.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator has
admitted the motive. The Senator from
Georgia has never since he has been
privileged to sit in this Chamber either
espoused or opposed any piece of legis-
lation on the ground that victory to our
party would result.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President——

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield
to me again briefly in order that I may
finish our colloquy?

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield first to the
Senator from New York, and then I shall
be glad to yield to the Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. JAVITS. What the Senator from
New York said—and I think quite accu-
rately—is that when a political party or
a group of Members of Congress serve
the highest interests of the Nation, as
they see it, they have the absolute right
to go to the electorate on that basis. I
do not think that is anything to be
ashamed of, or to apologize for. AsIsee
it, if one is to hurl such accusations
around——

Mr. TALMADGE. I am not hurling
accusations. The Senator has admitted
the motive. The Senator has admitted
that he made the statement to which I
referred. The Senator from Georgia did
not make it.

Mr. JAVITS. It seems to me very
clear that Senators from Southern
States like the Senator from Georgia,
are, if anything, appealing to a much
larger group than we are, in terms of the
kind of fight they are waging. I repeat
that no one quarrels with that, but at
the same time our position should not be
thrown around constantly as a term of
opprobrium.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator from
Georgia is merely trying to keep the Sen-
ator from New York and his allies from
reenacting the Reconstruction statute,
which was sponsored primarily by people
resident in his State in 1871, to punish
the South. They wound up by punish-
ing themselves.

The Senator has been sitting in this
Chamber listening to me read the report
of a select committee of Congress, which
was written in 1892, as a result of which
the infamous Reconstruction statute was
wiped from the law books of the land.
But the Senator from New York is trying
to put over the same thing. He claims
that he is not motivated by the senti=
ments of Thaddeus Stephens, and I do
not say he is. I am not casting asper-
sions on his motives, even though he did
admit that he stated that 17 States
would go for the Republican Party if a
strong civil rights bill were passed.

Yet it is passing strange that the
Senator and his colleagues should resur-
rect the bones of the old Reconstruction
statute, and, not being content with that,
make it worse. The Reconstruction
statute attempted to regulate only Fed-
eral elections, yet the Senator would reg-
ulate not only Federal elections, but
State, ecounty, municipal, and all other
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elections. So the Senator goes much
rurt.hter than Thaddeus Stephens ever
went.

Mr. President, I now yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
[Mr, Ervin], as I promised.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator then yield to me?

Mr. TALMADGE, I shallbe delighted
to do so.

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask the
Senator from Georgia if the Declaration
of Independence did not assign as one of
the reasons why the Colonies separated
from the mother country the fact that
the British Parliament had robbed the
American colonists of the right of trial
by jury, by perverting the jurisdiction of
the courts of admiralty, so that they
might supersede the criminal courts.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct; and, as he knows, that was
one of the motivating causes of the War
of the Revolution, by which we won our
independence from Great Britain.

Mr. ERVIN. We rebelled against the
British for the reason, among others,
that American colonists had been robbed,
by indirection, of the right of trial by

jury.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if, on two occasions prior
to the beginning of the Revolution, the
representatives of all the Colonies did not
meet and pass resolutions declaring that
the right of trial by jury was one of the
absolute rights of the colonists, and that
the attempted denial of such rights to
the colonists was gross tyranny.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from
Georgia if, when the Founding Fathers
drafted the Constitution, they did not
put provisions in the Constitution to
prevent any man from being sent to jail
unless he was first convicted by the ver-
dict of a jury.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en=
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from
Georgia if the advocates of civil rights
bills have not been attempting to deprive
southerners of the right of trial by jury,
by indirection—if they did not ac
do so in the civil rights bill of 1957.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en=-
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Speaking of politiecs for
a moment, I ask the Senator from
Georgia if he would vote to deny any
American of any race, residing in any
part of the United States, the right of
trial by jury, for the sake of obtaining
a seat in the U.S. Senate.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would not.

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Georgia agree with me in the observa-
tion that the Supreme Court, in Texas
against White, gave the most accurate
nutshell definition of the purpose of the
Constitution of the United States when
it said that the Constitution in all of its
provisions looks to an indestructible
Union composed of indestructible States?

Mr. TALMADGE. If cerfainly did.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if virtually every one of
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the 57 varieties of civil rights bills are
bills which are designed and intended
to destroy that conception of the Con-
stitution and to rob the States of the
rights which are committed to the States
by the Constitution.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is
entirely correct. I have never read a
modern-day version of an alleged civil
rights bill in my life which did not pro-
pose to transfer the power of the people
on the local level, where they live to-
gether, to some Federal agency or
bureaucrat in Washington, to be denied
or withheld as that agency or that
bureaucrat saw fit.

As the Senator so well knows, being
the keen student of history that he is,
when we transfer government from the
people on the local level to Washington,
and put it in the bureaucracy of Wash-
ington, it is beyond the reach and con-
trol of the people, and the people cease
to be the masters of their Government
and become its slaves. That is the pur-
pose and motivation behind all of the
so-called civil rights bills.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if he would vote for bills
calculated and intended to destroy the
indestructible Union composed of inde-
structible States for a seat in the U.S.
Senate or for the privilege of occupying
the White House.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would not.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if he does not agree with
me in the observation that all of these
civil rights bills are simply proposals to
sell the birthright of the American peo-
ple for a sorry mess of political pottage.

Mr. TALMADGE. Anyone who has
any conception of American politics
knows that to be true.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if all these civil rights bills,
like those advocated by Thaddeus Stev-
ens and Ben Butler and Charles Sumner,
are not politically motivated.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would say to the
Senator that that is certainly my belief.

Mr., ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if he does not agree with
me in the opinion that if these bills con-
taining provisions like these, were not
labeled civil rights bills, they would not
receive a single vote in either House of
Congress.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would say to the
Senator from North Carolina that in my
judgment if Congress were to voie on
these measures by secret ballot without
the pressure groups knowing how they
had voted, they would not receive a
single vote in the Congress of the United
States.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if history does not show
that the Enforcement Aect of May 31,
1870 was passed simply for the purpose
of enabling one political party to con-
trol the elections in the United States re-
gardless of the will of the people.

Mr. TALMADGE. That was frue In
1870, it was true in 1871, and it is true
in 1960.

Mr. ERVIN.
from Georgia.

CVI—181

I thank the Senator
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Mr. TALMADGE. I appreciate the
questions of my friend, the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. I am also thankful for
the fact that we have in the U, S. Sen-
ate and in national life Americans like
the Senator from Georgia, who are not
willing to sell the birthright of the
American people for a sorry mess of
political pottage.

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank the able
and distinguished Senator from North
Carclina.

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

Mr, TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. I ask the Senator this
question. I know the Senator will tell
me what is on his mind with respect to
it, because it bears on what we discussed
in our colloquy. What the Senator has
described with respect to the law—and
I have researched the matter, particu-
larly the point on which the Senator is
speaking, because the Senator has just
mentioned it for the first time today—
refers to a situation of, let us say, a
little under 90 years ago. I should like
to ask the Senator this question: The
Federal Civil Rights Commission pre-
sented us with a report last fall as to
which, at least as to its finding of fact,
there was no difference of opinion ex-
pressed by the southern members of the
Commission, of which there were three,
and which showed some very serious
deprivations of the voting right. Every-
one seems to agree, if they agree on
nothing else, that the voting right had
been denied with respect to Negroes in
Southern States or in certain parts of
those States.

1 should like to ask the Senator what
he and his colleagues have done or feel
ought to be done about it, or what the
States ought to do about it. Have any
proposals been made here as alternatives
to the proposals which are put forward
by the Federal establishment about the
constant denial of the voting rights,
which were described in the Federal
Civil Rights Commission's report?

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I will yield to the
Senator from Louisiana after I have
completed my colloquy with the Sena-
tor from New York. Before I answer
the question of the Senator from New
York, will he answer one for me? Is it
not true that about half a million
Puerto Ricans have been denied the
right to vote in New York City?

Mr. JAVITS. Well, I do not know
what the figure is with respect to Puerto
Ricans, but I would say to the Senator
that no Puerto Rican has been denied
the right to vote in the State of New
York in the sense in which the denial to
vote is set forth in the report of the
Federal Civil Rights Commission, pro-
vided he has the qualifications to vote—
and they are very reasonable qualifi-
cations. If he has the qualifications,
he is not denied the right to vote. The
Federal Civil Rights Commission report
says that, notwithstanding the posses=
sion of qualifications, there are whole-
sale denials of the voting right in the
States to which I have referred.

Mr. TALMADGE. Is it true that the
New York State constitution requires a
prospective voter to be able to read and
write the English language before he is
given the right to vote?

Mr. JAVITS. It requires a very sim-
ple literacy test.

Mr. TALMADGE. Which effectively
disfranchises some half million Puerto
Ricans who are citizens of the United
States.

Mr. JAVITS. That I deny. It dis-
franchises no one, because it is a very
reasonable requirement. Anyone who
meets it can vote. It does not effectively
disfranchise anyone.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Civil Rights
Commission in its report pointed out,
however, that they were disfranchised.

Mr. JAVITS. As a practical matter,
they may not be eligible to vote. How-
ever, the Civil Rights Commission stated
that in the South there was a disfran-
chisement of people who had every
qualification and every eligibility to
vote. That is the question that I ask
the Senator. What are the people of
the South themselves doing about it in
their own States?

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator has
answered the question himself as far as
the State of Georgia is concerned. Un-
der our law everyone, both black and
white, must qualify under our literary
test. It applies uniformly. It applies
to every citizen of Georgia, regardless
of race. There are approximately 175,=
000 Negroes in Georgia who are reg-
istered and are voting. The citizens of
Atlanta, Ga., the capital city of my
State, have elected a Negro, Dr. Rufus
E. Clement, to the city board of edu-
cation. He is now serving on the board
of education. Other Negroes in my
State have been elected to public office.
Frequently Negro voters have been the
balance of political power in electing
mayors, legislators, and various other
public officers.

No unprejudiced person who came to
Georgia and stayed there any length of
time and made a thorough study of the
matter could report that there was any
degree of discrimination whatever be-
tween the white and colored people with
respect to being registered and permitted
to vote.

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

Mr, TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr, JAVITS. Of course, the Senator
is well aware of what the Federal Civil
Rights Commission report said on that
subject. I will undertake to analyze on
the floor, in detail, in due course, what
the situation is in every State. The
question which I have just put to the
Senator again is, in my opinion, a very
important guestion. I hope very much
that Senators from every State con-
cerned will address themselves to the
question. I should like to rephrase it so
that anyone who is inferested may be on
notice. It is simply this:

If, as the Federal Civil Rights Com-
mission defines, there is in State after
State among the Southern States a prac-
tice of denying the right to vote to people
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who are fully eligible and qualified, be-
cause registrars are not appointed, or
they go home, or they refuse to act, or
they apply unusually severe tests to
Negroes, and it does not apply to
non-Negroes, white persons, what is such
a State doing about its own situation?
It seems to me that is a very pertinent
question. As I have said, I should like,
rather than to ask it in general here, to
ask it specifically with respect to each
State, and to analyze the findings of the
Commission with respect to each State.

Mr.- TALMADGE, I once heard my
father say—and he was a very practical
man—that an expert is a smart man a
long way from home. I should say the
Senator for New York is a smart man
a long way from home. He knows all
the answers to give us. Yet he admits
that there is a large segment of the
popuylation of his own State which is not
permitted by law to vote. As I recall,
the report of the Civil Rights Commis-
sion complained about that particular
situation.

Now we will come to the Civil Rights
Commission. To begin with, I do not
believe it is a very objective or unbiased
group. I have proof of that in my office.
Someone called my attention, a few days
ago, to an article which was published
on the front page of the New York
Times. I picked up a copy of the Times,
and the caption of the article read,
“Rights Advocates Split Over Plan for
Negro Voting.”

The article stated that employees of
the Civil Rights Commission were alleg-
edly meeting with groups such as the
ADA, the NAACP, and like organizations,
to cook up another “Devil’s broth” before
the U.S. Senate and to put another yoke
around the people of this country.

I believe that even the Senator from
New York will agree with me that a
Government agency is supposed to be
objective and unbiased. Yetf there was
this alleged unbiased, objective agency
meeting with these radical groups, help-
ing them to plan their strategy to impose
an even more vicious civil rights law
on the States.

The Senator from New York is an

able lawyer. He knows this statement to
be the fact. It would be the equivaient
of a trial judge sitting on the case and
members of the jury meeting with the
prosecuting attorney to make absolutely
certain there was a conviction in the
case.
So when the Senator from New York
refers to some report from the so-called
Civil Rights Commission, I say it is not
very persuasive evidence with me, and
certainly the Senator seems to think
that it is not very persuasive evidence
insofar as it deals with the disfranchised
Puerto Ricans in New York State.

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from New
York feels very strongly that the report
of the Federal Civil Rights Commission
is excellent, whether it relates to Puerto
Ricans in New York State or to Negroes
in the South. So far as this Senator is
concerned, he found no bias in the Com-
mission. He respected its southern
members as much as he did its members
from other parts of the country.
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I think the Senator from Georgia
omitted one “allegedly” in his discus-
sion, and that is the allegedly which is
referred to in the newspaper article.

The Senator from Georgia is purport-
ing to state as an absolute fact his inter-
pretation of a newspaper article. I have
not read the article, I will not contro-
vert the Senator as to what it says, but
it seems to me that if the Senator from
Georgia is going to charge that the Civil
Rights Commission is biased, his charge
will have to be based on much firmer
stuff than a report in the New York
Times.

Mr. TALMADGE. I complained about
it to Gordon Tiffany and he admitted it
to me in writing, I have the letter in
my files.

Mr. JAVITS, I am certain the Sena-
tor from Georgia will make whatever he
can of the story, but I still affirm my
belief that the country believes that the
Civil Rights Commission has made a
fair and honest investigation and a fair
and honest report, and is entitled to
proper credence in that way.

Mr. TALMADGE. I should like to ask
the Senator from New York a question.
I preface my question by saying that
New York is one of the great States of
the Union. I am quite certain that the
people of New York are capable of gov~
erning themselves and of making laws
which they deem best for the welfare of
their State. I would be the last man on
the face of the earth to complain about
the qualifications established by the
State of New York for its prospective
voters. I am certain the able Senator
from New York and others from his
State have taken care of that.

But I would say also that the citizens
of Georgia are quite capable of doing the
same thing, Does the Senator from
New York agree with me that every
State in the Union already has voting
laws, and that they are enforcible in the
respective State courts?

Mr. JAVITS. So far asI know, that is
true.

Mr. TALMADGE. Would the Senator
from New York also agree with me that
there are at the present time adequate
remedies for any allegedly disqualified
voter, if he is legally qualified to vote?
First, is it not true that he may bring a
suit in equity and sue for damages or ob-
tain an injunction in the Federal courts
if he is illegally deprived of his right to
vote?

Mr. JAVITS. He may go into a Fed-
eral court and sue under the 1957 act.

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator from
New York admits that that is true under
the 1957 act. Will he admit it as to pre-
vious acts?

Mr. JAVITS. Under previous acts,
there was apparently some argument
about ecivil injunction suits because
of the fact that criminal penalties
were included, as well. We debated that
fully with respect to the 1957 act. It is,
I believe, one of the reasons why the 1957
act was passed.

I can only say to the Senator that that
is really immaterial because the fact is
that there is a right to sue under the
1957 act.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?
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Mr, TALMADGE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator if, as
a matter of fact, there are not at least
two statutes on the Federal statute books
which antedate the Civil Rights Act of
1957 by many years, and which state in
express language that any party denied
any right under the laws of the United
States can obtain an injunction, if he is
threatened with a denial of those rights,
and can obtain damages if he is actually
deprived of those rights?

Mr. TALMADGE. I respond to the
Senator from North Carolina by saying
that I hold in my hand a communica-
tion from the Library of Congress, dated
July 5, 1957, when they prepared at my
request a list of the various laws existing
at that time to safeguard the right to
vote. There are 10 pages of remedies
which any alleged disfranchised voter
had at that time, prior to the passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1957.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the list may be printed at this
point in the REcorp.

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

LisT oF FEDERAL LAws oN RIeHT To Vore

CIVIL PROVISIONS, UNITED STATES CODE, 1952
EDITION

Chapter 20—Elective franchise

Sec. 1971. Race, color, or previous condi-
tion not to affect right to vote: All citizens
of the United States who are otherwise qual-
ified by law to vote at any election by the
Ppeople in any State, Territory, district, coun-
ty, city, parish, township, school district,
municipality, or other territorial subdivision,
shall be entitled and allowed to vote at all
such elections, without distinction of race,
color, or previous condition of servitude; any
constitution, law, custom, usage, or regula-
tion of any State or Territory, or by or under
its authority to the contrary notwithstand-
ing. (R.S., Sec. 2004.)

Sec. 1972. Interference with freedom of
elections: No officer of the Army or Navy of
the United States shall prescribe or fix, or
attempt to prescribe or fix, by proclamation,
order, or otherwise, the qualifications of
voters in any State, or in any manner inter-
fere with the freedom of any election in any
State, or with the exercise of the free right
of suffrage in any State. (R.S., sec. 2003.)

Chapter 21—Civil rights

Sec. 1981, Equal rights under the law:
All persons within the jurisdiction of the
United States shall have the same right in
every State and territory to make and en-
force contracts, to sue, be parties, give evi-
dence, and to the full and equal benefit of
all laws and proceedings for the security of
persons and property as is enjoyed by white
citizens, and shall be subject to like punish-
ment, pains, penalties, taxes, licenses, and
exactions of every kind, and to no other.
(R.8., sec. 1977.)

Sec. 1982. Property rights of citizens: All
citizens of the United States shall have the
same right, in every State and territory, as
is enjoyed by white citizens thereof to in-
herit, purchase, lease, sell, hold, and convey
real and personal property. (R.S. sec. 1978.)

Sgc, 1983. Civil action for deprivation of
rights: Every person who, under color of any
statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or
usage, of any State or territory, subjects, or
causes to be subjected, any citizen of the
United States or other person ‘within the
Jjurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of
any rights, privileges, or immunities secured
by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable
to the party injured in an action at law,
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sult In equity, or other proper proceeding
for redress. (R.S,, sec. 1979.)

SEc. 1084. Same; review of proceedings: AIl
cases arising under the provisions of this
act in the courts of the United States shall
be reviewable by the Supreme Court of the
United States, without regard to the sum
in controversy, under the same provisions
and regulations as are provided by law for
the review of other causes in sald court.
(March 1, 1875, ch. 114, sec. 5.18 Stat. 837.)

SEec. 1985. Conspiracy to Interfere with
civil rights:

(1) Preventing officer from performing
duties: If two or more persons in any State
or Territory conspire to prevent, by force,
intimidation, or threat, any person from ac-
cepting or holding any office, trust, or place
of confidence under the United States, or
from discharging any dutles thereof; or to
induce by like means any officer of the United
States to leave any State, district, or place,
where his duties as an officer are required to
be performed, or to injure him in his person
or property on account of his lawful dis-
charge of the duties of his office, or while en-
gaged in the lawful discharge thereof, or to
injure his property so as to molest, inter-
rupt, hinder, or impede him in the discharge
of his official duties;

(2) Obstructing Justice; Intimidating
party, witness, or juror: If fwo or more
persons in any State or Territory conspire
to deter, by force, intimidation, or threat,
any party or witness in any court of the
United States from attending such court,
or from testifying to any matter pending
therein, freely, fully, and truthfully, or to
injure such party or witness in his person
or property on account of his having so at-
tended or testified, or to Influence the ver-
dict, presentment, or indictment of any
grand or petlt juror in any such ecourt, or
to injure such juror in his person or property
on account of any verdict, presentment, or
indictment Iawfully assented to by him, or
of his being or having been such juror; or If
two or more persons conspire for the purpose
of impeding, hindering, obstructing, or de-
feating, in any manner, the due course of
justice in any State or Territory, with intent
to deny to any citizen the equal protection
of the laws, or to injure him or his property
for lawfully enforcing, or attempting to en-
force, the right of any person, or class of per-
sons, to the equal protection of the laws;

(3) Depriving persons of rights or privi-
leges: If two or more persons in any State
or Territory conspire or go in disgulse on the
highway or on the premises of another, for
the purpose of depriving, either directly or
indirectly, any n or class of persons of
the equal protection of the laws, or of equal
privileges and immunifies under the laws;
or for the purpose of preventing or hinder-
ing the constituted authorities of any State
or Territory from giving or securing to all
persons within such State or Territory the
equal protection of the laws; or if two or
more persons conspire to prevent by force,
intimidation, or threat, any citizen who is
lawfully entitled to vote, from giving his
support or advocacy in a legal manner, to-
ward or in favor of the election of any
lawfully qualified person as an elector for
President or Vice President, or as a Member
of Congress of the United States; or to in-
jure any citizen in person or property on
account of such support or advocacy; in any
case of conspiracy set forth in this section,
if one or more persons engaged therein do,
or cause to be done, any act in furtherance
of the object of such conspiracy, whereby
another is injured in his person or property,
or deprived of having and exercising any
right or privilege of a citizen of the United
States, the party so injured or deprived may
have an action for the recovery of

against any
(R.S., sec. 1980.)
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Sec. 1986. Same; action for neglect to
prevent: Every person who, having knowl-
edge that any of the wrongs conspired to be
done, and mentioned in section 1985 of this
title, are about to be committed, and having
power to prevent or ald in preventing the
commission of the same, neglects or refuses
s0 to do, if such wrongful act be committed,
shall be liable to the party injured, or his
legal representatives, for all damages caused
by such wrongful act, which such person by
reasonable diligence could have prevented;
and such damages may be recovered in an
action on the case; and any number of per-
sons guilty of such wrongful neglect or re-
fusal may be joined as defendants In the
actlon; and If the death of any party be
caused by any such wrongful act and neg-
lect, the legal representatives of the de-
ceased shall have such actlon therefor, and
ray recover not exceeding $5,000 damages
therein, for the benefit of the widow of the
deceased, if there be one, and if there be no
widow, then for the benefit of the next of
kin of the deceased. But no action under
the provisions of this section shall be sus-
tained which is not commenced within 1
year after the cause of action has accrued.
(R.S., sec. 1981.)

Bec. 1987. Prosecution of violation of cer-
tain laws: The U.S. attorneys, marshals, and
deputy marshals, the commissioners ap-
pointed by the district and territorial courts,
with power to arrest, imprison, or ball offend-
ers, and every other officer who 1s es-
pecially empowered by the President, are
authorized and required, at the expense of
the United States, to institute prosecutions
agalnst all persons violating any of the
provisions of section 1990 of this title or
of sections 6506-5516 and 5518-5532 of the
Revised BStatutes, and to cause such per-
sons to be arrested and imprisoned or bailed,
for trial before the court of the United
States or the territorial court having cognl-
zance of the offense. (R.S., sec. 1882; June
25, 1948, ch. 646, sec. 1, 62 Btat. 909.)

Brc. 1988. Proceedings in vindication of
civil rights: The jurisdiction in civil and
criminal matters conferred on the district
courts by the provisions of this chapter
and Title 18, for the protection of all per-
sons in the United States in thelr civil
rights, and for their vindication, shall be
exercised and enforced in conformity with
the laws of the United States, so far as such
laws are sultable to carry the same into
effect; but In all cases where they are not
adapted to the object, or are deficient in
the provisions necessary fo furnish suit-
able remedies and punish offenses against
law, the common law, as modified and
changed by the comstlitution and statutes
of the State wherein the court having ju-
risdiction of such civil or criminal cause is
held, so far as the same is not inconsistent
with the Constitution and laws of the United
Btates, shall be extended to and govern
the said courts in the trial and disposition
of the cause, and, if it is of a criminal na-
ture, in the infliction of punishment on the
party found guilty. (R.S., sec. 722.)

Bec. 1989. Commissioners; appointment of
persons to execute warrants: The distriet
courts of the United States and the dis-
trict courts of the Territories, from time to
time, shall increase the number of com-
miseioners, so as to afford a speedy and
convenlent means for the arrest and ex-
amination of charged with the
crimes referred to in section 1087 of this
title; and such commissioners are author-
ized and required to exercise all powers and
duties conferred on them herein with re-
gard to such offenses in llke manner as they
are authorized by law to exercise with regard
to other offenses against the laws of the
United States. Sald commissioners are em-
powered, within their respective counties, to
appoint, in writing, under their hands, one
or more suitable persons, from time to time,
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who shall execute all such warrants or other
process as the commissioners may issue in
the lawful performance of their duties, and
the persons so appointed shall have author-
ity to summon and call to their ald the by-
standers or posse comitatus of the proper
county, or such portion of the land or naval
forces of the United States, or of the militia,
as may be necessary to the performance of
the duty with which they are charged; and
such warrants shall run and be executed any-
where in the State or Territory within which
they are lssued. (R.S., secs. 1983, 1984; Mar.
3, 1911, ch. 231, sec. 201, 36 Stat. 1167.)

Sec. 1990, Marshal to obey precepts; re-
fusi=g to receive or execute process: Every
marshal and deputy marshal shall obey and
execute all warrants or other process, when
directed to him, issued under the provisions
of section 1989 of this title. Every marshal
and deputy marshal who refuses to receive
any warrant or other process when ten-
dered to him, issued in pursuance of the pro-
visions of this section or refuses or neglects
to use all proper means diligently to execute
the same, shall be liable to a fine in the sum
of $1,000, for the benefit of the party ag-
grieved thereby. (R.S., secs. 1985, 5517.)

Sec. 1901. Fees: persons appointed to exe=
cute process: Every person appointed to
excute process under section 1989 of this
title shall be entitled to a fee of 85 for each
party he may arrest and take before any
commissioner, with such other fees as may
be deemed reasonable by the commissioner
for any additional services necessarily per=
formed by him, such as attending at the ex-
amination, keeping the prisoner in custody,
and providing him with food and lodging
during his detention, and until the final de-
termination of the commissioner; such fees
to be made up in conformity with the fees
usually charged by the officers of the courts
of Jjustice within the proper district or
county, as near as may be practicable, and
paid out of the Treasury of the United States
on the certificate of the judge of the district
within which the arrest is made, and to be
recoverable from the defendant as part of
the judgment in case of conviction. (R.SB.,
sec. 1987.)

Sec. 1092, Speedy trial: Whenever the
President has reason to belleve that of-
fenses have been, or are likely to be com-
mitted against the provisions of section 1990
of this title, or of sections 5506-5516 and
5518-5632 of the Revlsed Statutes, within
any judicial district, it shall be lawful for
him, in his discretion, to direct the judge,
marshal, and U.S. attorney of such district
to attend at such place within the district
and for such time as he may designate, for
the purpose of the more speedy arrest and
trial of persons so charged, and it shall be
the duty of every judge or other officer,
when any such requisition is recelved by him
to attend at the place and for the time
therein designated. (R.S., sec. 1988; June
25, 1948, ch. 646, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 909.)

BEec. 1993. Aild of military and naval forces:
It shall be lawful for the President of
the United States, or such person as he may
empower for that purpose, to employ such
part of the land or naval forces of the
United States, or of the militia, as may be
necessary to ald in the execution of ju-
dicial process issued under sections 1981-
1983 or 1985-1992 of this title, or as shall
be necossary to prevent the violation and
enforce the due execution of the provisions
of sections 1981-1983 and 1985-1984 of this
title. (R.S. sec. 1989.)

Sec. 1994, Peonage abolished: The hold-
ing of any person to service or labor under
the system known as peonage is abolished
and forever prohibited in any Territory or
Btate of the United States; and all acts,
laws, resolutions, orders, regulations, or
usages of any Territory or State, which have
heretofore established, maintained, or en-
forced, or by virtue of which any attempt
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shall hereafter be made to establish, main-
tain or enforce, directly or indirectly the vol-
untary or involuntary service or labor of
any persons as peons, in liquidation of any
debt or obligation, or otherwise, as declared
null and void. (R.S. sec. 1990.)

Jurisdiction of civil sults growing out of
alleged violations of the Federal civil statutes
involving the right to vote are vested in the
Federal district courts as follows:

UNITED STATES CODE, 1952 EDITION, TITLE 28,
JUDICIARY AND JUDICIAL PROCEDURE
Chapter 85—District courts; jurisdiction

SEc. 1343. Civil rights: The district courts
shall have original jurisdiction of any civil
action authorized by law to be commenced
by any person:

(1) To recover damages for injury to his
person or property, or because of the depriva-
tion of any right or privilege of a citizen of
the United States, by any act done in fur-
therance of any conspiracy mentioned Iin
section 1985 of title 42;

(2) To recover damages from any person
who falls to prevent or to ald in preventing
any wrongs mentioned in section 1985 of
title 42 which he had knowledge were about
to occur and power to prevent; and

(8) Toredress the deprivation, under color
of any State law, statute, ordinance, regula-
tion, custom or usage, of any right, privilege
or immunity secured by the Constitution of
the United States or by any act of Congress
providing for equal rights of citizens or of
all persons within the jurisdiction of the
United States. (As amended Bept. 3, 1954,
ch. 1268, sec. 42, 68 Btat. 1241.)

Sec. 1344. Electlon disputes: The district
courts shall have original jurisdiction of any
civil action to recover possession of any
office, except that of elector of President or
Vice President, U.S. Senator, Representative
in or Delegate to Congress, or member of a
State legislature, authorized by law to be
commenced, wherein it appears that the sole
question touching the title to office arises out
of denial of the right to vote, to any citizen
offering to vote, on account of race, color, or
previous condition of servitude.

The jurisdiction under this section shall
extend only so far as to determine the rights
of the parties to office by reason of the denial
of the right, guaranteed by the Constitution
of the United States and secured by any
law, to enforce the right of citizens of the
United States to vote in all the States.
(June 25, 1948, ch. 6486, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 932.)

Chapter 89—District courts: Removal of cases
Jrom State courts

Sec. 1443, Clvil rights cases: Any of the
following civil actions or erlminal prosecu-
tions commenced in a State court may be
removed by the defendant to the district
court of the United States for the district
and division embracing the place wherein
it is pending:

(1) Against any person who is denled or
cannot enforce in the courts of such State a
right under any law providing for the equal
civil rights of citizens of the United States,
or of all persons within the jurisdiction
thereof;

(2) For any act under color of authority
derived from any law providing for equal
rights, or for refusing to do any act on the
ground that it would be inconsistent with
such law (June 25, 1948, ch. 646, sec. 1, 62
Stat. 938.)

CRIMINAL PROVISIONS—TITLE 18, CRIMES AND
CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
Chapter 13—Civil rights

Sec. 241, Conspiracy against rights of citi-
Zens,
If two or more persons conspire to injure,
oppress, threaten, or intimidate any citizen
in the free exercise or enjoyment of any right
or privilege secured to him by the Constitu-
tion or laws of the United States, or because
of his having so exercised the same; or
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If two or more persons go in disguise on
the highway, or on the premises of another,
with intent to prevent or hinder his free ex-
ercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege
80 secured—

They shall be fined not more than $5,000
or imprisoned not more than ten years, or
both (June 26, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 61 Stat.
686).

Bec. 242. Deprivation of rights under color
of law: Whoever, under color of any law,
statute, ordinance, regulation, or custom,
willfully subjects any inhabitant of any
State, Territory, or District to the depriva-
tlon of any rights, privileges, or immunities
secured or protected by the Constitution or
laws of the United States, or to different
punishments, pains, or penalties, on account
of such inhabitant being an alien, or by
reason of his color, or race, than are pre-
scribed for the punishment of citizens, shall
be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned
not more than 1 year, or both, (June 25,
1948, ch, 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat. 696.)

SEC. 243. Exclusion of jurors on account
of race or color: No citizen all
other gqualifications which are or may be
prescribed by law shall be disqualified for
service as grand or petit juror in any court
of the United States, or of any State on
account of race, color, or previous condition
of servitude; and whoever, being an officer
or other person charged with any duty in
the selection or summoning of jurors, ex=
cludes or fails to summon any citizen for
such cause, shall be fined not more than
$5,000. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62
Stat. 696.)

Chapter 19—Conspiracy

Sec. 371. Conspiracy to commit offense or
to defraud United States: If two or more
persons conspire, either to commit any
offense agalnst the Unilted States, or to de-
fraud the United States, or any agency
thereof, in any manner or for any purpose,
and one or more of such persons do any
act to effect the object of the conspiracy,
each shall be fined not more than $10,000
or imprisoned not more than 6 years, or both.

If, however, the offense, the commission
of which is the object of the conspiracy, is
a misdemeanor only, the punishment for
such conspiracy shall not exceed the maxi-
mum punishment provided for such mis-
demeanor. (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, 62 Stat.
701.)

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator, fur-
ther, if there is not a statute embodied
in title 18, section 242, which makes it a
Federal crime, punishable by imprison-
ment or fine, or both, for any official to
deny to any qualified citizen, of any race,
the right to register and to vote and to
have his vote counted as cast.

Mr, TALMADGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator if
a few healthy criminal prosecutions in
the Federal courts under that statute
would not, in his judement, cure any
situation such as that alluded to by the
Senator from New York.

Mr. TALMADGE. Certainly. If any
violation occurs, the opportunity is af-
forded to proceed under the criminal
statute. Mr. Rogers, the author of the
bill, is at present the Attorney General
of the United States.

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator
from Georgia if, as a matter of fact, the
records do not show that during recent
years there has been no effort on the
part of the Department of Justice to in-
dict any person in any Southern State,
except the States of Mississippi and
Louisiana, for a violation of that statute,
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Mr. TALMADGE, I know of no other
effort.

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from
Georgia, furthermore, if he does not
know that in the State of North Caro-
lina a distinguished Negro educator is
a member of the State board of
education,

Mr. TALMADGE. Iknow that: yes.

Mr. ERVIN. I ask the Senator from
Georgia if he does not know that mem-
bers of the Negro race are now serving,
by election, as members of the city
boards of Winston-Salem, Greenshboro,
and Durham, N.C., and in other North
Carolina cities, and that a member of
the school board of the capital city of
North Carolina, Raleigh, is a Negro.

Mr. TALMADGE, Iknew that several
had been elected in the State of North
Carolina. I did not know the details,
the titles or the specific cities.

Mr, ERVIN. I do not know whether
the Senator from Georgia knows this to
be a fact; but I should like to ask him
if it is not a fact that the Advisory Com-
mittee on Civil Rights in the State of
North Carolina has recently passed a
resolution to the effect that it has vir-
tually completed an investigation of
voting practices in North Carolina and
it has found no discrimination in regis-
tration, as against members of the
Negro race.

Mr, TALMADGE. I have been in-
formed that that is correct.

Mr, ERVIN. For that reason, I was
very much astounded to hear the able
Senator from New York state, a few
minutes ago, that in all Southern States
there was a pattern of denial of the right
of Negroes to register to vote.

Mr. TALMADGE. I was likewise sur-
prised.

I thank the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina for his great
contribution.

At this time I should like to ask, if
the Senator will permit me to do so, one
more question of the Senator from New
York: Does the Senator from New York
know the name of any qualified individ-
ual, anywhere—North, South, East, or
West—who claims the right to vote, and
has instituted an action in the courts,
either State or Federal, and has not been
protected in the exercise of that right?

Mr, JAVITS. In response to that
question I shall undertake to analyze,
in due course——

Mr. TALMADGE. My question is a
simple one, and the Senator from New
Ylgrk could answer it by either “Yes” or
L o"’

Mr. JAVITS. The Senator from
Georgia likes to ask very simple ques-
tions, and he controls the way in which
he asks them. I trust that he will per-
mit me to control my answer.

Mr. TALMADGE. Certainly the Sen-
ator from New York knows what he
knows.

Mr, JAVITS. Yes; and I will under-
take to state what I know, in due course,
if the Senator from Georgia will be
patient, and will not seek to get only the
answer he wants. The Senator from
Georgia is a very good trial lawyer; and
I am a pretty good one, too.
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Mr. TALMADGE. The Benator from
New York is admittedly a good frial
lawyer.

Mr, JAVITS. Both of us have had
experience in that field; so the Senator
from Georgia should not fry to “panic”
me, any more than I would attempt to
“panic” him.

Mr., TALMADGE. I am not trying to
do-so. I asked the Senator from New
York a question; I asked him whether
he knew the name of any such person.
If he does know, he can state the name.

Mr, JAVITS. I shall be glad to take
my seat if the Senator from Georgia
does not want my reply.

But I was saying that I shall be glad
to analyze the report of the Federal
Civil Rights Commission with respect to
each of the States.

Incidentally, I did not say “all the
Southern States.” I said “in certain
Southern States,” and, indeed, in cer-
tain sections of those States.

I shall undertake to analyze the re-
port of the Federal Civil Rights Com-
mission and any other information we
have; and if I can obtain the names of
persons as to whom there has been an
actual suit to register, I shall do so.

But I shall submit proof that the crim-
inal remedy was found to be ineffective—
as, for instance, in the famous series of
cases in Ouachita Parish, La., where it
was found that the grand jury would
not indiet.

I should also like to point out—al-
though it has no germaneness to the
matter of voting—that I must say I was
rather sad about what occurred in re-
spect to the one single lynching in
Mississippi, not long ago, where, as I
understood, the grand jury would not
even enfertain the evidence the FBI
had.

Certainly there is no patent on in-
justice; I am sure that injustice can be
found in every State of the Union, in-
cluding the State of New York. So, to
pick out a particular, individual case and
build a body of legislation on it would
be unworthy of our function. I have
no hesitancy in saying that.

But I was referring to a pattern. I
do believe that, brought up to date, the
pattern shown by the Federal Civil
Rights Commission report is entitled to
a response from those who take the posi-
tion—as does my distinguished -col-
league—that individual States should be
given the right, without interference, to
deal with these matters on their own.

That is why I said I thought the most
efficient way was to marshal separately
the particular evidence with respect to
each State, and then let us see whether
the Senators from each of the States feel
that they wish to address themselves to
it.

For ought I know now—and I am
speaking now only from memory; I did
not have the remotest notion that we
would now be engaging in this particu-
lar colloquy—such names are in the re-
port or are to be obtained from other
authoritative sources; and I shall en-
deavor to produce them, to meet the view
which was expressed by the Senator
from Georgia,
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But my fundamental approach will be
to present the facts, so that Senators
from the individual States may, if they
are moved to do so, address themselves
to the particular points which are made
by the Commission. I think that will be
fair, especially inasmuch as the Senator
himself seems to feel, as he has ex-
pressed himself here, that the Commis-
sion was biased, or that in some way it
was not performing the function which
Congress has assigned to it. So I shall
attempt to do that.

Mr, TALMADGE. I thank the Sen-
ator from New York. He has made an
able speech, but he has not answered my
question. I asked him whether he could
produce the name of a single qualified
individual, anywhere—north, south, east,
or west—who had tried to exercise his
voting privileges, and, in that connec-
tion, had instituted action in any court—
either Federal or State—and had been
denied that privilege.

I agree with the Senator that no
specific area of the country is lily white
when it comes to the commission of
crime. Unforfunately, erime occurs in
all areas of the Nation. I am proud of
the fact that all the States do a magnifi-
cent job of law enforcement and of try=-
ing to prevent crime.

We read about gangsters who are shot
down in the streets—for instance, in the
case of Roger Touhy in Chicago. That
was not classified as a lynching; it was
“just a gang murder,” and people did
not pay much attention to it. We read
of rapes, suicides, and mayhem in pub-
lie schools in some cities in our country,
but I do not observe that the Senate has
tried to pass Federal laws dealing with
all those lamentable incidents. I would
oppose any Federal action in that con-
nection. I think the States are entirely
competent to deal with such matters.

All we of the South desire is the same
sort of treatment we would guarantee to
others; namely, that they not attempt to
rape the Constitution of the United
States, that they not attempt to disband
our general assemblies or supplant our
Governors, our courts or our law-enforce-
ment officers. We take the position that
we are capable of self-government—even
more now than we were in the Recon-
struction era.

Mr. President, I continue to read from
the report of the House select committee
which investigated Davenportism in
New York City:

In the hands of a man of ability who cared
little for personal profit, but who was de-
voted simply and without seruple to the
success of his party, it might have been the
source of much more serious trouble. The
powers which it confers should not under
our system of Government be entrusted to
anybody. In the interest of the people,
whose right it is to act with any of the
parties or in opposition to any of them, it
ought to be repealed.

The fourth and final reason why these
laws ought at once to be repealed is that
under them great numbers of innocent per-
sons have been and are at every election
deprived of their liberty and interfered with
in the exercise of their undoubted right to
vote. These facts are not to be disputed.
They are known to all men in New York, and
were brought to the personal knowledge of
the committee and proven beyond question,
The fact that all of the great number of

2871

cltizens who were arrested during all these
years were, with the exception of two, dis-
charged as innocent after judicial Investiga-
tion, is conclusive legal proof of the falsity
of the charges. That most of them were
discharged by the very magistrate who had
caused their arrest shows the charges to have
been not only false, but malicious,

Any system of laws under which, for any
reason, citizens entitled to vote can be sys-
tematically arrested, held until their oppor-
tunity to vote is gone, and then discharged
without redress, should have no place in the
statutes of the United States. In this con-
nection the members of the committee who
sat In the Federal building as a subcommit-
tee on election day, and had before them
the supervisors and marshals who made the
arrests and the prisoners who were arrested,
desire particularly to call attention to the
evidence given before them. The prisoners
arrested, charged with false registration
were, some of them, real estate owners, one
of whom, Mr. McKenna, had voted for 30
years at the polling district in which he
offered to vote, and had been known as a
businessman and houseowner to the marshal
who arrested him for 12 years. These de-
fendants included a private tutor, and a
teacher, a court officer, a clerk in the regis-
ter's office, and a rabbl of the Jewish faith.
They were almost without exception per-
sons of respectable appearance, who seemed
to feel most keenly the arrest and the in-
dignity put upon them, and they were all
promptly discharged by the Federal magis-
trate who heard their cases, no proof being
offered against them. Almost all of them
were born in the city of New York.

With a few exceptions, the U.S. marshals
and supervisors who made these arrests were
in appearance most disreputable., Almost
all of them were grossly ignorant, and in
general they had been evidently recruited
from the lowest mass of the population of a
great city. Decidedly the best of them were
the colored marshals, who were able to give
their evidence in an intelligent manner,
Undoubtedly, among the U.S. marshals and
supervisors who were appointed at this elec-
tion were very many respectable men, but
those chosen to make these partisan arrests
were of the lowest class of our population.
It is a matter of regret to the members of the
committee who were present on election day
and heard the evidence in regard to these ar-
rests that it is not possible to reproduce in
description the contrast which existed be-
tween the persons who were hired to make
these arrests and the citizens who were thus
arrested, charged with offenses of which they
were innocent and thereby deprived of their
right to vote.

Attention is also called in particular, in
this connection, to the evidence of Messrs.
Walker and Rose and Hotchkiss as to the ex-
cessive bail demanded of such defendants.
In one case $10,000 bail was demanded by
the chief supervisor, acting as a magistrate,
for the appearance of a clerk in the custom-
house, a man of excellent character, charged
with false reglstration; and in a number of
cases bail which the commissioner acknowl=
edged to be known to him to be good was re-
fused, until Judge Wallace denounced the
refusal and the attempt to deprive the pris-
oners of their votes as an outrage. These
laws, Instead of constituting a system for
the protection of the franchise in the hands
of honest citizens, have been used, as is
shown by the evidence, to furnish the ma-
chinery for the corruption and foreible rob=
bery of the franchise, and they ought, if for
that reason alone, to be promptly repealed.

The committee, therefore, presents to the
House a bill providing for the repeal of these
laws, with a favorable recommendation for

its passage.
Asurern P. FricH,
J. A. GEISSENHAINER,
RoserT E. DE FoOREST.
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Mr. President, that is the official report
of an official committee of the Congress
of the United States on the outrages
which occurred in New York under the
administration of Davenport’s law by
Davenport., But while “Davenportism”
was the cry which broke the Republican
stranglehold sanctioned by Davenport’s
law, there were frauds and abuses
throughout the country as the result of
its application by unscrupulous Republi-
can machine bosses

Now, 66 years Iater after the Congress
of the United States had the wisdom to
repeal such a nefarious and iniquitous
scheme, members of both political
parties, including the Attorney General
of the United States, come before the
Congress urging that this same heinous
and cbnoxious scheme be reenacted by
the Congress. However, this time they
urge that it be enacted in a far more
extreme form than that in which if was
first passed in Reconstruction days.

In Reconstruction days the so-called
election supervisors had authority to
regulate only Federal elections. Now the
modern-day Davenport-Thaddeus Stev-
ens-Rogers clan come in and urge that
they not only regulate Federal elections
but also State, county, and municipal
elections.

How any one can convince himself that
the American people desire such inigui-
tous, obnoxious, and unconstitutional
legislation is altogether beyond the com-
prehension of the junior Senator from
Georgia.

The respected public affairs journal,
U.S. News & World Report, had one of
its correspondents spend 2 weeks re-
searching the effect of Davenport's law,
and the article which appeared in its
issue of last February 15 is most illumi-
nating as to the widespread skulduggery
and tyranny which it perpetrated upon
the American people. This is what U.S.
News & World Report discovered:

Under the “force bill,” so-called “supervi-
sors of elections” were appointed by Federal
eourts, which then stepped out of the pic-
ture. These appointments could be made
if two or more citizens in towns with a
population of more than 20,000 requested to
have “guarded and scrutinized” the regis-
tration of voters for any congressional elec-
tion, or the election itself.

The supervisors were empowered to chal-
lenge the qualifications of anyone seeking to
register, and to mark the registration lists
in such waye as to detect irregularities.

In elections, the supervisors were author-
ized to challenge any voters and to count
the ballots. Federal marshals assisted the
supervisors. Interference with these officials
was made a eriminal offense,

The supervisors reported to a chief super-
visor on the fairness of an election. If ir-

ties were found, the chief supervi-
sor had authority to hold hearings, take tes-
timony and issue subpenas. Results of such
investigations were to be filed with the clerk
of the House of Representatives.

History records failure of the Federal elec-
tion law in the South. Federal authorities
tried thousands of times to prosecute viola-
tions of the act, but few convictions resuited.

In Bouth Carolina, for example, there were
1,302 indictments, but only 114 convictions
under the election law.

One-party control by the Democrats made
enforcement extremely difficult. Moreover,
as the Eu Elux Klan gained strength, it se-
verely restricted votlng by Negroes and
northern “earpetbaggers.”
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It was In the big cities of the North that
the Federal election law had the most im-
pact. Democrats in Congress charged that
Republican Party machines in the North
deputized criminals, drunks, and armed
thugs as marshals and used them to keep
Democratic voters from the polls.

In 1876, of 5,001 Federal deputy marshals
eppointed to protect voting rights, 4,194—
more than 80 percent—were appointed in the
three Northern States of New York, New
Jersey, and Pennsylvania. One election su-
pervisor in New York City drew fees totaling
$145,000 for his services.

In 1892, a special investigating committee
of the House of Representatives went to New
York City to observe the presidential elec-
tion. A majority report written by the three
Democratic members recommended repeal of
the election law because it has “falled to
produce any good results in the direction of
the purity of elections or the production of
the ballot box.”

The law was used, the majority report sald,
“only as part of the machinery of a party to
compensate voters who are friendly to it and
to frighten from the polls the voters of the
opposing party."

In House debate on a move to repeal the
law in September 1893, Representative John
C. Black, Democrat of Illinols, described the
use of Federal marshals in the 1892 election
in Chicago:

“s % * Farly in the morning of that day,
or rather in the shades of the preceding
night, the supervisors and deputy marshals
were arrayed, and there came 3,786 of them,
meore than a full brigade of such troops as
they were.

“They were drawn from the alleys, this
militia of oppression. They were drawn
from the slums, this battalion of bum-
mers * * * and thus they stood, armed and
equipped for their service, to ‘protect the
election’ in the city of Chicago and the great
State of Illinois.”

In the Republican minority report, it was
sald that Federal supervisors and marshals
were needed to combat ballot-box stuffing
and the issuance of fraudulent naturaliza-
tion certificates by Democratic Party ma~-
chines.

With Democrats in control of Congress,
the force bill regulating voting was repealed
in 1894.

The debates on the repeal of Daven-
port’s law as contained in the CoNGREsS~
s1oNAL REcoRD of the 1st and 2d session
of the 53d Congress are replete with more
specific detail of the frauds and abuses
which were worked on the country under
this political statute.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to my distinguished senior col-
league.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am grateful for the
fact that my distinguished colleague is
demonstrating so clearly that there is
nothing new or original in this legisla-
tive proposal to appoint a Federal re-
ceivership of the election processes in the
Southern States. It is old, it has been
iried, and it has failed. Its failure was
more marked in its application in the
large cities of the country outside the
South than it ever was in the Southern
States themselves. The Senator is mak-
ing a real contribution,

I believe it was last Sunday that I
noticed in the comic section of one of
the newspapers a cartoon called Hatlo's
History. It showed a man representing
0Old King Cole, who as you all know was
reputed to have been a merry old soul.
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King Cole was beating on the ground
with his walking stick or with his insig-
nia of rank as monarch, or whatever
kings use, and he said, “Where are those
three fiddlers?” He had called for his
fiddlers three, and they did not come.

Just outside the door the three fid-
dlers were arguing with a man who
was trying to give them two florins or
two pieces of money to play a piece of
music he had written. The fiddlers were
saying, “No, you must give us three
florins to play that piece of musiec.”

The point of the cartoon was that the
payola we hear so much about today was
not new, that payola existed in the time
of King Cole and King Cole’s fiddlers
three. The fiddlers three were under-
taking to exact from the composer some
:;'noney to play some musie he had writ-

en.

I have always regarded this bill in all
of its aspects as being vote bait. I con-
sider this measure to be a “votola’” bill,
There is nothing new under the sun.
“Votola” existed back in the days when
the first reconstruction bill was enacted,
and its operation resulted in tremendoua
loss to the morals of the people and the
funds of the National Final-
ly it took a national election where it
was the principal issue to get rid of
the original votola law.

I am sure that if this *“votola” bill
should ever be enacted into law it would
not be long before the American people
would rise up in their wrath when they
saw what a fraud had been perpetrated
on them by calling any such proposal as
this a civil rights proposal, and they
would sweep out the votola of 1960, just
as the voters of three generatiuna ago
swept out the votola of the Reconstruc-
tion period.

I am sure that my colleague, by his
splendid, graphic description of the ap-
proach to this same legislation, will be
able to say, “I told you so,” even if this
monstrosity does find its way to the stat-
ute books. Whatever else it may be
called, it is really “votola.” I thank the
Senator,

Mr, TALMADGE. I thank the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Georgia
for his magnificent contribution to the
debate. He is entirely correct. It is
the reincarnation, as the Senator well
knows, of one of the infamous force
bills. The only difference is that it goes
much further than Thaddeus Stevens
and his allies went in those days. It
purports to regulate not only Federal
elections, but State, county, and lo-
cal elections as well.

As the Senator has so ably stated, it
is the very opposite of a civil rights bill.
Instead of being a civil rights bill, it
would prevent the elected, constitutional
officials of every State in the Union from
performing their duties under the laws
and constitutions of their States.

As the Senator so well knows, the
registrars of our own State of Georgia
are nominated by grand juries. They
are appointed by the judges of the su-
perior courts. The law specifies qualifi-
cations which they must meet. They
must be honorable and upright men.
The bill would deprive them, and would
deprive similar State officials of the
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other 49 States, of the right to perform
their duties.

In addition, the bill would deprive the
Democratic Executive Committeemen of
every precinct in the State of Georgia—
and there are approximately 1,800 of
them who are elected by the people—
of the right to perform their duties in
connection with the Democratic pri-
maries. It would also deprive their Re-
publican counterparts of the same
rights.

Finally, in the general election, as the
Senator so well knows, the ordinaries,
who are elected by the people in each
of the counties of our State, and are
charged with the duty of holding the
general election, would be prevented
from exercising their responsibilities and
duties under the law.

What I have stated about Georgia
would apply with equal force to the
other 49 States of the Union. Whom
would it place in their stead? Some
referee appointed by a Federal judge,
who is appointed for life. Furthermore,
the bill does not require any qualifi-
cations.

The judge, if he wanted to, could ap-
point an alien to conduct an election in
Kentucky. He could appoint someone
from India to go down and hold an elec-
tion in Milan, Ga. He likewise could
appoint someone from Burma to hold an
election in Arkansas. There is no quali-
fication required as to character; noth-
ing is required except that such persons
move in and take charge of elections
and run them just as Mr. Davenport used
to do.

Mr. RUSSELL., My, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. TALMADGE. I am glad to yield
to my colleague again.

Mr. RUSSELL. My colleague has cor-
rectly described the situation. This is
really an effort in Washington to declare
that election officials in the Southern
States—people who are just as good as
those who live anywhere else in this
country—are bankrupt and inefficient,
and to appoint trustees to administer
the elections.

The junior Senator from Georgia has
had wide experience in public life; in
fact, I know of no other young man who
has had more. Has the Senator had any
familiarity with a man of this kind in
public office, one who sets himself up as
an absolute king to run the government
to suit himself, and who would receive
very substantial compensation, who
would ever be willing to relinquish his
post? Would he not continue to reach
out and reach out to get more power and
build it up and get a larger salary from
year to year?

Mr. TALMADGE. That is what he
would want. He would want more sub-
ordinates and he would want his salary
increased. He would want his jurisdic-
tion enlarged from one end of the coun-
try to the other. Then he would not be
satisfied with that. He would want to
set up a political machine of his own, in
which he could name Governors, Sena-
tors, Representatives, sheriffs, mayors,
and city and county officials. That is the
history of the granting of power when
the person to whom it is granted is re-
sponsible to no power on earth.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I thank the Senator for his comments
and for his generous personal remarks.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I commend the
Senator from Georgia for the able pres-
entation he is making with respect to
the dangers which are inherent in some
of the bills now pending before the Sen-
ate. They are simply designed to reduce
further the sovereignty of the States
and, by destroying their sovereignty, to
reduce them to a mere provincial status
and thus impose a Government foreign
to the authority of the local community
and of the sovereignty of the people in
that community.

I congratulate the Senator upon his
able address.

Mr, TALMADGE. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas for
the generosity of his comments.

I think, Mr. President, that the Senate
should know about what happened in
the 1870's and 1880’s under the color of
the law it is being asked to reenact in a
more stringent form. Therefore, I shall
read from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
some of the accounts of the violence
done to free elections by the predecessor
of the pending proposal.

For example, on pages 1622-1645 of the
ConGrESsIONAL REecorp of January 30,
1893, the eloquent Democratic Senator
David Turpie, of Indiana, is quoted as
follows about the situation which pre=-
vailed in Indiana:

We have had a political judge in Indiana
now in the succession, much distinguished
for his rulings pro and con upon the subject
of these laws, who has devoted very great
attention to the practical administration of
them. What is the consequence? The con-
sequence in such case is that this judge, a
man sitting to decide questions of life, of
property, of character every day in his court,
finds himself in closest alllance with most
unscrupulous, the most unprincipled actors
in the local party politics of Indiana, and
that the judge's chambers upon the recur-
rence of every political campalgn become
headquarters for the management and ad-
ministration of the political party to which
he is allied, and the same feeling pursues
such a one from his chambers to the bench.

There never has been any ruling in favor
of a political opponent indicted in our court;
always against him. There never has been
any conviction of a Republican for any po-
litical offense in our court—not a single one.
Elghty Republicans were indicted, indicted
upon full hearings, upon lawful information,
and upon full evidence, for violation of the
election laws. The indictments were
quashed, and what is known as the general
jail delivery oceurred in Indianapolis, and all
the defendants were discharged.

Now, what does such a judge do? What
is his employment? How does he earn his
salary? By midnight councils prior to the
election held in the judge’'s chambers. I
acknowledge he may pay some attention to
other questions and cases pending in his
court, but his chief employment, that which
calls into action the whole faculties of his
mind, is this: to decide how he may make
appointments as supervisors and marshals
in the different counties to decrease the
Democratic vote, and how he may make the
same appointments in other counties to
increase the Republican vote. This is the
gist of his labors. The consequence is, the
judge’s name has become a byword through=
out Indiana. There is no precinct in Indi-
ana which you can visit where you will not
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find it the subject of the coarsest objurga-
tions on the one hand, and of the coarsest,
falsest partisan praise and laudations on the
other. It has become a reproach in the eyes
of both parties. * * =

There is an election approaching for Con-
gressmen in my district. A petition is pre-
sented for the appointment of supervisors
and marshals. Now, who are selected for
such officers? It is pretended that the super-
visors and marshals are to protect the purity
of the ballot and to prevent the violation
of the election laws. Invariably, without any
exception, the person charged with that
duty appoints to these offices, being a Re-
publican, some weak-kneed Democrat who
will take the appointment and the pay as
a bribe, and vote against his party in order
to earn the hire of his corruption, * * »

Having then collected all these weak-kneed
and feeble folk of whom I have spoken, the
chief supervisor proceeds also to consider
men who are utterly indifferent, called the
floaters. You generally find quite a large
quota of the floaters in a contested district
wearing the badge of U.S. marshals and
supervisors, put there for the purpose of de-
termining their votes, of determining the
course of the current that the floater will
swim in,

Again, you will find in every community
certain men who are corrupt, who are utterly
without principle, who have no opinions
that they are not willing to sell—to sell for
money. These men, a very large quota of
them of no party and of all parties—these
mercenary miscreants are certain to be ap-
pointed. They are mnever left out of the
list of deputy U.S. marshals and deputy U.S.
supervisors,

Indiana Congressman William Dallas
Bynum had given another example of
the situation prevailing in that State
during the debate the preceding year in
the House of Representatives. He is re-
corded on page 1858 of the CoNGRES-~
s10NAL REcorDp of September 27, 1893, as
stating as follows:

Allow me to give an illustration of the
grossly offensive manner in which these laws
have been executed—a case that occurred in
my own county. At the election previous to
the last a supervisor inside commanded a
marshal outside to arrest a voter for mak-
ing an affidavit as to the right of another
man to cast his vote. Under our laws, when
& person offering to vote is challenged it is
essential, before he can vote, that a voter of
the precinct make affidavit to his residence;
and in this instance when a voter stepped
up and made such aflidavit the supervisor
commanded a marshal to arrest him, and he
was arrested and taken away In order to pre-
vent him from making affidavits in the cases
of other voters. In this way 50 men were
deprived of their right to vote under this
construction of the State law by supervisor
and marshal.

What happened in the State of Illi-
nois and the city of Chicago was the sub-
ject of a speech by Congressman John
Charles Black, of that State. Here is an
excerpt from his remarks, taken from
page 1899 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of September 28, 1893:

As the tide of opposition rose, the power
of the Federal supervising law was trans-
ferred from the States of the South, in a
large degree, and brought into the great
States of the North.

What did we want with supervisors? Our
elections had never been challenged, and
when peaceful contests had been made they
had been settled by the constitutional tri-
bunals, the Sesnate and the House, In ac-
cordance with the laws, the facts, and the
immemorial usage of the country; and there
was no Illinoisan anywhere who believed for
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one instant that he needed the interposition
of a new set of laws to determine who had
been elected, or to make accurate and judi-
cial returns of the results of any election that
sent a Representative here or a Senator to
the other end of the Capitol.

In 1892 this great State was believed by
the Republican management to be in dan-
ger, and so the power and resources of this
law were invoked. I can never forget the
day. All over this continent 1t was as beauti-
ful as any election day that ever lighted the
people to the exercise of the franchise, a
phenomenal day, and phenomenal in its re-
sults.

There was a belief that the action that
might be taken by the city of Chicago would
have great effect in determining the result
in the Nation. The eyes of both parties were
turned to it as to a decisive point in the
campalgn. And so an army of deputy mar-
shals and asslstant supervisors was secured,
and I have here the figures showing the
number employed on that election day in
the city of Chicago.

In the year 1892, according to statements
furnished from the records of the U.S. mar-
ghal for the northern district of Illinois,
there were employed as supervisors of elec-
tion and assistant supervisors 1,386 men
in the city of Chicago, and as special deputy
marshals 2,400 men, the first at a cost of
$68,973 and the second at a cost of $32,808,
making a total cost, as shown by the
record of the marshal of the northern dis-
irict of Illinois, in conducting this super-
vision of election on that day, of $101,953.26.

I recall the incidents of that day. Intense
excitement had prevailed throughout the en-
tire land. Appeals had been made to the
reason, the judgment, and to the patriotism
of American citizens upon all of the great
issues that separated the parties, There was
no argument that was not applied. There
was no blandishment that was not employed.
There was no persuasion that was not used
to bring a great vote to the polls, and a great
yvote came.

Early in the morning of that day, or rather
in the shades of the preceding mnight, the
supervisors and deputy marshals were ar-
rayed, and there came 3,786 of them, more
than a full brigade of such troops as they
were., They were drawn from the alleys,
this militia of oppression. They were drawn
from the slums, this battalion of bummers.
And from down on the lake front, where
*“the Back Jack Yattaw Bum Boat Flotilla”
anchored, came the piratic marine, a part
of the force of supervisors and deputy mar-
shals of this election; and thus they stood,
armed and equipped for their service, to
protect the election in the city of Chicago,
and in the great State of Illinois.

Think of this battalion of bummers sum-
moned into the service of the United States
to protect the franchise in the State of Illi-
nois. Think of that array of motleys that
came to assist the city of Chicago in con-
ducting her elections. What a glorious
sight. Republicanism, through its officlals,
had summoned these men and they came,
mot all of them such as I have described,
but many of them the disreputables and the
unfortunates of human life. They wore the
stars of the deputy marshals of the United
States upon their breasts. What was the
result?

The city of Chicago, the magnificent
queen of the interior commerce of the
American world, she that prides herself not
alone on what her commerce has done and
what have been her financial and her mone-
tary achlevements, but as well upon the
fact that within her borders today the
churches of all denominations point with
solemn monition to the sky, that public
schools are in every war¢ and in every bor-
der of her great and spreading domain, that
over her lines enlightened commerce runs
to the ends of the earth, that she is a great,
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peaceful metropolis, that her courts are open
forever to the call of justice—the city of
Chicago put herself at the back of her mer-
chants, her judges and lawyers, and min-
isters, and In response to the challenge of
this tatterdemalion host, her would-be
supervisors and guardians, she gave 35,000
Democratic majority. * * * That was a proper
response of a great, free constituency to an
outrageous assault corruptly made upon the
liberty of the franchise of the citizens.
Laws that have produced nothing to the
party working them; laws in the execution
of which such results have followed, can
not do any good to the Republican Party as
a constituent part of the people of the land,
and can not do any good to the Democratic
Party that loathes and spurns them.

Next to those in New York, the worst
scandals in the country under Daven-
port’s law probably occurred in the State
of Missouri. Here is what the illustrious
Democratic Senator George Graham
Vest, of that State, had to say about
them as recorded on pages 981-83 of
tl;elggucnzssromn REecorp of January
18, 4:

In 1876 the necessities of the Republican
Party (and I will prove this from the sworn
testimony of their own witnesses) demanded
that three congressional districts in Missouri
should be carrled for the Republican ticket.
A determined effort was agreed upon here in
Washington to carry the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives for the Republicans. Mr. W. D.
W. Barnard was the confidential friend of
General Grant and the chosen instrument
of the administration to do that thing. He
was the national bank examiner of the State
of Missourl, appointed by Grant. The U.S.
marshal in the St. Louls district was H. W.
Leffingwell, whom I know very well—a real
estate man of high character and a very old
citizen. was an honest man, con-
servative and patriotic.

Barnard carried the instruction of Mr.
Taft, the Attorney General of the United
States, to the Republicans of St. Louis that
those three districts must be earried for the
Republican Party by the use of the instru-
mentalities provided in the Federal election
law. He carried the instructions of the
Attorney General to Lefingwell, the US.
marshal, and they both swear to it. Lefiing-
well said, “Why, there is profound peace in
Missouri; there is no danger of any tumult or
riot here in the city of St. Louis. The calm
is profound politically, socially, and other-
wise.” Barnard said to him, “Here are your
orders. Who made you marshal?” *“Well,”
said Leffingwell, “you had a good deal to do
with i1t. You are very near the President.”
“Well, sir,” he said, “the man who made
can unmake; and if you do not carry out
these orders I will put you out of this office.”

It is hardly necessary for me to remark
that the conspiracy was carrled out and that
the three districts were carried for the Re-
publican Party. R. Graham Frost was beaten
by a Republican named Metcalfe on the re-
turn, though he was elected at the polls.
Frost contested the election, and here is the
testimony taken in that contest. It is found
in House of Representatives Miscellaneous
Document, 2d session, 45th Congress, 1877-78,
volume 4, page 817. Mr. Barnard was put
upon the stand; he was asked this question:

“Question, You had great influence with
General Grant about that time, I believe?

“Answer. That I cannot say. General
Grant and myself had been acquaintances
for 30-odd years.

“Question. And great personal friends?

“Answer. I think so, sir.

“Question. What did Mr. Lefingwell say
w ym?"

({Objected to as Irrelevant.)

*“Question. What was the nature of Mr,
Lefingwell’s dilemma?”
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(Objected to as irrelevant and immaterial
to this issue.)

“Answer. Well, Mr. Leffingwell had been
engaged in the real estate business here for
years, and a good many of his friends whom
he had done business for had rather influ-
enced him that Mr. Tilden would be the
President, and if he puts this law, which he
was instructed to in force that he would
make enemies and he would get out of office,
and his business would be injured by it. A
committee composed of a number of very
prominent Democrats walted on him, and
after an interview he promised to give them
an answer the next day.

“Question. What was the nature of the
interview, right there?

“Answer. In reference to enforcing the law.
; “Question. Were they protesting against
t?

“Answer. Yes, so I understood. I had a
desk in the office, and I had overheard the
conversation.

“Question. You stated he would give them
an answer.

“Answer. An answer at 11 o’clock.

“Question. He sald he would give them an
answer the next day?

“Answer. Yes sir.

“Question. Did they call the next day?

“Answer. They did; a portion of them
called and he turned them over to me.

“Question. What took place after the con-
versation that you had on the first day about
this protest.ing committee?

“Answer. Mr. Leffingwell and myself lived
at Kirkwood, and on the train going there
that evening he told me that he was in a
great deal of trouble, and he did not know
what to do. During the evening he sald he
did not know what he should do, and I said,
‘He had got his orders and instructions?*
“Yes." 'Well, you certainly will carry them
out.” He did not know. The next morning
early, quite early, he sent for me and told me
he was in a good deal of trouble and did not
know what to do. I was somewhat amused
at his position, and said to him after there
was quite a conversation. I told him, ‘Lef-
fingwell, have I had anything to do with your
appointment as marshal?" *

“Question. He stated to you?

“Answer. Yes. ‘And you have got instruc-
tions from the Attorney General to enforce
the laws of the United States?” ‘Yes.
‘Yes." ‘And you refuse to do it?" He hesi-
tated. “Yes,’ he sald, he did not know what
he should do; he never was in such a posi-
tion in his life. ‘I then was influential in
making you a marshal?” ‘Yes’ ‘And if you
do not execute your orders I will see that
you are not marshal much longer. The man
that makes can unmake.” Then he said to
me, “What am I to do?" I sald to him, ‘I
can relieve you of that dilemma. Give me
control of those marshals’; and he says ‘I
will do it

“Question. Well, did he do it?

“Answer. I think so, sir.

“Question. Well, what did you proceed to
do then?”

Mr. Barnard goes on to state that he him-
self took the authority away from the chief
marshal and appointed 1,028 deputies, or-
ganized them into regiments, battalions, and
companies; the captains reported to the
majors, the majors to the colonels, and the
colonels to him, and he reported to the At-
torney General of the United States. They
put the city of St. Louis under a military
organization under this law.

Now, Mr. Barnard under this authority
from the Attorney General, * * * which
had no foundation except the necessities of
the Republican Party, proceeded to carry
those elections. Mr. Barnard testifies that
he disfranchised 5,700 voters; he took the
registration lists and struck off 5,700 names;
and amongst them were some of the most
reputable and oldest citizens of St. Louis,
men who had fought the Indians for sover-
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eignty over their territory, men who had
blazed the pathway of civilization with the
ax in one hand and the rifle in the other.
They were arrested on the morning of the
election by these military deputy marshals,
and terror seized the whole community.
Many Democrats refused to go near the polls.
Conservative businessmen remained at home
during the entire day. Three Republican
Congressmen were brought to the House of
Representatives under that proceeding from
three Democratic districts in my State.

It was charged here yesterday by the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. Gray) and the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Palmer) that this law
was enacted for political purposes and not
in the interest of fair suffrage and the purlty
of the suffrage. Let ua see what was the
object, according to Mr. Barnard's own testi-
mony. He is asked further:

“Question. Was there any more danger for
the commission of frauds and for disturbance
at this election than there was at previous
elections?

“Answer. Oh, well, all our large communi-
tles had become very corrupt in the exercise
of the elective franchise, and it was thought
essential to the protection of voters.

“Question. Independently of political con-
slderation, was there any more necessity for
the appointment of marshals at that election
than any previous election?”

Objected to on the ground that there can
be nothing connected with the election inde=-
pendent of political associations.

“Question. In order to be precise, I will say,
independently of all party consideration, was
there any more necessity for the appolntment
of marshals for that election than for any
previous election?

“Answer. Oh, well, you gentlemen know
very well that in a political struggle for party
ascendancy it is necessary for the coordinate
branches of the Government to be in accord,
and there was an effort on the part, so I inter-
preted it, of the party which I acted with to
regain control of the House of Representa~-
tives.,”

There was no pretense that there was any
disturbance in the city of St. Louis. There
was nothing but absolute peace and tran-
quillity. Mr. Barnard, as he himself swears,
received his orders In Washington from the
Attorney General to carry those three elec-
tion districts under the election law, and
that he went out to St. Louis and achieved
the purpose, and then he had the hardihood
to avow it when a sworn witness upon the
stand. The conspiracy was successful. Fifty-
seven hundred men were disfranchised.
Hundreds were arrested on the morning of
the election. It was an ex parte proceeding.

Mr. President, this man Barnard called
from the purlieus and dens of vice through-
out the great city of St. Louis every reckless
and characterless mercenary who for §6 a day
would take his marshal’s badge and arrest
men at the polls. There were appointed at
$5 a day 1,028 men without responsibility,
without character, willing for this pitiful
sum to strike down the liberties of any man,
no matter how old, how respectable, how in-
fluential. It cost the people of the United
States $21,000 to consummate that infamy.
The bill was made out, and Barnard, follow=-
ing the conspiracy to its end, came back to
report to his masters, with Henry T. Mudd,
a deputy marshal, with him, and here is the
account of his interview with Taft:

“Question. You think those marshals did
very good service in the congressional elec-
tion, do you not, Mr. Barnard?

“Answer. When I went to Washington with
Mr. Mudd, who was chief deputy marshal for
the settlement of this account, Mr. Taft asked
Mr. Mudd how many marshals he had.

“Mr. Shields. Taft, the Attorney General?

“Answer. The Attorney General * * *
Mr. Taft asked Mr. Mudd how many mar-
shals he had, Mr. Mudd referred him to
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me and sald I had charge of the marshals;
and he turned to me, and I said, '1,028."
The old gentleman wheels around in his
chair and says, ‘Were there no others out
in Missourl you could have made mar-
shals?* Says I, ‘Mr. Taft, we went in to
win and if it had been necessary to have
had a posse comitatus—I think that is what
you call it, and every other man over 15
years of age should have seen a fair elec-
tion,” and he said, “You bring a good deal
of sugar in your spade.”

And he signed the voucher.

But going back to the episode, which I
neglected to name, there was one precinct
in that great city in which the Democrats,
notwithstanding all this fraud and force,
secured & majority—precinct No. 71, well
known in the political history of my State.
Barnard found it had gone Democratic, and
our returning board, composed of the county
Judge and the county clerk and another
State officer, under the statutes of Missourl,
met the next day or the day afterwards,
the second day, to count the votes and make
the return. Barnard, booted and spurred
and armed, with an armed deputy marshal
at his heels, went into the room in the
courthouse where the State returning board,
under our law, met. He said, “I under-
stand you are about to count precinct No.
71.” Mr. Garesche, the county clerk, said,
“What right have you in here, sir; this is a
State board.” And he ordered him out of
the office. Barnard sald, “I am under Fed-
eral authority, and if you dare to count
the vote in that precinct I will put every
one of you in jail before night.” He swears
that he did so, and Garesche then again
told him that he must leave the office, and
8 personal difficulty was averted by push-
ing Barnard out of the door.

These facts are beyond any sort of con-
troversy. They happened in my own State.
They are recited here in a document printed
by the Congress of the United States, and
everything I have sald Is substantiated upon
the sworn testimony of these men.

Missouri’s eloguent and colorful Con-
gressman Champ Clark on October 2,
1893, gave the House of Representatives
the following version of that and other
outrages which occurred in that State
under the election supervisor law:

In 1876 the Republicans thought it was
necessary to have three Representatives in
Congress elected from the city of St. Louls.
There was a United States marshal by the
name of Leffingwell, a Republican. I like
to embalm his name in the CoNGRESSIONAL
REecorp, because he had conscience enough
to refuse to take charge of the deputy
marshals and supervisors to do the dirty
work of defrauding American citizens on
election day. He would not do it. But one
W. D. W. Barnard, a man who claimed
that he had made Leffingwell marshal, said,
“Well, you need not bother about that, I
will do it myself,” and he did it with a ven-
geance and to his lasting infamy. They re-
turned three Representatives as elected.
Now, how many deputy marshals do you
suppose it took to elect three Republican
Congressmen? It took 1,028 deputy mar-
shals besides the supervisors.

When the marshal's report was referred
to Attorney General Taft, he said, *Mr.
Marshal, how many deputies had you?”
The latter answered, “I had 1,028." Mr.
Taft Inquired in amazement, “Were there
no more men in Missourl you could have
made marshals also?'” How much do you
suppose it cost the taxpayers? Twenty-odd
thousand dollars. When that bill was pre=-
sented to Mr. Taft it sort of stunned him,
but finally he OK'd it with this suggestive,
statesmanlike remarks, “Well, you bring a
great deal of sugar in your spade.” What
sugar was it? Three Republican Members
of Congress.

2875

Thus was accomplished another victory
for purity and reform, as those virtues are
regarded by the Republican leaders.

In order to secure a mafority on the face
of the returns for the three Republican con-
gressional candidates, Mr. Bernard and his
minions arrested and held in custody until
the polls closed, thereby preventing them
from voting the Democratic ticket, several
hundred honorable citizens, who were as
well known in St. Louis as we are in the
towns in which we live, After the polls
closed, they were released and no charges of
any sort were ever preferred against them.
They had been humiliated and insulted by
arrest and defrauded of their suffrages,
which was the greatest desideratum of
Barnard and his masters.

These outrages against justice, decency,
and liberty, were committed under and by
virtue of these laws which we are coms=
manded to repeal by an overwhelming
majority of the American people.

In 1888, by colonizing fillegal voters on a
large scale, by unblushing bribery, and by
the employment of an army of deputy
marshals and supervisors, three Republicans
were returned as elected from St. Louis to
the 51st Congress. This was accomplished
through the machinations and manipula-
tions of one Chauncy Ives Filley, whom so
high a Republican authority as the Globe-
Democrat has pronounced to be “the grand
pastmaster boodler.”

That trlo of St. Louls Republican Con-
gressmen sent hither through fraud, cor-
ruption, and intimidation, made the 5lst
Congress Republican by two majority, a
calamity from whose baleful effects the
counfry still suffers.

One reason that impelled the Democratic
legislature to enact their Australlan system
of voting was the high-handed performances
of the Republicans in 1883. I will give you
one example. At Crystal City, where a great
quantity of plate glass is made, the managers
were so thoroughly determined to defeat
Martin L. Clardy for Congress because he
would not do their bidding here that they
prepared the ballots for their employees and,
fearing they might change them while en
route to the polls, compelled them to march
to the voting place holding the prepared
ballots above their heads in plain view of
the bosses, on pain of being discharged from
employment if they refused.

The Democratic legislature determined to
put an end to such infamous proceedings,
and they did so far as in them lay, and
would have succeeded completely but for the
intimidation of voters by deputy marshals
and supervisors.

At all of these three elections, in 1878, in
1888, and in 1892—in fact, in all elections,
but in these three particularly—the deputy
marshals, by preconcerted arrangements,
willfully, premeditatedly, and of their malice
aforethought, entered upon a systematic
course of arresting Democrats and holding
them till after the polls closed, and then
discharging them without even a semblance
of prosecution. Hundreds of prominent
businessmen were thus maltreated—men
who were in 8t. Louis while the red Indians
still paddled their canoces on the Mississippi.
BSuch outrages burned themselves into the
minds and hearts of the people.

Another able Democratic Senator of
the period—Senator James Henderson
Berry of Arkansas—told the Senate
about the abuses in his State. As found
on pages 383-384 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of December 19, 1893, this is what
he said:

Prior to the advent of the Republican
Party in the South, in 1868, I do not think
I had ever heard, with one solitary exception
in Louisiana, of the use of money in elec-
tions or of false countjng bl'o'l.lght agnlnst
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any party in any of the States of the South,
but from 1868, to 1874, under Republican
rule in my own State, and I presume it was
g0 in other Southern States, the practice of
falsifying election returns became so uni=-
vereal, so widely and well known, that they
ceased to excite comment. And yet we find
the Republican Party here always posing as
the champion of fair elections, ignoring these
well-known facts and hurling charges of
wrongdoing at their political opponents.

‘When the Reconstruction Acts of 1868 were
passed, the whites in the State of Arkansas
largely outnumbered the blacks, and the
great and overwhelming majority of the
whites were In sympathy with the Demo-
cratic Party. But when these laws were
passed and the right of suffrage conferred
upon the Negro the State was infested with
a horde of adventurers from the North, men
who could obtain neither power nor posi-
tion in their former abodes, but there under
the protection of the troops of the United
States they took possession of the State gov-
ernment, framed a constitution and sub-
mitted it to the people, and when it was
rejected by more than 10,000 majority, they
deliberately falsified the returns and de-
clared it adopted.

When the people protested military forces
were organized and swept over a large por-
tion of the State, leaving murdered citizens
and burning houses to mark the line of
their march. The people were powerless and
helpless to protect themselves for the reason
that they knew that the U.S, Government
was behind those who were controlling the
powers of the State government. In the
elections of 1870 the same frauds were per-
petrated, and they became so shameless and
glaring in the election of 1872, after the pas-
sage of the laws we now seek to repeal, that
actual war ensued in 1874 between the op-
posing factions of the Republican Party, and
by reason of this contest the people were en-
abled to recover possession of their govern-
ment,

The chief supervisor in Arkansas today is
Judge John McClure. The people through-
out the State almost universally believe that
he was perhaps more largely responsible for
the frauds upon the ballot boxes which
were committed from 1868 to 1874 than any
other one man in the State. He has since
he has held the office of chief supervisor
used his power in every election to harass
and annoy the election officers of the State
in every possible way. He secured the ap-
pointment under President Harrison of as-
sistant or special district attorney for the
eastern district of Arkansas, and through
this power and that of chief supervisor and
under a Republican district judge succeeded
in having indictments preferred against
many of the best citizens of the State.

The prosecution and trial of these causes
cost the Government of the United States
many thousands of dollars, and notwith-
standing it was a Republican judge and dis-
trict attorney, and a majority of Republican
Jurors, nearly all of these parties were ac-
quitted; and in the few cases where convie-
tions were secured it was for some technical
violation of the law where no fraud had
been committed or intended, and where the
result was in no way changed, and as I now
remember, not a single man indicted was
shown to have committed actual fraud in a
single precinct within the State.

Just preceding the election of 1890 a
deputy marshal in the State of Arkansas,
accompanied by a large posse which had
been taken from the city of Little Rock,
went into the county of Lee under pretext
of summoning witnesses to attend the Fed-
eral court, and yet they showed by their acts
that it was their sole object and purpose to
freighten and intimidate the Negroes who
had expressed a determination to vote the
Democratic ticket. Written communications
were distributed amongst the colored people
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commanding them to go to the polls and
vote for the Republican candidate for Con-
gress,

Representative Hugh Anderson Dins-
more of Arkansas elaborated on the
machinations of McClure in his address
before the House of Representatives on
October 2, 1893. The following is an
excerpt from his remarks on that occa-
sion:

Let it not be forgotten that these officers
are appointed for the purpose of preventing
fraud and bringing about a fair and pure
election. Yet, sir, in the State of Arkansas
the Republican Party has selected, consti-
tuted, and appointed as the chief supervisor
for the control and direction of all the other

supervisors, as the man best fitted and most.

sultable for the performance of this sacred
work, cne John McClure, known throughout
the State, and beyond its confines, by the
name of Poker Jack, who, in Reconstruc-
tion, was made, without the will of the peo-
ple whose rights he was to take {in his hands,
chief justice of the supreme court—God save
the mark—and who, while holding this posi-
tion is sald to have boasted that he had
never yet seen the case in which he could
not render as good a decision on one side
as on the other,

A man who was in at the birth of rascality
in elections, and all other political iniquities
in the State of Arkansas, where his name is
a synonym for all that is ignoble, immoral,
and objectionable. And this man in the
performance of his supposed duties has had
various and divers good citizens of the coun-
try, without any foundation whatever, ar-
rested and brought before the courts and
harassed with prosecutions for which there
was not the slightest ground and which had
to be dismissed by the prosecutor without
a trial. He has dragged from different parts
of the State peaceful and law-abiding citi-
zens to attend the courts and sacrifice their
time and means walting to appear as wit-
nesses in cases where there was no reason
to believe there would ever be any necessity
for their presence.

And this man, Mr. Speaker, while he was
holding the high and dignified office of chief
Justice of the State of Arkansas, was at the
same time chairman of the Republican ex-
ecutive committee of the State. Not only
s0, but while chief justice and chairman of
the Republican executive committee he was
editor in chief and had his name at the
head of a partisan political paper in the city
of Little Rock which was receiving the pub-
lic printing from the Btate. In the archives
of this Government, in a report made to the
House of Representatives, will be found a
record where he himself admits under oath
these facts which I have stated. Now, is not
that a beautiful agent to select to preserve
the purity of the ballot?

As a compensation for his supposed serv-
ices he sent up his accounts to the Federal
Government which are stated in a letter
which I have received from the Treasury
Department, and which by permission of the
House I will read * * *, It is true that this
is but a small demand in comparison with
that which has been shown to have gone
up from the State of New York; but of this
sum of more than $6,000, which he stated
was due him on this account, Republican
officlals of the Treasury Department, who
are not supposed to be niggardly in paying
out the money of thelr country nor over-
sensitive as to the character of the service
rendered, could not find it in their conscience
to approve, but reduced the amount $5,418.65,
or to $618.30. Is it any wonder, Mr. Speaker,
that our people, under these conditions,
have grown weary and sick of this law? Is
it surprising that they should resent the in-
sult conveyed in its very enactment and
existence, when, under a sham and hypo-
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critical pretense of a desire for fair elec-
tions, the law has been administered in such
a spirit and by such agents?

One of our most respected Georgia
statesmen of the last century—Congress-
man Thomas Graves Lawson—dealt with
conditions in Ohio in his address before
the House of Representatives on Sep-
tember 27, 1893. Taken from pages
1858-1859 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of that date, here is what he related:

Mr. Speaker, I read from a report made
to this House in March 1885, by the dis-
tinguished Member from Illinois, Mr,
Springer, in the investigation of Lot
Wright, U.S. marshal, and here is the in-
dictment against him which I am obliged
to read in order to show the pertinency of
the report on the subject. A friend was
kind enough to hand me the report this
morning. Hon. John F. Follett, a Repre-
sentative from the State of Ohio, introduced
the following preamble and resolution:

“I do impeach Lot Wright, U.S. marshal
of the southern district of Ohio, of high
crimes and misdemeanors. I charge him
with usurpation of power in violation of law:

“In that he appointed a large number of
general and special deputy marshals to serve
at the several voting precincts in the city
of Cincinnati, in the State of Ohilo, at
an election for members of Congress, held
in saild city on the 14th day of October,
A.D. 1884, and armed said deputy marshals
with pistols and other deadly weapons, said
to have been furnished by the War Depart-
ment of the U.8. Government.

“In that a large number of the deputy
marshals so appointed and armed were
notorious ecriminals, and men of known
vielous and brutal habits and reputation,
and many of them nonresidents of gaid city
of Cincinnati and State of Ohio.

“In that the said deputy marshals, acting
under his orders and directions, aided,
abetted, and encouraged fraudulent voting,
intimidation of voters, and gross outrages
upon the elective franchise, and the rights of
the honest voters of sald city, in furtherance
of the interests of a political party and its
candidates: Therefore

“Resolved, That the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Department of Justice
be required and directed, as soon as the
same can be reasonably done, to investigate
such charges and report to this House.”

I will now read so much of the report of
the committee as is to the point. They in-
vestigated and made their report, the evi-
dence taken amounting to more than 600
pages. Listen to the report:

“From the testimony taken by your com=-
mittee it will appear:

“That the deputy marshals appointed by
Marshal Wright were largely in excess of the
necessities of the situation.

“That they were appointed as Republican
partisans and political workers, and in most
cases prostituted their official position to
partisan ends.

“That they were armed with revolvers
and other deadly weapons furnished by the
national committee of the Republican Party.

“That many of such deputy marshals so
appointed and armed were notorious crim-
inals and men of known vicious and brutal
habits, and many of them were nonresidents
of the State of Ohlo.

“That many of sald deputy marshals, act-
ing under the orders of Marshal Wright,
aided, abetted, and encouraged fraudulent
voting, intimidation of voters, and commit-
ted gross outrages upon the elective fran-
chise and the rights of honest voters.”

From the evidence before the committee it
appears that 1,600 deputy marshals were ap-
pointed, and God only knows how many more
would have been appointed if the blank com-
misslons had not given out, as the marshal
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testifies they did. The pistols used were
what is known as English bulldog revolvers
of 44 caliber. I do not know what kind of
a weapon it is myself, but a gentleman in=-
forms me that one of these identical weapons
is In possession of Colonel Hill, deputy ser=
geant-at-arms, and I have no doubt that he
will take pleasure in exhibiting it to any
gentleman who may be curious to see it.

There were rioting, bloodshed, and murder
at the election. There were armed deputy
marshals from many States in this Union,
while the law under which they were pro-
ceeding to act In order to insure an honest
election and a fair count required that the
deputy marshals should be qualified voters
of the precinct where they were employed.
It is true that they were from Colorado,
Texas, Missourl, Illinois, Eentucky, New
York, New Mexico, and many other parts of
this country. To show their respectability
and capacity for controlling the people of
that large city for 1 day, one witness, a part-
ner in law with Governor Hoadley, describes
a considerable number that he saw there:

“They were not respectable colored men,
such as I have seen about Cinecinnati, but
looked like roustabouts, dressed in all sorts
of costumes; coats nearly off their backs,
hardly a shirt on; some of them without
shirts, the dirtiest looking lot I ever saw In
my life.”

Although there were riots and bloodshed
while the polls were thus guarded, at the
presidential election, which came off 3 weeks
later, there were no deputy marshals, and
the election was conducted gquietly and
peacefully. The election in that single city
cost. the government $14,800, with no good
results, except to give the city of Clncinnati
“a free ballot and a fair count.”

If there is any beiter evidence than this
that great abuses and outrages arise under
the administration of these laws by partisans
and for partisan effect (and they will never
be otherwise used), I hope that some gentle«
man will produce it. If they have a redeem-
ing feature it has escaped my search, They
are, I presume, abused in every instance that
they are used. The medicine is a great deal
worse than the disease, I would not lodge
such power in the hands of any party; not
in the hands of the Democratic Party as in-
tense as 1s my loyalty to it.

Representative James Alexander Dud-
ley Richards, of Ohio, also touched on
the subject of Marshal Lot Wright and
the abuses which occurred under his ad-
ministration of the law in Cincinnati.
As found in page 2001 of the CowgRES~
stoNAL REcorp of September 30, 1893, he
declared:

On a parallel with this was the conduct
of Lot Wright in Cincinnati, Ohio, the vile
proceedings of whom are sufficlent to con=-
demn any party which will put it into the
power of any man to commit such iniquity.
Gangs of the most infamous of Negroes were
made kings for the day, to lord it over re-
spectable and intelligent citizena. Riot,
bloodshed, and disorder reigned supreme, dis-
graceful to the city and to the country, and
all under an attempt to promote the success
of the Republican Party under the guise of
endeavoring to preserve the purity of the
election.

There is no more thorough or per-
suasive argument against measures of
the charaeter of the pending Rogers-
Davenport Reconstruction Act than the
text of Report No. 18 of the House of
Representatives of the Ist session, 53d
Congress. It is the report of the Com-
mittee on Election of President and Vice
President accompanying the bill to re-
peal Davenport's Law. Written by Vir-
ginia's eloquent Representative Henry
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St. George Tucker and presented to the
House of Representatives on September
20, 1893, it reads in part as follows:

The appolntment of supervisors presumes
something to supervise and the right of sup-
ervision. These sectlons relate to the right
of supervisors and deputy marshals to super-
vise the election of Representatives in Con-
gress; and the initial point, therefore, is as
to the right of the United States to supervise
the electlon of Members of Congress, and
if the right exists whether it is proper for
them to do so.

This subject has been discussed before in
Report No. 1882, part second, page 5, first
sesslon of the 51st Congress, as follows:

The power is sought in the fourth section
of article 1 of the Constitution, which is as
follows:

“The times, places, and manner of holding
elections for Senators and Representatives
shall be prescribed in each State by the leg-
islature thereof; but the Congress may at
any time by law make or alter such regula-
tions, except as to the places of choosing
Senators.”

We shall invoke the simple method of con=-
struction laid down by the writers, of seek-
ing first, from the words themselves, their
intrinsic meaning, and then invite the testi-
mony of those who made them as to their
meaning and their intent in making them,
and, finally, the construction put upon them
by Congress itself and recognized authors on
the Constitution.

We notice, first, that the times, places,
and manner of holding elections, ete., is
primarily confided to the legislature of each
State; secondarily, it 1s given to the Congress.

The language itself and the arrangement
of the two clauses show this:

“The times, places, and manner, ete., shall
be prescribed by the legislature of each
Btate.

“But the Congress may, by law, at any
time make or alter, ete.”

The first is original and primary, the sec-
ond is permissive and contingent. The leg-
islatures and Congress cannot both have
original and primary power to act on the
same subject at the same time. Such a
conflict would never have been sanctioned.
Nor can we belleve that the men who
drafted this sectlon intended to distin-
guish it from every other in the Consti-
tution in granting to two distinct and sepa=-
rate autherities coequal power over the same
subject at the same time. Nor can we con-
celve a greater absurdity than the grant of
plenary power to the legislatures of the
States in the first clause of the section,
only to be abrogated and annulled in the
second clause of the same section.

We cannot believe that the intelligence
which framed that great instrument, careful
in avolding any conflicts that would prob-
ably arise between the State and Federal
authorities (for that hour was resonant
with jealousies of power), deliberately
placed this power into two distinct hands
to be exercised, it may be, at the same time
and in different ways; and it 1s equally im=-
probable that the power given the legisla-
tures of the States, as the authority best
sulted in the minds of the makers of the
Constitution, to provide *the times, man-
ner, and places of holding, etc.” was in-
tended, without reason or cause, to be taken
from them and arbitrarily assumed by Con-
gress; and that, too, when there had been
no fallure on the parts of the States to
provide the necessary machinery and no
impropriety in the machinery provided.

We conclude, therefore, that the obvious
and plain meaning of the section under dis-
cussion is that the legislature of each State
should have the primary authority to pre-
scribe *“the times, places, and manner of
holding elections, ete.,” and that Congress
should have such power ultimately., When?
For what cause? What circumstances or
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conditions prevalling in the States shall be
sufficient to cause a forfeiture of this right
in the legislatures of each? This section and
the Constitution are silent upon this sub-
Ject; but the history of the adoption of the
Constitution and the contemporaneocus evi-
dence of those who made it supply the
answers,

Of the Original Thirteen States that
framed the Constitution seven were out-
spoken on the subjeet, while in some of the
others there was likewlse a strong senti-
ment against the adoption of the Constitu-
tlon containing this and other sections.

The language of some of them iz most
striking and instructive. On the 6th of Feb-
ruary 1788, Massachusetts, through her
State convention, presided over by the great
Revolutionary patriot, John Hancock, rati-
fled the Constitution. In the report of rati-
fieation, after expressing the opinion that
certain amendments should be made to “re-
move the fears and quiet the apprehension
of many of the good people of this Com-
monwealth, and more effectually guard
against an undue administration of the
Federal Government,” the following altera-
tion of and provision to the Constitution
is suggested:

“That Congress do not exercise the powers
vested in them by the fourth section of the
first article, but in cases when a State shall
neglect or refuse to make the regulations
therein mentioned, or shall make regulations
subversive of the rights of the people to a
free and equal representation in Congress,
agreeably to the Constitution.”

Not satisfied with the mere suggestion of
such amendment, and with a prophetic fear
that, if such suggestions were not adopted
by the first Congress to assemble under the
Constitution, some erring son of this
anclent Commonwealth might someday
walver in his support of those principles in
the Halls of Congress, the convention added
this strong language:

“And the convention do, In the name
and in behalf of the people in this Common-
wealth, enjoin it upon their Representatives
in Congress at all times, until the alterations
and provisions aforesald have been consid-
ered agreeably to the fifth article of the said
Constitution, to exert all their influence,
and use all reasonable and legal methods
to obtain a ratification of sald alterations
and provisions, in such manner as is provided
in the sald article.”

South Carolina ratified on the 23d of May
1788, with the following recommendation:

“And whereas it is essential o the preser-
vation of the rights reserved to the several
States, and the freedom of the people, un=
der the operation of a General Government
that the right of prescribing the manner,
time, and places of holding the elections to
the Federal Legislature, should be forever
inseparably annexed to the sovereignty of
the several States: This convention doth
declare that the same ought to remain to
all posterity a perpetual and fundamental
right in the local, exclusive of the infer-
ference of the General Government, except
in cases where the legislatures of the States
shall refuse or neglect to perform and fulfill
the same according to the tenor of the said
Constitution.”

New Hampshire ratified June 21, 1788, and
made a recommendation In the same lan-
guage used by the State of Massachusetts.

Virginla on the 26th of June, 1788, ratified
with a recommendation in the following
words:

“That Congress shall not alter, modify, or
interfere in the times, places, and manner
of holding elections for Senators and Repre-
sentatives, or either of them, except when
the legislature of any State shall neglect, re-
fuse, or be disabled by invasion or rebellion
to prescribe the same.”

August 1, 1788, North Carolina ratified,
having held out against ratification on ac-
count of this and other objectionable
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clauses. The conventlon recommended an
amendment in the same language as did
the State of Virginia.

New York ratified July 26, 1788, and the
recommendations of its convention are in
some respects the strongest of any on this
subject. Before the formal statement of
ratification, a declaration of rights is set
forth in which, among other provisions, we
find:

“That nothing contained In the sald Con-
stitution is to be construed to prevent the
legislature of any State from passing laws
at its discretion, from time to time, to
divide such State into convenient districts
and to apportion its Representatives to and
amongst such districts.

“Under these impressions and declaring
that the rights aforesald cannot be abridged
or violated, and that the explanations afore-
sald are consistent with the sald Constitu-
tion, and in confidence that the amend-
ments which shall have been proposed to
the sald Constitution will receive an early
and mature consideration, we, the sald dele-
gates * * * do, by these presents, assent to
and ratify the said Constitution.

“In full confidence, nevertheless, that un-
til a convention shall be called and con-
vened for proposing amendments to the
Constitution * * * that the Congress will not
make or alter any regulations in this State
respecting the times, places, and manner of
holding elections for Senators or Represent-
atives unless the legislature in this State
shall neglect or refuse to make laws or regu=
lations for the purpose, or from any circum-
stance be incapable of making the same; and
that in those cases such power will duly be
exercised until the legislature of this State
shall make provision in the premises.”

And in accordance with this declaration
the convention suggested an amendment to
Congress embodying the above idea.

Rhode Island did not ratify until June
26, 1790, and the language of her convention
on the subject and the amendments sug-
gested were in almost the identical words
of those of the State of New York, only
stronger. The above extracts have been
made that it might be seen how strong was
the feeling on this subject at the time of
the ratification of the Constitution, and that
the Constitution itself was only finally
adopted in the faith and bellef of a majority
of the States that Congress would never exer-
cise this power except when the States had
falled to do so, or from any cause could not
do so.

Not alone did the States above enumerated
speak out with no uncertain sound, but in
the debates in the Pennsylvania convention
to ratify the Constitution, James Wilson, a
member of the Federal convention that
framed the Constitution, and a member
of the State convention, explained this pro-
vision to mean in effect that the States were
primarily to act, and Congress only in case
of their fallure to do so; and the convention
recommended an amendment in the follow-
ing words:

“That Congress shall not have power to
make or alter regulations concerning the
time, place, and manner of electing Sen-
ators and Representatives, except in case
of neglect or refusal by the State to make
regulations for the purpose; and then only
for such time as such neglect or refusal
shall continue.”

In the 58th number of the “Federalist” Mr,
Hamilton discusses this subject and says:

“They (the Convention) have submitted
the regulation of elections for the Federal
Government, in the first instance, to the
local administrations; which in ordinary
cases, and when no improper views prevail
may be both more convenient and more sat=
isfactory; but they have reserved to the
national authority a right to interpose,
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whenever extraordinary ecircumstances might
ztnder that interposition necessary to its
ety.”

Judge Btorey, in his Commentaries on the
Constitution, volume 2, chapter XI, discusses
the whole subject and holds that the power
will not be exercised by Congress unless “an
extreme necessity or a very urgent exigency”
should arise. (Secs. 820, 823, 824, et seq.
See also 1 Tucker’s Black, Comm. App., 191,
192; Curtis on the Constitution, 479, 480.)

We conclude, therefore, that Congress has
the power to “prescribe the times, places, and
manner of holding elections” for Members of
Congress, but that such power is contingent
and conditional only, not original and pri-
mary.

Under what conditions or upon what con-
tingency?

If we accept the evidence of the States in
their State conventions, ratifying the Con-
stitution, and that of the men who made
the Constitution, the conditlons are—

First, Where the States refuse to provide
the necessary machinery for elections; and

Becond. Where they are unable to do so for
any cause, rebellion, ete. 3

Mr. Madlson, in the Virginia convention,
when asked his opinion of this section,
sald:

“It was found necessary to leave the regu-
lation of these [times, places, and manner]
in the first place to the State governments
as being best acquainted with the situation
of the people, subject to the control of the
General Government, in order to enable it
to produce uniformity and prevent its own
dissolution. * * * Were they exclusively
under the control of the State governments,
the General Government might easily be dis-
solved. But if they be regulated properly by
the State legislatures, the congressional con-
trol will very probably never be exercised.”

Mr., John Jay, subsequently Chief Justice
of the United States, in the New York con-
ventlon sald, when this clause was under
discussion:

“That every government was imperfect un-
less it had a power of preserving itself,
Suppose that by design or accident the States
should neglect to appoint the Representa-
tives, certainly there should be some consti-
tutional remedy for this evil. The obvious
meaning of the paragraph was that, if this
neglect should take place, Congress should
have power by law to support the Govern-
ment and prevent the dissolution of the
Union. He believed this was the design of
the Federal convention.”

Again, Mr. Madison says:

“This was meant to give the National Leg-
islature a power not only to alter the pro-
visions of the States, but to make regulations
in case the States should fail or refuse alto-
gether.” (Madison Papers, vol. 3, 1282.)

Has any State refused to provide the neces-
sary election machinery, or is any State un-
able to do so for any cause, or what extraor-
dinary circumstances, what extreme neces-
sity, what urgent exigency exists now for the
exercise of this power by Congress? None
has been suggested, and we confidently assert
none can be.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
will the distinguished Senator from
Georgia yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MuskiE in the chair). Does the Senator
from Georgia yield to the Senator from
South Carolina?

Mr, TALMADGE. I yield.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
wish to take this opportunity to com-
mend the able and distinguished Senator
from Georgia for the magnificent ad-
dress he is making. The Senator from
Georgia was a very able Governor of that
great State, and he is a profound con-
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stitutional lawyer. The address he is
making here in the Senate is a splendid
contribution to the cause of constitu-
tional government in these TUnited
States.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr, President, I
am deeply grateful to my learned and
distinguished friend, the junior Senator
from South Carolina, for his extremely
generous personal references,

The Senator from South Carolina
himself has been a very able judge.. He
had an outstanding war record, He has
been highly decorated. He served as
president of the Reserve Officers Asso-
ciation of the United States. He made
an outstanding Governor of his State,
and he is a great U.S. Senator.

When such generous personal refer-
ences come from so distinguished and
outstanding a man, I am deeply grateful.

I continue to read:

For Congress to attempt to exercise this
power now in this bill against the protests
of ‘a majority of the States that made the
Constitution, and when those States only
ratified it upon the faith and assurance that
this and other powers would never be exer-
cised except under certain conditions, which
have not arisen, is a fraud upon the Con=
stitution that should not be tolerated.

But, conceding for the moment that sec-
tion 4, article I, gives to Congress the full
powers claimed by the advocates of this bill,
still it must be construed in the light of the
subsequent section (8) of the same article,
which declares that Congress shall have
power “to make all laws which shall be neces=
sary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers.” Admit the power to
be ample in the Constitution, yet the same
authority limits the legislative branch of the
Government in the enactment of laws, to
such as shall be “necessary and proper” for
carrying into execution the foregoing power.
In Hepburn v. Griswold, 8 Wall,, 614, Chief
Justice Chase, in defining these words, says,
“the words ‘necessary and proper’ were in-
tended to have a sense, to use the words of
Justice Story, ‘at once admonitory and direc-
tory,” and to require that the means used in
the execution of an express power should be
‘bona fide appropriate to the end.'”

But again, the States for a hundred years
and more have provided election laws, ap-
pointed officers for their proper execution,
and provided the machinery of election.
They have prescribed dutles for such officers,
and have imposed penalties for the failure to
discharge these duties. This machinery and
these officers, without distinction as to the
character of the election, whether it be State
or Federal, have the same duties imposed
upon them in all essential qualities, With
this state of things we find these statutes
which are sought to be repealed create of-
ficers whose duties it shall be to supervise,
scrutinize, and watch every act of the officers
of the States. This of itself must create
friction, and the history of the country since
the enactment of these laws, has demon-
strated their unwisdom in this respect. The
power to guard, scrutinize, and inspect im-
plies the power to correct or prevent that
which is scrutinized. The power to super-
vise implies the power to compel the doing
or to prevent the doing of the thing which
is the subject of the supervision. How then
can the United States, by its supervisors, and
deputy marshals, supervise an election under
a law which it has not enacted or scrutinize
the registration (a condition of suffrage in
many of the States) when the right of suf-
frage emanates from the State itself and the
State alone can determine 1t?

The second section of article T of the Con-
stitution declares: “The House of Represent=-
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atives shall be composed of members chosen
every second year by the people of the several
States, and the electors in each State shall
have the gualifications requisite for electors
of the most numerous branch of the State
legislature.”

This leaves the right of suffrage and the
conditions of sufirage in the BStates. BY
what authority, then, can a Federal officer,
by challenge or otherwise at the polls or on
registration day, determine the question of
suffrage which the Constitution of the
United States has left solely to the States
to determine?

Many of these statutes also impose penal-
tles upon the election officers of the States,
in the conduct of elections, for a violation of
the State laws. Was ever a more monstrous
proposition written on the statute books of
a free country? The power to make laws is
a soverelgn power. It carries with it the
power to punish for the violation of such
laws, but the two powers must be coordi-
nate. The power that creates the law can
inflict punishment for its violation, but no
power can inflict punishment rightfully for
the violation of a law which it never made.
To attempt it, as has been done in the past,
has resulted only in firritation, contention,
and criticism of the government that has
proposed it.

The object of legislation should be to
prevent conflicts between the State and Fed-
eral authorities, These statutes have been
fruitful in engendering them, Enacted in
Reconstruction times, when it was deemed
necessary to carry out those measures, the
purpose for which they were framed having
happlly passed away, we feel that they can
not be too quickly erased from the statute
books,

But we regard these statutes as chiefly
inimical to the best interests of the people
because they are in effect a vote of lack of
confidence in the States of the Union. The
inference is irresistible that they were en-
acted because of a lack of confidence in the
honesty If not in the ability of the States
to conduct their own elections. With such
an intention plainly on their face, with what
consideration could they be met by the
people for whom they were intended except
that of distrust and suspiclon? Would the
U.8. Government suffer less by the preva-
lence of fraud in elections than the States
whosge officers we sent to represent it in the
Government of the United States? Is fraud
in elections any less contemptible because
it emanates from the people of the States
without Federal interference? Or is it any
less dangerous to the people of ihe States
because it lacks Federal supervision?

Let every trace of the Reconstruction
measures be wiped from the statute books;
let the States of this great Union understand
that the elections are in their own hands,
and if there be fraud, coercion, or force used
they will be the first to feel it. Responding
to a universal sentiment throughout the
country for greater purity in elections many
of our States have enacted laws to protect
the voter and to purify the ballot. These,
under the guidance of State officers, have
worked efficiently, satisfactorily, and benef-
icently; and if these Federal statutes are
repealed that sentiment will receive an im-
petus which, if the cause still exists, will
carry such enactments in every State in the
Union. In many of the great cities of the
country and in some of the rural districts,
under the force of these Federal statutes,
personal rights have been taken from the
citizens and they have been deprived of their
liberty by arrest and imprisonment. To
enter into the details in many cases where
citizens have been unjustifiably arrested and
deprived of their liberty would be useless in
this report. We content ourselves in re-
ferring to Report No, 2365 of the 2d session
of the 62d Congress on this subject, where

many such instances are detailed,
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Finally, these statutes should be speedily
repealed because they mix State and Fed-
eral authority and power in the control and
regulation of popular elections, thereby caus-
ing jealousy and friction between the two
governments; because they have been used
and will be used in the future as a part of
the machinery of a political party to reward
friends and destroy enemies; because under
the practical operations of them the per-
sonal rights of citizens have been taken
from them and justice and freedom denied
them; because their enactment shows a dis-
trust of the States, and their inability or in-
disposition to properly guard the elections,
which, if ever true, has now happily passed
away; and last, but not least, because their
repeal will eliminate the judiciary from the
political arena, and restore somewhat, we
trust, the confidence of the people in the
integrity and ' impartiality of the Federal
tribunals.

Representative Tucker, who presented
the report I have just read, led the suc-
cessful effort to repeal Davenport’s law
in the House of Representatives. No
speech ever delivered from the floor of
Congress approaches the heights of mas-
terful eloquence wiich he achieved. His
wise words of more than half a century
ago are as appropriate today in the light
of the pending measure as they were
then.

I quote from his conclusions—as found
on pages 1808-1811 of the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of September 26, 1893—and
commend them for the careful consid-
eration of my colleagues:

He declared:

If these laws are wrong in principle they
are certainly wrong in practice. From one
end of the country to the other a sentiment
has grown from day to day and year to year
in favor of their ultimate repeal. They are
founded upon a false principle. They have
nothing but partisanship to sustain them,
and they have become an eyesore to the
whole country. Under their operations hu-
man liberty has been trampled upon, hu-
man rights have suffered, and human beings
unjustly punished. The merciless exactions
of the chief supervisors in the great cities
have added additional horrors to the law.

Men have been torn from their families
and brought to trial with no ground of ac-
tion except the desire to deprive them of
the right of suffrage. To continue such laws
longer would be an insult to the intelli-
gence of the people. “Davenportism” has
become a byword and a word of reproach
throughout the land. The atrocities of the
Duke of Alva do not exceed the crimes
against liberty which have been committed
under these laws in the State of New York
and elsewhere. The volces of those who
have passed away within the past 20 years,
who have suffered by imprisonment, priva-
tion, and ultimate death at the hands of
this despot cry out to us for vengeance.

No trophy has been too large for his greed
and no victims too low for his rapacity.
The scholar, the divine, the hoodlum, all
alike share his vengeance; but we can well
imagine that when the free citizens of this
country were in common suffering the un-
just penalties of these laws, the statement
of the prelate of old amid the tortures of
the stake was often heard:

“Be of good cheer, brother; we shall this
day kindle such a torch in England as I
trust in God shall never be extinguished.”

And, Mr, Speaker, the day has come, and
now is, when we, responding to that cry of
the freemen of the country, will wipe from
the statute books the last remnant of these
laws, and if the blood of the martyr is the
seed of the church, then
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“Each single wreck in the warpath of might
Shall yet be a rock in the temple of right.”

Davenportism.

I hold in my hand a statement of the
accounts of this man, taken from the files
of the Treasury Department. This statement
shows that from March 4, 1889, to March 4,
1803, he drew from the Treasury of the
United States, as supervisor and commis-
sloner of the circult court, fees amounting
to the neat sum of $145,601.81. This paper
shows another fact. It shows that from
March 4, 1885, to March 4, 1889, when Grover
Cleveland was President of these United
SBtates and John I. Davenport was chief su-
pervisor of New York, not an account was
presented by him for payment. It shows,
however, that although no account was pre-
sented during Mr. Cleveland's former ad-
ministration ending on March 4, 1889, yet
on April 11, 1889, 1 short month after Presi-
dent Harrison came in, Mr. Davenport put in
an account of $3,000-odd, covering his serv-
ices from August 1 to November 10, 1888, a
period when Mr. Cleveland was President.

It shows another remarkable fact; namely,
that on the 1st of June 1889, 2 months
later, he put in an account of over $2,000
for services in the November election of
1885. It shows further that on the 15th of
June 1880—for his appetite was being
whetted—he put in another account for
services in the November election of 1886,
during Mr, Cleveland’s first administration,
of $23,000, Those “services” were rendered
while Mr. Cleveland was President. Again,
on October 30, 1889, he put in another ac-
count covering the time to the 6th of No-
vember 1888, amounting to only $31,000.
Then on January 31, 1893, just before Mr.
Harrison went out of office, he put in a little
account of $3,000, and on February 24, 1893,
10 days before the expiration of Mr. Harri-
son’s term, he put in and had allowed an
account of $31,000.

Why, Mr. Speaker, here is a man who
draws from the Treasury of the United States
nearly a hundred thousand dollars for serv=
ices which he claims were rendered while
Mr. Cleveland was Presldent, yet he had not
the manhood to present his accounts to Mr,
Cleveland’'s administration, but waited until
that administration had come to an end,
and then handed over these accounts to the
Harrison administration, and had them al-
lowed. Truly, truly, “the ox knoweth his
owner, and the ass his master's crib.”

Mr. Speaker, I say to the gentleman who
asks me what these facts have to do with the
question of the rightfulness or the wrong-
fulness of these laws, that they show one of
two things—either that this man Davenport,
who has a life tenure, should be abolished
because he is a corrupt man, or else that the
laws are so corrupt and so difficult to execute
that they make even as pure a man as Daven-
port commit these outrages.

Mr. Speaker, I can only say, in closing,
about this gentleman, that his character as
an officer may be summed up in the follow=-
ing:

“Too cautlous or too sly to feign
A love he never cherished,
Beyond the bounds of office gained
His patriotism perlshed,

“While others hail in distant skies
The glories of the Union
He only sees its glory shine
Through this (holding up the account)
and many hundreds.”

Mr. Speaker, I object to these laws for an-
other reason. The true policy on the part
of this Government toward the State govern-
ments should be to have perfect confidence
existing between the two. Ome of the chief
reasons of my objection to these laws is that
they show a lack of confidence on the part of
the Federal Government toward the State
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governments. On their face they amount to
a charge of distrust—a charge that the Gov=
ernment of the United States cannot trust
the people of the country; and I tell you,
Mr. Speaker, that no country will long flour-
ish where such a state of things as that
exists.

Where there is distrust and suspicion writ-
ten upon the laws of the country toward the
people, you are going to find that it will
react against the government which indulges
in 1t. Put the election of Representatives
into the hands of the States, where the Con-
stitution intended it should be put; wipe
Ifrom the statute books these laws that cause
Jealousy and friction all the time among the
people, and you will find there will arise
throughout the country an increased love
and increased patriotism among the people
such as we have not experienced in the
country for the last 30 years.

‘Why, Mr. Speaker, this matter of trust and
confidence is not to be despised. If you
bring up your child with the understanding
that he is to be watched and guarded and
scrutinized through life—that you are a
detective upon his movements, with your
eyes suspiciously upon him all the time—
let me tell you that when he grows to man=-
hood he will not be able to look you in the
face. If you want to bring up and encour-
age a nation of sneaks, let i1t be understood
that the Government which the people are
expected to love, honor, and revere is a
detective on their track. I do not believe
in that principle.
¢ The public press of the country has de-
clared that this bill proposes to wipe out
the 15th amendment to the Constitution;
that the object of the bill is to do away with
this amendment. It is not so. There is
not a statute among those sought to be re~
pealed that touches in the slightest degree
the 15th amendment except one. The ob-
Ject of the committee was clear. We recog=
nize this amendment as part of the organic
law of this country, and we bear full alle=
giance to it.

But these laws which we seek to repeal
have no such purpose. The only provision
that bears on the 15th amendment in section
2010, which refers to a contest for a State
office, not a Federal office, where 8 man has
lost the office by reason of the denial of the
right of suffrage on account of race, color,
or previous condition, We ellminate that,
because the statute gives the right of action
to the Federal court instead of to the State
court, whose office is sought to be recovered.
Of course if the contest proceeds under the
Btate courts, and the guestion arises as to
whether a man has been deprived of his
right under the 15th amendment, the appeal
is had as a matter of right to the Federal
court. !

These laws ought to be repealed, Mr.
Speaker, because they seek to take away from
the State, that alone can bestow suffrage on
the citizen, the power of determining the
Tight to vote; they ought to be repealed, be-
cause they have been the subject of colli=
sions and jealousies and unnecessary clash-
ing of authorities since their enactment;
they ought to be repealed, sir, because they
are Reconstruction measures, the unhappy
reminders of a period In our history forever
gone, except from the memory of the peo-
ple; they ought to be repealed, because the
Btates are as much interested in seeing that
their Representatives are properly elected as
the Federal Government can possibly be.

Bir, I want to say to our friends on the
other sgide that there 15 no doubt about
the repeal of fhese laws. They are going
to be repealed. We are sorry that there
should be any objection from the other side
of the House. We are sorry that our friends
thought it necessary to filibuster for a week
before this bill could even be reported to
the House; but they are going to be wiped
away, because they are the lingering evi-
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dence of & past unhappy era in our history.
We belong now to that generation which has
gotten away from the old unpleasantness,
and Is looking no longer to the dead past,
but to the future. We want to obliterate
from the statute books every evidence of
that fratricidal strife, so that the hardships
which those days entalled upon us may be
forgotten, that we may go forward as a
band of brothers in the development of the
constitutional history of our country and
the constitutional development of our
people.

I belong to a party that is not a sectional
party—that knows no North, no South, no
East, no West. It Is you who have reared a
sectional party in this country; you have
lived upon it for the past 30 years; your laws
have been based on sectionalism; you have
ruthlessly taxed one set of people for the
benefit of another; you have violated the
pledges of the fathers; you have overridden
the Constitution; you have denied the right
of habeas corpus to the people in time of
peace; you have in times and ways without
number shown to the people of the country
that you- are unworthy of confidence, and
therefore, on the 6th of November last, the
triumphant democracy assumed its rightful
place in the control of the Government,
pledged to redeem their promises to the
people, and we are here today to begin that
good work and carry it on until it Is finally
and fully achieved.

Mr. President, the American people
have a right to expect better of this
Senate and this 86th Congress than the
reenactment of an unworkable law of
doubtful constitutionality which brought
the United States and its democratic
processes to the brink of chaos last
century.

I know of no patriotic American who
values his freedom who does not favor
the full and unfettered right to vote by
every qualified citizen. That is the posi-
tion of the people of my State of Georgia
and I certainly believe it to be the posi-
tion of all the people of all the other 49
States.

But I do not believe it to be the wish
of the people of any State that the con-
trol of election machinery be taken out
of their hands on the State and local
levels of the Nation.

Mr. President, it always has been my
strongly held conviction that the cher-
ished processes of freedom inherent in
our republican form of government are
best served and perpetuated through the
widest possible exercise by all qualified
citizens of the right to vote consistent
with the best interests of society.

While I feel that there should be rea=
sonable safeguards against abuse of that
right, it is my view that those restric-
tions should be held fo the absolute mini=
mum necessary to protect society from
exploitation at the hands of those few
individuals who have proved themselves
to be intellectually and morally incapa-
ble of recognizing and exercising the re-
straints and responsibilities of good
citizenship,

I am proud to be able to say to this
Senate, Mr. President, that my State of
Georgia has not been found wanting in
this regard.

I cite as my authority for that state-
ment not only my personal knowledge of
the situation but also the assertion by
the Chairman of the Commission on
Civil Rights, Dr. John A. Hannah, in
testimony before a House appropriations
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subcommittee on April 30 of last year
that—and I quote—“The voting situa-
tion in Georgia is pretty good and getting
much better.”

In Georgia, Mr. President, all quali-
fied citizens—regardless of their race,
color, creed, or sex—are freely exercising
their right to vote.

At last count the State of Georgia had
more than 160,000 colored voters and
present estimates place that number in
the neighborhood of 175,000 and still
growing.

‘We have several counties in our State
in which more colored than white citi=
zens are registered to vote.

In two of our cities colored candidates
have been elected to municipal office and
in at least two recent instances the col-
ored vote proved to be the margin of vic=
tory in muniecipal elections.

‘While there have been a very few iso-
lated instances of citizens who have gone
to court to contest the decisions of regis-
trars in their cases, I do not know of
a single instance in which anyone who
possessed the qualifications required by
State law has not received redress in
the courts.

Human beings being the imperfect
creatures they are, there always will be
instances of citizens who feel that they
have not been accorded their full rights
under the law. But I challenge anyone
to cite a single instance in which any
person possessing the qualifications re-
quired by the law of his State and claim=-
ing infringement of his right to vote has
not received ultimate redress when tak-
ing his case into the courts.

Mr, President, in the light of the facts,
1 think it goes without saying that the
State of Georgia need apologize to no
one for its record in assuring all of its
qualified citizens the free exercise of
their right to vote.

Mr. President, I also would like to
point out to the Senate that Georgia was
the first State in the Nation to lower its
voting age to 18. §

Our experience over the past 15 years
in that regard demonstrates conclusively
that our teenaged citizens exercise their
right of franchise conscientiously and
intelligently and have proved themselves
to the satisfaction of the most doubtful
that they are responsible participants in
the processes of government which they
are required by law to defend in the
armed services of our country.

Georgians are proud, Mr, President, of
our teenaged voters.

I would also call attention to the fact
that with the ratification of our new
State constitution in 1945, the State of
Georgia eliminated the payment of the
poll tax as a reguirement for voting. I
might add that it has worked well, and
we have had no reason to regret the
change.

However, Mr. President, let me em-
phasize that the people of the State of
Georgia would not presume to advocate
or recommend that other States should
do as it has done in lowering the voting
age or in eliminating the poll tax.

Georgians believe the Constitution of
the United States means what it says
when it reserves to the individual States
the matter of determining voter quali-
fications and they would be vigorously
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opposed to any attempt by Congress to
legislate in this field in the absence of
clear authority to do so obtained through
the amendatory process.

Georgians feel that the question of
voter qualifications is one which ad-
dresses itself solely to the citizens of
each State and their elected representa-
tives acting in their behalf.

While the payment of poll, or capita-
tion, taxes as a prerequisite for voting is
an academic issue in Georgia, Mr. Presi-
dent, it is my strong conviction that the
decision to terminate it should come
from within each State concerned.

It is to the credit of this Congress that
it has recognized that a proposed consti-
tutional amendment is the only consti-
tutional vehicle through which it can
act on the subject.

But, feeling as I do that the issue
should be determined by each State in-
dividually, I could not in good conscience
support the proposed amendment when
it was before the Senate recently.

I had hoped, however, Mr. President,
that the consideration of that question
in the form of a constitutional amend-
ment would have served as a precedent
for any other action by Congress in the
field of voting. I am saddened that my
hope in that regard has not been borne
out.

Mr. President, there already exist three
more-than-adequate remedies at Fed-
eral law for any citizen who feels that he
has been denied the right to vote.

First, there are civil remedies whereby
the individual may go into Federal court
and obtain an injunction and collect
damages.

Second, there are criminal remedies
whereby prosecution resulting in fine,
imprisonment or both upon conviction
may be initiated against any person who
has deprived another of his right to vote.

And third, there is the Civil Rights
Act of 1957 whereby any citizen may
engage the services of the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States as his taxpaid
lawyer to seek enforcement of his right
to vote in the Federal courts.

Mr. President, I asked the Library of
Congress to compile for me a list of the
then-existing Federal laws protecting the
right to vote. I have already asked
unanimous consent and have received
permission to print that information in
the Recorp during the colloquy with the
able and distinguished senior Senator
from New York [Mr. Javitsl. That in-
sertion clearly shows that, together with
the Civil Rights Act of 1957, any citizen
who feels he has been wrongly, erro-
neously, or illegally denied the right to
vote has clear and adequate remedies in
at least three specific instances—two of
them being civil in nature, under which
he may secure damages and receive
equitable relief, and the other being
criminal in nature.

Mr. Presiden!;, the Civil Rights Act of
1957 for the first time in the history of
the United States guarantees to one class
of citizens the so-called right to be rep-
resented by the Attorney General of the
United States as their taxpaid lawyer
and, indeed, if the Attorney General sees
fit to do so, the Attorney General may
bring the suit in the name of the United
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States of America—yes, he may bring the
suit even over the objection of the per-
son he purports to be representing.

Mr. President, since it can be estab-
lished as a matter of record that there
already exists adequate Federal law to
protect the right to vote and that the
pending proposal was modeled after one
of the infamous Reconstruction acts, I
think the American people are entitled to
ask Attorney General Rogers why he
feels the counfry needs a Rogers-Daven-
port Reconstruction act.

It is interesting to note that this same
Attorney General Rogers is the man who
has preached both before and since as-
suming the office he now holds about
congested dockets in the Federal courts
and the need for more Federal judges to
cope with the situation.

Mr. President, it is difficult to under-
stand why, if the dockets of our Federal
courts are as congested as Mr. Rogers
contends, he would want to increase the
burden by forcing Federal courts to as-
sume receivership of State and local elec-
tion machinery.

Is it possible, Mr. President, that the
congestion is not as great as Mr. Rogers
would have us believe, but rather that he
wants to see judges recommended by him
put on the Federal benches of the land to
administer such a law?

And, Mr. President, since most of the
so-called congestion in Federal courts
apparently exists in the large cities of
the North, is it not possible that Mr.
Rogers wants election referees appointed
by Federal judges recommended by him
to assure that the closely divided vote
in pivotal metropolitan areas goes to the
Republicans rather than to the Demo-
crats?

Could it be, Mr. President, that the At-
torney General of the United States is
looking at this scheme through the eyes
of a potential candidate for Vice Presi-
dent?

Could it be, Mr. President, that the At-
torney General of the United States is
laying the groundwork for a revival of
“Davenportism” on a national scale with
himself both appointing the judges who
name the election referees and then
prosecuting before those same judges the
cases their referees make?

Mr. President, on the basis of the facts
at hand, it is impossible to accept at
face value Mr. Rogers’ pious contention
that his only interest is in protecting the
right to vote in the South.

Mr. President, I think the Attorney
General owes the citizens of this country
some frank answers about just exactly
what he does have in mind.

Mr. President, after the Attorney Gen-
eral announced that he had revived
Davenport’s law, I contacted the Hon-
orable Charles J. Bloch of Macon, Ga.,
one of our Nation's foremost authorities
on constitutional law-—and asked him to
draft for me a memorandum on the le-
gal and constitutional questions raised
bfn Mr. Rogers in his latter-day force
bill.

Mr. Bloch has sent me such a presen=
tation. I have studied it carefully and
am convinced that it raises unanswer-
able legal and constitutional objections
to the scheme which Mr. Rogers would
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foist upon the Nation under the guise of
protecting the right to vote.

I shall read it to the Senate, but be=
fore I do, I should like to say a word
about Mr. Bloch., Not only is he a na-
tionally recognized authority on consti-
tutional law, but he also is a scholar of
history without peer. He was president
of the Georgia Bar Association in 194445
and served during my administration as
Governor of Georgia as chairman of the
Judicial Council of Georgia and a mem-
ber of the Board of Regents of the Uni-
versity System of Georgia.

He is the author of the widely ac-
claimed book, “States’ Rights—Law of
the Land”—which I hope that I shall
later have an opportunity to read in
full to the Senate before the conclusion
of the present debate—and of many ex-
cellent articles in the American Bar As-
sociation Journal and other prominent
legal publications. Suffolk University
of Boston, Mass., in awarding him the
honorary degree of doctor of jurispru-
dence last June, paid tribute to him as a
“champion of States’ rights”—an acco-
lade which no American more richly
deserves or has more rightly earned.

He has appeared many times before
committees of both the Senate and House
and has won commendation and praise
for his profound and scholarly argu-
ments from even those who hold an
opposite view.

Mr. Bloch has analyzed the Rogers-
Davenport Reconstruction Act and these
are his conclusions:

Doubtless the drafters of the bill proposed
on January 27, 1960, by Attorney General
Rogers conceived its basic idea from the acts
of 1870 and 1871 set out rather fully in Ezx
parte Siebold (100 U.S. 871, 379-380), Those
laws relate to elections of Members of the
House of Representatives, and were an asser-
tlon on the part of Congress, of a power to
pass laws for regulating and superintending
said elections.

Those laws were a part of the comprehen=
sive Reconstruction legislation passed after
the Civil War. It was repealed by the act
of February 8, 1894 (28 Stat, 36), an act
which was designed to restore control of elec-
tlon frauds to the States. (Justice Douglas,
in United Stales v. Saylor, 322 U.S. at pages
390-391).

After that quotation, Justice Douglas al-
luded to and quotes from the committee re-
port (House Report No. 18, 53d Cong., 1lst
sess., p. 7) which sponsored the repeal and
stated:

“Let every trace of the Reconstruction
measures be wiped from the statute books;
let the States of this great Union under-
stand that the elections are in their own
hands, and if there be fraud, coercion or force
used they will be the first to feel it. Re-
sponding to a universal sentiment through-
out the country for greater purity in elections
many of our States have enacted laws to pro-
tect the voter and to purify the ballot.
These, under the guldance of State officers,
have worked efficlently, satisfactorily, and
beneficently; and if these Federal statutes
are repealed that sentiment will receive an
impetus which, if the cause still exists, will
carry such enactments in every State in the
Union™ (325 U.8. 391-392).

Justice Douglas then said:

“This Court now writes into the law what
Congress struck out 50 years ago. The Court
now restores Federal control in a domain
where Congress declded the States should
have exclusive jurisdiction. I think if such
an intrusion on historic States’ rights is to
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be made, 1t should be done by the legislative
branch of government” (op. cit. 382).

Justice Douglas was thus champloning his-
toric States’ rights and complaining so bit=
terly because the majority of the Court had
held that the Federal statute denouncing
conspiracy to injure a citizen in the free
exercise of any right or privilege secured to
him by the Federal Constitution or laws em-
braced conspiracy by election officers to stuff
@ ballot box in an election at which a Mem-~
ber of Congress was to be elected.

Now 66 years after Congress decided that
this was a domain in which the States should
have exclusive jurisdiction, the executive
branch of the Government, through the At-
torney General, is asking the legislative
branch not only to make “such an intrusion
on historie States’ rights,” but to make an
even greater intrusion, an intrusion beyond
the wildest machinations of Thaddeus
Stevens, and Wade, and Butler, and other
noted wavers of the bloody shirt.

Why is such an intrusion—such an un-
warranted invasion of the rights of the
Btates—requested at this time by the execu-
tive branch, of the legislative branch?

Certainly it cannot be that the request
is timed so as to be debated, and perhaps
enacted during a period immediately pre-
ceding the national conventions of the two
major political parties.

Certainly it cannot be that the request s
made in this election year b-cause those two
parties are vying for & vote which has in
recent years become concentrated in larger
centers of several non-Southern States.

Sixty-six years ago, the Congress solemn-
1y stated that the laws enacted by the States
to protect the voter and purify the ballot
were working efficiently, satisfactorily and
beneficently.

Georgla was one of the States which en-
acted such statutes. A list of them is at-
tached (see footnote A). When did they
cease to work efficiently, satisfactorily and
beneficently? If and when they ceased to
work efliciently, satisfactorily, and benefi-
cently, was any complaint ever made to any
court of Georgia complaining of any lack
of efficlency, dissatisfaction, malevolence,
fraud or wrongdoing in the administration
of Georgia's laws?

Oh, I know that In recent months—the
last 4 or § years—at the instigation of some-
one or ones, a few suits have been filed in
Federal courts, but has any Negro citizen
alleging that he was wrongfully deprived of
his right to register, ever appealed from the
decision of the board of registrars to the
superior court and thence to the court of
appeals or Supreme Court? This is not a
rhetorical question. I am asking for in-
formation. I know of no such case.

If there be one, certainly the efficient
legal staff of the Department of Justice,
the senior Senator from New York, or of
the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People, know of it.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN, I should like to ask the
Senator from Georgia how any Federal
court can ever truthfully find that any
State has denied a qualified citizen the
right to register for voting until an al-
legedly qualified citizen has exhausted
the administrative remedies set up by the
State for the purpose of determining that
very question.

Mr. TALMADGE. It is clear that the
courts have held fime after time that
they will not intervene in these matters
until all administrative remedies have
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been exhausted. It is clear why that
should be so. To bypass all the admin-
istrative officers of the Government
would keep the courthouses continuously
jammed with litigants who had never
tried to have the matters handled admin-
istratively.

Mr, ERVIN. So whenever a Federal
court, acting under the provision of the
act which gives the Attorney General of
the United States the very arbitrary
power to strike down State statutes and
administrative remedies, finds that a
qualified citizen has been denied the
right to register for voting purposes,
without requiring that person to ex-
haust those remedies, the court is finding
something which is essentially not sup-
ported by the testimony, and ecannot be
supg)orted by the testimony, Isthat cor-
rect?

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. Instead of being the
judge, he would be a usurper of the
power to determine what had occurred
in that particular matter, without ever
hearing the evidence.

Mr. ERVIN. Is not a procedure of
that type about on a par with a court
making a decision before it had heard
the evidence?

Mr. TALMADGE. That is entirely
correct. It would be getting back to the
same sort of tyranny which caused our
Founding Fathers in the Declaration of
Independence to wrest independence
from our mother country.

Mr. ERVIN. As a matter of fact, as
I stated on the floor the other day, in
1957 the then Attorney General of the
United States appeared before the com-
mittee considering the eivil rights bill
and cited three cases in three little pre-
cinets in my State, out of a total of 2,200
or 2,300 precincts, as illustrating the ne-
cessity for passing an entire law to give
the Aftorney General the power to su-
pervise all elections held in all precinets
of all the States. Although the Attor-
ney General professed to be ignorant of
the fact, an investigation by myself
showed that the very condition of which
he complained had been cleared up by
the State Board of Elections of North
Carolina within a few days after it had
allegedly arisen, and there was no ne-
cessity whatever for any legislation on
account of that situation, because the
alleged wrongs had been redressed by
the proper State officials,

Mr. TALMADGE. I would say to the
distinguished Senator that perhaps the
then Attorney General was a good ex-
ample of the adage: “There are none so
blind as those who refuse to see.” I be-
lieve that many of our brethren are suf-
fering from the same condition in this
case.

Mr, ERVIN. I would also say that
the then Attorney General of the United
States was more interested in politick-
ing than in the administration of jus-
tice, because if he had been concerned
about the administration of justice in
those three precincts, he would have
conducted a further investigation to see
whether the alleged denial of rights had
persisted.

Mr, TALMADGE. Of course he would
have. Instead of enforcing the rights of
the litigants, he came to Congress and
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demanded a law. Before the law was
passed he found that the rights had
already been enforced,

Mr,. ERVIN. Yes.

Mr. TALMADGE. But not through
any efforts of the Aftorney General.
The officials of North Carolina did it.
I thank the Senator for his contribution.

Mr. ERVIN. In other words, in that
particular case, it was the absolute duty
of the then Attorney General of the
United States to continue his investiga-
tion to ascertain whether the conditions
of which he complained had been reme-
died. If they had not been remedied, it
was his duty to do something about it.

Mr. TALMADGE. Iam in full accord
with the Senator. He abandoned his
duty and went about what he considered
to be a higher calling—the pursuit of
politics.

Mr. ERVIN. The strange thing about
it was that he took no testimony about
this condition, which he said demanded
a change in the whole law of the United
States, after the condition which had al-
legedly arisen had actually been cor-
rected.

Mr. TALMADGE. I would say that
the example the Senator points out is
typical of the siren call of the zealous
advocates of civil rights that we hear on
the floor of the Senate, in Congress, and
in the executive branch of the Govern-
ment these days. We know that they
are not interested in real civil rights, but
rather are interested in the next election.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
think that the circumstances I have
mentioned prove beyond any possibility
of doubt that the interest which was to
be served was the exploitation of persons
for political purposes, rather than the
administration of justice?

Mr. TALMADGE. Indeedit was. Any
Attorney General who was interested in
real civil rights would not have come be-
fore Congress and recommended a law
which denied the right of jury trial,
which is guaranteed, as I recall, in the
Constitution of the United States not
once but in four separate provisions.
The Constitution specifically guarantees
the right of jury trial. Yet in the name
of civil rights he advocated laws which
would deny jury trials to every citizen.

Mr. ERVIN. Will the Senator yield
for one more question?

Mr. TALMADGE. Indeed I will.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
agree with me that the accepted legal
definition of a civil right is a right which
is enjoyed by all citizens alike?

Mr. TALMADGE. It certainly is.

Mr. ERVIN. Yet these civil rights
bills propose to rob some citizens of civil
rights under the pretense that it is nec-
essary to do so to confer civil rights on
other people.

Mr. TALMADGE. Exactly; and to
convey to them the supercivil right to
be represented by the Attorney General
at the taxpayers' expense. If is a civil
right which no other citizen in America
enjoys.

I thank the Senator from North Caro-
lina for his able and timely remarks and
questions, He has been a fower of
strength in this field and a great credit
to the State he represents and fo the
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Senate, to which he lends such charm,
honor, and eloguence.

I continue fo read from Mr. Block’s
conclusions:

Let us examine title 42, United States
Code, 1971, as amended by the Civil Rights
Act of 1957, and see just what the Attorney
General is asking the legislative branch of
the Government to enact into law in these
United States of America—supposed to con-
stitute a constitutional Republie.

In making that examination, let us re=-
membpber that the portion of the Civil Rights
Act of 1957 sought here to be amended was
declared unconstitutional by a Federal dis-
trict judge in Georgla last April (United
States v. Raines (172 F. Supp. 552) ). An ap-
peal by the Government was argued before
the Supreme Court of the United States, with
the Attorney General appearing in person on
behalf of the United States In an unprece-
dented appearance (for him) on January 13,
1960. As this is written, that case has not
been decided. If it is affirmed on the basis
of the decision of the trial judge, this pro-
posed legislation automatically would fall
with it.

Why is the Congress asked to receive and
pass on this legislation while the fate of the
basic legislation is at issue before the highest
court of the land?

As I recall, in all three instances this
question has been before the Federal
courts in Alabama, Louisiana, and
Georgia. Those courts have invalidated
the act. The cases are now pending be-
fore the Supreme Court for final deci-
sion. I do not know what that Court
will do. I always approach with fear,
trembling, and trepidation any matter
before the present Supreme Court for
determination, because I know that the
preeminent authority one can cite be-
fore our Supreme Court at the present
time is not the Constitution of the
United States, but a book entitled
“American Dilemma,” written by a
Swedish Socialist named Gunnar Myrdal.
I do not like to substitute the opinions
and predilections of a Swedish Social-
ist for the Constitution of the United
States of America. But I fear that that
philosophy might be more persuasive
with our present Supreme Court than
the Constitution and its precedents.

Is there some sort of a contest or game
being played in which rival opponents are
the two political parties vying to see which
can strike the South the sooner and the
harder?

But, to proceed with the examination.

Under title 42, United States Code, section
1971(¢), if it should be held valid, when-
ever any person (whether or not his acts
constitute abridgements or denials by a
State) has engaged in or is about to engage
in acts or practices which would deprive
any other person of any right or privilege
secured by title 42 United States Code, sec-
tion 1971(b) or (a), the Attorney General
may institute for the United States, or in
the name of the United States, & civil ac-
tion or other proper proceeding for pre=
ventive relief,

Sectlon 1971(d) confers jurlsdiction on the
district courts of the United States of such
proceedings,

The Attorney General’s bill proposes to
add to title 42-1971 a subsection (e) (in lieu
of present (e) which would become (I))
authorizing the court in which a proceed-
ing under subsection (¢) might have been
instituted, in certain events to appoint one
or more persons as voting referees.

It 1s interesting to see that the court may
not appoint such persons as referees in just
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any proceeding which may have been insti-
tuted pursuant to subsection (¢). The con=-
dition precedent to such appointment is
that the court must find that under color
of law or by State action a person or persons
have been deprived on account of race or
color of a right or privilege secured by (a)
or (b).

Tacitly, the Attorney General here seems
to concede the validity of the constitutional
attack which has been made, and success-
fully maintained in a district court on
1971(c) coupled with 1971(a). The present
proposed limitation to the proposed fur-
ther action of the court demonstrates that
under (c) as it now stands the Attorney
General may institute a suit whether or not
the acts or practices complained of consti-
tuted abridgements or denials by the State,
Tacitly, therefore, there is an admission that
the opinion of Judge T. Hoyt Davis is cor-
rect, based as it was on United States v.
Reese et al. (02 U.8. 214).

Furthermore, the court may not appoint
those persons as voting referees unless the
court further finds that the alleged depriva-
tion under color of law or by State action
was or is pursuant to & pattern or practice.
If the pattern or practice is that of in-
dividuals, there is no abridgement or denial
by the State and the legislation is not ap-
propriate under the 15th amendment.

What persons may the court appoint as
voting referees?

The bill doesn’t even provide that the per-
son must be disinterested. It contains no
provision for any qualifications either as to
ability, training, or residence. An employee
of the United States may be appointed. A
person absolutely untrained in the law may
be appointed. A resident of New York,
Illinois, or the District of Columbia may be
appointed in a case pending in Georgla.

As will be presently seen, it is the object
of this proposed legislation that these vot-
ing referees supplant registrars appointed
under State law. In Georgia registrars un-
der the State law are required to be up-
right and intelligent citizens of the county
(code 34-301). They must be bipartisan
(34-302). They must take an oath, faith-
fully to perform their duties (34-303).

Federal voting referees are not even re-
quired to take an oath, and for all the bill
requires, they may be just as ignorant as
those whom they might permit to register.

In fact, it does not even require them
to be citizens of the United States.
Presumably citizens of Patagonia could
be appointed as voting referees by every
court of the land, to take over the duties
of the elected officials of the respective
50 sovereign States.

Let us assume that a proceeding under
subsection (c) were flled in the District
Court of the United States for the Middle
District of Georgia, Americus division,
against registrars of Terrell County, and
that the court makes the findings required
by the proposed bill, and appoints Tom,
Dick and Harry as voting referees.

What are those voting referees authorized
by the proposed bill to do?

Their first authorization is to receive ap-
plications from any person claiming such
deprivation as to the right to register or
otherwise to qualify to vote at any electlon.

Federal, State, county, or municipal.

Under that language, if a decree were had
as to Terrell County Registrars, would the
phrase “any person” (from whom applica-
tion might be recelved) include a resident of
Randolph County, or even Bibb or Fulton
or Chatham? Is this language to be used
as the basis of creation of a Board of Voting
Referees having statewide powers though
appointed on the basis of alleged wrong
doings in only one county? Don't think
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these fears are farfetched imaginings. I
have observed it solemnly maintained in a
Federal court that the word “person” in the
statute as it now reads embraces a sovereign
Btate. (U.S. v. State of Alabama (171 F.
Supp. 720, 267 F. 2d 808) ).

I have no reason to belleve that the
phrase “any person” would be limited so as
to mean “any person resident of the county
involved in the action,” particularly in the
light of the fact that the gquoted language
uses the phrase, “any election.” “Any
election” means what it says. I do not an-
ticipate any voluntary narrowing of its
meaning if this legislation should be passed.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am happy to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. We have already com-
mented on the fact that all of the so=
called civil rights bills are abhorrent to
the very definition of the term *“eivil
rights,” This is an effort to change the
legal meaning of the word “person,” as it
has been virtually uniformly interpreted
in all the courts of the United States,
from the time the first court sat down to
this day, to include something which it
lrlas never been construed to include be-

ore.

Mr, TALMADGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. So we not only have had
the Constitution—to use a North Caro-
lina expression—“mummicked up,” and
our governmental system “mummicked
up” and our legal system “mummicked
up,” but we are also to have our diction=
ary “mummicked up.”

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en=
tirely correct.

Mr. ERVIN. And all in the name of
civil rights.

Mr, TALMADGE. That is correct:
that is the all-inclusive, magic phrase in
election years. Whenever politicians
seek to win victories, they come forward
with, and parade, something in the name
of civil rights. But every civil rights bill
I have ever read—and I am sure the Sen-
ator from North Carolina will agree with
me—would destroy more civil rights than
it purports to grant to anyone.

The real civil rights are already vested
in the Constitution of the United States
of America—specifically, in the first nine
amendments thereto. They are unalien=
able to every citizen of the United States
of America, white or colored. They are
enforceable in the courts—either State
or Federal; and they do not depend upon
an Attorney General of the United
States—be he Brownell, Rogers, or any-
one else—in order to be enjoyed by any
American citizen. 'Whenever we have to
depend upon an appointive officer for the
proper enforcement of constitutional
civil rights, we shall be just about ready
to put the headstone on the grave of civil
rights.

Iread further from the memorandum:

The persons so appointed as voting referees
would take evidence. Where?

The proposed act does not contain any
provision about that.

Iread further:

Upon what notice to Interested parties?

Nothing about that appears in the pro=-
posed act.
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Iread further:
Under oath?

Nothing about that appears in the pro-
posed act.

I read further:

Would the witnesses giving evidence be
subject to cross-examination?

Nothing about that appears in the pro-
posed act.

I read further from the memorandum:

These voting referees would report to the
court, findings as to whether such applicants
or any of them (1) are gualified to vote at
any election, (2) have been (a) deprived of
the opportunity to register to vote or other-
wise to qualify to vote at any election or (b)
found by State election officials not qualified
to register to vote or to vote at any election.

By the application of what standards will
the voting referees determine whether the
applicants are qualified to vote?

But nothing about that appears in the
proposed act.

Iread further:

Must the applicants have the qualifica-
tions requisite for electors of the most nu-
merous branch of the State legislature?
What age must they have attalned?

This report will be reviewed by the court,
and the court shall accept the findings un-
less clearly erroneous. The court shall then
enter a supplementary decree which shall
specify which persons named in the report
are and entitled to vote at any
election within such period as would be ap-
plicable if such person or persons had been
registered or otherwise qualified under State
law.

Bear in mind, this scheme doesn’t apply
only to Negroes. It applies to white people
as well.

Mr. President, although civil rights, as
defined by those who favor the enact-
ment of such a measure, are generally
considered by them to be basically or pri-
marily those of Negroes, let me remind
those who favor the enactment of such
& bill that when a similar Reconstruction
Act was placed on the statute books,
those who favored its enactment had the
same idea. However, earlier today—in
fact, for almost this entire afternoon—I
have reported to the Senate what dis-
tinguished Members of the Senate and
distinguished Members of the House of
Representatives had to say on the floor
of the Senate and on the floor of the
House of Representatives in 1893 and
1894, when the Congress repealed that
law, after the Congress found that
swarms of supervisors—as they were
called then, instead of referees—had
been organized into armies in New York,
Chicago, St. Louis, and other areas, for
the purpose of intimidating, coercing,
and arresting honorable citizens of the
country and ‘‘stealing” and “rigging”
elections in whatever way the super-
visors wished, until finally the people rose
up in righteous indignation and struck
down that Reconstruction Act.

But now, 66 years later, the Attorney
General of the United States, led by a
parade of zealous politicians, wants to
reenact and rewrite the same old statute
for the same old purpose.

Mr. President, I read further from the
memorandum:

What has any Federal court to do with
whether a person is qualified to vote at any
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election unless he has been deprived of the
right on account of his race, color, or pre-
vious condition of servitude. The phrase
“any election” embraces municipal and State
elections as well as congressional elections.

-The Federal power as to congressional elec-

tions is quite different from the Federal
power as to elections of State officers.

What Congress may have the power to
regulate and what it definitely has not are
s0 intermingled in this bill as to render it
totally unconstitutional.

Even if it should be held that subsection
(c) of section 1971 of title 42, United States
Code is valid, and that in a proceeding in-
stituted pursuant to it there may be a decree
granting to the United States of America the
preventive relief or injunction sought by it,
it would not follow that Congress had the
power to grant authority to the court to ap-
point voting referees to receive applications
from any person claiming deprivation of his
right to vote, and to empower the court, or
judge thereof, then to sit as chairman of a
superboard of registrars, issue voting certifi-
cates, and punish violations of them.

Even if it be assumed that the proceeding
now authorized by subsection (ec), if it is
valld, constitutes a case or controversy with-
in the meaning of article 3, sectlon 2, clause
1 of the Constitution, Congress has no con-
stitutional power to confer on a Federal dis-
trict court the hermaphroditic powers it
would seek to confer by this bill.

The judiclal power extends to the cases
described in the sald clause, and to contro-
versies to which the United States is a party.

The so-called proceeding which would fol-
low the decree or finding of the court would
not be a case or controversy within the mean-
ing of the Constitution. In the first place,
it would not even be confined to alleged dep-
rivations committed by the defendants in
the case, It would not be confined to adju-
dicating the rights of those for whose benefit
the United States had brought the suit. It
would convert the case or controversy into a
universal registration proceeding in which
there were no named plaintiffs and no named
defendants.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, that is a
very interesting observation. Under this
specific proposal, as I interpret it, after
the “referee” was appointed, he would
receive applications from persons who
claimed that they had been denied the
right to register to vote. Then the
“referee” would pass on the applications.
But there would be no adverse party;
and there would be no requirement of
notice to anyone; and there would be no
opportunity for anyone who might be
prepared to deny the accuracy of the
allegation to be heard. So how in the
world could anyone eclaim that that
would be a judicial proceeding?

Mr. TALMADGE. There would be no
witnesses; neither would there be any
opportunity for cross-examination.

As I understand it, if there were only
one applicant, his application—only one
application—would “jet propel” the
“referee,” so that he could go all over
the country, like the locusts of old Egypt,
and could hunt up candidates for the
voting rolls.

Mr. ERVIN. The Constitution gives
the States jurisdiction in cases of this
kind; and the process attempted to be
dealt with by these proposals belongs
to the judicial power of the States.

Mr. TALMADGE. Entirely so; and
that has been so ever since the Constitu-
tion was ratified in 1789, and even be-
fore then.
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Iread further from the memorandum:

A case Is defined as a suilt instituted ac-
cording to the regular course of judicial
procedure (Muskrat v. United States, 219
U.S. 346).

In an anclent volume (2 Dallas 409-10)
the rule was announced in 1792:

“Neither the legislative nor the execu-
tive branches can constitutionally assign
to the judicial any duties, but such as are
properly judicial, and to be performed in a
Judicial manner.”

Registration officers are not judicial offi-
cers, and the registration of a prospective
voter is not a judicial act (Murphy v. Ram-
sey, 114 U.8. 15, 37).

The term ‘“controversies,” if distinguish-
able at all from “cases,” is so that it is less
comprehensive in its nature than the lat-
ter, and includes only suits of a ecivil na-
ture (Aetna Life Ins. Co. v. Haworth, 300 U.S.
227, 108 ALR 1000).

In United States v. State of Alabama, 171
F. Supp. 720, afirmed 267 F. 2d 808, it was
held that the State of Alabama was not a
“person’ within the meaning of section 1971
(c) of title 42, and consequently was not a
proper party to an action under that section
brought by the United States. The case was
brought to the Supreme Court of the United
States upon petition for certiorari filed by
the United States, and granted by the Court,.
The case is No. 398, October term, 1959. I
am advised that it will be heard in March.

This bill seeks an advance and favorable
decision of the case by seeking to add at the
end of subsection (¢) :

“When any official of a State or subdivl-
slon thereof has resigned or has been re-
lieved of his office and no successor has as-
sumed such office, any act or practice of such
official constituting a deprivation of any
right or privilege secured by subsection (a)
or (b) hereof shall be deemed that of the
State and the proceeding may be instituted
or continued agailnst the State as a party
defendant.”

Congress has no constitutional power to
enact that.

In the first place, the determination of
what acts or practices constitute a depriva-
tion of rights or privileges under the 15th
amendment is a judicial and not a legisla-
tive function.

In the second place, Congress, in a case
such as comprehended by section 1971(c),
cannot authorize a suit by the United States
against a State of the Union. The 11th
amendment forbids it. I realize that the
11th amendment does not prevent the
United States from sulng a State in a proper
case in a proper court. I realize that Con-
gress in some cases has the power to confer
on district courts jurisdiction with respect
to actions brought by the United States
against a State. (Farnsworth v. Sanford,
115 F. 2d 376, 379; Ames v. Kansas, 111 U.S,
449; United States v, Louisiana, 123 U.8S, 32.)

But, this power does not exist when the
action is a derivative one, one in which,
while the name of the United States is used
by authority of Congress, the persons al-
legedly aggrieved are individuals,

To hold otherwise would destroy the 11th
amendment.

That case, which originated in Geor-
gia, I believe, motivated adoption of the
11th amendment. Since that time it
has been held that a State cannot be
sued by an individual.

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

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to
yield to my distinguished friend from
Louisiana,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Some per=
sons attempt to make it appear that
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Federal action is necessary when a per-
son who allegedly has been discrimi=-
nated against has not taken any steps
in order to protect his own voting rights.
We have had a number of situations in
Louisiana in which someone has been
challenged on the ground that he has
been improperly prevented from being
registered. All the person had to do
was have three persons who were regis=-
tered voters simply affirm, by signing a
little form in the registrar’'s office, that
they knew the person was a citizen of
the State and had been living at the
residence described in the registration
application. If the fact was otherwise
than had been alleged, he could reregis-
ter by properly filing the application
form.

Oddly enough, in most of these in-
stances about which some persons bit-
terly complain, there has been no show-
ing that the person made any effort at
all to follow the ordinary procedure to
have his name reconstituted on the
books. Furthermore, the registrar has
available in his office a little form that
the applicant can sign. If there is any
contest about if, a judge is required by
law, within 48 hours, to hear the mat-
ter, at the expense of the State. It does
not cost that voter a cent. If there was
no basis for having taken the applicant
off the rolls, the judge would require
the registrar to put the name of that
person back on the rolls. Those pro-
cedures have been followed in very, very
few instances.

As a matter of fact, in one instance
where a large number of persons were
challenged, only a single person under=
took to follow the ordinary procedure,
and the name of the one who did so was
returned to the rolls.

Some persons would have us believe
that a citizen has no right to challenge
the correctness of having the name of
another citizen on the rolls. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana can recall an elec~
tion that occurred about 25 years ago in
Louisiana in which the very success
of the side which won depended on the
ability to have canceled from the rolls
20,000 names of alleged voters who did
not, in fact, exist. It was simply a mat-
ter of advertising in the newspapers to
the effect that, “Is this your name?
Someone is challenging the fact that
there is such a person living at the ad-
dress given.” In most cases, the person
would not come into the office, the al-
legation would appear to be correct, and
the name of the person would be taken
off the rolls.

Though it would be unfortunate that
someone might be improperly challenged
as to whether he should be registered, it
would be even more unfortunate to have
someone steal an election by having
20,000 fake names on the list. These
were honest election laws, caleulated to
assure that the outcome of the election
would be based on democratic processes.

We had the Civil Rights Commission
come to Louisiana and render a report
with a chapter entitled, “Louisiana
Roadblock,” as though someone was try=
ing to prevent people from having their
rights achieved. In that case the Civil
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Rights Commission ran afoul of the
honest election laws. The Commission
issued subpenas duces tecum to all the
registrars within 250 miles to bring
their books to Shreveport, La., so the
Commission could look the books over,
study them, and decide what questions
they wanted to ask.

The difficulty was that the laws of the
State would not permit a registrar to
take his books away from his office, un-
less he had a court order to do so. If
he did so, he was subject to being fined
$500 and put in jail for 6 months. The
Commission had no power to issue any
such subpena. It was not a court.
Congress had given it no such power. All
the Commission had to do was to go to
the local U.S. attorney in the Federal
court and the order would be presented
to the registrars. The Commission did
not bother to do that. Then the Com-
mission proceeded to complain bitterly
that it could not get the books, when
the registrar would have been subject to
going to jail if he brought them there.

I may point out that the reason for
that law was that in some earlier period
a registrar who belonged to one political
faction, might put the books in his auto-
mobile, and when someone would show
up to register, the registrar would say,
“I am sorry. Unfortunately, I did not
bring the books with me,” and the per-
son could not be registered. We had a
situation in which it took one poor fel-
low years to register, because the local
registrar always had the books out and
would not have them in the office when=-
ever the person came to be registered.

That is just the type of thing that the
Commission should be ecriticizing. Yet
it was the other way around. The Com-
mission sent a report to Congress trying
to make it appear that there was subver=
sion going on in Louisiana because the
poor registrar, under penalty of being
put in jail for violating the registration
laws, could not comply with the request
of the Commission.

Mr. TALMADGE. I could not agree
more with the Senator from Louisiana.
I appreciate his question. I appreciate
his very able and accurate statement. It
is axiomatic that one cannot seek a
redress in court until he has pursued
all of his administrative remedies. It is
also well known that these persons who
complained had not pursued their ad-
ministrative remedies,

In a colloquy with the distinguished
senior Senator from New York [Mr,
Javits] early in the afternoon, I asked
him if he could name one prospective
qualified voter in the north, south, east,
or west—anywhere in the United States
of America, in any one of the 50 States—
who claimed he was entitled to vote and
had tried to enforce that right, either
in a State or Federal court, and had
been denied that right. The Senator
from New York could not name a single
one. He made a long statement, but he
did not say “Yes” and he did not say
“No.” That is the sort of argument we
get when we get down fo cases in these
matters.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. In a Louisi-
ana case, the Federal judge said, in his
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opinion, right in the report of the case,
that if the Commission had asked the
Attorney General, or the local U.S. at-
torney—which would be the same
thing—for a eourt order to require that
the books be brought in, he would have
been delighted to give the order; but
nobody came around to ask him for it.

The Commission also ran into another
problem. The Commission apparently
did not realize that it was subject to the
laws and the Constitution of the United
States, just as everybody else was. The
Commission wanted to haul registrars
in before the Commission, cross-examine
them, and obtain their evidence, with=
out giving the registrars any notice as
to what they were accused of doing
wrong, what the allegations against them
were, or any opportunity to cross-ex-
amine those who were making allega-
tions against the registrars.

Mr, TALMADGE. They wanted to
hold a kangaroo court, without conform-
ing to the guarantees of the Constitution.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Admin-
istrative Procedure Act applies to all
executive agencies of the Government,
and civil rights as guaranteed by the
Constitution, are accorded to all citi-
Zens. Persons aceused have the right to
be accorded the use of counsel, the right
to know what charges are made against
them, the right to confront their ac-
cusers, the right to cross-examine those
giving adverse testimony. Those are
rights any citizen is presumed to have.
Presumably, the type of evidence the
Commission was trying to get was evi-
dence which might prove that the reg-
it.rars had violated State and Federal

W. )

If that were the case, they were cer=
tainly entitled, before they were jeopar-
dized by their testimony, assuming
somebody might have been guilty, to
know what they were charged with and
to hear the nature of the case against
them.

The Commission discovered it was not
beyond the Constitution and the law
itself. If Congress had not wanted the
Commission to be subject to any laws,
Congress could have so stated. 1

Mr. TALMADGE. The big trouble
with these overzealous civil rights advo-
cates is that in their eagerness to enforce
an imagined civil right for someone else
they completely disregard all other eivil
rights.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
well knows that the Congress itself is
not under the provisions of the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act. The Congress
of the United States and the courts are
not covered by that act. Yet even in
Congress we recognize the same concept
which the Commission tried to violate.

I cannot recall whether the Senator
was a Member of the Senate at the time
we had the confroversy over the matter
of the treatment that former Senator
Joseph MeCarthy afforded certain wit-
nesses before his committee.

Mr. TALMADGE, That was before
my tenure, but I remember the contro-
versy very well from reading the press
reports.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Congress at
that time went through quite a soul-
searching experience on the question of
whether Senate committees, even though
not required by law to do so, should vio-
late the traditional rights of fair play,
which include the right of a man to
know of what he was being accused, to
have counsel, and to have the right to
cross-examine  everyone appearing
against him. That was a question with
regard to the conduct of Senate com-
mittees.

As a member of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, I know the
Senator is familiar with the fact that
most committees of the Senate have im-
posed rules on themselves, which they
must follow. In general these rules sup-
port the same concepts that the Civil
Rights Commission did not want to fol-
low, even though it was required by law
to do so.

Mr. TALMADGE. I am well aware of
that. As I understand it, the matter is
now pending before the Supreme Court
of the United States. The proposal
which is now before the Senate is an at-
tempt to prejudge that.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. One of the
witnesses was Mr. Storey, the law school
dean from Texas. I believe he was a
former president of the American Bar
Association.

Mr. TALMADGE, I think that is cor-
rect.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It was abso-
Jutely amazing to the junior Senator
from Louisiana that a man with such a
background as that would not recognize
the Commission had no power to issue
subpenas and had to go to court to get
subpenas,

Mr. TALMADGE, Some of the things
which some of these groups do are in-
comprehensible to me.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, While the
Commission attempted to take the atti-
tude that it was beyond the law and
could issue all kinds of subpenas and
order people around without a court or-
der to support its position, the great Mr.
Storey then proceeded to write an article
for the American Bar Association, in the
American Bar Association Journal, in
which he proceeded to recommend that
the Commission should be given the
power by law to subpena records, al-
though the Commission had been pro=-
ceeding for a year contending falsely
that it had to do exactly the thing which
he asked that they be given the power
to do. Apparently he must now know
that the Commission did not have the
power. Otherwise, why would he write
an article for the American Bar Associa-
tion Journal and say that the law should
be amended to give the Commission that
power?

Mr. TALMADGE. I cannot conceive
of that sort of activity.

I thank the Senator very much for his
questions and for his contribution.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed as a part of my re-
marks the footnote A to the memoran-
dum I have read., -
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There being no objection, the footnote
A was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

FoornoTE A
Georgia election statutes
I, STATUTES ENACTED BETWEEN 1890 AND 1910

Bection of code of | Year Bubject mattor
1910 enacted
. P _ A R 1804 | Oath of voter as to pay-
ment of taxes,
R BT 1804 | Application and method
of registering,
[ Rl Lo o LT (0] Appointment of county
registrars,
B0 e T s s 1884 | List of registered voters,
hearings, otoe,
68-72 and secs. 660, | 1894 | Ballots, by whom and
et seq., Penal whare cast,
ode.
Sl o EERTE Y g {1 Election blanks,
669, clt Seq., Penal 1800-1 | Varlous penal laws,
Jode,
................... 1908 | Publieation of campaign
expenses,
127, et B0l e et v e e e 1800-1 | Primary elections,
bl SREL S o SRR 1908 | Amendments to primary

laws,

II. STATUTES ENACTED BETWEEN 1910 AND 1933

Eection of code of | Year
1933 en- Bubject matter
acted
%gﬁ A d ts ist
mendments to registra-
34 to 401, et seq........ to1d [ tion laws.
1
34 to BDB el u. . il 1913 | Challenge of voter.
3410 1308 e 1021 | Mamnner of conducting
elections,
34 to 1001, et 88Q.....| 1822 | Australian ballot law.
34 to 3213, et seq.....| - 1017 | Amendments to pri-
mary law,
3 to 3301, et seq. ... 1624 | Absentee voting.
400913 .- 1022 | Various penal laws,

1 Prior to 1895,

Mr. TALMADGE. There, Mr. Presi-
dent, we have the full picture of Daven-
portism reincarnated.

And I predict, Mr. President, that like
the portrait of Dorian Gray time will
show it to exist in all its ugliness and
corruption, which its proponents would
hide from view with high-sounding as-
sertions of noble purposes.

I cannot bring myself to believe, Mr.
President, that it is a reincarnation
which is desired by the American peo-
ple. I hope that as the news media of
the Nation take to the people reports
of this debate on this proposal and the
facts which are being brought forth
about it that they will with their tele-
grams and telephone calls show this
Senate in no uncertain terms they feel
that Davenport’s law should be left in-
terred in history where it belongs.

Since there is no need for the legisla-
tion, there can be only one reason that
it is proposed—the hope of political gain
for its advocates.

Mr. President, it is the American tra-
dition that political fortunes of all par-
ties should rise and fall on the merit of
their programs. Any party which has
so low regard for its program that it
feels that it must resort to legislative
trickery to maintain itself in power is
not deserving of the support of the elec=
torate. And members of another party
which would abet a rival party in per-
petrating such a fraud in the hope that
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their party might fall heir to it are be=
neath contempt.

Those who adhere to the principles of
Jefferson and Jackson would do well to
give heed to the words uttered on this
floor by the distinguished Senator Ar-
thur Pue Gorman, of Maryland, during
the debate on the repeal of the fore-
runner of the present measure., He de-
clared:

Those of us who are in favor of repealing
these laws are content to leave the regulation
of elections to the people of the States, to
trust them. If they cannot be trusted, * * *
Mr. President, the whole theory of our Gov-
ernment is a failure.

In considering legislation like that
now pending, Mr. President, I think we
should give sober consideration to the
forceful warnings of two of our greatest
Presidents.

It was Andrew Jackson who said:

Motives of philanthropy may be assigned
for this unwarrantable interference; and
weak men may persuade themselves for a
moment that they are laboring in the cause
of humanity, and asserting the rights of the
human race; but everyone, upon sober re-
flection, will see that nothing but mischief
can come from these improper assaults upon
the feelings and rights of others,

And it was Woodrow Wilson who de-
clared:

Moral and social questions originally left
to the several States for settlement can be
drawn Into the fleld of Federal authority
only at the expense of the self-dependence
and efficiency of the several communities of
which our complex body politic s made up.
Parental morals, morals enforced by the
judgment and choices of the central au-
thority at Washington, do not and cannot
create vital hablts or methods of life unless
sustained by local opinion and purpose, local
prejudice and convenience—unless supported
by local convenience and interest; and only
communities capable of taking care of them-
selves will, taken together, constitute a na-
tlon capable of vital action and control.

Mr, President, there is no comfort in
those words for those bent upon reincar-
nating “Davenportism."”

In closing, Mr. President, I challenge
those who would revive Davenport’s law
to cite for the Senate the words of any
of our great and revered leaders of the
past sanctioning so rank and unjust an
invasion of the sacred and inalienable
rights of the American people to manage
their own affairs.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

During the delivery of Mr. TALMADGE'S
remarks,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me so that I may make
an insertion in the RECORD?

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from New York so that
he may make an insertion in the REec-
orp, to be printed in the Recorp after
the conclusion of my remarks, with the
understanding that I shall not lose my
right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Georgia? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in con-
nection with the hearings on 8. 2783,
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before the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration of the Senate, which relate
to various proposals for Federal voting
registrars, questions were raised as to
constitutionality of such proposals. I
had the honor to submit a number of
opinions holding such a measure con-
stitutional.

The Recorp was closed for the inser-
tion of such opinions, but I now have re-
ceived an opinion from the chairman of
the Committee on the Bill of Rights,
Kenneth A. Greenawalt, and the chair-
man of the Committee on Federal
Legislation, Richard W. Hogue, Jr., sus-
taining the constitutionality of S. 2783.
This is a subject of debate before the
Senate, and is quite germane to the is-
sue, so I ask unanimous consent that the
opinion may be printed in the RECORD
as a part of my remarks.

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

HucHES, HUBBARD, BLAIR & REED,
New York, February 13, 1960,
Re 8. 2783 and Attorney General's proposal.
Hon. THOMAS C. HENNINGS, JI.,
Committee on Rules and Administration,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR HENNINGS: The committee
on Federal legislation and the committee on
the bill of rights of the assoclatlon of the
bar of the city of New York have reviewed
S. 2783, providing for the appointment of
temporary Federal registrars, and the pro-
posal of the Attorney General providing for
the appointment of voting referees. Both
bills seek to protect the right of citizens to
vote. S. 2783 is restricted to the right to
vote for Federal office. The Attorney Gen=-
eral's proposal includes elections for both
State and Federal office.

We have not undertaken to discuss the
relative merits of the two bills, but we wish
to state that we are in complete agreement
with the purpose of both bills, to provide
effective means of protecting the right of all
citizens to vote.

‘We believe that the Congress has adequate
constitutional power to enact effective legis~
lation in this field, and we hope for con-
structive action on the subject from this
session of the Congress.

The two bills, in essence, would do the
following:

8. 2783 provides for the appointment of
temporary Federal registrars by the Presi-
dent in order to protect the right of voters
qualified under State law to vote in elections
wherein Federal officers are to be elected.
Such appointments would be made upon the
basis of a certificate of the Civil Rights
Commission that citizens of a registration
distriet are being deprived of the right to
register, vote, or have their vote counted in
Federal elections, solely because of their
race, religion, color, or national origin.

The Attorney General’s proposal provides
for the appointment of voting referees who
would be authorized to certify as qualified
to vote in any election, for either State or
Federal office, all persons applying for a cer-
tification who are found to possess the nec-
essary qualifications provided by State law.
The starting point of the Attorney General's
proposal is the institution of a proceeding
by the Attorney General under the Civil
Rights Act of 1957 to protect persons from
being denied a right to vote upon the basis
of racial discrimination. The findings of
the referees would be subject to review
by the appointing court. The provisions for
voting referees are designed as & means of
enforcing voting rights judicially declared
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by a court. The Attorney General stated in
his testimony before your committee:

“The court will not be exercising admin-
istrative functions in violation of article ITT
of the Constitution. The duties and powers
of the voting referees appointed by the
court are designed only to give full effect
and force to the court’s adjudication that
there has been a denial of voting rights in
violation of the Constitution and laws of
the United States.”

It is the judgment of both committees
that the Attorney General's p and
5. 2783 are each constitutional. We believe
that the power of the Congress to pass leg-
islation to protect the right of citizens to
vote against deprivation by State action un-
der color of law, is amply supported by the
16th amendment, the 14th amendment, and
the necessary and proper clause of article I,
section 4, of the Constitution. Ezx parte
Virginia, 100 U.S. 339 (1880);: Shelley wv.
Kraemer, 334 U.8. 1 (1948); Terry v. Adams,
845 U.S. 461 (1953); Guinn v. U.S., 238 U.S.
347 (1915); Lane v. Wilson, 307 U.B. 268
(1939); Ez parte Siebold, 100 U.S. 371 (1880);
Ez parte Yarbrough, 110 U.S. 651 (1884);
U.S. v. Classic, 813 U.S. 299 (1941); Smith v.
Allwright, 321 U.S. 649 (1944); Burroughs v.
U.S., 200 UB. 534 (1934).

Very truly yours,
EENNETH A. GREENAWALT,
Chairman, Committee on the Bill of
Rights.
Ricaarp W. Hocue, Jr.,
Chairman, Commitiee on Federal
Legislation.

LOOPHOLES IN SO-CALLED CLEAN
ELECTIONS BILL

During the delivery of Mr, TALMADGE’S
address on civil rights,

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
during the debate on the so-called clean
elections bill, I tried, unsuccessfully, to
convince the author and my colleagues
that the bill would be meaningless with-
out including under its reporting sections
all groups who participate in elections.
In fact, I recall calling this measure a
phony for the very reason that there were
left large loopholes by which politically
motivated and activated groups could
take advantage of expenditures without
reporting same to the Federal Govern-
ment. At the time of the debate I was
using the organization known as COPE—
the Commitiee on Political Education—
which is the political arm of the AFL-
CIO, as an example. While I do not now
back away from that case, I find that I
could as well have included another
group equally as well known to all of us.
This would have been the Americans for
Democratic Action, more commonly re-
ferred to as the ADA. Some months ago
a student at Princeton, Mr. Frank Chil-
ders, interviewed me for the purposes of
a paper he was preparing in connection
with his studies at that institution.
When that paper was completed he left
a copy in my office, and included in its
well-researched pages was an interesting
account of his meeting and discussion
with an official of that group. The de-
tails of that discussion are included in
the pages I have with me on the floor at
the moment, which I ask to have printed
in the REcorp at this place in my
remarks.
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There being no objection, the ma-
terial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

I asked Mr. Taylor if Senator GOLDWATER
was right when he stated that ADA recelves
35 percent of its money from the UAW.
Mr. Taylor said that this was not true, as
ADA actually receives “slightly less” than
36 percent of its total moneys from the
UAW. He then stated that I must remem-
ber that ADA got support from “many
unions” other than the UAW. He admitted
that labor unions contributed most of ADA’s
total funds.

Next, I asked exactly what ADA does with
these funds it receives. I was told that ADA
tries to influence the outcome of as many
elections as it ean. Mon and money are
sent to States, towns, and cities to support
candidates favorable to ADA policy. If no
favorable candidates exist, as much influence
as is possible is exercised on the unfavorable
candidates. ADA is active in national pol-
ities, too. Men are sent to Congress to talk
with “our men” there and to exert pressure
on others. Mr. Taylor denied flatly that
pressure ever took the form of hiring goons.
He denied the charge made by GOLDWATER
that Walter Reuther hired goons and sent
them either to Michigan or to Arizona.

I asked what ADA’s political platform was,
and I was given a pamphlet entitled *“A New
New Deal for the 1960's.”” According to this
pamphlet, “ADA proposed that the Congress
adopt these as goals that can be realized
within a generation: (1) End poverty in the
United States; (2) eliminate slums and pro-
vide a decent home for every American fam-
ily; (8) offer a first-class education to every
American child; (4) bring the miracles of
modern medical sclence to every American
when and as he needs it; (5) secure equal
rights and opportunities and civil liberties
for every American; and (6) provide, in con-
cert with other developed nations and con-
sistent with our great economic capacity, our
share of the seed capital and know-how re-
quired to help underdeveloped countries on
the way to self-sustaining economic growth.”

Assuming that all these goals could be
obtained, I asked how ADA proposed to do
it. I was given copies of the ADA newspaper
(the ADA World). One copy was that of
February-March 1959; the other was for
May 19569. I will paraphrase and list some
of the proposals found in these two papers
and the aforementioned pamphlet: (1) In=-
crease Federal old age and survivors insur-
ance program; (2) build 2 million federally
financed dwellings a year; (3) increase un-
employment benefits to 50 percent of wages;
(4) build 100,000 schoolrooms a year for the
next 5 years through Federal aid; (5) raise
teachers’ salaries 50 percent; (6) enact a
universal insurance program, federally ad-
ministrated; (7) raise the minimum wage to
at least $1.26 an hour; (8) have a defense
second to none in the world; (9) expand
program for oversea aid; (10) award 100,000
federally financed scholarships; (11) provide
true parity of income to farmers by Federal
ald; (12) through collective bargaining, sub-
stantial increases in wage rates and fringe
benefits; (13) organize an effective farmers’
union; (14) Federal assistance to give food
to people who have little to eat; (15) Federal
construction and operation of atom-electric
powerplants; (16) “integrated multipur-
pose development of the resources of all our
regions by valley authorities of the TVA
type.”

The above list is not, by far, exhausted.
I think, however, that enough of ADA's pro-
gram has been listed to give a clear idea of
what they want.

It 1s interesting that ADA favors a bal-
anced budget. The only way to this is to
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tax more. Mr. Taylor sald that ADA opposes
the present situation which allows & man
to inherit large sums. He favors taxing
estates nearly 100 percent at death. This
will do away with an *idle class” and will
make it necessary for one to actually work
to gain wealth. Only competent men will
enjoy high places. ADA wants to tax all
capital gains as Income and drastically ralse
and revise taxes on all present net incomes
greater than about £30,000 per year in order
to virtually tax large incomes out of exist-
ence. Taxes affecting lower incomes should
be reduced.

I asked Mr. Taylor if he would favor a plan
to confiscate all the money and private
property in the country, line up all the
citizens in a row; and give each man a pro-
portional share. The answer was one word—
*“Yes.” Iwasamazed.

When asked, Mr. Taylor sald that the
workingman 1is entitled to (and the Federal
Government should insure it) a greater in-
come than a man who lives off investments.
The workingman is in the majority, and
he should be favored to the exclusion of the
rich.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
should like, however, to read a few words
from this work I have quoted to detail my
charges that this is a political group
working for candidates and issues at
the Federal level and spending money
for the same, of which I am unable to
find any record in the office of the Clerk
of the House of Representatives,

When Mr, Childers interviewed Mr.
Taylor, of the ADA, Mr, Childers asked
Mr. Taylor if a statement I had made
was correct when I said the ADA re-
cheives 35 percent of its money from the

AW.

Mr. Taylor said—

And I am reading from the statement
I have placed in the REcorp—
that this was not true as ADA actually re-
ceives “slighfly less” than 35 percent of its
total moneys from the UAW. He then stated
that I must remember that ADA got support
from * unions” other than the UAW.
He admitted that labor unions contributed
most of ADA’s total funds.

What I read next is interesting be-
cause it points out what these funds are
used for. I quote again from the state-
ment:

Next, I asked exactly what ADA does with
these funds it receives. I was told that
ADA tries to infiuence the outcome of as
many elections as it can. Men and women
are sent to States, towns, and citles to sup-
port candidates favorable to ADA policy., If
no favorable candidates exist, as much in-
fluence as is possible is exercised on the
unfavorable candidates.

One other thing that I think would be
of interest to my colleague is another
part of this summary, when Mr. Childers
asked Mr. Taylor another question:

I asked Mr. Taylor if he would favor a
plan to confiscate all the money and private
property in the country; line up all the citi-
zens in a row; and give each man a propor-
tional share. The answer was one word—
*Yes.” I wasamazed.

Mr. President, I have read these ex-
cerpts from the report I have included
in my remarks fo point out that here is
a political group that does not come
under the reporting requirements of the
recently passed clean elections bill; and
this is only one of a number of organi-
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zations that I could name which receive
money from labor unions that partici-
pate in politics.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senafor yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes, I yield to
the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. Where does Mr.
Taylor live and what is his official con-
nection with the ADA?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I do nothave the
other part of the report with me, but
he must be on the executive staff, be-
cause he was interviewed here in Wash-
ington by Mr. Childers. I will find out
and furnish the Senator with that in-
formation.

Mr, RUSSELL. If is a rather remark-
able statement.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree. If the
Senator would like to know some of the
other philosophies they cling to, I might
read from the report a copy of the ADA
newspaper, called the ADA World. Ire-
fer to one copy for February-March
1959, and one for May 1959, These are
paraphrased by Mr, Childers. These are
the proposals found in the two papers:

1. End poverty in the United States.

2. Ellminate slums and provide a decent
home for every American family.

3. Offer a first class education to every
American child.

4. Bring the miracles of modern medical
sclence to every American when and as he
needs it.

5. Secure equal rights and opportunities
and civil liberties for every American.

6. Provide, in concert with other devel-
oped nations, and consistent with our great
economic capacity, our share of the seed
capital and know-how required to help un-
derdeveloped countries on the way to self-
sustaining economic growth.

I do not think anybody can find any
fault with most of those. I think that
is what we try to do in this body as we
discuss our problems every day. Buf
how they want to go at this is interest-
ing.

They want to increase the Federal old
age and survivors’ insurance program.

They want to build 2 million federally
financed dwellings a year.

They want to increase unemployment
benefits to 50 percent of wages.

They want to build 100,000 school-
rooms a year for the next 5 years
through Federal aid.

They want to enact a universal insur-
ance program, federally administered.

They want to raise the minimum wage
to at least $1.25 an hour.

They want this country to have a de~
fense second to none in the world.

They want to expand our program for
oversea aid.

They want to award 100,000 federally
financed scholarships.

They want to provide true parity of
income to farmers by Federal aid.

That is a portion of their desires. I
might read the next one.

They want infegrated multipurpose
development of the resources of all our
i‘egions by valley authorities of the TVA

ype.

This group very plainly wants to so-
cialize America. Here we have a case
of workers’ money being applied to this
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group, money taken from the funds of
the unions. I have many union friends
who have no use for ADA, and I know
their money goes to help support this
organization and other organizations
similarly oriented.

But the point I would like to make is
that the ADA is a political body, and
under the recently enacted clean elec-
tions bill it does not have to report. I
can find no record of its reporting in
the House of Representatives. If there
is a record of it, my search has not
disclosed it.

Mr. RUSSELL. I could deal with a
number of other organizations that are
the recipients of benefactions from the
UAW and others. The funds donated
to them are taken from the working
people and the members of unions with-
out regard to their views and are oft-
times spent for purposes detested by
those who are compelled to contribute
money for those purposes.

I share the Senator’s apprehension
about the so-called clean elections bill
It has gotten to the point where, if I
may use a common term, we are suckers
for titles of legislation. I was walking
along with a colleague who said to me,
“It is hard to vote against a bill like
that. It has that kind of a title.” I
said, “Yes, it did. It would have been
more properly described if it had been
labeled a bill to increase the political
power of labor union leadership in the
United States of America.”

I think that is a perfectly proper
statement. I thought so, at least, from
my study of the bill.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen-
ator. I might remind my colleagues
from Georgia that from the State of
Georgia there has come a case known as
the Looper case, now before the Su-
preme Court. That august body is
going to have to decide whether or not
civil rights apply in labor wunions,
whether or not unions have the right to
use money as they wish from the gen-
eral fund for political purposes. In
other words, can the money of a Demo-
crat be taken and used against a Demo-
crat for whom that member might want
to vote for in the South or can money
be taken from a Republican in the
North and used for the purpose of de-
feating that candidate on issues in
which the Republican member of the
union is interested with regard to a
problem in the North?

I think there is just as much tamper-
ing with the franchise when a union is
allowed to use money against a man’s
will as there is in cases being discussed
before the Senate today.

Mr. RUSSELL. I completely agree
with the conclusion of the Senator. Of
course, in my own State at one time the
members of the automobile unions—
and we have many thousands of them—
violently protested the contributions of
Mr. Reuther, I think in the sum of
$75,000 and certainly in a large sum,
to the National Colored People's Asso-
ciation, so that they could litigate to in-
tegrate the schools. If any people in
my State are unalterably and vigorously
opposed to the mixing of the races in the
schools it is the members of those unions.
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Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wanted to fin-
ish my remarks, and then I shall be glad
to turn back the floor.

Mr, ERVIN. I wanted to make an ob-
servation in regard to the clean elections
bill, but I will wait,

Mr. GOLDWATER. I did not hear
the Senator,

Mr. ERVIN. I wanted to make a
statement germane to the Senator’s
opposition to the clean elections bill, if
the Senator from Georgia will permit.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from North Carolina so
that he may make an observation, with-
out my losing the privilege of the floor,
and I ask unanimous consent that his
remarks be printed after my remarks
in the RECORD.

Mr. ERVIN. Ican wait.

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the Senator
does not mind, I had not finished my
remarks.

Mr, ERVIN. I know the Senator had
not. I think it would be well to have
the observations about the clean elec-
tions bill in one place.

Mr. TALMADGE, Mr. President, I
renew my request,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Muskie in the chair). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the Senator from
Georgia? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, like the
Senator from Arizona I was astounded
when I studied the so-called clean elec-
tions bill. My State of North Carolina
I think has the finest and most stringent
reporting act in respect of political ex-
penditures both in primaries and in gen-
eral elections of any State in the Union.
The law requires a candidate to report
every contribution he receives of any
amount, together with the name and
address of the contributor. The law re-
quires the candidate to report every ex-
penditure of any amount, together with
the name and address of the person to
whom the expenditure is made.

The law requires the same thing with
regard to political committees operating
under the auspices of either one of the
political parties. There is also a provi-
sion that any person who expends any-
thing for a candidate or for a political
committee has to report it within 5 days
to the candidate or the political commit-
tee, and the candidate or the political
committee has to include that in its
report,

This so-called clean elections bill re-
peals the laws of North Carolina to the
extent of their inconsistency—and they
are wholly inconsistent,

I came to the conclusion, after read-
ing the so-called clean elections bill,
that a group of people not ostensibly
acting under the auspices of either one
of the great political parties of the coun-
try could collect untold millions of
dollars in individual contributions, not
exceeding in any particular case $99.99,
and could spend those untold millions of
dollars for the nomination of or for the
election of or for the defeat of any can-
didate, through an unlimited number of
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committees, none of which would spend
more than $2,500, and they would not
have to report any of their activities.
They would not have to report any con-
tributions received or any expenditures
made.

If that be a clean elections bill, then
may the good Lord help America if we
ever have a dirty one.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I will say to my
friend from North Carolina, that was
the point I belabored on the floor with
the author of the bill; that we were ex-
cluding groups like the Committee on
Political Education and Americans for
Democratic Action and other groups
which actively participate in polities
from the reporting procedures of the
bill.

Mr. President, surely no one in this
Chamber can say that the ADA, from
the descriptions given of its intents and
actions, is not a political group and can
therefore be exempted from reporting
under the clean elections bill or any
act of the Congress touching on the
subject.

I do not like to belabor the point, and
I will not press the subject more at this
time other than to say that what we
passed in this Chamber as a piece of
legislation aimed at finding out who
spends what and for whom in Federal
elections falls short by virtue of not
having included groups like COPE and
the ADA among others that I am sure
will come to light.

Mr. President, as I came info the
Chamber I saw in today's Washington
Daily News a very interesting article,
which I shall not read in its entirety.
I think it demonstrates very fully what
is the end intent of the moneys which
are donated by the labor unions to one
political party. The headline is
“Leaders See Unions Doing Dem Pick-
ing.” The “Dem” means Democrats.
It is written by Jack Turcott.

This is a very interesting observation,
from Bal Harbour, Fla. I read the sec-
ond paragraph:

A check among the more politically savvy
union leaders at the federation's 29-man
executive council meeting indicated that
AFL~CIO unions count on having more than
300 of their own officials as delegates to the
Democrats’ convention in Los Angeles next
July. They anticipate that another 300
delegates from industrial States like New
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Illinois,
and Indiana will be pliable to the pressures
of labor groups.

Mr. President, that is a total of 600
delegates. That is almost enough to win
the presidential nomination. In fact, I
am sure any one of the presidential
hopefuls in this Chamber would be tick-
led to death to walk into that conven-
tion with 600 pledged delegates.

Mr. President, I read a bit further
from the article:

AFL-CIO President George Meany refused
to discuss the federation’'s anticipated role
at the convention, except to say again today
that “we won't sit on our hands in this elec-
tion.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from the Washing-
ton Daily News be printed in the REcorp
at this point in my remarks,
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

LeapeErs S Uwions Domwe DEM PICKING
(By Jack Turcott)

BArL HarsoUR, Fra., February 17.—The
AFL-CIO's top political strategists con-
fidently expect the merged labor federation,
through control of 40 percent of the Demo-
cratic convention’s delegates, to play a king-
maker role in picking the party's presiden-
tial candidate next summer.

A check among the more politically savvy
union leaders at the federation’s 29-man ex-
ecutive council meeting indicated that AFL—
CIO unions count on having more than 300
of their own officials as delegates to the
Democrats’ convention in Los Angeles next
July. They anticipate that another 300 dele-
gates from industrial States like New York,
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, Illinois, and
Indiana will be pliable to the pressures of
labor groups.

AFL-CIO President George Meany refused
to discuss the federation’s anticipated role
at the convention, except to say again today
that “we won't sit on our hands in this elec-
tion.”

LESS CLOSE MOUTHED

Other federation officials were less close
mouthed, Several of them told the News
that the AFL-CIO, which has felt for 16 years
it could exert a veto power over Democratic
convention choices, will not be satisfied with
a secondary role this time, but will insist on
taking a key part in tapping the candidate.

In 1944, organized labor, through President
Roosevelt's “clear it with Sidney” Hillman
edict, shoved SBouth Carolina's Gov. James
Byrnes out of the vice presidential spot in
favor of Harry Truman. In 1952 AFL and
CIO leaders turned thumbs down on Vice
President Alben Barkley, which gave the
party’s nomination to Stevenson.

FAVOR HUMPHREY

Most of the federation’s bigwigs here per-
sonally favor U.S. Senator HuserT Hum-
PHREY, Democrat, of Minnesota for President,
although HumMpPHREY'S original No. 1 backer,
auto union President Walter P. Reuther, is
edging away from him and moving closer to
Senator Jonw F. Kewweoy, Democrat, of
Massachusetts. Meany is also convinced, says
his intimates, that KEnwEDY stands the best
chance of defeating Vice President RicHARD
Nmxon,

Most of the labor leaders here privately ex-
press the belief that Senator STUART SYMING=
ToN, Democrat, of Missourl, will eventually
win the nomination in a stop EKENNEDY
coalition of supporters of SENATOR LYNDON
B. JounsoN, Democrat, of Texas, HUMPHREY
and SYMINGTON.

MASON DAM PROJECT, OREGON

During the delivery of Mr. TALMADGE'S
speech,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may interrupt
the speech of the distinguished Senator
from Georgia in order to make a state=
ment which I need to make for the Rec=
orD on an important bill which is be-
ing introduced in both Houses of Con-
gress today, with the understanding that
my remarks will be printed in the REc-
orD subsequent to the speech of the Sen=
ator from Georgia, and will in no way
interrupt it.

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ex-
press my very deep appreciation to the
Senator from Georgia for granting me
this courtesy.

L L R TR A, e e il b T
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Mr. President, I introduced for appro-
priate reference, a bill to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to construet,
operate, and maintain the upper division
of the Baker Federal reclamation proj-
ect, Oregon.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
at the end of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the Recorp, as re-
quested by the Senator from Oregon.

The bill (S. 3063) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to construct, op-
erate, and maintain the upper division of
the Baker Federal reclamation project,
Oregon, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. Morse (for himself and Mr.
NEUBERGER), was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, one of
the key developments in this Oregon
reclamation project, which has been
under review for many years, is the
Mason Dam, to be located on the Pow-
der River approximately 18 miles from
Baker, Oreg.

The dam would be constructed of rock
and earth, would be 180 feet in height
and would provide 100,000 acre-feet of
storage.

Mason Dam would provide full irriga-
tion for 5,390 new acres and supplemen-
tary water for 12,610 acres of the Baker
project.

Flood control, recreation, and fish and
wildlife benefits would be among the
benefits to be derived from the construc-
tion of the dam.

The total project cost will be $6,168,-
000, of which $1,114,000 will be repay-
able under contracts fo be entered into
with the water users; $3,743,500 of the
project cost will be reimbursed to the
Federal Government through power
revenues of the McNary Dam over and
above the amounts required to amortize
the power investment at McNary Dam
and fo return interest on the unamor-
tized balance of the investment in this
great multipurpose project.

This project has been under review for
many years and local interests have ex-
pressed strong and enthusiastic support.
In recent days I have received many
communications from residents of Ore-
gon expressing their views on the Mason
Dam project. I ask unanimous consent,
Mr. President, that these letters be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a prece-
dent for legislation of the type envis-
aged in this bill is found in S. 3101 of
the 84th Congress, which proposed au-
thorization of the Crooked River Dam.
I take great pride in the thought that
the Crooked River project is a reality.

Projects of this type will provide the
irrigation that will, in turn, make possi-
ble the production of food and fiber for
our own generation and Americans of
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the future. The day is not far off at
which we will be seeking every possible
additional acre with which to feed a
vastly increased population in our coun=-
try. Future generations will thank us
for having had the vision and foresight
to provide for the future through these
outstanding reclamation projects.
ExHIBIT 1
S. 3063
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to construct, operate, and maintain
the upper division of the Baker Federal
reclamation project, Oregon, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purposes of providing irrigation water, con-
trolling floods, conserving and developing
fish and wildlife, and providing recreational
benefits, the Secretary of the Interior, acting
pursuant to the Pederal reclamation laws
(Act of June 17, 1802, 32 Stat. 388, and
Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary
thereto), is authorized to construct, operate,
and maintain the facilities of the upper di-
vision of the Baker Federal reclamation proj-
ect, Oregon. The principal works of the
project shall consist of a dam and reservoir,
pumping plants, and related facilities.

Sec. 2. The perlod provided in subsection
(d), section 9, of the Reclamation Project
Act of 1939, as amended (43 US.C., sec.
485h), for repayment of the construction cost
properly chargeable to any block of lands
and assigned to be repaid by irrigators may
be extended to fifty years, exclusive of any
development period, from the time water is
first delivered to that block or to as near
that number of years as is consistent with
the adoption and operation of a variable re-
payment plan as is provided therein. That
portion of the cost of constructing the proj-
ect which is allocated to irrigation but is in
excess of the amount determined by the Sec-
retary to be within the ability of the irriga-
tors to repay within a fifty-year perlod shall
be charged to and returnable to the recla-
mation fund from net revenues derived by
the SBecretary of the Interior from his sale
of power from McNary Dam, which are over
and beyond the amounts required to amor-
tize the power investment therein, as pro-
vided in section 5 of the Act of December 22,
1944 (16 U.B.C., sec. 826s), and to return
interest on the unamortized balance of sald
investment.

Bzc. 83 (a) The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized, in connection with the upper
division of the Baker project, to construct
minimum basic public recreation facilities
and to arrange for the operation and main-
tenance of the same by an appropriate State
or local agency or organization. The cost of
constructing such facilitles shall be non-
reimbursable and nonreturnable under the
reclamation laws.

(b) The Secretary may make such reason-
able provisions in the works authorized by
this Act as he finds to be required for the
conservation and development of fish and
wildlife in accordance with the provisions of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48
Stat. 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C., secs. 661~
666¢c, inclusive), and the portion of the con-
struction costs allocated to these purposes
and to flood control, together with an appro-
priate share of the operation, maintenance,
and replacement costs therefor, shall be non=-
reimbursable and nonreturnable. Before the
works are transferred to an Irrigation water
users’ organization for care, operation, and
maintenance, the organization shall have
agreed to operate them in a manner satis-
factory to the Secretary of the Interior with
respect to achieving the fish and wildlife
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benefits and to the Secretary of the Army
with respect to achieving the flood-control
benefits on which the allocations of costs
therefor are predicated, and to return the
works to the United States for care, opera-
tlon, and maintenance in the event of failure
to comply with its requirements to achleve
such benefits.

8ec. 4. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated out of any moneys in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated such sums as
will be necessary to carry out the purposes
of this Act.

ExmipIT 2
LOWER POWDER IRRIGATION DISTRICT,
Keating, Oreg., February 6, 1960.
Senator WaywE MORSE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR Sm: In reference to the Baker Valley
Irrigation project with its Mason Dam, the
Lower Powder Irrigation District would like
to go on record as being heartily in favor
of the project.

We are a downstream district with our
dam, the Thief Valley Dam, being located
some T or 8 miles below North Powder. It
holds approximately 17,000 acre-feet, so is
not nearly large enough to control the
spring runoff of the Powder River. We
suffer extensive damage from these floods.
‘With the Mason Dam in existence we believe
we could largely control this damage.

Also, with Baker WValley irrigated, we
would derive benefits in supplemental late
summer waters from their waste waters.

Sincerely,
JAMES S. WEBER,
President,

BaxeR, OreG., February 11, 1960.
Hon, WAYNE MORSE,
The U.S, Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR MorseE: Water storage from
the proposed Mason Dam (Baker project)
will be of utmost benefit to this valley and
area. Will you give your full support in se=
curing final approval by the Commissioner
of Reclamation and pushing the required
legislation?

Our eastern Oregon economy needs this
type of small storage projects and if there
is anything I as a citizen can do please let
me know.

Yours truly,
Ricaarp K. EVANS.
Bager CoUNTY
CuaMBER OF COMMERCE,

Baker, Oreg., February 9, 1960.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEwATOR Morse: It is the under=
standing of the Merchants Committee of the
Baker County Chamber of Commerce that
Representative AL Uriman is drafting a bill
to introduce in the House authorizing the
construction of the Mason Dam in Baker
County.

We know of no one project which would
do more for the city and county of Baker
than this dam.

According to the bill being drafted, the
project would receive power revenue from
either McNary or John Day Dam, which
would make it feasible from the standpoint
of payment by the farmers coming under
this project.

We would appreciate any support you
might be able to give us in passage of &
similar bill in the Senate authorizing the
Mason Dam, as well as working toward an
appropriation for the bullding of samse.

Thanking you in advance, we are

Yours very truly,
Emsy,

Chairman, Retail Merchants Committee,
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BAKER PRODUCTION CREDIT
ASSOCIATION,
Baker, Oreg., February 12, 1960.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senale Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SexaTor Morse: We are sure you will
join with Representative Arn Urnman’s bill
in securing legislation to build the Mason
Dam, a badly needed project, long overdue.

Nothing could happen in Baker County
that would add as much to the economy of
the farmers under the project or to the coun-
ity as a whole over a long period of time as
furnishing full supply of water to land with-
in the district,

For many years past all water for irriga-
tion is completely gone by July 1. That
leaves 70 days of our best growing season
without any water. The flood-control fea-
ture of this project will be of great benefit,
not only to the lands under the project but
land under the Thlef Valley project. Two to
three years out of every five, floodwaters stand
on large portions of the farmlands 1 to 3
feet deep and from 1 to 3 weeks at a time,
doing thousands of dollars damage to ¢rops.
This water coverage kills all clovers and other
good grasses, and only leaves the sour water
grasses which are very low in protein.

As you know our project is not one that
will grow surplus crops. Practically all farm
income in the valley comes from livestock,
hay, and . There are not to exceed
800 to 400 acres of wheat grown on the proj-
ect. That is grown on a rotation plan and
would only be in wheat every fourth or fifth

ar.

The project will not face problems ex-
perienced by many new projects where they
are unable to finance themselves until they
get started. These landowners have their
buildings and livestock and are going con-
cerns.

Practically all groups are participating, in-
cluding banks, merchants associations, civie
clubs, county court, in fact everyone is tak-
ing an active part in the project.

The Baker Production Credit Assoclation
has furnished funds to 90 percent of the
landowners under the project for their an-
nual operation expenses for the past 25 years.
They have always liguidated their obliga-
tions. Not one of them has defaulted. They
are deserving people and are entitled to
stored water from Mason Dam.,

‘We hope you will be able to assist us In
getting an appropriation as well as approval
of the project.

Thanking you in advance, we are

Respectfully yours,
F. A. PHILLIPS,
President.
CavirorNIA-PactFic U Co,,

Baker, Oreg., February 11, 1960.
Hon. WaYnNE MoRsE,
The U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEwaToR MorsE: We have been in-
formed by Mr. F. A. Fhillips, chairman of
the irrigation committee for the Baker Coun-
ty Chamber of Commerce, that the proposed
Mason Dam has been approved by the Bureau
of Reclamation at Boise and Denver and is
now before the Commissioner of Reclamation
at Washington, D.C.

We urge that you do everything possible
to get the project approved this session of

ess,

This irrigation project will mot only be
beneficial to the farmers of Baker Valley but
will improve the economy of our entire area.

Yours truly,
L. G. Gray,
District Manager.

Baxer, Oreq., February 12, 1960.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.:
We understand the Mason Dam will come
up for consideration on the 15th, The officers
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of this bank have given the project much
consideration. We feel it will be of extreme
‘benefit not only to the people of this county
but to the State as a whole. This branch
of the United States National Bank of Port-
land heartily endorses the project.

LESTER

HANSEN,
Manager, and Assistant Vice President,
the United States National Bank of
Portland.
Baker, OreG., February 12, 1960.
Hon. WAYNE MORSE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.:

I feel that the Mason Dam will benefit
Baker County and the State at large by pro-
viding needed irrigation, dralnage, and flood
control. I fully recommend it.

Rives WALLER.

FUTURE POLICY ON CORN

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in the
February 12 issue of the Washington
State Grange News, the master of the
Washington State Grange, A. Lars Nel-
son, has raised a most pertinent ques-
tion for the Senate in our consideration
of future farm policy.

The article is entitled “Is Corn
Debacle Ahead for Wheat?” I partic-
ularly direct the attention of my col-
leagues to that portion of the comments
of the master of the grange wherein he
states:

First, I should remark that the corn grow-
ers had little choice, and as a result about
14 percent voted in the referendum. Hardly
a dramatic endorsement of Mr. Benson or
his policies.

Mr. President, in view of the fact that
the article contains valuable contribu-
tions to our understanding of the results
that would follow the acceptance of some
proposed policies, I ask unanimous con=
sent that it be printed at this point in
my remarks.

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

Is CorN DEBACLE AHEAD FOR WHEAT?

As we continue working with the second
session of the 86th Congress, all general
farm organizations and commodity groups
are confronted with the blunt proposal to
eliminate Government completely from agri-
cultural programs. Apparently we are to be
accorded the opportunity to choose between
nothing and the corn debacle, if the rec-
ommendation were to be accepted by the
Congress.

According to recent publicity, there is a
mounting drive by the administration, with
approval of others, to push a plan similar
to the corn program down the wheat grow-
ers’ throats, whether they like it or not. In
the first place, most observers agree—and I
concur—that Congress is not about to ac-
cept such a proposal. Possibly, by this time
the implications of the decision of the wool
and lamb checkoff referendum may have
fortified congressional and farm organiza-
tion thinking, as well as penetrated the
thinking of administration advisers.

The Secretary of Agriculture said in the
December 1959 issue of Successful Farming,
“Some of the rigidity has been removed from
price support and acreage control programs,
though not enough. Permitting corn grow-
ers to vote for freedom of choice was a long
time coming, but it was finally achieved.
That alone is a good example of gaining our
stated objectives.”

First, I should remark that the corn-
growers had little choice, and as a result
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about 14 percent voted in the referendum.,
Hardly a dramatic endorsement of Mr, Ben-
son or his policies.

What would happen to wheat if all con-
trois were removed and the crop left to be
moved on the basis of the law of supply and
demand? On July 1 of last year, we had a
carryover of 135 billlon bushels, or 3 years'
domestic consumption. To this we are add-
ing 1.116 billlon bushels of the 1959 crop.
This would make approximately 2.616 billion
bushels available for domestic consumption
and export.

In view of this year's program already be-
ing determined, not until 1961 could the de-
sire of the nonsupport group be a reality.
By that time, assuming an average 1960
crop similar to 1959, we could easily find
supplies of 38 billion bushels on hand fol-
lowing the 1960 crop. Again, assuming no
controls, Government interference and sup-
ports, we could easily jump to a seeded
acreage of 79 milllon in 1961, which could,
at an average of 256 bushels, produce a 2-
billion-bushel wheat crop.

Now assume our disappearance in the 1960
and 1961 marketing years at 915 million
bushels each. We could still have 3 mil-
lion bushels asking for a home in 1961.
Prices could slump to the bottom unless the
Government moved into the emergency.

My production estimate in wheat is pretty
well underscored by the experience of Wil-
liam J. Breckenridge in corn as related in
a special feature (p. 138) of the December 7
issue of Life magazine. I quote: “Last year
we had 120 acres planted in corn. This
year we had 400, We regretted putting all
this land in corn, but it looked like the last
chance we would have to cash in on the
fertility we had built up by complying with
acreage allotments and by letting some of
our land lie fallow. Under the present corn
program, all controls are off; the induce-
ments for holding down crop acreage are
eliminated, and now the rat race is on, I
Just hope we don’'t have to go through the
wringer again the way we did in the thirties,
before the days of controls and supported
prices.ﬂ

I am glad to see Life magazine secure in-
formation from someone who has gone
through the mill and is still active. Farmer
Breckenridge said again of corn, *I think
the farmer should be assured a fair price
for corn grown on a controlled amount of
acreage * * * the Government must not
support the farmers who do not comply
with acreage controls. * * *~

In conclusion he said, “I don’t know all
the answers, but I know we can’'t have
price props and unlimited production. Agri-
culture has a choice—either bankruptcy
through surpluses and ruinously low prices
on the free market, or control of produc-
tion to maintain a fair return to the farmer.”

One can agree or disagree with his con=
clusions, but the problem posed has to be
met.

I have listened with impatience to some
conclusions reached about high supports.
Many have said glibly that they were not
realistic and didn't work. I suspect that
it is a matter of opinion, but if our wheat
program had been as selectively and care=-
fully administered as the sugar and to-
bacco programs it would still be working.
As a producer, I got along fine with it
until the fixers began to tamper with it.
If cross-compliance had been enforced and
shifts of allotted crops from one State to
another had been prohibited, much of to-
day’s surplus dilemma for the wheat grower
and feed grain producer would not have
developed.

The most serious handicap for high sup-
ports was that the high price kept wheat
out of feed grain and other uses. Another
drawback was the constant reliance on
subsidies to provide and bolster an export
program. The unfavorable features of high
rigid supports apply equally to flexible
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supports, once the level becomes fixed by
the Secretary of Agriculture. It was these
features plus others which attracted most
of us to the domestic parity concept for
the long pull. An effective wool and lamb
program has heightened our interest.

CONDITIONS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
at this point in the REcorp a column
entitled “In the EKnow,” written by
Samuel B. Gach, and published in the
California Jewish Voice of February 5,
1960. The article has to do with cer-
tain operations of the United States in
the Middle East. I think the column is
one which should be read by all Members
of Congress.

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

In THE ENOoW—WRECKOLLECTION
(By Samuel B. Gach)

I'm walting for that word of warning,
aren't you? The silence is deafening.

It just seems that for almost 8 years the
dice have been cold for little Israel or—and
the suspicion is being confirmed more and
more by a serles of setbacks—the little
democracy, friendly to the West, just doesn't
find any grace in the eyes of the Eisenhower-
Nixon administration.

An Arab-Israel war could prove more dis-
astrous to world peace than any single prob-
lem facing East and West today. Yet nary
a syllable of deterrent has been uttered by
Eisenhower to Syria or Egypt about their
unprovoked attacks on the Jewish State
these past few days. Syrla is actually shoot-
ing and Nasser has mobilized the Egyptian
Army on the Sinal border.

This seeming indifference on the part of
Eisenhower to the dilemma in which Israel
finds herself because of flagrant military
aggression against her by her Arab neighbors
is in startling contrast to the speed with
which Ike interfered when he sent U.S. troops
into Lebanon when he thought she was
threatened from without—even though not a
shot was fired agalnst her—and the rapidity
with which he stormed against Israel when
she was chasing the murderous Fedayeen in-
filtrators back into Egypt.

All around, the record shows that neither
Israel, or for that matter, the American Jew-
ish citizen, has had too much luck with this
administration. It may be that Eisenhower
is not himself in touch with things or per-
haps his memory is not too good.

For instance, we never heard that he pro-
tested the fact that a soldier of the United
States was barred from serving his country
in Saudl Arabia and other Arab lands, merely
because the soldler was a Jew. Or that he
protested other indignitles to other Ameri-
can Jews who were abroad on economic
pursuits.

It was weeks after the world was shocked
by the universal upsurge of Nazl desecrations
before Eisenhower uttered a very feeble
statement, but did nothing at all about ex-
Navy Commander Rockwell who, in Elsen-
hower's own Washington is still ralsing a
Nazl army to kill American Jews as he pub-
licly proclaimed he would. The Nation was
shocked recently when it discovered that the
U.S. Navy was alding the Arab blockade of
Israel shipping, but heard no word of expla-
nation from our jolly Commander in Chief.

Just as on many vital domestic and foreign
problems affecting all Americans, where we
find the President glving mostly lipservice
rather than concrete policy and action, I
am g to suspect that the genial
smile which accompanied tha “cook’s tour” in
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behalf of peace, freedom, and justice recently
completed, was also a vain effort in the quest
for genuine peace.

Peace should be a universal blessing in-
tended to benefit all peoples. So why should
the President remain silent when Israel 1s
attacked, and why should he rush to the aid
of the Arabs who are bent on destroying
Israel when they are merely threatened?
As a Jew I perhaps sense the reasons,

Further, Eisenhower says he wants the
good will of the people of the world in his try
to stop communism. Then how come that
in the face of the voting record of Egypt and
Syria in the United Nations, which shows
that they supported the Sovlet line all the
way, and the knowledge that Russia alone
will complete the whole Aswan Dam, Ike is
silent on U.AR. aggression against Israel,
which is completely loyal to the United
Btates?

And why does Ike stuff Nasser with our
money lke a goose is stuffed for Thanksgiv-
ing? What has Ike to be thankful for to
Nasser except betrayal of the West? And
why has Ike glven Nasser hundreds of mil-
lions of our dollars without attempting to
get in return a promise to keep the peace the
President so arduously preaches? And why
did he not force the Red stooge of Cairo to
open the Suez to Israel as Tke promised he
would? Itseems the President is even indif-
ferent to saving face, for he doesn't seem
to mind that a President of the United
States has broken a promise and the world
knows it.

And then the question of memory. In de-
fense agalnst Anthony Eden's revelations of
Eisenhower-Dulles duplicity against Amer-
ica’s most loyal allies, Britain and France, on
the Suez Issue, Ike told a press conference in
Washington that he warned Abba Eban, for-
mer Israel Ambassador, in October 19566, be-
fore Israel sent its forces into Sinai, of what
the American response would be if Israel
resorted to force.

Well, we know he never once warned Arabs
to lay off of Israel. But what most of us
don't know is that there is no Israeli Govern-
ment record, or report by Eban to his Gov=-
ernment, of any such conversation with Ike.
And high political sources in Jerusalem ex-
pressed doubts about the accuracy of Ike's
recollections of events preceding the Sinai
campaign.

Forgetting a thing is a human frallty.
Conjuring up a yarn In defense of the inde-
fensible is surely not in the rulebook of a
President of the United States.

THE INTERSTATE HIGHWAY
PROGRAM

During the delivery of Mr. TALMADGE'S
remarks,

Mr, GORE. Mr, President——

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Gorel with the understanding that his
remarks will appear in the Recorp fol-
lowing my own, and with the further un-
derstanding that in yielding to him at
this time I shall not lose my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Wiriams of New Jersey in the chair).
Is there objection? Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, on a num-
ber of occasions I have expressed to the
Senate my deep concern over the threat
to our highway improvement program.
As recently as February 15, I addressed
the Senate, and demonstrated, I believe,
the consequences of the policies now be-
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ing pursued by the administration with
respect to the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem. At that time I based my concern
largely on inadequate financing and the
fact that commitments made to the
States, through apportionments legally
made under the law enacted by Con-
gress, were not being honored.

It appears now that another aspect of
the stretchout, slowdown program has
come to light. A new instruction manual
has just recently been issued by the Bu-~
reau of Public Roads and sent to the
States and to district engineers of the
Federal Bureau of Roads. I have a copy
of this manual. It is called Instruction
Manual for Preparation and Submission
of Revised Estimate of Cost of Complet-
ing the Interstate System.

I asked for a copy of this instruction
manual from the Bureau of Roads yes-
terday, but was unable to secure a copy
from the Bureau. Through a friend, I
did secure a copy.

As I said, the administration has at-
tacked the highway program by reneging
on the schedule of construction. In this
way the very integrity of the concept
can be destroyed.

President Eisenhower originally rec-
ommended that this new System of In-
terstate and Defense Highways be com-
pleted in 10 years. The President gave
three principal reasons for it: First, na-
tional defense needs; second, demands
of our national economy; third, safety of
travel on the highways.

I submit that those three requirements
are even more demanding and acute now
than they were when the President sub-
mitted his recommendations for the pro-
gram.

Congress enacted the program, not
exactly as it was recommended, but with
changes which the Congress considered
appropriate. Instead of a 10-year con-
struction program, Congress provided for
a 13-year program. The highway system
was to be constructed to design stand-
ards to meet the traffic needs of 1975.

Those of us who have been following
the development of the highway pro-
gram are aware that a committee, under
a General Bragdon, whose first name I
do not recall, has been undertaking
studies for the White House, with a view
to making a comprehensive report to the
President on this program,

From time to time disturbing rumors
have been heard to the general efTect
that the Bragdon committee would reec-
ommend a drastic cutback of the inter-
state program, particularly within urban

areas,

In the instruction manual to which I
have just referred, I think I see strong
indication that the Bragdon committee
may not issue a public report, but that
an attempt may be made to accomplish
its recommended objectives through
step-by-step administrative procedure.
In other words, the executive branch may
whittle away at the highway program by
introducing and implementing, piece-
meal, certain recommendations of the
Bragdon committee.

I would like to call to the attention of
my colleagues certain points in this
manual.

First. Although this manual is offi-
cially issued for the guidance of State
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highway department and bureau offices
in preparing the revised estimate to be
submitted to Congress in January 1961,
there are disturbing indications that it
is to become an operational manual and
that the provisions thereof may be re-
garded as maximum design standards
for the submission of any new projects.

I trust this is not the case. I was
pleased to hear Mr. Tallamy, Adminis-
trator of the highway program, say ear-
lier today, before the Commerce Sub-
committee of the Senate Appropriations
Committee, that these recommended
plans were not, in fact, standards.

I have heard from officials of my State
and from citizens of my State, and also
officials of other States, however, that
this instructional manual is regarded by
many as a set of standards. I hope that
the Department of Commerce will make
this unmistakably clear to the chief ex-
ecutives of our 50 States.

Second. The manual, if its provisions
are regarded as standards, would dras-
tically limit the number of interchanges
which can be built on the Interstate
System within urban areas. This is of
vital concern to our cities, where plans
are already far advanced and where
projects are already underway.

This new manual specifies that inter-
changes within urban areas should not
be spaced “closer than an average of 2
miles.”

‘While there is an admission that vari-
ations must be allowed for, it is flatly
stated that in urban areas “the distance
between interchanges should not be less
than 1 mile.”

Mr. President, I do hope that these in-
structions are not to be treated and re-
garded as rigid maximum standards,
because there are many instances in
which they would not be appropriate.

Third. This manual bases the number
of traffic lanes on the Interstate System
within cities on the 1960 population of
the city concerned. Ishould like to read
from the manual, page 18, the following:

In 1975 the number of lanes in cities ex-
ceeding 1 million population shall not ex-
ceed 8; for cities in the population range
of 400,000 to 1 milllon shall not exceed 6;
and for cities under 400,000 inhabitants shall
not exceed 4 (population references are to
the estimated 1960 population).

Mr. Presidenf, if this is in fact a
standard, then the whole concept of
building an interstate and defense high=-
way system interconnecting all of our
principal cities, adequate for the traffic
needs of 1975, would be destroyed. If
we are to build these highways adequate
to handle only the traffic of 1960, and
if the system is to be completed some=-
time in the late 1970’s or 1980’s—if, in-
deed, under the present plans it would
be completed in this century—then the
highway system will be antiquated long
before it is even completed.

To illustrate how this is interpreted
by local highway and public works offi-
cials, I wish to read a telegram which I
received last evening from Memphis,
Tenn.:

Senator ALBErT GORE,
Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.:

U.8. Bureau of Public Roads new pollcy

cutting expressway interchanges in half will
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drastically affect Memphis expressway pro=-
gram. My feeling is strong against this new
directive. This threatens to seriously cripple
our program, if not in fact destroy it. Your
assistance will be greatly appreciated in at-
tempting to return the original deslgn of
our system.

Signed by Commissioner Bill Farris.

I wish to read what the law provides
with respect to standards. This is taken
from the act of 1956. Construction
standards shall be “adequate to accom-
modate the type and volume of traffic
forecast for the year 1975.”

I realize that there is a very deter-
mined effort to cut back, to roll back, and
to stretch out public expenditures, but
surely, if this Republic is to subsist and
thrive as a government of law instead of
a government of men, then the law
should be followed. For the first time
since 1916, when Federal-State highway
programs were undertaken, the States
cannot now rely upon an apportionment
of highway funds apportioned to the
States by an act of Congress. Heretofore
all States have, without question, de-
pended upon reimbursement for the Fed-
eral share of the cost of highway proj=-
ects whenever the vouchers were sub-
mitted. Now, however, in this fiscal year
the administration has undertaken a
system of Federal contract control. The
States are now being apportioned funds
by bureaucratic edict instead of by an
act of Congress. This I cannot accept,
and I shall seek whatever remedy may
be available to me in this body to re-
quire compliance with the Highway Act
of 19586.

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

Mr. GORE. Iyield.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
more concerned, really, about the first
criticism which the Senator voiced, in re-
gard to the narrowing of the size of the
highways, than I am in regard to the lat-
ter criticism. Both things are bad. If
we are going to base the new system on
prospective traffic for 1960 rather than
for 1975, as we started to do, we shall
be wasting a large amount of the money.
The whole concept of building a great
Interstate System to last through the
years will have been abandoned.

Did I correctly understand the Senator
to say some regulation had been drawn
in the Department of Commerce which
says these highways are to be based on
four lanes in cities of a certain size in
1960, instead of depending upon the law?
Of course, I am not nearly so familiar
with the law as is the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee, but as I recall the
law, we were undertaking to have a sys-
tem which would be modern by the time
we got through paying for it in 1975.

Mr. GORE. The people are paying
for it now.

Mr. RUSSELL. The people are pay-
ing now for a system to be finished by
1975. What we are going to get, how-
ever, will not even meet the needs of
1960, if I understand correctly the Sena-
tor's construction of the regulation.

Mr. GORE. In all candor, I must say
that the instruction manual has been
interpreted differently by different peo-
ple. That is the way I understand it.
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Let me show the manual to the Sena~
tor. I will read what it says on page 18,
under the subhead “Number of Traffic
Lanes.”

It states:

In 19756 the number of lanes in cities ex-
ceeding 1 million population shall not ex-
ceed eight; for cities in the population range
of 400,000 to 1 million shall not exceed six;
and for cities under 400,000 inhabitants
shall not exceed four (population references
are to the estimated 1960 population).

How would the Senator interpret that
language?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I
would interpret the language to say that
it was the idea the growth of this coun-
try would be frozen in a pattern which
would be indicated by the 1960 census.
That is giving it the most favorable con-
struction. Certainly there is nothing in
the growth experience of this country to
indicate that all our communities are
going to attain exactly the same rate of
growth, and I see no reason why the
1960 population should be the final
standard. It could be an element enter-
ing into a formula to estimate what
would be the population in 1975, but it
should not be conclusive on any com-
munity of the country or any State of
the Nation in undertaking to construct
its portion of the interstate highway.

Mr. GORE. As the able Senator well
knows, there is a great population move-
ment in our country from the rural dis=-
tricts to the cities. I cannot say that
I am too happy over the movement of
people from rural areas to the urban
areas, but whether I am happy with it
or not, there is a vast movement. In
my State, for example, the few large
urban areas have had great increases in
population, but most of the rural coun=-
ties for the past 20 years have lost
population.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is true not only
in the large urban centers, but in my
State—and I believe the Senator will
find that it holds true in his State—even
in the rural counties which have lost
considerable population, the largest com-
munities within those counties, in most
instances, have maintained their popu-
lation or increased somewhat. There
has been a great movement away from
the land into the towns and communi-
ties of every size throughout the Nation.

Mr, GORE. I believe the Senator will
agree that the traffic pattern may nof,
in fact, relate to the population of a
community at all. As we develop in our
economic life, the per capita ownership
of automobiles rapidly increases.

I trust that there will not be a drastic
slowdown in the program, and that there
will not be an undercutting of the stand-
ards; but the able Senator from Georgia
heard me read the interpretation of an
official in my State with respect to the
manual. I hope that if this is an erro-
neous interpretation the Department of
Commerce will say to our Governors un-
mistakably that these are not maximum
standards, but only an advisory manual
of instruction for preparing cost esti-
mates.

Mr, RUSSELL. I share the Senator's
hope. It is regrettable if we must re-
duce the tempo of this construction, but
it would certainly be compounding the




tragedy to build the system on a scale
which would not answer the purposes
which Congress intended in the year
1975.

Mr. GORE, Ithank the Senator.

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

Mr. GORE. 1 yield.

Mr. ERVIN. Is it not true that the
volume of traffic which uses these high-
ways is not necessarily proportionate to
the size of the communities through
which the traffic passes? 1In other
words, these highways carry a vast
amount of traffic from one area of the
country to the other, and the amount of
the traffic in many cases has no rela-
tion whatever to the community through
which the highway passes.

Mr, GORE. For example, Atlanta is
the hub of a large portion of the South,
through which passes a large amount of
traffic moving from the southeast to
the north and northeast.

Mr, ERVIN. I should like to ask the
Senator from Tennessee another ques-
tion. How can the States and the road
contractors devise long-term plans for
the construction of these highways when
they cannot rely upon the allotment of
moneys which the act of Congress con-
templated should be made.

Mr. GORE. Only yesterday the High-
way Subcommittee of the Governors
Conference met in Washington. I met
with them. I am sure that they called
upon a number of Senators and Repre-
sentatives. These Governors were
greatly disturbed by their inability, for
the first time since 1916, to rely upon
a moral commitment and a legal ap-
portionment of funds to the States. Of
course, that affects the highway con-
struction industry, as the Senator has
indicated. It adversely affects the prog-
ress of the highway program, and makes
it more costly rather than less.

Mr, ERVIN. It not only makes it
more costly, rather than less, but also
endangers the investments of those who
invest in machinery for the purpose of
constructing highways.

Mr. GORE. I was advised yesterday
by one of the Governors that in one
town in his State $12 million worth of
construction equipment was lying idle
and rusting away, and that people in
the construction industry who had in-
vested in that machinery, relying upon
the highway program which had been
enacted by Congress upon the recom-
mendation of the President, are now
threatened with bankruptey.

Mr. ERVIN. I have received informa-
tion to the same effect from a number
of road contractors in my State who
have equipped themselves for the pur-
pose of carrying out the program en-
visioned by the act of Congress.

Mr. GORE. That is regrettable; but
I point out to the Senator that a far
more serious threat looms in the grow-
ing number of fatalities on our high-
ways, and the delay and added cost in-
volved in the completion of the system.

Mr, ERVIN. I commend the Senator
from Tennessee for the great work he
has done in connection with this entire
program, and for calling the attention
of the Senate and the country to the
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failure to carry out the program as it
was envisioned by the act of Congress.
I think he has rendered and is rendering
a service of inestimable value to the
Nation.

Mr. GORE. I thank my friend.

SPECIAL SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name of
the Senator from EKentucky [Mr. Coopr=
ER] may be added as a cosponsor of the
school milk bill, 8. 2751, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the name of the Sena-
tor be included as a cosponsor in the re-
port by the committee.

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

THE SPECIAL SCHOOL MILK
PROGRAM

,Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
with reference to the report I have today
presented on behalf of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, I should
like to point out that the proposed
amendment to this legislation would
make it possible for schools to plan
ahead on the school lunch and special
milk programs with a much greater sense
of security than they now have. This
proposal would in no way relieve the
Congress of its responsibility to keep a
watchful eye on the progress of the pro-
gram to insure that maximum benefits
are realized by the schoolchildren of the
Nation. When these provisions prove in-
adequate, I would certainly want to take
steps to make additional funds availa-
ble for this most worthy program, and I
am confident that I would be joined in
this by a majority of my colleagues in
the Senate.

We have with regard to the special
school milk program, as the Senate will
be interested to know, increased the au-
thorization and made this a permanent
piece of legislation, rather than main-
taining it on an emergency basis.

WILDERNESS LEGISLATION

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on Tues-
day of this week, the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs again
took up consideration of the wilderness
bill, 8. 1123. At that meeting the sen-
ior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’MasoNEY], whom I and many of us
here consider one of the great lawyers not
only of the Senate but in this country,
presented to the committee some of his
thinking about the bill. I thought his
analysis so sound and so important as
to warrant a broader audience than just
the committee members. Accordingly, I
requested his permission to have some
of his thoughts inserted in the REcorp,
to which he graciously agreed.

Because my learned friend and col-
league from Wyoming has brought his
great wisdom to bear on this bill, I feel
certain that any legislation which our
committee reports on this subject will be
infinitely more sound and realistic than
wauld otherwise be the case. I believe
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that all of us in the West, where most
of the wild and primitive areas of this
country remain, are deeply in debt to the
senior Senator from Wyoming for the
extent to which he has given of his valu-
able energies and capabilities in the
cause of sound government.

I commend to all my colleagues this
little treatise on the meaning and effect
of the Constitution and the need for
straightforward and clear legislation.
Whether or not interested in the wilder-
ness bill as such, anyone who cares ahout
good government will appreciate the
thoughts expressed here by a true legal
scholar. I ask unanimous consent that
excerpts from Senator O'MAHONEY'S Ie-
marks be printed at this point in the
Recorp, as well as the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Wyoming.

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

EXCERPTS FROM STATEMENT BY SENATOR
O’MAHONEY

Benator O'MAHONEY. Mr., Chairman, you
were good enough last year to postpone con-
sideration of this matter (wilderness system
bill) until I could be here. I want to ex-
plain to the membership of the committee
that I made the request because, on reading
the bill, I came to the conclusion that it
was a bill of such vague language that it is
impossible to determine from a reading
what is meant or what could be done by the
executive officials of lower stature in the
Government if they desired to do something.

I am personally not opposed to a wilder-
ness. I have the greatest admiration for
what the Forest Service has done. But I
definitely feel that a careful reading of this
bill would convince anybody that it should
be entitled “A bill to relieve Congress and
its Members of their responsibilities under
the Constitution,” instead of a bill to create
a wilderness system.

WOULD BIND FUTURE CONGRESSES

Let me call your attention to the fact that
it definitely provides for a system—not for
& national wilderness, but for a system of
national wilderness. That means—if you
read the bill, I think you will come to the
same conclusion—that what it attempts to
enact 1s in the nature of a constitution, not
a law. No Congress can bind another Con-
gress, Yet in this bill we give to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture 15 years to examine and
review primitive areas in the national forest.
The bill does not attempt to put into the
wilderness now, when this act is passed, any
primitive areas. Those are simply earmarked
for review by the Secretary.

Since I have been speaking about the 15-
year perlod for review glven to the Secretary
of Agriculture, I must speak to you of the
fact that a 10-year period is given to the
Becretary of the Interior to review inclusions
into the wilderness system. Why the differ-
ence? Why should the bill presented by
this committee to the Congress of the United
States say that the Secretary of Agriculture
should have 15 years and the Secretary of
Interior should have 10 years?

There was another point here that I would
like to point to. This is to be found on page
12 of committee print No. 3.

There have been three prints of this com-
mittee bill, Mr. Chairman, and there are so
many amendments that have been added
that it is absolutely essential, in the interest
of the ordinary process of legislation, for the
committee, if it wishes to report a bill, to
report out a clean bill., It would be a time-
consuming and opposition-creating pro-
cedure to report a bill that looks anything
like committee print No. 3.
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WOULD GIVE AUTHORITY TO ANONYMOUS
OFFICIALS

Now, however, let us see this paragraph.
It is entitled “Other Units,” on page 12.
This is section 2(d).

“The Wilderness System shall also include
such units as may be designated within any
federally owned areas by the official or offi-
clals authorized to determine the use of the
areas Involved, including any area or areas
acquired by gift or bequest by any agency
of the Federal Government. * * **

Now I ask, who is such an official? By
whom has such an official been authorized?
What does any sponsor of this bill know
about “by the official or officials authorized
to determine the use of the areas involved?”
When did Congress pass a law authorizing
certain unnamed officials to determine the
use of the areas involved? Are these offl-
clals the Secretaries of Agriculture and In-
terior? Apparently not.

The bill is full of vague language such as
that. Let me call your attention to this.

FOREST FUNDS COULD BE WITHDRAWN

You gentlemen, all the members of this
committee, are interested in the public land
laws. In fact, we were set up for the pur-
pose of passing the public land laws. These
laws were enacted for the purpose of en-
abling miners and settlers and other citizens
of the United States to acquire title to the
public lands.

Now I call your attention to page 7, line
19, the last sentence.

“The publication of a proposal to add any
national forest area or part thereof to the
Wilderness System shall segregate the pub-
He lands involved from any or all appropria=
tlons under the public-land laws to the ex-
tent deemed necessary by the Secretary of
Agriculture.”

There is a statement, clear as day, “The
publication of a proposal.” Does it say by
whom? No, it does not. But if a proposal
is made “to add any national forest area or
part thereof to the Wilderness System,” it
has the immediate effect of an executive or=
der of withdrawal by the President of the
United States. Is any member of this com-
mittee willing to stand up here and now and
say that he is willing to give to almost any-
body the right to make a proposal for the
addition of a national forest area which shall
segregate all the public lands involved from
any or all appropriations under the public
land laws? I do not believe there is a
single member,

This, Mr. Chairman, is one of those bills
using the device of wonderful words, stand-
ing for some generally accepted idea—
motherhood, patriotism, conservation—but
lacking any definition of what is meant.
During my years as a Member of the Senate,
I have seen such bills, but none as emphatic
an example as this one.

Let us take, for example, the very first
paragraph of this bill: “That (a), in order to
gecure for the Amerlcan people of present
and future generations”—now we are legis-
lating for the future, just like the constitu-
tional fathers did, when they wrote the Con=-
stitution—"the benefits of an enduring re-
source of wilderness * * *.”

OUR PIONEERS CONQUERED THE WILDERNESS

When was wilderness denominated a re=-
source? Is it a resource? Of course, it is a
beautiful thing; it is a fine thing to estab-
lish and preserve a wilderness for people to
enjoy and examine, But wilderness is not a
resource. It does not produce a thing.

Why, the whole United States was a wilder-
ness until the settlers of the Thirteen Colo-
nies came here, and they were not activated
by a desire to preserve a wilderness by any
law. They could have preserved a conti-
nental wilderness, but they were not inter-
ested in that. They wanted to make some-
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thing out of this country, and they did.
Why should we abandon their idea now?

However, "“benefits of an enduring re-
source of wilderness, there is hereby estab=
lished a National Wilderness Preservation
Bystem * * ="

You see? It is a preservation system.
This is not an act; this is something that
will go on and on and on into the future.

Every member of this committee knows
that no Congress can bind a succeeding Con-
gress. Each must act within its constitu-
tional power.

Let me proceed: “Hereby established a
National Wilderness Preservation System, to
be composed of federally owned—the word
“control” was dropped, because whoever
drew the original document Included the In-
dian reservations, of which the United
States is a trustee, and the authors of this
bill at first presumed to give to the mana-
gers of this “system’” the authority to take
away from the Indians the reservations that
have been giver to them by treaty. That
is a startling and amazing thing to contem=-
plate.

DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE BARRED

“Federally owned areas in the United
States and its territories and possessions as
hereinafter approved, retaining their prime=
val environment and Influence, * * **

Well, what is an “environment"? The
environment of this room 1is outside of the
room, is it not? BSo the primeval environ-
ment is outside of the wilderness—showing
again how inexact the authors of this bill
were in attempting to draw the legislation.

“* * * and being managed for purposes
consistent with their continued preservation
as wilderness * * *.»

What does that mean: “consistent with
their continued preservation as wilderness”?
Why, of course, it means to prevent the
areas from being developed in any way; that
is clear.

VAGUE LANGUAGE OBSCURES MEANING

The bill continues in line 5 on page 2:

“# = * which areas shall serve the >ublic
purposes, Iincluding recreational, scenic,
scientific, educational, conservation, and
historical use and enjoyment by the people
in such manner as will leave them unim-
paired for future use and enjoyment as
wilderness.”

My contention is that the second sentence
is confrary to the first sentence. I respect-
fully suggest to my colleagues here that
since the words “recreation, scenie, scientific,
educational, conservation” are not defined
in this bill they mean anything that any
reader may conceive them to mean. That, of
course, is the purpose of raising as a flag
a standard like conservation. Everybody
says conservation is good. But if you do not
state it in clear and specific language, you
can make it very bad.

Let me ask about the definition of the
word “sclentific.” Does that not mean the
sclentific action of knowing how to drill for
oil and producing mineral resources? Is not
some sclence involved in that? And if that
is done, if mining is permitted, if drilling
for oil is permitted in the national parks, in
the national wilderness, then the purposes of
the conservationists are defeated. But it
sounds awfully good to say “sclentific,” if
you do not define it.

What does “recreation” mean? Well, rec~
reation as meant by a hunter is taking his
gun, going into the outdoors, and shooting
wild animals. What about wildlife refuges?
Are we going to turn hunters loose into the
wildlife refuges or in the natlonal parks?
Of course, we are not going to do so.

But the suggestion is made to sportsmen's
clubs all over the West that they are going
to have a gala hunting season all over the
West, all the year around, No such proposal
is intended. J
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I say, Mr. Chairman, that it is perfectly
clear, just from a reading of the lines in this
bill, that a very poor job of draftsmanship
was done on it. I think I can prove that in
Just a minute, referring again to that 15-
year proposal.

Bear in mind that this bill has gone
through three reformations; I am reading
from the third, page 6, beginning on line 4:
“Following enactment of this Act, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall, within fifteen years,
review, in accordance with paragraph (c),
section 251.20, of the Code of Federal Reg-
ulations, title 58, effective January 1, 1859,
the suitability of each primitive area in the
national forests for preservation as wilder=
ness.”

You see the distinction between primitive
areas and wilderness areas? Here it is stated
for you.

INCONSISTENCIES APPEAR IN PROVISIONS

The Secretary is given 15 years to re-
view the suitability of “each” primitive area.
Of course, the word should have been writ-
ten “every,” to emphasize that none be ex-
cepted. But all through this bill the word
“each” is used instead of the word “every.”

Now let us proceed.

“Before the convening of Congress each
year, the Secretary of Agriculture shall ad-
vise the President who shall advise the
United States Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives of his recommendation for the
inclusion and designation as wilderness area,
or exclusion from the wilderness system, of
each area on which his review has been com-
pleted in the preceding year * * *»

Now, what does that mean? Obviously,
it means that the Secretary of Agriculture
shall make the review and make the recom-
mendation and transmit them to the Presi-
dent, and the President shall transmit to
Congress the recommendations of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture. The President here be-
comes the messenger boy for the Secretary of
Agriculture, any person who holds that job
in the next 15 years. Do we mean that?
Of course we do not mean that.

But let me call your attention now to an-
other fact. We change now to the Secretary
of the Interior.

“Any proposed admission to, modification of,
or elimination from any area of wilderness
established in accordance with this Act, and
any proposed addition or elimination of any
unit to or from the wilderness system, shall
be made only after not less than ninety days®
public notice and the holding of a public
hearing,"—observe—"if there is demand for
such a hearing and shall be reported with
map and description to the President by the
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of the
Interior, or other official or officials having
Jjurisdiction over the lands involved.”

Here again we find the “other officials.”

Now we will proceed: “The President shall
transmit the proposal to Congress as he
deems appropriate, and his recommendation
shall take effect * * +.’

Now, you see how much more carefully
that is drafted. That is no affront to the
President, because it contains the phrase,
“as he deems appropriate,” his recommen-
dation being the recommendation of the
President, whereas with respect to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, the language is so
vague that it means the recommendations
of the Secretary of Agriculture.

All through this bill there are interlinea-
tions that I have made and suggestions I
have made, comments I have made, discus-
sions of which I shall be very glad to post-
pone. I came here this morning from the
hospital, omitting the physical therapy
which I usually take in the mornings, be-
cause this date was set by the chairman to
deal with the wilderness system bill and,
not wanting to be accused of using my illness
for the purpose of delaying action on it, I
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made no request that it not be consldered
at this session. I would be very happy now
if you would call on Mr. Stong to proceed
with an explanation of the bill before the
committee.

SUBSTITUTE EILL OFFERED

Before he does, however, I would like to
ask wunanimous consent to insert in the
record an amendment which I drafted.
It was Intended to be offered as a clean bill,
striking out all after the enacting clause, and
inserting what I have written here. A space
has been left, however, for the description
of the actual area which is going into wilder-
ness if this bill should pass, the idea being
that I am convinced that the people of all
of the Western States should know exactly,
when this bill is passed, what areas have
been made into wilderness. If they do not,
they will be dependent upon the executive
officials, whose opinions will bear great
weight.

(The amendment referred to follows:)

Senator Avrorr. Mr. Chalrman, before Mr.
Stong proceeds, I would like to say this to
my colleague and neighbor from Wyoming.
I think he has pointed out, certainly, with
the great legal clarity which he always has,
and certainly in very forceful language, some
of the things and some of the concerns many
of us have with this particular bill. I can-
not compliment him too highly on the sim-
plicity in the way he has presented it, and
I would like to say to him that I would be
very happy if he would permit me to intro-
duce into the REcorp, the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, his comments on this bill, because
I feel that they should be widely read and
widely understood.

CONGRESS MUST RETAIN ITS AUTHORITY OVER
PUBLIC LANDS

Senator O'MamonEY. I might say in that
connection that some weeks ago the editor
of the New York Times was good enough to
publish a letter I wrote him, but at the end
of the letter, in italics, he inserted words to
this effect: “All of the lands affected are
owned by the Government,” thinking that
was a complete answer to what I had sald.

His concept of the Government left Con=-
gress out of the plcture. The first article,
article I, of the Constitution says: “All leg-
islative powers herein granted shall be vested
in a Congress of the United States. * * *»

This 15 & definite mandate and we are dis-
regarding it by delegating away our power.
And here is a case in which we are dealing
with an area of land so great that it involves
more than 40 percent of the area of several
Western States. We are giving a power to
unknown officials in the departments to de-
nominate as wilderness, lands that might be
necessary for the economic fate or the de-
fense fate of the United States.

LAND MAY HOLD UNENOWN RESOURCES

I remember when I was a member of the
Appropriations Committee during World
War II, when the Manhattan Project was
created, the United States had to buy from
forelgn countries the uranium to make the
atomlic bomb. We had no uranium in the
United States. Now, however, the Nation is
free from dependence upon forelgn sources.
We have uranium ourselves, and the State
of New Mexico, represented by Senator An-
DERsSON, and the State of Wyoming, are the
two largest producers of uranium in this
country. i

Nobody ever dreamed in World War II that
uranium would be found in the United
Btates. In Wyoming it was found in a desert
area, which some BSecretary might have
wished to bring into a wilderness area. One
cannot tell from this bill what we would
want him to do.

Nobody can pretend to predict what will
happen during the next 15 years, when some
presently unknown deposit of some kind, not
the old minerals, but some new minerals,
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may be discovered within this area, And yet
here we are blithely proposing to legislate
without giving any protections to the peo-
ple of the United States for the preservation
of the right to seek those minerals,

I have attempted to write a clean bill. I
know it is defective, because I did not have
the time that I normally would use for such
purpose. But in this bill it is provided that
the Geological Survey shall report to Con-
gress with respect to every area that any
Secretary proposes to add to the wilderness
system what its prospective value is for min-
erals or other deposits.

I think the time has come when, if we are
going to lead the world to freedom, the Con~-
gress of the United States must assert its
constitutional power. We cannot permit
dictators to arise, as they have in various
countries around us, as they have in Europe,
for instance. We cannot permit Mikoyan to
visit Castro in Cuba, on our very shores, and
think that by allowing Congress to delegate
away its powers we are preserving freedom.
We are not preserving freedom in that way.

I would say to the Senator from Colorado
that it was a great Republican President,
Abraham Lincoln, who in his Gettysburg
Address created the immortal phrase, "A
government of the people, by the people, and
for the people.” We cannot keep that sort
of government if we allow Congress to sur-
render its position of stature and integrity.

I will be very happy, I will eay to the Sena~-
tor from Colorado, if you will place my re-
marks in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Benator Arrorr. Thank you very much, be-
cause I deem it an honor to do it.

“AMENDMENT INTENDED TO BE PEOPOSED BY MR,
O’'MAHONEY TO THE BILL (S, 1123)

“Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert, in lieu thereof, the following:

“‘That to secure for the people of the
United States of present and future genera-
tions the benefits of the preservation of wil-
derness without denying at the same time the
opportunity of developing for national de-
fense and a progressive economy all resources
of such areas, there is hereby established a
national wilderness to consist of all lands
within the national forests classified on Feb-
ruary 1, 1860, by the SBecretary of Agriculture
or by the Chief of the Forest Service as wild,
wilderness or roadless, as described hereafter,
and such additional lands as shall hereafter
be included by the Congress in conformity
with the provisions of this Act.

“‘Sec. 2. (a) Following the enactment of
this Act the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Secretary of the Interior shall, within ten
years, in the case of the Secretary of Agri-
culture, review the sultability of each
primitive area in the national forests for
preservation as wilderness and, in the case
of the Secretary of the Interior, review such
units of the national park system which have
‘been proposed for addition to the wilderness
systeny,

““(b) If any area is found to possess in-
herent quallities, the tangible and intangible
benefits of which demonstrably indicate the
desirability of adding it to the wilderness
and likewise offset the benefits to be derived
from any other use or uses, each respective
Becretary shall send to Congress a recoms-
mendation for its inclusion in the wilder-
ness setting forth the boundaries and legal
descriptions, together with a report from the
United States Geologleal BSurvey, Iinde-
pendently made and without regard to any
views that may be held by either the Secre-
tary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the
Interior with respect to lands under their
respective jurisdictions, stating that a
geological reconnaissance of such area re-
veals that 1t is not prospectively valuable for
minerals or other deposits that may be useful
for the natlonal defense or the needs of a
progressive economy. Each Secretary may
also report to Congress his recommendation
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for the withdrawal of any area from the
existing wilderness.

“*(c) During any such review public hear-
Ings shall be held by the respective Secre-
taries at a place convenlently adjacent to
any area proposed for addition. In present-
ing such wilderness addition plan to Con-
gress each Secretary shall enumerate and
summarize any objections which may have
been lodged against the inclusion of such
area in the natlonal wilderness, together
with a recitation of the facts upon which he
relies In setting aside such objections.

“‘(d) The areas classified by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest
Service mentioned In section 1(a) above are
hereby made a part of the national wilder-
ness and are described as follows:

““gkc. 3. In establishing a national wilder-
ness within the national forests it is fur-
ther declared to be the policy of the Con=
gress to administer the national forests with
the general objectives of multiple use and
sustained yleld. In order to carry out this
policy the Secretary of Agriculture is, ac-
cordingly, directed to administer the na-
tlonal forests on a multiple-use basis so that
all the uses thereof, including grazing, rec-
reation and wildlife, will be fostered and
developed to produce a sustained yleld of
products and services, including the estab-
lishment and maintenance of wilderness
areas, for the benefit of all the people of this
and future generations: Provided, however,
That no land from which revenue has here-
tofore been obtained and disbursed to the
States for the benefits of the counties in
which such lands are located shall be ad-
ministered in any manner so as to deny
to such States and countles any revenues
which might otherwise accrue. Such areas
of wilderness like all other national forest
lands shall be so managed as to protect and
preserve the watersheds, the soil, the benefi-
clal forest and timber growth, and all benefi-
clal vegetative cover. The purposes of this
Act are further declared to be within and
supplemental to, but not in interference with
the purposes for which the national forests
were established as set forth in the Act of
June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 24, 25, 26; 16 US.C,
471-78, 551.)

“‘SEc. 4. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be
interpreted as interfering with the purposes
stated in the establishment of or pertaining
to any national park or monument, national
forest, national wildlife refuge or other Fed-
eral area Iincluded within the national
wilderness, except that the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Secretary of the Interior
shall be responsible for preserving the wilder-
ness character of any area under their re-
spective jurisdictions placed within the na<
tional wilderness.

“‘(b) Except as specifically provided in
this section and subject to any existing pri-
vate rights, no portion of any area included
within the natlonal wilderness shall be used
for any form of commercial enterprise not
contemplated in the purposes of this Act.
Within such areas, except as otherwise pro=
vided in this Act, there shall be no permanent
road; nor shall there be any use of motor
vehicles, motorized equipment, or motor-
boats, or landing of aircraft, or any other
mechanical transport of persons or supplies.
In addition there shall be no construction
of any temporary road, or any structure or
installation, in excess of the minimum re-
quired for the adminlstration of the area for
the purposes of this Act.

“*(e) The following special provisions are
hereby made:

“*(1) Within national forest areas in-
cluded in the national wilderness grazing
of livestock where it has already become
well established may be permitted to con-
tinue subject only to such restrictions as
the Secretary of Agriculture finds, after pub-
lic hearing, to be necessary. Within national
forest areas included in the national wilder-
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ness such measures may be taken as may be
necessary in the control of insects and dis-
eases, subject to such conditions as the
Secretary of Agriculture finds necessary.

*‘(2) Within any area included in the
national wilderness the President may,
within a specific area and in accord with
such regulations as he may find necessary,
authorize prospecting (including exploration
for oil or gas), mining (including the pro-
duction of oil or gas), and the establishment
and maintenance of reservoirs, water con-
servation works and other facilities needed
in the public interest including road con=-
struction and maintenance essential to de=
velopment and use thereof upon his finding
that such use or uses in the specific area
will better serve the interests of the United
Btates and the people thereof than will its
denial.

“*(3) Other provisions of this Act to the
contrary notwithstanding, the management
of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area, formerly
designated as the Buperior, Little Indian
Sioux, and Caribou roadless areas in the
Superior National Forest, Minnesota, shall be
in accordance with the purpose of main-
taining, without unnecessary restrictions on
other uses, including that of timber, the
primitive character of the area, particularly
in the vicinity of lakes, streams, and port-
ages: Provided, That nothing in this Act
ghall preclude the continuance within the
area of any already established use of motor-
boats. Nothing in this Act shall modify
the restrictions and provisions of the Ship-
stead-Nolan Act, Public Law 539, Seventy-
first Congress, second session, July 10, 1930,
the Thye-Blatnik Act, Public Law 733,
Eightieth Congress, second session, June 22,
1948, and the Humphrey-Thye-Blatnik-
Andersen Act, Public Law 607, Eighty-fourth
Congress, second session, June 22, 18956, as
applying to the Superior National Forest or
the regulations of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture.

“‘(4) Any existing use or form of appro=
priation authorized or provided for in any
Executive order or legislation establishing
any national wildlife refuge or range exist-
ing on the date of the enactment of this
Act may be continued under such authoriza-
tion or provision.

#¢(56) Nothing in this Act shall constitute
an express or implied claim or denial on the
part of the Federal Government as to exemp-
tion from State water law.

**(6) No prohibition against hunting or
fishing shall be made on any area included
within the national wilderness where hunt-
ing and fishing were permitted on the date
of the enactment of this Act.

“‘Sec. 5. The SBecretary of Agriculture and
the Secretary of the Interior shall each main-
tain, available to the publiec, records of areas
in their respective jurisdictions included
within the national wilderness, such records
to include maps and descriptions, coples of
regulations governing them, copies of all
public notices with respect thereto, reports
and recommendations to the Congress. At
the opening of each session of Congress the
Becretary of Agriculture and the Secretary
of the Interior shall jointly submit a report
to the President for transmission to Con-
gress on the status of the national wilder-
ness together with a copy of regulations
they may care to make.

* ‘Sec. 6. All hearings and proceedings con-
ducted under this Act shall be held in con-
formity with the Administrative Procedure
Act (60 Stat. 237) and any Act amendatory
or supplemental thereto.

* ‘Sec. 7. This Act shall be known as “The
National Wilderness Act”.' "

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr, President, in sever-
al respects, including one very basic
point—the procedure for establishing
new wilderness areas—the remarks of
Senator O’'Manoney and his substitute
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bill coincide with a series of amendments
to the wilderness bill that I offered last
year. I should like also at this point to
have inserted in the REcorp a copy of
those amendments, along with explana-
tions thereto, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that this be done.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments and explanations were ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS To S. 1123
PROPOSED BY SENATOR ALLOTT BASED ON THE
ASSUMPTION THAT AMENDMENTS CONTAINED
IN CoMMITTEE PRINT No. 2 Win BE
ADOPTED

The report of the Bureau of the Budget
points out that the language of section 2(d)
apparently changes the basic purposes for
which national forests are established, and
suggests that this should not be done in
legislation dealing solely with wilderness
areas. The point is well taken, and the bill
should be so amended.

“Strike from line 18, page 3, the words
‘to administer’, strike all of the balance of
page 3, and strike the first and second lines
of page 4 through the word ‘generations’.”

3. The method of establishment of wilder-
ness areas by exccutive department recom-
mendation, subject to objection by Congress,
is contrary to the precedent established in
providing for the creation of national parks.
Hence, the legislation would be amended to
provide for establishment of wilderness areas
only by afirmative act of Congress with re-
spect to each proposed wilderness area.

“Strike sectlon 2(a) and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“‘Sgc. 2. The national wilderness areas
shall comprise (subject to existing private
rights, if any) the federally owned or con=-
trolled areas established as provided for in
this section.

“ 'NATIONAL FOREST AREAS

*“*(a) Wilderness areas shall include areas
within the national forests which are so
designated by Act of Congress. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall recommend to the
Congress the areas which he finds should be
established by the Congress as wilderness
areas. Such finding shall be based on a de-
termination that such area so recommended
is predominantly of wilderness value, and
that its value as wilderness exceeds its to=-
tal value for other beneficial uses.

“'"Wild, wilderness, primitive, and canoe
areas heretofore established in substantial
accordance with Agriculture Department
regulations now existing or as they may
hereafter be amended shall continue to be
within the administrative jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture, and shall be
subject to modification as such by action of
the Department of Agriculture, and shall be
subject to the provisions of section 3 of this
Act.'”

3(a). If the amendments proposed above
are adopted, other amendments to the lan-
guage of the legislation are required to elim-
inate what would otherwise be inconsisten-
cles, and certain deletions are required to
eliminate surplusage.

“Page 3, strike lines 10-13, beginning with
the words ‘that the National’, and ending
with the words ‘its provisions.” Insert in lieu
thereof the following: ‘that provision is
made for the recognition and estab-
lishment of national wilderness areas. The
areas that may be designated in accordance
with the provisions of this act’.

“Page 4, line 16, strike the words ‘provided
for in' and insert the words ‘designated
under the provisions of’.

“Page 16, strike all of lines 7 through 25;
page 17, strike lines 1 through 4.”

8(b). In conformity with the principle
that areas should be set aside as wilderness
areas only by affirmative action of Congress,
such affirmative action should be required,
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especially in the case of Federal lands other
than Forest Service lands. Otherwise, hun-
dreds of millions of acres of land could be
included by act of an administrator of the
lands, subject only to a rather rapid adop-
tlon of the resolution opposing it by both
Houses of Congress. Hence, the provision
for other units should be amended to pro-
vide for inclusion only by act of Congress,
with the exception of donated private land.

“Strike lines 7 through 25, page 12, and
lines 1 through 3, page 13, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“ ‘OTHER UNITS

“‘(B) Wilderness areas shall also include
such areas as may be designated by act of
Congress within any federally owned area,
and shall also include any area or areas
entrusted to or acquired by gift or bequest by
any agency of the executive branch of the
United States Government for preservation
as wilderness. Regulations with regard to
any privately owned area given, bequeathed
or entrusted to a Federal agency for preser-
vation as wilderness shall be in accordance
with such agreements as may be made at
the time of the gift, bequest or trust.'”

3(c). In conformity with the principle that
areas should be established only by specific
act of Congress, modifications, additions and
deletions should be similarly accomplished
only by affirmative act of Congress. It seems
wise, however, to retain the provisions for
public hearings before such proposals are
made to the Congress.

“Strike lines 4 through 24, page 13, and 1
through 7, page 14, and insert in lieu there-
of the following:

“* ‘ADDITIONS, MODIFICATIONS, AND ELIMINATIONS
“*‘(e) Any recommendation of a proposed
addition to, modification of, or elimination
of any wilderness area established by any
Act of Congress, may be made by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to the Congress after
not less than 90 days’ public notice of the
proposal and the holding of a public hear-
iur:g. if there is a demand for such a hear=

g-. "

4. Under S. 1123, as originally presented,
certain Indian lands might have been in-
cluded in the wilderness system. The
amendments included in committee print
No. 2 would eliminate those Indian lands.
This elimination, as well as the elimination
proposed by these amendments, render it un-
necessary to refer to “federally controlled”
areas and such references should be elimi-
nated.

“Strike lines 22 through 24, page 7, all of
i:lgges 8 and 9, and lines 1 through 4 of page

“Strike the words ‘natlonal park or monu-
ment’ from line 11, page 14.”

5. The national park system, in existence
for many years, has been very adequately
administered and protected. It serves the
purpose of providing areas which are devel-
oped and made accessible to the general
public. These are large islands of undevel-
oped areas, but the general purpose is to
provide for the enjoyment of these developed
areas by masses of persons. The purpose of
wilderness areas is to provide areas which
are virtually totally undeveloped, giving an
opportunity to the few to enjoy solitude in
a natural setting. These are contradictory
purposes, and there is no apparent reason
for including national parks in wilderness
area legislation.

“Strike lines 5 through 25, page 10, and all
of page 11.

“Strike the words 'national wildlife re-
fuge’ from line 12, page 14.

*“Strike lines 6 through 9, page 17.”

6. Wildlife refuges and ranges are areas
set aside for the propagation of wildlife, and
this frequently requires management and
development of the area. This purpose is
inconsistent with the purpose of wilderness
areas, and there is no apparent reason for
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including wildlife refuges and ranges, nor
for changing the method of administration
thereof, in legislation dealing with wilderness
areas. Hence, provisions dealing with wild-
life refuges and ranges should be eliminated.

“Page 14, line 25. Strike the words ‘used
for any form of' and insert in lieu thereof
the words ‘developed for'.

“Page 15, line 8, after the word ‘road' in-
sert the words ‘except those required for
protection of the areas from damage by fire,
disease, or insect infestation;'.

“Page 15, line 6, after the word ‘supplies’
insert the words ‘except as required for
emergency purposes’.

“Page 15, lines 13 and 14, strike the words
use of aircraft or' and insert the words
‘landing of alreraft or use of’.

“Page 15, line 15, strike the word ‘may’
and insert in lieu thereof the word ‘shall’.

“Strike from lines 15 through 17, page 15,
the words beginning with ‘subject to' and
ending with ‘desirable’, and insert in lieu
thereof the following: ‘similar regulations
as are generally applicable to the adminis-
tration of forest service lands. Nothing
herein contained shall be construed to pro-
hibit the operation of aircraft over wilder-
ness areas’.

“Page 15, line 19, insert after the word
*diseases’, the following: ‘or fire, or as may
be desirable for the prevention of damage by
fire'.”

7. Several amendments are made In the
language concerning restriction on activities
within wilderness areas. The amendments
proposed are for the following purposes:

(a) To broaden and clarify the extent of
exceptions permitted.

(b) To permit the use of mechanical
equipment and the establishment of roads
in the areas when necessary for prevention
of damage by fire, insect infestation or dis-
eases.

(c) To make 1t clear that commerclal en-
terprises can rent horses for taking guests
into the areas, and include trips into the
areas as part of a dude ranch vacation.

(d) To make it clear that the use of me-
chanical equipment required for emergen-
cies, such as rescue operations, would be
permitted.

{e) To permit operation of aircraft over
the areas.

“Strike lines 21 through 25, page 15, and
lines 1 through 6, page 16, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

““Within wilderness areas, the establish-
ment and maintenance of reservoirs, water
conservation works, and facilitles for the
conservation of water and its delivery to
points where it is to be used, whether such
facilities are to be constructed by public or
private agencles, shall be permitted in ac-
cordance with applicable State and Federal
law, including the road construction and
maintenance essential to development and
surveys and investigations preliminary
thereto.”

“ ‘In addition, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall grant rights-of-way for communica-
tion lines, power transmission lines, pipe-
lines, and other utilities in any case where
the fallure to grant such rights-of-way
would unreasonably increase the cost of pro-
viding for the transmission of information,
power or fuels. In addition, the Secretary of
Agriculture, in accordance with such regula-
tions as he may deem desirable, authorize
prospecting, mining, the construction of
roads, or other developments, upon his de-
termination that such use in the specific
area will produce a greater yleld of products
and services than will its denial’.”

8. The special provislons for exceptions to
restrictions on use in the present legislation
are too restrictive and could well cause un-
mnecessary and unreasonable limitation on the
utilization of the areas for purposes of great
value to the people of the Natlon. Hence,
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several amendments are proposed to broaden-

the scope of these permitted uses. The prin-
cipal points sought to be accomplished are:

(&) To permit rights-of-way for water de=
velopments which affect vast areas other
than the wilderness areas themselves but
have small, if any, effect on the wilderness
areas.

(b) To permit rights-of-way for utilities,
where the denial would unreasonably in-
crease the cost. This would be of particular
advantage to rural electric cooperatives, who
have continual problems of economically ex-
panding service to rural customers.

(c) To permit other exceptions to be made
by the BSecretary of Agriculture under a
clearer and more reasonable standard, The
standard in the proposed legislation is sub-
ject to wast differences in interpretation.
Substituted for this nebulous and ambiguous
standard is a clear standard based on the
productivity of the area.

“Add a new paragraph at the end of sec-
tlon 2(e), page 14, line 7, to read as follows:

“ ‘Each proposal for the creation of, or the
addition to or modification of any wilderness
area shall be submitted to the chief execu-
tive of the State wherein such area is to be
established, added to, or modified. If within
120 days after such submission, the chief
executive of the affected State shall object
to the establishment of, addition to, or modi-
fication of the proposed area, he shall file a
report of his objections with the Becretary
of Agriculture and such report shall accom-
pany the Secretary’s recommendation to the
Congress." "

9. Federally owned areas, although the
property of all the people of the United
States, also have a very serious effect on the
States in which they are located. It has
been the historiec policy of the Federal Gov-
ernment to give due consideration to legiti-
mate interests of the sovereign States within
the Federal structure. This bill should carry
out that policy.

“Strike lines 10 through 12, page 17.”

10. The bill should be amended to elim-
inate reference to States water rights. This
question in connection with wilderness areas
is no different than the same question in
connection with all Federal reserved lands
and should be considered In leglslation
dealing with all such reserved lands. The
apparent disclaimer contalned in section
3(e) (5) does not solve any problem, raises
serious gquestions of construction, and creates
a possible conflict with section 8(c)(2).

“Page 1, strike from the title the words
‘establish a National Wilderness Preservation
System' and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: ‘recognize and establish national wil-
derness areas’.

“Page 1, lines 5 and 6, strike the words
‘there is hereby established a National Wil-
derness Preservation System’.

“Page 2, line 28, strike the words ‘an’ and
‘system’.

“Page 3, lines 10 and 11, strike the words
‘that the National Wilderness Preservation
System is established’ and insert in lieu
thereof the following: ‘that provision is made
for the recognition and establishment of na-
tional wilderness areas’.

“Page 3, lines 11 and 12, strike the words
‘units of this System designated for Inclu-
sion by this Act, and those’, and insert the
word ‘areas’ before the words ‘that may”, and
in line 13, page 3, strike the word ‘later’.

“Similar lan changes would be made
at page 4, lines 16, 18, 19,

“Strike line 20, page 4; page 14, lines 13
through 17; page 14, line 24; page 15, lines
12 and 13; page 15, lines 17 and 18; page I5,
lines 21 and 22.”

11, The bill should be amended to change
the concept of a wilderness system by stat-
ing that the purpose of the act Is to estab-
lish wilderness areas, and by amending the
legislation, where it refers to the wilderness
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system, to refer only to wilderness areas, It
seems unnecessary to create a wilderness
system within the national forest system,
rather than to simply provide for the crea-
tlon of wilderness areas within the national
forest system. This amendment has been
requested by several organizations and in-
terested individuals,

“Page 4, line 5, strike the words ‘the bene-
ficial forest and timber growth and all® and
insert the word ‘the’.

“Page 14, line 20, substitute the word.
‘uses’ for ‘use’,

“Page 14, line 22, substitute the word 'Act’
for the word ‘section’.

“Page 15, lines 2 and 3, strike the words
‘section and in section 2 of this’.

“Page 15, line 5, strike the word ‘other”.”

12. There are several minor amendments
which are proposed for grammatical reasons,
and to eliminate wunmn wordi
These are shown at: i s =5

“Page 4, line 5, strike the words ‘the bene-
ficial forest and timber growth and all’ and
substitute the word ‘and’.

“Page 14, line 20, strike the word ‘use’
and substitute the word ‘uses’.

“Page 14, line 22, strike the word ‘section’
and substitute the word ‘Act’,

“Page 15, lines 2 and 3, strike the words
‘section and in section 2 of this’.

“Page 15, line 5, strike the word ‘other".”

RECESS TO 11 A M. TOMORROW

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, if no
other Senator desires to address the
Senate, I move that the Senate stand
in recess until 11 o'clock a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 40 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
February 19, 1960, at 11 o’clock am.

NOMINATIONS

. Executive nominations received by the
Senate February 18 (legislative day of
February 15), 1960:

SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL BOARD
Francls Adams Cherry, of Arkansas, to be
a member of the Subversive Activities Con-.

trol Board for a term of 5 years expir
March 4, 1965. (Reappointment) s

ComMIssION oN Civi RIGHTS
Robert 8. Rankin, of North Carolina, to

be a member of the Commission on Civil
Rights, vice John B. Battle, resigned.

BSECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Harold C. Patterson, of . to be a
member of the Securities and Exchange
Commission for the term expiring June b,
1965. (Reappointment.)

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Robert E. Lee, of the District of Columbia,
to be a member of the Federal Communica-
tlons Commission for a term of 7 years from
July 1, 1960. (Reappointment.)
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Courtland D. Perkins of New Jersey to be
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, vice
Joseph V. Charyk.

“APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR A Force

Lt. Col. Wesley W. Posvar, for
appointment as permanent professor the
T .S. Alr Force Academy, under the provisions
of section 9333(b), title 10, United States
Code.

The following persons for appointment in
the Regular Air Foree in the indicated,
under section 8284 of title 10, United States
Code, with a view to designation under sec-
tion 8067 of title 10, United States Code, to
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perform the duties indicated, and with dates
of rank to be determined by the Secretary of
the Air Force:

To be captains, USAF (Medical)
William B. Dye, [ESCEGSssed.

John W. Funk, ESEeeTy.
John L. Hazlehurst, JECSSOII0Y.

To be captains, USAF (Dental)

George C. Kiser, E3E33%.
Peter R. Reiner, RESES00y.

To be captains, USAF (Judge Advocate)

Billy B. Burton, [EE3steesey.
Gale I. McGrew, ESSE00Y.
Charles R. Minich, BESES8E0d.
Robert E. Moore, IS0,

To be captains, USAF (nurse)
Mary M. Clarke,
Elizabeth M. Davls,

Anne T. Hines,
Sarah P. Wells,
Ona F. Whitlock,

To be jirst lieutenant, USAF (Medical)
Robert E. Wildin, BIES3Ie30Y.

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Dental)
Harold J. Crosthwaite, [ESSSe00y.
Henry A. Glertych, Jr.,
Eenneth W. Lovern.

Billy W. Sandefur,
Brice N. Wilson, ESESIe0q.

To be first lieutenants, USAF (Medical
Service)

Omar V. Greene, Jr.,
Lloyd W. Johnston,
To be first Heutenants, USAF (Judge
Advocate)
Gene H. Hall, [ESESeteeed.
Robert W. Norrls,

To be first lieutenants, USAF (nurse)
Gladys R. Badgett,

Margaret A. Dame,

Lorraine M. Davenport,

Eay F. DeYoung, 5
Joanne M. Evans,

Lila M. Garcia,

Winifred L. Goraetm
Dorothy A. Hunte,

Mary T. Kehoe, HERSSSN.
Joann B. O'Toole,

Dorothy M. Welsh,

Clara E. Young, 3

The following persons for appointment
in the Regular Air Force in the grades indi-
cated, under section 8284 of title 10, United

States Code, with dates of rank to be deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Air Force:

To be first Heutenants

Richard G. Abbott, FEETseeesy.
Richard F. Abel, L
Eugene A. Adamek,

Francis R. Adams, Jr., BISSSSSE.
Paul P. Adams, ESSSIIIEEY.
Richard J. Adams, BSSEevey.
Billy D. Adcock, EEscacssed.

John K. Aden, BESSEIeeey.
Thomas E. Aicher, BEteeeyy.
James R. Alken, -
Bernard F. Albers, A
Robert J. Albers, Eitcessced.
Theodore L. Albright, BEESSOEEY.
Richard B. Aldrich, EESEReesy.
Robert M. Alexander ITT, EESSES30E0.
Robert 8, Allee, ESSESTI0E.

Fred L. Alleman, [EEESSEOREY.
Benny J. Allen, RESESREeRy.

Otto O. Allgeier, PSSR0,
George B. Allison,
Paul J. Allison, ESSSEEeeS.
Thayer W. Allison, s
Fred D. Allman, A
Francis J. Almeter, i
Noel F. Alsdorf, BESSEER0RE.

Harry A. Amesbury, Jr., ESSSSS0ed.
John D. Amundson, [EESESEI0Y.
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Vernon H. Amundson
Billy W. Anderson,
Bruce E. Anderson, HIRECEEE
Dean M. Anderson,
Everett E. Anderson,
John M. Anderson, 3
Sidney E. Anderson,

Wayne C. Anderson, Jr.,

James R. Andrew, .
Harvey D. Angel,

Bernard Appel,

Harold J. Arata,

Paul W. Arcari,

James B. Archer, [EEEEe0d.
Stuart H, Archer,
James B. Armstrong, N
Albert G. Arnold,
Paul D, Ashley,
Donald M. Atkinson,
John C. Attebury,
Harold D. Austin,
Frank K. Babbitt, Jr.,
EKenneth J. Bachman,

XXXXXXXXX
XXXXXXXXX

XXXXXXXXX
William L. Bagwell, RE%%%%0.0.08
Benjamin N. Bailey,
William L. Bailey, Jr.,
Thomas P. Baker, Jr.,

Robert L. Baldwin, DOetese004
Donald G. Balish, RaS%%%%%%S
Ronald J. MW
Ronald L. Balo, A
Thomas H. Bankard,

Charles A. Bankston,

John P. Bannon,

Raymond M. Bara,

Michael R. Barboll ,
Basil L. Bargery, R

Gordon L. Barnes, ESSSESE0.
Walter E. Barnes III,

Dale C. Barnum, .
Willlam R. Barr, ESSSSes.

Richard A. Barron,
Thomas L. Barrow,
Adelbert P. Bartek, N
Richard A. Bmholom
Gordon Bass, [JESEST0E.

Louls R. Batson, Jr.,
Robert 5. Beale, [ESseeeced.
Raymond F. Beauregard,

Donald P. Beck, o

Marvin H. Beezley, ESISES0e0d.
Conrad L. Beggs, [ESSssssssd.
Douglas C. Bell, RS0y,

Francis J. Belmonte, Jr., BESESEE0d.
James E. Belt, [EERERIEieg.

Lorenzo P. Benet, Jr., PESESRESEE.
Donald F. Benoit, JEESESCCEN

Albert E. Benson, Jr., BSEETE.
Jerry G. Berkowitz, BESSSee00E.
Albert M. Bernal, Jr.,
James V. Berryhill JERSSSSoors.
Theodore R. Beuke, ESES00y,
Frank A. Bianco, [EESSEEEN
Eenneth C. Bibb, REGGEees e
Earnest J. Bickley, Q000000
John R. Bieberstein, Reeteessey
Robert L. Biggs, EESTe0 004
Melvin J. Bina, EECCCeeeed
Thomas G. Birr, ROGL6eeeed
Alexander Y. Bishop,
Douglas P. Bishop, [EStteeeees
Lloyd K. Bishop, G000
Nolan A, Bissell,

Jule J. Blake, FEECCCSVS
Norman D, Blakely, Rt e¥eend
William A, Blaker, Eeeeeeeeed
Theodore E. Bliss, PECCereeed
Donald M. Biue, EEECSC¢ 404
Emil E. Boado, EGSeee 4

Jack W. Bobbitt,
Robert D. Bocock,

XXXXXXXXX

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

James T. Boddie, Jr.
Charles A, Bodeen,
Kenneth D. Bodenhamer,
Lawrence F. Bonderer, BEESSSSCEN
John C. Boockholdt,
Roland T. Boone,
Roderick D. Booth
William K. Booth,
Joseph C. Bors,
Ronnlie O. Bouldin, [ESSERRIN

Harold E. Bradbe:
Bruce V. Bradley,
Charles W. Bradley, Rteeaeesd

Claude J. Bradshaw, Jr., s
Cecil H. Braeden,
Daie L. Brakebill,

Andrew J. Breen,
Donald R. Brian,
Gary W. Brindley,
George W. Erinkman,
Kenneth G. Brinson, BESSCPeery.
Charles C. Brittain, Jr.,
Douglas B, Brittain,
Donald L. Brooks,
Robert E. Brooks,
Wiley 8. Brooks, Jr.,
Donald F. Broschat, Sr.,
Harmon M. Brotnov,
Charles D. Brown,
Charles J. Brown,
Charles R.
David M. Brown,
Donald D. Brown,
Floyd W. Brown, Jr., BRSeRTN
Robert M. Brown, EES¢ee e
Tommy M. Brown, JReeeceed

Frank A. Buchanan,
Melvin L. Buck,
Louis C. Buckman,
Edward P. Bucko,
Otto M. Budig, Jr.,
Francis J. Buglewicz, Jr.,
Mark L. Bumgardner,
Merle O. Bunde,
Bruce Burch, ESSTEI%
Rollie E. Burcham, Peee el

Arthur F. Burger, Quaasecess
Elvin A. Burgess, Jr., RESCeees?y
Donald E. Burggrabe, Reteceesed
Jesse H. Burington, JESSGeses
David J. Burke,
Dennis M. Burke,
James T. Burns,
Theodore A. Burns, Jr.,
Mpyron W. Burr,
William H. Burton,
Edward M. Burwell,
Warren L. Busch,
Gaston O. Bush, [ESSSSoeee
Robert E. Bush, [EEEERERY
Samuel L. Butler, Reeeeeeed]
Lucious C. Butt, EOeCeeeee4

Bobhy R. Butz, RESeeesesd
Loren L. Buyher, R&tteeescd
Earl M. Buys, Jr., RUSSSSses

Starr A. Byarlay, ESERSSSEd.

Joseph J. Bylinski,

Vincent D. Calbi,

Bruce T. Caldwell, y
Charles C. Caldwell,

Cecil O. Calhoun, Jr.,

Joseph T. Callahan, Jr.,
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William J. Callahan, JESSS3eR00Y.
Richard C. Campbell, PI3REEee
Gene A. Carew, EEESSRE00Y.
Eenneth V. Carey, RISSSSeeed.
James P. Carino, Jr,,
Eenneth B. Carpenter,
Rolland T, Carpenter,
Joseph A. Carriere, EESREEORRY.
Malcolm H. Carroll, Jr., ESEESREEH.
William 8. Carrothers, Jr., ESESSEETy.
David L. Carson, [ES33R000d.
David P. Carson, BESSER0ed.
Dale E. Cartee, ES3SS0000Y.
John L. Carter, RSSO0y,
James W. Cartwright, EESESEETy.
Don A. Cassada, ESESES00Y.
Donald M. Cassiday, Jr., EESSeeeesy.
William R. Castner, BISeEteecd.
John T. Chain, Jr., EE3333550d.
Thurman Chamblee, Jr., ESESSSIY.
James C. Chapman, ESSS3isssy. -
Robert S. Chase, [ESESESE0Y.
Robert L. Chastain, Sl
Eddie J. Chauvin, Jr.,
Gabriel V. Chavez, BEEEeoreey.
Everett A. Cheney, EESSESE00Y.
John R. Cherrington, Jr., i
Don T. Cherry, f
Alexander Chism, :
Donald J. Christensen, RSl
Richard E. Christian, ESSSSRFeSy.
Charles H. Clark,
Gene D. Clark, LS00
Richard R. Clark, EESSSSesd.
John F. Clarke, BESUESey.
David H. Clegg, ESisseey.
Maurice V. Clegg, [ESESRCE0RY.
Edward Y. Cleveland, ESSSEEeesd.
Raymond H. Cleveland, BESSSRIEEH
Harold C. Clinger, BESREI0RRY.
David B. Clogston, Jr., RESSESIEY.
Jerry D. Cobb, EEEEEEEed.
Richard Coffee, LSSl
Richard A. Coffland, BIESE0RETd.
William J. Coggin, EESEEeeey.
Edward D. Cohen,
Earle R. Cole, EEZ3ECY.
James L. Cole,
David Collins,
Harold G. Colson, BESSCRNCE.
Harold D. Colwick, RSSSSSSSSS.
Norman D. Comfort, RRSSSRSCH.
Lloyd E. Conduff, ES3eeeed.
John L. Conley I, [EEEEEEREy.
Joseph H. Connolly, BESeeeeced.
William M. Constantine, ESEESIETY,
Charles O. Coogan, BSSEESRREY.
Donald E. Cook, BASGSSSSSS.
James Cook, ESSSRReeed.
James D. Cooke, RESSSS000Y.
William R. Cooksey IIT, BECEeeeeed.
Walter S. Cooledge IIL
John E, Coon, -
Ezra D. Coons, EESEESETY.
Charles 8. Cooper ITI, RSSO,
Grayson V. Cordell, Jr.,
Roger W. Corley, R
Gerald A. Cory, Jr., EESEEEe0d.
Raymond E. Cosgrove, ESSSSRCTY.
Dennis E. Cost, [EEEERREEey.
William T. Costas,
John P. Costner, EXSSSI0E.
Willlam E. Countryman,
Willis D. Covert, [EETEEEEed.
Richard T. Cowern, BESS0eeeTy,
Eldon W. Cox, Sy
John T. Craddock, EESSEERREY.
Donald C. Crandall, BSSSEESEY.
¥dmund H. Crandall,
George W. Crane,
William M., Crane,
Jack C. Crawford, JBEESEETed.
Joe E. Crenwelge,
Jerald L. Crew, EESSe0309y.
Manley W, Crider, Jr.,
Agzro O. Crim, Jr.,
James A. Crim, B
Marcus F. Orook, [ESSSSeeeed.
Patrick B. Crotty,
Arthur F. Orum, Jr.,
Donald E. Cruzan, EEEHEHEd.
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Andres N. Cuellar, FEESTeeyy.
Arnold A. Culbreth, Jr., ESESERERTd,
David Q. Cummings,
Jack C. Cummings, [EESTIRERTY.
James T. Cummings, ESSEE00RY.
Richard L. Cummings, [EESSECed.
Willlam F. Cummings, [ESSS0See0d.
Lawrence R. Cunningham, [EESEeR0ETY,
Norman M. Cupfender, BESSCETid,
Gene D, Curry, ESSSSRREsy.

Herbert B. Curtis, ESSREEEeey.

John W, Curtis, JEEEEeeed.

Charles L. Cusenbary, BSESEeed,
Donald R. Ozech, ESSEEI00EY.

William M. Dabrock, EESSESeed.,
Harry R. Dagwell, [Ssssseeey.
Johannes U. Dahle, RISy,
Gerald K. Dahmen, BISotessed.
Willlam R. Dailey, [EEEE33000d.

Donald G. Dair, ISy,

Jack N. M. Dale, [BSSSSSeeey.

Joseph A. Daley III, ESSSCo0eed.
Robert J. Daley, PESSeeesy.

Ronald E. Dalrymple, EEESSSReed.
Joseph M. Daly, JEESSRRRRRY.

Jan G. Dame, ESESEE.

William J. Danaher, ES388803%d.
Donald A. Daniel, [EESS300Y.

James O, Daniel, [ESSESRE00d.

Louis E. Daniels, Jr., EEESSSEE0d.
Richard E. Daniels, [EEESSeed.
Robert E. Dannenbring, BESSSSIeEY.
Gerald P. D'Arcy, ESEEseed.
Frederick R. Darling, [ERuoouced.
Norman W. Darlington, BESSSeeeTY.
Lyle E, Darrow, EESESEeed.

Wilbur A. Darsey, ESSSoREd.
Walton F. Dater, Jr., EESSeeeeed.
James M. Daugherty, BEESSSeNd
George R. Davidson,
Douglas E. Davis, PSS
Douglas R. Davis,
Fred M. Davis, EISREEE0E.
Jumes G, Davie, 3¢
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William C. DePaepe, BESSISISEY.

Van A. DePriest, i
Kelam S. Derderian, BISSISISE.
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George W. Fleischer, ESE3e33e7d.
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Robert M. Fletcher, 8
George L. Florman,
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Vincent E. Gormley,
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Warren R, Lilly, ESSSISIES.
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John D. McClain, Jr., 5
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Walter J, McCullough, E

John L. McDaniel, BERRES d.
Alfred J, McDevitt, gaeccceeey,

Edward V. McGee,
John F, McGee, Jr,,
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Robert C. McLaughlin,
Richard L. McManus, RS,
LeRoy McMath, REESSSRORY.

Robert L. McMichael, BESSISRR0Y.
William 8, McMichael, Jr., BSSSSSS%S.
Charles E, McMillan, BSSSC00E.
Joseph P. McMonigle, EXESSREY.
Glenn L. McNutt, BRSSSECY.
Thomas V. McNutt, ESESESEey.
Jerry L. McQuitty, .
Richard J. McSweeny,

Julian C. McVay, Jr.,

Alan 8. Meadows, ESSSREeeTy.
Lawrence C. Means, BESSE0eTy.
Paul O. Mader, ESSSRR0E.
Robert E. Meikle, BESSSRRCY.
William D. Meikle, BISESEe00q.
Robert J. Melludm.
John A. Mellor, 2
George K. Mallott, BESURReeey.
Milton A. Melville, BSSSIREeTY.
James A. Melvin 111, ESSSeeeeey.
Roger W. Menke, BESSReeTy.
Robert D. Mercer, BoSoooooey-
Robert N. Meredith, ESSEeesy.
Alfred L. Merrell, RIS
Ronald D. Merrell, BSSSSSS9%S.
Dossey C. Merritt, EESSES0ed.
Lawrence J. Mertaugh, Jr., BRSSSEEEY.
Robert J. Messersmith, BRSSO,
Richard A. Meyer, RSS9,
Richard L. Meyer, BSSEeSEed.

Alan D. Miedrich, BESSSSSSSE.

Colbert L. Mier,
Percy W. Miles, Jr., BSSESRESRY.
Clark J. Miller, RISSSRd.
Eugene A, Miller,
Gerald O. Miller, BERRREEEEY.
Glenwood I. Miller,
Herbert Miller, Ra%%%%%%%Y.
John R, Miller, BSGSSSWSS.
Monte M. Miller,
Norman C. Miller, B&SSSSSSSS.
Ronald N. Miller, BESSUGSSS.
Sam W. Miller, ESSERSS
Walter D. Miller,
Walter W. Miller, ESSSERE0SY.
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John W. Millinder, Jr., BEtSetoed
Leslie H. Minear, Jr., BESSSI0RY,

Donald J. Minihan, B&SRSSWSS.
Paul A. Mispagel,

Paul L. Mitchell, Beeosecesd.
John E. Mitts, B
Larry L. Mobley, RESSSSSEd,
Theodore G. Moeller, RaSUNG%S.
John H. Moening, ESESSEE0Y.
Richard M. Mohan, BESSUSEEed.
Henry B. Mon, ESRissiied.

Paul L. Monroe, EESSSEEY.

Russell N. Montgﬁmeai [ XXXXXXXXX §

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

David R. Moore

John F. Moore, ,
Leon M. Moore, BESSSSeTY.
Michael K. Moore, RGeS
Michoel W.Moore, Ry
Milton B. Moore, ESSSRRRREY.
Richard E. Moore, EESieeeerd.
Robert G. Moore, RASGSGGSAS.
Francis J. Moran, Jr., BESEERE
Paul N. Morehart, BEXSSSSEesy,
John B. Moren, EESSeeeeed
Boyd A. Morgan, R&SSSSuSSd.
Joseph P. Morgan, BESESEIEY,
Robert H. Morgan, BSZSSEEiTd.
William H. Morgan \
Leroy E. Morloc]

Aubrey Morris, g
Franklin D, Morris, ESSEttery,
Frank J. Morris, ESSESIS
Gerald T. Morris, Rataasteed.
John H. Morris, Jr., BIssseedl,

Krendall E, MOW
Lloyd V. Morris,
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Thomas E. Morris, [ESSSC000d.
Irving F. Morton,
John T. Moser, EESSP00ECY.
Dayton Moses I1I,
Gerald L. Moss,
Melvin R. Mosteller,

Harold V. Motsinger, BRSteveecd.
Roland D. Mower,
William G. Mozingo,
Steve V. Mrak,
William W. Mrazik, .
Melvin D. Mueller, BESSeey.
David W. Mugg, EEES0sees.
Charles W. Mulkey, BSSSEETY.
Albert S. Munsch, Jr., [ESSSSS00EY.
Lawrence Munsie, Jr., 5
Benjamin F. Murchison, Jr.,
William R. Murrell, EZS33550d.
William A. Musgjerd, BESSOOeed.
Edward E. Mutch, BSSSSGSSSS.
Henry W. Mutrie, EESESEESY.
Dewltt H. Myers, ESSSS0Y.
Gene O. Myers, ESSS0e00y.
James T. Myers, EESoeced.
Jerry L. Myers, BSOS
Russell H. Myers, Jr., BSSSSIITY.
Donald M. Nagel, ESE33e0d.
Robert A. Nagle,
Joseph R. Nagy, BESSUeReery.

Charles L. Nash,
Thomas R. Nash,
Louis Nebel, A

Robert P. Negri, EESSEE0ETY.
Kenneth D. Negus, Jr., ESESE0EY.
Herbert E. Nellson, ESSEteeey.
Howard P. Nelson, RISOUSS0Y.
Melvin M. Neppel, [BSSSoo5eey .
Albert C. Ness, Jr., ERS0eeey.
Ted P. Neura, Jr., EESessseed.
Jerry E. Newlon,
Richard S. Newsome, BASGNSSUSY.
Tyree H. Newton, BESSEEeey.
Bllley P. Niblack, BEtSSesesd.
Holger M. Nielsen, ESSIeeeeey.
Martin L. Nielsen, BSSEEeetey.
Roland A. Nielson, ESSSESR0ed.
Donald K. Nims, BSSSSIIE.
Robert E. Nine, RESSeed.
Donald O. Nipps, BRSSO
Ken Nishiyama,
Gerald D. Nisivoccia, RASSGSSSSS.
George S. Nixon, BESSSSSSIRY.
Charles G. Noe, BSSUSSEEeY.
Francis D. Noonan, ESSESSeIEd,
Willlam E. Norcross, RESSSSeRy.
Thomas H. Normile, BESSSSSY.
Willlam E. Novetzke, EISSURY.

Anthony J. Nowakowski, i
Larry L. Nunn,
Barry F. O'Brien,

George P. O'Connor, Jr., BASS%SSSSS.
Dale L. Oderman,

Leo D. O'Halloran, Jr., R&WSGSSSSS.
Marvin D, Oliver, ESSREEEEY.
William A. Olsen, BSSSSUOIEY,
Fred W. O'Nions, ESEEEeey.
Edward J. C. Orbock, Jr., EESSSIEEEY.
Charles L. Orr, ESSSSeSssd.

Jerry W. Osgood, ESSSS0TY,
John K. Oshiro, BEEEEEIY.
Ronald P. Osley, RESSSSEd,
William R. Osterhoudt, i
Willlam F. O'Toole,
Emmett E, Ott, EXIseed.
Richard M. Oveson, BSSSteid.
George Parandes, EESSS00y.
Herbert G. Parker, [Resssssiey.
James R. Parker, EESSSSEEY.
James R, Parker,
Morris B. Parker III, i
Samuel T. Parker, [ESSSRECY.
Kenneth M. Parkhurst, BESSSSEEY.
Robert R. Parman, i
Laurl F. Parssinen A
John C. Pate, B

Everett R. Patterson, BESEEd.

Howard R. Patterson, R%%%%%ausy.
John J. Patterson, Jr., ROGGGSSSSSE.
Nathan L. Patterson, BaSSESSSSS

Stanley E. Patton,
Donald G. Paul, ERSSSEEERY,

Carroll E. Pealer,
John D. Pearman,
George C. Pearson,
Jack F. Pearson,
Leroy M. Pearson,
Arnold H. Pelofsky, %
James F. Pendergast,

Bernard C. Penn, [ESSEERR0RE.
Carl R. Pennington, EEESCeIee
Robert B. Penny, EEluttt e
Erwin 8. Perelstein, [REteeeeii
Charles M. Perkins, Rugteteess
Dorance D. Perkins, Daseee e
John E. Perkins, FEECereeed
David L. Perrin,
Irving R. Perry, RG4S,
John T. Perryman, R4%%%%%%
Robert A. Peter, [ESZIEE00Y.
Gerald W. Peterman, [ESSSUST0.
Harold W. Peters, ESSSorecy.
Richard E. Peters, [ESSSEseed.
John D. Peterson, BESSECeey.
John F. Peterson, BSSEER00ed.
Joseph E. PetkuM
James S. Petry,

Gene C. Pettit,

Clarence F. Pleffer,
Norman R. Phares
William H. Pharr,

Thomas J. Phelan, Jr., EESEE0d.
James F. Pheney, EEE3EE0Y.
Gene E. Phllbrick, [EEECREIN
John B, Philbrook, RS%%%%%%%
Wayne E. Phillips, ESSS00E0Y .
Gerald C. Pickard, g
Richard E. Pierce,

Charles F. Pilley, Jr.

Ronald E. Pinette,
Joseph B. Piper,
Gerald F. Pitstick, EESSSNCE.
Eugene W. Pittenger, BESSeeved.
Harvey C. Pitts, Jr., ESS0Ecy.
Jerry R. Pixton, EESesssee.
Orel L. Plummer, JEECCee09

Adrian V. Polk, RASSGG%YS.
Stanley J. Polyanski, BSSCeSITd.,
Roy E. Pomel,

James O. Ponton, BESttoceed.
William A. Potter,
Philip E. Poukish,
George E. Powell,
William J. Pratt,
James P. Pretlow, Jr.,
John C. Price, RAG%E%ES

James 8. Prowell,
Robert F. Pruitt, BESSUEeevd,
Albert Purcell,
Raymond J. Pursle
John D. Quinlan,
Frederick G. Qvale, EXSSSEd,
Ronnie P. Rabb, m
Allen K., Rachel, EESRI00004
Theodore L. Raff, [RGGGO0000S

Bernard P. Randolph, RG%&%e0004
Gordon L. Ranum, RGGGGG%0SS.
John A. Raper, ESGiised.
John W. Rathgeber,
Russell R. Rausch.
Norman F. Rauscher,
Robert E. Rawl A
Ronald G. Ray,
‘Walter L. Ray,
Robert H. Rea,
Edward C. Redican,
Robert Redmond,
Anthony D. Reed,
James E. Rees,

James C. Regan, B4%%%%%%%
Marvin L. Relkop, ISSSR0ssd
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Joseph N. Reid, HEEESSE

David H. Reiner, mm-
Thomas Retherford

John O, Reynolds, IEECCENN
Richard H. Rhoad, XXXX
Donald G. Rhoads, [REee¢e s
Frank J. Rice, [ESSS0eoc8.
Tommy E. Rice, XXXX
Carroll J. Rich, BERSSSSEN.
Eenneth R. Richard, ISR
Thomas C. Richards,
David A. Richardson, [ESSSS0eeedl.
Floyd D. Richardson, [ESSSSEeEd.
Samuel E. Riddlebarger, ESSEiEty.
James G. Rider, [ERSEIETE.
Richard N. Riecke, [ESSsesscedl.
Robert W. Riegel, BREEEEEd.
James E. Risinger, [BESSEevl.
Horace H. Roberts,
Glenn L. Robertson,
Malcolm B. Robertson,
Donald F. Robillard, -
Clifford L. J. Rodriguez, RSttty
Salvador O. Rodriguesz, IESSEtETE.
David J. Rogers, [REESSSe0E.

John A. Rogers,
Sidney D. Rogers, =
Donald J. Rohr, [ESSISeiied.
Jimmy Roland, RS-
Leo F. Rollman, [ESSSeeeeed.
Frederick W. Romig, [ESSSSiied.
Arthur J. Roscoe, Jr., BSSESEEEE.
George R. Rose, EESEEity.
Eugene H, Ross, BEsscl.
James S, Ross, RS0 .
Lyndell E. Ross, [ESSSisss.
Robert D. Rossmeis], [ERES5d.
Lloyd J. Rowe, IESSSESEl .
Julien E. Roy, BESRIERY.
Dennis W. Rube, [ESESERTE.
Charles B. Ruble, [ESSEII00Y.
Norman A. Ruby, .
Harry G. Rudolph, Jr.,
William A. Rush,
Robert D. Russ,
Charles H. Russell, Jr., X
Howland S. Russell, [ESSSSSTE.
George L. Rutland, Jr., [EESSSSEE.
Arthur R. Ryan, [RSSSESEPE.

Eddie W. Ryan, [EESEEE.
Melvyn I. Safer, BOWASIGSS.
William G. Sailer, [ESESSISICE.
George L. Salmi, Jr., [ESSSSRTE.
Richard C. Samdah], [EESESESEEE.
Norman R. Sandell, [RESSISSIEE.
Gordon M. Sandercox, RSSSUGES .
Carl R. Sanders,
Lawrence N. Sanders,
Jerry K. Sandifer, &
Dwight E. Sarber, [ESSSSted.
Laurence G. Sargent, BESSSWSSN.
Thomas B. Sauer, BESSESESES.
Thomas H. Saunders, RGSSSSUSS.
Paul F. Sautter, [ERERTE.
Walter E. Savage,
Donald V. Savickas,
BSam J. Scamardo,
Tony H. Scamardo,
Tracy A. Scanlan
Donald T. Schaefler, i
Gordon B. Schaeffer, [EEESSSTY.
Glayden L. Schafer, e
Robert M. Schaff, BESSEESTE.
Teddy O. Schaffer, IErore.
Ramon F. Schapley, BSSSeteeTd.
Donald 3. Seheid, Bl
James E, Scherer, [ESSSERE .
Williany O, Schism, Jr., JESSSSSSICE.
Richard A. Schlenker, A
John Schmid, Jr,, 4
Wilbert A. Schmid, ,
Gerald A. Schmidt, JEESEUEE.
Conrad H. Schminke,
Merle R. Schneekloth,
Darrell A. Schneider,
Raymond A. Schnelder,
Walter J. Schab, Jr.,
John N. Schofleld, Jr.,
John E. Schroer,
John G. Schutes, EEREEd.
Michael . Schwabacher,
Gerald C. Schwankl,
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Leroy J. Schwartz,
Karl K. Schwenzfeler, [EESUeEcE.
Richard D. Schwieren,
Arthur L. Sclater, Jr.,
Glyndon V. Scott,
Jack E. Scott,
Richard E. Sc
David J. Seully,

Jack W. Sheppard,
Bertrand E. Shields, Jr.,
Gerald W. Shields, ESSEEVeed
Henry Shimabukuro, R&ees el
Jimmy F. Shiramizu, [Reeeceeccd
Robert J. Schroeder, JRUteaees el
Richard R. Shrove, JRgteasveed
Claude R. Shrum, [EESCYeeeY
Allen L. Shumway, Jr., RESSSSSH

Ben A. Shuppert,
Joseph Eiciliano,
Eric T. Slemers,

Willibrord T. Silv
Robert K, Simm,
Carl L. Simmons,
Thomas N. Simmons,
John D. 8ims,
John W, Stms, Jr.,
James R. Sink, [ESSSRRIEY.
Marvin L. Skillen, [ESSREEE.
Charles P. S8kipton, [RRESIEEEE.
Lyman A. Slack, Jr., EESESEREEE.
Elmer Slaten, Jr.,
Thomas M. Slawson, [ESSISISICE.
Leslie C. Slaybaugh, [ESecy.
Roger A. Slocum, 1
John W. Small, EESSReseey.
Francis E. Smiley, BSSSeeeied,
Dean G. Smith, i
Donald E. Smith, ESSIE.
Douglas D. Smith,|
Gordon C. Smith,
Hall Smith II,
James E. Smith, ESEREETE.
James M. Smith, [ESSERICEE.
Eruger B. Smith, [ESISEERCE.
Norman R. A, Smith, BESEEEEEE.
Richard E. Smith, Jr.,
Richard H. Smith, 5
Robert B. Smith, Jr., ST,
Ronald O. Smith, EEiiiiisg.
Ronald T. Smith, ERSteesd.
Thomas W. Smith, BEtececd.

Wylie E. Smith, ,
Richard T. Sneill,

Richard A. Snook, .
Richard M. Snowden, i
Earl P, Snyder, Jr., &
Howard N. Solomon,_
Robert C. Solomon, RESSSSESN
Harlan J. Soppe, IEESssssss.
Prank A. Sotrines, IR,
Covert A. Soule, er
Richard 8. Sowers, 7
Asa R. Spackman, FIoeeeeeid
Warren E. Spangler, EESeeeeed

Ralph E. Spraker, REeee e
Donald L. Spurrier, EEeveee e
Robert W. Squires, JRUGSCIOtreE
Royal T. Squires, Jr., RAAGSSSUSSE .
Evan D. Stackfleth, BSSSsoceed.
Gordon E. Stalcup, [ESEXETEE.
William R. Stamler, Jr., PO OSP4
Donald G. Stamp, XXXX
Grant C. Stanfill, Reteaseess
Joseph 8. Stanton, BCeeeeeed
'Thomas L. Staples, [PReeeee sl
Richard A. Starner, REGe e e

XXXXXXXXX

Don L. Steed, RSN
Tommy R. Steel,
John P. Steele, JEESCCEIIE
John A. Steen, Pouateeese
Malcolm H. Stehman, POGCIIITY
Albert M. Stephens, Ehttatuves
Larry M. Stevens, Eleeeeeas
Max L. Stevens, JECeeee

Carl G, Stevenson, XXXX
Lowell A, Stewart, RGGu000
Roger E. Stiles, BASSGGS%%
Kenneth R. Stilwell,
Samuel O. Stine, ESECee oo
Robert E. Stirnitzka, JROGEe Ry
Walter M. Stischer, [EGEee o0
Herald W. Stockton, Reeeeeee el
Willard E. Stockwell, Rtteeessy
Franklin D, Stotts, Eleececesd
Alan R. Stout, XXXX
Jerry D, Stout, ROttt
Thomas A. Stout, R eety
Jack W. Stover, ZSSSUUUUSS
Benny T. Stowers,
Jack C. Strasser, .
Donald P. Streett, [REStEeccts.
Werner Stricker, BESSEStvE .

Bryan E. Strode, Jr.,
David M. Stroup, Jr.,
Ridley M. Stuart,

Raymond F, Stuermer,
Lawrence Stumpf,
Glenn H. Stumpf,
Norvin G. Stunkel,
Robert L. Sturk,
Dee G. Sullins, Jr.,
Farrell J. Bullivan,
Richard L. Sullivan, Jr.,
James L. Summer,
David E. Suppes,
Lawrence L. Sutton,
Donald W, Swain, JESSIeeT

Robert H. Taylor, ESteeevecs
James R, Teflt, ERttteess
Guy A. Tenereillo, Rouoee el
Burke C. Terhune, RSSSSEG%

Floyd L. Thomas,
Eenneth E. Thomas,

Benjamin K, Thompson,
Edwara J. Thompson, B

George C. Thompson,
John D, Thompson,
Robert G. Thompson,
Robert I. Thompson, Jr.

John D, Thornton, Jr.,
Donald E. Thursby,

Herbie O. Tillett, PISEEENN
Lloyd W. Tincher, Beteeteed]
Donald E. Tokar, [EGEeeeeed
Donald G. Tolley, REECCCevee
Jerry L. Toneck, JPECCCCIId
John J, Tonkin, XXXX
James M. Totman,
Billy G. Towles,
Samuel J. Trabun, Beiessss
Jerry D, Trainer, [EESCCeeed
Charles E, Trapp, Jr.,
Leslie W. Trekell,

James E, Turner,
Marvin L, Turner, e ¢ee o4
Leon E, Tuttle, ESEeeeeeed

Frank G. Tuzzolo
Charles R. Tyler,
John Tylka, Jr.,
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Joseph B. Tyra, ESSESE0Y.
Edward L. Uher,
Donald P. Uhl, y
Edward W. Uhrich,
Raymond J. Ulbinsky,
Ronald E. Utecht,
Frank L. Vacin, BESeee0y.
Gerrit J. Vanderziel, J
Richard K. Van Houtum
Robert T, Valentine, 5
Dante A. Valor!, RESEeeeeey.
Arthur E, Van Horn, BESPEe0y.
Ronald P. Van Note, E
Kramer G, Van Sicklm.
Lawrence Vasilevich, Jr., ESSSSee0Y.
Martin D. Vatis, ESSSSIe0d.
John R. Veltri, BESSES0Ed.
Lee C. Venzke, BEESoIe0ed.
John D. Vickery, ESESoSeeed.
Joseph L, N. Violette,
Ronald J. Vodicka,
Bobby G. Waddle, BISSieeey.
Roger O. Wade, Jr., ESSeeReey,
Artur I, Wagner,
Eugene P, Wagner, BISeioeed.
Richard A. Wagner,
Robert L. Wagner, BISUE0EY.
Willlam W. Wagner, BRSSticy
Terrill E. Waiss, ISR,
James I. Wakafuji, EEESOEy.
Thomas B. Wakefield, RISy,
Robert M. Waldbillig, L
Charles E. Walden,
Leland G. Walker,
Hillard J. Wallace, ESSSSE000d.
Thomas L. Wallace, RISSECvq.
Larry D. Waller, EEZuteosg
Charles W. Walter, BESSSeeeed.
Merrill B. Walters, EESSCO0eed.
Ralph D, Walters, BISSeeoeey.
Rives M, Walters, BESTOeo0ey.
Burton L. Waltz,
Willlam E, Ward, BESSeeeeed.
Tommy G. Wardlow, Beeeredy.
Meyer A. Washofsky,
Frederick L. Watkins,
Robert H. Watson,
Dewayne L. Weatherford,
Eenneth L. Weaver, BOGGGSSSY.
Peter J. Webber, ESSSSETY.
Danilel R. Weber, %
Henry C. Wedemeyer, Jr., "
Willlam E. Weingarz, Jr., BSSSES0Y.
Bernard L. Weiss, [EESSRReery.

Edwin V. Wells,
Reuel T. Werner, Jr.,
Merle H. Wessel, [EESESES0SY.
Donald W. Wesselman, ESSSESeeTy.
Charles B. West, BESE3E00CY.
James H. West, JESSSsie0y,

Jerry G. West, BESEEI0ETY.

Russel G. Westcott, Jr., BEtssesed.
Willlam R. Weston, BISSUeeey,
Richard W. Wetzel,
Thomas G. Wetzl,
Earl A. Wheeler,
John F. White, [ESSSSS000d.
Noble L. White, R3SIESTY.
Alvin D. Whitley, RESSSSeey.
Richard A. Whitney,
Bismarck Wichy, ;
Thomas J. Wicker,
Rodney C. Wilde,
Thomas A. Wilde, RSUANGNS.
Mary H. Wildman, XXXX M
Billie J. Willlams, RUSSSSSSSY.
James A. Williams, EESSSE0Y.
Jimmy R. Williams, BSSE0eeed,
Joseph B. Williams
Lee E. Williams, ES0sscesd.
Pete C. Willlams, 5
Robert W. Willlams, .
Robert W, Williams, 8
Stanley P, Willlams,
Thomas C. wnnW.
Franklin E. Willls, A

Willlam S. Willis,
Albert H. Wilson, ESSSSt0y.
Charles A, Wilson, RRSSSSECES.
Donald G. Wilson, RESSSESSYS.
Harold D. Wilson, BEStaeses
Jack L. Wilson,

John P. Wilson, EES3ER0TY.
Robert W. Wilson,
Darrel E. Wilt, BEETOeeey.
Jack W. Wimer,
Theodor B. Winford, ESSEeeeey.
Joe G, Winslow, ESESeeey.
Malcolm D. Winter, EESS0evEy.
William R. Wirth,
Lee B. Wise, EERISSSed.
Lester Wise, [EXUUUUUCd.
Bobby L. Withrow, ESSSIR00Y.
Donald K. Wolf, EESEEeeey.
Richard H. Wolf, [Eessseceed.
William F. Wolfe, ESS00000d.
Peter F. Wolniewics, [EESSSeeRy.
Clarence E. Womack, ESSESEeTY.
Vernon L. Womack, EESSSEReed.
Daryl L. Wood, ESSIRPEed.
Gordon R. Wood, BESSRREEEH.
James T, Wood, RESSRREEY.
Gerald E. Woodcock, BESSSWREY.
Sidney B. Woodson, EESUReerd.
David F. Woolwine, FSSSES30Y.
Dwight C. Worden, BSSSiesed.
John N. Worley,
Mark J. Worrick, RS S.
William E. Worthy, BEESUSeeerd.
Bobby R. Wright, [ESSR000ed.
Chris D. Wright, Etiseeceey.
Dade M. Wright, BESSSS0ed.
David G. Wright, [ESSS3eeesd.
Charles F. Wrobleski, RESSRSRNY.
Thomas F. Yackiel, ERESEEEEEE.
Donald R. Yates, ESSSSR0eed.
William V. Yelton, EESOEee0ed.
H. Sheldon Yingst, ESESTEeEd.
Russell W. Youngblood, EESIEIETY.
Robert J. Yunk, ESEEREI0Y.
John D. Zachary, RSSO
Donald A. Zaike,
John P, Zakovich, RG4S
Robert J. Zampino,
Harold D. Zantop, RSSSSeeed.
Frederick R. Zerbe, RassooSd.
Chester A. Zielinski,
Clarence E. Zienert,
Duane L. Zink, EIEIEEETY.
Bennett B. Zinnecker, EESSEEETY.
To be second lieutenants
Joseph H. Abbott,
Patrick G. Achee, RA%%%%SYYS.
Herbert H. Acheson, BESSeeeery,
George W. Acree I,
Jimmie V. Adams, [EESEEUERY,
Theodore C. Adams, Jr., Bssssy,
Russell W. Adelsperger, BESSOIECY.
James R. Agar, ESSE00Y.
Charles F. Alello, EESSSEEeeY,
Edward A. Akerson, Jr., BSUSGSNS.
John R. Albrecht, ESSSEEeRY.
Wiley A. Aligood, Jr., BESSSRSSEY.
Claude F. Alsup, BSSSSSINY.
James Altman, RASGSGESNS.
Jack E. Anderson, BESSSSERY,
John 8. Anderson, [ESSEEREEE.
Richard N. Anderson, BSSSSTIINS
Edward D. Arbaugh, ESSSSE0RY,
Bobby J. Argumedo,
Lawrence D. Arnold, BESSEIEECY,
Donald L. Ashley, EERSteeesd.
Peter J. Attarian, BSSSESEONY,
Bruce M. Bailey, BSSSSS0CE.
Thomas A. Baker, RaW%%%%%S.
Charles J. Ballot, Jr., BaSWSSSS.
James V. Barr, ESSSSEeeed.
Ronald A, Bartlett, EEsoecseed,
Jimmy R. Bason, BAS%%SSSSS.
James S. Batts, ESSEEETY.
Robert E. Beale, HERSSSSSS
Gary W. Bedford, B&SS%SSSS.
Alva E. Beers, BESSSUTY.
Robert A. Belcher,
Richard L. Bennett, BESSUOey.
Willlam T, Bennett, Jr., B&SSSSSSSS.
Richard L. Benson, RASSGSUSS.
Glen A. Bentz, JRESEEIA.
Morton B. Berman, ESSSSUIERY.
Hubert M. Berthold, BSSSUEEEY.
Donald J, Bickford,
Donald R. Biehn, EESSEERREY.

x
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Richard F. Bishop, SRS,
Donald P, Bjornson, BESSSSREYY.
Charles L. Blood, ESS3EREREY.

Albert A. Bonner ITT, BESUS00Y.
Eenneth W. Boothe, .
Donald D. Bowers, .

Oscar E. Bowles, [ESESES0Y.

Robert G. Bowman, ;
John T. Boyd, 5

Ernest P. Bozzy, A
William R. Brackett, Jr., EESESIETE.
Joe L. Bradfield, ESSEII000Y.

Robert G. Bradshaw, Jr., s
Richard J. Brady, 5

Paul S. Brahler, [EESESE00Y.

Stanley W. Braman, BISSeeseed.
Carl K. Branan, RESESe00g.

Lowell E. Brandenburg, EESeested.
Raymond F. Brant, BRSSOy,
Cecil O. Braun, [ES3IRERE0Y.

David G. Brenner, EESSSEY.
Max C. Brestel,

Edward P. Brininstool,

Henry M. Brown, 5
James H. Brown, ESSSEe60y.
Truman A. Burch, Jr., BESSSSEEd.
Kerry E. Burleson, BESSSEEY.
James R, Burton,
Clarence H. Bush, Jr.,

Gerald Q. Bussell, ESESOEee0g.
Robert J. Butschek, BRittesesy.

John B. Calhoun, ;
Maynard 8. Calkin, Jr.,
David M. Callis,

Howard P. Carlton, Jr., ESSSEEeTY.
Jack V. Carnahan, [EESSOCe00E.
John A. F, Carnochan, ESSeeersy.
Charles T. Chapin, EESEE0eY.
Arthur L. Chase, [ESSSSS0S.
Charles J. Chase, ESSE00eord.

Jack Chewning, RESEIR0EY.
Norman K. H. Ching, ESECWR0EY.
Ronald L. Chrisley, m
Merton J. Christensen, [EESSIIIITY.
Ronald E. Christensen, BSSSS0eE.
Donald O. Christman, BESSIRETY.
Wynn L. Church, ESSSSSETY.
George R. Cllek, BE30IReey.

Carl F, Clalr,

Donald G. Clarke, .
Herbert F. Clarke, BSSSSSe00q.
William D. Clarke, Jr., ESSSSSTTy.
Wayne J. Clay, ESSESSETY.

Harold T. Cleaver, BESSSS0Red.
Charles G. Cloutier, Jr., RAASSSSSS.
Walter J. Coker III,
Robert L. Collins, RIS,
Ronald L. Cone, RESSSSUYYS.

David C. Connett, RGSG%GSSN
George E. Cook, JJSSPRR
Tom R. Cook, EEGEeeee

?

George D. Cooper,

James W. Cox,
Charles B. Crawford,
Richardson H. Crook,
Charles A. Cross,
George H. Crowl, Jr., £
Donovan C. Croxton, ,
Harry R. Crumley,

Davld R, Cummock,

Clair M. Cunningham, [ESSSSSE00Y.
Ellis P, Curtis,
Anthony 8. Cushenbe

gre
Boyd L. Dailey, BEESEeueS
Robert F. Daley, ESSSSEEEY.
Dominick D'Anna, [EESSEEEREd,
Ronald L. Davenport, ESSSETY.

Alexander K. Davidson,
Esker K. Davis, .
James E. Davls,

James E. Davis,
Rex L. Davis,
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Stuart C. Davis ITT, AO3080712.
Edward L. Day, AO3083074.
Jerry G. Daye, AO3073139.
Charles W. Dean, AO3047964.
Dion E. De Camp, AQ3080531.
Lyle M. Delano, AO3071448.
Denis A. De Luchi, AO3084363.
Sergl L. Demchuk, AO3051346.
William J. Devitt, AO3085289.
Jason G. Diaville, AO3073195.
John P, Dickey, AO3088533.
Richard C, Dischler, AO3073978.

Ralph E, Doerzbacher, Jr., AC3082048.

James C. Dozier, AO3027558.
Elliott J. Dubreuil, AO3083669.
Robert E. Duhnke, Jr., AO3073473.
William F. Dulin, AO3074494.
Henry J. Durivage, AO3073689.
Paul H. Dwyer, AO3081048,

Joel C. Edson, AO3072804,

John L, Eisinger, AO3083523.
Armand Eknayan, AO3080410.
Jess B. Elgan, AO3087062.

Arthur D, Ellington, Jr., AO3074456.
William E. Ellis, AO3087550.
Charles L. Elson, AO3071659.
James L. Evans, AO3084473.
Ralph B. Evans, AO3082688.

Mary L, Fake, AL3060275.
Howard J. Falk, AO3071686.
William B. Panelli, AO3084060.
Ross W. Farnsworth, AO3082481,
William A. Fencken, AO3083576.
Gene Fenstermacher, AO3087553.
Ralph E. Fernandez, AO3072834,
QClifton ¥. Fincher, AO3072635.
William W. Fink, Jr., AO3084611.
Gallon K. Fletcher, AO3080301.
James M. Flint, AO3084171.
Kenneth H. Flowers, AO3082806.
Gerald L. Floyd, AO3072636.
James F, Fluhr, AO30842186.
Frank A. Flynn, AO3073045.
Laymond N. Ford, AO3074660.
Richard T. Ford, AO3067059.
Edward R. Fortanbary, AO3074406.
Denny F. Foscarini, AO3101074.
John F. C. Fox, AO3087672.
James A. Francis, AO3083700.
Ronald A, Francoeur, AO3072433,
Rodney E. Franklin, AO3084137.
Ronald V, Franzen, AO3083603.
James M. Free, AO3073952.
Donald J. Fremming, AO3074056.
Robert 8. Fry, Jr., AO3087673.
Cecil B, Fulford, AO3087867.
Glenn L. Fuller, AO3087791.
Richard E. Fuller, AO3071407.
John F. Funck, A030721230.
Richard J. Galloni, AO3087895.
Robert D. Gallup, AO3072585.
Joseph L. Gardner, AO3072288.
Raymond L. Gardner, AO3083310.
Robert W. Garrett, AO3084793.
William 8. Garrison, AO3081247.
Ralph A. Gauthier, AO30802498.
Willlam J, Gazzerro, AO3073808.
James D. Geddes, AO3083142,
Larry L. Gelck, AO3071207.
Francis E, Geiger, AO3080061.
Ronald M. Gerkin, AO3083311.
John M. Gilreath, AO3085125.
Frank H. Gingerich, AO3069185.
PFranklin J. Gingrich, Jr., AO3074557.
Paul E, Glaab, AO3074208.
Charles F. Gladish, AO3085140.
Dean H, Glazler, AO3074011.
Edmund S. Gober, AO3087558.
James W. Goebel, AO3071703.
Ewing P. Goff, AO3080658.

David R. Golob, A03084012.
Guerry D. Goode, AO3087812.
Thomas P. Goodwin, Jr., AO3084740.
Jesse F, Goree, Jr., AO2073542.
Norbert A. Gotner, AOS085196.
James F'. Goudeau, AO3085255.
Dow B. Grant, AO3080362.
Luther W. Graves, Jr., AO3081618.
Donald L. Gray, AO3073608.
Barton O, Green, AO3070836.
Charles K, Green, AO3071103,
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Thomas C. Green, AOS072290.
Leon D. Greenwood, AO3067324.
Lee V. Greer, AO3083524.
Rudolph Greis, AO3087671.
Darrel R. Gresham, A

Robert J. Grissman, AO3073757.
Allan F, Guarino, AO3072251.
Tommy D. Guest, AO3073663.
Ronald N, Guy, AO3074618.
Henry Haeberle, AO3081138.
Peter J, Haerle, AO3084274.
Charles R. Hall, AO3071590.
Clayton J. Hall, AO3087902.
Michael D, Hall, AO3084234.
Donald J. Hankins, AO3074057.
David R. Hardie, AO3082661.
Willis L. Hargrove, AO3087680.
Harry G. Harris, AO3084466.
Robert D, Harris, AO3081181.
Corbet L. Harrison, AO3087681.
Leonard C. Harshaw, AO3093020.
Gwendolyn J. Hawkins, AL3060394.
Willlam V., Hawkins, AO3080561.
Carl 8. Heaberlin, AO3083609.
‘Willlam C. Heald, AO3083606.
Richard E. Hearne, AO3085281.
Craig 8. Heffelman, AO3049355.
John P. Heffernan, AO3083172.
Wallace D. Hegg, AO3072713.
Gary 1. Heldlebaugh, AO3067910.
Charles T. Helton, AO3087924.
Donald D. Hemphill, AO3083860.
Bernard L. Henderson, AO3083894.
Jesse J. Henderson, AO3080509.
Lowell A, Henderson, AO30805117.
Jack L. Hendrix, AO3073420.
Ernest Henkin, AO3083289.

John G. Hennessy, AO3072864.
James P, Henry, AO3083526.
Bruce C. Hepp, AO3084844.
Robert J. Herculson, Jr., AO3083378.
David L. Herfel, AOS083173.

Roy E. Herman, AO8073547.
Robert F. Hermanson, AO3072715.
Donald W, Hess, AO3087927.
Robert E. Heverly, AO3084688,
Merle R. Hicken, AO3101097.
Dennis E. Hickey, AO3087928.
Vincent J. Hickman, AO3067462.
James A. Higgins, AO3072277.
James T. Hill, 52.

James H. Hines, AO3073742.
Richard H. Hines, AO3084736.
William G. Hirschfeld, Jr., AO3060385.
George C. Hitt, AO3085223.

Carl A. Holder, Jr., AO3071362.
Martin F. Honan, Jr., AO3073109.
John P. Hopper, AO3083060.
Roger C. Horrigan, AO3083605.
Joseph L. Horvath, AO3048033,
James M., Howey, AO3074156.
Walter S. Hoy, AO3071208.
Weldon Y. Hudson, AO3087404.
Harley A, Hughes, AO3082627.
Harold B. Hughes, AO3082628.

Robert L. Hutten, AOB’DSS&BS.
Lester L. Hutton,

John P. Hyde, AO3084757.
Robert C. Hyde, AO30839486.
George F. Isaacson, Jr., AO3083113,
James C. Ivey, Jr., AO3071489,
FPhillip B. Jackson, AO3083584.
Henry M. Jacobs, Jr., AO3085364.
Richard V. Jamleson, AO3080895.
Roger H. Jaquith, AO3081270.
Donald E. Jefferson, AO30741567.
Barry W. Jenkins, AO3074461.
Frank R. Jenkins, AO3072396.
Glenn R. Jenkins, AO3071368.
Paul E. Jobe, AO3101108.

Clyde L. Johns, AO3080964.
Douglas A, Johnson, AO30841989.
Gary A. Johnson, AO3082534.
John R. Johnson, Jr., AO3072107.
Larry D. Johnson, AO3080933.
Robert H. Johnson, AO3083291.
Ronald K. Johnson, AQ3080638.
William F, Johnson, AO3073481.
Roy C. Johnston, AO3080507.
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Clarence R. Jones, AO3084251.
David H. Jones, AO3070694.
Marvin L. Jones, AO3080302.
Richard T. Jones, AO3084579.
Wayne W. Jones, AO3071364,
William A. Eaa, AO3080287.

John D. Eagarise, AO3080108.
Donald G. Kane, AO3071769.
Ronald J. Kapheim, AO3083177.
Donald D. Earges, AO3071515.
Charles G. Karlquist, AO3071944.
Robert J. Keating, AO3080288.
Verna 5. Eellogg I, AL3060217.
John M. Eelly, Jr., AO3071772.
Peter T. Kempf, AO3081553.
John W. Kerr, AO3087695.
Richard A. Eibbey, AO3072758.
Jack E. King, AO3082629.

John J. EKing, AO3084526.

Johnie L. King, AO3084910.

Joe R. Kirk, AO3070761.

James D, Kittinger, AO3084305.
Louis D, Kjeldgaard, AO3072937.
Robert Kleiman, AO3073645,
John V, Kleperis, AO3071977.
Allan C. Elepper, AO3083528.
Richard J. Klingelsmith, A03084410,
Edward D. Knowles, AO3085263.
William L. Ecerner, AO3084608.
Donald N. Eoppenhaver, AO3071729.
Christopher D. Koss, AO3083863.
John A, KEovacs, AO3080722.
John S, Eranz, AO3072294.

Gerd E. Erulls, AO3072845,

John M. Lake, AO3072690.
Herbert E. Langford, AO3072930.
Lawrence H. Lanier, AO3084430.
Michael P. Lavis, AO3072574.
Davis E. Lebby, Jr., AO3074465.
Lynn L, LeBlane, AO3073540.
Norman G. Leclerc, AO3074121,
Albert C. Leet, AO3080786.

Adam C. Leonard, Jr., AO3081445,
Nicholas L. Leone, AO3084845.
Neal E. Lesher, AO3072789.

Marc E, LeWand, AO3072213.
John B. Lewis, AO3087T950.
Marshall A, Lewlis, AO3071553.
Brooks E. Lingo, AO30735612.
John R. Little, Jr., AO3084718.
George T. Livingston, AO3087958.
‘Thomas L. Logan, AO30852465.
Donald A. Logeais, AO30722087.
Steven W. Long, Jr., A0O3071320.
Quitman W. Lott, AO3087704.
John R. Lowry, AO3070209,
William D. R. Lund, AO3072818.
Charles S. Lyon, AO3081272,
Donavan L. Lyon, AO3055685.
Peter J. Macchi, AO3070678.

Neil B. Madden, AO3072280.
Leland P. Madison, AO3084988.
Harold R. Magnuson, AO3071470.
Robert E. Mangam, AO3072214.
Robert D. Marples, AO3074089.
George J. Marrett, AO3083604.
Billy Martin, Jr., AO3080365.
Douglas S, Maréin, AO3081097.
Terry H. Martin, AO3081229.
William J. Mathieson, AO3074018.
Homer A. Mawhinney, Jr., AO3084871.
Hollis B. May, Jr., AOS087831.
Melvin W. Mays, AO3087901.
James J. McAlpin, AOC3082742.
Arthur N. McAninch, Jr., AO3081701.
Charles McCausiand, AO3072875.
Roger W. McCausland, AO3080808.
Eenneth R. Motnaren. A03080559,
Clff A. McCluney, Jr., AO3070324.
John F. McCoy, AO3067592.
Ronald D. McDonald, Jr., AO3072006.
Walter R. McDonald, AO3070318.
Edward D. McDowell, Jr., AO3084508,
Zim M. McDoweill, AO30811560.
Joseph H. McElroy, Jr., AO3073368.
John J, McFarland, Jr., AO3082936.
William B. McGee, AO3084237.
Robert E. McKenzle, AO3072484,
Frank J. McKeown, AO3083151.
Carl A, McEinney, Jr., AO3074373.
John C. McLemore, AO3087960.
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Robert L. McMullin, JESEISEIEd.
Merrill A. McPeak, a
Billy D. McBpadden,
Wwilliam E. Meador,
Wallace N. Meeks, JESSSEIREcq.
Frederick B. Meinig, JESSXeeed.
Thomas S. Melly, JESSEREvd.

Gary R. Merrihew, [RESSSEEEEd.
William J. Metealf, Jr.,
David W. Meyer, JESKISSsecy.
William R. Meyer,
Donald D. Michel, JESSEEECH.
Clifford L. Middlebrooks,
Stephen H. Millard, Jr., EESSUURY.
Alsey C. Miller ITT, JESISEREREH.
Donald L., Miller, JEESESERTE.
Lawrence L. Miller, BESSeeeey.
Rene J. Miller, Jr., BESE0Cl.
Robert F. Miller, [ESZESE.
James R. Milner, BSSSUUIRE.
Harlan J. Mohler, JEESSEER0d.
Leopoldo Molina, [ESSESRERd.
Kent M. Monroe, ESESSRET.
Donald B. Moore, EESEEl.
Max R. Moore, [EESSSU00Y.
William H. Moothart, JEESEISiicE.
Olin R. Mooy, [EEiEd.
Carroll G. Moran, [EESSE0Y .
Herbert O. Morch,
Ervin B. Moreman, Jr.,
James E. Moreton, Jr., [RESSEECY.
Leonard W. Morgan, ESSSSETE.
David B, Morris, [ESESES0E.

Leonard G. Morrissey, Jr., [EESESESeEE.
Richard E. Moser, [ESESESiCE.
George C. Muellich
Jack R. Murray,
Andrea A. Muscarello,
William A. Myers, BSISU0Eel.
Jerry H. Nabors, ESSSueeadl-
Elvin E. Nading, JESSSSeecll.
Charles C. Nelson, Jr., EESSEE.
Fred R. Nelson, [RERREREI0E.
Jimmie H. Nelson, BSSECE.
John T. Nelson, [EESESEsEel.
William D. Neville, 5
Peter P. Newell,
John W. Newsome, 5
Donald G. Nicholas, JESSES5cE.
Robert G. Nicoll, [ESEIREEY.
Herbert L. Nicolson,
Eenneth R. Nimmo, XXXX
Vincent J. Nittl, Jr., ESSESITE.
Bobby R. Noack,
James F. Nolan, Jr.,

Robert A. Norman, EESSRRRRTE.
Rhody L. Nornberg, Ruuuicd.
Richard A. Northrup, [BESEREEEA.
James P. Nuckies, [RSSSSSSH.
George M. Nygaard, [ERESiESEE.
Thomas M. O'Brian; [ESSUEIEY.
Max L. Odle, BEESEETE.
FPhillip W. Ofll,

Theodore Oetovicm.
David H. Pace, [ESSSES0E.
Joseph F. Palka, SRS
Raymond R. Palmer, [ESESSRSICE.
Bruce M, Parker, [ES335S.
Joseph A. Parker, Jr., JRSSSSRECES.
Roger K. Parrish, [BESSESCY.
Marlow M. Patton, BESiSeesd.
Jay V. Paxton, [EEses.
George E. Peck, IESUCE.
Ronnie L. Pecora, ESESSSCOCd.
Ottls L. Perkins, [EESSSSECEE.
Glen M. Personius, [JESSISESECE.
Paul R. Peszynski, XXXX
Charles R. Peters, [ROCCC OGN
Bruce J. Peterson, RESSeeeeS.
Donald A. Peterson,
Eldon L. Pet.erson
Fred H. Peterson, XXXX

John W. Peterson, [EESSSSEEEEd.
Robert L. Peterson, 5
Norman L. Pettigrew,
Lamont H. Pharmer,

Roy F. Pleis, RoGe e 08

Richard T. Plummer,

Harold R. Poindexter,
Jerry G. Polk,
Grover C. Poole, 5
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Eugene M, Porter,

Donald E. Potter, JESESINY
Harold R. Powell, JID%%%
Edward A. Pratt, JEeeccccecs.

Charles R. Preston,
Theodore A. Pryor, PSSl
Arthur B. Py, Jr., IS0 .
Thomas D. Quinn, JEESSEEEiey.
John O. Raab, [ESESSEEERE .
Enrique H. Ramirez, [RSSSSETE.
Nicholas R. Ranone, ISl
Larry A. Rash, [BSRSSRECRE.
Harold D. Reddish, JEIRERERES .
Leon R. Redenbacher, [RESSSSTE.
Lawrence L. Reed, JESSSSS0E.
Robert R. Reeves, N
John M. Reid,
Leo B. Reilly, Jr., SIS
Gordon L. Reimel, [EESSE00E.
Thomas E. Reitmann, RS,
Jack G. Remson, [ESSSIl.
Donald J. Rensch, [ESSSSESEed .
Jerry D. Richards, [EESESSU0E -
Richard R. Ridolfl, EESSEETE.
Don M. Rieke, ISSSSSoees.
Odell L. Riley, Jr.,
Harold D. Rist,
Joseph A. Rita,
Roger A. Rivers, JESSIS00S .

Arthur R. Robinson, Jr., PSSl .
Ernest C. Robinson, JEESEEREETE.
Victor B, Rodriguez, JESSIsesed.
Carl J. Roland, [ESSESTON .
Ronald N. Rose, XXXX
Thomas P. Rosso, XSS .
James R. Rozinek, [ESSISEised.
Charles R, Rushmer, [ESESESITE.
Jerome E. Ruthman, JESSEeeeeeyy .
Richard E. Sampson, ESUIIIREE.
Richard E. Samuels, [ESSSSRETE.
William L. Sandahl, JEESEREEE.
Walter H. Sanders,
Joe O..Sandoval, 2
Calvin W, Sanford,
James V. Saravo, [ESSESSRETY .
Francis M. Sauvageau,
Marcus D. Scharf, JESISEI0d .
John C. Scheidt, Jr., BESEiesed)-
Luttrell Schettler, EEIREIoed.
Gordon W. Schiefelbein, [ESSSIEIEE.
Benjamin F, Schneider, Jr.,

William K. Seifert, [ESSSS0E.

Loy D. Self, EEEEEaes.

Raymond R. Seppeler, SIS .
Oscar V., P. Sessoms IT, [EESSesicsd.
Richard 8. Seto,
Billy F. Shackelford,
Larry E. Shahan, ESSS00Y.
James C. Sharp, ESSSSREd .
Roger Shatanof, Sl .
Erian T. Sheehan, [ESESSTE.
Carroll 8. Shershun, [ESRIEECE.
John B. Shiffert, [ESESSERECd.
Thomas W. Shinn, [ESSESSEE.
Samuel H. Shockey, Jr., BESEEECH .
Larry A. Showalter, IEEKIiied.
Steve Shuster, [ESEUSIRE.
William E. Siburg, Jr.,

Rlchard H. Sieve, .
Ermanno C. Signorelli,
Donald L. Simmonds, [ESESEI8ECE.
George C. Simmons, [EESEEECY.
Alma H. Skinner,

Harold J. Sloan.m
David E. Smart,
Eenneth 8. Smiley, Jr.,
Clarence A. Smith,
Colin A, Smith, JESSIICEEEE.
Donald E. Smith, [ESSSSIEE.
Eugene M. Smith, [EESSSIecE.
Richard W. Smith,
Weston T. Smith, JESISETH.
Jack E. Snell, RIS
Donald Snyder,

Norman M. Sorensen, JIER®
Billy R. Sparks,

Jack L. Spearman,
Harry L. Spillman,
Nelson J. Sprague, JESS

Ronald G. Spray,
Ronald R. Stalker, I oeeve e od
Floyd M. Stall,
Charles W. Steele, [RUteee et
Howard J. Steen, [EESSeeeeey
Joseph G. Steigerwald, JRESSTIST.
Robert G. Stein, JESSISEEcl .
Charles R. Sterrett,
Carl R. Stinson,
John Strachan,
John E. Strange, Jr.,
Donald C. Strickland, Jr.,
Dale L. Strong, JEEEEEeN
Robert P, Strout, REteeevety
Robert S. Stuart, JRESeeeee sy
Joseph E. Stuteville, 2eee 60004

Robert T. Sullivan, [REUeeccvtd .
William B. Sullivan, JIBSSSSS

Glenn H, Sutton, [EESSIOOEE,

Ralph J. Swanson,
Richard H. Swanson, [ESSESUCE.
James P. Sweeney,
Edward J. Swihura,
Joseph A. Szewe, 5
James L, Tait, Jr.,
Clyde Taylor III, JRSSIIIE0
Henry L, Taylor, RESSUIES

Russell E. Temperley,
Condon H. Terry,
Lawrence P. Theisen,
Norman G. Thiel,
Leslle B. Thompson,
Lee A. Thorin,
James S. Tinsley,
Fred P. Tobin,
Alvin E. Toffel,
ILeonard B. Tovrea,
Charles J. Tringali, JESSESEed .
John D. Trousdale,
Frank A. Urbanie,
Alan J. VanBuiten,

R. Cralg Vulkoff, Jpeteecees
Edwin B. Wakeman, [RS8 %0%%
David L. Walker IIT, JRESSSS0SEE.
Gordon L. Walker, JJSSSSI0H .

Charles €. Wall,
Francis H. Walls,
Jack E. Walsh, [ESSeRR
Clair E. Walter, R %0.04
Alan A, Walters, JRoose 000

Frank P. Walters, R&Gee 60064

Johnny M. Ward, JRGE &%
Robert. G. Ward, [R&eeees e
Joseph A. Washington, RaSSEIIST
Alan W. Watson, ESEEEETH
Dennis C. Watson,R%600%0%¢
Laurens S. Waymouth,
Marvin J. Weed, JESSSSRECH .
Jay F. Weenig,
Clinton G. Weihl,|
Robert E. Weiss,

John L. Wells,

Gary R. Wescott,

Albert D. Wester,
Frederick C. Westergaard,
Donald D. White,

James T. White,
John H. White, Jr.,
Myron A. White, Jr.,
James T. Whitehead, Jr.,
Gilbert L. Whiteman,
Richard G. Wigglesworth,
James M. Wilder, Jr.,
Charles S. Willlams,
Frederick E. Williams, IEESSSEETE.
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Lindsey J. Williams, [ESSSTeeeed.
Morgan G. Williams, posesseecy.
Robert D. Wilson, Jr., .
‘William C. Wilson,

Sanford M, Winograd,

Charles J. Winquist

Donna L. Wise,

Wesley T. Wise, EIEoseesed.
William E. Withers,
Gordon L. Wohlfell, .
John H. Wolaver,

Lewis J. Wolcott, Jr.,

Larry W. Wood, EESSERERY.

James C. Woods, i
Raymond W. Working, .
Edward L. Worthington, Jr., B

Frank L, Wright, Jr., EESERSEeSy.
Philip C. Wright, ERsusssed.
Joseph Yarrish, ESSEoSEey.
John 8. Yaryan, Jr.,

Albert V., Zabomw&kl

William K. Zempel,
Robert 8. Ziernicki, E
Thomas J. Zimmerman,
William 8. Zirkle, EIESIEeeeq.

Distinguished aviation cadet graduates

it e o
William R. Borkowski E
Richard C. Bousks, i
Harvey D, Denton,
William G. Duke,
Michael W. Hawkins, 5
Richard O. Himley, ESSSSeeeey.
Struan L. Paddon, poestoccey.
Bruce G. Taylor, RSy,

Subject to medical qualification and sub-
Ject to designation as distinguished military
graduates, the following distinguished mili-
tary students of the Air Force Reserve Offi-
cers’ Tralning Corps for appointment in the
Regular Alr Force, in the grade of second
lieutenant, under section 8284 of title 10,
United States Code, with dates of rank to
be determined by the Secretary of the Air
Force:

Gerald R. Abelsen ‘Walter C. Callarl
Frederick P. Adame, Frederick E, Carnes
Jr. Bhirley M. Carpenter
Michael S, Casslidy
John J, Cayton
Martin D. Centala
Bennett W. Cervin
John H, Cheatham
Robert S. Cheney, Jr.
Clark H, Christensen
Thomas E. Cindric
Chris W. Clark
Merrill J. Bateman  Lawrence W. Clarkson
Thomas W. Bear-Rolland F. Clarkson,
demphl Jr.
James D, Beatty Richard A. Cloutler
Charles A. Benson John K. Cobb
James A, Bettersworth John T, Cobb
John C, Betg, Jr. Henry J. Cochran
Pearre A, T. Bibb, Jr. Billy J. Coley
Dennis M. Biggs Robert E. Conrad
George L. Biles, Jr. William B. Cook, Jr.
Francis 8. Binkowski Clyde R. Coolidge
Raymond C. Black Dale J. Cooper
Philip C. Blaker Robert E. Copner
Dennis L. Blecha John J. Coughlin
David A. Blessing George R, Couranz
Eric C. Bogren William L. Cox
Danny B. Bolt Randolph 8. Cramer
Robe.rt A. BondurantHenry D. Cranfill
George L. Craver
Louls A, Crigler
Richard H. Crockett,
Jr.
Henry M. Crook, Jr.
William E. Cunliffe
Peter E. Curran

Duane A. Adams
John F, Altenburg
Wendell L. Anderson
Robert L. Atwell, Jr.,
Roger J. Austin
Wayne R. Barcelo
John H. Barr

Buddy L. Bowman
John M. Brazzel
Lawrence S. Bria
Elton O. Brooks
Gerald E. Brown
Robert L. Brown

Richard C, Browne

Edward N. Brya

John L. Byrant, Jr.

Theodore B, Buer=
mann

Dick A, Cable

William B, Caldwell

Theodore E. Darling,
Jr.

Raymond L, Darrow

Frederick E. Dasen=
brock

John L. Davidson

James R. Davis

Leonard M. DeBellis
Eenneth R. Degler
Marshall K, Delano
James C, Dempsey
Phillip D. Devin
Anthony F. Difer=-

dinando
Wesley T, Diller
Paul E. Dillon
James D. Dillow
Michael F. Di Mario
Larry R. Doan
Edgar W. Donaldson,
Jr.
Joseph W, Dorrycott
Edouard R. L. Doty IT
Anthony P. Dowd
James E. Drewry
William J. Duca
Norman K, Dyson
David Edkins
William B, Edmund,
Jr.
Charles R. Elderkin
Merrill P, Elias
Frederick L, Elsesser
David B. Englund
James L. Epting, Jr.
Robert R. Erbe
Bill J, Evans
David L. Ewing
Stephen J. Fazio
Richard F. Felton
Clifford W. Fieszel
Fred P, Fischer, Jr.
Richard O, Foster
Charles R. Fowler
James A, Fowler
Vaughn M, Foxwell,
Jr, .
Arlen B. Frankfother
Clinton P, Fuelling
Howard J. Gage
Philip S. Gahm
Anthony J. Gallo
Maurice G, Gardner
Robert Gates
Sherman Gee
Duane B, Gerrard
James P, Gibbs
Harmon T, Gnuse
Richard W. Godfrey
Herbert D. Gordon
David 8. Graben
Willlam R. Graves
Bennie W, Green
Dennis P, Greenwood
James T. Gresham
Robert M. Gressler
William H. Grey
Royal E. Griffin
Gerald D, Griffith
Aloisius 8. Grikis
John G, Grimsley
James P. Gulliford
Rodney D, Gunn
Gary A, Gutchell
Larry D. Hampton
Lynn M. Hansen
Thomas L, Harrls
Paul W. Hart
Gordon C. Hartshorn,
Jr.
John R. Harty
Fredrick B, Heath, Jr.
Raynor L. Hebert
Donald T. Henderson
Donald W. Henderson
Harry L. Henning, Jr.
Bernard G. Henrle
Galen R. Henson
Joseph A. Heslin
William B. Heye, Jr.
James H. Hill, Jr,
John R. Hilllard
John W. Hilten
Ellis P, Hitt
Paul M. Hoeting
Ralph B. Hoffman
Roland J. Holub
Jimmie C. Hopper

John L. Houston
Don V. Hubbard
Lawrence E. Huggins
Robert P. Humphreys
John R. Hunsaker
Robert W. Hunter
Ross H. Hutchinson
Donald A, Ingalls
Phillip R. Jeffryes
Bruce W. Johnson
Howard R. Johnson
Joe E. Johnson IT
Linwood C. Johnson
William P. Johnson
Eugene J. Jones
John P. Joyce
Stephen J. Kahne
Michael 8. W. Eeesey
William A. Eehler
Frederick W. Eeiser,
Jr.
Gilbert F. Kelley
Jimmy D. Eempton
David G. Eimball
Wayne R. Kimmell
Fitzwilliam W. King
Richard T. Eing, Jr.
William R. King
John R. Einker
Charles R. Eline, Jr.
Richard W. Koepke
George S. Kohatsu
Walter E. Eowalik
Roger L. Erell
Bryant N. Eristlanson
Stephen P. Kudriavetz,
Jr.
Elmer E. Eunkle, Jr.
Robert G. Lackey
James M. Lacy
Myles J. Laffey
Richard L. Laing
Thomas LaPolt
Bobby E. Lawler
John E. Lawyer, Jr.
Peter R. Laylin
Joseph V. Leech
Joe M. Leeper
Henry A. Leeuwen-
burg, Jr.
Melville L. Lemon, Jr.
John L. Lemons
David A. Leonard
Allan S, Lessem
Hugh H. Lester
Samuel E. Lewis
Thomas H. Lewis, Jr.
Richard C. Linden
Charles E. Lister
David C. Look
Thomas M. Lott
Noah E. Loy
Allen O, Ludwig
Charles F. Luigs
Edward C. Lux, Jr.
John C. Macon, Jr.
Stanley D. Magner
Robert E. Marshall
Rudolph V. Mataluccl
Winford E. Mauldin
Michael A. Maxwell
E. Loring McAllaster
James W. McBride
Joseph F, McBride
James R. McClanahan
Bobby W. McClinton
Robert W. McCreary
Warren R. McDonald
Charles J. McGlade
Denis P. McGrath
Howard L. McKinley,
Jr.
Robert D. McLeod
William G. Milam IT
Roy J. Millender, Jr.
David G. Miller III
Jack W. Morgan
Willlam K. Morris
Langhorne A, Motley
Timothy J. Murphy,
Jr.
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Alexander J. Napler,
Jr.
‘Wilton K. Napier
Robert D. Neal
Donald D. Nelson
Charles H. Neubauer
John C. Newlon IIL
Paul 8. Oliver
Roy L. Overton
Hubert Oxford IIT
Frederick K. Palne
Robert G, Paine
Larry D. Parsons
Harvey M. Paskin

February 18

Thomas M. Spencer IIT
Darrell J. Spinler
Don P. Splvey
Carroll Sprigg
Ralph W. Stearman
James E. Steedly, Jr.
Frank C. Steele
Richard A. Steeves
Robert E. Btogdill
Ronald B. Stokes
Steven B. Strang
David L. Street
Willlam S. Sullivan
Robert G. Surette

Joseph W, Pehoushek Thomas T. Tamura

Thomas E. Penick, Jr.

Louis C. Perna, Jr.
James E, Perry
Edwin E. Pettit
Joseph W. Philipp
Albert C. Piceirillo
Norman J. Pineault
David M. Plews
Donald S. Post
James G. Proud
Donald R. Puddy
Perry J. Quay
Michael E. Ranslam
Elgle C. Rath, Jr.
Robert A. Reeh
Robert H. Reely, Jr.
Ronald E. Resh
Harold E. Ressler

Weston D. Thomas
Richard E. Thyden
Joel A. Tolson
Peter J. Torvik
Pat Townsley

Karl D. Tremba
George A. Tsongas
Robert P, Turner
Michael C. Turoff
George F. Uhlig
Jon M. Velgel
David L. Viau

Joel E. Vickers
Eugene H. Vieh, Jr.
John T. Viola
Jerry W. Vitt
Donald M. Wade
Thomas J. Wagner

Charles Z. Ridgway, Jr.David E. Walker

Robert T. Riley
Dennis K. Roberts
Frank A. Roberts
Franklin A. Roberts
James T. Roehm
Robert I. Roseman
John C, Roth, Jr.
Duncan A. Roush
Paul B. Sabine
James K. Sandin
Richard 8. Sapp
James W. Sartor, Jr.
Richard L. Sauder
Jerry A. Bawyer

Richard L. Walker
Thomas H. Walker
Carl I. Walters
l"lgtcher L. Walters,
i A
Charles J. Ward
Thomas M. Ward
Philip K, Ware
Dan K. Waylett
Charles J. Weisul, Jr.
Gustav E. Wendland
Dennis M. Werking
Charles L. Wesen.
Larry D. White

John P. Schoeppner,Richard E. White

Jr.
Carl D. Scrivener
Thomas C. See
Vernon V. Semrad

John P. Whitescarver

George L. Whiting-
ton, Jr.

Jack N. Whitmire

Willlam C. Shannon, Warren H, Widener

Jr.
Milo E. Shearer
Willlam G. Shenkir
‘William M. Shilling
Bobby W. Shipman
Henry G. Bhirley
Joseph P. Shouse
Donald L. Shovein
Eugene Simaitis
John L. Slack.
John D. Slinkard
Larry F. Emall
Colin F. Smith
Edward P. Smith
John L, Smith
Robert J. Smith
Rodger W. Smith
Arnold L. Snyder, Jr.

Stanley F. Wied
Luther R. Wilhelm
Thomas S. Will
Paul G. Williams
Ronald R, Willis
M. Wilson, Jr.
ul W. Wilson
Harry H. Wise
Dennis B. Wolfe
‘William J. Wolff
Elbert T. Woodward,
Jr.
James E. Wright
James R. Wright
‘Willlam B. Wright
Douglas R. Young
Larry M. Young
Casimir Zabinski, Jr.

John W. Solomon III Robert F. Zembraski

Carl L. Sossman IIT

Werner J. Zumbrunn

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 18 (legislative day
of February 15), 1960:

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE

Hart H. Spiegel, of California, to be As-
sistant General Counsel (Chief Counsel of
the Internal Revenue Service).

U.8. DisTrICT JUDGE

Walter H. Hodge, of Alaska, to be US.
district judge for the district of Alaska, (new

position).




1960

U.S. ATTORNEY
Kenneth G. Bergquist, of Idaho, to be
U.S. attorney for the district of Idaho for a
term of 4 years, vice Ben Peterson, resigned.
U.S. MARSHALS
Dudley G. Skinker, of Maryland, to be U.S.
marshal for the Distriet of Columbia for a
term of 4 years, vice Carlion G. Beall,
resigned.
William K. Holt, Jr., of Georgla, to be
U.8. marshall for the middle district of Geor-
gia, vice Billy E. Carlisle, resigned.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TrHURSDAY, FEBRUARY 18, 1960

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

Acts 11: 24: He was a good man, and
jull of the holy spirit and of faith.

God of all grace and goodness, con-
strain us now by Thy love to open
widely the doors of our minds and hearts
to the peace and power of Thy holy
spirit.

We humbly confess that daily we are
confronted by needs which we cannot
supply, problems we cannot solve, ques-
tions we cannot answer, and tasks which
are too great for our unaided strength.

Impart unto us those qualities of faith
and fortitude which will lift and liberate
us from the fears and anxieties, the
moods of complaint and self-pity, which
so often assail and seek to enslave us.

Grant that in all the human relation-
ships of life we may be true to one an-
other, dealing honestly, showing kind-
ness, and seeking the health and happi-
ness of all mankind. .

Hear us in the name of the Master
who went about doing good. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, one
of his secretaries.

PROGRAM FOR NEXT WEEK

Mr, HALLECE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time for the purpose of inquiring as
to the program for next week.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, respond-
ing to the gentleman, Monday is George
‘Washington’s birthday. There is no leg-
islative business. George Washington’s
Farewell Address will be read.

On Tuesday the supplemental appro-
priation bill for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for 1960, and
the Treasury and Post Office Department
appropriation bill for 1961.
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Wednesday and the balance of the
week is undetermined. Any further pro-
gram will be announced later. Confer=
flx:gereportam.a.ybebroughtupatany

e.

Mr. HALLECE. Mr, Speaker, supple-
menting what the gentleman has said—
and I thank him for his response—it is
possible that there will be a veto of a
measure now at the White House. If
it is vetoed, I think it will be vetoed be-
fore the President leaves. I wonder if
I might discuss with the acting majority
leader some arrangement by which we
can fix a definite time to vote. Say on
Wednesday, if that is satisfactory.

Mr. ALBERT. I will be happy fo dis-
cuss it with the gentleman and come to
a decision as early as possible.

Mr. HALL.ECEK. Very well.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Subcommittee
No. 2 of the Committee on Banking and
Currency may sit today during general
debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Ways and Means may have until mid-
night Friday, February 19, 1960, to file a
report on the bill, HR. 5, to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to en-
courage private investment abroad and
thereby promote American industry and
reduce Government expenditures for for-
eign economie assistance, and to also in-
clude therein a minority report and cer-
tain individual and supplemental views.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

SUBVERSIVE ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks and inelude extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I take
this time because of an editorial that
appeared in this morning’s Washington
newspaper. The editorial stated, con-
cerning the Committee on Un-American
Activities, that “the committee has suc-
ceeded in persuading a great many who
are gullible that any organization which
seeks social justice or racial equality or
freedom of expression or restraints on
police authority has been infiltrated by
Communists.” This is the line the Com-
munists have been handing out for years
and is completely false.

Mr, Speaker, I have in my hand the
Guide to Subversive Organizations, and
I call now on the writer of this editorial
to point out which of the organizations
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set forth in this guide have as their true
purpose the seeking of *social justice or
racial equality or freedom of expression
or restraints on police autherity,” and
are not controlled by members of the
Communist Party.

The guide reads as follows:

GUIDE TO SUBVERSIVE ORGANIZATIONS
AS OF JANUARY 2, 1957

(Prepared and released by the Committee on
Un-American Activities, U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, D.C.)

ORGANIZATIONS

Abolish Peonage Committee.

Abraham Lincoln Brigade or Battalion.

Abraham Lincoln School (Chicago, I11.).

Academic and Civil Rights Committee.

Academic and Clvil Rights Council of Cali=
fornia.

Action Committee To Free Spain Now.

Actors’ Laboratory.

Actors’ Laboratory Theater.

Alabama Peoples Educational Association.,

All-American Antl-Imperialist League.

All-California Conference for Defense of
Civil Rights and Aid to Labor's Prisoners.

Allied Labor News.

Almanac Singers.

Ambijan Committee for Emergency Aid to
the Soviet Union.

American Association for Reconstruction
in Yugoslavia, Inc.

American Branch of the Federation of
Greek Maritime Unions.

American Christian Nationalist Party.

American Committee for a Free Indonesia.

American Committee for a Free Yugo-
slavia (The).

American Committee for a Eorean People’s
Party.

American Committee for Democracy and In-
tellectual Freedom.

American Committee for European Work«
ers’ Relief (see also Soclalist Workers’ Party).

American Committee for Protection of Fore
elgn Born.

American Committee for Russian Famine
Relief (L.A. and S.F.).

American Committee for Spanish Freedom.

American Committee for Struggle Against
‘War.

American Committee for the Settlement of
Jews in Birobidjan, Inc.

American Committee for Yugoslav Relief,
Inc.

American Committee for Yugoslav Relief
of the War Relief Fund of Americans of
South Slavic Descent.

American Committee in Ald of Chinese In-
dustrial Cooperatives.

American Committee To Ald Eorean Fed-
eration of Trade Unions (S.F.).

American Committee To Ald Soviet Russia.

American Committee To Bave Refugees.

American Committee To Survey Labor
Conditions in Europe.

American Committee To Survey Trade
TUnion Conditions in Europe.

American Continental Congress for Feace
(September 5-10, 1949, in Mexico City) (see
also Committee for U.S. Participation in the
American Continental Congress for Peace).

American Council for a Democratlc Greece.

American Council, Institute of Pacific Re-
lations. (See Institute of Pacific Relations.)

American Council on Soviet Relations,

American Croatian Congress.

American Federation for Political Unity.

American Federation of Labor Trade Union
Committee for Unemployment Insurance and
Relief.

American Friends of Spanish Democracy.

American Friends of the Chinese People.

American Friends of the Mexican People.

American Friends of the Spanish People.

American Fund for Public Service (Gar-
land Fund).

American Jewish Labor Council.
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