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SEPTEMBER 19, 1949,
The Honorable the SPEAKER,
House of Representatives.

SR: Pursuant to the authority heretofore
granted, the Clerk received today from the
Secretary of the Senate the following mes-
sage:

That the BSenate had passed without
amendment the bill H. R. 4040, entitled “An
act for the relief of Agnes Tarjani.”

Very truly yours,
RALPH R. ROBERTS,
Clerk of the House of Representatives.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had on September 19,
1949, examined and found truly enrolled
a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4040. An act for the relief of Agnes
Tarjani.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair desires to announce that pursuant
to the authority granted on August 26,
1949, he did on September 19, 1949, sign
the following enrolled bill:

H.R.4040. An act for the relief of Agnes
Tarjani.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr,
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed, with amendments
in which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R,5268. An act to amend certain pro-
visions of the Internal Revenue Code.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. GEORGE, Mr. CoNNALLY, Mr. Byrp, Mr.
Jonnson of Colorado, Mr. Lucas, Mr,
MILLIKIN, Mr. TAFT, Mr. BUTLER, and Mr.
WiLLiams to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on the following
dates present to the President, for his
approval, bills and & joint resolution of
the House of the following titles:

On September 16, 1949:

H.R. 1211, An act to extend the authority
of the President under section 350 of the
Tariff Act cf 1930, as amended, and for other
purposes; and :

H. J. Res. 205. An act to erect a memorial to
the memory of Mohandas K. Gandhi.

On September 19, 1948:

H.R.4040. An act for the relief of Agnes
Tarjani.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o’clock and 3 minutes p. m.), pur-
suant to House Resolution 345, the House
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday,
Septemper 21, 1949, at 12 o'clock noon.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT,

Mr. RANKIN (by request) introduced a
bill (H. R. 6176) to amend the act entitled
*“An sct to establish a Department of Medi-
¢ine and Surgery in the Veterans' Adminis-
tration,” approved January 3, 1946, as
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amended, to extend the period for which em=-

ployees may be detailed for training and re-

search, and for other purposes, which was

i:}med to the Committee on Veterans' Af-
I'B.

——

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. RIBICOFF introduced a bill (H. R.
6177) for the relief of Dr, Hsiang-Tung
Chang, which was referred to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

1491. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Veter-
ans of Foreign Wars of the United States,
Washington, D, C., relative to Resolution No.
423, adopted at the Fiftieth Annual Con-
vention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, held
at Miami, Fla., August 21 to 26, 1949, con-
eerning American shipping as it relates to
national defense; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

1492, Also, petition of Hawalian Govern-
ment Employees’ Association, Honolulu,
T. H., requesting the Congress of the United
States to grant statehood to the Territory
of Hawaii; to the Committee on Public Lands.

SENATE

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1949

(Legislative day of Saturday, September
3, 1949)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of tli. recess.

Rev. Ira D. S. Knight, pastor, First
Baptist Church, Virginia Beach, Va.,
offered the following prayer:

Our Heavenly Father, in gratitude for
a nation of life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness, we give Thee our thanks.
May our Nation continue to be grateful
for these chosen Senators. Continue to
give them Thy judgments, O God. In-
crease our vision and their vision of a
world at peace and a land of prosperity.
Be with them through this day, and give
them Thy wisdom. In Jesus’ name we
ask it. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On the request of Mr. Hoey, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
September 20, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his sec-
retaries.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HOEY. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Chapman Ecton
Anderson Connally Ellender
Bricker Cordon Ferguson
Eridges Donnell Flanders
Byrd Downey Frear
Cain Dulles Fulbright
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George Langer Reed
Gillette Leahy Robertson
Graham Long Russell
Green Lucas Baltonstall
Gurney McCarthy Schoeppel
Hayden McClellan Smith, Maine
Hendrickson  McFarland Sparkman
Hill McKellar Stennis
Hoey McMahon Taft
Holland Magnuson Taylor
Humphrey Malone Thomas, Okla.
Ives Martin Thomas, Utah
Jenner Maybank Thye
Johnson, Colo. Miller Vandenberg
Johnson, Tex. Millikin Watkins
Johnston, 8, C. Murray Wherry
Kem Myers Wiley
Eerr Neely Williams
Kilgore O'Conor ‘Withers
Knowland Pepper Young

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
and the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EasTLAND] are absent on public business.

The Senator from Illinocis [Mr. DouG-
1as] is absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr,
Hunrl, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
KEeFauver], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. McCarran]l, and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typincs]l are absent by
leave of the Senate on official business.

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'MaHONEY] is absent on official busi-
ness.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BaLpwin] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business.

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-
sTER], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
ButLEr], the Senator from Iowa [Mr,
HickenLoorer], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. LopGe]l, and the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. MunpTl are
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CapE-
HART] and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. ToBey] are absent on official
business.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsg]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SwmtH] is absent on official business with
leave of the Senate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A
guorum is present.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. ATEEN asked and obtained con-
sent to be absent from the sessions of
the Senate for the remainder of the
week.

Mr. YOUNG asked and obtained con-
sent to be absent from the Senate on
Thursday and Friday of this week.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE
SESSION

On request of Mr. MurraY, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare was author-
ized to meet this afternoon while the
Senate is in session.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the followif:s
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

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

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS—

WITHDRAWAL OF NaME

A letter from the Acting Attorney Gem=

eral, withdrawing the name of Remedios
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Tamayo Hamm from a report relating to
aliens whose deportation was suspended
more than 6 months ago, transmitted to the
Senate on March 15, 1949; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

AccepTaNcE By Lesuie W. ENoTrr oF DECORA-
TioN BESTOWED BY KING OF GREECE

A letter from the Acting Administrator,
Federal Security Agency, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation granting per-
mission to Leslie W. Knott, senior surgeon,
Public Health Service, to accept and wear a
certain decoration bestowed upon him by
the King of Greece (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions,

MEMORIAL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a resolution adopted
by the McKean County Medical Society,
Bradford, Pa., protesting against the
enactment of legislation providing com=-
pulsory health insurance, which was re-
ferred {o the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

WORLD GOVERNMENT AND MILITARY
ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN NATIONS—
RESOLUTIONS OF YOUNG DEMOCRATIC
CLUB OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
present for appropriate reference and
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp resolutions which were
adopted by the Young Democratic Club
of the District of Columbia on August
25, 1949, relating to world government
and military assistance to foreign
nations.

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

To the Committee on Forelgn Relations:

“Resolution 1

‘Whereas the processes of history show
thet the surest and best way to resolve the
conflicts that naturally arise among intimate
groups of people is through government; and

“Whereas the conflicts now threatening the
people of the world on an international plane
point to the prospect of atomic and bac-
teriological destruction: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Young Democratic
Club of the District of Columbia put itself on
record as favoring a government of the world
to be developed from the United Nations,
giving that body power to make, interpret,
and enforce world law upon individuals and
states; and be it further Y

“Resolved, That the Young Democratic
Club of the District of Columbia endorse, and
take such steps as are necessary to support,
the World Federation Resolutions (H. Con.
Res. 64 and others, 8. Con. Res. 56) now pend-
ing before the Congress of the United States
of America.”

Ordered to lie on the table:

“RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE YOUNG DEMO=-
CRATIC CLUB OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
“Whereas the United States has entered

into a union of nations pledged to the pres-

ervation of peace, security, and freedom in
the North Atlantic community, and based
on the determination to safeguard the free-
doms of their peoples founded on the prin-
ciples of democracy, individual liberty, and
the rule of law, and on the resolution to
unite their efforts for collective defense, and
for the preservation of peace and security;
and

“Whereas the parties to the North Atlantic

Pact have bound themselves to achleve the
objectives of the treaty by means of con-
tinuous and effective self-help and mutual
aid, to maintain and develop their individual
and collective capacity to resist armed
attack; and
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“Whereas, for the purpose of implement=
ing this agreement to its fullest meaning,
the United States proposes to enter whole=
heartedly into arrangements for mutual
military assistance with the nations of the
North Atlantic community and with other
naticns whose friendship and security will
prove an effective guard against possible
encroachment: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Young Damocratio
Club of the District of Columbia endorse and
urge our legislators to accept, the bill ‘to
promote the foreign policy and provide for
the defense and general welfare of the United
States by furnishing military assistance to
foreign nations’ (S. 2388 and H. R. 5895),
as a measure which will most effectively pro-
tect by peaceful means the free institutions
of democratic nations everywhere."”

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of Selden Chapin, of
the District of Columbia, a Foreign Serv-
ice Officer of the Class of Career Minis-
ter, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary to the Netherlands,
which was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations. .
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice:

Thirty-three postmasters.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, from the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce:

Thomas W. 8. Davis, of Virginia, to be
Assistant Secretary of Commerce;

William V, Albaugh and sundry other civil-

* jan personnel of the United States Coast

Guard to be chief ship's clerks, United States
Coast Guard; and
Arthur E, Greaves, Jr., and Robert G. Ren-
dall, of the Coast and Geodetic Survey to be
ensigns,
BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. MILLER:

5.2575. A bill for the relief of Yayoko Ko-
bayashi and June EKobayashi, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DULLES:

5. 2576. A bill for the rellef of Jeno (Eu-
gene Kupferstein; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

(Mr. HUMPHREY Introduced Senate bill
2577, to amend the Immigration Act of 1924
s0 as to permit certain alien children to enter
the United States as nonquota immigrants,
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and appears under a separa
heading.) .

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma:

8. 2578. A bill to amend the Federal Seed
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr. ECTON:

8.2579. A bill for the relief of Mary Weasel-
head Redhead; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. PEPPER:

8. 2580. A bill for the rellef of Boruck Rut-
enberg and Etla Rutenberg; to the Commite
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr,
HoEex) :

B.2581. A bill conferring jurlsdiction on

the United States District Court for the Mide
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dle District of North Carolina to hear, deter-

mine, and render judgment upon certain

claims of the Patuxent Development Co.,

Inc.; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. GREEN:

B.2582. A bill for the relief of Lino Giam-
pedroni; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
ADMISSION OF CERTAIN ALIEN CHILDREN

AS NONQUOTA IMMIGRANTS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it is
a pleasure for me to introduce for appro-
priate reference a hill to amend the
Immigration Act of 1924 so as to permit
war orphans to enter the United States
as nongquota immigrants.

Early this year the Minnesota State
Legislature adopted a concurrent resolu-
tion, memorializing the Congress of the
United States to enact just such humani-
tarian legislation in behalf of war
orphans. This would permit American
families to adopt those orphans and
bring them up in an atmosphere of free-
dom, imbued with principles of our demo-
cratic philosophy.

One of the most bitter and cruel after-
maths of the recent world war was the
child victims of Europe. Helpless, blame-
less, and yet full sufferers of the misery,
starvation, and stark tragedy which war
brings, many millions of these orphaned
children wandered through the Con-
tinent of Europe, a grim reminder of
man's inhumanity to man. So long as
these children are forgotten, they remain
a symbol of the world's failure to live
according to the humanitarian and God-
like principles of love.

The American people have demon-
strated that they are ready and willing
to meet this problem. They recognize
America’s special responsibility as the
world's wealthiest and freest land.
American families by the hundreds of
thousands are prepared to welcome to
their homes the displaced peoples of
Europe, and more particularly these chil-
dren. All that remains is for us in Con-
gress, as the representatives of the
American people, to enact this legislation.

Under the terms of the hill, a child
under 21 years of age who is otherwise
qualified under the immigration laws for
admission to the United States for per-
manent residence, would be permitted to
enter this country as a nonquota immi-
grant if one of the following conditions is
fulfilled: :

First. The child has been made an
orphan by the death or disappearance of
both parents; or

Second. The child has been abandoned
or deserted by or separated from or lost
from both parents; or

Third. One of the child’s parents is
dead, or has disappeared, or has aban-
doned, deserted, or been separated from
the other parent, and the remaining
parent is incapable of providing care for
the child and agrees to release the child
for emigration and adoption.

The bill also provides that such an
immigrant child, to be considered a non-
quota immigrant, must either be entering
the United States for permanent resi-
dence with a father or mother by adop-
tion, or for permanent residence with an
American citizen, or must be coming to
this country in the care of a public or
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private agency approved by the Commis-
sioner of Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion. The law requires that the relative,
person, or agency to whom the child is
coming must give satisfactory assurances
that adoption or guardianship proceed-
ings will be initiated, and also give
assurance that the child will be properly
cared for.

The bill (S. 2577) to amend the Immi-
gration Act of 1924 so as to permit cer-
tain alien children to enter the United
States as nonquota immigrants, intro-
duced by Mr. HUMPHREY, was read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

DEVELOPMENT OF SPECIAL AIRCRAFT
FOR AGRICULTURAL PURPOSES

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted
the following resolution (S. Res. 172),
which was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry:

Whereas in a meeting at Texas A & M Col-
lege, College Station, Tex., on August 23, 1949,
representatives of the Texas A & M College,

the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the,

United States Department of Agriculture, the
Civil Ae-)nautics Board, and the National
Flying Farmers Association agreed to sponsor
the development of a special alrplane for
agricultural purposes. The development is
to be undertaken in the Personal Alrcraft
Research Center at Texas A & M College and
is to be financed by the Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration cooperatively with the Depart-
ment of Agriculture under the provisions of

section 601 of the Economy Act of 1932; and

Whereas there is no convenient and fully
saticfactory methor of measuring the distri-
bution of agricultural materials dispensed
from aireraft; a method for accurately evalu-
ating the performance of this equipment
would contribute much toward improvement
of present dispensing equipment; and

Whereas the present aircraft dusting,
spraying, seeding and fertilizing equipment,
and the alreraft used in such operations, be-
ing for the most part either converted mili-
tary trainers, converted light personal air.
craft or obsolete biplanes are generally dis-
satisfactory for these purposes. None of the
aircraft were originally designed for agricul-
tural use, and as a consequence their flying
characteristics are not satisfactory for this
purpose. Present equipment for dispensing
agricultural materials from airplanes does
not produce sufficiently uniform distribution
of these materials with the result that mate-
rial is wasted and inadequate coverage is ob-
tained at the present time; and

Whereas under the provisions of section
805 of the Civil Aeronartics Act of 1938 the
Administrator of” Civil Aeronautics is em-
powered to undertake developmental work
tending to the creation of improved aircraft;
and

Whereas legal authority for participation
by the Department of Agriculture in this
project is to be found in section 1 of the act
of June 29, 1935: Therefore be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that a project for the development of special
aireraft for agricultural purposes and related
equipment should be undertaken by the Civil
Aeronautics Administration and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

INVESTIGATION OF MEANS OF STIMULAT-

ING SURPLUS AGRICULTURAL COM-
MODITY EXPORTS

Mr. ANDERSON submitted the follow-
Ing resolution (8. Res. 173), which was
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry:

Resolved, That the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, be authorized and di-
rected to investigate ways and means of
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stimulating the exports of surplus agricul-
tural commodities and to submit recoms-
mendations for appropriate legislation to the
Eighty-first Congress.

For the purpose of the Investigation the
Committee is authorized to employ a staff of
competent assistants and to expend a sum
not in excess of $25,000.

STABILIZATION OF SUPPLIES AND PRICES
IN INTERNATIONAL WHEAT MARKET—
AMENDMENT

Mr. ANDERSON submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (S. 2383) to give effect to the in-
ternational wheat agreement signed by
the United States and other countries
relating to the stabilization of supplies
and prices in the international wheat
market, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and
ordered to be printed.

STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES—AMENDMENTS

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (S. 2522) to stabilize prices
of agricultural commodities, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. WATKINS (for himself, Mr.
Young, Mr. JornsoN of Colorado, Mr.
Lucas, and Mr. GILLETTE) submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to Senate bill S. 2522,
supra, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN
NATIONS—AMENDMENTS

Mr. MURRAY submitted amendments
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 5895) to promote the foreign
policy and provide for the defense and
general welfare of the United States by
furnishing military assistance to foreign
nations, which were ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr. KNOWLAND submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
House bill 5895, supra, which were or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. JENNER submitted amendments
intended to be proposed by him to House
bill 5895, supra, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE
RULE—AMENDMENT

Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr. THOoMAS
of Oklahoma) submitted the following
notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice in
writing that it is my intention to move to
suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the pur-
pose-of proposing for myself and the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS| to the bill
(H. R. 6008) making supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1950, and for other purposes, the following
amendment, namely: On page 13, after line
17, insert the following:

“RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

“To carry into effect the provisions of the
Rural Electrification Act, as amended, and to
provide for rural telephones and other pur-
poses: Provided, That the following two para-
graphs shall be effective only upon the enact-
ment into law during the first session of the
Elghty-first Congress of H. R. 2060, as follows:

“Salaries and expenses: For an additional
amount for administrative expenses, includ-
ing personal services in the District of Co-
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Iumbia, $250,000, of which amount $35,000
may be transferred to and made a part of
the appropriation for the Office of the So-
licitor.

“Loans: For loans in accordance with title
II and for carrying out the provisions of
section 7 of title I, $25,000,000, to be borrowed
from the Secretary of the Treasury in ac-
cordance with the applicable provisions of
section 3 of title I.”

Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr.
TrHoMAs of Oklahoma) also submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to House bill 6008, making
supplemental appropriations for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1950, and for
other purposes, which was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

(For text of amendment referred to,
see the foregoing notice.)

STATEMENT BY S<NATOR KILGORE ON
AN INTERNATIONAL UNDERSTANDING
PROGRAM

[Mr. KILGORE asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a statement pre-
pared by him on an international under-
standing program, spensored by the Charles-
ton, W. Va., Junior Chamber of Commerce,
which appears in the Appendix.]

WHAT'S TO BE DONE ABOUT CONGRESS?—
ARTICLE BY SENATOR EEFAUVER

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained
leave to have printed in the RECORD an article
entitled *What's To Be Done About Con-
gress?” by Senator EKeravuver, published in
the New York Times magazine of September
18, 1949, which appears in the Appendix.]

SENATOR MORSE'S POSITION ON THE CO-
LUMBIA VALLEY ADMINISTRATION—
ARTICLES FROM THE CAPITAL JOURNAL
[Mr. IVES asked and obtained leave to have

printed in the RECORD two articles relative to

the position of Senator Morse on the Colum=-
bia Valley Authority, published in the Capital

Journal, of Salem, Oreg., for September 13

and September 15, 1949, which appear in the

Appendix.]

ESTABLISHMENT OF PERMANENT EXHIB-
IT OF CHRISTIAN SCIENCE IN WASH-
INGTON, D. C.

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcCorp several articles
describing the permanent exhibit of the
Christian Science movement at Sixteenth
and I Streets NW., Washington, D, C., which
appear in the Appendix.]

HOW TO END THE DOLLAR CRISIS—

ARTICLE BY ROBERT K. PEPPER

[Mr. PEFPER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an article entitled
“How To End the Dollar Crisis,” by Robert K.
Pepper, news editor of the News-Press, Fort
Myers, Fla., which appears in the Appendix.]
COMPARISON OF GORE BILL, AIKEN ACT,

AND ANDERSON BILL

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President, the mi-
nority conference has prepared a com-
parison of the provisions of the Gore bill,
the Aiken Act, and the Anderson bill.

This comparison of these different
provisions for agricultural law shows
very careful study of the subject.

‘While I have not read this document
in full, that part of it which I have read
appears to be factually accurate.

As this comparison may have consid-
erable value for the Members of Con-
gress and others, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the body of the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the com-
parison was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD. as follows:
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Following is a comparison of three farm-price-support bills which have been acted upcn in Congress. The three are: H. R. 5345 (Gore
bill) passed by the House July 21, 1949; Titles II and III of Public Law 897, Eightieth Congress (Aiken Act): and S. 2522 (Anderson bill)
approved by the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry on August 31, 1849.

GoRrg BILL

The formula for determining parity prices
of agricultural commodities which has been
in use for many years under authority of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is re-
tained. Under this formula, the parity price
of any commodity as of any date is a price
which has changed the same percentage since
the base perlod as have prices paid by farm-
ers. For the more important field crops and
livestock items, the base period is 1910-14.
The parity price is calculated by multiplying
the average price for the product during the
base period by the parity index.

Example:

Average price received by farmers for
wheat during 1910-14 (cents per
bushel ) 8

Aug. 15, 1949, parity index (index of
prices paid by farmers, including in-
terest and taxes) oo _-__- 243

Aug. 15, 1949, parity price of wheat
(884 cents by 248) ..o £2.16
The formula for determining comparable

prices also is retained. Section 4(a) of the

act of July 1, 1941 (the Steagall amend-
ment), provided that comparable prices
shall be determined if the production or
consumption of a commodity “has so
changed In extent or character since the
base period as to result in a price out of
line with parity prices for basic commodi-
ties.” The Gore bill contains a similar pro-
vision. Comparable prices are calculated
for dry field peas and soybeans for oil. (Sse

Department of Agriculture Miscellaneous

Publication 683, Price Programs of the United

States Department of Agriculture, p. 49, for

explanation of comparable price formula.)

Price-support methods authorized are
loans, purchases, and other operations.

ArgEN ACT
I. PARITY PRICE FORMULAS

The parity formula is modernized to take
Into consideration the shifting costs of agri-
cultural production, changes in the pattern
of consumption, and other factors,

The chief change in the formula is the
substitution of an adjusted base price for
the base price previously used. It is ob-
tained by dividing the average price of the
commodity for the 10 preceding years by the
average of the index of prices received by
farmers for all commodities during the same
pericd. To determine the parity price, the
adjusted base price is then multiplied by the
index of prices paild by farmers including
interest and taxes.

At the beginning of each calendar year, the
10-year base period used is moved forward
1 year. The years 1910-14 will continue to
be used as the base period for the index of
prices received by farmers and the index of
prices paid by farmers including interest and
taxes

Example:

Average price received by farmers for
wheat during 1938-49 (per bushel). $1.37

Average of index of prices received by
farmers for all commodities during

e e e Ly e el 186
Adjusted base price ($1.37T divided by

186), (cents per bushel) .. _.__.__ 73.7
Aug. 15, 1949, parity index (index of

prices paid by farmers, including in-

terest AN LAXEE) <o no e cncndane e 243
Aug. 15, 1949, parity price of wheat :

(73.7 cents by 243) (per bushel)____ §1.79

In cases where the parity price computed
under the modernized formula is lower than
the parity price under the old formula, a
transitional parity price is to be used. The
transitional parity price of a commodity will
be 85 percent of the old parity price of 1950;
90 percent in 1751, and so on. In other
words, the parity price as calculated under
the old method is to be reduced 5 percent
each year until the transitional parity is
less than the parity under the modernized
formula. From then on, the new parity will
be used.

Transitional parity prices would apply in
1950 to the following commodities: Wheat,
corn, cotton, peanuts, eggs, potatoes, oats,
barley, rye, oranges, grapefruit, lemons,
peaches, prunes, and walnuts, (Source: Bu-
reau of Agricultural Economics.)

The Secretary of Agriculture may, after a
public hearing, put into effect for particular
commoditles other methods of computing
parity if their parity prices as provided for
in the modernized formula appear to be se-
riously out of line with the parity prices
of other agricultural commodities.

Senator ATKEN has pointed out that the
effect of the modernized formula will be to
glve greater parity values to livestock, dairy
products, poultry products, tobacco, wool, and
certain other perishable commodities, and
somewhat lower parity values to grains, with
a few exceptions,

These changes in parity values, he ex-
plained, will encourage the marketing of
grain in the form of animal products, there-
by broadening the market for grain.

The general level of parity prices under
the new formula, however, will be the same
as under the existing one.

II. PRICE SUFPORT METHODS

Support methods authorized are loans,
purchases, payments, and other operations.

In all cases the Secretary is to give con-
sideration to the practicability of support-
ing prices indirectly, as by the development
of improved merchandising methods, rather
than directly by purchase or loan,

ANDERSON BILL

The Aiken Act formula is amended by add-
ing wages paid hired farm labor to the parity
index and by including in prices received by
farmers, the wartime subsidy payments made
to producers under OPA programs designed
to “hold the line" on price ceilings.

Example:

Average price received by farmers for
wheat during 1939 to 1948 (per
bushel)

Average of Index of prices recelved by
farmers for all commodities, 1939 to
1948 187

Adjusted base price ($1.37 divided by
187) (cents per bushel) . o-eeeeua-o--

Aug. 15, 1949, parity index (index of
prices paid by farmers, including in-
terest, taxes, and wage rates, the
latter weighted 7.8 percent)._______ 257

Aug. 15, 1949, parity price of wheat
(73.3 cents by 257) (per bushel)... $1.88

3.3

The transitional parity provision is the
same as in the Aiken Act, with transitional
parity prices applying in 1950 to the same
commodities, except corn. The provision
for putting into effect other methods of
computing parity also is retained.

Including wage rates in the parity index
has the effect at the present time of increas-
ing parity prices on an over-all basis between
5 and 6 percent. During periods of com-
paritively low wage rates, however, it has
the effect of reducing the general parity
price level.

Addition of the wartime consumer subsidy
payments, according to the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics, raises the 10-year av-
erage of the index of prices recelved by
farmers by one point. Inclusion of the sub-
sidies increases the parity prices of milk,
butterfat, beef cattle, and lambs rather sub-
stantially.

Parity prices of these commodities under
the Anderson bill are higher than under
the Aiken Act and the Gore bill by the fol-
lowing percentages:

Aiken Gore

! Act bill
Commodity: Percent Percent
b ST R T s s I 10 15
Butberfat oo oo s 12 12
Beef cattle T 31
Lambs. ' | 32

The support methods authorized are the
same as in the Gore bill, with this differ-
ence:

The Anderson bill authorizes the appoint-
ment of an Assistant Secretary of Agricul-
ture in Charge of Sales Operations to plan
and carry out, through United States Depart-
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The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed to support prices received by
cooperating producers of cotton, wheat, corn,
tobacco, rice, and peanuts marketed before
June 30, 1851 (September 30, 1951 in the case
of Maryland and the cigar-leaf types of
tobacco), at 90 percent of parity if producers
have not disapproved marketing quotas.

If marketing quotas have not been disap-
proved, cooperating corn producers outside
the commercial corn-producing area will re-
ceive price support at 75 percent of the rate
of support to cooperators in the commercial
corn-producing area.

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed to support the prices to pro-
ducers of 12 Steagall commodities until Jan-
uary 1, 1951. These are the commodities
which the Secretary by public announcement,
pursuant to the provisions of the Steagall
amendment (act of July 1, 1941, as amended)
requested an expansion of production.

Milk and its products, hogs, chickens of
815 pounds and over live weight, and eggs
are to be supported at 90 percent of parity.

Other Steagall commodities are to be sup-
ported at not less than 60 percent of the
parity or comparable price nor more than the
level at which each was supported in 1948.
These are: Irish potatoes, sweetpotatoes,
turkeys, edible dry peas of certaln varieties,
edible dry beans of certain varieties, soy-
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Senator AIKEN, In a statement September
13, 1949, said the committee which formu-
lated the Aiken Act believed then there
might be times when it would be desirable
to let surpluses of specific commodities find
their own market level so that consumers
might benefit from large production.

“The Eightieth Congress never contem-
plated nor intended that compensatory pay-
ments would be used for the purpose of
breaking the general price level for farm
commodities, thereby bringing the Ameri-
can farmer to a status of dependency on
Government for his income,"” he added.

II. MANDATORY SUPPORT FOR BASIC COMMODITIES

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed to make available price support
to cooperators, if producers have not disap-
proved marketing quotas, in accordance with
a schedule based on the levels of supply with
the minimum support not to exceed 90 per-
cent of parity. When acreage allotments or
marketing quotas are in effect, the minimum
support price provided in the schedule is
automatically increased by 20 percent, but is
not to go above 90 percent of parity.

The basics are the same as in the Gore
bill: Cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, rice, and
peanuts.

Tobacco is a special case. It is to be sup-
ported at 80 percent of the parity price in
any year in which marketing guotas are in
effect.

If marketing quotas have not been disap-
proved, cooperating corn producers outside
the commercial corn-producing area will
receive price support at the rate of 75 percent
of the level of price support to cooperators
in the commercial corn-producing area.

IV. MANDATORY SUPPORT FOR NONBASIC COMMODITIES

The Secretary is specifically directed to
support the price of wool at a level between
60 and 90 percent of parity that he considers
necessary to encourage an annual production
of 360,000,000 pounds of shorn wool. This
means 90 percent for a few years at least.

Considering the effect of the revised parity
formula on wool, the support level for 1950
should be about 1 cent per pound over the
1949 support.

The Secretary also is specifically directed
to support the price of Irish potatoes at not
less than 60 percent nor more than 0 per-
cent of parity.

Senator AIKEN, in a statement September
13, 1949, made this comment regarding man-
datory price support for other nonbasic
commodities:

SEPTEMBER 21
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ment of Agriculture agencies, programs for
marketing and otherwise disposing of agri-
cultural commodities and products acquired
through price-support and other Department
activities. The provision (sect. 412) states
that, “In planning and carrying out such
programs such Assistant Secretary shall
strive to make such commodities and prod-
ucts avallable for purchase in areas of the
country in which they are in short supply
and in which prices for such commodities
and products are above support levels.”

In a letter dated August 24, 1049, In-
serted in the record of the Senate Agricul-
ture Committee hearings on the Anderson
bill, W. Carroll Hunter, Department of Ag-
riculture Solicitor, said the provision for
making price support available through
“loans, purchases, or other operations” does
not, in the Department’s opinion, authorize
production payments to producers. The
paragraph in his letter bearing on this point
read:

“An identical provision contained in other
agricultural legislation has never been con-
strued by the Department as authorizing
the use of production payments to produc-
ers as a method of price support. It has al-
ways been the view of this office that ‘other
operators’ contemplate only such methods,
in addition to loans and purchases, as would
support the price of the commodity in the
market place.”

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized
and directed to make available price support
to cooperators, if producers have not disap-
proved marketing quotas, at from 75 to 80
percent of parity, depending on the levels of
supply. (Supply percentage tables appear in
sect. 101.)

The basics are the same as in the Gore
bill: Cotton, wheat, corn, tobacco, rice and
peenuts, ’

An exception is made In the case of tobacco.
For this crop, If marketing quotas are in
effect, the support level is to be 90 percent of
parity.

There is a further exception: Subparagraph
(d) of section 101 requires 90 percent of
parity price support to cooperators for a
crop of any basic agricultural commodity for
which marketing quotas or acreage allot-
ments are in effect immediately following a
crop for which neither marketing quotas nor
acreage allotments were in effect. Assuming
that acreage allotments or marketing quotas
will be in effect during 1950, this provision in
effect assures support of the 1950 crops of
corn, cotton, wheat, and rice at 90 percent
of parity. The 1950 crops of tobacco and
peanuts will also be at 90 percent of parity
by reason of other provisions.

If marketing quotas have not been disap-
proved, cooperating corn producers ‘outside
the commercial corn-producing area will re-
ceive price support at the rate of 75 percent
of the level of price support to cooperators in
the commercial corn-producing area.

Under title II, Designated Nonbasic Ag-
ricultural Commodities, the Secretary is au-
thorized and directed to provide price sup-
port at 60 to 80 percent of parity to produc-
ers of shorn wool, mohair, tung nuts, and
Irish potatoes, and at 75 to 90 percent of
parity to producers of whole milk and but-
terfat. Support for the latter two is to be
provided only through loans on, or pur-
chases of, the products of these commodities.
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beans for oil, flaxseed for oil, and American=-
Egyptian cotton. =

In addition to the Steagall commodities,
mandatory support is provided to producers
of three other nonbasics as follows:

1. To producers of wool at not less than
the 1946 average farm price until June 30,
1951, (This extends the termination date
of Public Law 360, 80th Cong.)

2, To producers of mohair, until June 30,
1951, at not in excess of 90 percent of the
parity price, taking into account the price
level at which wool is being supported.
(This adds a new section (sect. 4) to Fub-
lic Law 360, 80th Cong.)

8. To producers of cottonseed at levels not
in excess of parity, taking into account the
price levels at which other commodities are
being supported. (Termination date is Jan-
uary 1, 1951, same as for the Steagall com=
moedities.)

The Secretary’s authority originally given
in section 4 (b) of the Steagall amendment
to support the prices of commodities other
than those for which mandatory support is
provided is extended to January 1, 1951.

It is declared to be the policy of Congress
that the lending and purchase operations of
the Department of Agriculture other than
those pertaining to the basic commodities,
Steagall commodities, and cottonseed are
to be carried out until January 1, 1951, so as
to bring the price and income of the pro-
ducers of other agricultural commodities to
a falr parity relationship with the basics,
Steagalls, and cottonseed, to the extent that
funds are available.

Commodities for which permissive support
programs have been in effect in 1949 are:
cottonseed, winter cover crop seed, hay, pas-
ture, and range seed; graln sorghums, barley,
oats, rye, and gum naval stores.
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“It was made clear in an analysis of the
bill when it was before the Senate that the
Congress expects the Secretary to support
the major nonbasic agricultural commodi=-
ties, which are comparable to the so-called
Steagall commodities, at a level comparable
to that which is given to the basic commodi=-
tles.

“Interpreting the act as a whole, in an hon=
est and unblased manner, the effect is to
make support of the major nonbasic come
modities virtually mandatory.”

The Secretary is authorized to support
prices of nonbasic commodities at any level
up to 90 percent of parity. In det
permissive support operations, the following
factors are to be considered:

1. The supply of the commodity in rela-
tion to the demand. i

2. The price levels at which other com-
modities are being supported.

3. The availability of funds.

4. The perishability of the commodity,

5. Its Importance to agriculture and the
national economy.

6. The ability to dispose of stocks acquired
through a price-support operation.

7. The need for offsetting temporary losses
of export markets.

8. The ability and willingness of producers
tu keep supplies in line with demand.

The above provisions also apply to the
basic and nonbasic commodities for which
price support is mandatory to the extent that
they do not conflict with other provisions of
the act.

If any price-support operation is under-
taken with respect to either turkeys or chick-
ens, the same operations are to be applicable
to broilers, ducks and ducklings, and other

poultry.
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V. PERMISSIVE SUPPORT FOR NONBASIC COMMODITIES -

Under title III, the Secretary is authorized
to provide price support up to 90 percent of
parity to producers for any nonbasic agri-
cultural commodity not designated in title IT,

Priority is t> be given, insofar as feasible, to
producers of storable nonbasic commodities
for which a marketing quota or marketing
agreement or order program is in effect and
who are complying with such program. The
levels of support for the storable nonbasics
are 76 to 90 percent of parity, varying with
th> supply percentage, or at such lower level
as the Secretary deems desirable. (The sup-
ply percentage table for the storable non-
basics is given in sect. 302.)

A commodity is to be considered storable
upon determination by the Secretary that, in
normal trade practice, it is stored for sub-
stantial periods of time and that it can be
stored under the price-support program
without excessive loss through deterioration
or spoilage, or without excessive cost for
storage for such periods as will permit its
disposition without substantial impairment
of the effectiveness of the price-support
program.

Under title IV, eight factors are set out
which are to be taken into consideration by
the Secretary in carrying out permissive sup-
port operations. They are:

1. The supply of the commedity In rela-
tion to the demand therefor.

2. The price levels at which other commod-
ities are being supported and, in the case of
feed grains, the feed values of such grains in
relation to corn.

3. The avallability of funds.

4. The perishabllity of the commodity.

5. The importance of the commodity to
agriculture and the national economy.

6. The ability to dispose of stocks acquired
through a price-support operation.

7. The need for offsetting temporary losses
of export markets,

8. The ability and willingness of producers
to keep supplies in line with demand.

These same factors also are to be taken
into consideration in determining, in the
case of any commodity for which price sup-
port is mandatory, the level of support above
the minimum level prescribed for such com-
modity in the Anderson bill.

V1. PRICE SUPPORT ABOVE MAXIMUM LEVELS OTHERWISE PRESCRIEED

Price support cannot be increased above
the prescribed maximum levels.

Price-support operations at levels above
the maximum levels otherwise prescribed
may be undertaken whenever it is deter-
mined by the Secretary, after a public hear-
Ing, that price support at such increased
levels is necessary in order to increase or
maintain the production of any agricultural
commodity in the interest of natlonal se-

Price support at a level above the maxi-
mum levels otherwise prescribed may be made
available for any commodity if the Secretary
determines, after a public hearing, that price
support at such increased level is necessary
in order to prevent or alleviate a shortage in
the supply of any commodity essential to the
national welfare or in order to increase or
maintain the production of any commodity
in the interest of national security. The
Becretary's determination and the record of
the hearing are to be made public.
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Basic commodities: The control measures
epplying to these commodities are acreage
allotments and marketing quotas. *‘Co-
operators” are producers who do not exceed
their farm-acreage allotments,. When acre-
age allotments alone have been proclaimed
and established, cooperators are eligible for
price support at the full rate; noncoopera=
tors are ineligible for any support.

When both acreage allotments and market-
ing quotas have been proclaimed and estab-
lished, cooperators are eligible for price sup-
port at the full rate; noncooperators are in-
eligible for price support except for a sup-
port loan of 54 percent of parity on so much
of the commodity as would be subject to
penalty under the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, if marketed. No price support
iz provided, even to cooperators, if market-
ing quotas have been proclaimed but dis-
approved by more than one-third of the pro-
ducers of the commodity voting in a referen-
dum,

Nonbasic commoditles: The Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to require com-
pliance by producers with production goals
and marketing regulations as a condition of
eligibility for support.

Acreage allotments

Except in case of an increase in export de-
mand or a national emergency, the Secretary
must proclaim acreage allotments each year
for corn, wheat, rice, and peanuts. He must
proclaim acreage allotments for tobacco and
cotton when marketing gquotas are pro-
claimed for these commodities, but is not
authorized to proclaim acreage allotments
alone. ¥

The dates when the allotments must be
proclaimed each year and the amounts of
the allotments are set out in the Agric altural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, as fol-
lows:

Corn: By February 1, a national acreage
allotment for the calendar year then current
must be proclaimed for the commercial corn-
producing area which, together with corn
produced in other United States areas, will
make available a supply equal to the reserve
supply level. Reserve supply level in the
case of corn is a normal year's domestic con-
sumption and exports plus 10 percent.

Wheat: By July 15, a national acreage al-
lotment for the next year's crop must be
proclaimed which, together with the esti-
mated carry-over at the beginning of the
marketing year for such crop, will produce a
supply equal to a normal year's domestic con-
sumption and exports plus 30 percent. The
national acreage allotment may not, how-
ever, be less than 55,000,000 acres.

Rice: By December 31, a national acreage
allotment for the next calendar year must be
proclaimed which, together with the esti-
mated carry-over from the marketing year
ending in the calendar year for which the
allotment is being proclaimed, ‘'will produce
& supply not less than the normal supply.

Peanuts: By December 1, the national mar«
keting quota proclaimed for the next cal-
endar year must be converted to & national
acreage allotment for that year by dividing
such quota by the normal yield per acre of
peanuts for the United States on the basis
of the average yleld per acre in the 6 years
preceding the year in which the quota is

ed, with adjustments for trends in
yields and abnormal conditions. The na-
tional acreage allotment for the crop year
1960 may not be less than 2,100,000 acres.

Tebacco: By December 1, if a national mar=
keting quota has been , & national
acreage allotment in pounds must be pro-
claimed. The allotment in pounds must be
an amount which, together with carry-over,
will make available a supply egual to the re=
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VII. CONDITIONS OF SUFPORT

Baslc commodities: The control measures
are the same as in the Gore bill—acreage al-
lotments and marketing quotas.

Cooperators receive support at the full
rate. The levels of support to noncoopera-
tors are left to the Secretary's determina-
tion. Also, instead of no price support being
provided to producers when marketing
gquotas have been disapproved, as is the case
under the Gore bill, the Alken Act provides
for support to cooperators at 50 percent of
parity.

Nonbasic commodities: Producers may be
required o comply with acreage allotments,
productiom goals, and marketing practices
(including marketing agreements and or-
ders) prescribed by the Secretary in order
to be eligible for price support.

VIII, ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS AND MARKETING QUOTAS

Acreage allotments

The acreage allotment provisions under
the Aiken Act remain substantially the same
as those under the Gore bill, The only
change is that in determining national acre~
age allotments for corn and wheat and the
national baleage allotment for cotton, the
BSecretary is required to give consideration to
imports of the commodity involved.
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Basic commodities: The control measures
are the same as in the Gore bill—acreage
ellotments and marketing quotas.

Cooperators receive support at the full
rate. Support to noncooperators is left to
the Secretary’s determination. He may pro-
vide support to noncooperators at such levels,
not in excess of the level of support to co-
operators, as he determines will facilitate
the effective operation of the program.

‘When marketing quotas have been disap-
proved, support to cooperators will be at 50
percent of parity. An exception to this in
the Anderson bill is tobacco, for which price
support is prohibited when marketing quotas
have been disapproved.

Nonbasic commodities: Compliance by the
producer with acreage allotments, produc-
tion goals and marketing practices (includ-
ing marketing quotas when authorized by
law), prescribed by the Secretary, may be
required as a condition of eligibility for price
support.

Acreage allotments

The acreage allotment provisions under
the Anderson bill are the same as under the
Aiken Act.
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serve-supply level. The reserve-supply level
of tobacco is normal supply plus 5 percent.
Cotton: By October 15, if a national mar=
keting quota has been proclaimed, a national
acreage allotment must be proclaimed for the

next calendar year which will make available

an amount of cotton equal to the national
marketing quota.

Marketing quotas

The dates by which and the conditions
under which quotas must be proclaimed,
end the amounts of the quotas are set out
in the 1938 act, as amended, as follows:

Corn: Between August 10, when the Au-
gust crop report is released, and September
15, if the Secretary determines that the total
supply of corn as of October 1 will exceed
the normal supply by more than 10 percent,
marketing quotas are to be in effect in the
commercial corn-producing area for the crop
of corn grown in such area in that calendar
year. No provision is made for the amount
of ;. national marketing quota.

Wheat: By May 15, a national marketing
quota must be proclaimed whenever it ap-
pears that the total supply of wheat at the
beginning of the next marketing year will
exceed a normal year’s domestic consumption
and exports by more than 35 percent. The
amount of the national marketing quota
must equal the normal year's domestic con-
sumption and exports plus 30 percent, less
(1) the estimated carry-over at the beginning
of the marketing year, and (2) the estimated
amount of wheat to be used on farms as
seed or livestock feed during the marketing
year.

Rice: By December 31, a national market-
ing quocta must be proclaimed for the next
marketing year if the total supply for the
current marketing year exceeds the normal
supply by more than 10 percent, The na-
tional marketing quota is an amount equal
to the normal supply.

Peanuts: Between July 1 and December 1
of each calendar year, the Secretary must
proclaim a national marketing quota for the
crop produced in the next calendar year
which will make available a supply equal to
the average yearly quantity harvested for
nuts during the 5 years immediately pre-
ceding the year in which such quota is pro-
claimed, adjusted for current trends, and
prospective demand conditions. The na-
tional marketing quota, however, may not
be less for the 1950 crop than the guantity
of peanuts sufficient to provide a national
acreage allotment of 2,100,000 acres.

Marketing quotas for peanuts are manda-
tory without regard to supply or other con-
ditions and are voted for a 3-year period.
Producers approved quotas in 1947 for the
years 1948, 1949, and 1950.

Tobacco: By December 1, a national mar-
keting quota must be proclaimed for the
marketing year beginning in the next cal-
endar year when total supply as of the be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

AIKEN ACT

Marketing quotas

The Aiken Act changes the provislons for
marketing quotas from what they are under
the Gore bill.

The dates by which and the conditions
under which gquotas must be proclaimed, and
the amounts of the quotas under the Aiken
Act are as follows:

Corn: By November 15, the Secretary must
proclaim that marketing quotas will be in
effect for the next calendar year in the
commercial corn-producing area if:

(1) the total supply for the marketing
year beginning in the calendar year then
current will exceed the normal supply by
more than 20 percent, or

(2) the total supply for the marketing
year ending in the calendar year then cur=-
rent is not less than the normal supply,
and the average farm price for three suc-
cessive months does not exceed 66 percent
of parity.

No provision is made for the amount of a
national marketing quota.

Wheat: By July 1, the Secretary must pro-
claim a national marketing quota for the
marketing year beginning July 1 of the next
calendar year if:

(1) the total supply for the marketing year
beginning in the calendar year then current
will exceed the normal supply by more than
20 percent, or

(2) the total supply for the marketing year
ending in the calendar year then current is
not less than the normal supply, and the
average farm price for three successive
months does not exceed 66 percent of parity.

The amount of the national marketing
gquotiy must equal a normal year's domestic
consumption and exports plus 30 percent,
less the estimated carry-over at the begin-
ning of the marketing year.

Rice: By December 31, the Secretary must
proclaim a national marketing quota for the
marketing year beginning in the next calen-
dar year if:

(1) the total supply for the marketing year
beginning in the calendar year then current
will exceed the normal supply by more than
20 percent, or '

(2) the total supply for the marketing year
ending in the calendar year then current is
not less than the normal supply, and the
average farm price for three successive
months does not exceed €6 percent of parity.

The national marketing quota is an amount
equal to the normal supply.

Peanuts: Same as under the Gore bill,

Tobacco: By December 1, the Secretary
must proclaim a national marketing quota
for the marketing year beginning in the next
calendar year if the total supply as of the
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Marketing quotas
The marketing quota provisions under the
Anderson bill are the same as under the
Alken Act,
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ginning of the marketing year then current
exceeds the reserve-supply level. Reserve-
supply level of tobacco is normal supply plus
b percent. The national quota is an amount
equal to the reserve-supply level, taking
carry-over into account.

Quotas are voted on on each kind of
tobacco separately and for 1l- or 3-year
periods.

Cotton: By October 15, a national market-
ing guota must be proclaimed for the crop
produced in the next calendar year when the
total supply of cotton for the marketing year
beginning in the calendar year then current
will exceed the normal supply for such mar=-
keting year. The national marketing quota
for any year shall be not less than 10,000,000
bales or 1,000,000 bales less then the esti-
mated domestic consumption plus exports
of cotton for the marketing year ending in
the calendar year in which such quota is
proclaimed, whichever is smaller. The na-
tional marketing quota for 1950 shall be
not less than the number of bales required
to provide a nationa' acreage allotment of
21,000,000 acres.

All marketing quotas are to take effect
unless opposed by more than one-third of
the producers affected voting in a refer-
endum.

Under section 371 (b) of the 1938 act, the
Secretary is empowered to “increase or termi-
nate” marketing quotas in the case of a
national emergency or "“because of a ma-
terial increase in export demand.” Before
determining whether an increase or termi-
nation is necessary the Secretary is required
to make an investigation of the situation
and proclaim such findings. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has interpreted this pro=
vision to apply to acreage allotments as well
as to quotas.

The Department’s Interpretation is that
the intent of section 371 (b) is to give the
Becretary authority to remove controls in
time of a national emergency and since
allotments are so closely related to quotas, it
takes the position that allotments come
within the purview of this section.
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beginning of the marketing year then current
exceeds the reserve-supply level. However,
the Secretary is required to proclaim a na-
tional marketing quota for each marketing
year for each kind of tobacco for which a
national marketing quota was proclaimed
for the preceding marketing year., This pro%
viso also requires the Secretary to proclaim
& quota for Virginia sun-cured tobacco for
each marketing year for which a quota is
proclaimed for fire-cured tobacco. Thus,
once the Secretary has proclaimed quotas for
any kind of tobacco for any marketing year,
he is required to proclaim quotas for that
kind of tobacco for each succeeding market=
ing year without regard to the price or sup-
ply situation.

The amount of the national marketing
guota is that quantity which, together with
the carry-over, will make available a supply
of tobacco equal to the reserve-supply level,
The reserve-supply level of tobacco is the
normal supply plus 5 percent.

Quotas are voted on on each kind of
tobacco separately and for 1- or 3-year
perlods.

Cotton: Same as under the Gore bill.

All marketing quotas are to take effect
unless opposed by more than one-third of
the producers affected voting in & refer-
endum.

SEPTEMBER 21
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IX. NORMAL SUFFLY, TOTAL SUPPLY, AND CARRY-OVER

Basic commodities

Except those for cotton, which were
changed by Public Law 272 enacted by this
Congress, the definitions of normal supply,
total supply, and carry-over included in the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 are re-
tained.

The definitions for cotton in Public Law
272, which amends the 1938 act, are:

Normal supply: For any marketing year, it
is the estimated domestic consumption of
cotton for the marketing year for which nor-
mal supply is being determined, plus the
estimated exports for such marketing year,
plus 30 percent as an allowance for carry-
over.

Basic commodities
For cotton, the Aiken Act definitions of
normal supply, total supply, and carry-over
are superseded by those in Public Law 272
enacted by this Congress. (See Public Law
272 definitions for cotton under the Gore
bill.)

Basic commodities

The new definitions of normal supply, to=-
tal supply, and carry-over included in the
Alken Act are retained, with two exceptions:
(1) For cotton, the definitions in the 1948
act are superseded by those in Public Law 272
enacted by this Congress. (See Public Law
272 definitions for cotton under Gore bill);
(2) The definition of normal supply in the
case of corn is amended by the Anderson bill
to provide for a 10-percent, in lieu of T-per-
cent, allowance for carry-over.
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Total supply: For any marketing year, 1t 1s
the carry-over at the beginning of such mar=
keting year, plus the estimated production
of cotton in the United States during the
calendar year in which such marketing year
begins and the estimated imports of cotton
into the United States during such market-
ing year.

Carry-over: For any marketing year, it is
the quantity on hand in the United States
at the beginning of the marketing year, not
including any part of the crop which was
produced in the United States during the
calendar year then current.

The 1938 act does not define normal sup-
ply, total supply, and carry-over for peanuts.

The 193" act definitions for the other basic
commodities are:

Normal supply: For corn, rice, and wheat,
it is a normal year's domestic consumption
and exports of the commodity, plus 7 per-
cent in the case of corn, 10 percent in the
case of rice, and 15 percent in the case of
wheat, of a normal year's domestic consump-
tion and exports, as an allowance for a nor=-
mal carry-over. For tobacco, it is a normal
year's domestic consumption and exports
plus 175 percent of a normal year's domestic
consumption and 65 percent of a normal
¥year's exports as an allowance for a normal
carry-over.

“Normal year's domestic consumption” is
defined as, for corn and wheat, the yearly
average quantity of the commodity, wherever
produced, that was consumed in the United
Btates during the 10 marketing years im-
mediately preceding the marketing year in
which such consumption is determined, ad-
Justed for current trends in such consump-
tion; for tobacco, the yearly average quan-
tity of the commodity procuced in the
United States that was consumed in the
United States during the 10 marketing years
immediately preceding the marketing year
in which such consumption is determined,
adjusted for current trends in such con-
sumption; and for rice, the yearly average
quantity of rice produced in the United
States that was consumed in the United
Btates during the 5 marketing years im-
mediately precading the marketing year in
which such consumption is determined, ad-
Justed for current trends in such consump-
tion.

“Normal year's exports” is defined as, for
corn, rice, tobacco, and wheat, the yearly
average quantity of the commodity produced
in the United States that was exported from
the United States during the 10 marketing
years (or, in the case of rice, the 5 marketing
Yyears) Immediately preceding the marketing
year in which such exports are determined,
adjusted for current trends in such exports.

Total supply: For corn, rice, and wheat, for
any marketing year, 1t is the carry-over of
the commodity for such marketing year plus
the estimated production of the commodity
in the United States during the calendar year
in which such marketing year begins. For
tobacco, for any marketing year, it is the
carry-over at the beginning of such market-
ing year plus the estimated production there-
of in the United States during the calendar
year in which such marketing year begins,
except that the estimated production of type
46 tobacco during the marketing year with
respect to which the determination is being
made is to be used in lleu of the estimated
production of such type during the calendar
year in which such marketing year begins in
determining the total supply of cigar-filler
and cigar-binder tobacco.

Carry-over: For corn and rice, for any
marketing year, it is the quantity on hand in
the United States at the beginning of such
marketing year, which was produced in the
United States prior to the beginning of the
calendar year then current. For tobacco, for
any marketing year, it 1s the quantity of such
tobacco on hand in the United States at the

AIKEN ACT

For the other basic commodities, the defi-
nitions included in the Aiken Act are as
follows:

Normal supply: For corn, rice, wheat, and
peanuts, 1t is the estimated domestic con-
sumption of the commodity during the pre-
ceding marketing year plus the estimated
exports of the commodity for the marketing
¥y2ar for which normal supply is being deter-
mined, plus carry-over allowances of 7 per-
cent in the case of corn, 10 percent in the
case of rice, 15 percent in the case of wheat,
and 15 percen: in the case of peanuts. The
Secretary is directed to take account of cur-
rent trends in consumption and unusual
conditions in determining normal supply.
Normal supply in the case of tobacco is the
same as in the 1938 act.

Total supply: For corn, rice, wheat, and
peanuts, it 1s the carry-over of the commodity
at the beginning of the marketing year plus
estimated production and imports. Total
supply in the case of tobacco is the same as
in the 1938 act. i

Carry-over: For corn, rice, and peanuts,
for any marketing year, it is the quantity of
the commodity on hand in the United States
at the beginning of such marketing year, not
including any quantity which was produced
in the United States during the calendar year
then current. Carry-over in the case of wheat
and tobacco is the same as in the 1938 act,

ANDERSON BILL
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beginning of the marketing year, which was
produced in the United States prior to the
beginning of the calendar year then current,
except that in the case of cigar-filler and
cigar-binder tobacco the quantity of type 46
on hand and theretofore produced in the
United States during such calendar year is
also to be included. For wheat, for any mar-
keting year, it is the quantity of wheat on
hand in the United States at the beginning
of such marketing year, not including any
wheat which was produced in the United
States during the calendar year then current,
and not including any wheat held by the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation under
Title V of the 1938 act.

Nonbasic commodities
No definitions.

From any funds availab’: to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture or any agency operat-
ing under its direction for price support
operations or for the disposal of agricultural
commodities, the Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized and directed to use such sums
as may be necessary to carry out the price-
support provisions.

Funds avallable to the Department are:

(1) Commodity Credit Corporation’s $100,~
000,000 capital stock and borrowings (CCC
has a borrowing power of $4,750,000,000);

(2) Remaining balance of Reserve for
Postwar Price Support of Agriculture (Public
Law 2301, 79th Cong.);

(38) Section 32 funds (Sec. 32 of Public
Law 320, T4th Cong. which provided that
an amount equal to 30 percent of customs
receipts each year shall be available to the
Becretary of Agriculture for programs aimed
at widening the market outlet for farm com-
modities in heavy supply); and

(4) Wational school-lunch program appro-
priations,
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Nonbasic commodities
No definitions.

X. PRICE SUPPORT FINANCING

Commodity Credit Corporation funds may
be used for supporting the price of all basic
commodities and other commodities which
are “reasonably storable without excessive
loss or excesslve cost."

Commodity Credit funds may also be used
to support the price of storable commodities
processed from perishable nonbasic com-
modities.

These provisions, Senator AIKEN sald in
his September 13, 1948, statement, were
clearly. intended to authorize the use of CCC
funds for the support of milk by support-
ing processed dairy products, other storable
animal products, soybeans, cottonseed, oats,
rye, barley, and other commodities that are
:tomhle either in processed or nonprocessed
orm.

Commodities so perishable as to be non-
storable and which are not processed into
storable form can be supported through
other means avallable such as the section
82 funds.

Beginning with fiscal year 1950, any excess
of section 32 funds over current expendi-
tures from this source may be accumulated
up to a maximum of $300,000,000.

SEPTEMBER 21
ANDERSON BILL

Nonbasic commodities

Definitions of normal supply, total supply,
and carry-over for nonbasic commodities are
get out in the Anderson bill, as follows:

Normal supply: For any marketing year, it
is (1) the estimated domestic consumption
of the commeodity for the marketing year for
which such normal supply is being deter-
mined, plus (2) the estimated exports of the
commodity for such marketing year, plus (3)
an allowance for carry-over. The carry-over
allowance is the average carry-over of the
commodity for the five immediately pre-
ceding marketing years, adjusted for sur-
pluses or deficiencies caused by abnormal
conditions, changes In marketing conditions,
or the operation of any agricultural program.
The Secretary is directed to make adjust-
ments for current trends in consumption and
unusual conditions in determining normal
supply.

-Total supply: For any marketing year, it is
the carry-over at the beginning of the mar-
keting year plus the estimated production of
the commodity Iin the United States during
the calendar year in which such marketing
year begins and the estimated Imports of the
commodity into the United States during
such marketing year,

Carry-over: For any marketing year, it is
the quantity of the commodity on hand in
the United States at the beginning of the
marketing year, not including any part of
the crop or production of such commodity
which was produced in thesUnited States
during the calendar year then current. The
carry-over of any such commodity may also
include the quantity of such commodity in
processed form on hand in the United States
at the beginning of the marketing year, if
the Secretary determines that the inclusion
of such processed quantity of the commodity
is necessary to effectuate the purposes of the
act.

Finanecing is the same as under the Gore
bill, with two exceptions:

Commodity Credit Corporation is author-
ized to issue obligations in excess of its
assets for the purpose of carrying out its
annual budget programs.

Section 32 funds are to be devoted prin-
cipally to perishable commodities.
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Commodity Credit Corporation is not re-
stricted in the sale of commodities owned or
controlled by it except for restrictions on
cotton sales under section 3881 (c¢) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1838.

Under section 381 (c) no cotton held on
behalf of the United States can be sold unless
the proceeds are at least sufficient to reim-
burse the United States for all amounts (in-
cluding any price-adjustment payment) paid
out on the cotton so sold. Also, CCC cannot
sell more than 300,000 bales in any calendar
month, or more than 1,500,000 bales in any
calendar year,

As a matter of policy, the CCC Board of
Directors has put into effect the Aiken Act
provisions pertaining to CCC sales of com-
modities other than cotton.

No provision.

No provision, but the effect is the same
as in the Anderson bill. 4

SBection 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 authorizes the imposition of im-
port-fees and quotas on &rticles imported
into the United States whenever the im-
portation of such articles interferes with
certain agricultural programs. Title I of the
Agricultural Act of 1948 amended this section
to include price support among such pro-
grams to prevent imports from materially
interfering with price-support programs.

The period during which the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized to carry out Federal
programs relating to soil conservation under
sections 7 to 17, inclusive, of the Soil Conser-
vation and Domestic Allotment Act is extend=
ed until December 31, 1950. This is already
law under title I of the Agricultural Act of
1948. 3

A provision comparable to that in the
Alken Act now exlsts with respect to com-
modities supported under the 1938 act, a8
amended,

1950 production only.

January 1, 1950,
3 XCv———824

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

AIXEN AcCT

XI. RESTRICTIONS ON CCC SALES

Commeodity Credit Corporation is not to
sell any farm commodity owned or controlled
by it at less than the lowest of these three:
(1) A price reasonably calculated to reim=-
burse it for costs incurred; (2) a price half-
way between the support price, if any, and
the parity price of the commodity; or (3) a
price equivalent to 90 percent of parity of
the commodity. These restrictions do not
apply to (A) sales for new or byproduct uses;
(E) sales of peanuts for the extraction of oil;
(C) sales for seed or feed if such sales will
not substantially impair any price-support
program; (D) sales of commodities which
have substantially deteriorated in quality
or of nonbasic perishable commodities where
there is danger of loss or waste through spoil-
age; (E) sales for the purpose of establishing
claims against persons who have committed
fraud, misrepresentation, or other wrongful
acts with respect to the commodity; (F) sales
for export; (G) sales of wool; and (H) sales
for other than primary uses. The Alken Act
repeals section 381 (c) of the 1938 act,

XII. MISCELLANEOUS

Forward pricing
Forward pricing is permitted.

Support price adjustments
Provision is the same as in the Anderson
bill,

Control of imports
Provision is the same.

Soil conservation
Provision is the same.

Producers’ liability

Loans under the price-support program are
“nonrecourse”; that is, the producer is not
personally lable for any deficiency arising
from the sale of the commodity unless he ob=
talned the loan through fraudulent repre-
sentations, However, it is provided that thls
shall not be construed to prevent the De-
partment from requiring producers to assume
Hability for deficlenclies in the grade, quality,
or quantity of commodities stored on the
farm or delivered by them, for failure prop=
erly to care for and preserve the commodi-
tles, or for failure to deliver commodities in
accordance with the program.

Duration
Permanert,
Effective date
Same, 5

" port program;
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Commodity Credit Corporation i1s not to
sell any commodity owned or controlled by
it at less than the current support price,
except that this restriction does not apply to
(A) sales for new or byproduct uses; (B) sales
of peanuts and oilseeds for the extraction of
oil; (C) sales for seed or feed if such sales
will not substantially impair any price-sup-
(D) sales of commodities
which have substantially deteriorated in
quality or as to which there is danger of loss
or waste through deterioration or spoilage;
(E) sales for the purpose of establishing
claims arising out of contract or against
persons who have committed fraud, mis-
representation, or other wrongful acts with
respect to the commodity; (F) sales for ex-
port; (G) sales of wool and mohair; and
(H) sales for other than primary uses.

Announcement of support prices in ad-
vance of the planting season is authorized.
If at the beginning of “he marketing year it
develops that the announced prices are in
excess of the maximum support prices other-
wise permitted, support may be given at the
announced prices.

Appropriate adjustments may be made in
the support price for any commodity for
differences in grade, type, staple, quality,
location, and other factors. The adjustments,
so far as practicable, are to be made in such
manner that the average support price for
the commodity equals the support level pro-
vided in the act. Middling seven-eighths-
inch cotton is to be the standard grade for

. Ppurposes of parity and price support.

Provision is the same.

Provision is the same,

Provision is the same.

Permanent.,

Bame.
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. GEORGE obtained the floor.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield before he
begins his speech in order that I may
propcund a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, on yes-
terday I attempted to obtain a unani-
mous-consent agreement to vote Thurs-
day on the bill pending before the Sen-
ate. That was objected to by the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Dakota
[Mr, Lancer]. I am going to renew the
unanimous-consent request. It is now
my understanding that the request is
not objectionable to any Senator on
either side of the aisle. I send to the
desk an order which I ask to have stated,
and I ask unanimous consent for its
consideration and adoption.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
order will be read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That on the calendar day of
Thureday, September 22, 1949, at the hour
of 6 o'clock p. m., the Senate proceed to
vote, without further debate, upon any
amendment that may be pending or that
may be proposed to H. R. 5893, the Foreign
Military Assistance Act of 1949, and upon
the final passage of the said bill: Provided,
That no amendment which is not germane
to the subject matter shall be recelved.

Ordered further, That the time between
12 o'clock and 6 o'clock on sald day be equal-
1y divided between those favoring and those
opposing the said bill, and controlled, re-
spectively, by the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConwaLiy| and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. GEORGE].

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I will say there
was so much confusion in the Senate I
really could not hear all the provisions
of the order. I wish to ask a question of
the majority leader. Isthe hour for vot-
ing, as set out in the order, 6 o'clock? I
did not hear that.

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
hour is fixed at 6 o'clock.

Mr. WHERRY. As I understand, the
time between 12 and 6 o’clock is fo be di-
vided between the proponents and the
opponents of the measure equally.

I should like to ask another question.
Is it the intention of the majority leader
to bring up any other matter between
now and the vote on the pending meas-
ure, either on the Legislative or the Exec-
utive Calendars? I may say the reason
for my question is that the time between
now and when the vote is proposed to be
taken is quite short, and already seven
or eight Senators on this side of the aisle
have announced their intention to speak
on the subject. Of course, under the
rules of the Senate any Ssnator can
speak on any question he pleases, and we
cannot prevent him from doing so. But
I wanted to know from the majority
leader if he intended to bring up any
matter on the Legislative or Executive
Calendars between now and Thursday at
the hour of 6 o’clock.

Mr. LUCAS. Ihave nointention what-
soever of bringing up any new legislation
now on the calendar, in view of the fact
that apparently a considerable number

The
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of Senators are prepared to speak on the
issue now before the Senate. The only
reason the Senator from Illinois at-
tempted to bring up any other matters
last night was that he had advised the
Senate that there would be a night ses-
sion. We ran out of speakers, and conse-
quently I sought consideration for a hill

which has been on the calendar for some -

time.

Mr. WHERRY. Iappreciate the state-
ment of the majority leader about the
legislative calendar, but I am also ask-
ing about the Executive Calendar.

Mr. LUCAS. Nothing on the Executive
Calendar that is controversial will be
brought up.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, there
are on the executive calendar the nomi-
nations of United States representatives
to the United Nations. As I understand,
there is no objection to them.

Mr. WHERRY. That is one of the
reasons I asked the question. I do not
know whether there will be objection or
not.

Mr, CONNALLY, If there is objection,
let them go over.

Mr. WHERRY. If there is to be no
additional legislation brought up, and if
no controversial Executive nominations
are to be considered during this debate,
I have no objection to the unanimous-
consent request, and I hope it will be
entered into.

I should like to ask one further ques-
tion. I have already stated that I have
no objection to the unanimous-consent
request. I should like to ask the dis-
tinguished majority leader if he cares
to make a statement relative to whether
or not the vote on the pay bills will be
postponed until Monday. Perhaps I
should discuss that question with him.
Is it his intention to postpone the vote
on the pay bills until Monday?

Mr. LUCAS. Obviously I should like
to get a vote on Friday or Saturday on
one of the pay bills. However, I shall
not insist that that be done. Those bills
are extremely important to a great num-
ber of persons. I have been informed
that there is some controversy with re-
spect to some of them. However, if we
should run out of speakers upon some
bill which we take up, such as the mili-
tary pay bill, and if we should otherwise
be compelled to take a recess in the mid-
dle of the afternoon because no Senator
is prepared to speak, I want it distinctly
understood that in that event we shall
try to obtain consideration for two or
three other bills on the calendar, if neces-
sary by motion. For example, we have
attempted to obtain consideration for
a hill in which the Senator from Florida
[Mr, Horranp] is interested, which has
been reported from the Public Works
Committee. We could have passed it
last Friday evening had we gone ahead
with it. The Senator from Florida was
slightly indisposed, and we did not move
on. We should like to take up that bill.

Mr. WHERRY. I assure the majority
leader that plenty of notice has been
given with respect to that bill. After
the debate on the military pay bill is con-
cluded, if the distinguished majority
leader feels that the public works bill
should be made the unfinished business,
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I am quite satisfied that sufficient notice
has been given, and that will be per=-
fectly satisfactory to me.

Mr. LUCAS. I may say further to the
minority leader that if there should be
no lengthy debate on the military pay
bill, and if we should run out of speakers
on that bill, the bill to which I have just
referred could be taken up. There is a
bill which we discussed yesterday in the
policy committee, dealing with the ap-
propriation for providing more doctors
and nurses. I feel sure that we would be
able to pass a bill of that kind with-
out objection. All I am attempting to do
is to move along so that a number of
Members on the other side of the aisle
may return to their homes.

Mr. WHERRY. That is welcome
news. I appreciate it. I assure the ma-
jority leader that no one has tried hard-
er than I have to make progress. I ap-
preciate the observations of the distin-
guished majority leader.

As I understand, the pay bills will be
taken up and debated, and the votes will
be postponed until Monday, and in the
meantime the bill in which the distin-
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. HOL-
LAND] is interested, the public works bill,
will be taken up on Friday. Perhaps
other bills will be taken up.

I should like to ask one further ques-
tion. Does the majority leader intend to
have a session on Saturday of this week?
* Mr. LUCAS. I am not sure. I think
perhaps I can better determine that to-
morrow. It is very doubtful that there
will be a session on Saturday, although it
is possible, because I wish to make prog-
ress. If we could do a little business on
Saturday, I do not think any Senator
would object, although my distinguished
friend from Nebraska may be out of the
city.

Mr. WHERRY. I assure the distin-
guished majority leader that if there is a
session on Saturday the minority leader
will be present.

Mr. LUCAS. That is fine.
have one.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, to
clear the record, I should like to ask the
minority leader if his reference of a few
minutes ago was to Calendar No. 762,
Senate bill 2116, a bill to provide for the
advance planning of non-Federal public
works.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. It is my understand-
ing that there will be no objection from
the minority leader to taking up that
bill, in the event the situation is such
that no Senator is prepared to speak on
the pending business.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
rule requires a quorum call before the
proposed unanimous-consent agreement
is entered into.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum call
be waived.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,

Without objection, the order submit-
tme(li)y the Senator from Illinois is en-

ered,

We may
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Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a consid-
erable number of Senators desire to dis-
cuss the arms assistance bill. So far
as the Senator from Illinois is concerned,
I shall be very happy to remain here this
evening as long as any Senator desires
to discuss the bill. I think we ought to
have a night session, in view of the fact
that we now have a unanimous-consent
agreement to vote at 6 o'clock tomor-
row, with the time equally divided. Be-
cause a considerable number of Sena-
tors desire to speak, we shall probably
have a night session tonight.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H, R. 3851) to
amend Public Law 289, Eightieth Con-
gress, with respect to surplus airport
property and to provide for the transfer
of compliance functions with relation to
such property.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1824)
to amend the act of July 23, 1947 (41
Stat. 509).

The message further announced that
the House had insisted upon its amend-
ment to the bill (S. 2115) to authorize
payments by the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs on the purchase of auto-
mobiles or other conveyances by certain
disabled veterans, and for other pur-
poses, disagreed to by the Senate; agreed
to the conference asked by the Senate
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and that Mr. RANKIN,
Mr. ALrLEN of Louisiana, Mr. TEAGUE,
Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts, and Mr.
KEeARNEY were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the

House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3838)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur-
poses; agreed to the conference asked by
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
KirwaAN, Mr. Norrerr, Mr. Jackson of
Washington, Mr. CannNoN, Mr. JENSEN,
and Mr. FeEnTOoN were appointed man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.
_The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
4146) making appropriations for the Na-
tional Security Council, the National
Security Resources Board, and for mili-
tary functions administered by the Na-
tional Military Establishment for the fis-
cal year ended June 30, 1950, and for
other purposes; agreed to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
- votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr., MaHow, Mr., SHEPPARD, Mr.
SIKES, Mr. CannoN, Mr, ENGeL of Michi-
gan, and Mr, PLUMLEY were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5300)
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making appropriations to supply defi-
ciencies in certain appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1949, and for
other purposes; agreed to the conference
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr, CannNoN, Mr. KErr, Mr. RABAUT,
Mr. TaBer, and Mr., PLUMLEY Were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

UNITED NATIONS NOMINATIONS

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent, as in executive
session, for the present consideration
and confirmation of the nominations of
Warren R. Austin, Philip C. Jessup, Mrs.
Roosevelt, John Sherman Cooper, and
Wilson M. Compton, of Washington, to
be representatives or alternate repre-
sentatives to the United Nations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection?

Mr, LANGER. I object.

Mr. CONNALLY. I also ask unani-
mous consent for the present considera-
tion and canfirmation of the nomina-
tions, now on the Executive Calendar, to
the United Nations Educational, Scien-
tific, and Cultural Organization.

The nominations are as follows:
George V. Allen, of North Carolina; Mil-
ton S. Eisenhower, of Kansas; Luther H.
Evans, of Texas; Miss Martha B, Lucas,
of Virginia; Reinhold Niebuhr, of New
York.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request for the
present consideration and confirmation
of the nominations? Without objection,
the nominations are considered and con-
firmed; and, without objection, the Pres-
ident will be notified forthwith of the
confirmations. >

MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN
NATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H, R. 5895) to promote the
foreign policy and provide for the de-
fense and general welfare of the United
States by furnishing military assistance
to foreign nations.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, I offer
and send to the desk an amendment to
the bhill,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
amendment will be stated,

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 18,
in line 20, section 102, it is proposed to
strike out “$500,000,000” and insert in
lieu thereof “$300,000,000.”

On page 18, in line 22, in section 102,
it is proposed to strike out “$400,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$200,000,000.”

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, before
I begin remarks which I hope will not
be extended at great length, I wish to
say that no man has greater respect for
General Bradley than does the senior
Senator from Georgia. I mention this
since General Bradley’s name was
brought into the debate on a previous
day by the distinguished Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typines]l, But I reiter-
ate exactly what I said at that time,
namely, I do not conceive that any mili-
tary expert, however eminent and how-
ever unselfish and however devoted to
the public interest he may be, can re-
lieve the Senate of the United States of
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its responsibility in any legislative mat-
ter, particularly in any matter of this
kind and of such great importance.

Mr, President, I am very happy that
the distinguished Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG] on yesterday called at-
tention to the fact—and I think it is a
fact which colors every subsequent move
that has been made in this matter—
first, that the bill submitted even before
the ink had dried upon the signatures of
the Senate officials certifying to the rati-
fication of the North Atlantic Pact, would
have created the President of the United
States as the supreme war lord of the
world, would have vested in him powers
which I am confident the Senate would
not have granted. In fact, had that bill
been brought forward before the vote
was taken in the Senate on the North
Atlantic Treaty, it is highly probable that
it would have adversely affected the vote
or at least would have put in jeopardy
the ratification of the treaty itself. The
distinguished Senator from Michigan
correctly says that bill was withdrawn;
and he also correctly says that even the
second bill, precisely like the first one in
that respect, was formulated clearly out-
side the North Atlantic Pact. Although
it may not have had the world-wide ap-
plication implied in the first bill, it was
definitely a bill which only incidentally
recognized the existence of the North
Atlantic Pact.

Mr. President, I do not dispute for a
moment that the deliberations of the
Joint Committee on Armed Services and
Foreign Relations have greatly benefited
and strengthened the measure which is
pow before the Senate. That is true.
Likewise, the amendment I have just
cffered in connection with another
amendment which I shall later offer,
recognizes the necessity or at least recog-
nizes the advisability and does not con-
trovert the desirability on the part of
the executive branch of the Government
of recognizing and making good upon
the definite commitments of the North
Atlantic Treaty, because as this bill now
stands, in large measure, it is confined
to aid and assistance to the countries
embraced within the North Atlantic
community, as created by that treaty.
Gf course it does more than that; and
upon these points there is no difference.
In other words, in committee I have
agreed to the authorization of an appro~
priation of $211,370,000 for Greece and
Turkey. Already an appropriation of
$50,000,000—cut down, I believe, by an
emendment in the Senate, but now in
canference—actually appropriates an ad-
ditional sum of $45,000,000. If the con-
ferees agree to that, the total for Greece
end Turkey, both appropriated and au-
thorized, will amount to more than $256,-
000,000 for this fiscal year. The bill au-
thorizes—and I direct attention to the
fact, if it is material—a fiat appropria-
tion of $75,000,000, to be expended in the
discretion of the President in the general
area of China. The bill likewise author-
izes an appropriation for Iran, Korea,
and the Philippines in the sum of
$27,640,000, bringing the total of author-
izations and appropriations already on
the way, carried in the bill, and without
dispute, to $359,010,000. The bill also
authorizes the use by the President of
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not exceeding $450,000,000 of excess
arms; and the bill defines the term. Let
me digress long enough to read it:
Sec. 411, For the purpose of this act—
(a) The terms “equipment” and “mate-
rials” shall mean any arms, ammunition or
implements of war, or any other type of
material, article, raw material, facility, tool,
machine, supply, or item that would further
the purposes of this act, or any component
ot part thereof, used or required for use
in connection therewith, or required in or
for the manufacture, production, process-
ing, storage, transportation, repair, or re-
habilitation of any equipment or materials,
but shall not include merchant vessels.

On that point, Mr. President, there is
no dispute so far as I recall on the part
of any member of the two committees
jointly considering the bill. Certainly
the senior Senator from Georgia did not
object to the authorization of the use
of $450,000,000 of excess arms, materials,
and so forth.

I again digress to call attention to the

fact that excess arms are taken out of
the same identical warehouses as are the
usable arms. They are not worthless,
and if it be thought for a moment that
we shall not be called upon to replace
the excess arms, I believe it would be a
mistake. Perhaps not this year, but at
some time, we shall be called upon to do
it. -
So, Mr. President, there is carried in
the bill a total appropriation of $1,809,-
000,009. I mean by that to include the
$45,000,000 for Greece and Turkey which
is already in conference. The single
item of $1,000,000,000 carried in the bill
is in controversy so far as I am
concerned, though the entire amount is
not in controversy. The amendment
which I have proposed would reduce the
amount by $200,000,000. A subsequent
amendment would further reduce the
contract authorization by $300,000,000.
The actual money, or materials with
money value, carried in the bill even if
both the amendments offered by me
should be adopted, would still total $1,-
309,010,000, I, therefore, think there is
little force to the argument and little
basis for the criticism that those who
support the amendments proposing rea-
sonable cuts in the program contem-
plated by the bill are unwilling to do
anything, or that our -contribution
should be in such trifling amount that
it would be ineffective.
__ Mr. President, I have heard a great
deal since the debate opened about what
we as committeemen were advised. I
listened attentively to all the advice I
had the opportunity to hear, and I had
very little definite advice about the pro-
gram beyond generalizations, with some
slight breaking down of the generaliza-
tions into details.

In this morning’s newspaper there is
published an article by Joseph and
Stewart Alsop which gives more facts
than were stated to Joint Committee on
the Armed Services and Foreign Rela-
tions, if the statements contained in the
article are true, and I have no reason to
think they are untrue. In fact, those
statements have been corroborated at
least by the statement of the distin-
guished Senator from Maryland, the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee of the Senate, who furnished us
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some very illuminating information dur-
ing the progress of his address. He, it
will be remembered, said General Brad-
ley had given it as his opinion that from
35 to 50 well-equipped divisions stand-
ing on the Rhine probably could check
any invasion of the North Atlantic com-
munity, hold the aggressor in check, and
possibly turn the tide.

Mr. President, Joseph and Stewart
Alsop have said definitely that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff figured there must be
from 45 to 50 well-equipped divisions.
Moreover, they assert in this article that
the program must go on, and will go on—
and the strong inference is that the
majority of the General Staff have so
determined—and that it must involve
the expenditure within the next 5
years—by 1954, I believe—of from
$8,000,000,000 to $12,000,000,000.

There is substantially $2,000,000,000
authorized in the pending bill, and
assuredly if any of the fears which so
strongly influence the thinking of those
who have spoken in favor of the full
amount of the bill are justified, or if
they come true, it undoubtedly is a fact
that the 15 divisions presently contem-
plated in all western Europe, of all the
Atlantic community states—about nine
in France and about six gathered from
the other smaller countries, including
even England—could not hold in check
the aggressor, wk  we have been re-
peatedly advised now has under arms—
I say “aggressor” because he was
named—>5,000,000 men, well equipped,
well trained, well armed.

In this article it is said that the major-
ity of the staff were of the opinion that
this same aggressor could throw into the
field 300 divisions within 1 month and
could bring that military strength up
to 500 divisions shortly. If those state-
ments are irue, I pause to ask, What
will 15 divisions on the Rhine amount
to? It would mean 225,000 men against
a highly trained army consisting at this
time of 5,000,000 men, an army which
can attack, if the aggressor is correctly
named, on a front of nearly a thousand
miles. It would be difficult to maintain
the line of communication among the 15
divisions.

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

Mr. GEORGE, I yield.

Mr, DULLES. Is it the thesis of the
distinguished Senator from Georgia that
unless there can be a military establish-
ment in western Europe which is equal
to that of the Soviet Union, there is no
use having any?

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no.

Mr. DULLES. The Senator would see
value, would he not, in having some
army established in western Europe, even
though it be not the equal of that of
the Soviet Union?

Mr. GEORGE. I am not questioning
that at all.

Mr. DULLES. I was not clear on that
point.

Mr. GEORGE. AsI proceed, I think I
shall make myself clear. But I digress,
Mr. President, to say that I do not for a
moment minimize the advantage of hav-
ing some military force in western Eu-
rope. On the contrary, I assume that the
western European nations, the nations in
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the North Atlantic community, will set
their own house in order, so far as they
are able todo so. Indeed, we were told—
and I question whether this is going to
advance the economic recovery of west-
ern Europe to any great extent—that
there would be an expenditure by these
helpless countries of $7 for each dollar
we are contributing. In other words,
they already have their budget made up
and approved, and perhaps under way,
calling for an expenditure of approxi-
mately $7,000,000,000.

I do not say that those countries are
not entitled to some aid and assistance.
I do not qualify the position which I took
on the North Atlantic Treaty, to wit, that
article 5 is more than a moral obligation;
it is now a binding treaty obligation to
fieht unitedly or singly against an ag-
gressor attacking the North Atlantic
community. That is the heart of it. If
the treaty means anything, the meaning
is to be found in that article. I do not
question that under article 3 we are com=
mitted to mutual aid and assistance.
For what purpose? To enable us to get
ready to repzl an aggressor and to enable
the North Atlantic community to get
ready to repel an aggressor. Bear in
mind that it is a mutual obligation; and
here and now I repudiate the suggestion
of the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typines]l, who certainly must
have been overspeaking himself when
he saw in article 9 an obligation for us,
singly or jointly, to send our blood and
our treasure to repel an aggressor in the
territory of nations and states which re-
fuse or decline or fail to contribute what-
ever mutual aid and assistance they can
contribute to the enterprise. It would be
tantamount, indeed, if the Senator’s in-
terpretation is correct, to the repudia-
tion of the treaty by the North Atlantic
community and the assumption of a
blanket obligation on our part to defend
them with our blood and treasure, re-
gardless of whether they wanted to be
defended or whether they were making
any effort to prepare themselves. I do
not think they will fail to malke reason-
able preparation. I do not think they
will neglect to do what they can to safe-
guard their own security, but I desire to
make clear that I do not think our obli-
gation under the freaty can be given the
construction which the distinguished
Senator from Maryland gave it in his
address. I think the obligation is for
mutual aid and assistance. I think if is
not only clearly implied, but it is express-
ly stated, and I think that any nation
which will not give such aid and assist-
ance as it can give for its own protection
and for the protection and security of
the whole North Atlantic community of
states is virtually in the same position as
if that nation had formally repudiated
the treaty.

Mr. President, I repeat that my whole
purpose is to limit the authorization at
this time to what seems to me to be a
reasonable contribution to the North At-
lantic community of states under these
conditions. There was not even an obli-
gation, until the committees wrote it into
this bill, to have an over-all program for
a collective defense for those states. The
bill now undertakes to do that. How
effectively, of course, is open to some
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question, but it does undertake to do
that,

Let ma read the provision. As the bill
stands, $100,000,000 of the $500,000,000
cash appropriation authorized is to be
immediately available to the President.
There are no conditions attached there.
It says:

Not to exceed $400,000,000 shall become
available when the President of the United
States agrees to the recommendations of the
Council and the Defense Committee to be
established under the North Atlantic Treaty,
limited entirely to the amount herein au-
thorized to be appropriated and the amount
authorized hereinafter as contract authority,
that the obligation and expenditure of such
sums for the purposes of this act will pro-
mote an integrated defense of the North At-
lantic area and will facilitate the develop-
ment of defense plans by the Council and
the Defense Committee,

Mr. President, I call attention specifi-
cally to the fact that we do not have the
opportunity to approve that agreement,
save through the President, before the
additional $400,000,000 is made available
to him. In other words, vhen the Coun-
cil is organized under article 9 of the
treaty, and when the Defense Committee
is set up by the Council, and when the
Defense Committee and the Council
agree upon an integrated over-all de-
fense program of the North Atlantic
states, then the President may approve
it. Congress need not ever see it, until
we are called on to make some further
appropriation to carry it out. I presume,
of course, we would then insist on seeing
it.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, or does he wish not to
be interrupted?

Mr. GEORGE. I am pleased to be
interrupted.

Mr. FERGUSON. I notice that there
is a difference in language between the
provision in section 101, lines 10 to 14, on
page 18, and the language used in lines
23 to the end of the paragraph which the
able Senator read. In the first para-
graph the language is:

And after the agreement by the Govern-
ment of the United States with defense
plans—

That is, the plans themselves—
as recommended by the Council and the
Defense Committee, military assistance here-
under shall be furnished only in accordance
therewith.

That is, in accordance with the plans.
But the requirement below is merely that
the President agrees to the recommenda-
tion of the Council and the Defense Com-
mittee that they will promote or facili-
tate the defense plans. Why did the
committee use different language?

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am
not able to answer except that in the
committee I did direct attention to what
I thought was a defect in the bill, and I
offered an amendment, which was re-
jected. I cannot quite explain why the
committee acted as it did with respect
to the matter pointed out by the Senafor
from Michigan. Actually this is a very
awkwardly drawn provision, but it does
undertake to do one thing, namely, to
withhold the $400,000,000 until the Pres-
ident at least has agreed to the recom-
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mendations of the Council and the De-
fense Committee, within the limitations
fxed in the language. I am not able to
answer, because I did not have any part
in the drafting of this portion of the bill,

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator
agree that there is a distinction between
the two provisions? One provision indi-
cates that after the plans are drawn then
the money can be used only in conformity
with the plans, but until that happens
the President can use all the money, both
the amount that is for contract obliga-
tions, and the $400,000,000, and the $100,-
000,000, even before the plans are
drafted?

Mr. GEORGE. I agree that the ques-
tion posed by the Senator is not com-
pletely answered by the language of the
bill, But I do not think that was the in-
tent of the provision. I must say that.
I think the intent was that only $100,-
000,000 could be presently available.
The $400,000,000 must be withheld until
the plans are submitted and approved or
agreed to by the President.

There is no express authorization for
contract authority in the hill, I say, but
the counsel who was advising the com-
mittee, and very able counsel, said that
he thought that by necessary implication
the language in section 103 was equiva-
lent to the grant of authority by the Con-
gress of the power to make contracts.

Mr. FERGUSON. 1 raised the same
question yesterday, that section 103 does
appear to require further legislation be-
fore contract authority could be granted.
What concerned the junior Senator from
Michigan was that as the language is

. drawn the Committee on Appropriations

may find itself in such a position that,
not having specific authority, it could
not recommend the appropriation or
grant of authority, because it would not
have the authority to put legislation into
an appropriation bill, and it seemed that
there should be inserted in section 103
an amendment to the effect that the
Committee on Appropriations would be
empowered to authorize this confract
authority.

Mr, GEORGE. I raised identically the
same question in the committee. I in-
sisted then, and I insist now, that there
is no grant here by the Congress of au-
thorization to grant contract authority
exzept by implication, except perhaps
by necessary implication. That was the
view of the counsel who advised the com-
mittee. But that part of the bill was not
rewritten.

I also raised the question, and I think
there is some serious doubt, because of
the confusion in the bill, whether the
President could not proceed to spend the
$400,000,000 and enter into contracts
on which deliveries could not be had and
payments made until the next fiscal year.
But I do not think the committee in-
tended that, and I am sure that those
in charge of the bill would have no ob-
jection to clarifying the intent and pur-
pose of the commitiee in writing this pro-
vision.

Mr., FERGUSON. Will the Senator
yield for an observation?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. I think I can agree
with the Seznator that, so far as the con-
tract authority is concerned, there is no
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wording in the hill to prevent the Presi-
dent from contracting for the contract
authority money, the $500,000,000, pro-
viding some committee, either the Com-
mittee on Appropriations or some other
commitiee, should authorize it. He could
do it immediately, even though he did
not agree to the recommendation of the
Council and the Defense Committee to
be established under the North Atlantic
Treaty, “limited entirely to the amount
herein authorized to be appropriated and
the amount authorized hereinafter as
contract authority, that the obligation
and expenditure of such sums for the
purposes of this act will promote an inte-
grated defense of the North Atlantic area
and will facilitate the development of de-
fense plans by the Council and the De-
fensc Committee.”

Mr, GEORGE. I have already indi-
cated that I do not think this language,
as it stands, is clear, and I do not believe
that it actually carries out the intent of
the committee. I think the committee
did intend precisely what I have said;
that with respect to the expenditure of
the $400,000,0C0 and with respect to the
making of contracts by the President, he
must first accept the plan submitted by
the Council and the defense committee,
and the Congress must have authorizad
him to make contracts.

I think as a general proposition, out-
side of the language of the bill, the Presi-
dent has no authority to make contracts
binding the Government of the United
States.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNg
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Georgia yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts? y

Mr, GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In connection
with the discussion between the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia and the
able Senator from Michigan I call the
attention of the Senator to the refer-
ence on page 18, lines 5 and 6, to section
402. These agreements are all subject
to agreements further referred to in sec-
tion 402. I think if the distinguished
Senator from Georgia will again read
section 402 he will see that the Presi-
dent is very much more limited, and
perhaps this language is more clearly
defined, than is indicated by an actual
reading of it without reference to sec-
tion 402, Does the Senator agree with
me?

Mr. GEORGE. I think that is true.
I was simply commenting on the lan-
guage as it appears here, and I was sim-
ply trying to say what I am sure the com-
mittee intended, even by this language,
although in certain respects it is rather
awkwardly worded.

Mr. CONNALLY rose.

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator from
Texas wish me to yield to him?

Mr. CONNALLY. I was going to sug-
gest, Mr. President, in view of the in-
terrogations which have been made of
the Senator from Georgid, that I do not
think any change in language is neces-
sary at all, because the whole intention
was, following the usual custom, to allow
the Appropriations Committee to pass
on the authorization itself. 1t has been
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suggested, after consulting the legisla-
tive counsel, that we might insert—and
I have no objection to it—on page 19,
the words “in an appropriation act.” It
has been suggested that we insert those
words within the contract authority pro-
vision on page 19. That would remove
any doubt whatever. I do not think we
are going to be able to fix it so as to sat-
isfy the Senator from Michigan, because
when we fix this he will break out in a
new place.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Texas is entirely wrong.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am glad I am
wrong.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Michigan does not intend to break out
at any other place, but he has conferred
with Mr. Rice on this question, and he
has prepared an amendment to the exact
language the Senator has now indicated.

Mr. CONNALLY, We can agree about
it. The Senator need not become ex-
cited. We will agree to that amendment.

Mr. FERGUSON. I appreciate that.

Mr. CONNALLY. Isimplydo not want
to have time taken up on a matter which
is of no consequence, and which every-
one favors.

Mr, GEORGE. I am clear about the
intention of the committee, Mr. Presi-
dent. But I am calling attention to the
fact that the Fresident alone may say,
“Let me see your over-all program. Now,
I cannot give you any money beyond
the amount specified here, nor under the
contract authority granted me here, but
I can see your contract, I can see your
over-all plans, and your over-all plans
may call for 50 divisions on the Rhine,
may call for an expenditure of $12,000,-
000,000, as the newspaper columnists,
the Alsops, assert in this morning's press.

I do not know whether the President
would do that. I do not charge that he
would make any down payments on con-
tracts. But I am saying that so far as
this binding authority is concerned, the
President of the United States could ac-
cept the over-all program, recognizing
his power to act presently under, and
only under the limitations placed in the
bill.

But on that point, Mr. President, I am
not greatly disturbed, and I am not rais-
ing questions about it. My viewpoint is
that $300,000,000 in cash, plus the $450,-
000,000 in excess arms should be suffi-
cient to give the necessary assistance to
the European states which are them-
selves prepared to begin setting up and
developing their own defense systems.

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

Mr. GEORGE. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Does the Sena-
tor propose to return to a discussion of
his amendment regarding the Presiden-
tial authority to review plans, or has the
Senator finished his discussion of that
point?

Mr. GEORGE. No; I expect to return
to that under another amendment, I
may say to the Senator. I was only in-
cidentally mentioning it now.

Mr. VANDENBERG. When the Sen-
ator comes to that point I desire to dis-
cuss the question.

Mr. GEORGE, Mr. President, on that
point & have nothing further to say at
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this time except that, while the Presi-
dent of the United States is the organ
through which we must speak to other
nations, the Congress has the authority
to say what and how funds are to be
expended even by the President. Con-
gress has that authority, it has that re-
sponsibility; indeed it cannot escape it;
and it ought not to undertake to dele-
gate away that sort of authority.

Mr. President, coming back to the
statements which have been made with
respect to the ability of the North At-
lantic States to resist an aggressor, per-
mit me to say that it is perfectly obvious
that the authorization and appropriation
of even twice the amount carried in this
bill would not provide an adequate de-
fense, or even four times the appropria-
tion authorized in this bill would not
provide an adequate defense of western
Europe.

Permif me again to say that if there
is a basis for the fear which seems to
have seized upon the souls of some of
our colleagues that we are in imminent
peril from Russia, then we are very short-
sighted to continue to tear down the
arms factories in Germany and to permit
Germany at least to have the opportunity
of swinging over into the Russian orbit.
If it comes to the day and hour when
the chips are down so far as western
Europe is concerned, there may be found
in eastern Europe an aggressor who can
overrun the North Atlantic area. I do
not say that could happen with our active
participation. Unless we can reassure
other members of the North Atlantic
community that under our agreement in
article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty

we are bound to safeguard every state’

against German aggression, also, fear of
restoring German economy will not
abate. I do not for a moment suggest
that if Germany should get back on her
feet and again become militaristic the
North Atlantic states would not have
grounds for fear, apprehension, and
great concern. I understand that. But
we are now in the North Atlantic Pact.
We are pledging ourselves to resist ag-
gressors. In view of that outright, posi-
tive pledge, cannot Germany be at least
permitted to develop some strength
which would be indispensable if the
named aggressor in the east should move
toward the Rhine. Without our pledge,
without our commitments, I would not
expect that certain states in western
Europe would feel that they could permit
Germany to be brought in on the side
of the western European states. Ger-
many will not permanently remain in a
vacuum. She will go either to the west
or the east. In the vicissitudes of time
she must move in one direction or the
other. I profess no power of prophecy.
I do not know when or how it will come
about; but Germany is there in middle
Europe. For a century and a half she
was able to shoulder back this aggressor
in eastern Europe. She alone can give
military security to western Europe, so
far as the western European states are
concerned.

I think it is highly questionable
whether Italy and France, with such a
large percentage of their population
Communist, could even mobilize against
Russia, They might, but I think it is
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exceedingly doubtful. Even with our as-
sistance, they would still have serious
problems if they undertook to mobilize
their resources and manpower. I men-
tion those two particularly. Western
European states immediately have a
contemplated strength of about 15 divi-
sions. I should assume from many state-
ments which have been made that they
are armed only with sticks and stones;
but I suspect that that is not so. I think
we armed about nine French divisions in
World War II. I think we have given
them a great deal of equipment since
World War II. I believe that we have
given France alone a loan of more than
$100,000,000 for military purposes since
World War II. Of course, France got
her part of the surrendered arms and
materials of the Germans. If I am cor-
rectly informed, she got a considerable
quantity of the German .88, perhaps the
finest gun of that caliber actually used
in World War I1.

I do not say that France could hold
back an aggressor at the Rhine, or any
other place. Perhaps she could not hold
back aggression if she had 5, 10, or 15
additional divisions. It is possible that
General Bradley's judgment may be cor-
rect, that 50 well-equipped and well-
trained divisions might be able to hold in
check and perhaps turn the tide of an
aggressive movement toward France.

What we are doing under this bill, so
far as the first $100,000,000 is concerned,
and so far as the $450,000,000 of arms
and materials is concerned, is giving both
money and arms to individual countries
which have as yet no over-all, integrated
plan of defense. No mistake could be
more fatal if Europe is to develop a de-
fense system.

Mr. President, I have never believed
that attack from Russia was imminent.
Of course, in that I may be wholly mis-
taken. Yet how could Russia launch an
all-out aggression across Germany in the
face of the positive commitment to the
Atlantic Pact of ourselves, Canada, and
10 other nations? I have never believed
that Russia had the transportation
facilities, the equipment, and above all,
the productive capacity to supply so large
an army in the field and at the same time
move forward to the English Channel
and the Atlantic Ocean. It may be that
she has the design, the intent, and pur-
pose to move, and to move very rapidly.
On that point I certainly cannot feel as-
sured. I prefer not to feel overassured.
However, I believe that no more fatal
mistake could be made by any nation,
including our own, than to base its for-
eign policy upon fear of a single state or
group of states. If we are to have a for-
eign policy under which America can live
and under which the world can move for-
ward, it must be a positive American pro-
gram, not growing out of or finding its
inspiration almost entirely in the fear of
Russia or her satellites.

That is the fatal error here. That is
the vital mistake which we are making—
going all out on a long-term commit-
ment. I say with great respect for my
good friend from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG] that at least by implication it is
a commitment over a long period of
time. The principal reason for it is fear
of a single country which, although
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powerful at the moment in that she has
a mighty army capable of fighting de-
fensively on her own soil, lacks the ability
to carry on far-flung, sustained aggres-
sions. She has the potentials of a great
aggressive force if she could build up her
production, if she could make the things
she would have to have in quantities
and keep them constantly moving up
over wholly inadequate transportation
facilities to her far-removed fighting
area. With one or two minor exceptions
which merely prove the rule, in her en-
tire history Russia has not demonstrated
the power to wage an aggressive war out-
side her own area and her own terri-
tories. The Russia of this day is no
different in that respect from the Russia
of yesterday and the day before. In
time she may be able to develop power
to carry her military agegressions to the
four corners of the globe.

Mr. DULLES. Mr. President—

Mr. GEORGE. 1 yield.

Mr, DULLES. Is it the suggestion of
the honorable Senator from Georgia
that the Russian war against Finland
was not an effective war? . Is that the
reason why the Senator omitted a refer-
ence to it from his statement?

Mr. GEORGE. No. I thought that
was the exception that proves the rule,
and I thought that war did not prove the
capacity of Russia to wage an aggressive
war against a powerful enemy a con-

siderable distance beyond her own
boundaries.
Mr. DULLES, I thank the Senator,

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, even
if we be wrong in our estimate of what
Russia intends to do and of what she
is capable of doing and of what she may
do speedily, is not the expenditure of
$1,309,000,000 in this fiscal year, only
9 months of which remain, a reasonable
contribution and a reasonable assistance
on our part? Is not that substantial
mutual aid? If everything goes well with
us at home and if the pathway ahead of
us is still one of roses, do not we owe
something to our own people here at
home, and is it wise to bleed ourselves
white or even to stop the circulation of
blood, thus bringing about a situation
which sometime will lead to the condi-
tion which I have indicated at this time?
What is it?

In this fiscal year we face the certain
deficit—not imaginary, but the certain
deficit—of more than $5,000,000,000.
Nine months will roll around and our
national debt will be increased by $5,-
000,000,000. To the extent we weaken
America, to the extent we take away from
the strength of our arm, we undoubtedly
cut the life out of the whole North
Atlantic community of states. The one
hope of our world is for America to re-
main strong and robust, able to make
good under article 5 of the North Atlan-
tic Treaty and able to make a reasonable
contribution from time to time, as neces-
sity may indicate, to the other nations
who, likewise, are bound by the same
mutual-aid provisions of the North
Atlantic Treaty.

I believe the North Atlantic Treaty
was a wise step. I think the making of
the North Atlantic Treaty was dictated
by far-sighted wisdom. At the same
time, one must know that if we were to
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convert the North Atlantic program into
a great armaments program exiending
over the years, we would belie all the
professions we made when we said the
North Atlantic Trealy was a treaty in-
tended to preserve peace. I do not think
we can be accused of duplicity in our
speech. But notwithstanding express
declarations in the North Atlantic Treaty
or whatever may be written infto any
measure in the future, if it is taken as
the excuse or justification for engaging
in an armaments race throughout our
world against equally potentially power-
ful peoples in the other part of the world,
then the North Atlantic Treaty will be-
come nothing more than the enemies of
that treaty charged from the first,
namely, that it was purely a military
alliance for military purposes. Of
course, that was what they meant. I did
not think so; I do not think so now. I
have said that I recognize our obligations
under it. I have said I do not minimize
our obligations under article 3 of the
treaty. I am willing to make some rea-
sonable contribution to the North Atlan-
tic states and to other countries, even
though they are not strictly within the
North Atlantic area as defined in the
treaty. But I think what we also said
when we were urging the Senate and the
country to accept the North Atlantic
Treaty is true, and I think it still remains
true; namely, that what mutual aid and
assistance we would give to other signa-
tory states, how much, when, and on
what conditions, remained for our deci-
sion. That is all. In my judgment there
was not a scintilla of factual statement
made to the two committees which would
not leave any honest man freedom of
choice as between $1,800,000,000 in this
bill and $1,500,000,000 in this bill. That
is the effect of the amendments I have
offered. Such & decrease does not
amount to whittling down. It must yet
be borne in mind that the Council has not,
actually met, has not appointed ifs de-
fense commitiee; no over-all program
has yet been developed, and we do not
know what that program will be.

Again, Mr. President, I come back to
the type of bill which was first presented
to the Senate, a bill which would have
made of the office of President of the
United States the supreme war power of
the universe. I go one step further now
and say that if the plans which we are
now told are not mere guesswork, but
which, we are told, represent solid, pro-
found consideration and agreement
among great military experts, and had
been in the making months ago, actually
were in that condition months ago, then
the Senate should have been told what
that program was when we were asked
to ratify the North Atlantic Treaty. The
first bill, even the second bill, even the
great plans which we are now told have
been developed over the months, were
not presented to the committees in any-
thing like the detail carried in the press,
nor even in the detail testified to in the
Senate by eminent Senators who have
spoken on this subject.

Mr. President, in conclusion I desire to
make one statement on this particular
amendment. The statement is this: If
Ameriea is to remain strong she must
not do the things which have weakened
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nearly every state in Europe. If America
is to remain a powerful state with great
potential ability to aid the North Atlantic
community she cannot do the things
which many states in Europe—indesd,
nearly all of them—have done. We can-
not adopt a socialistic program and re-
main strong. It may be tried. I re-
member what happened to the French
Army in World War II. There they
stood behind the Maginot line, some
3,000,000 of them, under arms and in
reserve. In 39 days Germany went to
the channel ports. Yhy? Because
France was not the France of the old
days. She did not have the strength of
arms she once had, when Napoleon led
her armies. She had become emaciated
through socialistic influences. Her strik-
ers did not want to work in the munition
factories and in the aircraft plants. If
America is to remain strong, if we are to
make our contribution under the North
Atlantic Pact, we cannot follow the road
traveled by the European states. One
of the roads was precisely this: For a half
century—it has been somewhat more
than a half century, but fully a half—
England has followed a program of de-
stroying her reserves—I am talking about
material things now—until she could not
replace the machines in her factories, she
could not build assembly lines, She lost
her power because she had exhausted
the reserves and confiscated the income
of her people through high taxation.

Does not the American businessman
deserve a right to make some money
now? Do not the poor, the-people in
the lower tax brackets, deserve a break
in the matter of taxes? Do not our peo-
ple deserve a chance to accumulate re-
serves in order to remain strong? That
cannoft happen, Mr, President, if we are
going to engage in a $12,000,000,000 pro-
gram over the next 4 or 5 years, before
war even comes to Europe. If is said war
would not come then. Perhaps not. I
should hope not. Perhaps the outlay
might be insurance; I should hope so.
But we need not speculate about it. We
face the absolute certainty that taxes in
America cannot be reduced so long as we
are spending $16,000,000,000 in our own
defense and allied progrems at home, and
giving away each year $2,000,000,000 for
military purposes over a long period of
time in Europe. It cannot happen.
Taxes will go up, not down. That will
weaken America, and if America is weak-
ened, a great prop—I do not say the only
one, but a great prop—back of the North
Atlantic community will be removed.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Georgia yield to the
Senator from New York?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. DULLES. I hesitate to interrupt
the eloguence of the Senator, but a mo-
ment ago he made a reference to France
which I do not think ought to go with-
out a brief observation. I think the dis-
tinguished Senator said France had be-
come emaciated through socialism. Iam
no friend of socialism, as the Senator
from Georgia knows, but I do not think
it should be forgotten or passed without
reference in the Senate Chamber that
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France became emaciated through some-
thing more than socialism. It should
not be forgotten that hundreds of thou-
sands of Frenchmen died valiantly at
Verdun, so the enemy could not pass, and
made the bulwark which defended
America.

Mr. GEORGE. I quite agree with the
Senator. I not only agree with him, but
I led the fight in this bedy for lend-lease
to help the same France and to help
other nations of the North Atlantic area,
remembering precisely what France had
been and what a great contribution she
had made. But by the time of World
War II, France was so shot through with
socialistic principles and practices that
she was incapable of real defense against
the German armies.

Mr. DULLES. Does the Senator be-
lieve, because of that episode, that
France should be written off entirely as
a bulwark?

Mr. GEORGE. Emphatically not. I
hope I have made myself clear. I am
speaking solely of what I think is a prop-
er contribution we should make at this
time—not at a future time, but at this
time—to aid and assist all these nations,
including France; and my judgment is
France will be the recipient of the greater
part of what we now contribute. I do
not want to be misunderstood. I have
tried to make myself clear on that point.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Georgia yield to the Sena-
tor from Connecticut?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. McMAHON. The Senator has
made an observation regarding the
French situation. In Great Britain, dur-
ing the 1920's and early 1930's, when
Stanley Baldwin was in power and was
leading the Conservative Party, and
when Churchill was a member of the
Liberal Party and was charging Baldwin
day after day in the House of Commons
with the fact that England was unpre-
pared, Churchill’s pleas fell on deaf ears.
The Conservative Party backed Mr.
Baldwin to the limit. The result was it
was only the fighting qualities of the
British people, the desperate fight they
put up, which made it possible for them
to survive. I should merely like to call
the Senator’s attention to that fact.

Mr. GEORGE. I have not overlooked
that fact, and I am not unmindful of it.
England has had no stronger friend here
than the Senator from Georgia. Eng-
land's present difficulties did not grow
ocut of the Labor government., They
long antedated the coming of that gov-
ernment into power in Great Britain;
but she cut the life out of her economic
system, she destroyed her reserve, and
she did not keep her factories modern.
England is not yet capable of producing
at the competitive cost level of a great
preducing country, such as ours. That
is the only point I am making. We can-
not follow the several roads which are
clearly marked all over Europe today and
come out as a strong, robust, powerful
America. That is the only guaranty,
after all, of our ability, and, in large part,
of the strength and power of the whole
North Atlantic community.

Lenin is quoted as having once said
that Germany would arm herself out of
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existence, England would expand herself
out of existence, and the United States
would spend herself out of existence. I
do not know whether Lenin gave utter-
ance to that thought or to those words,
but I do know that it is quite possible to
follow the well-marked roads through all
Europe today and come out at the same
point of destination at which many of
those states now stand. If that happens
to us, the North Atlantic Pact will be to
us of little value and it may be of little
value to any part of the North Atlantic
community. Therefore, Mr. President, I
think that by reducing the amount of
money now being authorized and the
contract authority now being authorized
by only $500,000,000, almost in line with
what the House of Representatives has
done, we can make effective the contribu-
tion of aid and assistance to the Euro-
pean states.

How soon can they spend, economically
and efficiently, this sum of money? I
have already pointed out that of this
fiscal year but 9 months remain. We are
coming into other fiscal years, when we
shall have a program, when we can at
Jeast know what the over-all integrated
defense program calls for, and we can
evaluate it. But now we have no plan,
no blueprint, no specifications. We say,
nevertheless, “We are giving you $400,-
000,000 in perfectly gocd arms and
$100,000,000 in good money,” even before
the President of the United States has
looked at the plan, Is it unreasonable to
say, under the circumstances, that we
will reduce the total appropriation to
$1,399,000,000, which I have heretofore
estimated in the presence of the Senate?

We are not touching Greece or Turkey;
we are not interfering with China. My
great regret is that we do not know
whether even $75,000,000 or any other
sum can be effectively used in China at
this time. But we are not touching it.
We are not touching the sums, small
though they be, carried in the bill for
Iran, Korea, and the Philippines. We
are not touching the arms which can
be speedily and fully restored, and we
are not saying that they cannot have the
money to restore them, and even $225,-
000,000 more, as soon as the President
has a look at the over-all program. On
top of that we are saying there shall be
contract authority, not in the sum of
$500,000,000, but contract authority to
the end that contracts may be made in
advance, and to the end that planning
may be carried on by the representatives
of the North Atlantic states.

Mr. President, I have already offered
the amendment which was read by the
clerk.

Mr. DULLES. Mr. President, I sup-
port the military assistance bill as it has
now been reported by the committee, and
I hope that the bill will be passed by an
overwhelming and nonpartisan vote.

The bill in its present form is the prod-
uct of bipartisan effort. As originally
submitted, as Senate bill 2341, the pro-
gram presented a demand for Presiden-
tial power which has, I think, never been
matched in time of peace and has seldom
been matched in time of war. It would
have given the President discretionary
authority to furnish arms and militery
assistance to any government or to any
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private group in the world. He could
have rearmed Germany and Japan; he
could have given military aid to any
revolutionary clique, in South America
or elsewhere, seeking to overthrow a gov-
ernment which, for one reason or an-
other, had incurred the President’'s dis=-
pleasure. This authority would have
been given him in perpetuity, subject
only to repeal by congressional action
over which the President would have the
right of veto. There was no limit to the
amount of military assistance which
could be given out of the surplus, the
reserves, and the stock piles of our de-
fense estahlishment,

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

Mr. DULLES. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. Before the Senator
leaves the point about the original bill,
I think it should be known that as soon
as the chairman of the committee looked
at the first bill the Department was told
that the committee would not take that
at all, that it would have to be redrafted.
It was redrafted, and submitted to the
committee as the bill upon which we
worked. Is not that true?

Mr. DULLES. I am very glad to have
that statement in the REcorb.

Mr. CONNALLY. It is in the record
of the committee. All the members of
the committee know that the chairman
of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
as soon as he examined the bill, said,
“No, that will not do.” One reason why
he had not examined it earlier was that
we did not want the military arms hill
sent up while we were considering the
treaty.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. DULLES. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

i Mr. FERGUSON. Who introduced the
ill?

Mr. CONNALLY. I did. The Senator
certainly knows that the chairman of the
committee usually introduces a bill of
this kind. I introduced the bill as a
working paper, something to go on, be-
cause we had pressure from the depart-
ments.

I know what the purpose of the Sen-
ator from Michigan is. It is to embarrass
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. FERGUSON. Not at all. I think
the REcorp should be clear that the Sen-
ator did introduce the bill and that it was
sent to the committee. Iunderstand now
that as soon as it got to the committee
the Senator advised that he was not
backing the bill.

Mr, DULLES. Mr. President, I ex-
pect in due course to give recognition to
the cooperation which was shown in this
matter by the distinguished Senator from
Texas, but at the point in the narrative
where I now am, that cooperation had
not yet appeared. I am now describing
the bill as it was sent to Congress by the
administration, and as it was originally
introduced by the distinguished Senator
from Texas, with other Sznators.

As I was saying, Mr. President, the
authority given by the bill would have
been in perpetuity, subject only to repeal
by congressional action, over which the
President would have the right of veto.
There was no limit to the amount of
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military assistance which could have
been given out of the surplus, the re-
serves, and stock piles of our defense
establishment., The initial monetary ap-
propriation sought, $1,400,000,000 for the
first year, was over .and above the un-
limited power to furnish military assist=-
ance in kind. The President would have
had authority to take the goods and
manufactured products of other coun-
tries, bring them into this country free
of duty, sell them here in competition
- th American workers, and remit the
dollar proceeds to foreign governments
for use for military purposes.

Such a program was from the begin-
ning doomed to fail. The Republicans in
Congress could have taken th2lead in ad-
ministering that defeat, and in that way
we might have gained a partisan vic-
tory. But that victory might have been
costly to our Nation.

So we adopted a different course.
Some of us discussed the situation in-
formally with the Secretary of State and
pointed out the features of the bill that
made it entirely unacceptable. As a re-
sult, the original bill was quickly with-
drawn and sought to be forgotten. A
totally different bill, S. 2388, was substi-
tuted. It was drawn along lines that
it seemed would command the support
of both Democratic and Republican Sen-
ators. It was that new bill which be-
came the basis of public and private
hearings. I should, in fairness, say that
in my opinion neither the President nor
the Secretary of State was personally
aware of all the implications of the orig-
inal bill. I think that its excesses repre-
sented the excessive zeal of those who
surround the President, and who share
the political philosophy that the more
the President personally gains unlimited
power over all phases of our national life,
the better it is for the people.

Study of the new bill and hearings
before the Senate committees made it
apparent that the bill also required some
changes. Accordingly, the senior Senator
from Michigan [Mr. VanpeEnBErRG] and
the junior Senator from New York [Mr,
Duorres] proposed a series of amend-
ments. We proposed to reduce by $160,-
000,000 the total monetary amount for
Atlantic Pact countries, and to spread the
appropriation of the balance—$1,000,-
000,000—over 2 years instead of 1.
We proposed that there be a ceiling upon
the value of the United States equipment
that might be furnished in kind. We pro-
posed a new declaration of policy and
provisions to insure that any aid to North
Atlantic Pact countries would be geared
into the policy of that pact. We pro-
posed that Congress sheuld have author-
ity, by concurrent resolution, to cut off
any assistance to North Atlantic Pact
countries that would not promote the pol-
icy of area defense under the pact. All
these proposals are in the pending bill,

The senior Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmiTH] added an important amend-
ment, designed to reaffirm the policy of
the United States with reference to pro-
moting disarmament under adequate
safeguards, and the junior Senator from
California [Mr. ENowWLAND] proposed an
amendment to make it possible to give aid
to China. These amendments are also
reflected in the pending bill, although
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the China aid reflection is somewhat
feeble.

The distinguished chairman of the
Joint Foreign Relations and Armed
Services Committee, the senior Senator
from Texas [Mr. Cowwarryl, and the
senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typ-
INGs], cooperated wholeheartedly to
bring out a bill which could command bi-
partisan support. It is that result which
is now before us. It represents an out-
standing example of the importance of a
Congress that is independent and vigi-
lant, and that subordinates partisan ad-
vantage to national welfare. We have
shown how bipartisan foreign policy
ought to work and how it does work in the
hands of men of good will.

Mr. President, there are certain pro-
visions of the bill which are relatively
noncontroversial, but which I believe de-
serve certain passing comment.

AID TO GREECE

The Government of Greece has for
several years been fighting for its exist-
ence against a communistic revolution-
ary movement supported by the Commu-
nist states on Greece’s northern border.

The United Nations has concerned it-
self actively with this situation, and for
the last 2 years I have been primarily
responsible for the handling of this mat-
ter in the United Nations Assembly. The
Assembly has sent commissions to ob-
serve, and their observations clearly
proved that Greece is the victim of in-
direct aggression.

The United Nations Assembly has no
power of itself to intervene directly.
It can, however, arouse public opinion in
the member states so that they will aid
the victims of aggression. It is doing so,
arc the United States is one of several
members that are responding. We have
been supplying military aid, and the
pending bill would continue it. This, in
my opinion, is imperative. Even Mr.
Henry Wallace, in his testimony on the
bill, conceded that without that aid
Greece would now be under Communist
control. In view of the geographic po-
sition of Greece and the Greek islands,
the consequences of that could be serious.

AID TO TUREKEY

Turkey, more than a.'y other single
country, is the subject of Soviet terri-
torial ambitions. Soviet policy seeks
Turkey's northern provinces and control
of the Dardanelles. Its demands have
been clearly expressed and have been
backed by threats. However, the Turk-
ish people have not been intimidated.
They have a substantial and well-dis-
ciplined army, and there is no question
in anyone’s mind that they have the
will to fight to defend their homeland.
The army, however, needs further mili-
tary equipment. We have been giving
that, and this bill would continue it.
That, again, I consider imperative.
There is no place in the world where we
can invest some of our military equip-
ment to better advantage.

AID TO IRAN

Iran is another state that borders
upon the Soviet Union, and where the
Soviet Union has ferritorial and eco-
nomic ambitions, After the war, Ruc-
sia’s armies remained for a time in oc-
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cupation of the northern province of
Azerbaijan, and the Soviet government
has demanded an important part of the
rich oil reserves of Iran. Those de-
mands the Government of Iran has
bravely rejected, and under pressure
from the United Nations Security Coun-
cil the Russian troops were withdrawn.
It is, however, important to help the
Government of Iran to develop an army
sufficient to cope with the revolutionary
movements which the Soviet Union is
constantly tryirg to foment in that
country.
AID TO EOREA

Korea, or at least the southern two-
thirds, has become an independent state
primarily through the efforts of the
United States in the United Nations. I
had the privilege of acting for the
United States delegation in that matter.

It was first proposed, 2 years ago, to
restore independence to Eorea by bring-
ing about the withdrawal of the Soviet
forces in the north and the United States
forces in the south, which had gone
there to receive Japanese surrenders. I
was, however, shocked fo learn that the
Soviet government in the north had
been working hard for 2 years to es-
stablish a Communist Korean govern-
ment controlling a large, well-disciplined
and well-armed Korean-Communist
army, and that there was nothing com-
parable in South Korea. In conse-
quence, the Communist government of
North Korea could readily have overrun
South Eorea and it clearly indicated its
intention to doso. A beginning was then
madc to correct that situation, and there
has gradually been brought into being a
military establishment in South EKorea
which, with some further help from us,
should be able to hold its own against
invasion by the Soviet puppet government
in North Korea.

Of course, no military establishment
in South Korea could of itself stop open
aggression by Soviet forces. That state-
ment is equally true of Greece, Turkey,
Iran, and, indeed, of western Europe.
However, it does not seem that Soviet
leaders now contemplate such open ac-
tion, but that they are now relying pri-
marily upon tactics of indirect aggres-
sion. Therefore, Mr. President, it seems
to me it is well worth while to help the
Government of EKorea to equip military
forces that can at least offset those in
the north of Korea. The present appro-
priation will be a good, even though a
belated, step in that direction.

AID TO THE PHILIPPINES

The Philippine Republic represents
the forward-locking policy of giving in-
dependence to colonial peoples as rapidly
as circumstances make this practicable.
The United States long ago committed
itself to independence for the Philippines,
and at San Francisco we joined with
others in writing that principle into the
United Nations Charter. It is, however,
not enough today to turn peoples adrift
in the world with nothing but independ-
ence, Under those conditions, inde-
pendence would quickly vanish. With
all the threats of indirect aggression and
revolution that exist in the world togay,
every sovereign government needs
some substantial, loyal, disciplined, and
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equipped military force to sustain fit.
This proposal to give military assistance
to the Philippines is merely a proposal to
give reality to our grant of independence.
I turn now to the more controversial
aspects of the bill.
CHINA

The administration did not ask for
congressional authorization of any aid to
China or the Far East other than the
Philippines and EKorea. That presum-
ably is because they did not have any
policy to implement.

I certainly agree that there is no point
in spending without a policy. That is
seldom productive of good, and it is
usually productive of bad. But it is, I
suppose, possible—and indeed I should
like to think it is probable—that the ad-
ministration will develop a policy to
check the sweep of communism in China
and the Far East. Iknow that the Sec-
retary of State is seeking that, and cer-
tainly that is a result devoutly to be
sought, As things now are, our Pacific
front is wide open to encirclement from
the east. Stalin himself wrote some 25
years ago that the west was most vul-
nerable to attack through the east, and
the Soviet government has been sup-
porting Communist revolutionaries in
China ever since. I saw that support
with my own eyes in Hankow in 1938,
and it is somewhat surprising that our
Government seems to have been totally
unprepared to meet the danger. Today
the situation is critical.

Of course, Congress itself cannot im-
pose a foreign policy. The current con-
duct of foreign affairs, under the Con-
stitution, devolves upon the Executive.
But I believe that the Congress can use-
fully anticipate the possibility that the
Executive might, while Congress is not
sitting, find a policy. If so, it would be
tragic if further time were lost because
no resources were available to imple-
ment that policy. Therefore, I believe
that the action proposed in the present
bill has great importance from the
standpoint of our national security.

AID TO EUROPEAN MEMBERS OF THE PACT

Aid to European members of the North
Atlantic Pact is the most controversial
aspect of the bill. It involves about 80
percent of the total in money and ma-
terial designed to be authorized by the
bill.

When the North Atlantic Treaty was
before the Senate for consent to its
ratification, I said that in my opinion
nothing in that treaty involved a legal
and moral commitment on the part of
the United States to furnish arms to any
other party to the treaty. I said that
the treaty did establish the principle of
joint area defense, but that whether or
not that defense would be best served by
our giving arms to any other nation
_ would be a matter which the Congress
would be free to debate and to decide
later on its own merits. That is still my
view. In my opinion, the Congress is
entirely free to conclude that the re-
sponsibilities of the United States under
the pact would be best discharged by
concentrating our military strength out-
side of the continent of Europe and rely-
ing upon the threat of air attack to de-
ter aggression there., That is a strategy
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which some competent military persons
advocate. There is no question in my
mind that the Congress is legally and
morally free to adopt that view and re-
fuse to authorize the giving of arms to
other members of the pact.

I do not myself share that view, be-
cause, in my opinion, the present unbal~
ance in Europe is abnormal and un-
healthy, and there is time to correct it.
The information given me, publicly and
privately, by our own Government and
by heads and leaders of European gov-
ernments, does not indicate that the
Soviet Union now contemplates open
military aggression in Europe. Direct
military aggression is not the preferred
weapon of the Communist Party that
controls the Russian Government. It is
aggressive. It seeks world domination.
But its preferred methods are political
penetration, fifth-column activities, and
revolution. At that they are past mas-
ters and have no equals. But in war, our
atomic weapons and industrial superi-
ority would give us the advantage. It
does not seem likely that Soviet leaders
would now switch from methods at
which they are superior and with which
they have reason to feel they are win-
ning, in order to use methods at which
they are inferior.

The time may come when Soviet
Communist methods of penetration and
indirect aggression cease to be effective,
both in the east and west, and it may
be that at that time there will be a
critical moment, when open war or peace
will hang in the balance. But in view of
the great vista of conquest opened up to
the &oviet Union in the Far East by
virtue of its present methods, direct mili-
tary action does not seem to be immi-
nent, in the opinion of most competent
observers, including the military. That
seems a reasonable conclusion,

Of course, it would be foolish for us
to send arms to the Continent if Russia
were about to invade it. That would
merely weaken us without creating any
new possibility of formidable defense,
If, however, there may be a few years
before war would seem to Russian lead-
ers to be a desirable alternative to their
present methods, then we may have time
to redress the military unbalance in Eu-
rope, and thus reduce the risk of future
war.

1 agree with the conclusion which I
was happy to hear the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr., GEORGE] ex-
press in answer to my question, that the
redressing of that unbalance does not
necessarily require an armed force equal
to that of the Soviet Union, but that a
military force much less than that would
serve a very useful purpose in that re-
spect.

It would, of course, be much better if
th2 present unbalance could be corrected
by reducing armament in the Soviet
Union, rather than by building it up in
western Europe. We have tried that way
in the United Nations. Last winter,
when I was acting chairman of the
United States delegation, I helped se-
cure the adoption of a program to start
an arms census as a basis for future
arms reductions. However, the Soviet
Union has absolutely refused to cooper-
ate in that effort. We ought never to re-
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nounce reduction of armaments as our
goal, but we cannot safely go that way
alone,

At the present time, according to re-
liable estimates, there are approximately
4,100,000 persons under arms in the So-
viet Union. They are a well-equipped
land force, well mechanized, and with
good air support. In addition, there are
approximately 700,000 troops in Soviet
satellite countries, excluding Yugoslavia.
As against this total of nearly 5,000,000,
the North Atlantic continental countries
have approximately 1,000,000 in their
armed services, of which about 500,000
are in France and about 250,000 in Italy.
However, these troops are not well
equipped because their countries were
swept clean of military stocks by the
German occupation. There is, however,
a nucleus of able and loyal manpower
which has great potentialities. Their
imperative need is modern, standardized
equipment. Our military advisers say
that it would be possible, over the next
3 or 4 years, to build up a mili-
tary defense establishment on the Con-
tinent which, at the end of that time,
while not being nearly equal to that of
the Soviet Union, would at least cause
Russia to pause before launching an at-
tack of her own. That, it seems to me,
is ‘a goal worth seeking and a chance
worth taking, at the cost which would
be involved.

The process of seeking that goal will
also, and quickly, serve to strengthen
friendly governments as against indirect
aggression. I have been in France when
there was twice grave jeopardy because
of political strikes and sabotage. The
first time was in the late fall, November
and December of 1947, and the second
time was in the fall of 1948. The French
Government, with a spirit quite contrary,
in my opinion, to that suggested by the
distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georcel, acted courageously, using what
troops it had. Those troops acted cou-
rageously and loyally to prevent a serious
and major threat of indirect aggression
engineered from Moscow. They pa-
trolled railroads, operated the public
utilities, saved the mines from flooding,
and prevented economic and political
disaster. But it was touch and go, par-
ticularly in the fall of 1947, If the
French Army is strengthened and further
equipped, that will serve mightily to de-
ter a third such effort.

I see, therefore, advantages in giving
the military assistance contemplated by
the present bill. As I see it, the military
assistance contemplated by the present
bill can both reduce the risk of indirect
aggression and promote the prospect of
a durable peace. I think the amount
proposed is reasonably related to the
probable gain, and that it ought not to
be further reduced below what is pro-
vided in the bill reported from the com-
mittees. Iquite agree that on these mat-
ters we ought not to accept blindly the
judgment of our military advisers as to
the scale of assistance that is desirable
or which should be authorized by Con-
gress. I consider it essential that the
civilian branches of our Government
should always exercise an independent
and final judgment on these matters.
They should never surrender their own
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judement to that of the military. But,
of course, in these matters the judement
of the military is one of the important
factors to take into account. I suppose
no one would suggest that it is a factor
to be wholly neglected. On the basis of
the testimony of our military advisers
in executive session, plus the best esti-
mates as to the time that may be avail-
able in which to restore a stable balance
of power in Europe, plus a considerable
background of information of my own
gained first-hand in Europe, I am
clearly of the opinion that a further re-
duction in the amount to be authorized
would not be in the national interest.

I say that despite the fact that I feel
very much in sympathy with the views
which have been expressed by the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia as to the
necessity for national economy. I can
find other places where, in my opinion,
economy can be effected with less dam-
age to the national interest than by a
further slash in the amount contem-
plated by the pending bill.

While I have expressed my strong sup-
port of the bill, I want to add something
further which relates to the future, and
which is not within the power of Con-
gress to decide, but upon which I think
it is appropriate that Members of Con-
gress should express an opinion for the
guidance of those in the executive branch
of the Government who do have the
power,

In my own opinion, there is no great
advantage in embarking upon this pro-
gram unless it is to be a part of a com-
mon defense of the 12 Atlantic Pact
countries to be organized under the
North Atlantic Treaty. In my opinion,
it would be folly if we merely rebuilt a
series of independent national military
establishments in each of the 10 Euro-
pean countries which are parties to the
North Atlantic Treaty. No one of those
countries can be strong enough to stand
alone, and the attempt on its part to be-
come so strong would be disastrous eco-
nomically.

I supported the North Atlantic Treaty
because in my opinion it was a step to-
ward the broader collective security con-
templated by the United Nations Char-
ter, and because it seemed to me that if
the resources of 350,000,000 people were
effectively pledged to a common defense,
the burden on each nation, including
the United States, would be much less
than if there were 12 separate military
establishments. It seems to me, for ex-
ample, grotesque that any country ex-
cept the United States should attempt
the difficult and appallingly expensive
process of making atomic weapons in
quantity. Others cannot afford it, nor
should those weapons, or intimate
knowledge of them, be at exposed points.
But we cannot expect other people to
take that view unless area defense is de-
veloped as an actual reality upon which
each of us, including the United States,
is visibly dependent. It would be fool-
ish for the French to attempt to develop
a new great navy in view of the immense
existing superiority of the British and
American Navies over that of the Soviet
Union. These are the kind of problems
which need to be dealt with by the coun-
cil under the North Atlantic Treaty.
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They involve not merely military but
political considerations of a high order.

Again referring to the observations
made by the distinguished Senator from
Georgia, I am quite of the opinion that
western Germany should be in the area
of North Atlantic defense. Without that,
as I see it, the western Germans would
really be thrown into the arms of the
Soviet Union. But that is a problem
which involves very serious and delicate
political considerations. Again, it is a
problem of the type that needs to be con-
sidered, discussed, and settled by the
Council under the North Atlantic Treaty
before our aid under this arms bill can
achieve anything like maximum effec-
tiveness and utility. That is not going
to be a result easy to achieve.

Mr, President, military men have a
passionate loyalty to their own partic-
ular nation and to their profession.
They desire to build up their own na-
tional military establishments, and they
sympathize with the desire of others to
do the same. Unification and economy
of military establishments as between
different nations will be even harder to
achieve than as between our own armed
services, and we know that is hard
enough. Yet that is the great goal the
treaty promises, and that is the goal we
need to pursue if the treaty is to jus-
tify itself. Congress will have to watch
that situation. Under the bill as now
drawn, Congress will share with the
President at least the negative power
to divert aid from the European coun-
tries if it does not fit into a general plan
of common ares defense. I think that
is the best plan that can be legislated
under the constitutional allocation of
powers.

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

Mr. D

area defense?

Mr. DULLES. There is no such assur-
ance. That, asIsay, is a situation which
in my opinion the Congress must watch.
Under the bill as now drawn, and pur-
suant to the proposals which were made
for amending the original bill—and I
have referred to them—it is contem-
plated that Congress can cut off the pro-
vision of aid under the bill, subject only
to then existing commitments, if it is
felt that the plan will not lead to a com-
mon area defense. I think that is as far
as Congress can go under the constitu-
tional allocation of powers.

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

M. DULLES. I yield.

M-, MILLIKIN. I am very much in-
terested in the common area defense. I
am somewhat disillusioned regarding its
possibilities by what has happened under
ECA in connection with our attempts to
secure economic unification. I think the
record will show that we have had great
difficulties along that line under ECA.
In connection with ECA aid, we have
also been attempting to stimulate freely
convertible currencies, integrated indus-
tries, and the lowering of tariff barriers;
in other words, to have a western Euro-
pean trading area where the countries
of western Europe could have orderly sur-
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pluses, could absorb a considerable
amount of those orderly surpluses among
themselves, and thus could lighten the
burden upon the United States.

However, very little progress along that
line has been made. I suggest that in
the over-all view there has been no pro-
gress whatever. It is admitted that there
has been a distinct tendency toward the
development of economic nationalism
along the same line that the distin-
guished Senator has mentioned in con-
nection with the tendency toward mili-
tary nationalism.

Mr. DULLES. Mr. President, I share
the disappointment of the distinguished
Senator from Colorado that there has
not been more progress toward economic
unity under the European recovery pro-
gram. As the Senator may recall—I
think he was sitting in the committee
at the time—when I testified in relation
tu ‘the European recovery program, I
then pointed out that in my opinion the
European recovery aid might be almost
worse than useless—I think I used the
phrase work in reverse—unless it oper-
ated to achieve increased unity, because
I said only in such increased unity can
tliere be any real salvation; and if our
ald amounts to a crutch which makes the
countries of western Europe constantly
dependent upon us, it will be worse than
nothing. Of course, crutches which aid
people to recover are useful, but only if
later they can be thrown away. I am
not at all pleased with the progress
which has been made along the lines
now discussed; but I am not completely
discouraged about the future.

I was one of the Senators who dis-
cussed this situation with the Adminis-
trator, Mr. Hoffiman, when he was here
some weeks ago at the time when the
European recovery appropriation was de-
bated. I emphasized that point of view
to him very strongly. I was happy to
observe that after he returned to Europe,
he made some very strong statements
along that line. I sent him a cablegram
in which I expressed my gratification
that he seemed to be “putting the heat
on” g little bit along a line which seemed
to be indispensable. I received from him
a reply in which he said he was exerting
himself to the full to try to bring about
the single-market situation which it
seems to me—and I think the policy was
written into the bill—is our great goal
under that act.

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

Mr. DULLES. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I, too, have read with
considerable interest the remarks made
by Mr. Hoffman since his return to Eu-
rope. But within the past 4 or 5
days we have participated in a policy
which has made the United States a
shock absorber for the dislocations of
international balances of trade.

Thus, by absorbing the problem our-
selves we have reduced the necessary
incentives for those devaluing countries
to integrate their industries, make their
currencies convertible, reduce the distor-
tions in their trade balances and build
a sensible western European economy.

I am inclined to think that we are get-
ting into the habit of always making our-
selves the mattress upon which they can
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dump their mistakes. We are always
preaching the necessity for their solving
of their own problems but the solution
always requires that we absorb them our-
selves.

Mr. DULLES. Mr. President, I would
be reluctant to express an opinion which
had any finality to it regarding the ef-
fect of the currency devaluations which
recently have occurred, That is a com-
plicated matter, but I think I share the
point of view of the distinguished Sena-
tor in believing that a solution of the
economic problem does not depend upon
creating artificially, either through tariff
action or currency action, a situation
such that the surpluses in each of the
separate European countries, instead of
being exchanged between themselves,
will all come to be dumped into the
United States market. I do not think
that is good for us and I do not think it
is good for Europe. Increased prosperity
and well-being in Europe will require an
exchange of the surpluses of each of those
countries as between themselves.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Exactly.

Mr. DULLES. There should be an ex-
change of lemons from Italy for shoes
from England. There would be no point
in sending all the shoes from England to
the United States and all the lemons
from Italy to the United Siates. That
would not help us and it would not help
Europe. There should be a greater ex-
change of the surpluses. Now that the
economic vacuum of the world has been
filled up to some extent, I am concerned
with the fact that surpluses are devel-
oping in different countries which ought
to be exchanged among themselves and
thus raise the general standard of living
in Europe, which is the goal. But under
existing conditions, they all tend to be
pushed into this dollar market, which is
the only free market in the world with
hard currency.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am
exceedingly grateful for the ohservations
made by the distinguished Senator.
They reinforce the apprehension which
is developing within me that we have
not cured anything, that we have sim-
ply accepted responsibility for a new set
of problems which must be assumed and
solved by others. By devaluation the
equivalent has been accomplished of a
30-percent reduction of our tariffs, while
we have put an additional 30-percent
hurdle upon our exports. For what pur-
pose? So that we may absorb more of
the unmanageable surpluses of western
Europe, and so that they may absorb less
of our exports. That has certain useful-
ness in working out balances, but the end
point is that we always wind up paying
the cost and delaying the necessary rem-
edies which must be taken abroad.

If I may make a further suggestion
along that line, perhaps we are getting
into the habit of overmedicating Eu-
rope. A man gets the gout, and some-
body gives him colchicine, The same
man develops a bruise on his leg, and
somebody says, “You have got to thin
your blood, because otherwise a clot
might get loose and hit your heart or
brain.” So he is given some heparin. He
gets a little sugar in his blood, and they
give him some insulin. He gets a wart
on his liver, and they give him a strong
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cathartic. His heart misses a beat and
they give him digitalis. His sleep is not
as good as it might be and they give him
barbiturates. And one day a big black
limousine drives up to his home, and a
couple of men carry in a light basket. A
little later, they come back with a heavier
basket, and 3 or 4 days later, there are
flowers, tears, and messages of condo-
lence, and the clods rattle on the coffin
of the victim, It would be appropriate
to carve on the headstone “This man died
from the overmedication given by loving
friends.” Iam afraid we are getting into
the habit of overmedicating a patient
who perhaps does not need so much of it
and will recover quicker with less of it.

Mr. DULLES. I have always had great
respect for the wisdom of the distin-
guished Senator. Now I have even great-
er respect since I see he is not only a
statesman but also a doctor. Buft, per-
haps because I am a neophyte in this
business and only beginning, I trust, a
career in the Senate, I still have faith
on matters as to which the distinguished
Senator seems to be disillusioned. I have
not lost faith that out of the European
recovery plan will come the results which
were written into the policy of the act,
and in the writing of which I played some
part, because some of the language of it
was taken from my testimony before the
Foreign Relations Committee. I think
the phrase “the continuity of American
aid shall be dependent upon continuity
of cooperation among European coun-
tries” was taken verbatim from my own
testimony. I reminded the Administrator
of that declaration, and I suggested the
time might have come for him to suggest
that there was a question whether there
was the continuity of cooperation which
we anticipated and upon which our own
continuity of assistance was made de-
pendent under the policy of the act. I
said to him, “That is not a personal policy
of yours; that is a policy which is writ-
ten into the act as the policy of the total
Government of the United States.”

I believe, despite what has happened, it
is not time to lose faith or to discontinue
the pursuit of the effort. I believe it is
worth while to pursue a similar effort
along military lines under the North At-
lantic Treaty and under the proposed
military-assistance bill.

Of course, I do not for a minute think
it wise or right for the Congress merely
to appropriate money and then forget
about it. If that happens, I think there
is a pretty good chance we shall not ob-
tain the results we want; the money will
be spent, and we shall not attain our goal.
I think the Congress must constantly
and vigilantly watch the situation.

The reason for some of the present
provisions of the bill is that they reflect
my strong convictions along that line.
That is why there is now in the bill a
provision to which I point, which says
that the Congress of the United States
can cut off this aid if it is not serving its
purpose. In other words, there is now
written into the bill a provision compar-
able to what I sought and which largely
was written into the European Recovery
Act—a provision for the installation of
what we may call a faucet. We are
supplying the water and letting it go
through, we are letting our money go
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through, in order to achieve certain goals.
But the Congress is in position to close
the faucet at any time when it seems the
desired goal is not being achieved. If
the water is running, not into a single
receptacle, but is being divided into 12,
11, or 10 separate receptacles, then in my
opinion the Congress ought to use the
power reserved to it to end the aid
under this bill and turn off the faucet.
I believe if the Congress exercises vigi-
lantly the power which this bill gives it,
the Congress can overcome what might
be an inertia on the part of the adminis-
tration and other governments to achieve
the great result we seek,

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will
thes Senator yield?

Mr. DULLES. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not by any-
thing I have said indicate a loss of faith.
If I did not retain my own faith, I could
not forgive myself for my own support
of parts of the programs, nor for other
support which I intend to give. I am
asking for a continuance of faith, but I
am asking for more performance; that is
what I am talking about. We speak of
these noble objectives. We are always
going to do something, but the situation
intensifies in the other direction, and in
the end we become the net to catch the
trapeze performers when they fall. Per-
haps we shall have to take away the net
some day to inspire better performance.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield for a
guestion?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New York yield to the Sen-
ator from Michigan?

Mr. DULLES. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Sharing the views
of the distinguished Senator from New
York on the question of the integrated
defense plan, and prefacing the question
I desire to have answered by the state-
ment that, as the Senator has indicated,
the Congress has the right to cut off the
supply of funds, I am concerned, then,
in view of certain language in the bill, as
to whether the full $500,000,000 could
not be contracted for by the President
and therefore really in effect be ex-
pended, and the Congress have no right
to cut it off, because of the language on
page 18, beginning in line 4, as follows:

Any such assistance furnished under this
title shall be subject to agreements, further
referred to in section 402, designed to assure
that the assistance will be used to promote~—

I underscore the word “promote”—
an integrated defense of the North Atlantie
area and to facilitate the development of
defense plans by the Council and the Defense
Committee under article 9 of the North At-
lantic Treaty—

It then goes on:
and after the agreement by the Government
of the United States with defense plans as
recommended by the Council and the De-
fense Committee, military assistance here-
under shall be furnished only in accordance
therewlth.

My question is whether this is to be
used merely to promote an integrated
defense? It appears to be the consensus
of Senators that the purpose in furnish-
ing arms is not only to promote inte-
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grated defense but actually to carry out
an integrated defense plan.

Different language is used on page 18,
to the effect that the President can use
the $400,000,000, and even the $500,000,-
000, if it is passed on by the Appropria-
tions Committee, before there is an inte-
grated defense plan. Before Congress
could be advised that the full amount of
money could be used and expended we
might find that the defense plan called
for a further and different expenditure.
What does the Senator have in mind on
that point, because of the use of that
language?

Mr. DULLES, I think the drafting of
section 102 is not artistic. I have no
doubt it could be improved by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan, and
I think it should be improved, because, to
my way of reading it, the sentence really
does not parse, and I do not know what
the verb is which governs the phrase on
page 18, “integrated defense.” It seems
to me that particular phrase floats in the
air, without any governing verb. There-
fore I think there are drafting imperfec-
tions. I will say, however, that in my
opinion, the result sought to be achieved
is that the President has discretionary
authority to approve, on behalf of the
United States, defense plans which may
be recommended by the Council. Those
plans might not, in the opinion of the
Congress, meet the test of promoting an
integrated defense, but that is, I think,
a matter for the President to decide and
not for the Congress to decide. °

The purpose of those two sections—
and they could perhaps be integrated
more effectively—is to assure two things
and to correct in two ways one defect,
as it seemed to many of us, in the original
bill. We were told at the time of the
debate on the North Atlantic Treaty that
there would be a military-assistance pro-
gram, but that it would be something
totally independent of the North Atlantic
Treaty. It appeared that this inde-
pendent program was in reality a 2-year
program, and that we would have the
North Atlantic Treaty machinery estab-
lished within 2 months. It actually is
established even before the arms bill is
passed, though there are not, as yet, as 1
understand, any defense plans. In view
of that it seemed that we should not have
an arms program operating for 2 years
wholly independently of the North At-
lantic Treaty. The two things should be
brought together as quickly as pos-
sible——

Mr. FERGUSON.
the Senator yield?

Mr. DULLES. May I finish my ex-
planation before I yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. Certainly.

Mr. DULLES. The purpose of the
provision in section 101 was to provide
that once there is agreement on the de-
fense plan, the money can be used only
for that purpose. The purpose of section
102 is *a provide that only $100,000,000
can be spent until there is agreement on
defense plans. In other words, the pur-
pose is to provide that there shall be
$100,000,000 which we might call true
interim aid, so that the nations can get
going immediately, but beyond the $100,-
000,000 there can be no further funds

Mr. President, will
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spent by the President until there is a
defense plan agreed to, and then the
money can be spent only in accordance
with that plan.

So much for the limitation on the au-
thority of the President.

Then there is a provision that the Con-
gress can, at any time, by concurrent
resolution, cut off assistance to any na-
tion, so that if, in the opinion of the
Congress, the defense plan does not pro-
mote an integrated defense—Ilet me read
the exact language:

Assistance to any nation under this act
may, unless sooner terminated by the Presi-
dent, be terminated by concurrent resolu-
tion by the two Houses of the Congress:
Provided, That funds made available under
this act shall remain available for 12 months
from the date of such termination for the
necessary expenses of liquidating contracts,
obligations, and operations under this act.

So that there are two limitations. One
is on the power of the President. He
can spend only $100,00G,000 until there
is a defense plan, and when there is a
defense plan, he can spend the money
only in accordance with it. He has his
own judgment, however, as to whether
the plan effects an adequate integrated
area of defense, Congress has no way to
override his judgment on that, except as
it has authority to cut off assistance to
any or all nations if it is not satisfied
with the way the program is working out.

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

Mr. DULLES. I yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator does not
mean to intimate, does he, that Congress
has the right to say how the money shall
be spent, on what terms, and at what
times?

Mr. DULLES. No. It has the right
to stop the expenditure.

Mr. GEORGE. In the beginning, has
it not the right to apprcpriate on con-
ditions?

Mr. DULLES. Yes; and the appro-
priation, as I understand, is on the con-
dition that only $100,000,000 can be spent
prior to the adoption of a defense plan
under the North Atlantic Treaty.

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct.

Mr. DULLES. After the adoption by
the Government of the United States of
a defense plan under the North Atlantic
Treaty, the money can be spent only in
accordance with that plan.

Mr. GEORGE. I understand that. I
wanted to be clear on the other point.

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

Mr. DULLES. I yield to the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. I realize the impor-
tance of debate to bring out the intent
of the language when there is an am-
biguity in it. It is only for that reason
that I have been asking questions with
reference to these particular sections.
I hope the debate will demonstrate to
the President and the executive branch
of the Government the intent of Con-
gress.

I find some difficulty in my own mind
because of a change of language in lines
6, 7, 8, and 9, on page 18, and in lines
23, 24, and 25, and then going over to
section 103,
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Reading from page 18, beginning on
line 4:

Any such assistance furnished under this
title shall be subject to agreements, further
referred to in section 402, designed to assure
that the assistance will be used to promote
an integrated defense of the North Atlantic
area and to facilitate the development of
defense plans by the Council and the Defense
Committee under article 9 of the North At-
lantic Treaty—

I go on to the next line:

and after the agreement by the Government
of the United States—

Meaning, after the integrated defense
plans—

after the agreement by the Government of
the United States with defense plans—

That is, integrated defense plans—
as recommended by the Council and the De-
fense Committee, military assistance there-
under shall be furnished only in accordance
therewith.

I underscore the word “oniy.”

That kind of language is not used at
the bottom of the page, which refers to a
condition in connection with the $400,-
000,000. I read:
shall become available when the President of
the United States agrees to the recommen-
dations of the Council and the Defense Com-
mittee to be established under the North
Atlantic Treaty—

Then it goes on—

limited entirely to the amount herein au-
thorized to be appropriated and the amount
authorized hereinafter as contract author-
ity, that the ohligation and expenditure of
such sums for the purposes of this act - ill—

Then the word “promote” is used, and
I underscore that word—

promote an Integrated defense of the North
Atlantic area and will facilitate—

I underscore the word “facilitate”—

the development of defense plans by the
Council and the Defense Committee,

Then there is a period. In other
words, the one says that after there is a
defense plan aid can be extended only
in accordance therewith, the other says
that it may all be used if only it pro-
motes or facilitates the making of a
plan. Why are there those two state-
ments, if they mean one and the same
thing?

Mr. DULLES. I have already said
that in my opinion the drafting of sec-
tion 102 is imperfect. I should not like
to undertake the redrafting, extempo-

‘raneously, here on the floor. I do think

the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan has made a very important point in
bringing out the defectiveness in the
drafting, and I trust that in the course
of the debate, and before the bill shall
be passed, those who are better qualified
than I will suggest a revision of the lan-
guage, particularly on page 19.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr, President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. DULLES. I yield to the Senator
from Kansas.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I was interested
in the discussion the Senator was mak-
ing with reference to the control Con-
gress would have over certain appro-
priations which are to go into the ex-
penditure of the funds provided for, I
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am aware of what is said in the report
of the committee about the administra-
tion of the program in this country, and
what the report says about the admin-
istration of the program abroad. There
is also provision in the bill, covered in
the report, as to the pricing power,
wherever there has been an exchange
or lending of material,

I hope I am not too far afield in ask-
ing the question I wish to propound.
Obviously much material must be pur-
chased or supplied if the pending meas-
ure shall be enacted. Is it the thought
that the military services are to be the
sole procuring agency for all these pur-
chases? 1 realize they must be screened.

Mr. DULLES. That is my impression,
and it is also my impression that our mili-
tary establishment would be normally
the procurement agency on behalf of the
foreign governments concerned. But
that is a question which I think I should
prefer to have addressed to one of the
members of the Committee on Armed
Services, who could give a more complete
response in that respect than I could.
But I understand that is the contem-
plated practice.

Mr. President, I shall conclude with a
word or two more, I returned to Wash-
ington this morning from up-State New
York, to be in the Senate to support the
pending bill. In doing so I have inter-
rupted my political campaign, a cam-
paign in which the President has pledged
his full support to my opponent. That is
the President’s right, and I have no com-
plaint to make. He has given me many
opportunities in the United Nations and
the Council of Foreign Ministers to help
to forge a bipartisan foreign policy to
stop Soviet aggression, and help preserve
peace and liberty for our people.

Mr, President, I am glad to stand here
today and again show my loyalty to those
principles. We may differ among our-
selves, and we do differ among ourselves,
regarding domestic policy. We may op-
pose each other, and we do oppose each
other strongly in some respects, A vigor-
ous two-party system is the best way
whereby people retain their freedom.
But in the face of external danger, we
unite to help our friends and to bring
confusion to our enemies.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, a few
weeks ago I voted for the North Atlantic
Pact. I did so because I wanted to make
it crystal clear that if Russia should at-
tack any friendly nation in Europe it
would be regarded as an attack upon the
United States, and that immediate re-
taliation would result.

With the United States as a signatory,
the Atlantic Pact is, in my judgment,
the best insurance against war. It is
the potentialities of the Atlantic Pact
that Russia will fear—the risk of en-
gaging in war with the nation that can
produce more materials and equipment
of war than all the rest of the world com-
bined.

The Atlantic Pact—with the United
States as a signatory—confronts Russia
with a combination of allies which can
produce very much more war matériel
and equipment than all the rest of the
world combined. It is this war-produc-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

tion potentiality of the Atlantic Pact na-
tions that Russia will fear above all else.

If she would dare attack any or all
of these nations in the teeth of these
overwhelming armament potentialities
already in existence under the Atlantic
Pact, I am convinced that any arms we
may furnish now in peacetime, under
the pending arms program, would be to-
tally insignificant as a further deterrent
to such aggression:

I will vote against the pending pro-
posal to arm these 16 European nations
without the slightest feeling of incon-
sistency in having previously supported
the Atlantic Pact. There is not one line
or word in the Atlantic Pact that binds
the United States of America to furnish
arms to other members of the pact in
time of peace. There is no more obli-
gation on our Government to furnish
such arms than there is upon the other
signatories to furnish arms to us. We,
of course, all know that should any mem-
ber of the Atlantic Pact be attacked, or
if an attack were imminent, then it is
the solemn obligation of our country to
render the most effective assistance that
is possible.

I may say that this question was cov-
ered by correspondence between the Sec-
retary of State, Mr. Acheson, and my-
self, and is covered by the questions pro-
pounded by the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConnaLLy], the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, when he asked
Secretary Acheson the following ques-
fion:

Is it not true, though, that any Senator
would be free, within his own conception of
his duty, even though the treaty does carry
the clause of mutual assistance, to determine
whether the exact measure which was pro-
posed was within that general scope of mu-
tual assistance that was necessary?

Secretary Acheson replied:

Of course, Senator ConNaLLy. There is no
quastion about that.

This interpretation of the Atlantic
Pact was concurred in by the Secretary
of Defense, Mr. Johnson, in his testimony
before the Armed Services Committee,
and by the chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee and the pre-
vious chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee.

The pending measure is unrealistic.
There is no way by which the United
States can arm the 16 nations in Eu-
rope to make them impregnable to a
Russian invasion. There was no military
expert before the Armed Services Com-
mittee who gave testimony that this
country could arm these western Eu-
ropean nations so that an attack by
Russia could be successfully repelled.

In the Senate debate on this measure
I was somewhat amazed to hear the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Michigan
[(Mr. VANDENBERG] state that the pending
proposal limited aid for a period of 1
year. The Senator from Michigan said
(2;61 the floor of the Senate on September

All the Senator from Michigan can say
to the Senator from Colorado is that he
gains the impression that the persons in
the military department who have been help-
ing to develop the current program have
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exclusively confined it to 1 year, I agaln
call the Senator's attention to the language
textually written into the bill for the pur-
pose of assuring that it related only to 1
year.

The fact is that the pending measure
begins with a 2-year program, not a
1-year program. It is divided into two
parts. It provides for one-half of a
billion dollars in cash and another one-
half in materials to be transferred.
Then there is an authorization, a con-
tract authorization, for another half a
billion dollars to be spent in the follow-
ing fiscal year, whereby the proper offi-
cials of this Government can obligate
the United States Government to the
erpenditure of another half billion dol-
lars, which must be appropriated for in
the fiscal year following the present one.

The Senate should not deceive itself,
in voting for this legislation, in the
thought that it will be stopped at the
end of 1 year, or for many years. At
this point it is pertinent to give the testi-
mony of the officials before the Armed
Services Committee. Secretary Johnson
was the only official who ventured a guess
as to the extent of the program. I quote
Secretary Johnson:

I see your point, sir, but I would like to
point out that I testified before the House
Committee and before this committee that
I believe this program will extend over 4 or
5 years.

When I questioned him as to the rea-
sons for this conclusion, he said he had
no reasons except his own personal views

hich, in my judgment, are merely wish-

ul thinking.

We will now turn to the testimony of
General Bradley, who said, in response
to a question from the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SarTonsTaLL] as to
the length of the proposed program:

I do not think that 1 am qualified to an-
swer that question, Senator SALTONSTALL.
It seems to me the amount of future aid
which the President might recommend
would depend on so many factors that it
would be very difficult for me, as a military
man, to comment on it, except to say it
seems to me it would depend upon the in-
ternational situation, upon the economic re-
covery of the countries concerned, as to how
much they could do themselves, and upon
our own industrial situation, and I think
that would have to be determined in later
times as to just how much the President
would recommend and how much you would
want to consider.

In response to another question, Gen-
eral Bradley said:

That does not mean we would have to give
everything they requested but we would re-
view very carefully and, before the President
makes any recommendations as to how much
ald must be furnished at a later year, and
it would not necessarily be everything that
the member nations requested, but it would
be what this country thought the greatest
needs were and how much it could afford
to help them. It might be nothing, and it
might be more. I should think it would
depend entirely upon the situation at that
time,

The testimony of Secretary Acheson,
as to the length of the program was as
follows:

I cannot attempt to predict at this time,
however, how long we may need to continue
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future military assistance to the European
members of the pact. Many invariables over
which we have little control are involved,
such as the rate of economie recovery, the
imminence and extent of the aggressive
threat and the strategic considerations and
developments in the art of warfare.

So I do not think any Senators can
say that this program can be limited to
1 year, to 5 years, to 10 years or to 20
years, when we hear General Bradley,
the Chief of Staff, and the Secretary of
State, state that they cannot even make
an estimate as to the extent of our aid.
My colleague, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL], earnestly and diligently
attempted to find out how long this pro-
gram was to continue, and was unable to
obtain, as the Recorp will show, any defi-
nite answer whatever as to the length
of the program.

As I have stated, it is very evident that
neither General Bradley nor Secretary
Acheson are willing to make any esti-
mate whatsoever as to the length of the
program, and the estimate made by Sec-
retary Johnson of 4 or 5 years is ad-
mitted by him to be his own personal
opinion and not based upon military in-
formation from either the State Depart-
ment or the Joint Chief of Staff.

Any language in the pending bill that
attempts to limit the aid to any given
period is of no avail and amounts to no
more than mere verbiage of no meaning.

The fact is that once we undertake to
underwrite the military defense of west-
ern Europe in time of peace, we are obli-
gating ourselves to continue to do so for
an indefinite period. In my judgment,
this period will be not less than the term
of the Atlantic Pact—20 years.

Actually we are now proposing to em-
bark on a program which is not limited
either in time or in cost. It is possible
and probable that the cost will be greatly
increased in the years to come, It is
possible and probable that it will extend
throughout the entire period of the At-
lantic Pact and thereafter, should an-
other pact be entered into. Once we em-
bark upon this course of arming other
nations in time of peace, there is no re-
treat.

It is little short of an absurdity to speak
of a billion dollars in cash, and a transfer
of $500,000,000 worth of surplus material
as being sufficient in any way adequately
to arm 16 nations with a combined popu-
lation of approximately that of the
United States, when we are spending
$15,000,000,000 annually in an attempt
to arm ourselves, though the geograph-
ical situation of most of these countries
places them in a position of much greater
danger from hostile military operations
than we here are exposed to. W

Never before has the Government of
the United States undertaken such a
commitment unknown in cost or in dura-
tion. In the case of the Marshall plan,
we were given estimates of the cost cov-
ering a period of 4% years, but, in this
plan, there has been no estimate given
even for the second year of its operation,
The military officials were unable even to
estimate the cost, not only for the full
extent of the program, but even for the
second year, except that we are obligated
under the contract authorizations for
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$500,000,000, and I predict that, in ad-
dition to that, a very sizable appropria-
tion in cash will be asked for when the
next budget is submitted.

The bill, as I have said, appropriates
$500,000,000 in cash and provides for a
contract authorization of $500,000,000 in
the next fiscal year, which is a binding
commitment on this Government. Let
us not deceive ourselves that we have
reduced this appropriation by $500,000,-
000 merely because we have transferred
it from a cash appropriation to a con-
tract authorization. Contract author-
ization means that the officials of the
Government can enter into contracts
for that amount, which will be binding
upon the United States, morally and
otherwise, and the Congress will be com-
pelled to appropriate for it when the
bills come in. The cost of this new long-
time commitment will be pyramided, at
least in the immediate future, upon defi-
cit spending. It will be paid for by
borrowed money on which we will have
to pay interest for many, many years to
come, It will be added to a public debt
which is now more than $256,000,000,000,

The national debt has been increased
in recent months from $252,000,000,000
to $256,000,000,000. I received the latest
figures today.

What Russia fears more than anything
else is the mass-production capacity of
this country under our free-enterprise
system. What Russia desires most is
to impair or destroy this free-enterprise
system, which will be done if deficit
spending continues for a much longer pe-
riod. What Russia desires above every-
thing else is to destroy the capacity of
this country to mass-produce as we can
now. With only 6 percent of the popu-
lation of the world we can produce more
war equipiment than all the rest of the
world combined. That is what Russia
fears.

A high -fficial of the State Department
recently said that neither he nor any
member of the State Department be-
lieved there would be war with Russia
in the discernible future, and his chief
reason was that Russia had miserably
failed to adapt the Soviet laborers to the
mass-production methods. The Soviet
system of government is such that it
cannot bring about the mass production
we have in this country under the free-
enterprise system.

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS. What is the Sena-
tor’s answer to the statement which has
been made here repeatedly that the Rus-
sians now have 5,000,000 men under
arms, fully armed, with modern equip-
ment, not for defense, but apparently
for offensive purposes? What is the
Senator’s answer to that if we do not do
something now to help?

Mr. BYRD. My answer to that is
that when the time comes that the Rus-
sians make an attack upon us, of course,
we will do something to help. So long
as we have the atomic bomb we will do
something immediately to help. But the
whole answer to the Senator’s question
is that if, by continued deficit spending,
we destroy the free-enterprise system of
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our country, then we will be unable to
protect ourselves should we be attacked
by Russia.

Mr. WATKINS. If the Senator will
further permit me, I believe he also
takes the position that we are not obli-
gated at all under the North Atlantic
Pact to furnish help in advance of an
attack.

Mr. BYRD. I will say to the Senator
that is my interpretation. It is based
on correspondence I have had with the
Secretary of State, and it is based on
testimony the Secretary of State has
given before the committees to the effect
that each Senator is to determine wheth-
er or not he feels an obligation to arm
these nations in time of peace. Nobody
questions the obligation of mutual as-
sistance, but the time when such assist=
ance is to be rendered each Senator can
decide for himself. I am making my
decision. I am doing it because I think
the potentialities of the North Atlantic
Pact are far greater than the arms we
may send to Europe. We are serving
notice on Russia, in terms which neither
Russia nor any other country can dis-
pute, that when she attacks one of those
nations she is attacking us. Had such a
pact been in effect prior to World War I,
it is entirely possible that that war would
not have occurred. The same statement
can be made with respect to World War
II. It is impossible to arm the western
European nations to withstand an attack
from Russia. The same arms which we
are sending to Europe might perhaps be
used to fight this couniry.

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

M. WATKINS. Did the Senator hear
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VANDENBERG] state in his speech
yesterday that certain information was
given to the committee which has not
been made public, but which is available
to Senators? Would that, in the judg-
ment of the Senator, satisfy the inquiries
and curiosities which some of us have?

Mr. BYRD. I attended nearly all the
sessions of the committee. I have read
the confidential hearings. No testimony
which was given there would indicate to
me any justification whatever for under-
taking this program at this time. There
was nothing beyond a feeling of general
distrust, and the general feeling that
sooner or later Russia is going to attack
the nations of western Europe. No spe-
cific information was given as to the
probability of imminent attack.

Mr. WATEKINS. As I recall, no testi-
mony was presented to the Foreign Re-
laiions Committee in the hearings on
the North Atlantic Pact which indicated
that war was imminent. Does the same
situation still exist?

Mr. BYRD. Other members of the
committee who are present can answer
that question better than can I. The
testimony consisted of generalities, based
upon the common fear that Russia may
undertake such an attack. I contend
that the best way to keep her from un-
dertaking the attack is to have her know
in advance that she is attacking the
United States if she attacks France or
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Belgium. The fear which Russia enter-
tains is that the great mass production
of this country will be thrown into the
war. That is a much greater deterrent
than sending billions of dollars worth of
arms to Europe, much of which may be
obsolete next year.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator re-
call that that was one of the arguments
used to obtain support for the North
Atlantic Pact?

Mr. BYRD. I did not hear that argu-
ment in the committee.

Mr. WATKINS. Was not that one of
the principal arguments made on the
floor of the Senate?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BYRD. Take airplanes. We have
an airplane one day, and we have an-
other model a few months later. The
equipment we are sending to Europe
today may be effective military equip-
ment for the time being, but totally in-
effective a year from now.

Mr. President, I wish to continue and
connect what I have saic¢ with what a
high official of the State Department
told us in committee. I think it is ex-
tremely interesting and very significant.

This gentleman stated that Russia had
completely failed to adapt Soviet labor
to mass-production methods. He cited
as one example the production of steel.
I want Senators to listen to this. He
stated that Russia is now producing 19,-
500,000 tons of steel a year, while her
satellites are producing 4,500,000 tons a
year. The United States is producing
90,000,000 tons annually, and her allies
are producing 30,000,000 tons a year, giv-
ing Russia an adverse ratio of about 5 or
6 to 1 in the production of steel, which,
as every Senator knows, is the prime
base of all war matériel. This official
felt—and certainly I feel—that so long
as we and our allies can outproduce Rus-
sia in steel, on a ratio of 5 to 1, it is not
likely that Russia will undertake another
global war without giving consideration
to that factor.

But what is significant to me is that
the Russians themselves—and this is in-
formation which I feel is definitely cor-
rect—because of their system of govern-
ment, because the Russian citizen is sub-
ordinate to the state, and because he is
an automaton who is told what to do,
have been unable to institute methods of
mass production, while we in this coun-
try, by reason of the freedom of Amer-
ica, by reason of the private-enterprise
system, and competition, are able to pro-
duce nearly five times as much steel as
does Russia. As Senators know, Russia
has a larger population than has this
country. With only 6 percent of the
population of the world we are produc-
ing more steel and can produce more
eguipment of war, if need be, than all the
rest of the world put together. That is
what other nations fear. I do not be-
lieve that any nation thinks it can win
a great war in a month, 6 weeks, or a
year. It must fight to the finish. Other
nations know that the potential of Amer-
ica and her production under the pri-
vate-enterprise system constitute one of
the greatest protections this country has.
In my judgment it is one of the greatest
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existing deterrents against another glo-
bal war.

But if we destroy the private-enter-
prise system and go to semisocialism, as
England has done, and destroy the ca-
pacity of the country to produce, as Eng-
land is destroying her capacity to pro-
duce, then we shall be the target of every
other nation, because we shall be weak-
ened in the strongest weapon we have,

In my judgment, there are two things
which would prevent another world war.
The first is an impregnable national de-
fense at home. The Senator from Vir-
ginia has voted consistently and con-
stantly for all that is necessary for an
impregnable national defense of the
United States at home. Especially have
I voted for those things which will make
for new inventions in war, new ways of
conducting warfare. Recently in the
Armed Services Commitiee we approved
a bill for new wind tunnels to test planes
at speeds up to 2,000 miles an hour. I
have supported all such projects. So
the first thing that will prevent another
war is an impregnable defense of this
Nation at home. Z

The second thing is a continuation and
strengthening of the free-enterprise
system, which has made possible mass
production on a scale never before known
in world history. We furnished consid-
erably more than half of all the equip-
ment used in the last world war. Our
allies abroad could not have conducted
the war, and Russia could not have con-
ducted her war against Germany, if it
had not been for the equipment sent
from this country to enable them to do so.

Russia fears this production potential
much more than she fears the sending
of arms to European nations. She fears
it much more than she fears the money
we have been sending abroad to combat
communism. She does not care about
that. She knows that every dollar she
forces us to add to the public debt is a
step closer to the day when an impair-
ment of the free-enterprise system will
show its effect. We cannot continue to
pile up deficit after deficit and main-
tain the form of government we now
have.

I predict that the deficit will be not
less than $8,000,000,000 for the current
fiscal year. It is already $3,300,000,000.
That is the deficit today, since the first
of the fiscal year, beginning July 1—less
than 3 months ago.

What will happen? Within 3 or 4
years we shall have a debt of $300,-
000,000,000. I ask, what democracy can
survive unless it balances its budget in
time of peace and prosperity? We have
the greatest prosperity the country has
ever known. We are at peace. Yet we
have again embarked upon a period of
deficit spending.

During the past 19 years we have had
only 2 years of balanced budgets. Let me
remind Senators that then it was inad-
vertent. It was not planned. It was not
accomplished through economies. It
happened because for the first 2 years
after the war we had an inflation which
brought in more money than we ex-
pected, and we balanced the budget. For
17 out of 19 years we have been in the
red, and would have been in the red dur-
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ing the other 2 years except for the con-
dition which I mentioned. We did not
increase taxes to bring about a balanced
budget, nor did we reduce expenses. It
happened by reason of inflation.

The day will come when taxes become
so burdensome as to reach the point of
diminishing return. I say now—and I
think my distinguished leader on the
Finance Committee [Mr. GEoRGE], one of
the ablest men I have ever been associ-
ated with in the 16 years I have been in
the Senate, will agree with me—that if
in order to cancel the impending deficit,
we were now to increase by $8,000,000,000
the taxes upon corporations, institutions,
and individuals, who would be called
upon to pay, we would reach the point of
diminishing return. I think there can be
no question about that.

Mr. President, when does a democracy
become insolvent? Many believe that
our country will never become insolvent,
because we have such great riches. I say
that a democracy begins its insolvency
when it is unable to collect enough taxes
from its citizens to support the expendi-
tures of government, when taxes, by rea-
son of their amount, bring into the treas-
ury less money, instead of more. I make
the confident prediction now that if the
Finance Committee under the leadership
of the able Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GEORGE] were to attempt to write a tax
bill to raise in taxes $8,000,000,000 more
than is being raised now, and if that bill
were enacted into law, it would result in
the development of such a situation that
many corporations and individuals
would actually pay less taxes, because at
such a time taxes would be almost un-
bearable under a free-enterprise system.
That condition will oceur, Mr. President,
when the debt and taxes force us to go
under a system of state socialism such as
that which exists in England, where all
business is regimented by government
bureaucrats,

Never before has there been a nation
which has been so thoroughly warned
as we have been of what will come from
following such a course. America has
had the most thorough of warnings by
our friends across the sea. One of the
troubles in England today is the shortage
of money. That trouble has developed
and has been caused by the internal
difficulties there, by the fact that the
people of England are not working as
they should, and so forth; but the main
trouble in England is the shortage of
money, a shortage of dollars. England
needs more dollars if her people are to
be able to deal to the necessary extent
with other countries. That shortage
exists because of the lack of confidence

=on the part of other people in the Eng-
lish currency and because of the social-
istic government existing in England.
Let us bear in mind that socialism and
democracy cannot live under the same
roof, England thought they could. The
junior Senator from Georg.a [Mr. Rus-
sELL] and I were in England just a few
days before the election there. Many
Englishmen thought they could have a
little socialism and still could maintain
their free system of government. But
they found they could not doso. A friend
of mine in whom I have great confidence
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has just made a tour of England. He
says that what the farmers there are
confronted with is beyond comprehen-
sion. For instance, if they produce a
certain number of eggs, they are allowed
to keep only a meager portion for the
use of themselves and their families, and
all the rest of the eggs are taken by the
Government. He said that almost every
flock of chickens he saw in England had
only five chickens in it. He saw only one
flock which had as many as 40 chickens
in it. He asked why that was. He was
told that today in England the farmers
see no point in having larger flocks than
that and in producing more eggs than
that because the Government will take
almost all the eggs they produce.

In that connection, let me say I am
informed that the situation in England
is such that the Government employees
take so long to collect tHe eggs from
the farmers that many of the eggs are
spoiled by the time they are ready to
be delivered for consumption. I am also
informed that today practically no pigs
are to be found in England because, as
my friend was told, the farmers have
stopped raising pigs, because the Gov-
ernment will take nearly all the pigs they
raise. Also, we learn that in Scotland,
in meadows which normally would be
used for the grazing of cattle, the grass
has grown up as high as one’s knees, be-
cause there has been a very sharp de-
crease in the number of cattle raised
there. That situation has developed be-
cause if the farmers raise more than a
certain small number of cattle, the Brit-
ish Government will take away from the
farmers all the cattle in excess of that
very small minimum. In other words,
that system of government is destroying
the very foundations of the free enter-
prise system, in that it is destroying and
eliminating almost every opportunity for
an individual to earn something for him-
self. Therefore, Mr. President, England
can juggle her currency all she pleases,
she can fix the value of the pound at
$2.80 one day and at $2.50 another day;
but all that will not make any difference
until the English Government provides
the English people with the opportuni-
ties to work and earn.

Mr. President, if we begin to arm the
nations of Europe, if we begin to furnish
them with equipment for the opera-
tion of factories producing arms, and if
at the same time we furnish them raw
materials, all of us should understand
that little, if any, hope will thereafter
exist for world disarmament. To my
mind, that is one of the greatest objec-
tions to the pending bill. Notwithstand-
ing the objections that some of us have
to making provision for the reequip-
ping of European factories for the pro-
duction of arms, such a policy was voted
on and was adopted by the committee,
for inclusion under the provisions of the
bill. In other words, under the bill, the
money we provide cannot be used for
the construction of arms-producing fac-
tories in Europe, but it can be used to
equip them. That means that the United
States will go into the manufacture of
armaments in Europe; and, of course,
that will be a notification to Russia that
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she must continue her armaments pro-
gram, and must increase it if she can.
Of course, if we furnish the materials
and equipment needed for the operation
of European factories producing war
equipment, no one will be able to blame
Russia for continuing to try to keep
stride with such production by increas-
ing her own armaments. My feeling
is that such a situation will destroy for
a-long time any possibility of world dis-
armament.
FROSPECTS AND EXPERIENCE

Mr. President, what do we know about
what the European nations will do with
these arms? Greece recently threatened
to attack Bulgaria with arms furnished
her by the United States. Had Greece
done so, she would have precipitated an-
other world war, entirely without our
knowledge, perhaps, or without our con-
sent., So it is rather dangerous for us to
arm people in various parts of the world,
when we shall have no control over the
arms they will receive as a result of our
policy. .

Of course, Mr. President, in consider-
ing this problem, we must also consider
the situation so far as Russia is con-
cerned and so far as her future activities
might affect the situation. Not a single
member of the committee ventured the
assurance that the arms we might fur-
nish to the countries of Europe would
enable any of those countries to with-
stand Russia. If another great conflict
comes—pray God it will not—it will be
a conflict between the United States and
Russia.  The United States, not the na-
tions of Europe, will be the one which
will have to face Russia. No doubt the
other nations would be under the con-
trol of Russia almost as soon as the con-
flict began. I believe it was the Senator
from Michigan who referred to the fact
that at the beginning of the last war,
the forces of Hitler drove through to the
English Channel in 3 weeks. The na-
tions overrun by the Germans at thdt
time had arms, but they did not effec-
tively avail themselves of them.

SOLVENCY, COST, AND DURATION

Mr. President, the United States Gov-
ernment has been running in the red at
the rate of $40,000,000 a day since the
new fiscal year began on July 1, 1949,
As of today, our deficit since July 1,
1949, amounts to $3,300,000,000. Ex-
clusive of the funds required by the pro-
posal now before us, we already are com-
mitted for this fiscal year to a Federal
budget under which we shall spend $8
for every 37 we take in. We are adding
this deficit to a Federal debt which is
climbing from a postwar low of a quar-
ter of a trillion dollars. If we have a re-
cession, Mr. President—and the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEorGE] knows more
about this matter than I do—an increas-
ingly difficult situation will develop.
For instance, if we have a 10 percent
recession, we shall lose $5,000,000,000 in
tax revenues. If we have a 20 percent
recession—and that is not so much to
have, when we consider our present high
level of production—we shall lose $10,-
000,000,000 in tax revenues. Such a de-
velopment will enormously increase the
deficit I have mentioned, for the deficit
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now estimated is based on the continu-
ation of the present production and in-
comes and tax revenues, whereas of
course a continuation on that basis is a
most uncertain matter. No one Enows
whether it will continue. Just a little
business recession, one similar to the re-
cent one, will make a great difference in
that connection. Of course, I try to keep
up with such matters and to keep in-
formed regarding them. On May 6, as
I recall, in the course of a speech I made
in the Senate, I referred to the deficit
for the past fiscal year as amounting to
approximately $800,000,000, taking the
Treasury figures. However, a few days
later I made a speech based on the later
information then available, and at that
time I estimated the Treasury deficit at
$1,500,000,000. That was just 60 days
after the speech in which I had estimated
the Treasury deficit at $800,000,000.
Then, 3 days after I estimated the
deficit at $1,500,000,000, we learned that
the deficit was then estimated by the
Treasury at $1,800,000,000; and that is
where the deficit ended up. That situa-
tion shows that once such a movement
starts, it will increase in size and speed
like a snowball rolling downhill, which
Increases at a terrific rate both in size
and momentum. After all, Mr. Presi-
dent, the amount of taxes our Govern-
ment, raises is dependent on the volume
of business. A large volume comes only
from material prosperity.

In this situation, we now are asked—
in time of peace, when there is no threat
of war—to make a great increase in our
expenditures. No one can point to a
single definite thing told to any member
of the committee that indicates that at
anytime in the immediate future there
will be danger of war. However, re-
gardless of that, we now are asked to
underwrite the unpredictable military se-
curity of 16 European nations, with com-
bined populations approximately equal
to our own, nations which are geograph-
ically located in the line of fire in any
war possible in our lifetime, whether
that war be a cold war or a shooting war.
Running true to postwar form, this pro-
posal is hung about with all the trap-
pings of an emergency, but it is brought
to Congress with neither an estimate of
its ultimate cost nor a limit on its dura-
tion. In view of the speed with which
it is presented to us, one would think
the emergency was upon us, that an in-
vasion was imminent within the next
week or two. Mr. President, why can-
not we wait until next January to see
what the financial situation will be then?
But, no; we are told that this proposal
must be put into force and effect at once.
Now we are asked to adopt plans which
it is said are to continue for a year,
although it seems obvious from some of
the testimony presented to the commit-
tee that there is great likelihood, if not
probability, that the program will run for
much longer than that. Of course, the
bill states the amounts of funds which
it is estimated will be required under this
program up until July 1950; but none of
the witnesses would give any indica-
tion regarding what funds would be re-
quested next year or what the situation
then would be. At the same time, none



13094

of them pretended to say that these bil-
lions of dollars would effectively arm
the 16 nations affected. Everyone knows
that it will be impossible for the amount
of money contemplated under this pro-
posal to arm those nations effectively.
The great airplanes now being manu-
factured cost many millions of dollars
apiece. So it is obvious that it would be
absurd to say that our furnishing the
amount of money contemplated under
this proposal would result in the effec-
tive arming of the 16 nations. The
amount proposed in this measure is just
g beginning, from which much greater
expenditures will grow. And, in reality,
there is every reason in the history of
this proposal to believe that, once the
program is started, it will continue so
long as we are members of the Atlantic
Pact. In fact, it is possible that sooner
or later the greater part of the burden
of the so-called military security of these
16 nations will fall upon the United
States, and that the percentage we must
pay will be increased and the percentage
they will pay will be reduced. Ishall fur-
nish certain figures on that in a moment.

Actually this program is just another
of the long series of foreign postwar ex-
penditure programs, except in this case
we are assuming the extra hazard of
financing at least one side of the Euro-
pean armament race in the atomic era.

TWENTY-THIRD FROGRAM

Mr. President, and fellow Senators,
this program, if adopted, will be the
twenty-third program for siphoning
American material and credit abroad
since World War II ended, only 4 years
ago. Twenty-three separate and dis-
tinet programs to aid Europe, programs
which I shall mention, have been started
and are continuing, although the war has
been over for only 4 years. I am not
counting the money we spent for military
equipment to help them. I am not
counting prewar or wartime lend-lease,
or anything like that. I am speaking of
what we have done since the cessation of
hostilities—twenty-three separate and
distinet programs, all with costly organi-
zations, over a period of 4 years. If this
program is adopted, the total value of our
assistance to foreign countries from the
date of the cessation of hostilities to the
end of the fifth postwar year, will be
$35,000,000,000. That is what we have
done since the war was over, and I shall
state it fully and itemize it.

Through the 22 programs devised in
the first 4 years after VJ-day we managed
to spend $27,100,000,000 through June 30,
1949. This averaged approximately
$18,500,000 a day—or $750,000 an hour—
or $12,500 a minute—or $200 every time a
watch has ticked since the last gun was
fired. That is what we have been.send-
ing to Europe since the cessation of hos-
tilities—$200 every time the watch has
ticked since the last gun was fired—$200
every tick of the watch, day and night,
we have sent $200 abroad. The figures
I am giving are official.

When the assistance to be rendered in
the current fiscal year under existing
programs is added the Bureau of the
Budget estimates the total value of our
postwar assistance abroad on June 30,
1950, will be $33,500,000,000. And when
the costs of this program are added the
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total will increase easily to $35,000,000-
000. This is subject to relatively small
repayments which may be made under
the loan and credit programs. I men-
tion that, because the Export-Import
Bank expects to get back a few million
dollars. I state now the 22 different
programs:

First, there was $820,000,000 for direct
relief from military supplies.

Second, there was $2,600,000,000 in
UNRRA, and the record of that efiort has
been written.

It is a very baa record, let me say.
Such waste and extravagance has never
heretofore been known. Fraud and graft
of all kinds were practiced. The Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RUsSsSELL] and I saw
something of it when we were n Europe.

Third, at the end of this year there will
be $3,800,000,000 for government and re-
lief in occupied areas.

Fourth, at the end of this year there
will be $308,000,000 in post-UNRRA relief
assistance to war-devastated countries.

Fifth, at the end of this year there will
be $577,000,000 in interim foreign aid.

Sixth, there was $3,700,000,000 in the
British loan, the record for which is now
under review.

I do not hesitate to say here and now
that that money was used to assist in the
socialization of England, and without
that money it would have been very diffi-
cult for England to have taken over the
public utilities, to have taken over the
coal mines, and tr have taken over the
other industries she bought. I do not
charge the direct physical dollar we sent
over there was used for it, but it went
into the British Treasury, and it re-
lieved the British Treasury to the extent,
that it was able to put through the pro-
grams of socialization.

Seventh, at the end of this year there
will be $2,000,000,000 in Export-Import
Bank loans.

As I say, there will probably be some
recovery under that.

Eighth, at the end of this year there
will be $1,900,000,000 in Office of Foreign
Liquidation property transfers.

Ninth, there was $186,000,000 in Mari-
time Commission ship transfers.

Tenth, at the end of this year there
will be $607,000,000 in aid to Greece and
Turkey—subject to change by the pend-
ing bill.

Eleventh, at the end of this year there
will be $768,000,000 in the Philippine ald
program,

Twelfth, at the end of this year there
will be $9,200,000,000 in the European re~
COVery program.

Thirteenth, there was $120,000,000 in
stabilization aid to China.

Fourteenth, at the end of this year
there will be $351,000,000 in other aid
to China—$400,000,000 under original
budget estimates.

Fifteenth, there was $75,000,000 in the
International Children’s Emergency
Fund.

Sixteenth, there was $635,009,000 in the
International Bank subscription.

Seventeenth, at the end of this year
there will be $212,000,000 for the Inter-
national Refugee Organization.

Eighteenth, there was $217,00(,000 in
subscription to the International Mone-
tary Fund.
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Nineteenth, there was $2,600,000,000 in
lend-lease aid—postwar. That is after
the war was over. I think that is greatly
underestimated. No one will ever know
the millions and hundreds of millions of
dollars of lend-lease material which was
transferred to nations abroad after the
last gun was fired.

Twentieth, at the end of this year
there will be $355,000,000 in other foreign
aid.

Twenty-first, at the end of this year
there will be $8,000,000 for the Displaced
Persons Commission.

Twenty-second, at the end of this year
there will be $16,000,000 for the Palestine
refugee program.

Mr. President, those are official fizures.
I think they omit some of the expendi-
tures, but I am not able to show the omis-
sions, end I give these as being official
and authentic as coming from the proper
agencies of the Government.

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not hear the
Senator read anything that would indi-
cate the amount of the so-called war
supplies which we left behind in Europe
at the end of the war, which were set-
tled for on the basis of a few cents on the
dollar. That of course included, among
other things, cartridges, machine guns,
telephone systems, radio networks, rail-
road cars and rails, and other very ex-
pensive articles in tremendous quanti-
ties. My recollection is that some
$7,000,000,000 or $8,000,000,000 worth of
material was disposed of at the end of
the war on the basis of a few cents on
the dollar, for which we got a note. I do
not think we ever got the cash.

Mr, BYRD. The Senator is absolutely
correct. There is an item here, which
the Senator probably missed, of $2,600,-
000,000 in lend-lease after the war., Ien-
tirely agree with the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think that was the
lend-lease which was in the pipe lines at
the time the war ended, and which went
on. Ithink itis an entirely different item
from the one to which I referred.

Mr. BYRD. I think the Senator from
Georgia is entirely correct about it. We
shall never know how many billions of
dollars worth of material was simply giv-
en away and disposed of at a valuation of
only a few cents on the dollar. The Sen-
ator from Georgia was over there and
saw it and knows it was in first-class
condition, indeed much of it had never
been used.

Mr. RUSSELL. For it we got a note,
but not the cash.

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

Mr. BYRD, I yield.

Mr. LONG. Will the Senator tell us
what the total amount of the expendi-
tures is, with reference to all the pend-
ing programs?

Mr. BYRD. It is $33,500,000,000, ac-
cording to the estimates through the cur-
rent fiscal year.

The next is No, 23, the pending arms
program, which will be the most costly
venture this country has ever under-
taken. It will be not only costly, but it
will be one of the most dangerous ven-
tures we have ever undertaken, because
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there is no limit to the expenditure of
money on defense when it is once started.
There is no way in which it can be cal-
culated; no estimate can be put upon it.
When we stop these loans, grants, and
subsidies, and the giving of direct cash,
and sending our own arms over—and it
has got to be stopped some day—we shall
be the most-hated nation in all the world.
We shall be hated with a terrible, bitter,
unrelenting hatred. Those nations will
say, “America started this, but it did not
finish it.” It is like a man giving his
wife a check on the first of each month,
and then suddenly stopping it. Unless
he has a very good reason for stopping it,
it had better not be attempted. That is
what is going to happen. It must be
stopped. When I hear the eloguent
speeches made on the floor of the Senate
regarding the great success of the Mar-
shall plan, I think to myself, “Wait until
it stops, and then balance the resent-
ment against the stoppage with any good
will which now exists.” I do not know
how much good will exists today. But
wait until we stop furnishing money, and
then balance one against the other and
see the result. We are undertaking
something, assuming that Russia shall
continue to be a menace, which will, in
my judgment, go way beyond anything
we have undertaken in the past.

Thus it is seen that in 22 current and
previous postwar foreign-assistance pro-
grams this country has funneled $33,-
500,000,000 in money, matériel, and credit
all over the face of the earth. The total
would have been more if it had been
physically possible to buy and spend
faster.

I really believe we would have spent
more if it could have been done, but it
was impossible to get the materials man-
ufactured beyond the amount of $27,-
000,000,000 within a period of 4 years.

With the addition of the military arms
program in the current fiscal year the
rate of expenditure will not be reduced
by a single red cent per the tick of one’s
watch.

PROSPECTS FOR ECONOMIC AND MILITARY SUCCESS

The Bureau of the Budget estimated
American relief and recovery assistance
flowing abroad this year would reach a
value of more than $6,500,000,000, whieh
is more than it was in either fiscal year
1949 or 1948. If the cost of the pending
program were added to the 1950 foreign-
assistance estimate, the cost to the
American taxpayer of postwar foreign
assistance in the fifth year after the war
was over would be greater than in any
previous year.

Mr. President, I think that is well
worth considering. In the fifth year
after the war we are spending more than
we ever spent for any previous year since
the cessation of hostilities.

If it is contended that the cost of this
program should not be charged up to
foreign recovery and relief, then it must
be added to our military costs. This
would more than nullify the savings
promised by Secretary Johnson through
efficiency and unification.

This one hill, if it shall pass, will much
more than nullify any economies which
it may be possible for Secretary Johnson
to effectuate,
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Whether this is charged to foreign aid
or the military, effect on our Federal
fiscal situation is the same and there
would be no difference in the drain on
our economy.

It probably would make no difference
from the standpoint of returns on the
investment, or efficiency of administra-
tion.

If it is to be regarded as a recovery and
relief expenditure, prospective results
may be estimated from the record, which
shows that we still have the displaced-
persons problem in the way of direct
assistance. The British are back with
their monetary problem, despite $3,750,-
000,000 in the British loan. They have
by no means settled their difficulties, as
we well know,

The Organization for European Eco-
nomic Cooperation, in Paris on Septem-
ber 1, issued a unanimous report to the
effect that western Europe is not on the
road to solvency despite the billions of
dollars already advanced, and expected,
through the Marshall plan.

MILITARY BUDGETS

If we are to add the cost of this pro-
gram to our military budget, and with
the likelihood that ultimately we may
assume a large part of the cost of arming
these 16 nations against the military
might of Soviet Russia, it might be well
to examine the extent to which at least
some of them are carrying their defense
burdens at this time.

While the United States is spending
35 percent of its budget on the Military
Establishment, Turkey is spending 40
percent, the Netherlands are spending
35 percent, Greece is spending 30 per-
cent, Italy is spending 25 percent, Portu-
gal is spending 21 percent, England is
spending 20 percent, Iran is spending 19
percent, Norway is spending 17 percent,
France is spending 17 percent, Denmark
is spending 14 percent, Belgium is spend-
ing 12 percent, Canada is spending 11
percent.

If this program is to be added to the
military costs of the United States it will
rore than nullify the savings promised
by Secretary Johnson through the Uni-
fication Act. We will still be spending
considerably above what we are now
spending. This is true because, under
the pending bill, the United States, will
furnish military equipment and tools and
equipment to armament factories in the
16 nations. In addition, we also fur-
nish the raw material. Judging from
experience this Nation should not be
surprised if we wind up in the straight-
out manufacture of armaments in Eu-
rope with this country paying the bill.
And all of this is to be started unilaterally
without awaiting action by the Council
established in the Atlantic Pact. The
enly concession we could get in the com-
mittee was that the money should not
be used for the purpose of building fac-
tories or paying for the labor in those
factories——

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

Mr, BYRD. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator tell
me how much of this money it is pro-
posed to spend in Europe?

Mr, BYRD. The amount for tools and
other equipment, to my recollection, is
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approxXimately $300,000,000. The raw
materials will be sent from this coun-
try, and will be fabricated in Europe.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then, in view of the
devaluation, should not that part of the
spending program which takes place in
Europe be cut 30 percent? .

Mr. BYRD. I think it should be. The
committee did not think so, because there
was a very heated debate in regard to
furnishing tools. I did not think we
should equip factories to manufacture
military eguipment.

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is now apparent
that the dollar, so far as the devaluing
countries are concerned, is worth 30 per-
cent more than it was prior to devalua-
tion, and there should be a 30-percent
reduction in whatever amount is to be
expended under prior estimates.

Mr, BYRD. The bill does not provide
how much shall be spent in Europe or
how much shall be spent here. That is
a matter which comes under the admin-
istration of the bill.

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

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr, WATKINS. Was not the commit-
tee given a break-down of the figures?

Mr. BYRD. It was, but it was not
written into the bill.

Mr. WATKINS. Is it in the report?

Mr. BYRD. I think not. There is
nothing mandatory in the bill as to how
much they expect to spend. If the situ-
ation changes there would be reason to
change the break-down.

Mr. WATKINS. I wanted to know if
there was anything to bind the admin-
istration to honor whatever the esti-
mates or the details of the break-down
may be.

Mr. BYRD. Th. Senator can form
his owu conclusions as to that. There
is absolutely nothing in the bill with
respect to that.

Mr. WATKINS. It has been suggested
that the figures were submitted in exec-
utive session,

Mr. BYRD. That is correct.

DEBT AND DEFECTS

This is merely a preview of what this
Nation. with a debt of $256,000,000,000,
is undertaking for Atlantic Pact nations
whose combined debt is $157,000,000,000.
The nations we are obligating ourselves
to help owe $157,000,000,000 and we owe
$256,000,000,000. All the assistance is
to come from us. This is supposed to be
a plan for mutual assistance, and there
is just as much reason for them to help
us as for us to help them. But every
dollar goes out, and none comes in.

Mr. President, let me repeat, our debt
is $256,000,000,000, and the combined
debt cf the other Atlantic Pact nations
is $157,000,000,000.

Whether we charge the cost of the
military-arms program to foreign relief
and recovery or to foreign military as-
sistance, it still remains that as of the
end of the current fiscal year the total
value of our postwar contributions, in-
cluding loans, will total $35,000,000,000.
Thirty-five billion dollars is 92 percent,
or more, of the amount which we may
expect the Treasury of the United States
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to take in this year from all our taxes
and revenue receipts.

Looking at the over-all cost of these
foreign prograras from one point of
view, we see that nearly $1 out of every
$5 we have paid in taxes during the
5-year period of our greatest prosperity
and highest tax rate has been going
abroad.

Looking at it another way—since we
are spending more than we pay in taxes
through the Federal Government—we
are increasing our national debt this
year by an amount which is virtually
the equivalent of the 1950 costs of these
foreign programs. In other words, the
increase in the debt which will be neces-
sary this year to take care of the deficit
will be approxXimately the amount we are
spending abroad. That is to say, the
cost of foreign relief, recovery, and mili-
tary assistance in fiscal year 1950 will
exceed $6,000,000,000. It may very con-
siderably exceed it, and so will the deficit.

IMPACT

As the Federal debt increases, so does
the cost of interest we must pay to fi-
nance and manage it. By coincidence,
interest on the Federal debt, approach-
ing $6,000,000,000 this year, will almost
equal the cost of this year’s foreign re-
lief, recovery, and military assistance.

When we add nearly $6,000,000,000 in
interest, more than $6,000,000,000 in for-
eign relief, recovery and military assist-
ance, and $15,000.000,000 for our own
Military Establishment and stock piling,
we arrive at a total of $27,000,000,000.

Twenty-seven billion dollars will be
approximately the total of all Federal
taxes paid this year by every tax-paying
citizen in his individual income tax and
by every tax-paying corporation through
the corporation tax levies. In other
words, that is about what we may collect
from individual and corporation income
taxes, s

This leaves the rest of the costs of the
Federal Government to be paid by excise
taxes and miscellaneous receipts. This
means that the taxes we pay on movie
tickets, cigarettes, cosmetics, telephone
bills, liquor, furs, and so forth, plus re-
ceipts from customs collections, the sale
of surplus property, and so forth, must
finance the entire domestic civilian re-
sponsibility of the Federal Government,
including veterans’ pensions, payments
and benefits, farm subsidies, business
subsidies, postal subsidies, health pro-
grams, education programs, public-works
programs, grants to States, payments to
individuals, contributions to retirement
systems, regulatory requirements, and
so forth,

Under any circumstances it is con-
ceded by authorities on Federal revenue
that Federal taxes and receipts for the
current fiscal year will be approximately
$37,500,000,000.

Pending final enactment of the re-
maining appropriation bills, the best
present estimate of Federal expenditures
against that $37,500,000,000 revenue will
be between $42,000,000,000 and $45,000,-
000,000. The difference will be the
deficit,
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MONEY WE DO NOT HAVE

In the last fiscal year which ended
June 30 we spent nearly $2,000,000,000 we
did not have. This year it is indicated
that we are spending at the rate of
$5,000,000,000 to $8,000,000,000 that we
do not have. On the basis of existing
and proposed commitments, programs,
and ordinary expenses it is indicated
that next year we shall be spending at
the rate of $7,000,000,000 to $10,600,000,-
000 which we will not expect to have.

How long can this goon? Already the
pinch of Federal taxes under postwar
spending pressure has been felt to the
extent that the President has withdrawn
his proposal to increase taxes, and the
chairmen of the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senafe Finance Com-
mittee have taken cognizance of the
growing demand for Federal tax reduc-
tion.

Undoubtedly some revision in our tax
policy is both indicated and desirable
as a means of increasing business volume
on the basis of sustained sound pros-
perity. But this is impossible until Fed-
eral expendifures are reduced to a point
where reduction in Federal %ax rates
can be overcome by revenue produced
through increased business volume.

There is no experience on record to
justify the contention that revenue re-
sulting from increased business volume
would compensate for deficits of the
magnitude we face, with tax rates at
any level. It is almost certain that any
worth-while tax reduction at this time
would increase the deficit.

On the contrary, if increased rates
would not reach either a point of dimin-
ishing return or confiscatory levels, they
should be imposed.

In order to preserve our free-enterprise
system, and the democracy in which it
operates, our first line of defense is the
preservation of our own domestic sol-
vency. We can accomplish this only by
balancing our domestic budget. With
our solvency bulwarked, our free-enter-
prise system can be depended upon to
keep American might—military, eco-
nomie, and social—at the peak of effi-
ciency. This would be the greatest
guaranty of security which could be de-
vised for ourselves and our foreign
friends.

Its accomplishment will be possible
only through diminishing, not increasing,
foreign give-away programs; utmost ef-
ficiency in our Military Establishment at
home; rigid frugality in our domestic
civilian programs; and the earliest return
to the proper division of responsibility
among Federal, State, and local govern-
ments.

This will guarantee the security and
welfare inherent in our form of govern-
ment and our security and welfare will
serve as the best security—military, eco-
nomic, and social—for all the other free
democratic nations of the earth.

Our friends overseas who seek Ameri-
can aid and comfort must realize that the
only hope for their recovery and security
lies in our continued solvency, and, there-
fore, for the security of all, the stability
of our system takes priority over any and
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all programs of international subsidies
which would severely strain our economy.

By the same token, those among us at
home who, through membership in pres-
sure groups and otherwise, continue to
wring more and more political pap from
the Federal Treasury should make a
place in their consciences for the fact
that impairment of our financial sound-
ness will serve the enemies of representa-
tive government far more than any
weapon they could devise,

Stability of our system can only be
achieved by reducing expenditures to
meet revenue; not by increasing revenue
to meet expenditures.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President,
there are few bills upon which this body
acts of more importance or far-reaching
consequences than the one before us at
this time.

It is, in my opinion, an essential part
in the building of a system of interna-
tional law and order. Both the United
Nations Charter and the Atlantic Pact
place obligations upon us and other
signatories.

While both the United Nations Charter
and the Atlantic Pact are of great moral
value, they would not alone stop a po-
tential aggressor from making an overt
attack in western Europe, the Middle
East, or the Far East whenever such a
nation might determine that the chances
of success were greater than the chances
of failure.

But we will be making a grave mistake
if we labor under the misconception that
the passage of this bill will guarantee the
peace., Nor is this going fo be the last
request made upon us, though to be sure
there is no direct or implied obligation
on our part to do more next year or the
year after,

Nor will the limited number of divi-
sions, ships, or planes we supply fo our
fellow signatories be the restraining in-
fluence that will be the deciding factor
in preventing aggression.

It is better to have allies than to be
without them. Time and space are both
priceless in the event of invasion. Cer-
tainly this help will contribute consider-
ably in this regard.

But we are deceiving ourselves, the
American people, and our friends if we
lose sight of the fact that for the next 4
or 5 years the economic and military
strength of the United States is the real
weight on the scales of calculated risk
that the men in the Kremlin will realisti-
cally view.

To the extent that this legislation
would weaken either our economic or
military strength, it should be viewed
with a critical eye.

In my opinion this is a greatly im-
proved bill over the one first introduced.
The committee sessions have greatly
strengthened its provisions and safe-
guarded our own defenses. It is still not
a perfect document, and I doubt if any
bill that passes Congress meets that
specification. There is still room for
improvement by these who favor legisla-
tion along these lines.
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I have not been convinced that our
fellow members of the North Atlantic
community are doing all they can or all
they should do to augment their own de-
fenses.

Mutual aid to those doing their utmost
to assure their survival, in a world that
has not yet learned to live together in
peace, is a program entitled to and
worthy of our support.

But passing to us the obligation of sup-
porting a basic defense, which is the
obligation of every sovereign nation, on
top of our own requirements, is subject
to critical analysis. I do not believe that
the record today supports the contention
that each and every fellow signatory is
doing its part.

At the bottom of page 7 and the top
of page 8 of the report of the combined
Senate Committees on Foreign Relations
and Armed Services is a table entitled
“Basic Data on Present Level of Defense
Effort of Selected Countries.” Column

Comparative list of the national and per capita
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9 gives “percent of military expendi-
ture to total government expenditure.”
The United States shows 34 percent.
There is only one country that is higher
and that is Turkey with 40 percent.
The Philippines are equal to us with 34
percent and Greece approximates our
figure with 30 percent. The other na-
tions are as follows:

Percent
Italy-._. 25
Netherlands 23
Portugal_ a1
United Kingdom 20
Iran. 19
Norway 17
France 17
Denmark 14
Belgium 12
Canada. 11
Eorea__ 7
Luxemburg 3

The United States is now operating on
an unbalanced budget that will run an
estimated deficiency for the fiscal year

and the latest available dates
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1950 of at least $5,000,000,000 and pos-
sibly a good deal more. Our total gross
public debt and guaranteed obligations
according to the daily statement of the
United States Treasury of September 16,
1949, which I have here on the desk,
amounts to $256,371,308,371.83.

Mr. President, we do have a right and
an obligation, I believe, to go into this
matter most carefully. On August 29 of
this year I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp a table prepared by the Library
of Congress which shows the comparative
list of the national and per capita debts
of the ERP countries and the rest of
Europe for 1939 and the latest available
dates. The Atlantic Pact countries are
indicated on this list by the numeral “1.”
I ask unanimous consent that this table
may be again printed in the Recorp at
this point in my remarks,

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

debts of the ERP countries and the rest of Europe and the United States of America for 1939

Money de- |United States|] Debt in local | Debt in United | Fopulationin | o0y non | g9
Country Date nomination equivalent currency Btates dollars sg:bet givan“ capita dl})lft mpita%:bt
ERP countries:

Austria_. Oct. 30,1948 | Schilling..... $0.10 11, 714, 700, 000 1, 714, 700, 000 6, 755, 000 . 841 80
Belgium . July 81,1947 | Frane........ ! 276, 769, 000, 000 6, 318, 304, 067 8, 421, 000 750. 310 100
Luxemburg 1: Jan. 11,1047 02275 4, 276, 000, 000 07, 270, 246 280, 000 336. 575 81
Denmark 1 Mar, 31, 1148 . 20864 1, 484, 000, 000 309, 621, 760 4, 190, 000 73.895 64
France !._ Jan. 11,1048 . 008407 | 2, 499, 073, 000, 000 20, 989, 706, T11 41, 500, 000 £05. 776
Greece._..- June 30, 1048 .000199 | 1, 000, 000, 000, 000 , 000, 7, 780, 000 25, 578 87
Teeland Jan. 1,1949 . 1536 170, 000, 000 26, 113, 671 134, 000 194. 878 73
Ireland.. Mar. 31, 1948 4.03 42, 521, 000 171, 359, 630 2, 997, 000 57.177 ]
Ttaly loo s June 30, 1047 . 00444 1,309, 171, 000, 000 5,3!2. 719, 241 45, 373, 000 120. 064 176
Neotherlands! . 37760 13, 686, 000, 000 5, 167, 833, 600 9, 629, 000 536, 607 250
Norway ! Jan. !, 1948 . 20160 6, 117, 261, 181 , 239, 3, 181, 000 387, 689 122
meh-n Jan. 11,1040 . 27823 11, 508, 000, 000 3, 226, 911, 540 6, B33, 000 468, 823 100
Turkey__..- Jan. 1,148 3540 1, 450, 501, 634 516, 695, 438 14, 500, 000 26, 4 2
Umted Kingdom't . oo . .- Apr. 30, 1040 4.03 25, 184, 000, 000 | 101, 591, 520, 000 50, 300, 000 2,019. 712 667
Bizone of Germany._ e
¥niznch zone of Germany

rieste (el 2
United qmtes of Americal. ... -..... July 1,1949 250 200 MB BIR | s e 148, 902, 000 1, 694. 351 351
Canada ! Mar. 23, 1049 15, 600, 000, 000 15, 600, 000, 000 12, 900, 000 1, 200, 302 384

IanAclurtnin and other countries:
FII'I S ad L Cf e A s N PR LT, N LSS SR ke ) L o LA TR o L T I Sl S S BN e T et St e bk e

Bulgaria___. 112, 235, 683, 310 380, 682, 203 6, 693, 000 55.724 70
Czoachostovakin_ . o oo 85, 427, 700, 000 1, 703, 428, 340 12, 916, 000 131. 885 111
Finland i 85, 506, 000, 000 620 3, 835, 000 163. 044 29
Hungary.. Sept. 30,1043 6, 500, 000, 000 549, 575, 000 9, 440, 000 58, 217 36
Poland_ _ Jan., 11,1047 35, 827, 000, 000 3, 512, 479, 100 23, 781, 000 147.701 20
£ 3 g B R A TR D e TS [ [ 10, 339, 000, 000 415, 900. 8, 312, 000 50. 036 33
Rumania. Mar. 31, 1047 45, 226, 229, 184 205, 508, 634 16, 530, 000 17.882 39
Spain Jan. . 1,147 490, 319, 026, 338 4, 395, 804, 820 27, 503, 000 159. 830 03
Bwitzerland A7, [ RN 8, 702, 702, 000 2. 016, 416, 050 4, 547, 000 443, 460 338
U.E.5.R [Sept 1,1939 35, 419, 000, 000 7, 048, 381, 000 170, 467, 000 1y e

il Jan. 1,1047 404, 466, 336, 000 | 26, 208, 000, 000 193, 000, 000 1,857,020 |- ceemeeeeeeen
Yugoslavia July 1,1948 28, 120, 000, 000 647, 884, 800 15, 700, 000 41,

L Atlantic Pact country.
NOTES h) Ireland: Statesman’s Yeurbmk 1948, p. 3.
i} Italy: Europa, May 194 K
1. Population ﬁfures are from the United Nations, Monthly Bulletin of Statistics, j) Netherlands: Whitaker's lmmmc 1949, p. 955,
o] II I, No. 7 (July 1949}, pp. 10-13. {k) Norway: Ibid., p. 958,
Conversion rates are from: 1) Sweden: ECA Gountry Study. Sweden, Februnary 1949, p. 23

fa) Federal Reserve Bul]etmi vol. 35, No. 6 (June 1949), p

) Unitad Nations: Month

(June 1949), iJ% 12-13.
(d) Federal Re:

3. 1939 per capita debt burden totals are taken from: U.
Committee on Finance, Foreign Assets and Liabilities of the United States, Dec, 18,

lN?.’gL 131.
0l

y Bulletin of Btatistics, vu] I.II No. 7 (July 1040),
(c) Intomntia:ml Monetary Fund, International Financial Statistics, vol. II, No. 6
serve Board, Banking and Monetary Statistics, 1943, p. 662,

urces for national debts of ERP countries:

() Aualrj’gé Ecoagomic Cooperation Adminiétmtion: Country study. Austria,
P
Ium UN Economic and Social Council; Belgium, Public Finance Data,

Februa
1931-48 1048,

(¢) Lu:emburg WhltskersAlmunac, 1940. London, 1049, p. 848,

urupa, Eondon, Europa Publications, Ltd., June 1948, p. 8,
Greece: ECA Country Study, Greece, Fobmarsr 1040 .21, {
() Iceland: ECA Country Study,. Tceland, February 1949. p. 14

d) Dmmark
¢) France:

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, this
chart shows that as of July 1, 1949, our

debt amounted to $252,292,246,513.

In

the 25 months intervening the record

5
Statistics, vol. 1I,

8. Government, Senate

Turkey: ECA Country Stu y
United Kingdom: International
o, 5 (May 1049), p. 123,

(0) French zone, Bizone of Gcrmany. and Trieste left out since their statistics do not
relate themselves to the rest.

(p) United States: U. 8. Treasury, Daily Treasury Statamamt. July 1,1949, p. 2,

(q) Canada: Montreal Dally Star, Montreal, Mar. 23, 149, p. 1

Sources for national debts of “iron curtain’ countries and rest a! Europe,

Turkey. February 1949
Monetary Fund, Iutcmatlonn] Financial

{n] Albania: No external debt.

(b) Bulgaria: States

Poland: Euro

shows that our debt has increased more
than $4,000,000,000. The combined debt
of all of the Atlantic Pact nations
amounts to $157,562,289,150.

esman’s Yearbook, 1948, p. 755,
¢) Czechoslovakia: Ibid., p. 818.
d) Finland: Europa, Finland, Ma
¢) Hungary: Statesman’s Y earbook,
, Poland, May 1948, p

) Rumania: Whitaker's Almanac, 1949 p. 074,

M Spain: Statesman’s Yearbook, 1948. p. 1237,

Switzerland: Whitaker’s Almanac, 1949, R{D&l

U. 8. 8. R.: Moody's Governments and Municipals, 1948, p. 1905,

(k) Yugusiavis: Whitaker's Almanae, 1047, p. 1003.

The chart also shows that our current
per capita debt amounts to $1,694.35.
There is only one nation which is covered
in this bill listcd as having a higher per
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capita debt and that is the United King-
dom, with the amount of $2,019.71.

The figures for the other countries are
as follows:

Canada $1, 209. 30
Belgium 750. 81
Netherlands. 536. 69
'France 505. 7T
Norway. -5 387.68
Luxemburg - 4 336. 57
Iceland 194. 87
Italy 129. 06
Denmark 73.89
Portugal 60.03
Turkey 26. 49
Greece 25. 57

While this bill is spoken of as one in-
volving $1,314,010,000, it is, as a matter
of fact, considerably larger than that
sum in its support of the nations con-
cerned. Over and above this sum, which
is to be both cash appropriation and con-
tract authorization, there is provided
$450,000,000 worth of so-called excess
equipment. This excess equipment
should be recognized by us, by the Amer-
ican public, and by our friends overseas
for what it is. As a matter of fact, this
excess is in large measure exactly the
same equipment which we maintain in
our current war reserves. If war broke
out tomorrow or 6 months from now, it
is exactly the same equipment that our
own armed forces would have with which
to fight. It should not be confused with
some of the surplus stocks, much of it
badly dilapidated equipment, which we
disposed of shortly after the close of
World War IIL

I personally believe that the chairman
of both the Foreign Relations and Armed
Services Committees are to be con-
gratulated that they were able favorably
to report this bill by a vote of 22 to 3.
It is my personal opinion that even the
three distinguished Members who voted
against a favorable report are not en-
tirely opposed to some form of imple-
mentation of the North Atlantic Pact,
but that they felt that the amount au-
thorized was too large and that more
definite information should have been
had from the properly constituted com-
mittee of the North Atlantic countries
prior to the time a substantial amount
of money was provided by this Govern-
ment. I also believe that many of us
who voted to report the bill did so with
the firm understanding that we were free
to support amendments on the floor if
in our judgment such amendments were
necessary.

There was no desire to delay action on
the bill, which most of us believed to be
essential. It should be noted for the
record, however, that when the able Sen-
ator from Georgia offered his amend-
ment to cut the cash appropriation by
$200,000,000, this motion was lost in the
committee by the narrow margin of 13
to 10. The roll call showed that sup-
porting the amendment were Senators
(GEORGE, SMITH, HICKENLOOPER, RUSSELL,
Byrp, BrIngEs, GURNEY, SALTONSTALL,
Barpwin, and KNowLaNDp. Against the
amendment were Senators CONNALLY,
TroMAS, PEPPER, GREEN, McMAHON, FuL-
BRIGHT, CHAPMAN, JOHNSON, KEFAUVER,
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Hunt, TyDiNGS, VANDENBERG, and MORSE.
Following the defeat of the George
amendment for a $200,000,000 reduction,
it is my recollection that the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. GurNEY] of-
fered an amendment making the reduc-
tion $100,000,000. On this question, the
roll was called with the same result above
mentioned. It will be noted that in both
instances the amendments were defeated
by the narrow margin of 13 to 10, with
two absentees not voting either in person
or by proxy.

Members of either House of Congress
should certainly not lightly regard the
testimony of representatives of the ex-
ecutive department. By the same token,
the Congress is not performing its con-
stitutional function if it merely rubber-
stamps its approval of every recom-
mendation of the Executive. I do not
mean to imply that the combined com-
mittees did this, for the record is clear
that the bill was substantially revised
in many particulars before it was favor-
ably reported to the Senate.

Yet candor requires me to state that
I do not believe a sufficiently strong case
was made to justify the $1,000,000,000
under title I of the Senate bill. After
a careful weighing of the facts, I am
prepared to support a reduction of $200,-
000,000 in the cash authorization but not
the elimination or reduction of the con-
tract authority. If the pending George
amendment is not adopted by the Sen-
ate, I shall be prepared to offer an alter-
native amendment reducing the author-
ization for the cash appropriation by
$100,000,000 and a comparable reduction
in contract authorization, which would
make a total of $200,000,000, to include
both cash and contract authorization.
That amendment will be pressed only in
the event the George amendment is not
agreed to.

Mr. President, I submit at this time
the amendment to which I have referred,
and ask that it lie on the table and be
printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment submitted by the Senator
from California will be received, lie on
the table, and be printed.

Mr. ENOWLAND. When Congress re-
assembles in January and after the prop-
er committee of the North Atlantic or-
ganization has had a chance to make
detailed recommendations for our study,
I shall be prepared to support such ad-
ditional authorizations or appropriations
as I believe to be necessary for our own
national defense and the common effort
in which we have now embarked with
our allies across the seas.

THE ECA WHEAT AGREEMENT UNDER-
MINES OUR FARM PRICE-SUPPORT

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, on Septem-
ber 15 last, an important communiqué
was released from the Office of Informa-
tion, Economic Cooperation Administra-
tion, in Washington, Attached to the
communiqué is what purports to be an
exchange of correspondence between
ECA Administrator Hoffman and Secre-
tary of Agriculture Brannan. I ask
unanimous consent that the release, in-
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cluding the letters attached, be made a
part of my remarks at this point.

There being no objection, the matters
referred to were ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, as follows:

WasHINGTON, BSeptember 15.—The Eco-
nomie Cooperation Administration agreed to-
day to permit Great Britain to use ECA funds
to purchase $175,000,000 worth of Canadian
wheat in an effort to alleviate the critical
drain on British gold and dollar holdings.

The agreement came after consultations
between ECA Administrator Paul G. Hoffman
and Secretary of Agriculture Charles F. Bran-
nan on the British dollar crisis and the effect
of the proposed action on the agricultural
economy of the United States.

The Secretary said he believed Mr. Hoff-
man’s proposed action was fully warranted.
He has issued the following statement:

“The effect of ECA’s decision will be bene-
ficial to United States farmers as a whole,
including wheat producers, because 1t will
increase our foreign markets for a number
of agricultural products and help to maintain
a traditional pattern of international trade
with England, Canada, and other countries
which has been beneficial and can continue
to be beneficial to farmers of this country.

“To wheat farmers it should mean as large,
if not a larger market for exportable wheat
this year. What ECA has done is help Eng-
land pay for wheat which they had con-
tracted to take from Canada during the last
year of the 4-year British-Canadian wheat
pact. However, England has agreed to buy
$30,000,000 of wheat (about 15,000,000
bushels) from the United States which had
not been previously planned. This has been
made possible by the rellef to British dollar
resources resulting from Administrator Hoff-
man’s action.

“Under the International Wheat Agree-
ment, Canada has an export quota of about
200,000,000 bushels of wheat. Any sales un-
der the British-Canadian contract count on
that quota. If the British were to shift
purchases from Canada to the United States
this would entitle Canada to claim other
outlets under the wheat agreement which
we expect and prefer to fulfill.

“Due to the relief being granted by ECA,
the U. K, will also buy 8,000,000 to $10,000,-
000 worth of United States perishable sur-
plus agricultural commodities that had not
been planned, These purchases will help
relieve our growing surplus of these com-
modities.

“Finally, Canada will reexamine restric-
tions on import of fruits and vegetables
with the view of giving relief where possible
from restrictions that are especlally burden-
some to United States producers.

“In the final analysis, the action taken
by Administrator Hoffman, which I believe
was fully warranted under the circumstances,
will enhance our export marketing not only
for the American wheat farmer but for the
entire agricultural economy.,”

Since March 1949, ECA has not financed
the purchase of wheat from any source other
than the United States. As a result, Great
Britain has been spending its free dollar
reserves to meet the deficit in its Canadian
accounts, a substantial element of which
consists of Canadian wheat.

The ECA action permits Marshall-plan
financing for a little more than half of the
$309,000,000 worth of wheat which Great
Britain will purchase from Canada during
the current fiscal year under British-Cana-
dian wheat-buying programs.

Greater flexibility in the use of Marshall-
plan dollars by Great Britain was one of
seven measures adopted during the Anglo-
American-Canadian Monetary Conference to
relleve the British dollar crisis.
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In addition to authorizing the use of ECA
funds to pay for part of the United King-
dom's Canadian wheat purchases, ECA also
agreed to finance certain vessel disburse-
ments by the United Kingdom which were
heretofore ineligible for ECA payment. The
vessel disbursements are for bunker fuel
purchases which require payment in dollars,
and port and harbor expenses which can be
documented. They amount to about $30,-
000,000.

ECA sald it 1s exploring the possibility of
making other nonagricultural commodities
and services, which are causing a drain on
Britain's dollar reserves, eligible for ECA
financing. ECA emphasized that while the
agreements broaden the use of Marshall-plan
dollars they do not increase the amount of
dollar ald for the United Kingdom.

Administrator Hoffman and Secretary
Brannan, in an exchange of letters concern-
ing the proposal to finance a portion of the
British purchases of Canadian wheat, agreed
on the importance of checking the drain on
British dollar holdings.

“Recently, there has been a very severe
drain on United Kingdom gold and dollar
reserves,” Mr, Hoffman sald. “This drain,
if not halted, would quite certainly vitiate
the progress toward economic rehabilita-
tlon and recovery which the United Kingdom
has made and remove all prospects of achiev-
ing the objectives of the Foreign Assistance
Act, not only in the United Kingdom but in
all probability in the other countries par-
ticipating in the European recovery pro-
gram.”

Secretary Brannan, in reply to Hoffman,
said the interest of his Department centers
about the effect of the proposed action on
the agricultural economy of the United
States.

“We belleve, as stated In your letter, that
the financing by ECA of a portion of the
wheat moving under the United Kingdom-
Canada agreement will not diminich the
over-all exports of United States wheat but
may even result in a slight increase, and, in
view of the other measures which you point
out will be taken, the proposed action will
facilitate an increase of United State. exports
of other agricultural commodities to Canada
and the United kingdom,” Mr. Brannan said.
“The Department’s statutory responsibility
in this matter is to determine whether our
supply of wheat 1s in excess of domestic re-
quirements. The determination that such a
surplus exists presents a situation for the
consideration by you of your discretionary
authority under the Foreign Assistance Act.
The combination of the circumstances re-
cited in your letter and in this response we
believe fully warrants the action which you
propose to take in facilitating the purchase
by the United Kingdom of Canadian wheat.”

Mr. Hoffman said that as a part of the gen-
eral arrangements the United Kingdom has
agreed to purchase directly from the United
States about $30,000,000 worth of United
States wheat. In addition, the TUnited
Kingdom has agreed to purchase 8 to
10 million dollars’ worth of perishable sur-
plus agricultural commodities in the United
States.

During the discussions leading to the deci-
sion to finance with ECA funds a portion of
the United Kingdom purchases of Canadian
wheat, the Canadian Government reaffirmed
its policy to keep unier constant r-view its
restrictions on the import into Canada of
United States fruits and vegetables., It is
understood that in the process special con-
sideration will be given to those instances
where such restrictions are especlally bur-
densome to United States producers,

Copies of the Hoffman and Brannan letters
are attached.
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EcoNoMIC COOPERATION
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D, C., September 13, 1949.
Hon. CHARLES F. BRANNAN,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D. C.

DEAr MR. SECRETARY: As you know, one of
the measures proposed by the United King-
dom during the three-power financial con-
ferences was the financing with Economic
Cooperation Administration grant funds of
the British requirements for wheat from
Canada.

The facts, with which you are familiar,
are these:

The United Kingdom is the traditional and
normal outlet for the major portion of wheat
exported by Canada. Three years ago these
countries entered into an agreement under
which the United Kingdom was to purchase
140,000,000 to 160,000,000 bushels of wheat
annually from Canada. The quantity of
wheat involved for 1949-50, the final year
covered by the agreement, is 140,000,000 bush-
els at an agreed price of 82 a bushel, in store
Fort Willlam. The total dollar {. a. s. cost of
the wheat involved for 19489-50 amounts to
$309,000,000.

You have on several occasions advised us
that wheat is a surplus agricultural com-
modity under the provisions of section 112
(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948,
and it is my understanding that this condi-
tion still prevails. Effective with deliveries
after the first calendar quarter of 1949, the
ECA discontinued authorizing the use of its
funds for the purchase of Canadian wheat,
and as a consequence, the United Kingdom
has been using its free dollar reserves to meet
the deficit in its Canadian accounts, a sub-
stantial element of which consist of Cana-
dian wheat.

Recently, there has been a very severe drain
on United Kingdom gold and dollar reserves.
This drain, if not halted, would quite cer-
tainly vitiate the progress toward economic
rehabilitation and recovery which the United
Kingdom has made and remove all prospects
of achieving the objectives of the Forelgn As-
sistance Act, not only in the United King-
dom but in all probability in the other coun-
tries participating in the European recovery
program, It is, therefore, a vital necessity to
take all steps possible to end the draln on
British gold and dollar reserves.

In an effort to avoid this grave contingency
and to extend such help as is within our
power, we propose, under the provisions of
the Foreign Assistance Act, to agree in part to
the British proposal and authorize the use of
$175,000,000 of ECA grant funds to finance a
portion of this year's purchases of Canadian
wheat by the United Kingdom. Aside from
the vital importance of such sction to Euro-
pean recovery, we belleve that the proposed
action is also in the interests of agricultural
producers in this country in that it will not
result in any over-all decrease in United
States wheat exports and will facilitate addi-
tional exports of other agricultural commodi-
ties, both to Canada and the United Kingdom.

As part of the general arrangements under
which it is proposed that ECA funds be used
to finance part of the U. K. purchases of Ca-
nadian wheat, the United Kingdom has agreed
to purchase directly from the United States
some $30,000,000 worth of United States
wheat. Consequently, net exports of United
States wheat may be slightly larger as a re-
sult of the proposed action. Furthermore,
the United Eingdom has agreed to purchase
8 to 10 million dollars’ worth of perish-
able surplus agricultural commodities in the
United States. Without the contribution
which the financing of $175,000,000 worth of
Canadian wheat will make to the British dol-
lar position it would be difficult, if not im-
possible, for ths United Kingdom to purchase
these commodities,
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The Canadian Government reaffirmed its
policy to keep under constant review its re-
trictions on the import into Canada of fruits
and vegetables from the United States. It is
my understanding that in reviewing these
restrictions the Canadian Government will

.glve speclal consideration to those instances

where the import restrictions are especially
burdensome to United States producers.

In view of the above considerations, it will
be appreciated if you would advise us whether
you have any objection to the proposed ECA
financing of the purchase by the United
Kingdom of $175,000,000 worth of Canadian
wheat during the current fiscal year.

Sincerely yours,
PAauL G. HOFFMAN,
Administrator.

"DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, D. C., September 14, 1949.
Hon. PAuL G. HOFFMAN,
Administrator, Economie Cooperation
Administration, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. HorFman: This is in reference to
your letter of September 13, 1949, in which
you discuss the proposal that the Economic
Cooperation Administration authorize the
use of $175,000,000 of grant funds to financs
purchases of approximately 80,000,000 bushels
of wheat by the United Kingdom from Can-
ada during the year 1949-50.

You are correct in your understanding that
wheat at this time is surplus to our domestic
requirements and, therefore, is a surplus
agricultural commodity under the provisions
of section 112 (d) of the Forelgn Assistance
Act. Your letter, however, sets forth the dis-
ruptive effect upon the economic recovery of
the participating nations that would flow
from a failure to adopt the proposal. You
propose, therefore, to exercise your authority
under the act to arrange for the financing
referred to above, and you request our com-
ments on the proposed action.

We are, of course, familiar with the im-
portance of the proposal to the furtherance
of European recovery; however, the interest
of this Department naturally centers about
the effect of the proposed action on the
agricultural economy of this country.

As you state, Great Britain is a traditional
outlet for much of Canada's wheat and is
under agreement with Canada covering pur-
chases of 140 to 160 million bushels annu-
ally. The failure by the United Kingdom to
take the 80,000,000 bushels from Canada
would result in a very large Canadian excess,
Canada would, of necessity, be forced to
use every means at its command, including
price reductions, to dispose of these stocks
in other markets, which would be largely
those now supplied in whole or in part by
the United States. Moreover, as an export=
ing country under the International Wheat
Agreement, Canada, like the United States,
is assured of a market for its guaranteed
sales of wheat. These purchases by the
United Kingdom would be chargeable to the
guaranteed sales of the exporting country.
If the United States were to sell any part
of this quantity of wheat under question to
the United Kingdom, Canada would, there-
fore, have the right to sell a similar quantity
to other importing countries under the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement. Many of these
cther countries are our traditional markets
which we desire to retain.

Thus, the only net result of a switch from
Canada to the United States of any sizable
portion of the United Eingdom requirements
for wheat would be a compensating shift of
Canadian exports to markets which the
United States would otherwise supply. Thera
would, in consequence, be no net advantage
to American wheat producers.

We believe, as stated in your letter, that
the financing by ECA of a portion of the
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wheat moving under the United Kingdom-
Canada agreement will not diminish the
over-all exports of United States wheat, but
may even result in a slight increase, and, in
view of the other measures which you point
out will be taken, the proposed action will
facilitate an increase of United States ex-
ports of other agricultural commodities to
Canada and the United Kingdom. It is ob-
served also that, as part of the general ar-
rangements, the United Kingdom has agreed
to purchase directly from the United States
some $30,000,000 worth of our wheat and also
to purchase from the United States from
£8,000,000 to $10,000,000 worth of perishable
agricultural commodities.

The Department’s statutory responsibility
in this matter is to determine whether our
supply of wheat is in excess of domestic re-
quirements. The determination that such a
surplus exists presents a situation for the
consideration by you of your discretionary au-
thority under the Foreign Assistance Act.
The combination of the circumstances re-
cited in your letter and in this response we
believe fully warrants the action which you
propose to take in facllitating the purchase
by the United Kingdom of Canadian wheat.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES F. BRANNAN,
Secretary.

Mr. KEM. Translated from the
original “gobbledygook” into plain Eng-
lish, these papers seem to mean: (a)
That the United States has agreed to per-
mit $175,000,000 of Marshell plan funds
to be used by Great Britain to pay for
wheat which Great Britain had previ-
ously contracted to buy from Canada un-
der a bilateral trade agreement executed
in 1946; and (b) that Administrator
Hoffman and Secretary Brannan have
undertaken to justify the deal.

Mr. President, I believe .this use of
Marshall plan money is of doubtful le-
gality; and that in any case it is contrary
to the spirit of the ECA Act. After
thoughtful consideration I have reached
the conclusion that the deal is not in the
best interests of the American people for
two reasons:

First, the deal will aggravate the over-
supply of wheat already plaguing the
American producer.

Second, the deal not only gives the of-
ficial sancticn of our Government to bi-
lateral trade agreements, but under-
writes them with American dollars.

Let us look at the situation from these
two points of view.

THE DEAL WILL AGGRAVATE THE OVERSUFPPLY OF

WHEAT ALREADY PLAGUING THE AMERICAN

FRCDUCER

Senators are familiar with the history
of the ECA legislation. They will recall
the arguments made in support of it both
on and off the floor. Few, if any, will
disagree with the statement that it was
the intent of Congress to provide that
when agricultural commodities are in
surplus supply, the requirements of our
European friends, when paid for by Mar-
shall plan funds, should be filled in our

- domestic markets. Such was the spirit
of the law. In the absence of a general
understanding to this effect I doubt that
the bill could have been passed. Section
112 (d) of the ECA Act defines a surplus
agricultural commodity as any agricul-
tural commodity, or product thereof, pro-
duced in the United States which is de-
termined by the Secretary of Agriculture
to be in eXzess of domestic roquirements.
It also provides that the Administrator
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shall authorize the procurement of any
such surplus agricultural commodity
only within the United States with two
exceptions, neither of which is applicable
in this case.

It is indeed a farfetched construction
of the act to say that the use of Mar-
shall plan dollars to buy wheat abroad
when it is a surplus commodity here is in
furtherance of the purposes of the act.

What are the facts about our wheat
supply? The officials who would be nat-
urally expected to represent the Ameri-
can farmer in this instance seem disin-
clined to present the facts. If it were
not for some of his friends in Congress,
his case would go by default.

The amount of wheat remaining in
this country on July 1 at the end of the
old crop was 293,272,000 bushels. The
amount of wheat processed for food in
the year ending July 1, 1949, was 483,-
000,000 bushels. In other words, there
was carried over enough wheat to take
care of the food consumption for more
than half a year.

The entire internal consumption, in-
cluding feed, seed, and industrial, was
691,342,000 bushels. The current esti-
mates for the present crop are as fol-
lows:

Bushels
The crop estimate____ .- 1,129, 081, 000
CATY-OVer oo mennenn= 293, 272, 00
Total supply-—-eeee---- 1,422, 353, 000

Deducting last year’s internal disap-
pearance for all purposes stated above,
we have a balance of 731,000,000 bushels.
It is now hopefully estimated that our
exports may aggregate 400,000,000 bush-
els, which would leave a carry-over on
July 1, 1950, of 331,000,000 bushels.

Anyone who remembers the debacle
under the ill-fated Farm Board knows
what undigested and undistributed sur-
pluses will eventually do to a farm pro-
gram. At the present time practically
every warehouse in the country is full
of wheat. The farmers’ bins are full.
As one observer put it, “Wheat is run-
ning out of the farmers’ ears.”

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPARKMAN in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Missouri yield to the Senator
from Kansas?

Mr. KEM. I yield.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. I should like to
ask the distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri if he recalls the statement made
by Secretary Brannan, to the effect that
permitting the use of $175,000,000 to
purchase Canadian wheat would in fact
benefit the agricultural situation? Does
the Senator have an observation along
that line?

Mr. KEM. Yes; Ihave considerable to
say in my prepared speech on that sub-
ject. I shall reach it in a few minutes.
I characterize that statement as “jab-
berwocky.”

The greater part of the wheat in the
country is tied up under Government
loans. Farmers will not redeem this
wheat unless the price reaches a point
where the farmer can pay off the loan
and the charges. If this point is not
reached, the Government will become the
owner of a vast quantity of wheat a
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month or two before the 1950 crop comes
in.

Because of the current surplus, the
Secretary of Agriculture on July 14 an-
nounced a decrease in the national wheat
acreage allotment of some 17 percent, as
compared with the acreage allotment last
year. This has been modified by recent
legislation, Public Law 272. But even
allowing for this modification, the na-
tional acreage allotment for the coming
year is only 68,900,000 acres, as com-
pared to 83,200,000 acres last year. Of
course, the only purpose of this reduced
allotment is to endeavor to offset the
surplus.

Our good-neighbor policy has been
carried to the point where we are cut-
ting back our own production to give a
market to the farmers of other countries.
The wheat crop of Canada this year was
planted upon an acreage 12 percent
greater than last year. Our Government,
on the other hand, now is asking our
farmers to cut back their production by
accepting an acreage allotment 14,300,-
000 acres less than the acreage in 1948-
49, This reduction in the acreage in the
United States necessarily means a re-
duction in the farmers’ income.

The Secretary of Agriculture is by law
charged with the duty and the responsi-
bility of looking after the interests of
the American farmer. Why is it that he
is willing to resort to a strained construc-
tion of the law to justify a deal which
will have the effect of taking money out
of the pocket of the same American
farmer? If at the recent “dollar talks”
in Washington it was deemed advisable
to do something more for Great Britain,
why was our farmer picked out or picked
on to pay for it? This is another “cal-
culated risk.” It is calculated to destroy
the farm price-support program. What-
ever happens, our farmer will lose.
“JABBERWOCKY" EXCUSES GIVEN FOR THE DEAL

WILL NOT CONVINCE THE FARMER

Mr. President, Messrs. Hoffman and
Brannan in their pseudo-correspondence
purport to excuse and explain what they
have done. In my judegment, their ex-
cuses will not convince the American
farmer.

After attempting to follow their in-
volved reasoning, one feels very much
like Alice in Wonderland after reading
the poem entitled “Jabberwocky.”

“It seems very pretty,” she said when
she had finished it, “but it's rather hard
to understand. Somehow it seems to fill
my head with ideas, only I don’t exactly
know what they are.”

Mr. Brannan suggests that we shall
gain by permitting $175,000,000 of our
money to be spent in Canada because
Great Britain thereby will be induced to
spend $30,000,000 of our money in the
United States. I ask the Senator from
Kansas to figure that one out. From my
point of view, there is nothing in Mr.
Brannan’s statement to generate any
confidence that if we stand aside and al-
low our money to be spent in Canada, we
shall find compensation elsewhere.

Mr. Brannan says the use of ECA
funds to buy Canadian wheat will not
result in any over-all decrease in United
States wheat exports, since Canada, if
denied the market in Great Britain,
would necessarily push its sales in other
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countries, even if price reductions were

necessary. Mr. President the fact is that

today Canada is undersc ag the United

States.

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

Mr, KEM. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Where do the Inter-
national Wheat Agreement and the In-
ternational Wheat Treaty enter into this
picture?

Mr. KEM. They do not enter into the
picture, because although the wheat
treaty has been ratified by Congress, the
necessary enabling legislation required to
implement it has not yet been passed.
So theInternational Wheat Agreement is
not yet in effect.

Mr. WATKINS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. KEM. Mr. President, how does
Mr. Brannan know what disposition can
be made of our wheat in other countries?
His statement is even less persuasive in
view of the further concession granting
other Marshall plan countries the same
privilege that Great Britain is given.

Our farmers may be expected to take
the view that the British market was an
assured one and should not willingly be
passed up in the hope that other markets
will be found to take its place. To the
farmer, who of necessity is a practical
person, “a bird in the hand is worth two
in the bush.”

I grant that what the surplus supply
situation may be in Canada is a different
matter. The Canadian farmers are
plagued with a chronic surplus that does
not move. They have our sympathy. It
is the heartfelt sympathy of a fellow suf-
ferer. But now that the emphasis is on
troubles, what about our troubles? We
have our troubles, too. I pose this ques-
tion: Should not the American situation
be the first concern of the American
Congress?

Is the old spirit of fighting for mar-
kets entirely dead among our people?
Today we are giving our markets away,
and are paying for the privilege, while
our surpluses pile up.

THE DEAL NOT ONLY GIVES THE OFFICIAL SANC-
TION OF OUR GOVERNMENT TO BILATERAL TRADE
AGREEMENTS, EUT UNDERWRITES THEM WITH
AMERICAN DOLLARS
Mr. President, I wish to discuss now

the second reason why I think the deal

is not in the best interests of the Ameri-
can people. That reason is that the
deal not only gives the official sanction
of our Government to bilateral trade
agreements, but it underwrites them with

American dollars.

One of the announced objectives of
our postwar foreign policy has been the
elimination from the world of commerce
of bilateral trade agreements. From
time to time we have been told by the
State Department, and rightly so, that
such arrangements are an abomination,
jnasmuch as they create unfair trade
discriminations. To prevent them, the
American people have been told they
were justified in putting up large sums
of money. This they have done. We
have dedicated our efforts and our money
to the resumption of world trade on a
multilateral basis. But now we find that
one of the most criticized of bilateral
agreements not only is ratified, but
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actually is financed by our own Govern-
ment.

Let us look at some recent history, Mr.
President.

On January 24, 1946, about 6 months
before final approval was given to the
British loan, to which the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. B¥rp] has referred this
afternoon, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Mr. Vinson, had this to say about
the proposed loan, the making of which
he advocated:

This agreement, then, will be a big step
in preventing economic warfare. * *
The alternative is as unhappy as it is clear.
* + = Pritain would enter into bilateral
agreements. * * * Buch a policy would
inevitably divide the world into conflicting
economic blocs.

I digress to say I wonder whether the
distinguished Secretary of the Treasury
when he spoke then anticipatéd that,
only a year or two later, when he had
become Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court of the United States, our Govern-
ment should not only be ratifying and
sanctioning such agreements, but our
Government would be putting up the
money with which to finance them, and
that all this would occur after the Brit-
ish locan he was requesting, to prevent
the bilateral agreements being entered
into, was granted, and had bheen dissi-
pated.

A pamphlet published by the Treasury
Department in 1946 entitled, “Questions
and Answers on the Anglo-American
Financial Agreement” states:

If the credit from the United States is

‘not extended, England would be forced to

continue her wartime currency and trade
restrictions and drastically curtail all ex-
penditures in the United States. * *
Judging by the recent past, England would
also extend her system of bilateral agree-
ments fto other countries. These agree-
ments * * * would discriminate against
and perhaps exclude American trade.

The British loan agreement, under
which Britain received $3,700,000,000 of
the money of the American people, itself
states:

An important purpose of the present line
of credit is to promote the development of
multilateral trade and facilitate its early
resumption on a nondiscriminating basis.

Yet, Mr. President, on July 25, 1946,
10 days after the British loan agree-
ment went into effect, Great Britain and
Canada announced that they had com-
pleted a bilateral agreement, which of
course must have been the subject of un-
announced and secret negotiation for
some time, the agreement providing that
the British Government would purchase
an average of 150,000,000 bushels of
Canadian wheat a year for each of 4
years ending August 1, 1950. It is that
agreement we have just decided to fin-
ance with Marshall plan money.

When this deal was made public, the
American farmer was shocked. Repre-
presentative AucusT ANDRESEN of Minne-
sota, one of the ablest and most far-see-
ing of his friends, told the House shortly
after this wheat deal was announced:

It is bilateral and exclusive in every sense
of the word. It effectively takes away a large
market from the United States producers. It
also covers substantial quantities of flour
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and will have a serious effect upon our milling
industry.

But, Mr. President, I have been un-
able to determine that there was a peep
of protest from the State Department
about this agreement. The fact re-
mains that it was contrary to the spirit
if not the very letter of the British loan
agreement.

Mr. Hoffman, in his purported cor-
respondence with Mr. Brannan, refers
to Great Britain as “the traditional and
normal outlet of wheat exported by
Canada.”

May I be permitted to ask, since when?
As a matter of fact, Great Britain, at one
time, was the principal consumer for
United States wheat, but the market was
lost by Empire preference and bilateral
agreements.

The market in the United Eingdom for
Canadian wheat has become traditional
because of these agreements which gave
the green light to Canadian wheat.

The American farmer was hit hard by
the British-Canadian wheat deal. To
add insult to injury, we are told by Mr.
Hoffman that ECA will provide Britain
with the dollars she needs to pay for the
wheat she contracted to buy under the
deal made in 1946.

Now, let us lpok at the Marshall plan.
One of the announced objectives of the
Marshall plan is to stimulate multilateral
trade, that is, the progressive elimination
of trade barriers. It is so stated in the
declaration of policy contained in the act.
Nevertheless, Britain has been permitted
to enter into numerous other bilateral
agreements since the Marshall plan
went into effect.

Mr. President, as I entered the Cham-
ber this afternoon a distinguished mem-
ber of the press handed me a dispatch
from London, published in the afternoon
newspapers, announcing a 5-year bi-
lateral trade pact between Great Britain
and Yugoslavia. Under this pact it is
said there will be some more swapping.
Britain will swap 15,000,000 pounds worth
of machinery, and Yugoslavia will give
in exchange raw materials and food.

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

Mr. EEM. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WATEKINS. Does the Senator
have in mind also the bilateral agree-
ments between Great Britain and Russia,
and between Great Britain and Poland,
for the exchange of articles manufac-
tured by Great Britain fo: grain from
Russia, and also from Poland, or for tim-
ber from Poland?

Mr. KEM. I do indeed have them in
mind. They are very unpleasant recol-
lections.

Mr. WATKINS. The agreement the
Senator is now calling to our attention
is a continuation of the same policy, is
it not?

Mr. EEM. It is. It includes, as the
distinguished Senator from Utah has
said, agreements with Stalin’s Russia
and Peron'’s Argentina.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
have in mind that Great Britain is fur-
nishing, for example, under one of the
trade pacts with Russia, steel rails and
locomotives which can be used as war
potentials?
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Mr. KEM. I do; and I also have in
mind the statement of Mr. Attlee, Prime
Minister of Great Britain, to the effect
that in economic matters Great Britain
looks to Russia. rather than to the
United States.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
also have in mind that in the trade pact
between Great Britain and Poland, Great
Britain is to furnish tin, rubber, certain
electrical goods, motors, and things of
that type to Poland, all these materials
keing war potentials?

Mr. KEM. I thank the Senator. The
countries in guestion seem to constitute
a very happy family.

Our administration has undertaken to
finance one of the deals with American
dollars. Mr. President, it almost seems
impossible, but let me repeat so there
will be no mistake: The administration
has now undertaken to finance one of
the deals with American dollars.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for g question?

Mr. KEM. I yield.

Mr. JENNER. Does Mr. Hoffman
have such authority under the law?

Mr. EEM. The law has been strained
tec the breaking point. I quote from
memory. As I recall, the act says he
may furnish ECA funds to buy in other
countries commodities which are in sur-
plus supply here when to do so is in
furtherance of the purposes of the act.
Who decides what is in furtherance of
tihe purposes of the act? Mr. Hoffman
apparently decides and goes ahead, and
no judicial determination of his powers
takes place. As a practical matter he is
given carte blanche to deal with this
enormous sum of money belonging to
the American people, with little or no
hindrance. When he wants to do some-
thing his lawyers seem to be able to find
a way.

Mr. JENNER. Last year, as s matter
of fact, as I understand, Mr. Hoffman
was not permitted to make off-shore pur-
chases of agricultural products so long
as they were declared surplus in this
country. Our wheat crop had been de-
clared surplus. Therefore, he was not
permitted to take Marshall-plan dollars
and buy wheat in other countries. But
he circumvented that provision of the law
by saying it was impossible to get trans-
portation for wheat by rail. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. EEM. Yes. He said that the
American ports were clogged with grain
but he did not explain why American
wheat could not be exported threugh Ca-
nadian ports, that is, why it could not
move through Montreal and Quebec.
There was no explanation of that at all.

One difficulty, Mr. President, which I
believe should be the concern of all of us,
is that this policy is not confined to Brit-
ish deals. We know from the State De-
partment's release of September 15 that
it has been agreed with representatives of
France that the arrangements would be
equally applicable to France and the
other ECA countries.

I shall conclude when I have dealt with
one additional subject. I want to say a
few words regarding the American farm
price program which is now under attack
in what is supposed to be the house of its
friends.
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THE AMERICAN FARM PRICE-SUPPORT PROGRAM 1S
UNDER ATTACK

The American farm price-support pro-
gram has never been popular in England.
Mr. Bevin and other spokesmen for the
British Government have complained

.about it on more than one occasion.

They do not like it because they say it
raises the prices of American farm prod-
ucts sold in Great Britain.

Mr. Brannan, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, likewise does not like the farm
price-support program. Under the law,
as Secretary of Agriculture, he is charged
with the duty and responsibility of its ex-
ecution and enforcement. However, he
has not hesitated to show his decided
preference for another program of which
he is the author and which bears his
name,

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will

the Senator yield?

Mr. KEM. 1 shall be glad to yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
consider it possible for a man faithfully
to enforce a law, have it lived up to, and
make it successful, if he is so bitterly
opposed to it?

Mr. KEM. Perhaps it is possible, but
I may say to the Senator from Utah that,
in my judgment, it would be extremely
difficult.

Mr. WATEINS. Has not the Secre-
tary of Agriculture taken an oath to up-
hold the Constitution and to defend the
laws of the United States?

Mr. EEM. I assume that he did when
he took office,

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
think it is in line with his ocath to con-
demn a law which he is supposed to be
enforcing and placing in full effect?

Mr. KEM. Ithink the Senator’s ques-
tion carries its own answer. I thank
him for his observation.

Mr, President, it may be that the pres-
ent farm-support program is in need of
amendment. Such amendments as ap-
pear desirable should be made by the
elected Representatives of our people in
Congress assembled. The program
should not be choked to death by Ameri-
can, British, and Canadian bureaucrats,
sitting in hush-hush sessions behind
closed doors in the State Department.

Section 1, title 1, of the Agricultural
Act of 1948, directs the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, by means of “loans, purchases,
or other operations,” to support prices
of wheat at the rate of 90 percent of par-
ity. The Secretary decided to use a loan
based on 90 percent of parity. Since
then the price for wheat on the market
has consistently been below the loan
price. For example, wheat prices at
Kansas City recently were 16 cents be-
low the loan value. A month before
they were 22 cents below, and still are
generally under the lean value. Com-

modity Credit Corporation has bought

very little wheat on this crop. If $175,-
000,000 were to be spent by our Govern-
ment in the United States in buying
wheat for Great Britain, there would
be a material advance in the price of
American wheat to American producers.
In that event, Great Britain would pay
more for wheat purchased in the United
States. It is apparent, then, that in the
“dollar talks” in Washington, important
steps were taken to scuttle the existing
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policy of price supports for American
farm products.

I am lacking in originality when I say
that someone has “stuck a pitchfork in
the farmer’s back.” But this is an ac-
curate and graphic description of what
has oceurred. As the Secretary of Agri-
culture wielded the fork, he whispered
sweet nothings, smooth as butter, in the
farmer’s ear.

Mr. President, the Senate Committee
on Agriculture should lose no time in
making an objective, unprejudiced, and
impersonal appraisal of just what was
done at these “dollar talks” in Washing-
ton. Their effect upon the American
economy, present and future,-should
be investigated promptly, -carefully,
publiely. o

MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN

NATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 5895) to promote the
foreign policy and provide for the de-
fense and general welfare of the United
States by furnishing military assistance
to foreign nations. .

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I offer an
amendment to the pending bill and ask
that it be printed and lie on the table.

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

Mr. JENNER. Iintend to address my-
self, Mr. President, to the amendment
which I have just submitted.

Mr. President, these are dark days for
the American people.

The very introduction of this military
aid proposal is just a further indication
of how grim are the prospects for the
future.

Yet, Mr. President, I am convinced
that the days ahead are doomed to be-
come darker still, if the basic philosophy
of permanent world intervention which
underlies this military aid proposal is
permitted to continue to gorge itself on
the earnings, the savings, the rights and
liberties which by the sweat and toil of
a hundred and fifty years have been hewn
out of what was once a vast wilderness,
by a God-fearing, law-abiding, and lib-
erty-loving people.

For years the American people have
been drugged by the poisonous propa-
ganda of an internationalist clique, under
the influence of which, this alien
ideology, which they have embraced, has
been eating away like a cancer at the
very heart of the American body politie,

It is my solemn conviction that the
very presentation of this military aid
proposal is nothing but a frightening in-
dication of how far this cancerous in-
ternationalism has now spread to the
mind of the American body politic as
well.

Mr. President, throughout recent years
it has been increasingly difficult to legis-
late in matters of the utmost urgency
in such an atmosphere of increasing
secrecy..

In truth, it has been practically impos-
sible to present a detailed analysis and
intelligent criticism of each one of the
whole rash of international commitments
that have broken out. There have been
23 of them, as a matter of fact,
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
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Byrpo] just told us about them. We have
been told that we could go to the com-
mittee and see the secret records, the
hearings of the Committee on Foreign
Relations. But if we go there and read
them, when we get to a certain place we
will find a parenthesis and the notation
that the witness spoke off the record.
So, if we read the records, we cannot find
the truth. It is not there for any Mem-
ber of the Senate. The United States
Senate has been denied access to the
facts, has been slowly paralyzed by the
bipartisan paralysis of all honest and
open debate, and has been increasingly
reduced to the point of uselessness in the
formulation of this Nation’s foreign
policy.

Mr. President, there is little wonder
that, confronted with the consequences
of this infernational bipartisan paraly-
sis to date, Felix Morley wrote in a recent
issue of Human Events:

The duty of the opposition is to oppose.

The pasitton of the uppusltmn must be
opposite to the position of the party in power.

It may seem childish to reduce political
philosophy to such an elementary term but
we must face the fact that never before in
American history has political thought sunk
to a level as low as that which is accepted
today.

Mr. President, the record will show
that throughout this dangerous disinte-
gration of our political life, I have con-
tinued to believe that the fiercest yearn-
ing of the human heart is the yearning to
be free.

And I continue to believe with Edmund
Burke that “people never surrender their
freedom except under some delusion.”

Therefore, Mr. President, as a result of
this conviction, I am grateful that I have
never surrendered my allegiance to the
following principles:

First. Any proposition that is ad-
vanced for the allezed benefit of the
American people is a delusion and a
threat to their freedom, if in assigning
new functions and tasks to Government
on the domestic scene, it does not assign
them within the framework of those
traditional safeguards of human dignity
and freedom, for the preservation of
which this Government was instituted.

Second. It is our duty to be eternally
vigilant to expose, and to shun as a
plague, every proposition that is ad-
vanced for our good, or as our duty, the
acceptance of which by its very nature
infects us with the diseases it seeks to
cure, which would inflict on us the ills it
seeks to remedy, and which would create
in our own midst the very image of those
same vicious forces from which it pro-

. fesses to be saving others.

In all seriousness, I ask my distin-
guished colleagues who urge the adop-
tion of this military-aid proposal if it
meets the test of these two simple but
basic American principles.

Mr. President, it is my conviction that
the answer to this question is obviously
in the negative. Why? The very at-
mosphere of uncertainty and misgiving,
as is revealed in the welter of conflicting
opinions which this military-aid pro-
posal has aroused, reveals a basic dilem-
ma in the minds of the supporters of this
bill themselves,
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To my mind, these misgivings further
reveal a growing skepticism concerning
the validity of this military-aid program
and the possibility of achieving its al-
leged objectives.

These conflicts also reveal a deepening
resentment against the growing arro-
gance that lies behind the outrageous re-
quest for congressional surrender of its
war-making powers, to set the President
up as a global war lord, a Tequest which
was contained in the original draft of
this bill.

This request for military powers, pow-
ers which by their very nature would be
greater than any man ever wielded in
history before, was so shocking that it
has brought out into the open all of the
implications of the course we are pursu-
ing, and brings to a head the basic con-
flict that is raging around the world to-
day, not only between the future of our
way of life and totalitarianism abroad,
but also between our way of life and the
forces of totalitarianism that are operat-
ing right in our own midst.

Mr. President, my position on these
matters has been stated clearly and fully
on many other occasions, particularly in
our debate on the Marshall plan and
the North Atlantic Pact. I do not want
to burden my colleagues with repetitious
details. They know I am convinced we
are headed into a semisuper state which,
with its allocations of raw materials, in-
dustrial potentials and manpower, will
destroy our freedoms, and bankrupt our
people.

I feel it my duty, however, to record
what I consider to be convincing support
of my own position, by referring to those
who, in their increasing dilemma, are
now beginning to confess openly that
they, too, share my fears, that they, too,
see the dangers to this country, from
within as well as from without, which
are inherent in our present course of
action.

« These outstanding Americans to whom
I refer are beginning to realize the truth
of what George Sokolsky wrote on
August 15, 1949:

The object of diplomacy used to be to pro-
tect a country, to strengthen it, to use war
as an instrument of national development, to
employ peace to gain allles, to support
friends, to achieve national preeminence.

In a word, the focus of diplomatic activity
was the nation.

At certain stages of history, for the word
“nation” might be substituted “dynasty” or
“empire,” but in essence it all meant the
same.

Those who have been conducting our
foreign policy, certainly since Franklin D.
Roosevelt became President, have concen-
trated upon the world state rather than upon
the specific interests of the United States.

When the interests of the United States
came into conflict with the concept of the
world state, the United States was sacrificed,

Confronted by increasing proof of this
fact, Mr. President, I am convinced that
those of my colleagues on the Foreign
Relations and Armed Services Commit-
tees who have reported out this bill are
more alarmed today for the future of
this Nation than ever before, not so much
because of the Communistic menace it-
self, but because of the danger to our
free institutions which our present inter=
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nationalists’ adventure to stop com-
munism constitutes.

First, Mr. President, these men can
now clearly see how far this administra-
tion has gone to nullify the treaty-mak-
ing powers of the United States Senate.
Nowhere has this been more clearly re-
vealed than in this military-aid proposal
now before us,

We can all remember, Mr. President,
how emphatically the proponents of the
North Atlantic Treaty denied there was
any connection between that Treaty and
this military-aid program.

Time and again on the Senate floor,
in the press, and in radio comments
across the Nation, the administration
spokesmen deliberately deceived the
American people as to exactly where they
were being taken down this internation-
alist road.

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

Mr. JENNER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WATEKINS. Was the Senator
present in the Senate Chamber earlier
in the session today when a distinguished
Member of the Senate said that the bill
which finally came to the floor for Euro-
pean rearmament was held back until
after we had finished the debate on the
Atlantic Pact, and had voted on it?

Mr. JENNER. Of course, we all know
that the distinguished senior Senator
from Texas [Mr. ConNALLY], chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee, had
g run-in with the State Department
when the North Atlantic Pact was under
debate because the Department then
wanted to bring the arms implementa-
tion measure up in the Senate, and the
distinguished senior Senator from Texas
thought it would jeopardize ratification
of the treaty. I say, Mr. President, there
is nothing wrong with this country that
a little honesty and integrity in higher
altitudes will not remedy.

As a matter of fact, back as far as
May 6, 1947—note this, Senators; as far
back as 1947—the New York Times re-
vealed:

President Truman refused today to disturb
the secrecy surrounding administration
plans for g!vlng mllltary aid to countries
taking part in the European recovery pro-
gram.

He refused either to confirm or deny sug-
gestions that legislative authority would be
sought- for such a plan.

Yet, Mr. President, in the report of
the joint committees on this military as-
sistance program, we find the following
admission:

Recognizing the fundamental interrela-
tionship between the two programs (military
ald program and ECA) ECA has partici-
pated actively in the formulation of the
military-assistance program.

And then on page 8 of the same report,
Mr. President, the joint committee gives
the lie to the administration’s denial that
this military-aid program was insepar-
able from the North Atlantic Pact, when,
admitting the piecemeal strategy that
has been used to put this one over, it
said:

The committee points out that while the
program proposes assistance to elght of the
Atlantic Pact members, it was not originally
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submitted as an implementation of that
pact. In fact, it was conceived—

Note this—
it was conceived before the pact negotiations
began and the two evolved as separate and
distinet programs,

In line with the suggestion of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, the President
did not submit the military-aid program to
the Congress until after the Senate had con-
cluded its deliberations on the pact.

And now, Mr. President, the members
of these Senate committees know how
gross a deception the administration has
practiced in selling this program to the
American people.

They know that it has been in the
making behind the scenes for at least 2
years, that it was part and parcel of the
Marshall plan itself, and that the admin-
istration went ahead to put it into effect
behind the back of the United States
Senate.

They now know where this spoon-feed-
ing technique is leading.

No more impressing evidence of the
growing revolt against this continued in-
vasion of the field of congressional au-
thority by the Chief Executive could
be found, than in the tremendous indict-
ment of President Truman's original
arms-aid request, by the senior Senator
from Michigan, who described it as—

A proposal that would have authorized
the President to decide for himself what
nations should be assisted, when that should
be done, and how it should be done.

Further the Senator from Michigan
said:
It called for the virtual creation of a total

world-wide war-lord power in the White
House.

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

Mr. JENNER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. EEM. Has the Senator heard of
any Member of the Senate who was will-
ing to defend on the floor of the Senate
that proposed grab for power?

Mr. JENNER. I have not.

Then the Senator from Michigan went
on to admit that the reaction of his col-
leagues and the American people was so
spontaneous, immediate, and violent that
it forced the President to withdraw his
arrogant request.

Becondly, Mr. President, I want to place
in the REecorp additional support of my
own position, namely, that those who
have been master-minding our economic,
financial, and military involvement in
international affairs have by their own
confessions admitted they are not in-
terested in exporting to other lands that
which is unique to America.

They are determined rather to import
that which is alien.

Mr. President, the dilemma, which this
frightening development confronts every
one of us with today simply cannot longer
be ignored.

The realization of what is certain to
happen to us if we continue on our
present course is driving even the most
outspoken champions of our present
global crusade to warn the American
people of just what the nature of this
dilemma is and to call on them to join
in the struggle to resolve it.
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As the first witness, I call the attention
of my colleagues to Mr. Bernard Baruch,
who said on April 20, 1949:

All our eommitments should now be re-
examined to determine where a decision in
the peacemaking can be reached and at what
cost,

Mr. Baruch further said:

If a greater outlay of resources will break
the stalemate on any front, let us “pour it
on,” Instead of merely perpetuating the
deadlock through ineffectual dribbles of aid.

If the facts presented by the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorciE] and by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Virginia [(Mr, B¥rpl do not
show the proposed aid to be simply a
dribble, when we are supposedly con-
fronted with 100 divisions of Russians,
with a possible 300 divisions to be called
up in 1950, then I should like to know
what it should be called.

I quote Mr. Baruch further:

If, however, no decision is possible, let us
cut expenditures and insist that these
nations do more for themselves,

Buch a policy may provide rude awaken-
ings for governments now content to coast
on American aid, but this country is not
strong enough to hold up the rest of the
world indefinitely.

As a second witness, Mr. President, I
call the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VawnpEnNpERG] who, speaking to the over-
sea writers on September 15, 1949, said:

Our common cause is human rights and
fundamental liberties in a free world of free
men.

BSo long as we preserve and strengthen and
expand this fraternity, we labor in the vine-
yard of the Lord and I dare to believe He
will bless our dedications.

The Senator from Michigan con-
tinued:

The task 1s only just begun. The testing
tlme must now be met—and time is of the
essence—whlich successive steps will not do.
I repeat, let us face the facts.

No matter what our cooperative disposi-
tion or our self-interests, there are definite
limits to the American resources which we
can safely invest 1n foreign aid.

The Senator from Michigan went on to
warn:

Even though this were not true, there are
definite limits to the practical utility and
wisdom of external ald because it must not
drift into permanent reliance.

As a third witness, I call the junior
Senator from New York [Mr. DuLLES],
who said on September 15, 1949:

During the past 5 years I have worked in
close cooperation with five Democratic Sec-
retaries of State.

We have had a great many of them.
We put them on and take them off like
cvercoats.

Further quoting the junior Senator
from New York:

We have all been in agreement that indi-
vidual human freedom is the only reliable
foundation for lasting peace and justice.

We have consistently attacked the all-
powerful government as a danger to world
peace.

If, at home, we concede dependence on the

"all-powerful state, our foreign policy will be

bereft of power.
The Truman program for vastly increas-
ing the power of the Federal Government
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involves & heavy cost In money, liberty, and
perhaps peace.

No honest person can deny that, and the
American people ought to know.

A fourth illustration, Mr, President, is
found in a speech of February 23, 1949,
by Democratic Representative Ep Gos-
sETT in which he warned that the country
is suffering from “value blindness, se-
curity psychosis, propaganda and politi-
cal cowardice.”

He further stated:

Value blindness I call the people’'s failure
to see the immutable principles of right and
wrong against the great clamor of change.

As a fifth witness, Mr. President, I call
attention to Gen. Dwight Eisenhower's
warning to the American people as to
where those in control cf this Govern-
ment were taking us behind the propa-
ganda that they are remaking a brave
new world. He said:

Very frankly, I firmly believe that the army
of persons who urge greater and greater cen-
tralization of authority and greater and
greater dependence upon the Federal Treas-
ury are really more dangerous to our form
of government than any external threat that
can possibly be arrayed against us.

From these warnings it is obvious that
the present global crusade against com-
munism has been covering up the fact
that during recent years we have had
not one, but actually two, fights on our
hands.

This is why I have continually fought
to arouse my colleagues and the Ameri-
can people to the futility of the course
we have been following.

This is why I have been pointing out
the futility of trying to stop the spread
of totalitarianism abroad while we
openly embraced it at home.

We are talking about fighting com-
munism. According to an article in to-
day’s Baltimore Sun, the distinguished
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O'Conor]
charges official blocks attempts to bar
Communist aliens. Reading from the
news article:

Dean Acheson, Secretary of State, today
was accused by Senator O'Cownor, Democrat,
Maryland, of standing in the way of attempts
to halt the flow of allen Communist spies
into this country through immigration-law

loopholes and especlally under diplomatic
immunity.

This is why I now feel it my duty to
point out the dangers inherent in the
grant of power we have already extended
to the Chief Executive, the use of which
this military-aid program cannot help
but guarantee, underwrite, and extend.

First there are the powers in the eco-
nomic field which the Chief Executive is
exercising on an ever broader front.

We have heard much talk about how
ERP has progressed—talk that continues
to hide from the American people the
fact that the basic objective of the Mar-
shall plan, which was to eliminate finan-
cial and trade restrictions and integrate
the European economy, has only pro-
duced a more impossible situation.

Mr. William Henry Chamberlain has
just recently cabled from Paris:

Parls headquarters ready to admit plan is
failure and new apprmch needed to !‘u.rope'l
trade problems,
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Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
~ the Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. I yield.

Mr. WATKINS, Is it not frue that
after each of the international confer-
ences during the war, at Yalta, Tehran,
Cairo, Quebec, and the others, we were
regaled with reports of great things ac-
complished and great vietories won in
the diplomatic field, later to learn that
instead of winning victories, we met with
reverse after reverse, finally to find our-
selves in the position we are in today?

Mr. JENNER. The Senator is correct.
That has been true of the British loan.
It was true of the Marshall plan. It
was true of UNRRA, it was true of the
International Bank. It has been true of
every one; and now we have the mili-
tary-assistance program.

Mr. WATKINS. As a matter of fact,
we have a continuation of the same
stories—stories about what victories we
have won, and what great things have
been accomplished, later to be told that
that was not the result, because we must
do something else to cure the same
situation.

Mr. JENNER. The Senator is entirely
correct.

In spite of this, Mr. President, Secre-
tary of the Interior Krug has just
promised the United Nations that the
United States will back to the hilt the
President’s global plan under point 4
of his bold new program, although the
Foreign Relations Committee of the Sen-
ate has not even held hearings on the
proposal.

So as soon as we dispose of the mili-
tary-aid program, on will come another
bold new plan under point 4. Secretary
of the Interior Krug, a man not elected
to office, but appointed by the President,
has notified the United Nations that we,
meaning the American Government, will
back to the hilt the President’s point 4
program, although the Foreign Relations
Committee of the Senate has not even
held hearings on the program. Cannot
Senators see where we are going?

It is obvious that in the field of eco-
nomic power, the President is preparing
to plunge us deeper into new internation-
al economic commitments with a reckless
abandon that makes even the achieve-
ment of an integrated European economy
impossible.

In the field of financial matters, the
President has the power, in connection
with the International Monetary Fund,
to regulate the value of our currency.
At this very moment, the International
Trade Organization, in which we have
1 vote in 23, has entered into such dan-
gerous financial negotiations as to bring
an immediate and unequivocal protest
from the Senate Finance Committee.

Under the reciprocal trade agreements,
the President now holds the power of
life or death over every segment of
America's economic, agricultural, and in-
dustrial life. England devalues her
pound 30 percent; but under the re-
ciprocal trade agreements, what do we
do? We are planning on lowering our
tariffs still further. Soif a suit of clothes
is made in England for $10 and is ex-
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ported to the United States, with a 30
percent devaluation, that suit of clothes
will come on the American market at a
price of $7. On the other hand, if a suit
of clothes is manufactured in the United
States for $10 and is sent into the sterling
bloe area, where the pound is the unit of
currency, that suit of clothes will sell
there for $13. Mr. President, we are go-
ing to get ulcers before we ever get Eng-
land with that kind of a program.
[Laughter.]

And now we learn that negotiations
are being carried on in London for a
third round of American tariff reduc-
tions. Word has already seeped out
that 409 more products of American in-
dustry and labor are going to be subject
to that change.

Mr. President, we have talked about
the financial field and the economic field
and where we are getting. Now let us
look at the legal field for a moment. In
the legal field we have become so en-
meshed by what our American repre-
sentatives are doing in the various
international organizations of which we
are members, that even Mr. Justice
Frankfurter admitted that so far as con-
cerns the jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court over the legal effects of our inter-
national commitments and policies—

Something may be unconstitutional and
still be international and so be something
over which this Court has no jurisdiction.

That is a dirczt quotation from Mr,
Justice Frankfurter.

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

Mr. JENNER. I am glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Utah,

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator
think Mr., Justice Frankfurter had in
mind the North Atlantic Pact, which
many of us held to be a violation of the
Constitution of the United States?

Mr. JENNER. Probably he had in
mind that pact and many other of these
international agreements.

Mr. President, I wish to place in the
Reccrp at this point a statement pre-
pared by the State Czpartment, which
appears in the House hearings on this
military-aid bill, and which reveals the
powers which already have been granted
to the President to render military
assistance to foreign countries since
VJ-day, and a record of how those pow-
ers have been used. I do not wish to
take the time of my distinguished col-
leagues to read all the statement into
the Recorp at this point; but I hope and
pray that every Member of this dis-
tinguished body will read it, for it is a
statement of the powers the President
already has in the military field and
how he has exercised them since VJ-day.
I submit the statement at this time, and
ask unanimous consent to have it printed
at this point in the REcorD.

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

REPORT ON MILITARY ASSISTANCE RENDERED TO
FOREIGN COUNTRIES SINCE VJ-DAY

The following qualifications of the report

should be noted:
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(a) The data generally includes only com-
bat material, 1. e., arms, ammunition, and
implements of war as defined In the Presi-
dent's Proclamation 2776, dated March 26,
1948, In some cases, however, it has not
been possible to exclude military equipment
not strictly definable as combat material.

(b) Although not included in this report,
military equipment other than combat ma-
terial has also been supplied to foreign gov-
ernments under various congressional au-
thorities, e. g., trucks, military clothing, com-~
munications, equipment, etc.

(e) No attempt has been made in this re-
port to distinguish between combat material
transferred to forelgn governments for the
specific purpose of augmenting the military
establishments of those governments and
that transferred for other purposes, e. g., for
internal police purposes for demilitarization
and use in the clvilian economy (generally,
ammunition).

Military assistance has been extended to
foreign countries under the following pro-
cedures:

(a) Direct sales of United States military
surplus,

(b) Transfers from either military surplus
or Government stocks but financed or facili-
tated by special congressional authorization.

(c) Transfers from Government stocks
under the plenary powers of the President.

It should be noted that “military assist-
ance” within the meaning of the statement
in the preceding paragraph is considered to
embrace generally only combat material
(arms, ammunition, implements of war), In
some cases, however, it has not been possible
to exclude from the data in this report mili-
tary equipment not strictly definable as com-
bat material.

A. DIRECT SALES OF UNITED STATES MILITARY
SURPLUS (SEE TABLE A)

This Government has continued to dis-
pose of United States military surplus to for-
eign governments under the authority of the
Surplus Property Act of 1944 (Public Law
457, 78th Cong., 2d sess,), as amended. These
sales have consisted of limited quantities of
aircraft, weapons, vessels, ammunition, and
spare parts therefor, which in most cases
were needed by the recipient countries for the
replacement or maintenance of United States
equipment already in their possession. A
number of sales involved large quantities of
ammunition sold for scrap or salvage pur-
poses. Information on sales under this au-
thority is identifiable in the attached table
by the term “Public Law 457" in the last
column, and reflect sales completed through
May 15, 1949.

Iran: Sales of surplus United States mili-
tary equipment have been made to Iran un-
der the general authority of the Surplus
Property Act of 1944, and have been facili-
tated by funds made available by Public Law
785, Eightieth Congress, second session,
which, among other provisions, provides
funds for defraying expenses for the care,
handling, and disposal of surplus property
abroad. Data reflected in the attached table
under this authority are as of May 15, 1949,

Eorea: Under the authority of the Surplus
Property Act, this Government has transfer-
red to the Government of the Republic of
Eorea, approximately $40,000,000 in military
equipment and supplies. Of this amount,
which is based on acquisition cost, approxi-
mately £13,000,000 has been for vessels for
the Korean Coast Guard, while the remainder
has consisted principally of equipment and
supplies, including small arms and ammuni-
tion, for the Eorean army and police. The
transfer of this material has been effected
without monetary compensation in consid-
eration of other benefits derived.
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B, TRANSFERS FROM EITHER MILITARY SURPLUS OR
GOVERNMENT STOCKS BUT FINANCED OR FA-
CILITATED BY SPECIAL CONGRESSIONAL AU-
THORIZATION (SEE TABLE B)

Greece and Turkey: Assistance has been
rendered to Greece and Turkey under the au-
thority of Public Law 75, Eightieth Congress,
first session, and Public Law 472, title III,
Eightleth Congress, second session (the
Greek and Turkish Assistance Act of 1948).
Information on sales under this authority is
identifiable in the attached table by the term
“Public Laws 75 and 472" in the last column,
and reflects Army shipments as of April 3,
1949, and Navy shipments as of May 20, 1949,

Latin America: In cddition to sales under
the authority of the Surplus Property Act,
military assistance has been rendered to cer-
tain Latin American nations under the spe-
cific authority of Publlc Resolution B3, Sev-
enty-sixth Congress, third session, which
provides the National Military Establishment
with limited authority to assist the govern-
ments of American Republics to increase
their Military and Naval Establishments,
Information in the attached table reflecting
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Army shipments under this authority is as
of April 30, 1949, Navy information is as of
May 20, 1949,

China: Under the authority of Public Law
512, Seventy-ninth Congress, second session,
and following an agreement between the
United States and China signed on December
B, 1947, there have been authorized for trans-
fer to China on a grant basls 271 naval
vessels.

Under the authority of Public Law 472,
title IV, Eightieth Congress, second session
(the China Aid Act of 1948) there has been
allocated to the Chinese Government $125,-
000,000 which has been used by that Govern-
ment for the purchase of alrcraft and other
military equipment from both Government
and commercial sources in the United States.

The Philippines: In addition to direct sales
of surplus property under the general au-
thority of the Surplus Property Act military
assistance has been rendered to the Republic
of the Philippines under the specific authority
of Public Law 454, Beventy-ninth Congress,
second session (The Republic of the Philip-
pines Military Assistance Act.) Information
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in the attached table on Army shipments is

as of January 31, 1849; Navy shipments in-

clude data through May 20, 1949,

C. TRANSFERS FROM GOVERNMENT STOCKS UNDER
THE PLENARY POWERS OF THE PRESIDENT

The President, acting under his plenary
powers of Chief Executive and Commander
in Chief, for the purpose of protecting pri-
mary security interests of the United States,
has authorized the transfer of combat maté-
riel from United States Government stocks to
France and Italy. The transfer to France
under this authority consisted of certain
spare parts and replacement items, excess to
the needs of United States occupation forces
in Germany.

The transfer to Italy consisted of small
quantities of military equipment and sup-
plies, primarily small arms and ammunition,
which were needed to complete the reequip-
ment of Italian security forces which had
been rearmed mainly with surplus Allled
material in Italy. In authorizing this trans-
fer the limitations imposed upon Italy by the
treaty of peace were scrupulously observed.

TasLE A.—Direct sales of United States military surplus under authority of Public Law 457

Pr Procure- Selling
Country ment vy Type of equipment Country ment | P, Type of equipment
cost | P cost
Thous. | Thous. Thous. | Thous,
of dol. | of dol. of dol. | of dol. -
6, 673 748 Airg-ﬁlft, ammunition, small arme, explosives, || IM8N. o ceeecoeecaa- 26,460 | 75 208 Al;lnn?]ulzlri;im small arms, aircraft parts,
artillery, spam
S achine guns, Bnm of bulk sale. Ttaly .. oaenoceacaa- [F141,357 | ¥22,125 Vessels, aircraft, ammunition, explosives,
% ?;115 ;,ﬂg sAm‘munitim, iﬂ:nehillkwt artill (V] SI::nalnl sm ammunition, vessels, miscel-
mall arms, ammun F ery. A v
20, 626 1,242 | Aircraft, radar, light artillery, armored ve- laneous ordnance matériel,
hicles, spare parts. 644 | Aireraft, armored vehicles, wessels, small
.| 22,25 1,647 | Alrcraft, ammunition, vessels, amﬂery. spare parts.
102,072 | 6,740 Ar;mmitiT&m?mm. ordnance and Air || Netherlands........ 7,216 680 Aspam m\;isse.s, small arms, ammunition,
‘orce ma K s.
7,570 632 | Aireraft, armored vehicles, small arms, || Norway....cceeeee--| 47,739 169 | Vessels, ammunition.
artillery. Paraguay 7 | Alreraft, spare
1%)632 gessels, aireraft, ammunition, spare parts. eri 1,021 | Aireraflt, vessels, small arms, artillery, spare
essels, parts.
Vessels, small arms, artillery. 340 | Small arms, ammunition, sircraft, spare
Vessels, aireraft, ammunition, spare parts. 240 | Demilitarized minesweepers.
Vessels, 562 | Aircraft, spare parts.
Aireralt, ammunition, spare parts. 1,758 ircraft, ammunition,
.Ammu.nlthn. artillery 549 Do.
Trawler and demilitarlmd minesweepers, 1,161 | Vessels, armored vehicle parts.
Vessels, ammunition, aircraft, 10100 | Miscellaneous military equipment,
essels, 831 | Aircraft, ammunition, vessels, small arms,
Ammunition, artillery, aircraft, small arms. artillery, spare M
Aireraft, {t, small arms, nmmunll.inn. vessels, 983 I.rcml’t, ammun tiom, vessels, small arms.
Small arms. arf.ll]er{) ammunition. pare parts.
Aljreraft matériel. Part of bulk sale.

1 Includ2s a large quantity of surplus nmmuulticn for demilitarization, £0 percent of
the rofits therefrom to accrue to the United Btate:

udas , 736,604 in military
grant authorized by t!
apture emy equipment.

l And captured enem ui
¢ Plus un%stlmnted v:l:s orggmmunltion included in bulk sale

su? financed b Chinese Government from the
he China

Aid Act o[ 1948,

¢ Includes Army and Air Force equipment valued at $2,041,000 transferred gratis due
to reverse lend-lease credit built up by Guatem:

T Facilitated by funds made available by Public Law 785,

f Data not complete, since certain figures with respect to afrcraft matériel, alreraft,
and ammunition are not available at this time,

* This transfer was effected without monetary compensation in consideration of other

benefits involved.

10 Plus portion of proceeds included in bulk cale.
TasLe B—Transfers from either military surplus or Government stocks but financed or facilitated by special congressional authorization
UNDER PUBLIC LAWS 75 AND 472

Country Authorized | Ehipped Type of equipment
Thousands | Thousands
of dollars of dollars
Greece 295,510 270, 562 | Army and Afr Force equipment.
Unknown 11,358 | Navy equipment, including vessels.
Turkey 103,331 87,051 | Army and Air Foree equipment.
nknown 13,840 | Navy equipment, including vessels.
UNDER PUBLIC RESOLUTION 83
Country Authorized | Bhipped Type of equipment
Thousands | Thousands
of dollars of dollars )
Argentina 1,700 1,412 | Army and Air Force: Ammunition, small armg, explosives, artillery, spare parts,
2,333 2,333 | Naval ordnance.
Brazil 135 135 Do,
Chile ol ] 23 Do.
Dominican Republic. 41 41 Do,
Haiti 166 106 Do,
M e o 246 246 Do,
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TaerLe B.—Transfers from either military surplus or Government stocks but financed or facilitated by special congressional authorization—

Continued
MISCELLANEOUS TRANSFERS

Country ggﬁ“&‘; 8;1?;? Type of equipment Authority
Thous. o Thous. o
dol, d dol. :
311 L AP 141, 315 Q] b fhg il B el e NI . SO S SR Publie Law 512,
Unknown 225, 000 wglcéatmntga United States military equipment left in western China by United | Military operations,
ates troops.
Unknown None | Ammunition abandoned to Chinese Government by United States Marines Do.
in northern China,
1604, 700 (] 0r<1m;1ce and aireraft matériel, vessels, tanks, miscellaneous service equip- | Post VJ L. L,
ment.
17, 667 ) Ordnance and othersupplies. ... iiiiiivieseseses Sino-American Cooperative Organization,®
$125,000,000 disbursed to China for direct procurement or through U, 8. Gov- | Public Law 472,
ernment agencies,
Philippioes... ... 72, 556 1,875 | Army and Air Force equipment Public Law 454.
50,129 Gratis | Navy equipment, largely vessels. Dao.
1 Girant basis

1 Plus 5.16 billion Chinese dollars. Includes United States $5,000,000 in bulk sale agreement,
8 Includes £336,000,000 in services, the largest part of which involved the movement of Chinese Armles by air to reoccupation assignments.

¢ Under negotiation.
8 Borvices

¢ Transferred in exchange for services by U. B. Navy under S8ino-American Cooperative Organization Agreement,

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I am
certain the American people have not
the slightest notion of the extent to
which the President has been acting to
continue the lend-lease rearmament of
other nations, since the end of the war.
The President does not need the enact-
ment ‘of this bill. He already has sent
France military assistance in the amount
of over $100,000,000. Mr. President, the
Senate and the American people are be-
ing “kidded.”

This brings me Mr. President, to the
last grant of power already extended to
the Chief Executive, namely, political
power. Thus far we have discussed the
economie, financial, and legal powers.
Now let us discuss the last grant of power
which has been extended to the Chief
Executive, namely, political power. That
power was granted when the Congress
ratified the United Nations Charter and
its implementing treaty.

How many Americans, or how many
Members of Congress, for that matter,
believed that when they placed that pow-
er in the hands of the Chief Executive,
it would be used, not for the purpose of
strengthening the United Nations as a
world organization, not for the pur-
pose of securing the peace, but as an
instrument of power politics which has
been used, behind the scenes, to force
the disintegration of the prestige and
functions of the United Nations Organ-
ization.

At this point, Mr, President, I wish to
read into the REcorp a statement by
Ambassador Phillip Jessup, which was
deliberately designed to cover up the
power politics this administration has
been playing within the UN Organization,
which was the dream of every American
for future world peace. The statement
was made by Mr. Jessup on March 17,
1949 when he spoke of the UN Organiza-
tion. He said:

A lot of people think of it in universal
terms; at one high point, on one side, the
extreme terms of world government, world
federalism, whatever form it may take; at a
lower extreme, but still within the field of
international cooperation, a concept of at-
tending meetings of varlous bodles of the
United Nations, but without any real sense
of participating in an organization which is
actually doing and accomplishing various
things.

This is the statement of Ambassador
Jessup, who represents us in the United
Nations:

I would suggest that there 1s a very broad
middle ground between the concept of uni-
versality and the concept of unilateralism—
unilateralism which at certain periods was
identical with isolationism,

It is in that broad middle group, the
middle ground which the United Nations it-
self occupies now, because the United Nations
is far from universal, that the United States
is operating.

Today, Mr. President, we are told that
we are operating, not in the extreme field,
but in the broad middle ground of which
Ambassador Jessup spoke. Do Senators
know what it is? I do not.

Although under article 3 of the North
Atlantic Pact an overwhelming majority
of the United States Senate has com-
mitted us to furnish military aid to the
signatory powers, it must be obvious that
the military aid we now are asked to pro-
vide will be used merely to round out
the vicious circle in which we are now
caught, for this insistence upon the
necessity for rearming the nations of
western Europe amounts to the claim
that the strength which comes from
unity and integration—which we have
been unable to achieve in the economie,
financial, the trade, the legal, and polit-
ical fields—can now be achieved by build-
ing up military strength. A

The sheer futility, Mr. President, of
this basic assumption is revealed in the
fact that by thus implementing the North
Atlantic Treaty, we shall have entered
actively upon the impossible task of sup-
porting at least seven different military
programs around the world. I state
them now:

First, the joint Anglo-American Chiefs
of Staff program that has continued, at
least on a consultative basis, since the
end of the war.

Second, the Greek-Turkish program,
which has been extended to Iran and the
Middle East.

Third, our army of occupation in
Germany.

Fourth, the Brussels Pact, the defi-
ciencies of which we have promised to
underwrite.

Fifth, the 3,000,000 square miles in the
Pacific, with our outposts in Japan,
Okinawa, and the Philippines.

Sixth, the Rio Pact with South Ameri-
can countries.

Seventh, our own National Defense
Establishment.

Not one of those comes within the ju-
risdiction of the United Nations. Every
one of them has rendered the UN more
impotent, and each one constitutes an-
other step away from any intention
whatever of setting up security forces .
within the United Nations, although in
this bill lip service is given to the United
Nations.

Instead, we are placing a halo around
our head as the sponsors of a holy cru-
sade against communism.

Certainly, Mr, President, this military-
aid program does not give the United
Nations a chance, particularly when the
Senator from Texas [Mr, CoNNALLY] ad-

.mitted it was the purpose of this bill to

bring all our military projects together
in one program,

The futility of our present course is
further revealed by the economic inse-
curity upon which it is based. For not
only has the Marshall plan failed, but it
has actually strengthened the very forces
which have fed the fires of statism, in-
creased the drain on American re-
sources, and intensified the discrimina-
tion against American labor, industry,
and farmers all over the world.

Meanwhile, our peace-loving allies are
continuing to ship factories from the
western zones of Germany to points be-
hind the iron curtain, together with over
$2,000,000,000 worth of material, machin-
ery, and manufactured goods, a year, to
build up the very forces we are seeking
to destroy. And now this administration
is preparing to cut £ merican tariffs to the
bone, to fiood the American markets with
cheap goods, the production of which has
been subsidized by Marshall-plan dollars.

In addition, we shall be asked to
finance the sterling-bloc debts of Britain.

This one-way road of economic coop-
eration not only is failing to produce a
sound economic and financial basis for
the economies of those nations we are
seeking to defend, but, again I say, it
will impoverish and enslave our own peo-
ple and produce a situation in which
totalitarianism can march in and take
over here without firing a shot.
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The futility of relying upon this mili-
tary-aid program for defense against
communism is further revealed in the
fact that its burdens not only are going
to be superimposed upon the load we are
already bearing, but its very strategy
has become meaningless in terms of
modern warfare.

We are now told that under this strat-
egy our main weapon is the atomic
bomb. Yet far more destructive weap-
ons of bacteriological warfare make re-
liance on the atomic bomb an illusion.

In spite of this, we are assuming the
burdens of a ground-war defense in Eu-
rope based on the atomic strategy,
which admittedly requires 40 to 50 divi-
sions, if only for a holding action against
the 100 divisions Russia has on the east-
ern front.

This proposal is based on the mainte~
nance of 18 divisions—9 French, which
are poorly equipped, 3 Belgian, and 6
British.

It costs $400,000,000 to equip one divi-
sion. It will take nearly $4,000,000,000
merely to modernize the nine French di-
visions, and, after that has been spent,
we shall still have just started on this
rearmament program. No one dares
predict where it will lead or where it will
stop.

On top of this, there is the fallacious
assumption, that, after these divisions
have been armed, they will use their
arms in our defense.

One out of every four Frenchmen is a
Communist, one out of every five Ital-
jans is a Communist. England is strug-
gling to play both ends against the mid-
dle and to move into a position of neu-
trality between Russia and ourselves, if
a war should come, -

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, wlll_

the Senator yield?

Mr, JENNER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator have
in mind the Italian peace treaty with
Russia, to which we are parties, which
forbids Italy to rearm, eXcept she may
have certain obsolete equipment and a
very limited force for police duty only?

Mr. JENNER. That is correct.

Mr. WATKINS. Can the Senator
point out to the Senate how it would be
possible for us to rearm Italy and still
keep the terms of the treaty?

Mr. JENNER. No; we would have to
break the terms of the treaty. The dis~
tinguished Senator knows that when we
made the treaty, instead of fighting
communism we were making the poor
Italians pay money to the Communists.

Mr. WATKINS. It was in connection
with the reparations they were required
to pay, was it not?

. JENNER. That is correct.
Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator re-

gard the Italian peninsula as necessary"

to the defense of the North Atlantic
area?

Mr. JENNER. Iam not a military man,
but on the basis of past experience, I
should say they would not be worth very
much.

Mr. WATKINS. I do not mean the
Italian people themselves, but I mean
th& Italian peninsula, the territory it-
self.
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Mr. JENNER. I do not mean the Ital-
jan people. I say I am not a military
man, but, in view of their position, I
should not think it would strengthen the
defense of the North Atlantic area very
much.

Mr. WATKINS. Is it not a fact that
any nation which holds the Italian pen-
insula would in effect largely control the
Mediterranean?

Mr. JENNER. Possibly. Iam not suf-
ficiently expert in military affairs to an-
swer the distinguished Senator’s ques-
tions,

Mr. WATKINS. Is it not a fact that
the so-called Italian treaty is one of the
weakest links in the entire diplomatic sit-
uation connected with our defense of the
North Atlantic area?

Mr. JENNER. That is my understand-
ing. Britain and France have now agreed
that even their opposition to the spread
of communism is limited only to Europe,
and that so far as the Far East is con-
cerned, if they can maintain their co-
lonial possessions and trade advantages,
communism may go on the rampage.

Only a few days ago, in Washington,
D. C,, the French and the English, along
with our Government, sat down and said,
“We are through with the Far East, so far
as communism is concerned.” They do
not care about communism. As a mat-
ter of fact, if they did, why does anyone
suppose our State Department would ap-
prove the sending of a steel mill to Tito?
If we are fighting communism why
should we loan $20,000,000 to Tito, and
why is it that at this time another loan
is being negotiated for Tito? Tito is a
;L‘ommunist and the whole world knows

t.

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. JENNER. I am glad to yield.

Mr. WATEKINS. Is it not possible
the State Department has some kind of
guaranty from Tito that he is not going
to follow the Communist line, and that
he will aid the western democracies?

Mr. JENNER. I do not know whether
we can buy friends of that type or not.
Perhaps someone else will buy him back
the next day after we buy him.

Mr. WATKINS. Does not the Senator
believe, for instance, that in view of our
experience with Russia, in which we did
not get guaranties, in which we furnished
all kinds of equipment under lend-lease
to the extent of $11,000,000,000 or $12,-
000,000,000, we have now learned a les-
son, and at the present time are getting
the necessary guaranties from Tito?

Mr. JENNER. I hope so, but I doubt it.

Mr. WATEKINS. Does the Senator
know what the terms of the deal are with
respect to sending Tito the steel mill and
making the loan?

Mr. JENNER. Of course, the junior
Senator from Indiana does not know. As
I previously pointed out, secret diplomacy
prohibits the junior Senator from In-
diana from knowing what is going on.
The American people are likewise in the
dark.

Mr. WATKINS. Does not the Senator
believe we ought to have some sort of
guaranty from Tito that, if we aid him
now, we shall have his support in any
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contest which may take place in the fu-
ture between us and Russia and her
satellites?

Mr. JENNER. I most assuredly do, but
we are not going to get it from the “do-
gooder” internationalists who are now
setting our foreign policy, so far as I
know.

Mr. WATKINS. By that, does the
Senator mean the State Department?

Mr. JENNER. I do.

Mr. WATKINS. The Senator could
not possibly include the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee of the Senate, could he?

Mr. JENNER. I am afraid we have to
include them also.

Mr. WATKINS. I am not suggesting
it to the Senator, but I was asking for
information.

Mr. JENNER. There is another even
more basic fallacy, behind this whole ap-
proach toward the problem of the con-
tainment of communism and of winning
the struggle against totalitarianism.
That is the basic state of mind that has
resigned itself to the inevitability of war.
We hear much said about the inevita-
bility of war and that we had better get
ready. We heard the distinguished
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings]
give us a frightening picture of the
situation.

We have this from one of our most
outstanding military experts, Mr. Han-
son W. Baldwin, of the New York Times,
who wrote on May 2, 1949:

If nations or their rulers think in thosa
terms a state of mind is created which does
make war inevitable. Moreover, the con-
centration upon purely military measures
which this state of mind forces may reduce
the effectiveness of the nonmilitary measures
which, if successfully followed, might make
shooting war unnecessary.

Mr, President, it is at this point that
someone raises the question with the
smug finality that always accompanies it:
“Well, what would you do?” How many
times have we heard that? We hear it
said, “This iIs the best course. This is a
calculated risk.” If we criticize it, even
intelligently, we are met with the re-
sponse, “Well, what would you do about
it?” My answer to that question has
already been stated by J. Reuben Clark,
our former ambassador to Mexico and
former Under Secretary of State, one of
our greatest authorities on international
law, who said, in a Chicago address,
November 14, 1947, in response to this
same question:

I frankly answer.
not know the facts.

Furthermore, a critic with no authority
or power in a situation and from whom is
withheld a knowledge of the facts, is under
no obliga.t.lon to propose an alternative.

He may rest by pointing out defects in
policy.

On the other hand, I say, give us the
facts, all of them, hiding nothing, and we
shall tell you what to do.

As one American citizen, I dare govern=-
ment to give us the facts, all the facts,
including what kind of war they think the
next war will be, what kind they intend
to wage, and how many lives it will cost,
including the aged, the infirm, and women
and children,

I do not know, for I do
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We, the common people, have not been
told the facts for years, since long before
the last war broke.

We are not now being told the facts.

We tan only surmise,

But give us the facts and we will answer.

And in our multitude of counsel, you will
find wisdom.

How true in government that is to-
day.

Mr. President, the greatest fallacy of
all that lies behind this military program
we are now about fo undertake is re-
vealed in the following warning to his
people, which Lincoln uttered during the
darkest days of the Civil War:

We have been the reciplents of the chole-
est bountles of Heaven; we have been pre-
served these many years in peace and pros-
perity; we have grown in number, wealth,
and power, as no other nation has ever
grown. But we have forgotten God.

We have forgotten the graclous hand
which preserved us in peace and multiplied
and enriched and strengthened us, and we
have vainly imagined, In the deceitfulness of
our hearts, that all these blessings were
produced by some superior wisdom and vir-
tue of our own.

Intoxicated with unbroken success, we
have become too self-sufficient to feel the
necessity of redeeming and preserving grace,
too proud to pray to the God who made us.

Mr. President, this prayer is also an
indictment of our leaders, of our policies,
and of our people, for we cannot build
peace in the hearts of other men if we
have become too proud to pray to the
God who made us.

How can we expect to obtain facts if
our own leaders are deceitful and dis-
honest?

While the champions of this military-
aid program have exhausted the realms
of logic, of military strategy, of legal
niceties, and of the necessities of the
hour, they have failed to incorporate in
their plea, and in their plans, that with-
out which every plan is doomed to fail.

No one has seen this more clearly than
that magnificent American, Gen. Doug-
las MacArthur, who on VJ-day, Septem-
ber 2, 1945, aboard the U. S. 8. Missouri,
in Tokyo Bay, told the world:

Men since the beginning of time have
sought peace.

Various methods through the ages have
been attempted to devise an international
process to prevent or settle disputes between
nations.

From the very start, workable methods
were found Insofar as Individual citizens
were concerned but the mechanics of an in-
strumentality of larger international scope
have never been successful.

Military alliances, balances of power,
leagues of nations—

I might say,
Treaty—

all in turn failed, leaving only the path to
be by way of the crucible of war.

The utter destructiveness of war now blots
out this alternative. -

We have had our last chance.

If we do not now devise some greater and
more equitable system, Armageddon will be
at our door.

The problem basically is theological and
involves a spiritual recrudescence and im-
provement of human character that will
synchronize with our almost matchless ad-
vance in sclence, art, literature, and all mate-
rial and cultural developments of the past
2,000 years.

XCv—-826

the North Atlantic
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It must be of the spirit if we are to save
the flesh,

Who knows more about military alli-
ances and wars than does that great
leader?

Let me repeat his closing sentence:

It must be of the spirit if we are to save
the flesh.

Even more recently, Mr. President, the
distinguished junior Senator from New
York [Mr. DurLLEs], speaking from the
pulpit of the First Presbyterian Church
in Watertown, N. Y., August 28, 1949,
warned that—

Rellance by the United States mainly on
material and military might in the world
struggle for peace is dangerous.

He went on to say:

If communism and fascism are hateful,
because of the consequences of their god-
lessness, it is equally true that they can be
successfully resisted only by societles im-
bued with strong, spiritual conviections.

Moral power does not derive from any act
of Congress.

It depends on the relations of a people to
their God.

It is the churches to which we must look
to develop the resources for the great moral
offensive that i3 required to make human
rights secure, and to win a just and lasting
peace.

Here then, Mr. President, is what I
would do.

I would put Uncle Sam, who has been
standing on his head in this international
dither, back on his feet.

I would give priority now to every sin-
gle measure that will keep this country
sound, strong, and free.

Frankly, Mr. President, who could help
but be alarmed to know that in the midst
of all this passion for strengthening oth-
ers, for underwriting the interests and
defenses of others, Mr. Bernard Baruch
charges that there is still not in exist-
ence, so far as the United States Senate
is concerned, a single over-all defense
plan for the Western Hemisphere, nor
even for the defense of these United
States, which we can count on as ade-
quate, even to our minimum needs?

If we are to be successful in our fight
against communism or any other kind of
tyranny, let us look to our own economic,
financial, and military strength, let us
keep ahead in the development of mili-
tary preparedness, and let us keep our
people and this Nation free.

If America, by any act of ours, should
be dragged down into the economic and
social and moral chaos that is engulfing
the Old World, we cannot help but be-
come a curse, not only to those whom
we seek to champion, but we shall be-
come a curse to future generations of
Americans yet unborn.

There is our military strength and
might, as the distinguished Senator from
Virginia said, and the only hope for the
future peace of the world at present, un-
less we can bring back the moral and
spiritual qualities of people, lies in a
strong America. But we are being bled
white, and when we go down, pray, where
will the world turn for leadership in
peace?

Then, Mr. President, there is this much
more I would do—this, if nothing else.
I would see to it that this Nation was not
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Jaunched on the sea of power politics,
trusting only to our material resources
and physical might.

I would proceed now to give to the
people in Europe whom we profess to be
aiding under this bill, some tangible proof
of our own faith in the living God.

I would help them to keep this faith
alive in their own hearts and minds, giv-
ing them something really to live, to
struggle, to sacrifice, and yes, something
really to die for, if need be, on the theory
that communism cannot live in the
house of God.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr,
Typings] says the core of the defense
will be the land armies of France; and
today one Frenchman out of every four
is a Communist. That is why I have
prepared the amendment I have to which
I have referred, and it is why every man
who believes in a God of love and who
wants peace should support it.

I do not know how many dollars we
are going to send to the countries in
Europe, but let us fortify them spiritually
and morally. Communism cannot live in
the house of God. Let us give those peo-
ple something to fight for. Before the
start of World War II France had an
army and Great Britain had a navy, but
when Hitler marched into the Ruhr,
did the people resist? No, because they
did not have anything to fight for, They
had lost spiritual values.

We are living in an age now when we
can look through the clouds and see the
moon by radar. We are living in the
age of the atomic bomb, which is made
up of the very stuff of which the universe
is created. We are living in the age of
scientific warfare, which scientists tell
us will make the atomic bomb extinct.
We hear talk about turning back the
armies of Russia. That is silly. Let us
rebuild the churches, let us revive the
spiritual being in men, let us give the
people of Europe something to fight for
and to die for.

Therefore, Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to give their most earnest con-
sideration to the amendment which I
have prepared and which I shall offer.

Enowing that this money for military
aid is going to be furnished, let us not just
pour more physical force into a spiritual
vacuum.

Let us set aside $100,000,000 of these
funds for the rehabilitation and recon-
struction of the war-shattered churches
and church properties as a tangible evi-
dence of our faith that in our struggle to
remain free and to preserve the freedom
of others in a world of peace, we are not
alone.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, last
Friday, September 16, I offered two
amendments to H. R. 5885 on my own
behalf, and on behalf of 10 of my distin-
guished colleagues, the senior Senator
from Vermont [Mr. ATKEN], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Cain], the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the
junior BSenator from Vermont [Mr.
FLANDERS], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. HENDRICKSON], the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HiuL], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. HoEY], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. JOHNSON],
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
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Munpt] and the Senator from Mississip-
pi [Mr. STENNIS], Last July 8 I submit-
ted, in the names of the same group of
Senators, a Senate resolution. At that
time I stated:

The purpose of the resolution is to point
the way toward a more effective implemen-
tation of the Atlantic Pact than that which
has been suggested in the military aild pro-
gram.

I then announced our intention to offer
this resolution in the form of amend-
ments to the military assistance bill.
Our purpose remains to use this oppor-
tunity as a springboard for something far
better and more effective than a mere
military alliance, to the end that effective
steps can be taken now through the pro-
visions of the military assistance pro-
gram to break the vicious circle of the
world armament race which can only end
in a third world war, and to make sure
that our aid to our Atlantic Pact allies—
an aid the necessity of which no one de-
nies—shall not be frittered away, in well
meaning, but hasty measures.

The Immediate objective of the amend-
ment is to earmark from 10 percent to 25
percent of the military assistance funds
for the Atlantic Pact nations, for the
organization of an Atlantic police force,
to be under control of the Atlantic
Council, and composed of volunteers from
the smaller European nations which can-
not maintain effective military forces of
their own. The second and fundamental
objective of the amendment is the re-
vision of the United Nations so as to es-
tablish effective world arms control
backed by an international police force;
or, failing that, the extension of the
Atlantic Pact into a world pact open to
all nations, with its own workable author-
ity and police force, based on the princi-
ple of enforceable law against aggression.

A great deal has been said about how
much to appropriate; but we believe it
is even more important to determine
how best to utilize whatever appropria-
tion is made for the Atlantic Pact na-
tions so as to insure the maximum re-
turns in security for our investment.
We believe the amendment will resolve
some of the doubts as to the efficacy of
the military 4id program. The Atlantic
police force would be a highly trained,
well-paid professional force of the high-
est type, immediately available against
an aggressor, and largely independent of
the internal politics of individual Euro-
pean member states. For America, in
the long run it would save billions of dol-
lars. Instead of spending our millions
on building up the weak and dispersed
armed forces of the smaller nations, we
can build up a powerful collective force
to defend them all. More important
still, this Atlantic police force will serve
as a nuclear international police force
whenever we decide, as we should, to ex-
tend the Atlantic Pact into a world pact,
under a proper world authority.

As the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] stated so well:

We seek through this amendment to trans-
form the Military Assistance Act and the
Atlantic Pact which it implements, from a
shaky power-politics alliance into the kind

of United Nations that was promised to us
but never delivered.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed at this point
in my remarks a copy of the proposed
amendment.

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

On page 17, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

“In furnishing such assistance, the Con-
gress recognizes that a fundamental objective
of the policy of the United States, in accord-
ance with paragraph (6) of SBenate Resolution
239, Eightieth Congress, should be to seek
review of the United Nations Charter at an
appropriate time by a general conference
called under article 109, or by the General
Assembly; and that among the ends of such
review should be (a) the elimination of the
paralyzing veto-right with respect to defined
matters of aggression and armament for ag-
gression; (b) the establishment of effective
international control of atomic energy, and
world-wide quota limitation of production
of heavy armament, with provision for strict
inspection and enforcement; and (c) the es-
tablishment of an effective international
police force, with proper safeguards for na-
tlonal sovereignty. The Congress also recog-
nizes that if revision of the United Nations
Charter to attain such ends proves unattain-
able within a reasonable time, then it should
become an objective of the policy of the
United States to extend the principles of the
North Atlantic Treaty into a world pact open
to all nations, having its own workable au-
thority based on the principle of enforceable
law agalnst aggression and backed by its own
international police force.”

On page 20, between lines 19 and 20, insert
the following new sectlon:

“S8ec. 105. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this act, not less than 10 percent or
more than 25 percent of the sums appropri-
ated to carry out the provisions and accom-
plish the policies and purposes of this title
shall be available only for the purpose of fur-
nishing military assistance in the form of
equipment of an Atlantic police force to be
sistance, to be used in the tralning and
equipment of an Atlantic Police Force to be
recruited from among volunteers who are
nationals of European nations except the
United Kingdom, France, and Italy. The
organization and command of such force shall
be vested in the Defense Committee of the
Atlantic Council, provided for in article 9 of
the North Atlantic Treaty, or In some other
body subsequently established for such pur-
pose by the nations which are parties to the
North Atlantic Treaty. BSuch Atlantic police
force shall be used as & nuclear international
police force for the collective defense of the
smaller nations which are partles to the
North Atlantic Treaty and as an auxlliary to
the national armed forces of the larger na-
tions which are parties to such treaty, in the
event of armed attack.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
portion of the amendment relating to an
Atlantic police force simply provides
that a part of the military assistance
appropriated by the United States be
used for the establishment and equip-
ment of a special mobile force, to be
called the Atlantic police force, made
up of velunteers from nationals of Euro-
pean states other than the United King-
dom, France, and Italy (which are, or
will be, provided with effective military
establishments of their own),

This Atlantic police force would be
a highly trained, well-paid professional
legion of the highest type, a balanced
land, sea, and air force, immediately
available against an aggressor. It could
be quickly organized, in national units,
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from the already available trained man-
power in Europe, not only in the Atlantic
Pact nations, but also from other Euro-
pean volunteers. It could be stationed
in western Germany or, upon mutual
agreement, in special bases provided for
this purpose by participating member
states.

The presence of such an Atlantic
police force in being would be a definite
deferrent to Soviet aggression. It would
be a dependable emergency defense force
for the smaller nations, an auxiliary
force for the larger nations, and a sym-
bol of the united determination of the
Atlantic Pact nations, as a collective
entity, to defend themselves against
armed attack. It would save lives.

The establishment of this force would
not interfere with plans for Uniforce or
other defense arrangements based on the
various national armed forces. It would
simply supply for mutual defense an ad-
ditional, powerful armed force, by draw-
ing upon the large and hitherto untapped
manpower resources of Europe on a vol-
untary basis, backed by the industrial
resources of the United States.

The organization and command of this
Atlantic police force should be vested in
the defense committee of the Atlantic
council, or in some other body subse-
quently established for this purpose by
the Atlantic Pact nations. This control-
ling body should accord fair representa-
tion to all members of the Atlantic Pact.

Many otherwise unsolvable problems
could be resolved through this simple and
practical proposal:

First. The smaller nations of western
Europe, which individually are unable to
maintain effective military establish-
ments of their own, would collectively
become a new great military power.

Second. The free nations bordering on
Soviet Russia and her satellites would no
longer be threatened by immediate occu-
pation, since the powerful Atlantic police
force could be moved for their defense
without waiting for parliamentary de-
bates of member states,

Third. The fear of a revived militarist
Germany would also be removed; for the
Atlantic police force could serve as an
effective occupation force as long as nec-
essary. It would even be possible, with-
out any risk, to use the industrial re-
sources of Germany to help supply the
Atlantic police force or to admit recruits
from Germany into the Atlantic police
force.

Fourth. The principles of the Atlantic
Treaty, implemented in the method de-
scribed above, could, if conditions war-
rant it, be extended to a larger organiza-
tion of all peaceful nations. Such a
world collective front, organized under a
higher law with a workable authority,
and backed by its own international
police force, could function until the
United Nations becomes strong enough to
maintain general peace and security.

We believe that American public opin-
ion would enthusiastically support this
proposal. From a nationalist standpoint,
support of an Atlantic police force is
the best investment America could make
for its own security, as well as for that
of its European allies. From an inter-
nationalist viewpoint the Atlantic police
force would be welcomed as the nucleus
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of a more effective mutual-defense or-
ganization. A near majority of the
Members of the United States Senate,
responding to popular demand, have re-
cently introduced resolutions moving
along these lines, as the attached break-
down will show.

Favorable action now by the repre-
sentatives of the Atlantic Pact nations
to establish this Atlantic police force
would not only bring about a closer
union of the Atlantic nations, but would
be a tremendous step forward on the road
to lasting peace.

Mr. President, as an example of how
public opinion will reflect on our pro-
posal, I want to quote a few extracts
from an editorial in the Cleveland (Ohio)
Plain Dealer of September 19, as follows:

Few deny the need for adequate defense
measures for what is left of the free waorld.
But the question invariably arises whether
these steps are the whole or even an adequate
answer to the needs of the times.

The two Senate committees pointed out in
their report that the Russians, against whom
the Atlantlc defense system is aimed, have
5,000,000 men under arms. They have in-
creased their 1949 military budget by 19 per-
cent over that of 1948. The purport of these
statistics is to show an aggressive intent on
the part of the clique in the Kremlin. They
are supplied as proof of the need for all-out
military assistance to the signatories.

Little or no argument is needed to con-
vince most persons of the fact that the Rus-
slans will not hesitate to step in and take
what they can get, as they did in eastern
and Balkan Europe after the war. If, how-
ever, they actually are as intent upon aggres-
sion as the joint report contends—a view-
point expounded at every opportunity—then
they will not permit the arming of western
Europe to the degree contemplated by the
Atlantic Pact powers. Long before that
happy day arrives the Russians will have
swooped up defenseless western Europe. And
if the argument is made that they would not
be so brazen for fear of eventual retaliation
by the United States, the same argument can
be used against the unlimited rearmament
of western Europe now or in the future.

Certainly western Europe should have an
adequate defense establishment, but no one
yet has ventured to say just what consti-
tutes adequate. If the Russian force totals
5,000,000 now may it not total 10,000,000
when the combined manpower of the western
nations under arms reaches 5,000,000? This
is a no-limit poker game that can end In
either bankruptcy or war or both.

There are some Americans, among them
Senator JoHN J. SPARKMAN, of Alabama,
member of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee—

I interpolate that I am not a member
of that committee—
and 10 of his colleagues, who believe real
defense is to be found in giving power to the
United Nations rather than by building a
subsidiary, but actually rival, organization
of Atlantic powers. * * *

To this end SpaAREMAN and his collabora-
tors have introduced two amendments to the
bill projecting military aid to foreign powers
which comes before the Senate today. One
would review the United Nations Charter or
call a special meeting of the General Assem-
bly.

- L - - L

The other amendment would provide be-
tween 10 percent and 25 percent of the funds
provided for defense for pact signatories
to be used in the training and equipment of
an Atlantic police force to be recruited from
among volunteers who are nationals of Eu-
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ropean nations except the United Kingdom,
France, and Italy.

While these amendments may not win a
majority of the Senate, they will muster a
sizable minority behind them. They are
indicative of clearer thinking on defense
matters.

It should be apparent to all that nations
which can muster the force evident behind
the Atlantic Pact can, should they so de-
sire, put equally effective force behind plans
to make the United Nations work as its char-
ter intends or find a workable substitute.
Here, rather than in old military alllances
under new names, is the road to adequate
and effective defense against aggression,
Russian or other.

Mr. President, I quote extracts from
another significant editorial published in
the Washington Post of September 20:

MAP IN THE SENATE

As debate began yesterday on the military
aid program, Senator ConnaLny claimed a
substantial majority of votes for the ad-
ministration's bill. That has long been taken
for granted. Neither the Senate nor the
House will take responsibility for blocking
aid measures which the experts as well as
the man in the street believe to be essential
to our national security. For this very rea-
son the question ought not to be whether
the votes are at hand to pass the bill but
whether the program that it will put into
effect is sound in detail as well as in general
principle. The fact that public opinion dic-
tates the enactment of an arms ald bill
makes it the more imperative for the Senate
to insist that the bill be right.

. L] - - .

It is fortunate that the debate is taking

place after the initial steps toward setting

up the Atlantic defense systern have taken -

shape. The Senate should now have no dif-
ficulty In resisting the tempting proposal
of Senator SpaARKMAN and 10 other Senators
to earmark 10 to 25 percent of the MAP fund
for an Atlantic police force. We hope that
such a force will come into being and that
MAP funds will be used to hasten it. But
it is not for Congress to dictate the form
of the new supernational military organiza-
tion, It must evolve out of the Defense Com-
mittee that was set up on Saturday by the
North Atlantic Council. Undoubtedly the
administration can use MAP funds to good
effect in compelling a unity of command in
the new defense system and a specialization
of functions among the participating powers.
The aim should be thorough internationali-
zation of the defenses of the Atlantic com-
munity. It is well to remember, however,
that this aim cannot be achieved merely by
setting up an Atlantic police force composed
of volunteers from many nations and owing
allegiance to no one country. :
Along with an International police force
we must have civil authorities capable of
directing it. That can be achieved only when
the nations are ready to surrender their
sovereign power to make war to an interna-
tional body. There is hope that the North
Atlantic Council or the Security Council of
the United Nations stripped of the veto
handicap may become such a body.

Mr. President, of course, this editorial
expresses the hope that the Senate will
reject the amendment we have sub-
mitted. But at the same time it calls
attention in very strong terms to the
need of just such a program. The United
Nations promised us such an interna-
tional police force. As the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpers] said in the quo-
tation I read a few minutes ago, it was
promised to us, but it has never been
delivered. We believe that it is time that
it be delivered, or certainly that a start
be made on the program which all along
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has been recognized as the only one that
can give us the feeling of a secure and
lasting peace. Even the Committee on
Foreign Relations and the Committee on
Armed Services in reporting this bill re-
cognize that principle, because they in-
corporated in the bill language, in sub-
stance, to the effect that it continues to
be our objective to work for an inter-
national police force. In other words, in
the enactment of this bill, we reassert
the policy set forth in Senate Resolution
239 in the Eightieth Congress, submitted
by the able Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VANDENBERG].

The 11 of us who have submitted this
resolution which is now in the form of
an amendment to the pending bill, ap-
preciate the fact that many people recog-
nize the need for such a police force.
We believe that it is time to start build-
ing it up. It could very well be done as
a part of this program.

Mr. President, we believe that future
events will largely justify the absolute
necessity of the proposals made by our
group and by other distinguished Sen-
ators who may join us in voting for
this amendment. Even if our amend-
ment is defeated, we are confident that
it will be but a temporary defeat, lead-
ing to a greater victory later.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
FrEAR in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to the Senator from
Texas?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY., The Senator knows
that there is nothing in our report on
the bill which is hostile to his idea. We
are for the United Nations providing in-

- ternational armed forces. We have been

endeavoring to promote such a program.
However, the military committee of the
United Nations, with the veto of the
Soviets, has prevented it. If there is
any way by which we can accomplish
that purpose under existing circum-
stances, we are willing to do it, and we
are willing to continue to insist that it
be done. However, we feel that the
Senator’s proposal to set up still another
organization within the North Atlantic
Treaty would not be practicable, because
we would have to confer with all the
other 11 countries. They can now do it,
in effect, under the Couneil and the mil- -
itary committee established under the
treaty. In effect they can accomplish
what the Senator has in mind without
tying it to this bill and making it a
statute, which would be unilateral. We
cannot do it on our own. It must be
based upon the cooperation of all nations
in the North Atlantic Treaty.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I certainly have no
quarrel with any statement which the
able Senator from Texas, chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, has
made.

I had just finished referring to the
fact that the principle of an international
police force has been recognized by the
able chairman and his committee all
along, and it is recognized in this par-
ticular bill. I agree also with the state-
ment that it can be accomplished with-
out being written into the law. How-
ever, if we earmark a certain part of the
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fund: to be used only for that purpose,
I certainly believe that it will hasten the
project.

In April 1948, 16 Senators, including
myself, submitted for the first time a
resolution based upon a specific ABC
plan tor the revision of the United Na~-
tions Charter. We did not obtain fa-
vorable action on that resolution, but as
a result of the public discussions of the
resolution and the obvious approval of
this new move by public opinion came
other steps leading in part to the reso-
lution of the distinguished Senator from
Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], Senate
Resolution 239, to which I have just made
reference. That resolution was adopted
by the Senate, and is carried forward in
the present bill.

I confidently expect that General
Bradley, whose military genius is rivaled
only by his angelic patience, will rally
around him the statesmen and the mili-
tary leaders of our Atlantic Pact allies.
It is to be hoped that then General Brad-
ley, whose strategic planning is far reach-
ing and who has never been afraid of
a new and original approach, will be in-
fluenced substantially by the concept of
the Allantic police force against which
no military leader has raised so far any
valid objection.

I may add, Mr. President, that the time
has come when some elements in our
State Department should abandon the
old and threadbare argument to the ef-
fect that the Senate would never agree
to the elimination of the UN veto, never
agree to specific methods for the elim-
ination of the back-breaking load of the
atomic and armament race, never agree
to an effective international police force,
even within the framework of national
sovereignty.

I have before me a detailed break-
down of three resolutions introduced
since the Atlantic Pact debate subse-
quent to the original Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 50, introduced by 16
Senators last April 1948. These three
most recent resolutions prove beyond
any doubt that 43 United States Sen-
ators have announced their support of
a far more effective international organ-
ization based on enforceable law against
aggression than the present veto-ridden
United Nations. There are other Sen-
ators, whose names are not on these
-resolutions, who heartily sympathize
with them. For example, I quote the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarT], from the
CONGRESSICNAL REcorD of July 11, 1949:

The Senate Atlantic Treaty might have
been so drafted as to create a small United
Nations within the larger group improving
upon the United Nations Charter, eliminat-
ing its defects, and furnishing an example
of an improved international organization
which could be followed by the United Na-
tions itself * * * it is the general plan
suggested in Senate Resolution 133, intro-
duced by the dlstlngulshed junlor Senator
from Alabama and 10 other Senators on Fri-
day of last week, with which I have great
nympnthy.

Mr. President, I have before me a list
of the names of 43 Members of the Sen-
ate who have sponsored one or more of
the several resolutions looking toward an
improvement on the present United Na-
tions Organization. Rather than take
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the time to read it, I ask that the list be
printed in the REcorp at this point as a
part of my remarks, together with a brief
explanation showing what the various
resolutions are that the respective Sena-
tors, whose names I have just asked to
have printed in the Recorp, have sup-
ported.

There being no objection, the list and
explanation were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Senator AIKEN: Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 50, Senate Resolution 133.

Senator BALDWIN: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 50, Senate Concurrent Resolution 57.

Senator Brrp: Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 50.

Senator CamN: Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 50, Senate Resolution 133, Senate Con-
current Resolution 57.

Senator CAPEHART: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 50, Senate Resolution 133.

Senator FErcUsoN: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution b0.

Senator FLANDERS: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 50, Senate Resolution 133. .

Senator HoEy: Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 50, Senate Resolution 133.

SBenator JENNER: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 50,

Senator JounsoN of Colorado: Senate Con-
current Resolution 50, Senate Resolution 133,
Senate Concurrent Resolution 56.

Senator KEFAUVER: SBenate Concurrent Res-
olution 50, Senate Concurrent Resolution 57.

Senator McFARLAND: Senate Concurrent
Resolution 50.

Senator MunDpT: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 50, Senate Resolution 133.

Benator O'ConNor: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 50.

Senator SPARKMAN: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 50, Senate Resolution 133, Senate
Concurrent Resolution 56, Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 57.

Benator STENNIS: Senate Concurrent Res-

olution 50, Senate Resolution 133.

Senator ToseEY: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 50, Senate Concurrent Resolution 56.

Senator HENDRICKSON: Senate Resolution
133, Senate Concurrent Resolution 56, Sen-
ute Concurrent Resolution 57.

Senator HiLL: Senate Resolution 133, Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 56, Senate Con-
current Resolution 57.

SBenator DoUGLAs: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution B56.

Senator DowNEY: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 56.

Senator GRAHAM: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 56.

Senator HUMPHREY: Senate Concurrent
Resolution 56.

Senator Hunt: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution B56.

Senator JoHNsTON of South Carolina: Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution B56.

Senator LonG: Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 56.

Senator MacNUsoN: Senate Concurrent
Resolution b586.

Senator McMaHON: Senate
Resolution 56.

Senator Morse: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 58.

Senator MureAaY: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 586.

Senator PepPER: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution B56.

Senator THYE: Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 56, Senate Concurrent Resolution 57.

Senator WiTHERS: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 56, Senate Concurrent Resolution H7.

Senator CHAPMAN: Senate Concurrent
Resolution B7.

Benator Frear: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution B7.

Senator FuULBRIGHT: Senate
Resolution 57,

Concurrent

Concurrent
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Senator Ecron: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57.

Benator GeomrGe: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57.

Senator GILLETTE: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution 57.

Senator KnLcore: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57.

Senator MaYBaNK: Senate Concurrent Res-
olution B57.

Senator McCarTHY: Senate
Resolution B57.

Senator MiLLEr: Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 57.

Concurrent

SUMMARIES OF RESOLUTIONS
SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 50

There are three large national movements
demanding the establishment of a stronger
international organization, through or with-
in the United Nations. Together they re-
flect a near majority in the Scnate. As poll
after poll has shown, they have the support
of an overwhelming majority of the Amer-
ican people, The three movements are:

I. The revisionists, supported by the Citl-
gens Committee for United Nations Reform
(and the American Legion), who advocate
concrete methods for the revision of the
United Nations Charter, called the ABC plan,
embodied in Senate Concurrent Resolution
50: (A) elimination of the veto in defined
matters of aggression and armament for
aggression; (B) international control of
atomic energy in accordance with the of-
ficial United States (Baruch) proposal, to-
gether with enforced limitation of all other
important armament through a quota sys-
tem; and (C) an effective but tyranny-proof
international police force under a reorgan-
ized Security Council and World Court. In
answer to a probable veto of these revislons
of the UN Charter by Soviet Russia, the
resolution proposes the use of article 51 to
establish a world organization without Sov-
let Russia (although open to her), under its
own workable authority and court, backed up
by its own international police force.

SENATE RESOLUTION 133

Senate Resolution 133, also supported by
the revisionists, repeats the essentials of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 50 as a general
goal, advocating the extension of the Atlan-
tic Pact into a world pact for mutual defense,
open to all, “based on the principle of en-
forceable law against aggression and arm-
ament for aggression.” As an immediate
goal, Senate Resolution 133 proposes the es-
tablishment by the Atlantic Pact nations
of a nuclear international police force com-
posed of volunteers from smaller nations
only, stationed in western Germany, and
owing its allegiance solely to the Atlantic
council and its defense committee. Instead
of costly and weak individual armed forces
for smaller nations, they would be defended
by this highly trained, well-paid professional
legion, which at the same time would serve
as a powerful mobile force in support of the
national armed forces of the larger Atlantic
Pact nations.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION &6

II. The United World Federalists, who sup-
port Sznate Concurrent Resolution 56, which,
since it states a genera.ﬂormula only, can be
quoted in full: “It should be a fundamental
objective of the foreign policy of the United
States to support and strengthen the United
Nations and to seek its development into a
world federation, open to all nations, with
¢ 2fined and limited powers adequate to pre-
serve peace and prevent aggression through
the enactment, interpretation, and enforce-
ment of world law.”

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION &7

IIT. The Atlantic Union Committee, who
support Senate Concurrent Resolution 57,
which also can be quoted in full except for
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“whereases”: “The President is requested to
invite the democracies which sponsored the
North Atlantic Treaty to name delegates, rep-
resenting their principal political partles, to
meet this year with delegates of the United
States in a federal convention to explore how
far their peoples, and the peoples of such
other democracies as the convention may in-
vite to send delegates, can apply among them,
within the framework of the United Nations,
the principles of free federal union.”

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr, President, by
eliminating the duplications, we find that
there are 43 Senators on the list. We
also find that the names of several Sen=-
ators, including my own, are on different
resolttions, In faet, if I correctly recall,
my name appears on all four of the reso-
lutions. It is there because I believe
that any method or any step in the di-
rection of a stronger United Nations
than now exists is an important step
forward toward the fundamental solu-
tion of the problem of peace. There-
fore, together with many other Senators,
I shall support any measure which moves
in what I consider to be the right direc-
tion.

Mr. President, I have no hesitancy in
saying that, while I have supported
every one of these measures and shall
continue to support them, nevertheless I
am afraid that there may be a tendency
at times for us to forget that the main
objective toward which we must always
drive is the establishment of permanent
peace. If we forget that objective we are
likely to find ourselves lost in a madden-
ing and never-ceasing armament race—
that is, never ceasing until the inevitable
result, a third world war, comes aboutf,
through which civilization cannot live.
That is the reason why I am supporting
all these resolutions.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield.

Mr. THYE. I wish to commend the
Senator for his able remarks on this
question. I have always shared the feel-
ing that an international police force
must be established. What chaotic con-
ditions would exist within the city of
Washington, on every street corner, if
there were no police force to guard the
conduct of the public. It is just that
simple. One policeman on the street
corner maintains law and order. There
is no parking before water hydrants.
There is no parking in areas marked by
yellow paint, merely because of the fact
that there is one policeman on the block
who would notice if there were a viola-
tion of the parking regulations.

The same would be true of an inter-
national police force. The mere pres-
ence of such a body to maintain law and
order among the nations of the world
would go a long way toward preserving
peace. The operation of such an agency
would be a very simple matter in main-
taining law and order and proper con-
duct on the part of the leaders of the
various nations.

For that reason I say to the able Sena-
tor that I am very much impressed with
his remarks. While we may not achieve
our objective at this time, I know that
with the Senator’s efforts and the efforts
of other Senators who have joined in the
various resolutions, we shall achieve
what we have all hoped and prayed for,
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namely, an international policing body
in connection with the United Nations
Organization, and an international world
court which can determine when there
are violations of the principles incorpo-
rated in the documents of the United
Nations Organization.

So again I say I am glad to hear the
very pertinent remarks of the able Sen~
ator from Alabama relative to an inter-
national police force.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am very much
impressed with the remarks of the Sen-
ator from Minnesota about the psychol-
ogy of a peace force as sort of an
international policeman. What he has
said reminds me of an incident which
occurred in my State some years ago.
We had a famous police force called the
Texas Rangers. They had a reputation
for quickly restoring order in any com-
‘munity where turmoil or mob ection
might exist or be threatened. The mere
presence of the Texas Rangers restored
order. On one occasion old Capt. Bill
McDonald, who was a famous Texas
Ranger, was instructed by the Governor,
our “Department of defense,” to send
a group of rangers to a place where a
riot was occurring. Captain McDonald
went there alone, without having any
other members of the Texas Rangers
with him. When he got there, the
sheriff and the committee approached
him and said, “Where are the rangers?”

He said, “I am here.”

They said, “Just one ranger?”

He said, “Well, there’s just one riot,
ain’t there?” [Laughter.]

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the remarks of both the able
Senators. -

In conclusion, let me say that the fun-
damental objective of American foreign
policy must be to fulfill the historic mis-
sion of the American Nation, twice at-
tempted. That mission is to use the
power of the American Nation and the
good-will of four-fifths of the world to
establish now, before it is too late, the
kind of international organization in
which no aggressor may veto the peace.

The world lives today in the shadow
of atomic catastrophe. The world is di-
vided into two military camps, feverishly
rearming for possible mutual annihila-
tion. The world lives in terrifying tur-
moil, with violent outbreaks of ideologi-
cal hatreds, destruction of the dignity
of the individual, and sporadic wars
breaking out in different parts of the
world with increasing tempo and inten-
sity.

Humanity has twice in the twentieth
century attempted to establish an ef-
fective international authority to re-
strain aggressors. We must not repeat
in the implementation of the Atlantic
Pact the same tragic errors that wrecked
the League of Nations and now paralyze
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions. For the third and perhaps last
time there exists a historic opportunity
for the United States {o help create,
through the Atlantic Treaty and military
and now, and subsequently through a re-
vised United Nations, an international
organization of irresistible spiritual,
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legal, and military authority. This or-
ganization must be so designed that no
peaceful nation, whatever its form of
government, may be excluded or threat-
ened; and that no government may be
permitted to rearm for aggression with
impunity or attack a divided world with
any chance of success.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments of the Senator from Georgia on
page 18 of the bill.

HOUSING AMENDMENTS OF 1949

Mr., SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to take just a few minutes on an-
other subject. There is pending on the
calendar Senate bill 2246, entitled “The
Housing Amendments of 1949.” Title IIT
of that bill proposes to set up a system
of cooperative housing on a low-cost basis,
without subsidy, to provide housing for
persons of moderate incomes. There is
a great deal of opposition to that par-
ticular title. 1If is a highly controversial
matter. We knew that when we incor-
porated that title in the bill. But there
are many groups and many persons who
support that program.

Without extending my remarks at this
time, I should like to have incorporated
at this point in the body of the Recorp,
as a part of my remarks, the following
several items:

First, a resolution passed by the Na-
tional Encampment of the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, recently meeting in Miami,
Fla., endorsing this program unquali-
fiedly.

Next, a resolution by the American
Legion National Convention, meeting just
a few days ago in Philadelphia, ungquali-
fiedly endorsing this bill and this particu-
lar title of it.

An editorial from a paper, Veteran's
Report, of September 1949, endorsing this
program,

A telegram sent to me on July 14, 1949,
by Walter P. Reuther, president of the
United Automobile Workers, CIO, and
chairman of the CIO National Housing
Commitiee,

An article from the Machinist of Sep-
tember 8, 1949,

An article from the Washington Post
of August 20, 1949, written by Mr, Harry
C. Bates, chairman of the housing com-
mittee, American Federation of Labor.

A copy of the remarks of the Secretary
of Labor, Maurice J. Tobin, at a testi-
monial dinner recently given for Harry
C. Bates, in which Mr. Tobin paid his
compliments to Mr. Bates and also to this
housing program.

An article from the American Federa-
tion of Labor Weekly News Service for
August 16, 1949, telling of the action by
the A. F. of L. Council endorsing this
program.

A resolution recently adopted by the
State convention, Minnesota Department
of the American Legion, endorsing this
program,

An article from the Washington Post of
September 1, 1949, by the Right Reverend
Monsignor John O'Grady, secretary of
the National Conference of Catholic
Charities, endorsing this program.

And a statement of the Cooperative
League of the United States of America,
including a letter written by Mr. Murray
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D. Lincoln, of Columbus, Ohio, president
of the Cooperative League, United States
of America, written to President Truman,
both the statement and the letter endors-
ing this program.

Mr. President, I also ask consent to
have printed at this point in the REcorp
some excerpts from statutes of several
States, showing that various States have
adopted this type of program. For in-
stance, I submit an excerpt taken from
the Housing Laws of the State of Con-
necticut; an excerpt from a report of
the Director of the Massachusetts State
Housing Board; an editorial from a New
York newspaper—unfortunately I do not
have a notation of the particular news-
paper, but I believe it is the New York
Herald Tribune—telling of the similar
program in New York State; an extract
from the housing acts of the State of
New Jersey; and also certain legislation
enacted by the State of Wisconsin. I
ask unanimous consent that all these
matters be incorporated at this point in
the REcorp, as a part of my remarks.

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

Resolution 426

Resolution endorsing 8. 2246, housing bill

Whereas the housing policy of the Vet-
erans of Forelgn Wars of the United States
as adopted by the St. Louis encampment pro-
vides for a comprehensive housing program
that affects veterans; and

Whereas most of the provisions of this
policy are contained in bills now pending
before the Congress, 8 2246 in the Senate
of the United States and its companion bill
H. R. 5987 in the House of Representatives;
and

Whereas the amendments adopted through
H. R. 5087, as well as others proposed for
adoption through the House of Representa-
tives, eliminate many of the salient points
in the Housing Program of the Veterans of
Foreign Wars of the United States; and

Whereas 5. 2246 in its present form on the
Senate Calendar accomplishes most of the
objectives we have sought through the years
in order to ease the housing shortage of vet-
erans of the Nation and H. R. 5987, as amend-
ed, does not include many of these provi-
sions, and, also proposes to eliminate the so-
called GI loan; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the commander in chief
in the name of this encampment be directed
to send telegrams to the chalrman of the
Rules Committee of the House of Representa-
tives and to the authors of the two bills,
Senator SparEmMan and Representative
SPENCE, urging that the Congress of the
United States, In enacting pending housing
legislation, follow the provisions of S. 2246
and restore to the legislation the provisions
ellminated from H. R. 5887 by the House com-
mittee; and be it further

Resolved, That such telegram include a
determined objection to any portion in hous-
ing legislation which tends to weaken the
home loan provisions of the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, or any

other legislation which seeks to eliminate -

the GI loan; and be it further

Resolved, That such telegram also advo-
cate strongly the abolition of the so-called
combination loan also known as 505-A laws;
and be it further

Resolved, That the national legislative serv-
ice be directed to take immediate additional
steps to carry out the provisions of this
resolution.

Approved by the Fiftieth National Encamp-
ment, ;
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Resolution 653

Whereas the American Legion has con-
slstently urged the formulation of a com-
plete and well-rounded housing program for
the aid of veterans of all income groups
and at its last annual convention adopted a
specific program for that purpose; and

Whereas the varlous specific proposals
which have been advanced by the American
Legion have been presented to Congress and
in part have been enacted Into law; and

Whereas the incomplete portion of the
Legion's program is embodied in legislation
now pending before the Congress known as
the Sparkman bill, 8. 2246, which included
among others, provisions of liberalization of
exlsting FHA loan insurance and GI loan
guaranty laws, a secondary market for GI
loans and direct GI loans where private loans
are not available, maintenance of the pres-
ent 4-percent GI interest rate, elimination
of a costly FHA-GI combination loan, direct
Government loans to nonprofit veterans co-
operatives, and veterans preference in dispo-
sition of war housing; and

Whereas this legislation is expected to re-
ceive consideration in the near future at this
session of Congress: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the American Legion in con-
vention assembled in Philadelphia, Pa., Au-
gust 28 to 31, September 1, 1949, at the Na-
tional Legislative Commission, That the
American Legion be instructed to exert every
effort to secure its speedy enactment into
law; and be it further

Resolved, That the American Leglon does
urge Congress to enact this bill into law prior
to the expiration of this session of Congress.

AMERICAN LEGION NATIONAL CONVENTION.

[From the Veteran's Report for September
1949
On Housing

Most of America's veterans, according to
the Federal Reserve Board, earn on an aver=-
age of $2,000 to $4,000 a year.

That being the case, it is clear that very
few veterans are able to buy homes at today's
prices.

Veteran’s Report, therefore, recommends
to the Congress the Sparkman cooperative
housing bill (S. 2246) which would make it
possible for cooperative housing projects to
be financed by direct loans from the Federal
Government at the going Federal rate of in-
terest (now 2!, percent), plus one-half of
1 percent for administration.

In our opinion, the Sparkman bill, which
has been approved by the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee, is a vitally needed
plece of legislation, there being an acute
need for housing at prices the veterans can
afford to pay—about $50 to $60 per month.

A TRAGIC PROBLEM

The housing problem facing $2,500-$2,800
a year veterans and thelr families is both
simple and tragic. Largely untouched by
any existing housing legislation, they are too
poor to afford the housing constructed by
private builders, yet their income is too high
to make them eligible for public housing.

According to the Federal Reserve Board,
the average price of new houses for sale in
1948 was between $7,500 and $8,500, requir-
ing monthly payments of approximately $75
to $85. The estimated rental for an average
apartment in an FHA rental project is in the
neighborhood of $100 a month, including
services and wutilities. Clearly, the over-
whelming majority of moderate-income fam-
ilies cannot buy or rent the homes private
builders are constructing today.

On the other hand, these families are not
eligible for public housing. The average in-
come of families admitted to public housing
proje-ts during the latest period for which
figures are available was only 828 a week.
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Thus, existing programs are not meeting the
needs of these moderate-income families.

Principal point of attack thus far in Con-
gress has been the direct-loan feature of the
Sparkman bill.

NO EXPERIMENT

We submit, however, that these provisions
represent no untried experiment. Henry C.
Bates, chairman of the housing committes
of the A. F. of L. (which is backing the Spark-
ran bill) points out that direct lending pro-
grams by the Federal Government have been
in existence for many years and have been
of inestimable benefit, particularly to the
farm families of the Nation. Direct Federal
loans to rural electrification cooperatives at
interest rates of 2 percent and with long
amortization periods have been made for
many years.

As we see it, there 1s no possibility of the
Government losing one cent of the money
that this bill proposes it should loan to hous-
ing cooperatives.

We favor the Sparkman bill not only be-
cause it would cause some 2,000,000 new
homes per year to be built for veterans and
workers, but also because it would do much
to correct the unemployment situation.
Bullding construction is already helping to
revive industrial production, generally.

MILWAUKEE, July. 14, 1949.—UAW-CIO
FPresident Walter P. Reuther today sent the
following telegram to Senator JoHN SPARK-
MaN, Democrat, of Alabama, chairman of the
Seznate Bubcommittee on Housing of the
Banking and Currency Committee:

“Congratulations for introducing coop-
erative housing provisions in 8. 2246. Con-
vention representing more than 1,000,000 or-
ganized workers has just adopted a resolution
urging such action. I join with you in hop-
ing that the Senate and the Congress will
proceed to early passage of 5. 2246,

“WALTER P. REUTHER,
“President, UAW-CIO; Chairman,
CIO National Housing Committee.”

The resolution Reuther referred to in the
telegram urged passage of legislation de-
signed to ald those “whose incomes are too
small to pay the prices charged by private
builders but are above the limit set for occu-
pants of public housing.”

[From the Machinist of September 8, 1949]

New UnITED STATES HoUusinGg Brnr Wourp Herp
Unionists BuiLp MopeeN HoMmEs

How would you like to build a new, mod-
ern, comfortable home of your own and
pay for it in installments of $50 to $60 a
month?

Buch a prospect could be a reality if Con-
gress sees fit to adopt proposed legislation to
help foster cooperative housing, a program
that won't cost the Government a cent.

So far the cooperative housing proposal
has had rough sledding in the House, which
in passing a so-called housing bill to ald
middle-income groups yielded fo pressure
of real estate groups and struck out entirely
the cooperative feature, thus eliminating the
heart of the bill.

However, the Senate Committee on Bank=-
ing and Currency has approved a bill intro-
duced by Senator JoHN J. SPAREMAN, Demo-
crat of Alabama, which contains the coop-
erative provisions,

The cooperative feature won't cost the
Government anything. It merely provides
the means whereby trade-unionists and oth-
ers in the middle-income group can obtain
long-term loans at fair interest rates and
make other savings to help reduce the
monthly payment. ‘

The cooperative housing provision is de-
signed to help-families with incomes rang-
ing from $2,500 to $4,000 a year, including the
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great majority of union workers and their
families, many of whom are now forced to
live in antiquated dwellings and pay higher
rent than they can afford.

Why is Government help needed to pro-
vide decent housing for working men and
women? The answer Is simple: The Govern-
ment has already taken steps to ald persons
in the lowest income group through the
federally subsidized slum-clearance program,
Families in the higher .Income groups can
purchase housing from private builders. But
gsome means is needed to help provide ade-
quate houses ior the Iin-between group,
families with incomes ranging from $2,5600 to
$4,000.

Government experts have found that de-
cent, modern houses cost from #7500 to
$8,500, and in many sections of the country
no decent houses are available for less than
$10,000,

Backers of the cooperative housing provi-
sion say that it will make possible reduced
monthly payments so that houses costing
$7,500 to £8,500 v-ill be easily financed with
payments of $50 to $60 a month. Yere is
how it would be done:

By utilizing the cooperative type of organi-
zation, a saving of about 6 a month can be
achieved.

The vacancy rate in the projects will be
about 2 percent rather than 7 percent nor-
mally allowed by FHA, thereby making pos-
sible another $5 & month saving.

Tenants and owners will be asked to pro-
vide some of the services, such as cutting the
grass, normally provided by maintenance per-
sonnel., This saving should amount to §11 a
month.

The present FHA interest rate of 4!2 per-
cent would be reduced to 3 percent, and the
period for paying back the loan would be
lengthened from the present maximum of
35 to 50 years. These changes would make
possible additional savings of $12 a month.

Thus the cost of building and financing a
home through the Government-sponsored
cooperative set-up would be reduced by $33 a
month, bringing the total cost well within
the reach of the average family.

Trade-unions have pledged their full sup-
port to Senator SpaREMAN’s bill. They pre-
diet that if the bill is passed it will prove so
successful that it will be rapidly expanded far
beyond the present limits of 60,000 to 120,000
individual houses or apartments, which is
only a small fraction of the number needed.

[From the Washington Post of August 20,
1949]

CooreraTiVE HousinG FOR MEepruMm INCOMES

(By Harry C. Bates, chalrman, housing com-
mittee, American Federation of Labor)

The intelligent treatment which the Wash-
ington Post has given to the question of
housing legislation contributed greatly to
the enactment of the housing law passed
earlier this year. Remembering many fine
editorials in support of public housing and
slum clearance I was very much surprised
by your editorial on August 14 eriticizing the
cooperative-housing provisions of the new
bill (8. 2246), introduced by Senator SPARK-
maw, and approved by the Senate Banking
and Currency Committee.

The value of a housing measure, like any
other type of legislation, must be judged in
terms of the answers to the following three
questions:

1, Is there a real need which this legisla-
tion is designed to meet?

2. How well does the proposed program
meet this need?

8. Are there any alternative, more effective
methods for meeting this need?

The American Federation of Labor is con-
vinced that the cooperative-housing program
in Senator SpArKMAN's bill meets all these
tests,
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There is common agreement that at the
present time the housing needs of moderate-
income familles are not being met. By
moderate-income families we mean the 40
percent of American familles whose incomes
in 1948 ranged between $2,000 and $£4,000,
according to the Federal Reserve Board.

The great majority of union members and
veterans fall in this group. The average
factory worker today earns about $53 a week,
equilvalent to 2,756 a year for full-time
work. The average veteran earns approxi-
mately the same amount, or a little less.
Assuming that no family should be forced to
spend more than 20 to 25 percent of its in-
come for shelter, these families can afford to
pay no more than about $50-$60 a month for
housing. .

The housing problem facing these families
Is both simple and tragic. Largely untouched
by any existing housing legislation, they are
too poor to afford the housing constructed by
private builders, yet their income is too
high to make them eligible for public hous-

ing.

According to the Federal Reserve Board,
the average price of new houses for sale In
1948 was between $7,600 and $8,500, requir-
ing monthly payments of approximately 875
to $85. The estimated rental for an average
apartment in an FHA rental project 1s in the
neighborhood of $100 a month, including
services and utilitles. Clearly the over-
whelming majority of moderate-income fam-
ilies cannot buy or rent the homes private
builders are .onstructing today.

On the other hand, these families are not
eligible for public housing. The average in-
come of families admitted to public-housing
projects during the latest period for which
figures are avallable was only $28 a week.
Existing programs are clearly not meeting
the needs of .hese moderate-income fam-
ilies,

A number of different proposals have been
advanced to deal with this problem. After
careful rtudy of these proposals, public In-
terest groups which have been most con-
cerned witk this problem, including all the
major labor and veterans’ organizations, have
concluded that the most effective and prac-
tical solution is embodied in Senator SPARK-
MAN'S bill for a cooperative housing program.

This bill makes it possible for cooperative
housing projects to be financed by direct
loans from the Federal Government at the
going Federal rate of interest (now 215 per-
cent) plus one-half of 1 percent for ad-
ministration for an amortization period of
up to 50 years, [Experts in the housing
field have estimated that this program would
make possible the following types of savings
compared with the rent for the average FHA-
insured 414 -room apartment:

1. Utilizing ihe nonprofit cooperative type
of organization, $5 a month.

2, Allowing very low vacancy rate com-
parable to that in public housing, an ad-
ditional saving of $5 a month.

3. Reduction in operating and malnte-
nance expenses made possible by a maxi-
mum of tenant maintenance, $11 a month.

These savings amount to $21 a month, and
if private ordinary mortgage terms were to
be applied, the resulting rents would average
$65-880 a month—still substantially more
than the moderate-income families can
afford to pay.

The crucial savings made possible by the
provisions of the Sparkman bill are in the
financing terms. The reduction in the
efiective interest rate from the present 415
percent to 3 percent and the lengthening of
the amortization period to 50 years allows a
further reduction of about #12 a month.
The total savings, therefore, would amount
to about 33 a month and would bring the
cost down from $85-§100 to $52-867 a month.

The direct loan feature of the bill has been
criticized, but as the Senate Banking and
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Currency Committee has pointed out, these
provisions represent no untried experiment,
Direct lending programs by the Federal Gov-
ernment have been in existence for many
years and have been of inestimable benefit,
particularly to the farm familles of our Na-
tion. Direct Federal loans to rural electri-
fication cooperatives at interest rates of 2
percent and with long amortization periods
have been made for many years, Direct Fed-
eral loans have also been made to farm co-
operatives at low interest rates, and to co-
operatives of water users for irrigation
projects.

The Government also has undertaken di-
rect real-estate loans in the past, and, indeed,
provision is made for such loans for other
types of housing developments in the Spark-
man bill. For the Government to recognize
that Its lending powers are necessary to meet
the housing needs of a large group of fam-
ilies represents simply a continuation of
policies which have long been effective in
other flelds.

The editorial asserts that the proposed co-
operative housing program involves some ele-
ment of subsidy from the taxpayers. This is
a contention which we vigorously deny. The
fact is that all groups working on this pro-
gram have insisted from the start that any
housing program for moderate-income fam-
ilies must be one which can be carried on
completely without subsidy.

For the Government to lend money at the
same interest rate at which it borrows it
clearly involves no element of subsidy, if it
receives an additlonal amount to cover the
cost of administration. In the bill an addi-
tional one-half percent interest is included
for the p , and our calculations indicate
that it will be entirely adequate.

Nor do we think that the adoption of this
program “might result in substantial losses.”
The cooperative principle has proved its
worth many times over. Unlike a coopera-
tive retail store, for example, families who
join this type of cooperative will be continu-
ally investing thelr savings in the housing
project. In our opinion, this will assure that
losses will be kept at a very low rate.

The American Federation of Labor supports
the cooperative housing program contained
in 8, 2246, To us this seems the only prac-
tical solution to a very acute problem, the
problem of finding a way whereby the mod-
erate-income families can be helped to pro-
vide decent housing for themselves.

We feel that there are certain dangers in
applying subsidized housing to moderate-
income families. In the cooperative prin-
ciple, plus the provision for direct loans by
the Federal Government at low interest rates,
we have a practical solution to meet this
pressing problem. It Is true that this coun-
try has not had extensive experience with
cooperative housing, but in the light of for-
elgn experiences, particularly Sweden, we feel
confident that a vigorous cooperative housing
movement can be successfully organized. We
are prepared ourselves to do everything
within our power to make certain that this
program will be a success.

WASHINGTON.

REMARKES OF SECRETARY OF LaBor MAURICE J.
ToBiN AT TESTIMONIAL DINNER FOR HARRY
C. BaTes, PRESIDENT, BRICKLAYERS, MASONS,
AND PLASTERERS INTERNATIONAL UNION, AFL,
HoteL CoMMoroRe, NEw York CiTY, THURS-
DAY, AveusT 25, 1949

HOUSING AND A LABOR LEADER

We are gathered to pay tribute to a great
American leader of labor. The nature of
his leadership, and the scope of the good
works of this man and his union broadens
the topic, however, to a wider, even more
important field.

Decent housing, next to adequate food, Is
topmost among the physical necessities of
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modern man. One might also say that civili-
zation is based on decent housing. Certainly
we know that the development of moral and
spirtual values goes along with the kind of
housing that makes for good families, good
children, and good lives,

Since the dawn of history the men who
erect dwellings have been in the forefront
of man’s effort to better his living standards,
and his family’s health and happiness.

The union end the leader we honor today
are the very center of the builders of civili-
zation. They are the bricklayers, masons,
and plasterers.

Since 1865, when the war clouds rolled
away, this union as a national organization
has been helping in the building of a peace-
ful and prosperous Nation.

Its individual members by the toil of their
hands and brains have been contributing
daily to the improvement of all our people.

More than that, the union organization
through its president, Harry C. Bates, the
man we are honoring tonight, has thrown its
powerful collective weight behind the move-
ment to sneed along more and better habita-
tions for those of our citizens who are now
barred from comfortable lives because of
their economic status.

Mr. Bates and his union, and the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor Housing Commission
of which he is chairman, are among the
stoutest supporters of President Truman's
housing prozram. Indeed, it seems to me
likely that without the support of Mr. Bates
and the federation, the Congress might not
have passed the long-range Public Housing
Act of 1949. That act is one of the most im-
portant laws of this decade. It strengthens
our economy as well as providing more than
800,000 new housing units for our crowded
population. And Mr. Bates actively, through
his exper’ knowledge of the subject and his
testimony before committees of Congress, was
a strong leader in that campaign.

Without pausing, Mr. Bates has em-
barked upon another great forward step in
housing—the advancement toward passing
of the housing bill now before Congress to
make possible the construction of homes by
middle-income workers. I have great hopes
that this conservative and constructive meas-
ure will be enacted into law at this session
of the Congress.

I should also take note here of other ways
in which the Nation's labor organizations are
helping to meet the housing problem. I join
my own praise and good wishes to those re-
cently expressed by President Truman in a
letter hailing the new union-cooperative
housing project inaugurated here by local 3,
of the International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers. That project is an illustra-
tion of how strong organizations of unions
and employers by joint action can meet such
problems without Government subsidy. It ie
a helpful and important contribution, al-
though there are not enough such organiza-
tions of sufficient strength to deal with all
of the aspects of this great problem.

Mr. Bates' personal record of service to his
union and to the public is as long as it is
strong. He came up the hard way, through
apprenticeship in his native State of Texas,
to become a journeyman bricklayer and a
member of the union in 1900—48 years ago.

He rose rapidly in his organization, to be-
come president of the Dallas local in 1910.
Then he became an international representa-
tive of the union and president of its Texas
State conference. During the twenties he
served as treasurer and as first vice presi-
dent of the international union.

Mr. Bates was elected to the American
Federation of Labor’s executive council in
1934, and he became international president
of his union in 1935, Since then he has
served continuously in both capacities, and
his services grow more valuable every year.

During World War II he devoted long and
useful hours to the advancement of the war
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effort. He served on the Labor Advisory
Commission of the MNational Defense Coun-
cll, as labor adviser for the War Production
Board, and as a member of the Wage Ad-
Justment Board, which did such an excellent
job in the promotion of wartime con-
struction.

Future historians, in surveying the sub-
ject of housing, public and private, during
this era of human affairs, will do well to
avoid newspaper headlines and concentrate
on Harry C. Bates, He is my choice as the
“modern spark plug of housing.”

[From the American Federation of Labor
Weekly News Service for August 16, 1949]

AFL CounciL CaLLs For AcTioN To A Sror
UNEMPLOYMENT—BAcKS TrRUMAN's MOVE,
Co-op Housing BiLL, FusLic WORKS

ToRONTO, CanApA.—In an optimistic re-
port on American economic trends, the exec-
utive council of the American Federation of
Labor urged a three-point program to com-
bat sporadic unemployment.

First, the council gave its endorsement to
President Truman's directive that Govern-
ment agencies increase their purchases in
communities seriously affected by factory
shut-downs and unemployment,

Second, the council called upon Congress
to approve the preparation of a “shelf" of
public works projects which could be swung
into operation promptly in localities needing
a stimulus to business activity.

Third, the council emphasized the need of
prompt congressional adoption on the pend-
ing housing bill which would authorize low-
interest Government loans to cooperatives
and nonprofit groups for the construction of
moderate-rental apartments acutely needed
by the Nation's workers.

At the opening session of its midsummer
meeting here, the executive council hailed
mounting evidence that business is picking
up throughout the Nation.

AFL President William Green told his press
conference that the council was especlally
gratified by reports that unemployment is
leveling off and that the backlog of orders for
manufactured products is increasing. The
banner season in building construction, he
said, is helping to revive industrial produc-
tion generally.

Before adjourning its sessions here, the
executive council will participate in shaping
future plans for the 1850 congressional elec-
tion campaign through the machinery of
Labor's League for Political Education; re-
view legislative developments affecting labor;
formulate AFL's policies on the international
labor front in connection with the forthcom-
ing establishment of a world-wide organiza-
tion of free trade-union centers, and draft
its annual report to the October 3 AFL con-
vention at St. Paul, Minn.

Because of the press of work, the council
voted to hold regular night sessions in an
attempt to wind up the meeting within 1
week,

The text of the statement issued by the
council on economic conditions follows:

“The executive council 1s gratified by
cumulative indications that business activi-
ty is increasing and that unemployment is
leveling off.

“We wish to reiterate at this time that
there is no justification for an economic de-
pression in the United States. In fact,
we attribute a good deal of the recession
talk which was current earlier this year to a
deliberate propaganda campaign designed
to clamp the brakes on wages.

“While unemployment has now reached a
total of 4,000,000 according to Government
estimates, employment is still near the high
60,000,000 figure and serious dislocations
have occurred only in relatively few locali-
ties and In few industries. As a whole busi-
ness conditions are good and showing im-
provement.
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“Nevertheless when unemployment reaches
the highest point since prewar days, it Is
time for action. We commend President Tru-
man's order to Government agencies to in-
crease purchasing in communities which
have been hard hit by factory closings and
unemployment. We also emphatically urge
that Congress authorize the preparation of a
shelf of public works projects as a prepara-
tory and precautionary step. Such projects
could then be put into operation to stimulate
business activity and create jobs in any lo-
cality which may encounter an emergency
situation.

“Furthermore, the executive council calls
upon Congress to approve before adjourn-
ment pending legislation to encourage the
construction of moderate rental apartments
for families just above the low-income
group. This legislation, which would in-
volve no Government subsidies but would
authorize low-interest loans to cooperatives
and nonprofit groups to build apartments, is
badly needed to supplement the public
housing and slum-clearance program al-
ready approved by Congress. The shortage
of rental housing in the $50 and $60 a month
level is acute and new construction activity
in this fleld would serve as a stimulus to
all of industry.”

MippLE-INCoME HoUsING

RESOLUTION RECENTLY ADOPTED BY THE STATE
'CONVENTION, MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF THE
AMERICAN LEGION, REGARDING THE NEED FOR
ADDITIONAL HOUSING LEGISLATION FOR MIDDLE-
INCOME FAMILIES AND VETERANS

Whereas the prewar shortage of housing,
intensified by the war, has created a housing
tragedy in this country which especially
strikes at veterans, millions of families live
doubled up or in slums, or cannot afford a
home of their own because of the fallure of
the housing indusiry to meet the needs of the
American people, a recent survey shows over
10,000 families live doubled up in St. Paul.
The majority are veterans. But Congress has
now enacted Federal public housing legisla-
tion. This new law makes a beginning toward
meeting the housing needs of the people.
However, its slum clearance, public housing
and farm housing provisions will make only
a dent on the problem of rehousing the mil-
lions of families who now live in slums, and
in providing homes for families now doubled
up with others. Its public housing provisions
for only 810,000 units in the next 6 years falls
far short of actual needs. Its restrictions
that allot this housing only to those in the
lowest 20 percent income group mean that
veterans in the middle-income brackets can-
not avail themselves of this housing. No
provision 1s made for families whose incomes
are too small to pay the prices charged by
private builders but who are above the limit
set for occupants of public housing; and

Whereas Senator SPAREMAN has now intro-
duced a bill 5. 2246, an omnibus housing bill
enlarging the National Housing Act, increas-
m% appropriations for loans to $1,250,000,000,
an

Whereas this bill provides for financial
assistance to be made available by the Fed-
eral Government in the form of long-term
leans, at a low rate of interest, for housing
projects undertaken by cooperative owner-
ship or other nonprofit housing corporations.
This means loans at approximately 3-per-
cent interest with maturities not exceeding
60 years. This means that veterans in the
middle-income group could afford a $10,000
home which at a 40-year, low-interest amor-
tization would cut the cost of the monthly
payments on such a home to about $10 a
month; and

Whereas we are appreciative that our na-
tional vice commander, the American Le-
gion, Walter E. Allesandroni, appeared be-
fore the Senate Banking and Currency Com-
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mittee on July 27, 1848, in support of the
general provisions of 8. 2246: Therefore, be it

Resolved by this Minnesota Department
of the American Legion, in convention assem-
bled at St. Paul, August 11-13, 1949, That we
actively work for and support this plece of
legislation so urgently needed by veterans
and their families, with the followlng addi-
tion—include direct low-cost Government
financing to veterans where same cannot be
obtained from private sources; that this reso-
lution be forwarded to national convention
of American Legion for positive action there,
and that coples of this resolution be sent to
our Minnesota Senators and Representatives
and to the President of the United States.

[From the Washington Post of September 1,
1049]
A COMMUNICATION
(By the Rt. Rev., Msgr. John O'Grady,
secretary, National Conference of Catholle

Charities)

Now that the low-rent puble-housing pro-
gram for low-income families is getting un-
der way on a large scale, serious considera-
tion is being given to the problem of secur-
ing adequate housing for middle-income
families. Unfortunately there seems to be
some confusion as to just what are the re-
quirements for housing for the middle-
income group.

The editorial In the Washington Post of
August 26 dealing with this subject defines
the middle-income group as those families
which are in the 82,000 to $4,000 income
bracket. This is certainly a good definition;
it includes about 40 percent of all American
families,

The basic question is: How much can the
families In this income group afford to pay
for their homes? There are some widely ac-
cepted and simple ratios which give us the
answer to this question.

Familles in the $2,000 to 4,000 group can
afford rents of not more than $40 to 880 a
month, or an average of $60. These are maxl-
mum figures since they imply that 25 percent
of the income dollar will be spent for shelter,
whereas the socially desirable expenditure
for shelter should be not more than 20 per-
cent, Assuming that under ordinary financ-
ing terms, a family should pay not more
than twice its annual income in buying a
house, middle-income families who wish to
buy their own homes can afford to buy
houses selling for not more than $4,000 to
$8,000, or an average of about $6,000.

Your editorial describes the bill (H. R.
6070) passed last week by the House as being
a good middle-income housing bill. The edi-
torial so describes the bill, even though the
section relating to direct loans for veterans,
which the editorial favors, was deleted from
the bill as it passed the House.

The test of whether H. R. 6070 is a good
middle-income housing bill is whether it
meets the requirements stated above. If it
will provide adequate rental housing with
rents averaging not more than $60 a month
and if 1t will provide sales housing at selling
prices of not more than $4,000 to 8,000, it
is a good middle-income housing bill. My
concern is that, unfortunately, the bill does
not meet these objectives.

The provisions of the bill relating to FHA
insurance of mortgages of sales housing make
it clear that =xcept for a relatively small
amount of sales housing in rural nonfarm
areas, the minimum selling price for the
sales housing provided in the bill will be
$7,000. Even this figure may be increased to
#8,000 in any pgeographie area where the
FHA Commissioner finds. that cost levels
require the higher amount,

It is true that this amount is the maximum
allowed by FHA if the mortgagor is to recelve
the best insurance terms, but experience has
shown that the maximum figure in the legls-
lation is actually the minimum in practice.
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Certainly, none of the mortgage-insurance
provisions of the bill almed at reducing the
ccst of sales housing below present highly
inflated figures.

The only other significant provision of the
bill provides for FHA insurance of coopera-
tive housing developments at 4-percent
interest for a 40-year amortization period.
According to the estimates of the Housing
and Home Finance Agency, monthly pay-
ments or rents in such developments would
be in the neighborhood of $90 to $96. Even
assuming that these figures are too high and
that additional savings of $§15 a month could
be made by reducing vacancies to a minimum
and by a maximum of tenant maintenance,
monthly payments or rents would still be in
the neighborhood of 756 to $80 a month.

If we are realistic about this bill, it is per-
fectly clear that it can provide housing for
only the very top level of the middle-income
group, but would leave the great majority of
middle-income families still untouched by
housing legislation,

We have learned to be realistic about meet-
ing the housing problems of low-income
families. We recognize that low-income
familles can afford to pay only about $30 a
month for rent, and the low-rent public
housing program operates on a down-to-
earth basis in full recognition of that fact.

We must display equal realism in meeting
the housing problems of middle-income fam-
illes, We must somehow achleve rents or
monthly payments of around $50 to $60 a
month.

This problem has been given serious con-
slderation by all of the major labor and vet-
erans’ groups, as well as many other public-
interest organizations, and some of the mem-
bers of Congress who have had a foremost
part in shaping housing legislation in recent
years. They have all come to the conelusion
that only by reducing the interest rate and
extending the amortization period will it be
possible to build housing that moderate-in-
come familles can afford. That is why title
III of Senator SPARKMAN'S bill (8. 2246) as re-
ported out by the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, provides for direct Federal
loans to cooperative and other nonprofit
housing groups at 3 percent interest, and
for an amortization period of 50 years.

We believe that this program represents a
realistie approach to middle-income housing.
We recognize that in some respects it is a new
approach. As a number of supporters of this
program have pointed out, the new approach
lles not so much in the direct Federal loans
or even in the low-interest rate, but in the
espousal by these organizations of the co-
operative approach as being the solution to
the housing problem for large numbers of
middle-income families.

This Is admittedly a new departure, but
one which we think has every chance of suc-
cess. The fact that the labor and veterans’
groups are solidly behind this program repre-
sents in itself a very strong indication that
if given a chance it will succeed.

STATEMENT OF THE COOPERATIVE LEAGUE OF THE
UniTED BTATES OF AMERICA, AUGUST 22,
1948
Murray D. Lincoln, president of the Co-

operative League, United States of America,
told President Truman and the United States
Congress that they had to choose between &
program to promote home ownership or a
program to preserve high mortgage interest
rates. Lincoln referred to Prestdent Tru-
man’'s deep interest in home ownership and
urged him to support the cooperative housing
legislation which is now before the Senate
and House,

Lincoln's request in a letier to the Pres-
ident released yesterday, referred to what is
known as title IIT of the middle-income-
housing bill which has been reported favor-
ably by the Senate Committee on Banking
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and Currency. The House committee, how-
ever, has indicated its rejection of title III,
This title of the bill would create a Cooper-
ative Housing Administration, provide for
educational work to maintain sound coop-
erative principles, and authorize the
Government to make mortgage loans to
cooperatives at 3 percent or less.

This cooperative housing program was de-
seribed by Lincoln as an REA-type program
because it adapts to housing developments
the methods developed by the Government
to promote the rural-electrification program.
Lincoln reminded the President that the Co=
operative League of the United States of
America, launched this housing program
more than 5 years ago. It now has the sup-
port of the American Federation of Labor,
the Congress of Industrial Organizations, the
International Association of Machinists, some
farm organizations, various organizations of
veterans, some religious groups, and one
public-housing group.

“In my opinion, if that title (title IIT) is
approved by Congress,” Lincoln told President
Truman, “it will greatly encourage home
ownership and provide a sound legislative

to make this possible. On the other
hand, if title IITI is killed, then the decision
will have been made that a high interest rate
for capital is more important than the en-
couragement of home ownership.”

Senators and Congressmen reported that
the strongest lobby ever developed on hous-
ing issues has been organized to defeat title
III. The Washington Post, ordinarily re-
garded as being friendly to progressive hous-
ing legislation, condemned title IIT editorially
this week. The Post contended that coopera-
tive housing had not been established as
successful and that title IIT provided a sub-
sidy to cooperative housing. Senator JonN
SPAREMAN, of Alabama, chairman of the Sen-
ate Housing Subcommittee, immediately
challenged the Post by asserting that there
was no subsidy proposed and that cooperative
housing had been proved to be successful.

Lincoln’s letter to the President was as
follows:

THE COOPERATIVE LEAGUE
or THE U. 8. A.,
Washington, D. C., August 16, 1949.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DEar Mr. PRESIDENT: I am writing you this
letter because of your deep interest in home
ownership. As you know, there are two
middle-income housing bills, 8. 2246 and
H. B. 6631, now before Congress. Funda-
mental to the cause of home ownership is
title III of these bills. In my opinion, if
that title is approved by Congress it will
greatly encourage home ownership and pro-
vide a sound legislative program to make this
possible. :

On the other hand, if title ITI is killed,
then the decision will have been made that
‘& high-interest rate for capital is more im-
portant than the encouragement of home
ownership.

Our cooperative organizations are deeply
concerned about the need for better hous-
ing for middle-income groups. We are cer-
tain that capital invested in this kind of
housing is a sound investment, but we think
that it must be made available at an in-
terest rate low enough to encourage such
construction. :

More than B years ago the Cooperative
League of the U. S. A. began to plead for the
development of an REA-type housing pro-
gram. We are now asking you and the
Congress to support title IIT of these hous-
ing bills because it provides for the kind
of housing program we have always sup-
ported

The REA principle has demonstrated its
value by providing our Ameriecan farmers
with electricity. You will remember that
there was great opposition to this program
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from the electric-power utilities. We are
now facing the same kind of opposition to
the development of a sound housing pro-
gram. If our Government is sincerely in-
terested in having families own their homes
there should be no objection to making
money available to people at a low rate of
interest. These bills provide that loans be
nrade available at the cost of money to the
Government,

We hear rumors that your Housing and
Home Finance Agency 1s opposed to title III
of these bills, Why it should be is difficult to
understand.

‘We ask your support in seeing that title III
is not deleted from these bills which are so
important for the welfare of all the people.

MurrAY D. LINCOLN.

Excerers From HousiNg LAWS OF THE STATE
oF CoNNECTICUT (CoMPILED BY CONNECTI-
cur STATE HOUSING AUTHORITY, HARTFORD,
Conw., AvcusT 1949), PAGEs 25-26
Section 10, Act No. 299 (replacing Gen.

Btat., Sec. 048) : “Moderate Rental Housing
Projects: Declaration of Policy. It s here-
by declared (a) that in addition to an acute
ehortage of low income rental housing, there
is also a serious shortage in urban, suburban,
and rural areas of moderate rental housing
and moderate cost housing for families of
veterans of World War II and of other citi-
zens of the State of moderate income, en-
dangering the health of such families and
constituting a menace to the health, safety,
morals, welfare, and comfort of inhabitants
thereof; * * * (b) that it is in the pub-
lic interest that work on housing projects
for such families In addition to *
housing projects for families of low iuccm.e
be commenced as soon as possible in order
to alleviate the housing shortage which now
constitutes an emergency, and that the
bullding of private homes for such families
be encouraged by the use of public funds as
mortgage ioans at a low rate of interest; (c)
that State financial assistance in the form
of loans to authorities at low interest rates,
guaranties of notes, or a combination there-
of, is needed to make housing accommoda=
tions available for such familles at rentals
within thelr reach; and that the necessity in
the public interest for the provisions of sec-
tlons 10 to 18, inclusive, of this act and the
inclusion of housing projects for such fami-
lles is declared to be a matter of legislative
determination.”

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF MASSACHUSETTS STATE
Housing Boarp, DECEMBER 31, 1948
PAGE 22! A COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM

(d) The same income group that could be
housed with State guaranties without cash
subsidy could be housed through coopera=
tives if low enough interest rates are made
available by the Federal Government., Per-
missive legislation authorizing the establish~
ment of cooperatlves should be supported.
Consideration should also be given to au-
thorlzing the use of this office or local hous=
ing authorities in the initlation of such proj-
ects and assisting cooperatives by making
avallable administrative staff in the initial
stages of any such project.

THeE NEw HoUsING COOPERATIVES

Legislation to aid cooperative housing has
been on the books in New York State for
better than 20 years, but we have remarkably
little to show for it except A. E. Kazan's
highly successful Amalgamated Clothing
Workers development and a few other smaller
and generally less successful. More recently
things have been looking up for this neg-
lected form of housing. At Bell Park Gar-
dens, the Bayside project planned originally
to let 800 veterans parlay a maximum $250
State bonus into cooperative housing, the
first families have been notified that they

.
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can move in, Considering that this project
took longer to promote than it did to build,
it may be sald that State Housing Commis-
sioner Herman T. Stichman's perseverance
has paid off. An ad lition to Bell Park Gar=-
dens is in the making. Not a little encour=
aged by this success, a group of housing-
wise, public-spirited citizens have gponsored
the promising Queensview development, on
which construction is to begin at once, With
the addition of the Amalgamated project,
commenced earlier, this makes nearly 3,000
families who have purchased cooperative
housing in New York City since the war.
Another 2,000 units may be added to this
total if the cooperative housing-development
in Queens, sponsored by local 3 of the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers,
succeeds.

This is big business. It is good news to a
city that still feels the pinch of the housing
shortage. We find these developments of
particular interest, also, in terms of the
agitation In Washington these days for direct
loans to housing cooperatives, If the im-
pressive beginning we have made here is
indicative, there is less immediate need for
Federal legislation and loans, and more for
work by cooperativc-housing groups, State
housing agencies, and help from local offices
of the Federal Housing Administration.
Bome Federal aid may ultimately prove nec-
essary, but nothing is to be gained by driving
the cooperative housing idea too far and too
fast. Even its oldest and best friends know
that. Right now we would like to see a
stronger drive on the part of Federal housing
officials to encourage housing cooperatives,
a little more sympathetic reception by lend-
ing institutions, and more zeal by the move-
ment’s local organizers. The new housing
cooperatives in New York are showing the
Nation what can be done without more legis-
lation. That demonstration will not go
unheeded.

LEGISLATION RE COOPERATIVES, NEW JERSEY

(Source: State of New Jersey—Housing Acts
Approved by the Governor June 14, 1949)
Page 930—C. 55:14H-3. Terms defined:
“e. ‘Cooperative’ means any incorporated

or unincorporated assoclatlon of three or

more persons, not for pecuniary profit, or-
ganized pursuant to any law of the State of

New Jersey or of the Federal Government for

the primary purpose of providing housing

accommodations for its members, stock-
holders and others, and for the operation,
management and maintenance of same.”

Page 936—C. 55:14H-9. Additional powers
of authority:

‘9. The authority shall also have power
to: * * * b. Enter into agreements, in-
cluding, but not limited to, agreements of
loan, lease, bond and mortgage, contract,
guarantee, insurance, or subordination, or
any combination thereof, with * =* *
cooperatives * * * +to provide dwelling
units for the people of the State in need of
housing, by the planning, construction, man-
agement and operation of projects includ-
ing, but not limited to, the clearance, de-
velopment and redevelopment of blighted
or slum areas, Such agreements may be
entered into with the same agency or person
for one or more housing projects, even
though the project has received, or will re-
ceive ald from any other source. Such
agreements may provide for the sale or trans-
fer of the project and the disposition of
proceeds of sale and priorities with refer-
ence thereto.”

Page 940—C. 55:14H-11. Loan secured by
bond and mortgage:

“11, The authority shall require that loans
to * * * cooperatives, * * * be evi-
denc:d by a bond secured by a mortgage,
which shall be a first lien on the project,
unless otherwise specifically authorized by
the council. Sald bond and mortgage shall
be on forms approved by the attorney gen-

SEPTEMBER 21

eral providing for payments of interest and
principal during such term of years as the
authority may prescribe., However, in no
event shall any loan be for a period more
than the perlod of usefulness of the project,
as determined by the authority. No loan
shall be in an amount greafer than the
project cost.”

LEGISLATION RE COOPERATIVES IN WIsCONSIN
(Source: State of Wisconsin, ch. 627, August
8, 1949)

Section 8. 45.353 of the statutes is created
to read:

“45.353. Veterans' cooperative and non-
profit housing. The department may make
loans to veterans’ nonprofit housing corpo-
rations and veterans’ nonprofit cooperative
housing associations subject to the same pro=-
visions applicable to loans under sectlon
45352 except that sectlon 45.352 (4) (a)
shall not apply and the limitatlons of section
45.352 (4) (b) shall apply only to the cost
per dwelling unit.”

Section 45.352 (4) (a) reads as follows:
“Requires the loan, in addition to his own
and other funds available therefor, for the
purchase or construction of a home for him-
self or family,

Section 45.352 (4) (b) reads as follows:
“Can show to the satisfaction of the depart-
ment that the total cost of such home, in-
cluding land, does not exceed $10,000."”
SALARY INCREASES FOR GOVERNORS OF

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM—AMEND-

MENT

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I under-
stand the next order of business before
the Senate will be one of the pay bills.
For that reason, I should like to offer an
amendment, to House bill 1689, a bill fo
increase rates of compensation of the
heads and assistant heads of executive
departments and independent agencies,
in order that it may be available to Sena-
tors before the bill is taken up for con-
sideration. This particular amendment
deals with salary increases for the Board
of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, As I read the hill, it provides an
increase of only $1,000 in the salaries of
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. That amount does not seem to
make s nse, when we consider the salary
increases proposed for the executive de-
partments, as well as for many of the
other boards and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government. For that reason, I of-
fer the amendment to House bill 1689.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I should like to in-
quire the amount of salary increase he
proposes.

Mr, THYE. The pay bill seeks to in-
crease the salaries of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System by only $1,000.

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. I was
interested in the same thing, and I won-
dered whether the Senator was propos-
ing to raise the salaries beyond that.

Mr, THYE., Yes,Iam.

Mr. GEORGE. What is the amount
the Senator proposes?

Mr. THYE. I propose to raise them to
a bracket that would call for a salary of
$18,000 a year for the Governors of the
Federal Reserve System. That is the
purpose of the amendment. I know the
bill is the next one to be taken up for
consideration.

Mr. GEORGE. I had thought those
salaries ought to be fixed at about $20,000.
I am glad the Senator is offering the
amendment, because the bill provides
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salaries now of only $16,000, whereas
many officials and assistant secretaries
are given tremendous raises in the bill.

Mr. THYE. That is correct. I may
say to the distinguished Senator from
Georiga, if he shares the conviction that
they should receive $20,000, I am most
happy. Ithought I was really going quite
a long way when I proposed $18,000 in-
stead of $16,000.

Mr. GEORGE. Ithink the members of
the Federal Reserve Board ought to re-
ceive $20,000. If we are to have compe-
tent men at the head of the Reserve
System, I do not see how we are going to
get them for less than that.

Mr. THYE. I may say to the Senator,
I share the conviction which he has just
expressed. But I felt that if I recom-~
mended $18,000 instead of $16,000, I pos-
sibly would succeed. But if the Senator
shares the conviction that it should be
$20,000, I should like, Mr. President, to
modify my own amendment as it has
been offered, so as to make the amount
$20,000 rather than $18,000.

Mr. GEORGE. I would certainly sup-
port it. I had thought of offering an
amendment myself to raise the salaries
of these officers because they perform a
very important function in government.

Mr. THYE. Indeed they do. The
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem are the supervisors and the men who
pass opinion and judgment upon those
who, as presidents of some of the larger
banks of the United States, draw twice
and three times their salary.

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. If we are going to make
anything like the raises proposed in the
bill for others—and some of them, I
think, are entirely too high, I do not mind
saying—we certainly ought to raise these
salaries. Twenty-five thousand dollars
would not be out of line compared to the
salaries fixed for a large group of other
officers, in my judgment. But $20,000, I
think would be fair, and I should cer-
tainly be happy to support it.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I then re-
quest that my own amendment be modi-
fied by inserting $20,000 instead of
$18,000.

. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be modified in accord-
ance with the desire of the Senator.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, my rea-
son for offering the amendment this eve-
ning is that I intend to attend the farm
conference at Sioux City on Friday of
this week. I was thinking possibly the
pay bill would be considered in my ab-
sence. That is why I wanted to offer the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment, as modified, will be received,
printed, and lie on the table.

STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF AGRICUL~-
TURAL COMMODITIES—AMENDMENT

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I desire
also to offer an amendment to Senate
bill 2522, to stabilize prices of agricul-
tural commodities, known as the Ander-
son agricultural bill. The purpose of
the amendment is to include honey in
the act as coming under support-price
provisivns. The only reason I wish to
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have honey named in the act is that the
honey bee is important to the fruit pro-
ducers of the Nation and to those en-
gaged in the production of grass seeds,
for it is impossible to get proper polli-
nation without the honey bee, and we
shall not have the honey bee unless there
is a price support. The purpose of the
amendment is to assure the producers of
fruit and grass seeds in the United States
that there will be honey bees to pollinate
the crops.

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

NOMINATIONS IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND
FOREIGN SERVICE

Mr., CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, as in execu-
tive session, the Senate confirm the nom-
inations of Diplomatic and Foreign Serv-
ice officers, ambassadors, and so on, ap-
pearing on pages 2 and 3 of the executive
calendar. There are quite a number of
them.

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

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, there
is no objection, but I inquire, does the
list start with the first name, Stanton
Griffis, of Connecticut?

Mr, CONNALLY. It starts with Stan-
ton Griffis and continues through the list,
to and including Erwin W. Wendt, of
Illinios.

Mr. WHERRY. There is no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
firmed en bloe, and the President will be
immediately notified.

RECESS

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate stand in recess un-
til 12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 48 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday,
September 22, 1949, at 12 o’clock merid-
ian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate September 21 (legislative day of
September 3), 1949:

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Selden Chapin, of the District of Columbia,
a Forelgn Service officer of the class of career
minister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary

and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to The Netherlands.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate September 21 (legislative day
of September 3), 1949:

UNITED NATIONS EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND
CULTURAL ORGANIZATION

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA TO THE FOURTH SESSION OF THE
GENERAL CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED NATIONS
EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC, AND CULTURAL OR-
GANIZATION

George V. Allen Miss Martha B. Lucas

Milton 8. Eisenhower Reinhold Niebuhr

Luther H. Evans
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DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

AMBASSADORS EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTEN-

TIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO

THE COUNTRY INDICATED WITH THEIR RESPEC-

TIVE NAMES

Stanton Griffis, to Argentina

Robert D. Murphy, to Belgium.

Joseph C. Satterthwaite, to Ceylon.

To be consuls general of the United States
of America

LaVerne Baldwin James B. Pilcher

Enowlton V. Hicks James E. Parks

To be consuls of the United States of America
Dean R. Hinton Fred E. Waller
C. H. Walter Howe Leslle L. Lewis
Walter C. Isenberg,
Jr.
To be secretaries in the diplomatic service of
the United States of America
Joseph A, Robinson
Charles Allan Stewart

APPOINTMENT IN THE FOREIGN SERVICE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION
517 OF THE FOREIGN SERVICE ACT OF 1946

To be Foreign Service officer of class 2, a con-
sul, and a secretary in the diplomatic serv-
ice of the United States of America .
Henry L. Deimel, Jr.

To be Foreign Service officer of class 3, a con-
sul, and a secretary in the diplomatic serv-
ice of the United States of America
Sydney L. W. Mellen

To be Foreign Service officers of class 4, con-
suls and secretaries in the diplomatic serv=
ice of the United States of America
J. Wesley Adams, Jr.

John E. Utter
Erwin W. Wendt

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 1949

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Let us harken now to what the Lord
saith: He hath showed thee, O man,
what is good; and what doth the Lord
require of thee, but to do justly, love
mercy, and to walk humbly with thy
God?

Thou Light of the world, we pray for
Thy counsel, that we may keep Thy com-
mandments and deepen our respect for
truth, for honor, and for our brother's
good name. O take our unused powers,
our ideals unfulfilled; widen our horizon,
and make our presence in this Chamber
an omen of good, a sign of might, and a
token that we are pledged to humanity
and our Government. Through Christ.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.
VETO MESSAGES REFERRED TO
COMMITTEES

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
make an announcement relative to un-
finished business on the Speaker’s table.

On August 30, 1949, the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. Cox] Jaid before the House
a veto message of the President of the
United States on the bill (H. R. 559) to
confer jurisdiction wupon the United
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States District Court for the Central Di-
vision of the Southern District of Cali-
fornia to hear, determine, and render
judgment upon the claims of the city of
Needles, Calif., and the California-Pa-
cific Utilities Co. The objections of the
President were ordered spread at large
upon the Journal.

Without objection, the message, to-
gether with the bill, will be referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary and
ordered to be printed.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. On September 9,
1949, the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. Coxl
laid before the House a veto message of
the President of the United States on the
bill (H. R. 3589) to convey to the city of
Miles City, State of Montana, certain
lands in Custer County, Mont., for use as
an industrial site. The objections of the
President were ordered spread at large
upon the Journal.

Without objection, the message, to-
gether with the bill, will be referred to
the Committee on Public Lands and
ordered to be printed.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks and include some editorials and
articles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ver-
mont?

There was no objection.

THE LATE HCNORAELE JOHN ELIAKIM
WEEES

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Speaker, it be-
comes my sad duty to announce that
John E. Weeks, former Governor of Ver-
mont and Member of this body in the
Seventy-second Congress, died on the
10th day of September in the ninety-
sixth year of his life. His funeral was
held at Middlebury and he was buried at
Salisbury. No man in the long story of
Vermont's great men who have deserved
and won distinction accorded by their
constituents and the country more genu-
inely or richly merited the tributes of
love, affection, and respect than did he.

The place he held in the hearts of all
Vermonters is testified to by the press in
the articles and editorials appearing in-
ciden: to his death and funeral.

I include a few such editorials and ar-
ticles selected at random and make the
tribute they pay the memory of Ver-
mont’s grand old man my own:

[From the Rutland (Vt.) Herald of Septems=-
ber 12, 1949]

MIppLEEURY, September 11.—The funeral
of former Gov., John E. Weeks, 96, who
died here yesterday after a 10-day illness,
will be held Tuesday at 2 p. m. in Mead
Memorial Chapel at Middlebury College, of
which he had been a trustee for more than
40 years.

Dr. John M. Thomas, of Rutland, who
bagan his presldency at the conege the same
year that Governor Weeks was elected a
trustee, will officiate, assisted by Dr. Stephen
Freeman, vice president Jf the college.

Burial will be in West Salisbury in the
former Governor's home town. The body is
at the Weeks home on South Pleasant Bt.reet,
where friends may call.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

The former chief executive dled In the
house where he had lived since coming to
Middlebury in 1912.

Since Mrs. Weeks’ death in 1841, a house-
keeper had cared for his home, Serving in
that capacity for the past few years has been
Mrs. Gertrude Stone, a long-time resident
of Middlebury. .=

Governor Weeks had been the oldest of
Vermont's five former chief executives. The
others are Redfield Proctor, of Proctor; Stan-
ley C. Wilson, of Chelsea; Senator George D.
Ailken; and Mortimer R. Proctor, of Proctor.

During his second term as governor, he and
Mrs. Weeks celebrated their golden wedding
anniversary in Montpelier, and, in 1939, after
Governor Weeks' retirement from public
office, they observed their sixtieth anniver-
sary in Middlebury.

Among the numerous rticles of historical
value which Governor Weeks had presented
to the Vermon. Historical Soclety during the
last few years of his life were scrapbooks
co-taining messages of congratulation from
notables throughout the United States which
he and Mrs. Weeks had recelved on their
anniversaries.

At that time, it was belleved that Governor
Weeks was the only chief executive of any
State to celebrate his fiftieth wedding anni-
versary while in office.

Governor Weeks was first elected governor
in 1926 by the largest majority ever received
by any chief executive of Vermont in a
contested election.

BREAKS A TRADITION

Governor Weeks’ reelection in 1928, break-
ing a tradition of more than half a century,
was partly due to his work in the program
of rebuilding roads and bridges destroyed by
the 1927 flood.

During the post flood perlod, 114 bridges
were repaired or built new.

The building of better roads in Vermont
was, in Governor Weeks' own opinion, the
greatest -accomplishment of his administra-
tion.

John Eliakim Weeks was born in Salisbury,
June 14, 1853, the son of Ebenezer Holland
and Elizabeth (Dyer) Weeks. g

He was educated at Middlebury High
School and, after leaving school, assisted on
the home farm for many years.

After leaving active farming, he engaged
in the graln business and also dealt exten-
slvely in wool and livestock throughout Ad-
dison County.

On October 14, 1879, he married Hattie
Jane Dyer of Salisbury. Mrs. Weeks died
suddenly on July 13, 1941, at the age of 83
after 62 years of close companionship with
1;lztle:- husband and keen interest in his activi-

es.

Governor Weeks began his long career in
public office in 1884-86, when he became as-
sistant judge of Addison County., In 1888,
he represented Salisbury in the legislature
and, 4 years later, was elected senator from
Addison County.

After moving to Middlebury, he repre-
sented that town in the legislature in 1912
and again in 1915, when he was elected
speaker of the house,

In 1808, he was selected by Governor Grout
to fill the vacancy on the board of trustees
of the State industrial school, now the
Weeks School.

That was the beginning of 28 years of un-
tiring work in State institutions and their
management, all of which showed growth
during his tenure of office.

He served as director of State Institutions
from 1917 to 1923, when he was appointed
commissioner of public welfare by Gov.
Redfleld Proctor.

He remained in that position until 1926,
when he resigned to become a candidate for
the governorship.

In his home community, as well as in
State circles, Governor Weeks held many po-
sitions of trust.
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For 29 years he was chairman of the Addi-
son County Grammar School Corp., a posi-
tion he held at the time of his death.

He had been a trustee of Middlebury Col-
lege since 1908 and in 1941 was made presi-
dent of the college corporation. When he
died he was a trustee of the president and
fellows of Middlebury College and chairman
of the bulldings and loans committee of the
group, a trustee of the Illsley Library Build-
ing Fund at the college, and a trustee of the
Porter Memorial Hospital Association.

He had been president of the Addison
County Trust Co. since it was organized in
July 1919, and was the oldest active bank
president in New England.

Other positions he had held included di-
rector of the national bank in Middlebury
for 27 years, director and president of the
Addison County Fair Association, a director
of the Middlebury Hotel Corp., and a
member of the chamber of commerce.

He early won the respect of the community
for his outstanding qualities of integrity,
sane judgment, and sound sense.

Outside his home community he also held
numerous positions of responsibility.

He was, when he died, a director of the
Vermont Mutual Fire Insurance Co., a posi-
tion he had held for 47 years; a director of
the Brandon National Bank, a post where
he had served for 40 years; a trustee of
the Thorpe Camp at Goshen; honorary pres-
ident of the Vermont Assoclation for the
Blind; president of Kurn Hattin Homes at
Westminster, and president of the board of
trustees of Shard Villa.

Fraternally, he was a member of Union
Lodge, Free and Accepted Masons, of Middle-
bury; Mount Calvary Commandery, Knights
Templar; Mount Sinal Temple, Mystic Shrine,
In January 1945 he was houored with the
50-year jewel. He was the oldest living mem-
ber of C. J. Bell Pomona Grange.

In 1912 the honorary degree of master of
arts was conferred upon him by Middlebury
College.

In 1927 the degree of doctor of laws was
conferred upon him by both Middlebury Col=-
lege and Norwich University and the follow=
ing year he received the same degree from
the Unlversity of Vermont.

In 1942 he was made an honorary member
of the alumni of both Middlebury College
and of 8t. Michael's High School in Mont-
pelier.

John E. Weeks was much loved for his
qualities of mind and heart. He was respect-
ed as & high type of Vermonter, loyal to his
State, honest in all his dealings, and demo=
cratic in every thought and action.

He was a devoted churchman, a Congre=
gationalist by birth, who always supported -
and kept his membership in the church of
his youth in Salisbury. He was an hon
deacon of the Middlebury Congregational
Church.

His interest in young people was shown by
his aid to boys and girls going through school
and college and to those seeking to establish
themselves in business ventures. He encour=-
aged 4-H work by an annual gift for 19 years
at both the Rutland and Champlain Valley
falrs.

For many years, he and Mrs. Weeks had felt
the need of a library for the Colony House in
Rutland, and in 1943, in Mrs. Weeks’ memory,
he presented a library to the home. He also
presented the Weeks School with gifts for the
chapel and hospital.

Governor Weeks served in ewch of his many
capacities with honor to himself, his friends,
his business associates, the citizens of Ver-
mont and the Nation.

Survlvors are two nleces, Mrs. J. W. Esta-
brook of Brandon and Mrs. Martin Rice of
Burlington; and three nephews, George See-
ley, of Taunton, Mass., the Rev. Frank Seeley,
of Kingston, N. Y., and John W. Goss, of Bur=
lington,
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Statements by present and former State
officials who knew Governor Weeks follow:

Governor Gibson: “Governor Weeks was a
truly great Vermonter. He was a man who
knew what it was to earn a living from the
earth, He had a tremendous feeling for all
things good. He was a real Christian who
practiced Christianity in his daily life and
did a tremendous amount of good for all
kinds of people in the State.

“He will always be remembered for his real
and lively interest in the unfortunate of Ver-
mont. Those who had the misfortune to
have to be cared for by the State—in the
State prison or house of correction, the
Weeks School which bears his name, or the
Btate hospital or Brandon State School—all
had his keen interest.”

Former Gov. Redfield Proctor, a life-long
friend of Governor Weeks: “John Weeks for a
great many years held some official position
in the State. During much of that time he
was responeible to a less or greater degree for
those for whom the State must care—the
feeble-minded, Insane, wayward, criminals,
and more recently, the cripples. He was
deeply interested in this work and sympa-
thetic toward all. Those who are now Carry-
ing this on will miss and long remember
him.”

Former Gov. Stanley C. Wilson, who suc-
ceeded Governor Weeks in office: “Governor
Weeks won a place in the hearts of Ver-
monters, not merely by his long life but by
his insistence during his active life in work-
ing for the high ideals of Vermont people.
We can all take pride in his achievements and
cherish his memory.”

Lt. Gov. Harold J. Arthur, who served as
Governor Weeks’' executive messenger: “Ver-
mont has lest a faithful exemplar of
Christian living. Governor Weeks was one
of my best friends, a sound adviser and
keenly interested in my advancement and
welfare since I served as his executive mes-
senger in 1927. I shall miss him.”

Commissioner of Social Welfare W, Arthur
Bimpson, who was senator during Governor
‘Weeks administration and who was first ap-
pointed to the State highway board by the
former governor: “Much credit should go to
Governor Weeks for what he did for the
highway program in Vermont. In the midst
of the controversy that had arisen, he seemed
to sense the middle ground the people of
Vermont would adopt. Many people had
been talking about better roads but he and
the legislature were the ones who did some-
thing.”

Representative Gerald Adams, of Marlboro,
dean of the Vermont legislature, who served
in the 1927 session—"1I first became acquaint-
ed with Governor Weeks in 1923 when I was
first in the legislature and he was director
of State institutions, but I got to know him
better in 1927 because I helped him put his
highway program through the house. He
was very sincere in any undertaking he ever
attempted and was really ‘sold’ on what he
was trying to accomplish.”

[From the Newport Express of September
13, 1949]
A LowNG AwD UserurL LiFe

In the death of former Gov. John E. Weeks,
Vermont has lost one of the finest citizens
this generation has seen. He was a man of
exceptional qualities of spirit, of mind, and
of physical stamina.

John Weeks was born and educated in
Vermont, he spent his entire life in Vermont,
dying last week in Middlebury at the ad-
vanced age of 96 years. He had been farmer,
insurance agent, dealer in farm produce,
census enumerator, banker, senate door-
keeper at the statehouse, town representa-
tive, State senator, assistant judge, speaker
of the Vermont House, director of State in-
stitutions, commissioner of public welfare,
governor, and Congressman from Vermont to
the United States House of Representatives.
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This wide field of activity and experience
particularly fitted him for public service.
Added to these experiences was his deeply
religious life, which gave mercy to knowl-
edge, patlence to wisdom, persistence in
public needs, sympathy with the afilicted,
and prayerful consideration of all things.
Nothing so fits a person for useful publie
service as a prayerful life with which there
is combined native wisdom, experience, and
physical vigor. Above that of most men
John Weeks had these qualities.

He was so universally loved and respected
that John Weeks was given all the important
town offices, and he was the first Governor
of Vermont in generations to receive a sec-
ond electlon to that high and important
office, seeming to prove that in his home
town and in a State-wide sense he was
esteemed beyond the average man. There
are qualities in a character like his which
command respect.

John Weeks was Governor of Vermont
when the devastating flood of 1927 over-
whelmed the State, taking many lives and
destroying millions in private and public
property. The disaster so affected Governor
Weeks that one close to him at the time told
the writer that he was distraught for a time,
After a few hours of contemplation and
prayer his mind was clear. He determined
to call a special session of the legislature and
recommend to it that the State bond itself
to replace town roads and bridges and do
what it could to repair the damage done
and thereby give the people what comfort
and courage such a course would naturally
inspire.

It was John Weeks, who, first as Governor,
traveled over the State to speak before
Granges, young people’s groups, religious
organizations and every public occasion to
which he was Invited, anywhere in the State
so0 long as his time and physical possibilities
permitted, He believed in keeping in close
personal touch with the people, and Vermont
Governors since have followed his lead in
this respect.

His administration of Vermont’s penal
institutions, its mental hospital, and chari-
table efforts were so outstanding that the
State honored him by naming the former
Vergennes Industrial School for incorrigible
youth, the Weeks School, and so it is known
today.

As the moving spirit in the former Middle-
bury Fair, John Weelks made the exhibition
a success. It collapsed soon after he with-
drew from its active oversight. Until 2 or
8 years ago, and after he was 90 years of age,
he had spoken to Rotary clubs and other
groups in his part of the State, had been an
honored guest at many affairs on many occa-
sions, and always lent dignity and grace to
sucl events. The death of Mrs. Weeks a
decade ago was a severe blow to the aging
statesman, but with Christian fortitude he
kept courageously active.

In the opinion of this column John Weeks
was a great man. Not as highly educated
as many, not as fluent a speaker as some,
not as wealthy as others, his heart was
always in the right place and his conscience
ective for the right. These qualities make
for greatness.

[From the Vermont Argus of September 13,
1949]

Ex-Gov. Joan E. WEEKS

With the death of former Gov. John
Eliakim Weeks, Vermont has lost one of its
most highly esteemed ecitizens. Governor
Weeks gave freely of his time, efforts, and
money for the benefit of the State and was
one of the most public-spirited men of our
time.

Besldes serving two terms as chief execu-
tive of Vermont, he had also served as Rep-
resentative In Congress from 1931 to 1933,
the last years in which Vermont had two
Members in the House of Representatives.
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Previous to his election as Governor in 1926,
he had been connected with State public
office for nearly 30 years, serving first as a
member of the board of trustees of the State
industrial school at Vergénnes and later as
director of State institutions and commis-
sioner of public welfare. It was in recogni-
tion of these years of service in the field of
public welfare and of his interest in youth
that the name of the industrial school was
changed to the Weeks School by the 1937
legislature.

BEEAKS THE MOUNTAIN RULE

Governor Weeks was the first Governor to
be reelected since the Mountain rule was
established in 1870 and was the first Gover-
nor to occupy the executive chair for more
than 2 years since the administration of Bilas
Jennison from 1835 to 1841. His reelection
in 1928 broke a tradition of over half a cen-
tury and was partly due to his work of re-
construction of roads and bridges following
the disastrous flood of 1927.

The of hard surface road con-
struction in Vermont dates back to Governor
Weeks' administration and the building of
petter roads in the State was, in his opinion,
the greatest accomplishment during the time
he was Governor. While in office he fulfilled
his campaign promise that if elected and
authorized by the people, he would have 40
miles of hard surface roads built each year.

Another accomplishment of the Weeks'
administration included the State support
of winter maintenance when a bill passed the
1927 legislature appropriating 850,000 to as-
sist towns in maintaining winter roads. A
separate motor vehicle department was also
created in the same year, the Lake Champlain
Bridge Commission was set up and the ma-
chinery and money provided for the joint
construction of the bridge with New York
Btate.

At the beginning of Governor Weeks’ sec-
ond term, the 1929 legislature provided for
the establishment of the first State forest
parks; passed the uniform veterans’ guardian
act; and appropriated $15,000 for the erection
of a Vermont building at the Eastern States
Exposition. An act was also passed clearing
up the constitutionality of the outdoor ad-
vertising or billboard law thus bringing ap-
proximately $10,000 into the State treasury.

Governor and Mrs. Weeks celebrated their
fiftieth anniversary while he was in office and
it is believed that he was the only chief
executive of any State to hold such a celebra-
tion. The couple's sixtieth anniversary was
observed in 1939 in Middlebury after Gover-
nor Weeks had retired from public office.

Governor Weeks was sincerely loved by
Vermonters in all walks of life. His benevo-
lence, kindness, and good deeds will long be
remembered by his hosts of friends and ac-
quaintances, and as a public figure he has
taken his place in the history of the State.

[From the Addison County (Vt.) Independ-
ent of September 16, 1949]
MIppLEBURY PAYs TRIBUTE TO CITIZEN AND

FRIEND—ENTIRE STATE MOURNS PASSING OF

FoRMER GOV. JOHN E. WEEES—MIDDLEEURY

Pays TrIBUTE To FRIEND—MANY FLOWERS,

DELEGATIONS AT RITES

Middlebury paild tribute to ex-Gov. John
E. Weeks, Tuesday, by closing virtually all
business places during the hour of the fu-
neral, The banks and offices closed at noon.
Many places had their curtains drawn and
while the scores of cars passed through the
village going to and from Mead Chapel, Main
Btreet was practically bare of parked vehicles.
All flags on State buildings flew at half staff,
by order of Governor Gibson.

“GRrAND OLD MAN" EULOGIZED AT SIMPLE
SERVICES

State officials joined with Addison County
friends and neighbors to pay final tribute
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Tuesday afternoon to former Gov. John E.
Weeks who died at his Middlebury home last
Saturday at the age of 96,

The simple and dignified service was con-
ducted by his close friend and associate, Dr.
John M, Thomas, of Rutland, former Middle-
bury College president, in Mead Chapel on the
campus of the college he had loved so well
and for which he had long served as a trustee.
He had requested that services be held In
Mead Chapel. Assisting was Dr. Stephen A.
Freeman, vice president of the college and
close friend.

The chapel which had been built under the
late Governor’s supervision as trustee was
filled and numerous floral tributes were
massed around the chancel.

The body had lain in state in the vestibule
preceding the service which was attended
by numerous State officials and representa-
tives of institutions and organizations with
which Governor Weeks had been affiliated
during his long and active life.

The bearers were S, Seeley Reynolds, Sr.,
Prof. Phelps N. Swett, F. Ray Churchill, and
Page S. Ufford, of Middlebury; Edgar J. Wiley
and J. R. Leonard, of Brandon, and Lt. Gov.
Harold J. Arthur and Levi P. Smith, of Bur-
lington.

Prof. Raymond H, White, Duane O. Robin-
son, Robert Hope, and James R. Scobie ush-
ered. Mrs. Prudence Fish Bussey, of Vergen-
nes, was at the organ.

Dr. Thomas prefaced his tribute by read-
ing from passages of the Scripture which
had been favorites of Governor Weeks and
in his eulogy lauded him as a man “who
feared God, kept His commandments, and
did the very best he could.”

The unfortunate were his chief care, he
said, and while a long life is not always a
blessing, with him it was a great blessing.
“To the end many came to say ‘thank you’
for what you did for me many years ago to
change the course of my life.”

Dr. Thomas closed his remarks by reciting,
to organ accompaniment of “Ten Thousand
Times Ten Thousand,” the first verse of the
hymn, which he had recited at the funeral
of Mrs. Hattie Jane (Dyer) Weeks 8 years ago.

FUNDAMENTAL SOURCES
- Dr. Freeman also pald tribute to the former
chief executive, saying:

*“Two fundamental sources help to explain
his character. The soil of Vermont and the
Christlan religlon. He was a man of the
common people. His thought and expres-
sion had the simplicity and directness of the
Vermont farmer. His was the true democ-
racy that interests itself in every man, with-
out regard for station.

“Christianity was for him a way of life
and he lived it every moment. He cared
tremendously that the Christlan virtues of
honesty and loyalty, falth and trust, clean
living, truth and goodness should be pre-
served in this modern world by holding fast
to the teachings of Jesus Christ.”

At the close of the service the casket was
borne from the chapel along the north walk
and the funeral procession was formed that
was to take him to his home town of Salis-
bury and burial beside his wife in West
Salisbury Cemetery.

Long before the escorted procession ar-
rived numerous Salisbury friends gathered
at the cemetery, including members of the
Balisbury Congregational Church of which
he had been a lifelong member, and who
had honored him along with three others
as oldest members of the church 2 years ago.

Dr. Thomas and Dr. Freeman officiated at
the committal service, while overhead an
unidentified plane dipped its wing in salute.

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
APPROPRIATIONS, 1950

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 4146) mak-
ing appropriations for the National Se-
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curity Council, the National Security Re-
sources Board, and for military func-
tions administered by the National Mili-
tary Establishment for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur-
poses, with Senate amendments there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendments,
and agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the folHowing
conferees: Messrs. MAHON, SHEPPARD,
Sixes, CANNON, ENGEL of Michigan, and
PLUMLEY.

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROFRIA-
TIONS, 1950

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 3838) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department of
the Interior for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1950, and for other purposes,
with Senate amendments thereto, dis-
agree to the Senate amendments, and
agree to the conference asked by the
Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs, KIRWAN, NORRELL,
Jackson of Washington, CANNON, JENSEN,
and FENTON.

THIRD DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1949

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 5300) mak-
ing appropriations to supply deficiencies
in certain appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1949, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, disagree to the Senate amend-
ments, and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. CANNON, KERR, RaA-
BAUT, TABER, and PLUMLEY.

PURCHASE OF AUTOMOBILES OR OTHER
CONVEYANCES FOR DISABLED VET-
ERANS

Mr. RANKIN., Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (8. 2115) to au-
thorize payments by the Administrator
of Veterans Affairs on purchases of au-
tomobiles or other conveyances by cer-
tain disabled veterans and for other pur-
poses, with amendments of the House
thereto, insist on the amendments of the
House, and agree to the conference asked
by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to object, if
I understand the gentleman’s request,
this is merely to send the bill to con-
ference.
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Mr. RANKIN. Yes, this is merely to
send the bill to conference.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none, and appoints the following
conferees: Messrs. RANKIN, ALLEN of
Louisiana, TEacUE, Mrs. Rocers of Mas-
sachusetts, and Mr. KEARNEY,

SURPLUS AIRPORTS

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the bill (H. R. 3851) to
amend Public Law 289, Eightieth Con-
gress, with respect to surplus airport
property and to provide for the trans-
fer of compliance functions with rela-
tion to such property, with a2 Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Page 4, line 5, after “aviation”, insert “:
And provided further, That no release, con-
veyance, or quitclaim shall be executed by
the Administrator pursuant to this section
except upon the condition that, in the event
that the property to which such release, con-
veyance, or quitclaim relates shall be sold
to any third party within 5 years after the
date of enactment of this act, the proceeds
of such sale shall be devoted exclusively to
the development, improvement, operation,
or maintenance of a public airport.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Il-
linois?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, reserving the right to obiject,
this is one of those bills which makes it
easier for private individuals to obtain
possession of Government property with-
out adequate compensation. The amend-
ment placed on by the Senate makes
that process a little more difficult, and
as there is not anything that the minority
can do about it, I shall not object.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. As
I understand it, the amendment provides
that the property must remain as an
airport for at least 5 years?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes; we
keep it for 5 years, and then we let them
have it.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. Dawson]1?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was agreed to.
; l?l motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. MANSFIELD (at the request of
Mr. PrIEST) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the ReEcorp and in-
clude two newspaper articles.

Mr. KEOGH (at the request of Mr.
BucHANAN) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the REcorp in two
separate instances.

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp and include a resolution.

Mr. CELLER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp on four different subjects; and
also to place in the RECORD a statement
by Prof. Milton Handler, notwithstand-
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ing the estimated cost of the same will be
$359.50.
LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that leave
of absence be granted the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Vinson], for an in-
definite period, on account of official
business.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection,

ALLOWANCE FOR TELEPHONE AND
TELEGRAPH EXPENSE

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, the Mem-
bers of the House operate under a $500
annual limitation for telephone and tel-
egraph bills. By the end of the year, I
will be paying telephone and telegraph
bills to my constituents, on Government
business, out of my own pocket. The
Members of the other body can use that
much in one blanket announcement, if
they wish, and no questions are asked.
While I do not condone abuse or extrav-
agance, I do not believe the House wants
to limit the effectiveness of its Members
by making it impossible for them to
carry on important business speedily.

I do not know how others are being
affected, but I have personally held down
my expenditures for telegrams and tele-
phone service in every way I can, but
there is not enough money in my fund
to last the rest of the year.

Mr. RICH. - Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SIKES. I yield.

Mr. RICH. You are getting air mail
stemps, and you are privileged to use the
post office.

Mr. SIKES. I do not question the gen-
tleman’s idea about how he should rep-
resent his constituents. I am doing
what I think is necessary to the sound
representation of my people. I want to
give. them effective service, which at
times requires the use of telephone or
telegraph. But the fund allotted for
that purpose is clearly insufficient.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman frem Florida has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKES

Mr, FLOOD (at the request of Mr.
Linp) was given permission to extend his
remarks in the REcorDp and include an
editorial from the Polish-American Jour-
nal.

Mr. DOYLE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in three instances, with appro-
priate accompanying material,

Mr. MARCANTONIO asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REcorp and in-
clude a radio speech.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Recorp in four instances, in each of them
to include extraneous matter.
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SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House to-
day for 10 minutes upon the completion
of all legislative business and any other
special orders heretofore granted.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

ALLOWANCE FOR TELEFPHONE AND
TELEGRAFPH EXPENDITURES

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Michi-
gan?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, while I doubt that the gentle-
man from Mississippi is very anxious to
hear what I have to say, I do want to
tell him how I get along on that $500
allowance for telephone and telegraph
expense, and that it is going to be ample,

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, Just a
minute. I just make up my mind what
I am going to do on bills that are before
the House. Then I let my constituents
know. If you know your constituents
and they know you and your convictions
and willingness to stand on them you
do not have to wire your home folks
every day to find out what they think
or what they want you to do. They
know almost automatically how you are
going to vote on bills that are before the
Congress.

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman is ad-
dressing the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SixEes] I assume. !

Mr, HOFFMAN of Michigan. I am
talking to all these boys who cannot get
along on $500 for telephone and tele-
graph bills.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to extend her
remarks in the REcorp and include a let-
ter written to her by the DAV, and copy
of a bill which they have asked her to
introduce.

MEMBERS' TELEGRAPH ALLOWANCE

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed for 1 minute and to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I join with the gentleman from
Florida [Mr, S1kes] regarding the insuffi-
ciency of the Members’ allowance for
telegrams. Telegrams are often neces-
sary to and from Government depart-
ments and to constituents in order to
expedite immediate and urgent Lusiness
matters. There are many matters that
often require telegrams such as passports
for constituents going to foreign coun-
tries, cases of illness and death of men

13123

and women in the armed services, claims
complicated and long overdue often can-
not wait for mail delivery. Often a
telegram saves a very valuable piece of
property, expedites a claim, and helps
enormously in the running of the busi-
ness of the country. I have never heard
a single person object to the allowance
for telegrams sent by Congressmen to
their constituents for urgent business
purposes; they are not political, they are
purely for the people’'s business and
interests.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Spezker,
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts, I
vield.

Mr. RICH. The gentlewoman’s dis-
trict is in Massachusetts. She can send
a letter every day and it will be there
the next day. She does not need any
more money; she has enough money,
and so do the Members of Congress to
take care of their districts with the serv-
ice we are now rendering.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. A
telegram often means an enormous
amount of difference in money, in time,
and in peace of mind to a constituent
and is usually greatly appreciated.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

will the

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. SIMFSON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in the Recorp and include an
article from Fortune Magazine, entitled
“The Incentive Income Tax Plan,” by
Gwilym A. Price, president of Westing-
house Manufacturing Co.

Mr. HAGEN (at the request of Mr.
LEMKE) was given permission to extend
his remarks in the RECORD.

Mr. LEMEKE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
REecorp in three instances and in each
to include extraneous matter.

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REecorp in three in-
stances.

THE PEEKSEILL RIOT

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, vigorous
action by the State of New York which
has just resulted in the indictment of six
participants in the Peekskill riot should
be gratifying to Americans everywhere.
The local authorities are now having
their opportunity—as they should—to
demonstrate their ability to enforce the
law and bring about respect for the Con-
stitution. The issue is also a much wider
one affecting respect for constitutional
guarantees to minorities throughout the
United States, emphasizing that we ex-
pect it as much in the North as in the
South.

Those of us in the Congress who op-
posed the Mundi{-Nixon bill and similar
legislation have a special duty to see that
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constitutional guarantees are neither
flouted nor exploited. I hope that the
grand jury action already inaugurated
in New York will apply with equal
weight to the hoodlums who participated
in the riot as well as to any Communist
or Communist sympathizers who in-
cited it.

It reminds-us that consideration of
Federal antilynching legislation has
been permitted to lag in a way which is
a disservice to the American people.
There should be an overriding power in
the Federal Government to see that be-
yond considerations of community or
even State the Constitution is honored
by all.

YMr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, it was not
surprising to hear the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Javirs] defend that Com-
munist coneclave in New York where Paul
Robeson, the Negro Communist, sang the
praises of Moscow and criticized the pa-
triotic ex-servicemen who protested.

The American people were not in sym-
pathy with that gang of Communists
who composed that traitorous gathering.

When they now undertake to investi-
gate and persecute those ex-servicemen
who made that protest, those brave patri-
ots who wore the uniform, who suffered
and bled, and who saw their buddies die
in two world wars, when they begin to
investigate them for irying to break up
that Communist meeting, the American
people are with the ex-servicemen and
not with that Negro Communist and
that bunch of Reds who went up there
from New York to put on that demon-
stration.

Mr. MARCANTONIO, Mr. Speaker, a
point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The genile-
man from Mississippi used the word
“nigger.” I ask that that word be taken
down and stricken from the REcorp inas-
much as there are two Members in this
House of the Negro race, and that word
reflects on them.

The SPEAKER. The Chair under-
stood the gentleman from Mississippi to
say “Negro.”

Mr. RANKIN. I said “Negro,” just as
I have said ever since I have been able
to talk, and shall continue to say.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The point of
the matter is he used the word “nigger.”

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman from
New York is doing more harm to the
Negroes than he is good.

If that Negro, Robeson, does not like
this country, let him go to Russia, and
i‘:ﬂ.ke that gang of alien Communists with

m.

The SPEAKER. The Chair holds that
the remarks of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi are not subject to a point of
order. He referred to the Negro race,
and they should not be ashamed of that
designation.
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SEPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House today for 5 minutes following dis-
position of matters on the Speaker’s desk
and at the conclusion of any special
orders heretofore entered.

AMENDING THE ACT OF JULY 23, 1947
(61 STAT. 409)

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speaker’s
desk the bill (H. R. 1824) to amend the
act of July 23, 1947 (61 Stat. 409), with
Senate amendment thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amendment,
as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert “That sectlon 433 (f) of the act of
August 4, 1949, is amended to read as follows:

“*(f) In computing length of service for
purposes of retirement of personnel of the
former Bureau of Marine Inspection and
Navigation and Bureau of Customs trans-
ferred from those bureaus to the Coast Guard

by Ezecutive Order 9083 and by Reorganiza-

tion Plan No. 3, eflective July 16, 1946, who
are commissioned, appointed, or enlisted,
there shall be included, in addition to all
service now or hereafter creditable by law,
all service as a civilian employee of the
United States within the purview of sec-
tions 691, 693, €98, 707, T09-T15, T16-719, T20-
725, 727-729, 730, 731, and 733 of title 5;
and for all purposes of pay, so much of the
service as was rendered as a civilian employee
in the former Bureau of Marine Inspection
and Navigation (including its predecessors,
the Bureau of Navigation and the Steam-
boat Inspection Service), in the Bureau of
Customs and in the Coast Guard. Such
service for both retirement and pay purposes
shall be classified as commissioned, warrant,
or enlisted depending upon which status
the person assumes upon his entry into the
Regular Coast Guard. Service covering the
samelperlod shall not be counted more than
once.' "

Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to

z;;nend sectlon 433 (f) of the act of August 4,
49."

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

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. MTr,
Speaker, reserving the right to obiect,
will the gentleman explain the amend-
ment?

Mr. BLAND. The report shows that
the proposed legislation would permit
the inclusion of time spent as a civilian
employee for the purposes of retirement
but not for the purposes of pay. The
proposed legislation would permit the in-
clusion of time spent as a civilian em-
ployee in the former Bureau of Marine
Inspection and Navigation, the Bureau of
Customs, and the Coast Guard, for mili-
tary pay purposes.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The
beneficiary would actually be in the Gov-
ernment service at all times?

Mr. BLAND. That is true.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. And
he will get full credit for the time he put
in for the Government?

Mr. BLAND. That is my understand-
ing.

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

There was no objection,
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The Senate amendment was concurred

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. LANE] is recognized for
10 minutes.

AMERICAN TEXTILES HIT AGAIN WHILE
THEY ARE DOWN

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, whatever
economic sacrifices are called for, in the
name of war, peace, or world trade,
Washington officials look to the textile
industry first, last, and always.

They seem to think that our makers of
cloth can go on taking repeated beatings
from their own Government without be-
ing knocked out.

If further concessions are necessary to
encourage world trade the time has come
for other industries to share the burden.
The textile cities of New England have
already sacrificed too much. We have
only two alternatives left: either to cut
wages or go out of business.

I cannot believe that the Government
in its right mind, would force us to these
extremities, which we will resist to the
utmost. It may be that the Government
does not understand the facts of life
in New England where so many commu-
nities depend for their bread and butter
on the sales of woolen worsted goods
which they produce.

We do not intend to stand by and see
our mill cities drained of their lifeblood
and transformed into ghost towns, sim-
ply to convenience the Government in its
dealings with other nations.

We have been reasonable. We have
made concessions. But the time has
come to call a halt and insist that our side
of the case, involving the whole American
textile industry and its tens of thousands
of workers, be given some consideration.

The jolly request that we be good fel-
lows about the whole matter and give up
our mills and our jobs to bail out other
nations is stirring up resentment where
I come from. Just because we call our-
selves New England is no reason why we
should be called upon to make the su-
preme sacrifice for old England. The
United States has been generous beyond
comparison in the help it has given, and
is giving, to restore other nations to eco-
nomic health. But there is a limit to
what we can do. Other nations must ex-
ert themselves and not expect us to carry
the major share of the load. The people
of New England have reached the con-
clusion that this give-away policy of our
Government must be checked before the
United States, or any section of it, is
threatened with bankruptcy.

Here are the grim facts in their strange
sequence:

First. In the postwar readjustment,
the textile industry has suffered most of
all. Unemployment has been severe, and
after repeated pleas for help, the Gov-
ernment has promised to route orders to
distressed areas in order to restore pro-
duction and recall workers to their ma-
chines.

Second. At the same time, the Gov-
ernment has vigorously fought for the
extension of the Trade Agreements Act,
first passed in 1934, which permits the
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President to reduce tariff rates on certain
articles if he wins reciprocal concessions
from other countries in trade agree-
ments. In the United States Senate last
week efforts were made to impose re-
strictions on the wide powers granted by
the House-approved extension bill, but
they were defeated. The bill was sent
to the White House for signature into
law. Under it the President has the
arbitrary power to cut tariff rates as
much as 50 percent below the 1945 level,

Those of us who foresaw the danger to
American textiles pleaded for a peril-
points amendment. These are points at
which tariff cuts, in the opinion of the
Tariff Commission, would be harmful to
American industry.

But now all depends upon the Presi-
dent's judgment, even without consult-
ing Congress. The American market for
American textiles can be severely de-
pressed to provide an overseas market for
some other American industry. In other
words, the textile industry, discriminated
against, seems chosen to become the
“poor relative” of the American indus-
trial family.

All because Great Britain needs a
market for her cotton and woolen goods
in the United States.

With the tariff barriers down, how can
the United States textile worker who
earns $1.32 an hour compete with the
English worker in the same industry who
gets 30 cents an hour?

He cannot.

The Englishman would undersell his
‘product right here in the United States.
And do not forget that other nations,
with cheaper labor, can put the American
worker at a greater competitive disad-
vantage.

And now we come to step 3, the final
blow.

The Anglo-American Conference, seek-
ing ways and means of closing Britain’s
dollar gap and thereby saving her econ-
omy, was held recently in Washington.
The United States was the dominant
voice, and it was a Cabinet officer of the
United States who had much to do with
the devaluation of the British pound.

Neither the Congress nor the people
were taken into consideration when this
drastic step was taken. In the realm of
high finance, the effect of this upon the
American textile worker was completely
ignored.

For again the hard-hit textile indus-
try was hit in the solar plexus. De-
pression and tariff cuts—apparently
these were considered of small concern
by the officials of our Government. The
British were urged to devalue their pound
from 4.05 to 2.80, in terms of American
dollars in order to open up American
markets to British goods.

What are these goods?

British coal, motor cars, or agricultural
products?

Hardly.

British woolens will lead the parade of
exports to American stores to make mat-
ters worse for our own distressed mills,
and the people who depend on these mills
for their jobs.

To hold his own against this price-
cutting flood, the American manufac-
turer will have to cut wages and lay off
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help if he is to stay in business at all.
Instead of bundles for Britain, we will
need them for the displaced textile work-
ers of New England.

I have no intention of being an apostle
of gloom, but I cannot close my eyes to
the difficulties under which the producers
of woolen and worsted goods are pres-
ently operating. The dangers inherent
in the lowering of the price of British
goods exported to this country, through
devaluation of the pound, could very well
be the final stroke under which one of
our main industries would break.

What are we going to do in the face
of this very real threat?

I, personally, will appeal to the Presi-
dent to watch this situation carefully.
With the great powers invested in him,
he can keep. tariff rates on woolens and
worsteds at a rate high enough to pro-
tect the domestic market from being
overwhelmed by an invasion of British
textiles.

We can help the British and we can
help world trade by spreading British
imports to this country over the maxi-
mum number of industries possible to
cushion the impact on our own economy.
Textiles and a few others are in no posi-
tion to absorb the shock by themselves.

On the theory that it is better to an-
ticipate and thereby avoid, I say that
the outcome rests entirely with the Pres-
ident. With clear notice that the peril
point for textiles is at hand, even before
the further effect of devaluation is felt,
I am constrained to inform the President
that responsibility for all ill effects that
may follow must be shouldered by him.
New England hopes that he will provide
its important industry with at least a
minimum of protection. It cannot for-
give him if he fails.

Our textile workers, whose livelihood
is at stake, want assurances of adequate
protection before and not after the flood.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, LANE. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I agree 100
percent with what the gentleman has
said. I do not know how he voted on
the reciprocal trade agreements bhill when
it was before the House, but I do know
it is the policy of the majority side to
disregard the peril point in our reciprocal
trade agreements.

Mr. LANE. I will inform the zentle-
man right now, lest we forget, that I
voted against the reciprocal trade agree-
ments.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. I think the
gentleman used good judgment, and so
did I. I predict that the present recipro-
cal trade agreements which have been
passed by the other body, if accepted by
your side, which has the responsibility in
the House of Representatives, will wreak
havoc upon the industries of the United
States—not only the textile industry but
the clock industry and pottery industry
and half a dozen other industries,

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. COX, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that following the special
order granted to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HorrMaN] I may address
the House for 10 minutes.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Georgia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER, Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. HorFman] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

LABOR "GOON EQUADS"

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Speaker, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. JaviTs], 2 Republican, and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr, MARCAN=-
ToNIO1, American Labor—I think he is—
both deplore the rioting and violence
which occurred at Peekskill in their
home State, where the great Tom Dewey,
who was a great prosecutor, is Governor.
We can all join the two gentlemen from
New York in expressing the hope that
violence and rioting will not interfere
with free speech or freedom of lawful
action, and regret what happened. But
what puzzles me is why those two self-
styled champions of civil rights, and I
do not criticize them nor do I question
their sincerity—but what puzzles me is
why those two gentlemen, who get so ex-
cited at this interruption of a meeting
where a Communist is billed to speak,
never seem to be concerned when Amer-
icans are beaten and sent to hospitals
and sometimes to the morgue by labor
“goon squads.” I hope each of these
gentlemen sometime will take the trouble
and time to explain to the House why it
is that each is so strangely silent about
the violence, lawlessness, and rioting of
labor “goon squads.” Always go to bat
when some Communist is deprived of his
right. Hundreds of cases have occurred
where property has been destroyed, the
right of speech denied, and personal vio-
lence committed in defiance of the law
and court orders by “goons” acting in the
name of labor, and I have heard nothing
which I can at the moment recall from
these two genflemen or that either of
them has protested.

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield.

Mr., JAVITS. In the debate on the
Mundt-Nixon bill, the very bill I men-
tioned, I said and I said unequivocally
the reason I was vigorously opposed to
the bill was I felt it could affect any or-
ganization, any church, any trade-union,
or any trade association and I will be
Just as vigorous in the denunciation of
anything like that on the floor as the
gentleman would.

The gentleman cannot deny that.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I decline to yield further to the
gentleman.

Mr. JAVITS. The gentleman should
admit that.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, I decline to yield further, The
statement is no answer to the question.
It is a typical excuse and a typical alibi.

What I am telling the gentleman is
that I have never heard him criticize the
violence of labor “goon squads.” There
have been occasions, hundreds of them—
I do not know, thousands of them, pos-
sibly—but at least I know there are
hundreds of them where “goon squads”
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have gone in and beaten up innocent cit-
izens, men and women. Why do you not
say something about that?

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

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan, I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. I was one of the sup-
porters of the Mundt-Nixon bill. It was
supported by the Committee on Un-
American Activities because it was de-
signed to protect this country against
communistic attacks. Its object was to
save America for Americans.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Well, I
am not talking solely about Communists.
I am talking about violence and lawless-
ness generally,. What I am saying is that
if we get this steel strike, and a coal
strike, and a railroad strike, and a strike
in the motor industry with the usual vio-
lence you may find the people doing the
very thing that we deplore and disap-
prove of. They will take the law in their
own hands. Meet club with club. That
profits no one—solves nothing—injures
all.

Mr. RANKIN. I am answering the
gentleman from New York [Mr. JaviTs]
in his attack on the Mundt-Nixon bill.

It would have protected Christian
churches and all other legitimate or-
ganizations against the attacks of athe-
istic communism.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Michigan has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include a
speech recently made by him.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentlenian fromn
Georgia [Mr. Cox] is recognized for 10
minutes.

THE PEEESKILL RIOT

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may insert in the
RECORD an article by George Sokolsky ap-
pearing in the Washington Times-Her-
ald of September 8, last.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, in an article
that I have inserted in the CoONGRES-
s1I0NAL RECORD, George Sokolsky, the au-
thor, makes the point that the fact that
Paul Robeson is a Negro does not exempt
him from responsibility for his personal
conduct, and that the numerous indecen-
cies of which he has been guilty would
not have been suffered except for the fact
that he is a Negro. That statement
prompts me to ask if there is not a point
where the coddling of the disloyal, oper-
ating as agents of a foreign power bent
upon undermininc our Government,
should come to an end, and if the pro-
test of war veierans to the meeting in
Peekskill, N. Y., August 27, to feature this
notorious Negro singer was not an ex-
pression of moral indignation on the part
of those who love the flag, rather than a
riotous display of hate on the part of ir-
responsible persons?

The rights of free speech and free as-
semblage are, of course, fundamental
rights, but they are subject to the re-
straints that separate right from wrong,
and depend upon attendant circum-
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stances when and where asserted. The
enumeration of these rights in the Con-
stitution does not disparage other rights
enjoyed by the people. If the natural
tendency and probable effect of this as-
semblage under existing circumstances
was to provoke protest and disorder, then
it did not cume unaer the protection
guaranteed by the first amendment, and
if the meeting was in pursuance of an un-
lawful conspiracy to promote the com-
munistic program, then what was done
by veteran vigilantes should not be stig-
matized with invalidity, !

That demonstration by American vet-
erans against the presence of this par-
ticular Negro singer should have been
warning that the community of Peekskill
was opposed to the principles he advocat-
ed. It should have been warning that
there was opposition to his denunciation
of America and American institutions.
It should have been sufficient warning
that there was opposition to his alien
propaganda. It would have been suffi-
cient warning to any ordinary loyal, law-
abiding American citizen, white or black.

Obviously, however, it was not suffi-
cient warning to this notorious Negro
singer, for safe from the vigilantes, he
issued a defiant declaration that he
would return. And, defiantly, he did
return a week later. His sympathizers
came armed with baseball bats and
other weapons. Having been incited to
riot, they came prepared for rioting. On
that occasion more than 100 persons
were injured. There was extensive
property damage. But for the presence
of a thousand law-enforcement officers,
the casualties probably would have in-
cluded human lives, greater human in-
jury, and greater property damage.

These are the bare facts of the oc-
currences at Peekskill, normally a placid
community, not far from the city of
New York, on two successive Sabbath
evenings. So far as I have been able to
ascertain, no such rioting ever occurred
before at Peekskill; for Peekskill, you
see, is situated north of the Mason and
Dixon’s line in an area not referred to as
a “trouble area”—a term reserved for
opprobrious application generally to
cities and communities of the South.
Nor was the Ku Klux Klan present,
either hooded or unhooded.

The thousands of persons who partici-
pated in those demonstrations and riots
at Peekskill on both sides are but a part
of a great mass of American citizens.
Apparently none of them bears any par-
ticular individual distinction. One, who
did not participate in the demonstra-
tions, who escaped uninjured—the agent
provocateur who incited the riot—is a
notorious Negro singer. It was not the
first time he had incited to riot. It
was not the first time he had provoked
a mass demonstration. It is a tech-
nique with which he is fully familiar,
having acquired it at first hand in the
school of Communist Russia itself. He
is habituated to it.

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

Mr, COX. I yield.

Mr. RANKIN. That was a Commu-
nist demonstration, and they were using
this Negro Communist, Paul Robeson, to
do the singing.
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Those American patriots, those ex-
servicemen, were protesting against their
lynching of the Constitution of the
United States, or undermining and de-
stroying this great Government of ours
for which they fought.

Mr.COX. Yes. What is there sacro-
sanct about this notorious Negro singer
that panoplies him with the right to in-
cite to riot in his denunciation of all
that is American and his advocacy of
communism? - Why is he not among the
defendants now on trial in the city of
New York? Dgc you know of any white
man who thus would be folerated to pro-
voke mass demonstrations, who would
be protected by a thousand law-enforce-
ment officers while he shatters the peace
and calm of the Sabbath? Is this par-
ticular individual guaranteed freedom to
incite to riot?

Under our Constitution this singer is
guaranteed the right to appear at Peek-
skill or anywhere else, He is guaranteed
the right to sing. In times of peace he
may even propagandize for Russia and
against America. And all who want to
hear him may assemble for that pur-
pose., A thousand law-enforcement offi-
cers will be called out to protect him
and them. But has he a legal and con-
stitutional right to incite to riot? Hav-
ing incited fo riot he carefully refrained
from subjecting himself to harm. He
stole away from the scene of conflict pro-
tected by a thousand law-enforcement
officers, his hide unscratched.

Once again safe, he now impudently
contends that the thousand law-enforce-
ment officers who protected him in his
escape from an impassioned group of
American veterans failed to perform
their duty. Brazenly and insolently he
demands the impeachment of the Gov-
ernor of New York. Rather than the
Governor's being impeached for not af-
fording even greater protection, would he
not with better propriety be criticized
f(]}lr? having provided any protection at
a

How far have we gone in the destruc-
tion of our temples—temples built by the
founding fathers for the preservation of
a glorious national faith? This Negro
singer has gone about the land ridiculing
and mocking and deriding and denounec-
ing the institutions that have made us a
free people. He seeks to destroy those
institutions, all the while demanding
nonetheless that they protect him in his
infamy. Indeed, he now goes further
and demands that they accord him the
right to remove from office the elected
Governor of a great State.

This Negro singer is not ignorant. In-
deed, he is cunningly and mischievously
intelligent. He has won power over the
Negroes of America. He is the self-pro-
claimed black Stalin, the future head of
the black state that is to reach from Vir-
ginia to Texas. He conducts his propa-
ganda openly and brazenly and defiantly.
He is engaged in force and violence
against the peace and safety and se-
curity of the Nation, both within and
without its borders. Yet he goes about
unscathed, unmolested, and unimpeded.
With what impunity is this black Stalin
cloaked?

Not long ago wise leaders on both sides
believed that our racial problem could be
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adjusted without violence. Forbearance,
tolerance, time, and a decent regard for
the rights of each group were considered
to be the principles upon which the prob-
lem was to be solved. But those prin-
ciples have been cast aside under the
provocation of such leaders as this Negro
singer and those who abet him and follow
him.

In hundreds of communities through-
out the land Negroes, under the guidance
of such leaders as this, now are engaged
in promoting strife and discord. Con-
temptuous of our institutions, they none-
theless utilize our Federal courts to de-
mand by law compliance with what they
regard as rights, advantages they know
cannot be accorded them, and for which
they themselves make little or no con-
tribution. They exert organized power
over Federal, State, and local govern-
ments for the enactment of laws whose
execution they know will lead fo strife
and discord, turmoil and riot.

The Negro singer who provoked the
disturbances in placid Peekskill on two
successive Sabbaths is openly in conflict
with the peace, the safety, and the secu-
rity of America, the land that gave him
the opportunity to develop his talents.
Instead of utilizing those talents and his
power of leadership over 20,000,000
Negroes for good and for the peaceful
adjustment of racial differences, he is
engaged in provoking disorder and con-
flict. He has permitted the blight of
communism to do injury to his race. He
has changed the badge of communism in
America from red to black. He has at-
tainted the Negro in America with the
suspicion of disloyalty. He will not de-
stroy the temples of America. They are
indestructible. But he will destroy him-
self and do injury to his race.

I salute the veterans of Peekskill for
their manifestation of concern for the
thing they love and for the preservation
of which they spilt their blood, and for
which thousands of their compatriots
died. Seeing what is right, let them ever
put the law of their hearts to righteous
employment and resist all influences
that have as their objective the consign-
ment of free America to the wrecks of
time.

[From the Washington (D. C.) Times-Herald
of September 8, 1949]
THESE DAYS
(By George Sokolsky)

Only one who suffers from race prejudice
can forgive Paul Robeson his numerous
indecencies, which would never have been
tolerated in a white man. The fact that he
is a Negro does not exempt him from respon-
sibility for his personal conduct,

He has gone about this land denouncing
this country, outraging the sentiments and
loyalties of other Americans. He has stated
a preference for Soviet Russia; yet he inslsts
upon living in the United States. The earth
is large and includes many countries,

No one needs to live in the United States
who dislikes this country. Certainly, the
Soviet Union or one of its satellites will
accept him and even permit him to sing in
Othello, which seems to be his frustration.

MNaturally, such rioting and counter-dem-
onstrations as occurred in Westchester are
bad. Robeson should be permitted to sing
or talk, to warble Old Man River, parrot
Stalin’s lines to his heart's content. He
has a constitutional right to make a fool
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of himself, and this country is still strong
enough to suffer its fools.

But moral indignation is also understand-
able. Men who fought in a war, in which he
did not fight, men who have been wounded
and have seen their comrades killed, will not
lightly accept venomous attacks upon their
country by a fellow-countryman who hides
behind his self-asserted leadership of the
Negroes and who protests every objection to
his misconduct on the ground that a Negro
should act less loyally, less decently, less
manly than a white person,

Were I a Negro, I should reject Robeson’s
insults by a bop on the nose—and I should
regard it as proper to do so. This man is
devoting himself to destroylng the really
great work of bringing about a better rela-
tionship in this country between Negroes and
whiter. He is provoking trouble.

The question here is, who incites to riot,
Robeson or those who are morally indignant?
He and his Soviet stooges feel that they are
entitled to form picket lines everywhere, even
to encircle our courts, to shriek their hateful
slogans, to denounce and insult American in-
stitutions, to outrage the sensibilities of
every loyal and decent American, but they
reject the right of any American to do unto
them as they do unto Americans.

They constantly incite to riot, they con-
stantly stir hate. They constantly place
themselves in positions where they provocate,
to use one of their terms, street fights, riots,
arrests, and even physical violence upon
themselves. All that is done so that their
masters in the Kremlin may say to Europeans
and Asiatics, “Fascist America.” ;

The time has come to face these Commu-
nists and thelr allies for what they are. They
are our enemies. They hate us. They are
fighting us the world over.

Only recently, one who had been their
servant, John T. Pace, confessed that he
had been hired by them and used by them
to create rioting in Washington during Her-
bert Hoover's term as President and that a
vast propaganda was developed out of the
veterans’ march on Washington to damage
this country. Their hope was that someone
would be killed and that that would start
riots throughout the country.

How much do we need to take from these
creatures? If Paul Robeson were a man, he
would have appeared before that first West-
chester crowd of veterans and he would have
sung the Star-Spangled Banner. Every vet-
eran would have uncovered or he would have
stood at attention.

Most of them would have joined in the
song. But the coward did not appear, and
he could not have sung that anthem with
respect and love in his heart.

If you ever see a man spit on the American
flag, it is not necessary to call a polliceman.
It is only necessary to maintain one’s self-
respect. And this we need to relearn in this
land of ours.

So much propaganda has been done to
make us love other countries that we have
forgotten how to love our own,

We have been made pro-Russian, pro-
British, pro-this and pro-that, but what we
need most is to be pro-American, to love our
land, to respect its traditions, to reverence
its flag.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

By unanimous consent, Mr. HoFFMAN
of Michigan was given permission to
address the House for 10 minutes tomor-
row, September 22, 1949, following the
legislative business of the day and any
special orders heretofore granted.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. WoRLEY, Mr. McMILLAN of
South Carolina, and Mr. BrameLETT (at
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the request of Mr. ManoN), for an in-
definite period, on account of official
business.

To Mr, JonEs of Missouri (at the re-
quest of Mr. MaceE), for today, on ac-
count of official business,

To Mr. BULWINKLE (at the request of
Mr. JonEes of North Carolina), for an in-
definite period, on account of illness.

To Mr. Froop (at the request of Mr.
McCormack), for an indefinite period,
on account of important business.

To Mr, Baring (at the request of Mr.
McCormack), for an indefinite period,
oir account of illness in the family.

COMMUNICATICN ADDRESSED TO THE
POLISH EPISCOPACY BY POPE PIUS XII

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House and to revise and extend my re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in
a forceful letter addressed to the Polish
Episcopacy to mark the tenth anniver-
sary of the German invasion of Poland
on September 1, 1939, Pope Pius XII con-
soled the oppressed people of that land
in these words:

This is your merit, this is your badge of
nobility: to act strenuously, to suffer with
fortitude, to hope invineibly, to accomplish
great things.

I quote these apt words of the Holy
Father because, to my mind, they epit-
omize the spirit and faith of the Polish
people.

That people and their gallant little
nation have long lived with adversity.

It should not be forgotten that 16 days
after the 1st day of September 10 years
ago Poland suffered another invasion
from the east. It is the latter invasion
that has persisted.

Poland was the first sacrifice on the
profane altar erected by Nazi and Com-
munist despoilers to the idea of joint
world domination by a Hitlerite Ger-
many and a Sfalinist Russia.

Hitler's Germany lies in the dust, but
Poland is now a satellite of Stalin’s Rus-
sia.

The Poland.of 10 short years ago was
a different land. -

It was a living memorial to the ideals
of Woodrow Wilson.

After World War I, the ancient wrongs
of repeated partition had been righted
by the reconstitution of an integrated
Poland.

The Wilsonian political architecture of
eastern Europe symbolized the triumph
of the idea that small nations were en-
titled to national independence, com-
plete autonomy and geographical in-
tegrity.

In September of 1939, this symbol of
the ideals and the idea of Wilson was
ruthlessly shattered by the effectuation
of the criminal conspiracy between
Stalin and Hitler.

Free Poland was invaded and devas-
tated, her territory divided, and her peo-
ple subjected to an inhuman program of
brutalization.
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Though forsaken by friends and pros-
trated by enemies, the spirit of Poland
never flagged.

With an underground at home and a
government in exile abroad, the fire of
resistance to tyranny burned brightly
groughout. the dark days of World War

Poland, the Polish people, and the Po-
lish Army were preeminent in their loyal
and gallant espousal of the cause of de-
mocracy.

Paradoxically, Poland knew no real de-
feat until the day of the triumph of the
cause which she represented and for
which she fought so bravely.

What panzer divisions, concentration
camps, mass deportations, slave labor
battalions and huraan crematories could
not accomplish in Poland was finally
achieved by the wiles and treachery of
communism.

Drained of her life’s blood, free Poland
succumbed under the crunch of the ty-
rannous heel of Red fascism.

Today, and once again partitioned,
she lies prostrate behind the iron curtain
of Soviet suppression.

The tragedy of Poland is that of an
ally deserted and a friend betrayed.

It is a tragedy heightened by the stark
fact that the present partition and sub-
jugation of Poland is one aimed, not only
at her territory but at her culture, her
religion, and her national traditions.

It is a tragedy relieved only by the
knowledge that, despite centuries of op-
pression, the people of Poland have
clung tenaciously to their faith in jus-
tice and their hope of liberty.

That faith and hope are still alive in
the breasts of Poles everywhere. They
are the virtues through which the Polish
nation has survived every conquest and
by which it has outlived every dictator.

With that faith and hope, the iron
chains of Communist slavery will also be
cast off.

With encouragement from the Atlan-
tic nations, with the exertion of every
possible influence and aid from the
United States, and with thelr historic
reliance in the providence of Almighty
God, the Polish people will again find
means to reestablish their homeland as
a bastion of democracy in eastern
Europe.

In this month of their sorrowful an-
niversaries, our prayers are joined with
their hopes that the day of deliverance
will be soon at hand.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr., Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 12 o’clock and 51 minutes p. m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs-
day, September 22, 1949, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker's table and referred as follows:

931. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, Federal Works
Agency, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill entitled A bill to authorize the appoint-
ment of guards, watchmen, or other protec-
tive personnel of Federal agencies as special
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policemen, prescribing their powers as such,
and for other purposes”; to the Committee
on Public Works.

932, A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill, entitled “A bill to authorize reim-
bursement to the appropriations of the Bu-
reau of Narcotics of moneys expended for
the purchase of narcotics”; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

933. A letter from the Chairman, Export-
Import Bank of Washington, transmitting a
report of the operations of the Export-Im-
port Bank of Washington as of the close of
business June 30, 1949; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

934, A letter from the Acting Attorney
General, transmitting coples of orders of the
Commissioner of the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service suspending deportation,
as well as a list of the persons involved; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

935. A letter from Luis Mufioz Marin,
Governor of Puerto Rico, transmitting a mes-
sage expressing sympathy on the death of
Congressman Richard J. Welch; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration.

936. A leiter from ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN,
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rieo,
transmitting a message expressing sympathy
on the death of Congressman Richard J.
Welch; to the Committee on House Admin.
istration.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BRYSON: Committee on the Judiciary,
House Joint Resolution 23. Joint resolution
designating November 19, the anniversary of
Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, as Dedlcation
Day; without amendment (Rept. No. 1336).
Referred tc the House Calendar,

Mr. BRYSON: Committee on the Judiclary.
House Joint Resolution 184. Joint resolu-
tion authorizing the President of the United
States of America to proclaim the first Mon-
day of February as National Children’s Den=-
tal Health Day; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1337). Referred to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BATTLE:

H. R. 6178. A bill to provide that the Vet-
erans’ Administration hospital being con-
structed at Birmingham, Ala., shall be named
in honor of Gen. Willlam Crawford Gorgas;
to the Committee on Veterans’' Affairs,

By Mr. BENNETT of Florida:

H.R.6179. A bill to increase from $45 to
$556 the maximum monthly expenditure for
any Individual which may be counted in
determining the amount of the Federal pay-
ments to the States for old-age assistance
and aid to the blind; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CELLER:

H. 3.6180. A bill to amend the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1846 with respect to
the periods of congressional adjournment;
to the Committee on Rules,

By Mr. DAWSON:

H.R.6181. A bill to authorize rellef of
authorized certifying officers of terminated
war agencies in liquidation by the Depart-
ment of Commerce; to the Committee on
Expenditures,

By Mr. FLOOD:

H.R.6182. A bill relating to education or
training of veterans under title II of the
Bervicemen's Readjustment Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
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By Mr. LANE:

H.R. 6183. A bill to authorize the issuance
of & special postage stamp in commemora-
tlon of George Peabody; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. MARCANTONIO:

H. R, 6184. A bill to provide more adequate
relief against unemployment and to incresase
the national purchasing power by supple-
menting unemployment compensation pay-
able under State laws, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. PATMAN:

H.R.6185. A bill to amend the Pederal
Credit Union Act; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H. R.6186. A bill to provide for the relief
of officers of the Naval Reserve who served as
midshipmen at the United BStates Naval
Academy prior to 1913; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. RANEIN (by request):

H. R. 6187. A bill to amend section 304 of
the World War Veterans' Act, 1924, so as to
cancel certain indebtedness against Govern-
ment life-insurance policies held by disabled
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Aflairs.

By Mrs, ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H. R. 6188. A bill to amend Public Law 483,
Seventy-eighth Congress, as amended, to
equalize pensions payable to dependents of
World War I and World War II veterans; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BTIGLER:

H.R.6189. A bill to authorize the com-
mutation of the annual appropsiation for
fulfilling various treaties with the Choctaw
Nation of Indians in Oklahoma, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

By Mr. WICKERSHAM:

H. R. 6190. A bill to establish rearing ponds
and a fish hatchery In southwestern OKla-
homa; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. WOLCOTT:

H.R.6191. A bill to increase by $1,000-
000,000 the limit on the amount of money
the Commodity Credit Corporation is author-
ized to borrow; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. KLEIN:

H. Con. Res. 135. Concurrent resolution to
print as a House document the formal state-
ments offered before the House Committee
on Un-American Activities by Jackie Robin-
son and others on July 13, 14, and 18, 1949;
to the Committee on House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. CAVALCANTE:

H.R.6192. A bill to record the lawful ad-
mission to the United States for permanent
residence of Fortunato Salamone; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JAVITS:

H.R.6193. A bill for the relief of William

Weiss; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. KEOGH:

H.R.6194. A bill for the relief of An-
tonino Valenti; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.6195. A bill for the relief of Carlo
de Luca; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LESINSKI:

H.R.6196. A bill for the rellef of Peter

Horvath; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. LYNCH:

H. R. 6197. A bill for the relief of Giovanni

Russo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. MILLER of California:

H.R.6198. A bill for the rellef of the First
National Bank in Richmond, Calif.; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.
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By Mr. BADOWSKIL:

H.R.6199. A bill for the relief of Stefan
Protasewicz; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. DOYLE:

H.J. Res. 351. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue posthumously to the
late John Sidney McCain, vice admiral,
United States Navy, a commission as admiral,
United States Navy, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

1493. By Mr. MORTON: Petition of Ken-
tucky Society Sons of the American Revolu-
tion, petitioning for an independent and
impartial investigation of the interstate traf-
fic in subversive textbooks and teaching ma-
terials; to the Committee on Rules.

1494. By Mr. LARCADE: Petition signed by
Gus Bordelais, A. 8. Bourgeois, and 200 other
citizens of Iota, La., urging consideration of
Hous  bills 2135 and 2136 at this session of
Congress; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

SENATE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 22, 1949

(Legislative day of Saturday, September
3, 1949)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

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

O God our Father, as in this pavilion of
prayer we fling open the shuttered win-
dows of our darkened lives to the light of
Thy presence may some broken beams
of Thy glory shine upon our daily work.
By the adventure of faith may we be vic-
tors over life, not victims of it. Teach
us that to live worthily we must have a
faith fit to live by, a self fit to live with,
and a cause fit to live for. Enlarge the
sensitive area of our sympathy for the
shepherdless multitudes so broken by the
burdens and stress of these cruel years.
Give us such a vision of the appalling
needs of this troubled world as to make
us sharers with Thee in saving it from
the worst that is in man, to the best that
is in Thy will and plan when Thy king-
dom comes. In the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of Wednesday,
September 21, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that routine matters
may be presented for the REcorp, without
debate.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
out objection, it is so ordered.

With-
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LETTER OF THANKS FROM FORMER VICE
PRESIDENT CHARLES G. DAWES

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from former Vice
President Charles G. Dawes, addressed
to the Secretary of the Senate, which
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

CHICcAGO, ILL.,, September 15, 1949.
Mr. Lestie L, BIFFLE,
Secretary, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DEAR ME. SECRETARY: I acknowledge the
attested copy of a resolution adopted by the
Benate extending greetings and felicitations
to me on the occasion of my eighty-fourth
birthday and wish to thank the Senate
through you for the honor of their remem-
brance.

Yours,
CHARLES G. DAWEs.

REPORT ON ADDITIONAL WITHIN-GRADE

SALARY ADVANCEMENTS AS REWARDS
FOR SUPERIOR ACCOMPLISEMENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Chair-
man of the United States Civil Service
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report and supporting data cover-
ing additional within-grade salary ad-
vancements as rewards for superior ac-
complishment made by the several Gov-
ernment departments and agencies dur-
ing the fiscal year ended June 30, 1949,
which, with the accompanying papers,
was referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a commitiee
were submitted:

By Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

B.2541. A bill to amend the act entitled
“An act to establish a Department of Medi-
cine and Surgery in the Veterans’ Admin-
istration,” approved January 3, 1046, as
amended, to extend the period for which
employees may be detailed for training and
research, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No, 1099); and

H.R. 6022. A bill to increase the rates of
compensation of certain employees of the
Department of Medicine and Surgery of the
Veterans’ Administration, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
1098).

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which was referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on
Finance:

Joseph H. Lyons, of Mobile, Ala., to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 19, with headquarters at Mobile,
Ala. (reappointment); and

Wesley R. Wirtz, of Baton Rouge, La., to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 20, with headquarters at New
Orleans, La., in place of A. Mliles Pratt.
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BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. FERGUSON:

S5.2583. A bill for the relief of Roy Albert
Hamilton, Sr.; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

(Mr. PEPPER (for himself, Mr, THOMAS of
Utah, Mr. MURRAY, Mr, HiLL, Mr. NEeLY, Mr.
DovucLAs, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. WITHERS, Mr,
TAFT, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. DoNNELL,
Mr. AIKEN, and Mr. MORSE) introduced Sen-
ate bill 2584, to provide for studies of the
methods of determining the amount, distri-
bution, and effects of illness in the United
States and for conducting periodic invento-
ries of illness by the best methods developed
through such studies, which was referred.to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. DULLES:

S.2585. A bill for the relief of Ilona Kahan,
Tibor Kahan, Eva Radnal, Paul Radnal, Agnes
Rosenberg, Edit B. Hannach, Eugene Nemes,
Elisabeth Eozma, Jenta Rottenberg, Gabor
Zipser, Elisabeth Zipser, and Nandor Zipser;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KILGORE (for Mr. MCCARRAN) :

5. 2586. A bill for the relief of Delfo Giorgl;
and

5.2587. A bill for the rellef of Vittorlo
Quilici; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HEALTH SURVEY

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself, the Senator from Utah [Mr,
THOoMAS], the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MURRAY], the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HILL], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLAS], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. WITHERS], the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH], the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL], the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], and
the Senator from Oregon [Mr, MORSE],
all of whom are members of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, I
introduce for appropriate reference a bill
to provide for studies of the methods of
determining the amount, distribution,
and effects of illness in the United States
and for conducting periodic inventories
of illness by the best methods developed
through such studies.

The bill (S. 2584) to provide for
studies of the methods of determining the
amount, distribution, and effects of ill-
ness in the United States and for con-
ducting periodic inventories of illness by
the best methods developed through such
studies, was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, from the -

Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, I report favorably Senate bill 2584,
just introduced, and I submit a report
(No. 1097) thereon.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
report will be received, and the bill will
be placed on the calendar.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVENUE
CODE—AMENDMENT

Mr. TOBEY submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 3905) to amend section 3121
of the Internal Revenue Code, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.
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