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the situation existing in this area. I
found that the Communist government
of Guatemala has already encouraged
Red agitators to infiltrate neighboring
countries to stimulate Marxist activity.
It appears that the Republic of Hon-
duras is next on the list of Communist
targets. Other nations of Central
ﬁmerica face similar Communist agita-
on.

It is imperative that we recognize the
danger to the free world which now
exists in America’s own backyard. It is
important that our Government take
positive and courageous action to meet
this threat to our freedom in the West-
ern Hemisphere. I suggest that the
Congress reappraise the foreign aid pro-
gram now under consideration. The
present proposals call for the spending
of $3.5 billion in foreign aid during the
next fiscal year. Only $44 million of
this amount, which is 1.3 percent, will be
earmarked for all of Latin America.

We cannot buy friends with dollars,
but proper use of military and economic
assistance to the countries of Latin
America could help those countries
strengthen their national defense pro-
grams and assist them in increasing the
standard of living for their people in an
effort to discourage Communist activity.

In addition, it is important that we re-
spond quickly to the request of our Latin
American neighbors for military equip-
ment in the face of the Communist
threat. Our response to requests from
Honduras and Nicaragua has helped to
strengthen the anti-Communist bloc in
Latin America and has encouraged re-
sistance to the Reds.

If a conference of Latin American na-
tions is called, serious consideration
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should be given to the imposition of eco-
nomic sanctions against the Red leader-
ship of Guatemala. If the United States
and our friends in Latin America stop
the purchase of Guatemalan coffee and
boycott the shipment of fuels and other
essential commodities to Guatemala, the
Communist government there would be
in serious difficulty.

I also found in the course of my study
of Central America, that the Commu-
nists have infiltrated labor unions and
teacher organizations in a number of
Latin American countries. Itismy hope
that labor leaders in this country will
consider inviting anti-Communist labor
leaders in Latin America to the United
States in order to show them the manner
in which the Reds have been driven from
active leadership in most of our Amer-
ican labor unions. A similar exchange
among teachers of the United States
and Latin America could also be helpful.

Mr. Speaker, I sincerely hope that the
people of the United States awaken to
the danger which exists in the Western
Hemisphere today. Failure to recognize
the danger and to take action to prevent
its spread will mean that the day will
come when the Red menace could reach
the very border of our country.

Mr. Speaker, I include as part of my
remarks, an editorial from the San Diego
Union. The editorial follows:

Too LATE Now FOR GUATEMALA?

The clock may have struck 12 in Guate-
mala yesterday. The hour when anti-Com-
munists within that country might strike
back peaceably has been passing rapidly.
With the suspension of constitutional guar-
anties that time may have elapsed.

Supported with Moscow weapons and die-
tatorial orders, the Communist-dominated
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government in Guatemala now may enforce
any oppression it chooses upon the people.

The Reds long have dominated the press
and radio in Guatemala. Raul Leiva, press
secretary for President Arbens, 1s a Commu-
nist. The director general of radio broad-
casting, Carlos Alvarado Jerez, also is a Red.

But until constitutional guarantees were
suspended yesterday, the opposition to the
Communists still dared to speak out—mildly,
perhaps, but as a voice of resistance.

The pattern of Red encroachment In
Guatemala is typical of communism. Be-
cause of its proximity to our own borders,
it deserves militant scrutiny.

The Reds have made no pretense of cap-
turing the masses. Thelr numbers are esti=
mated at 2,600 in a country of 3 million,
The Communists have been able to entrench
themselves in key organs of state power and
in the leadership of labor and peasant or-
ganizations not as the result of a widespread
popular revolutionary movement, but
through a well-managed conspiracy. Un-
wittingly, they have been helped by non-
Communists and ineffectually opposed by
the anti-Reds.

With few exceptions, Guatemalans have
not elected the Communists to the positions
of power nor explicitly endorsed the Red
objectives.

Jose Manuel Fortuny, recently deposed
Guatemalan Communist Party leader, has
proclaimed publicly the steps being fol-
lowed. While the Reds tighten their grip on
government, they are creating economiec
havoc by confiscating land and discouraging
foreign investment. As conditions become
worse, in typical Communist fashion in-
flation will increase. The Reds then will
seek to convert the masses, offering the pre-
tense of a solution.

The United States and other nations can
seek to prevent the spread of communism to
other nearby countries. But with the strong
hold the Reds now have in Guatemala, it
appears there is little hope wunless revolt
strikes from within. The hour for that is
passing fast.

SENATE

Fripay, June 11, 1954

Rev. Norman F. Van Brunt, associate
minister, Foundry Methodist Church,
Washington, D. C., offered the following
prayer:

Thou God of our fathers and our God,
we thank Thee that Thou hast created,
through the minds of our forebears, a
glorious heritage of liberty and justice
for all. We pray that Thou wilt increase
among us worthy plans and efforts to
continually build the structure of de-
mocracy upon the sure foundations
which they laid. To this end, we pray
for guidance, this day and every day, in
the work we have been called to do. May
we know that we are contributing to the
great stream of creative events which
can make history the story of Thy un-
folding purpose and will for man,
Unite us in one continuous effort that,
under Thy guidance, we may make our
world a place where fruitful industry,
valiant truth, responsible freedom, and
pure religion flourish and men dwell as
sons of God. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. EnowLAND, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the

AUTHENTICATED
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Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, June 9, 1954, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill (8.
2225) relating to the administrative
jurisdiection of certain public lands in
the State of Oregon, and for other
purposes.

The message requested the Senate to
return to the House the bill (S. 3050)
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, with the ac-
companying papers.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 1331) for
the relief of Mrs. Katherine L. Sewell.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 455) granting the status
of permanent residence to certain aliens,

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H. R. 9447)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related independent
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1955, and for other purposes, in which
it requested the concurrence of the
Senate,

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills and joint
resolution, and they were signed by the
Vice President:

H.R.1331. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Eatherine L. Sewell;

H.R.5416. An act to authorize the ad-
vancement of certain lieutenants on the
retired list of the Navy; and

H.J. Res, 455. Joint resolution granting
the status of permanent residence to certain
aliens.

SENATOR FROM NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, the
Honorable William B. Umstead, Gover-
nor of North Carolina, has appointed a
successor to the late lamented Senator
Clyde R. Hoey. The Senator designate
is the Honorable SaMueL J. ERVIN, JR.,




8020

of Morganton, N. C. I present his cer-
tificate of appointment, and ask that
it be read.

The certificate of appointment was
read, and ordered to be placed on file,
as follows:

STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA,
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE,
Raleigh.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE
UNITED STATES:

This is to certify that pursuant to the
power vested in me by the Constitution of
the United States and the laws of North
Carolina, I, Willlam B. Umstead, the Gover-
nor of said State, do hereby appoint SamMueL
J. ErviN, Jr., & Senator from said State to
represent said State in the Senate of the
United States until the wvacancy therein,
caused by the death of Senator Clyde R.
Hoey, is filled by election, as provided by
law.

Witness His Excellency, our Governor, Wil-
liam B. Umstead, and our seal hereto affixed
at Raleigh, N. C., this 5th day of June, in
the year of our Lord 1954.

W, B. UMSTEAD,
Governor.

By the Governor:

[sEAL] THAD EuUre,
Secretary of State.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. President, the
Senator designate is present, and I ask
that he may be permitted to take the
oath of office.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the
Senator designate will present himself
at the desk, the oath will be adminis-
tered to him.

Mr. ERVIN, escorted by Mr. LENNON,
advanced to the Vice President’s desk,
and the oath of office prescribed by law
was administered to him by the Vice
President.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate,
having met today following an adjourn-
ment, morning business is in order.

REPORT OF DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a letter from the Chairman, Pub-
lic Utilities Commission of the District
of Columbia, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report of that Commission for the
year ended December 31, 1953, which,
with the accompanying report, was re-
ferred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. FERGUSON, from the Committee
on Appropriations:

H.R.8873. A bill making appropriations
for the Department of Defense and related
independent agency for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes; with
amendments (Rept. No. 1582).

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

By Mr. POTTER, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

£.2453. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, as amended, with respect
to implementing the International Conven-
tion for the Safety of Life at Sea relating
to radio equipment and radlo operators on
boar)d ship; with amendments (Rept. No.
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By Mr. BUTLER of Maryland, from the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce:

5.3233. A bill to amend the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, to provide permanent legisla-
tion for the transportation of a substantial
portion of water-borne cargoes in United
Btates-flag vessels; with amendments (Rept.
No. 1584).

By Mr. PURTELL, from the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

H.R.B357. A bill to amend the Standard
Container Act of May 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 685;
15 U. 8. C. 267-25T), to provide for a three-
elghths bushel basket for frults and vege-
tables; without amendment (Rept. No. 1585).

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

H. R. 8456. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain hospital supplies and equip-
ment of the United States to the city of
Gulfport and to Harrison County, Miss.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1586).

By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend-
ment:

8. 3453. A bill to provide for the mansage-
ment and disposition of the reconveyed
Choctaw and Chicasaw lands in the State of
Oklahoma (Rept. No. 1953);

H.R.3413. A bill to grant oll and gas in
lands and to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to issue patents in fee on the Fort
Peck Indian Reservation, Mont., to indi-
vidual Indians in certain cases (Rept. No.
1589); and

H. R.6154. A bill to authorize payment of
salaries and expenses of officials of the Fort
Peck Tribes (Rept. No. 1590).

By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

B.3239. A bill to authorize conveyance of
land to the State of California for an inspec-
tion station (Rept. No. 1587).

By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

8. 2488. A bill to authorize the issuance of
trust patents in lieu of land-use exchange
assignments issued on the Cheyenne River
Sioux Reservation and the Standing Rock
Reservation prior to January 1, 1953 (Rept.
No. 1588); and

5. 3385. A bill to provide for more effective
extension work among Indian tribes and
members thereof, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 1592).

By Mr. IVES, from the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare:

H.R.3350. A bill for the relief of Ralston
Edward Harry, without amendment (Rept.
No. 1581), including minority views.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1955—REPORT OF
A COMMITTEE—NOTICES OF MO-
TIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULE—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Appropriations, I re-
port favorably, with amendments, the
bill (H. R. 8873) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense and re-
lated independent agency for the fiscal
Year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, and I submit a report (No.
1582) thereon,

I wish to have noted that the bill was
reported at 6 minutes after 12 o’'clock
today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the bill will be
placed on the calendar.

June 11

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr, President, I
submit the following notices of motions
to suspend the rule:

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

. purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8873)

making appropriations for the Department
of Defense and related independent agency
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 52, line 10, insert the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 736. Funds heretofore or hereafter
allocated to the Department of Defense from
any appropriation for military assistance
(except funds obligated directly against any
such appropriation for offshore procurement
or other purposes) shall be accounted for by
geographic area and by country solely on the
basis of the value of materials delivered and
services performed (such value to be deter-
mined in accordance with the applicable pro-
visions of law governing the administration
of military assistance). Within the limits
of funds so allocated, the Department of
Defense is authorized to incur, in applicable
appropriations, obligations in anticipation
of relmbursement from such allocation, and
no funds so allocated shall be withdrawn by
administrative action until the Secretary of
Defense shall certify that they are not re-
quired for liquidation of obligations so in-
curred, or unless the President in writing
shall direct such action. Reimbursement
from such allocation shall be made in ac-
cordance with the applicable provisions of
law.”

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8873)
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense and related independent agency
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page 29, line 9, after the
figure "'$28,000,000", insert the following:
“: Provided, That in addition, the Secretary
of the Air Force may transfer not to exceed
5,000,000 to this appropriation from any
appropriation avallable to the Department
of the Air Force for obligation.”

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8873)
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense and related independent agency
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955,
and for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page 39, line 25, insert
the following: “Provided further, That no
funds available to agencies of the Depart-
ment of Defense shall be used for the op=
eration, acquisition, or construction of fa-
cilities in the continental limits of the
United States for metal scrap baling or shear-
ing or for melting or sweating aluminum
scrap unless the Secretary of Defense or
an Assistant Secretary of Defense desig-
nated by him determines, with respect to
each facility involved, that the operation of
such facility must be continued in the na-
tional interest.”

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8873)
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense and related independent agency
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955,
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and for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page 22, line 6, after the
word “expended”, insert the following:
*“: Provided, That the unexpended balances
appropriated for research and development
under the heads ‘Naval Personnel, General
Expenses,” ‘Marine Corps, Troops and Facil-
ities,’ ‘Aircraft and Facilities,” ‘Ships and
Facilities,” ‘Ordnance and Facilities,' ‘Medi-
cal Care,” 'Civil Engineering,’ ‘Servicewide
Bupply and Finance, Navy,’ for the fiscal
years 1053 and 1954 and the unexpended
balance of appropriations under the head
‘Research’ are hereby transferred to and
merged with this appropriation, in such
amounts as may be recommended by the
Secretary of Defense and approved by the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.”

In accordance with rule XL of the stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8873)
making appropriations for the Department
of Defense and related independent agency
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, the following amend-
ment, namely: On page 30, line 15, after the
word “Provided,” insert the following: “That
in addition, the Secretary of the Air Force
may transfer not to exceed $9 million to
this appropriation from any appropriation
available to the Department of the Air Force
for obligation: Provided further, That the
number of caretakers authorized to be em-
ployed under the provisions of law (32
U. 8. C. 42) may be such as is deemed neces-
sary by the Secretary of the Air Force.”

Mr. FERGUSON also submitted
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 8873) making ap-
propriations for the Department of
Defense and related independent agency
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955,
and for other purposes, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

(For texts of amendments referred to,
see the foregoing notices.)

ENROLLED EILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on June 10, 1954, he presented to
the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills and joint reso=
lution:

B. 144. An act for the relief of the Cavalier
County Fair Association;

S.857. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Robert L. Hilton, a minor;

S.13989. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell certain improvements
on national forest land in Arizona to the Salt
River Valley Water Users Assoclation, and
for other purposes;

5. 1400. An act to permit the Secretary of
Agriculture to release the reversionary rights
of the United States in and to a tract of land
located in Wake County, N. C.;

8.1794. An act to reimburse the South
Dakota State Hospital for the Insane for
the care of Indian patients; and

S.J.Res. 119. Joint resolution to wvalidate
conveyance of a 40-acre tract in Okaloosa
County, Fla.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. CAPEHART (for himself and
Mr. MAYBANK) :

5.3580. A bill to provide for the inde-
pendent management of the Export-Import
Bank of Washington under a Board of
Directors, to provide for the representation
of the Bank on the National Advisory Coun-
cil on International Monetary and Financial
Problems and to increase the bank's lending
authority; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

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

By Mr. ATIKEN:

8.3590. A bill relating to the financial
structure of production credit associations;
to the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

By Mr. ANDERSON:

£8.3591. A bill to provide that certain lands
acquired by the United States shall be ad-
ministered by the Secretary of Agriculture
as national forest lands; to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. SMATHERS:

5.38582. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to issue patents for certain
lands in Florida bordering upon Indian
River; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request):

8.3593. A bill to continue the effectiveness
of the act of July 17, 1953 (68 Stat. 177);
to the Committee on Armed Services.

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

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (for himself,
Mr. BurLEr of Maryland, Mr. GREEN,
Mr. EEnNEDY, Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. Mac-
NUSON, Mr. PASTORE, Mr. PAYNE, Mr,
PurTeELL, Mrs. SmiTH of Maine, Mr,
ELLENDER, and Mr. LoNg) :

B. 3594, A bill to protect the rights of ves-
sels of the United States on the high seas
and in territorial waters of forelgn countries;
to the Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

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

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas (for himself
and Mr. DaNIEL) :

5. 3595. A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Army to convey certain property located in
El Paso, Tex., and described as part of Fort
Bliss, to the State of Texas; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. POTTER (for Mr. DIreseN) (by
request) :

5.3586. A bill to amend the Federal Trade
Commission Act with respect to certain con-
tracts, agreements or franchises to enable
manufacturers of automobiles and trucks
and their franchise dealers to protect their
goodwill in the business of manufacturing
and distributing automobiles and trucks
made or sold by them by restricting franchise
dealers from reselling to certain unauthor-
ized persons; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

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

By Mr. WATKINS:

5.3597. A bill to amend the provisions of
law added to the United States Code by the
act of August 15, 1953 (Public Law 280, 83d
Cong., 67 Stat. 588); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

5.8508. A bill for the relief of Eleonore
Schmucker and her child; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HILL:

S.3509. A bill providing for the issuance of

a special serles of postage stamps commemo-
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rative of the 50th anniversary of the National
Tuberculosis Association; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. EENNEDY:

5.3600. A bill for the relief of Victor
Manuel Caetano; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. ANDERSON:

S.3601. A bill to provide that the Secre=-
tary of Agriculture is authorized to extend
until not later than October 18, 1962, cer-
tain timber rights and necessary ingress, and
egress and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska (for him-
self and Mr. BARRETT) :

8. J. Res. 165. Joint resolution to provide
for construction by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior of the Glendo unit, Wyoming, Missouri
River Basin project; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

INDEPENDENT MANAGEMENT OF
THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF
WASHINGTON UNDER A BOARD
OF DIRECTORS

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Maysankl, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
provide for the independent manage-
ment of the Export-Import Bank of
Washington under a board of directors,
and for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent that the bill and a statement I
have prepared in respect thereto be
printed in the RECoRD.

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

The bill (S. 3589) to provide for the
independent management of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington under a
Board of Directors, to provide for the
representation of the bank on the Na-
tional Advisory Council on International
Monetary and Financial Problems and
to increase the bank'’s lending authority,
introduced by Mr. CapeHART (for himself
and Mr. MAYBANK), was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, and
ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, as
follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 3 of the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended,
is hereby further amended to read as fol-
lows:

“Sec. 3. (a) The Export-Import Bank of
Washington shall constitute an independent
agency of the United States and neither the
bank nor any of its functions, powers, or
duties shall be transferred to or consolidated
with any other department, agency, or cor-
poration of the Government unless the Con=
gress shall otherwise by law provide.

“(b) There shall be a President of the Ex-
port-Import Bank of Washington, who shall
be appointed by the President of the United
States by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, who shall receive a salary at
the rate of $17,5600 per annum, and who shall
serve as chief executive officer of the bank.
There sghall be a First Vice President of the
bank, who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the United States by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, who shall
receive a salary at the rate of $16,000 per
annum, who shall serve as President of the
bank during the absence or disability of or in
the event of a vacancy in the office of Presi-
dent of the bank, and who shall at other
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times perform such functions as the Presl-
dent of the bank may from time to time
prescribe.

“(c) There shall be a Board of Directors
of the bank consisting of the President of
the Export-Import Bank of Washington who
shall serve as Chalrman, the First Vice
President who shall serve as Vice Chairman,
and three additional persons appointed by
the President of the United States by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate.
Of the 5 members of the Board, not more
than 3 shall be members of any one political
party. Each director, other than the Presi-
dent of the Export-Import Bank and the Vice
President of the Export-Import Bank, shall
receive a salary at the rate of $15,000 per
annum. Before entering upon his duties,
each of the directors shall take an oath faith-
fully to discharge the duties of his office.
Terms of the directors shall be at the pleas-
ure of the President of the United States, and
the directors, in addition to their duties as
members of the Board, shall perform such
additional duties and may hold such other
offices in the administration of the bank as
the President of the bank may from time to
time prescribe. A majority of the Board of
Directors shall constitute a gquorum. The
Board of Directors shall adopt, and may from
time to time amend, such bylaws as are nec-
essary for the proper management and func=-
tioning of the bank, and shall, in such by=-
laws, designate the vice presidents and other
officers of the bank and prescribe thelr
duties.

“(d) There shall be an Advisory Commit-
tee of nine members, appointed by the Board
of Directors on the recommendation of the
president of the bank, who shall be broadly
representative of production, commerce,
finance, agriculture, and labor. The Advisory
Committee shall meet one or more times per
year, on the call of the president of the bank,
to advise with the bank on its program.
Members of the Advisory Committee shall
be paid a per diem allowance of $50 for each
day spent away from their homes or regular
places of business, for the purpose of attend-
ance at meetings of the Committee, and in
necessary travel, and while so engaged they
may be pald actual travel expenses and not
to exceed $10 per diem In lieu of subsistence
and other expenses.

“{e) No director, officer, attorney, agent, or
employee of the bank shall in any manner,
directly or indirectly, participate in the de-
liberation upon or the determination of any
question affecting his personal interests, or
the interests of any corporation, partnership,
or association in which he is directly or in-
directly personally interested.”

Skc. 2. Section 4 (a) of the Bretton Woods
Agreements Act, as amended, is hereby fur-
ther amended by striking out all following
“Federal Reserve System,” and inserting in
lieu thereof “the President of the Export-
Import Bank of Washington, and during
such period as the Foreign Operations Ad-
ministration shall continue to exist, the
Director of the Foreign Operations Adminis-
tration.”

Sec. 3. The Export-Import Bank Act of
1945, as amended, is hereby further amend-
ed as follows:

(a) Bection 6 s amended by striking out
the words “three and one-half times the au-
thorized capital stock of the bank” and sub-
stituting therefor the figure *$4,000,000,000.”

(b) Section 7 is amended by striking out
the words “four and one-half times the au-
thorized capital stock of the bank” and sub-
stituting therefor the figure *'$5,000,000,000.”

SEec. 4. The provisions of this act for the
appolntment of a president and a first vice
president of the bank and the members of
the board of directors shall be effective upon
its enactment. The remaining provisions of
this act shall become effective when the
president and first vice president of the
bank and one other member of the board of
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directors initially appointed hereunder enter
upon office, and shall thereupon supersede
Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1953.

The statement by Mr. CAPEHART is as
follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CAPEHART

My participation in the activities of the
Senate in the field of foreign affairs has
been limited.

It was only 6 months ago that I became
one of the most junior members of the Sen-
ate Committee on Foreign Relations.

But I brought to that committee a long
experience with the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency.

I want now to make my maiden speech.

‘When I have finished, I hope my colleagues
will recognize ihat a marriage has been con-
summated between foreign policy and eco-
nomic policy.

One of the things that has impressed me
most in my service with the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is that our foreign policy
has not always been based on sound busi-
ness practice.

We have had a tendency in the years since
the war, and perhaps with some justifica-
tion, to think of economic foreign policy as
something that involves giving American
wealth to nations that were not able to
stand on their own economic feet.

We have encouraged dependence, not in-
dependence. It is now time for us to recog-
nize that the world we want and need must
be one in which free nations deal with one
another as equals and that paternalism has
no more place in international affairs than
it has in domestic affairs.

We have the instrumentality avallable to
build a strong foreign policy.

But first, let us look at the record.

On March 30, 1954, in his message to the
Congress on the importance of our foreign
trade the President made the following ob-
servation:

“If we fall in our trade policy, we may
fail in all. Our domestic employment, our
standard of living, our security, and the
solidarity of the free world—all are involved.
For our own economic growth we must have
continuously expanding world markets; for
our security we require that our allies be-
come economically strong. Expanding trade
is the only adequate solution for these two
pressing problems confronting our country.”

I wholeheartedly support this statement.
I have long since been on record as being in
agreement with its substance.

As early as January 7, 1053, I, together
with the distinguished Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Mayeank], introduced a res-
olution in the Senate (S. Res. 25) directing
the Committee on Banking and Currency to
make a thorough study of means and meth-
ods for increasing and expanding our inter-
national trade.

This resolution was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

It was considered in a number of execu-
tive sessions and reported out favorably by
the full committee on April 30, 1953—over 1
year ago. (BSee S. Rept. No. 208, 83d Cong.,
1st sess.)

In that report it was stated that the con-
tinued prosperity of our domestic economy
and the economic stability of the world is to
a large extent dependent on a high level of
international trade.

Our committee contended that a high
level of international trade should no longer
be dependent upon programs of ald and as-
sistance as has been required during recent
years.

At the same time it was our opinion that
to reduce drastically the various programs of
aid and assistance, without at the same time
providing some other means of taking up the
slack and further expanding trade between
nations, might well lead to a downward
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spiral in our international trade and even to
an overall international economic recession.

Our committee proposed to make con-
structive studies of various means and meth-
ods of expanding foreign trade.

Included in the resolution was the pro-
posal for a thorough study of the potential-
ities of the Export-Import Bank, the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment, and such other agencies and de-
vices as would facilitate American invest-
ment abroad.

At a later date, the President requested of
the Congress authorization to appoint a
Commission on Foreign Economic Policy.
SBenate Joint Resolution 78 was introduced
to carry out the Presldent's request on May
15.

The Senate Finance Committee reported it
out on May 15 and the Senate agreed to it
on May 19, 1953.

This Commission subsequently became
known as the Randall Commission.

Its report is now public.

Its recommendations will come before this
body in legislative proposals.

On May 23, 1953, in a letter to the chalr-
man, Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, I suggested that to avold duplication
of effort and in order to wholly cooperate
with the President’s Commission in their
broad trade studies that our resolution of
January 7 (S. Res. 25) pe amended to read
as follows:

“Resolved, That the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized and di-
rected to make a thorough study of the oper=
ations of the Export-Import Bank and the
International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development and their relationship to the
expansion of international trade.”

On May 28, 1853, the Committee on Rules
and Administration reported fayorably upon
this amendment and recommended that it
be agreed to by the Senate. The amend-
ment was considered and approved on June
8, 1953.

On January 11, 1954, as chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Currency, I sub-
mitted a progress report of our committee's
work, to that date, under the resolution.
Briefly the report told of intensive studies
which the committee had made of the in-
ternal and external operations of the Export-
Import Bank and the International Bank;
the multitudinous expression of opinion and
suggestions from bankers, business firms,
trade associations, labor organizations, farm
groups, economists, and individuals; and staff
reports and detailed written studies pre-
pared by customers and by the experienced
personnel of both banks. In addition, we
reported the “field"” study and inspection by
committee members of certain projects in
Latin America financed by loans of the Ex-
port-Import Bank and International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development.

A comprehensive interim report (p. 648)
of our Latin American studies has been
printed under date of March 16, 1954 (S.
Rept. 1082).

The January 11 progress report also re-
ferred to the creation of a voluntary citi-
zens advisory committee on September 15,
1853, composed of over 100 prominent lead-
ers from industry, business, banking, labor,
and farming to make appropriate recom-
mendations to your committee concerning
the subject matter of the study.

This advisory committee has been most
diligent in its studies and deliberations and
their helpful suggestions will shortly be
formally presented to the committee.

At the first meeting of the Citizens Advis-
ory Committee on September 15, I stated:

“We cannot have peace and prosperity
throughout the world unless we have full
employment.

*“If we are to have full employment, we
must have foreign trade.
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“What we want to do in the United States
is to sell more goods to every other nation
in the world.

“What every other nation in the world
wants to do is to sell more goods to us and
to every other nation.

“We all want to do it without hurting
each other.

“I think another very simple way to state
this whole business is this:

“I was never able to sell a man who did not
have any money or credit. That means we
are not going to be able to sell in the United
States unless we have full employment or
practically full employment. We are not go-
ing to be able to sell to other nations of the
world unless their people have money.

“They are not going to be able to sell to
us unless we have' money.

“I have never yet seen a community in the
United States or a community anywhere, a
city, a county, & state, or a nation that was
prosperous unless at least the great majority
of their people were working and working at
good wages, wage rates comparable with the
prices they had to pay for things they
purchased.

“What we hope to do—it is not easy and
we realize that—Iis to find some way to in-
crease world trade,

“As far as I am personally concerned, it
must be converted into employment.

“What can we do to create more jobs in the
United States? What can we do to create
more jobs for the peoples of other countries
so that they will have money to buy that
which we produce, and money to buy that
which is produced in their own countries?

“We would like to have our study based
upon and resolved around full employment.

“Anything that we might recommend, any-
thing that we might do must be compatible
with what I call the American system of
government and the private enterprise
system.

“We are not going to have peace, we are
not going to have prosperity unless our peo=-
ple and the peoples of the other countries
have jobs.”

What I sald on September 15 I reiterate
now. All who have been engaged in our com-
mittee’s work have kept these basic purposes
before them.

Public hearings have been held by our
committee during January and February and
are to be continued at subsequent dates.

While our studies are steadily progressing
certain facts have already become evident
and vital.

Some of these facts concern the great
credit arm of the United States which was
created for a clear-cut purpose:

“To aid in financing and to facilitate ex-
ports and imports and the exchange of com-
modities between the United States or any
of its territories or insular possessions and
any foreign country or the agencies or na-
tionals thereof.”

I refer to the Export-Import Bank. This
credit arm is most urgently needed in ex-
panded form at the present turn in the
economy of the world.

Presently, we find United States producers
secking markets for their production.

Labor in capital goods, manufacturing,
processing, and other industries are con-
cerned about employment.

Many countries in the free world are
anxious to acquire wealth-creating ma-
chinery and equipment which is available
in the United States.

We have recently turned an economic
corner in this country.

We have moved from a sellers’ to a com-
petitive buyers’ market.

United States producers can no longer sit
back and without dynamic salesmanship ex-
pect foreign orders to fill up surplus pro-
ductive capacity of their plants.

We have, through the years, by gifts and
grants and by ald programs built up a
healthy competition for ourselves.
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- We have In addition aided our free world
friends and neighbors to create and develop
credit facilities and devices which at the
same time we have falled to utilize or create
ourselves.

While many of our neighbors still want
our products they now want to buy them on
their own credit terms.

The day has gone when we can demand
guaranteed letters of credit with orders.

This great country of ours did not grow
to its greatness on a cash-and-carry basis.

When it needed to expand and develop
its agricultural and mineral resources, its
transportation, its industrialization, it
sought substantial help in the form of long-
term credits.

Enormous sums poured in from abroad
and were Invested upon a long-term basis
upon the faith of the destiny of the United
States.

Simultaneously there developed within
our own economy new credit forms which en-
abled the businessman—big and little—to
turn over his own capital many times, there-
by creating greater output, more jobs, and
expansion of plant capacity.

It enabled capital to be accumulated to be
used for more growth and wider investment.

There finally evolved consumer credit
plans which, predicated upon the integrity
and earning power of the American worker,
has resulted in an undreamed volume of na-
tional product.

It is part of this national product which
our forelgn friends wish to purchase and
which we want to sell them.

We have to make it possible for them to
buy by helping them with lengthy credit
terms.

Both our private investment sources, our
great banks, our insurance companies, our
investment trusts, our many pension funds
have enormous resources for sound invest-
ment, not only in this country but in ex-
panding friendly areas abroad.

As foreign countries improve the invest-
ment climate by removing artificial and
short-sighted trade and monetary restric-
tions these investment sources will, as hap-
pened in our own country a hundred years
ago, find proper and safe investments in the
expanding economy of other nations.

Money invested in wealth-creating ven-
tures on long-term credit basis will enable
the economies of other nations to expand,
will provide greater employment oppor-
tunities, raise wages and living standards,
and wipe out illiteracy, disease, and social
discontent.

In normal course credit purchase systems
will evolve to enable consumers to pur-
chase more useful comforts and con-
veniences of life over longer periods of time
and therefore expand the productive ca-
pacity of other countries.

We can and should help our friends in
their economic development as we our-
selves were helped from abroad decades ago.
We should use all our acquired wisdom, ex-
perience, and sympathy in assisting our
friends abroad when they solicit our help in
improving their economies.

International business means sound bor-
rowing on credit terms which permits for
expansion and turnover.

Twenty years ago we created the Export-
Import Bank.

From an agency with a capital of $11 mil-
lion we have expanded it year by year into
an independent corporate entity with a loan,
guaranty, and insurance ceiling which now
reaches $414 billion.

Collections during the calendar year 1954
are expected to total $440 million.

Over the years the Export-Import Bank
has done a good, an effective job in promot-
ing our forelgn trade.

It stands today, with £1.3 billlon In un-
used lending capacity, in addition to $500
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million yet to be disbursed under credits
already authorized.

We are not adequately using the resources
of this great bank in the credit substructure
of our international trade.

It is not because of the lack of credit ap-
plications by American producers and for-
elgn buyers.

There has been much sald about the ap-
propriate field for different types, kinds, and
character of credits to be granted by the
Export-Import Bank.

I refer to the assertions frequently made
about the respective field of jurisdiction and
operation of the Export-Import Bank as
compared with the International Bank.

For example, it has been stated that the
role of the Export-Import Bank is aid to our
current foreign trade by means of loans of
rapid turnover and shorter duration, while
the role of the International Bank involves
loans of a capital nature of long duration
for construction and development purposes.

I point out that in the 20 years of its life,
the objects and purposes of the Export-
Import Bank have never been changed.
They are presently contained in the Export-
Import Bank Act of 1945,

At the expense of repetition, those objects
and purposes are: “To aid in financing and
to facilitate exports and imports and the ex-
change of commodities between the United
States or any of its Territories or insular
possessions and any foreign country or the
agencles or natlonals thereof.”

I confess that by the most careful reading
of these purposes I can find no limitation
upon the kind, size, or quantity of exports
which this United States bank may finance.

Nor can I find any preclusive word or
phrase which would limit the Export-Import
Bank to loans of rapid turnover or short
duration.

Certainly I would object to any interpre-
tation which would circumscribe the author-
ity of this bank to make loans to capital-
goods industries, to wealth-producing indus=-
tries, which by their very nature presume
longer credit terms.

This country of ours has been built by the
might of its technology.

It is this technology that free nations seek,
as well as the products of our great tech-
nological mass-production plants.

To limit the export of our science, our tech=
nology, by denying appropriate credit terms
from our only avallable public credit source,
the Export-Import Bank, is to deny funda-
mental tenets of our foreign policy, our for-
eign-assistance programs, and our point 4
programs.

1 do not believe we should circumscribe
the functions of the Export-Import Bank.

I do not believe we should hesitate to help
our foreign friends in undertaking proper
development projects within their reason-
able credit potential.

Nor would I have the United States pro-
ducer nor skilled United States labor submit
to any credit preclusion which in this highly
competitive world would put them in an
unrealistic and noncompetitive position.

My position on this matter has more to
it than mere national selfishness.

As I view it, the total strength of the free
world is not unrelated to the strength of the
United States.

To weaken us, to weaken our production,
our fibers of laboratory research, to restrain
the continuing employment of our tech-
nieians, to restrict for a moment the steady
growth of our industrial potential—all of
which can be prevented through expanding
international trade built on sound credit—
at a time when the Iron Curtained world is
devoting its energies to catching up and to
surpassing us, is to invite the destruction
of freedom.

We must grow steadily even as friendly
nations must grow in technology and pro=-
ductivity.
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It is imperative that we do so if we are
to maintain our own power, and that of
other free nations.

And we must use all available credit
sources to stimulate that growth.

There is no legislative limitation upon
loan authority of the Export-Import Bank
that would exclude it properly from making
long-term, medium-term, or development
loans.

In fact, as early as September 26, 1940,
the Congress increased the lending authority
of the bank by some $500 million and spe-
cifically provided for the making of loans
to foreign governments or their central banks
or agencies for the purpose of assisting in
the development of their resources, stabiliz-
ing their economies, and for the orderly
marketing of products of the Western Hemi-
sphere.

That purpose and loan authority has never
been modified or repealed by the Congress.

It stands as the declared policy of the
Congress.

My colleague [Mr. MayBaNk] and I are
spubmitting a bill which would amend the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1845.

This bill reiterates and reaffirms the in-
dependent management of the bank under
a board of adequately compensated directors.

The bill clarifies the relationship of the
bank to the National Advisory Council and
gives a voting membership on the Council
to the bank.

The loan, guaranty, and insurance limit
of the bank is fixed at §5 billion.

This will be practical evidence to Ameri-
can producers, to American labor, and to
all American taxpayers that the Congress
practicalizes the trade-not-aid slogan at a
time when our gift and grant programs are
being substantially curtailed.

The bill also provides the means for ad-
ditional credit, guaranty, and insurance
plans to expand international trade.

With this proposed amendatory legisla-
tion enacted into law, we will take a great
step and a fundamental step forward in the
expansion of international trade.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, I now
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the REecorp, as a part
of my remarks, a letter from the Secre-
?ﬂ? of State, Mr. Dulles, endorsing the

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

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, June 3, 1954,
The Honorable HoMER E. CAPEHART,
United States Senate.

Dear HoMer: I am sorry that I cannot at-
tend the 12 o'clock meeting tomorrow that
you are having with the President on your
proposed Export-Import Bank Act. However,
I have followed this matter closely, and I
want you to know how much I appreciate
the careful consideration that you have given
to it. I believe that your bill will go a long
way toward solving the problem.

Sincerely yours,
Joun FosTerR DULLES.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point, in the body of the REcorp,
as a part of my remarks, a statement
endorsing the bill, given to the press on
yesterday by the President of the United
States.

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

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT FoLLOWING
MEETING AT 12 NooN oN THURSDAY, JUNE
10, 1954, WiTH CONGRESSIONAL AND ADMIN=
ISTRATION REPRESENTATIVES
President Eisenhower met at 12 o'clock

today with Senators Homer E. Capehart and
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Burnet R. Maybank, of the Senate Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency; Representa-
tives Jesse P. Wolcott and Brent Spence,
of the House Committee on Banking and
Currency, Secretary of the Treasury George
M. Humphrey; Acting Secretary of State
Robert Murphy; Deputy to the Secretary of
Treasury W. Randolph Burgess; Assistant
Secretary of State Samuel C. Waugh; General
Glen E. Edgerton, Managing Director of the
Export-Import Bank; and Gabriel Hauge,
Administrative Assistant to the President.

At the meeting, agreement was reached on
several changes in the organization of the
Export-Import Bank which will be embodied
in bills to be introduced this afternoon by
Senators CAPEHART and MAYBANK in the Sen-
ate and by Representative WoLcoTT in the
House.

The changes are the result of a year's ex-
perience and study, including visits to Latin
American countries by the members of the
Benate Banking and Currency Committee
and a mission headed by Dr. Milton Eisen-
hower.

The Banking and Currency Committee of
the Senate has also had the benefit of con-
sideration of these problems by an advisory
committee of businessmen and financial
representatives.

The proposed legislation would increase
the lending authority of the Bank by $500
million and strengthen the organization of
the institution by creating a bipartisan board
of directors of five members to be appointed
by the President subject to Senate confirma-
tion. The Chairman of the Board would be
the President of the Bank, who would serve
as the chief executive officer.

These proposed changes are designed to
further the basic objectives of the Bank,
which are to aid in financing and to facili-
tate the export and import trade of the
United States. Such assistance is particu-
larly important to American exporters under
current conditions in world markets.

The National Advisory Council on Inter-
national Monetary and Financial Problems
will continue to coordinate the foreign finan-
cial operations of the Export-Import Bank
with those of other agencies of the Govern-
ment. The President of the Bank will be-
come a member of the NAC. No change
would be made in the statutory requirement
that loans made by the Bank offer reasonable
assurance of repayment,

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
EXPORT - IMPORT BANK PRO-
POSED LEGISLATION

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency, I desire to give notice that
public hearings will be held on the study
of Export-Import Bank and World Bank
and their relation to international trade
and specifically on S. 3589, just intro-
duced, on June 14, 15, and 16, 1954.

Anyone wishing to discuss possible ap~
pearance to testify please contact the
clerk of the committee, Ira Dixon.

CONTINUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE ACT OF JULY 17, 1953, RE~
LATING TO EXPANSION OF PRO-
DUCTION OF MILITARY REQUIRE-
MENTS
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,

by request, I introduce for appropriate

reference a bill to continue the effective-
ness of the act of July 17, 1953 (67 Stat.

177), which is recommended by the De-

partment of Defense.

I ask unanimous consent that the
accompanying letter of transmittal ex-
plaining the purpose of the bill be
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printed in the ReEcorp immediately fol-
lowing the listing of the bill introduced.

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

The bill (S. 3593) to continue the ef-
fectiveness of the act of July 17, 1953
(67 Stat. 177), introduced by Mr. SaL-
TONSTALL (by request), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

The letter is as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D. ., April 15, 1954,
Hon. Ricaarp M. Nixon,
President of the Senate,

Dear Mgr. PrResIDENT: There Is forwarded
herewith a draft of legislation “To continue
the effectiveness of the act of July 17, 1953
(67 Stat. 177) ™.

This proposal Is a part of the Department
of Defense Legislative Program for 1954. The
Bureau of the Budget has advised that it has
no objection to the transmittal of this pro-
posal to the Congress for its consideration.
The Department of the Army on behalf of
the Department of Defense recommends that
it be enacted by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The proposed legislation would provide
continuing statutory authority for the Sec-
retaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force to
expand and maintain productive capacity in
Government-owned and privately owned
plants in order to meet current or mobiliza-
tion military production requirements, with
ownership remaining in the Government for
those facilities placed in privately owned
plants, The present authority for these pur-
poses is contained in the act of July 17, 1953
(Public Law 130, 83d Cong.; 67 Stat. 177),
which authority expires not later than July
1, 1954. This proposal would amend this
act as hereinafter indicated, and, as
amended, extend the duration of the effec-
tiveness of its provisions until 6 months
after the termination of the national emer-
gency proclaimed by the President on De-
cember 16, 1950, or until such time as may
be specified by concurrent resolution of the
Congress, whichever is the earliest.

Even though a truce exists in the Korean
conflict, the present world situation is simi-
lar in many respects to that which led to the
request of this department for, and the en-
actment of, the act of July 17, 1953, in that
it is still considered necessary that there be
authority to meet requirements for rapid
construction or expansion of production fa-
cilities needed to alleviate emergency pro-
duction shortages which arise under condi-
tions of urgent requirements for end items
necessary for defense purposes. The act of
July 17, 1953, itself was, to a large extent, a
continuation of authority to expedite mili-
tary production granted by statutes enacted
shortly before and during World War II

As was stated in connection with the re-
quest for enactment of the act of July 17,
1953, under normal peacetime conditions, the
construction, conversion, or expansion of fa-
cilities for the procurement of military items
is reduced to a minimum and limited to
specific items which may be required during
such peacetime periods. Peacetime author-
ity of the military departments is not suffi-
ciently broad to provide facilities that will be
needed when an emergency occurs. Nor is
there any peacetime authority avallable to
the departments for assisting the expansion
of privately owned productive capacity for
an emergency. Expansion of both Govern-
ment-owned and privately owned plants be-
came immediately necessary in the emer-
gencies that occurred prior to World War II
and with the advent of the Eorean conflict.
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In the case of construction at military in-
stallations, it has been the practice period-
ically to obtain specific autheorizing legis-
lation for known needs. This procedure is
clearly not feasible in the case of construc-
tion or expansion of plants needed to alle-
viate unforeseen shortages in defense pro-
duction. It is not possible to foresee and
predict accurately the need for specific au-
thorizing legislation. During World War II
and the Korean conflict, authority similar
to that contained in the act of July 17, 1953,
proved to be of inestimable value for the
rapid expansion of productive capacity by
the construction of Government-owned and
expansion of privately owned plants.

In the present national emergency, the
expansion of industrial capacity for the pro-
duction of procured military items, and the
rehabilitation of Government-owned plants
which had been retained and maintained on
a minimum basis, was started with an initial
appropriation to the Army alone for fiscal
year 1951 of expediting production funds of
$125 million. During the remainder of that
fiscal year, an additional $9756 million was
made available to the Army by supplemental
appropriations. In fiscal year 1952, $1 bil-
lion was made available to the Army for the
same purposes. No additional funds were
requested for fiscal year 1953. For fiscal year
1954, $332 million was made available to the
Army for such purposes. These funds have
been and are being utilized for the reha-
bilitation, expansion, and conversion of
plants retained under Government control
since World War II, the construction of cer-
tain additional specialized plants for the
production of items not normally produced
by civillan industry, and the conversion of
existing privately owned plants to the pro-
duction of military items.

Under the existing international situation,
the present emergency may become acute at
any time without warning. In such an
eventuality, time would be a large and very
significant factor in the expansion of urgent-
ly mneeded productive capacity. It is be-
lieved that continued statutory authority for
a rapid expansion of productive capacity is
important to the timely satisfaction of the
needs of the military departments for vital
supplies. This proposal would continue not
only the authority with respect to facilitles
required for current defense production but
also to facilities intended for mobilization
reserve purposes. The reserve capacity to be
provided will be for essential military items
requiring a long-lead production time. In
the event of full mobilization, a lack of
adequate productive capacity for such items
would create a serious bottleneck. The De-
partment of Defense appropriation for fiscal
year 1954 contained §250 million for this
purpose.

The authority granted by the act of July 17,
1953, to maintain production facilities in a
standby basis at or near the location planned
to be used for production purposes in the
event of further emergency will become in-
creasingly important as the immediate need
for current production decreases. As long as
such authority exists arrangements can be
made to reactivate quickly production facili-
ties by (1) arranging with the private con-
tractor for storage and/or maintenance of
the facilities at or near the plant site, or (2)
lease of the facilities in place to private con-
tractors in return for the storage, mainte-
nance, preservation, and performance of oth-
er services by such contractors with respect to
the property leased, or other production fa=
cilities not so leased, in lieu of, or in addition
to, a monetary rental. Without such author-
ity it would not be possible to assure that
such facilities would be avallable as quickly
for actual production in the event of a fur-
ther emergency.

This proposal recommends one technical
change in the act of July 17, 1953. This
change would recognize by express provision
the present implied authority to maintain,
store, and operate defense production facil-
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ities acquired pursuant to statutes other
than the act of July 17, 1853, the act of
July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. 712), as amended, and
the act of December 17, 1942 (56 Stat. 1053),
as amended, which is the present limitation
in the act of July 17, 1853. The reason for
this is that there are defense productive
facilities acquired pursuant to other statutes
which it is deemed n to maintain,
store, and operate. Specifically, facilities
have been acquired pursuant to Public Law
364, B0th Congress; Public Law 883, 80th Con-
gress; and Public Law 152, 81st Congress, as
amended, the continued avallability of which
is required for mobilization base purposes.
COST AND BUDGET DATA

This proposal would cause no apparent in-
crease in budgetary requirements insofar as
the Department of Defense is concerned.

Sincerely yours,
RoBerRT T. STEVENS,
Secretary of the Army.

RIGHTS OF UNITED STATES VES-
SELS ON THE HIGH SEAS AND IN
TERRITORIAL WATERS OF FOR-
EIGN COUNTRIES

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
on behalf of myself, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BuTLEr], the senior Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], MYy
colleague, the junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator
from California [Mr. KucHer], the Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. MaecNUSON],
the junior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTorel, the junior Senator from
Maine [Mr. Paynel, the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. PurTELL], the senior
Senator from Maine [Mrs. Smite], the
senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER], and the junior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. Lowe], I introduce for
appropriate reference a bill to protect

the rights of vessels of the United States

on the high seas and in territorial waters
of foreign countries. I hope that other
Senators who are interested in the sub-
ject of fishing may join in sponsoring the
bill.

I ask unanimous consent that there
may be printed in the Recorp a brief
statement explaining the provisions of
the bill.

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

The bill (S. 3594) to protect the rights
of vessels of the United States on the
high seas and in territorial waters of
foreign countries, introduced by Mr.
SarTonsTALL (for himself and other Sen-
ators), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The statement by Mr, SALTONSTALL is
as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SALTONSTALL

This bill is designed to protect American
fishermen in the continued exercise of fishing
rights on the high seas and in the territorial
waters off foreign countries.

The need for this bill arises from the
serious danger that without protection for
our fishermen these fishing rights will be
sacrificed by default in the important tuna
fisheries of the west coast off Central and
South America and in the central Pacific,
in the troll salmon, halibut, and ground-fish
fisheries in the waters off British Columbia,
in the shrimp and snapper fisheries of the
Gulf of Mexico. Eventually even our fisher=-
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men’s rights in the cod, haddock, and rose-
fish fisheries off Labrador, Newfoundland,
Nova Scotia, and in the Gulf of St. Lawrence
may be jeopardized.

The individual fishermen of the United
Btates do not have these rights themselves.
Such rights, under international law, per-
tain only to their sovereign, the United
States. Yet the right of the United States
to fish on the high seas exists only to the
extent it is exercised by its fishermen en-
gaged in catching fish. Recently, however,
other countries have sought to extend their
sovereignty and right of exclusive control
into waters where vessels of the United
States have traditionally fished. Unless the
owners of these vessels can be assured of
some measure of protection against the sei-
gure of their vessels while exercising rights
of the United States, they cannot continue
to take the risk of sending their vessels into
such waters. Unless, on the other hand,
they do continue to fish in the challenged
waters, those rights of the United States
will become seriously weakened and may
atrophy.

This is a worldwide problem. Its urgency
has been demonstrated by repeated seizures
of Japanese fishing vessels on the high seas
by Russia and Communist China; denial
to Israell vessels of access to Israell ports
in the Gulf of Agaba by Saudi Arabia and
Egypt; seizure of Israeli fishing boats by
Egypt in the Mediterranean; seizure of
Danish and Swedish fishing boats by Russia
in the Baltic; seizure of British fishing ves-
sels by Iceland; selzure of Italian fishing
vessels by Yugoslavia; and selzure of United
States fishing vessels by Mexico and Ecuador,
as well as attempted seizures by other coun-
tries. °

To protect American fishermen in the ex-
ercise of fishing rights, this bill provides
that in any case where (a) a vessel of the
United States is seized by a foreign country
on the basis of rights or claims in terri-
torial waters or the high seas which are not
recognized by the United States, and (b)
there is no dispute of material fact with
respect to the location or activity of the
vessel at the time of its seizure, the Sec-
retary of State shall secure the release of
the vessel and shall pay, on behalf of the
United States, any fines or post any bonds
that may be required by such country for
such release. It would then be for the Sec-
retary to decide whether it is appropriate
to present any claim by the United States
against the seizing country.

RESTRICTION OF RESALE OF AUTO-
MOBILES AND TRUCKS IN CER-
TAIN CASES

Mr, POTTER. Mr, President, on be-
half of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dirkgsen], who cannot be present, by
request, I introduce for appropriate
reference a bill fo amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act. I ask unani-
mous consent that a statement prepared
by the Senator from Illinois be printed
at this point in the REcorp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the statement by
the Senator from Illinois will be printed
in the REcoORD.

The bill (S. 3596) to amend the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act with respect
to certain contracts, agreements or
franchises to enable manufacturers of
automobiles and trucks and their fran-
chise dealers to protect their good will
in the business of manufacturing and
distributing automobiles and trucks
made or sold by them by restricting
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franchise dealers from reselling to cer-
tain unauthorized persons, introduced
by Mr. Porrer [for Mr. DIRKSEN], by
request, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

The statement by Mr. DIRKSEN is as
follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DIRKSEN

The bill proposes to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act as it relates to con-
tracts, agreements, and franchises involving
trucks and motor cars. The bill is intro-
duced at the suggestion of the National
Automobile Dealers Association who have
repeatedly called attention to what is now
referred to as the “bootlegging” of new
automobiles, Officials of the association
insofar as I know have had several confer-
ences with the Department of Justice on
this matter and have pointed out that the
practice which is presently growing in the
industry of bootlegging new automobiles by
authorized dealers to unauthorized persons
for resale is threatening the stability and
integrity of the entire dealer structure
throughout the country.

The association points out as a result of
this practice that many dealers have been
forced into involuntary bankruptey and that
according to the association’s records hun-
dreds of dealers in all sections of the coun-
try have been forced to liquidate or forced
into bankruptey.

I am mindful of the problem which is in-
volved and also the difficulty in dealing with
the problem by suggesting an amendment
to existing law relating to anti-trust prac-
tices. It would occur to me, however, from
the prima facie showing which has already
been made that this matter deserves ade-
quate attention on the part of the appro-
priate committee of the Congress and it is
for the purpose of crystallizing the matter
and having it referred to the proper com-
mittee that the attached bill is introduced.
Logically it would be referred to the Senate
Judiciary Committee and it is my earnest
hope that at an early date the chairman of
the committee will calendar this proposal for
hearings so that dealers and the dealer
assoclation may have an opportunity to
present their case.

TELEVISING OF CONGRESSIONAL
COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, some committees and
subcommittees have been televising all
their proceedings. I do not believe that
that has been in the best interests of
the United States. Neither do I believe
that it adds to the dignity of the Senate.

For that reason I send to the desk a
concurrent resolution, which I ask to
have read and referred to the appropri-
ate committee. I am submitting this
concurrent resolution on behalf of the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIs]
and myself.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the concurrent resolution will
be read for the information of the
Senate.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 86), submitted by Mr. JoENSTON of
South Carolina (for himself and Mr.
STENNIS), was read, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That (a) no part
of any hearing or other proceeding of any
committee of the Congress shall be broad-
cast by television or recorded by means of
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any television or motion-picture camera or
by any other means for use in any television
broadcast, if such hearing or proceeding is
begun after the adoption of this resolution.

(b) As used herein, the term “committee
of the Congress” includes any standing,
special, or select committee of either House
of the Congress, any joint committee of the
Congress, and any subcommittee of any such
committee.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 86) was referred to the Committee
on Rules and Administration.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, ETC., APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, 1356—AMENDMENTS

Mr. LEHMAN submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him
to the bill (H. R. 8067) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the United
States Information Agency, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1955, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be printed.

Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and Mr,
DoucLas) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to House bill 8067, supra, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr., DOUGLAS submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 8067, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be printed.

NOTICES OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—AMENDMENTS TO DE-
PARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, ETC., APPROPRI-
ATION BILL, 1955

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I send
to the desk the usual notices of motions
to suspend the standing rules of the
Senate on various amendments proposed
to the bill (H. R. 8067) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the United
States Information Agency, for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1955, and ask
that they be printed, and be considered
as having laid over 1 day to meet the
requirements of the Senate rules of 1
day’'s notice.

These motions would have been sub-
mitted yesterday but for the fact the
Senate was not in session.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from New Hampshire? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

The notices of motions to suspend the
rule, submitted by Mr. BRIDGES, are as
follows:

In accordance with rule XI., of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. 8067)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 16, after line 13, insert the
following:

“Sec. 111, Any person appointed to the
Foreign Service shall recelve basic salary at
one of the rates of the class to which he is
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appointed which the Secretary of State shall,
taking into consideration his age, quali-
fications, and experience determine to be
appropriate for him to receive.”

In accordance with rule XL, of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. B067)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 16, after line 13, insert
the following:

“Sec. 112. The Secretary of State hereafter
is authorized, subject to the procedures pre-
seribed by section 505 of the Classification
Act of 1949, but without regard to the nu-
merical limitations contained therein, to
place 1 position in grade GS-18, 4 positions in
grade GS-17, and 3 positions in grade GS-16
in the General Schedule established by the
Classification Act of 1949, and such positions
shall be in addition to those positions in the
Department of State presently allocated in
grades G5-16, G5-17, and GS-18."

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. B06T)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page 21, line 18, insert the following:
“: Provided, That hereafter the compensa-
tion of the Deputy Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, shall be
$15,000 per annum.”

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing 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
purpose of proposing to the bill (H. R. B06T7)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes, the following amendment, namely:
On page 37, strike the provision in lines 12
through 22:

“War Shipping Administration liquidation:
Not to exceed $2,000,000 of the unexpended
balance of the appropriation to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury in the Second Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1948, for liquida-
tion of obligations approved by the General
Accounting Office as properly incurred
against funds of the War Shipping Admin-
istration prior to January 1, 1947, is hereby
continued available during the current fiscal
year, and shall be available for the payment
of obligations incurred against the working
fund titled ‘Working fund, Commerce, War
Shipping Administration functions, Decem-
ber 31, 1946"."

Insert in lieu thereof the following:

“War Shipping Administration liquidation:
Not to exceed $12,500,000 of the unexpended
balance of the appropriation to the Secre-
tary of the Treasury in the Second Supple-
mental Appropriation Act, 1948, for liquida-
tion of obligations approved by the General
Accounting Office as properly incurred
against funds of the War Shipping Admin-
istration prior to January 1, 1947, is hereby
continued available during the current fiscal
year, and shall be avallable for the payment
of obligations incurred against the working
fund titled ‘Working fund, Commerce, War
Shipping Administration functions, Decem-
ber 31, 1946': Provided, That the unexpended
balance of such appropriation to the Secre-
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tary of the Treasury less the amount of
$12,500,000 continued available and less the
amount of $85,000,000 transferred to the ap-
propriation ‘Operation-differential subsidies’
and less the amount of $5,000,000 transferred
to the appropriation ‘Salaries and expenses,
Maritime activities’, by this act, iz hereby
rescinded, the amount of such unexpended
balance to be carried to the surplus fund
and covered into the Treasury immediately
upon the approval of this act.”

In accordance with rule XL, of the Stand-
ing 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 to the bill (H. R. B06T)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 43, line 1, insert the fol-
lowing: *“: Provided, That no part of this
appropriation shall be allocated for expendi-
ture in a particular country unless such allo-
cation shall have been submitted to and re-
viewed by the Senate and House Appropria-
tions Committees 30 days in advance of the
allocation.”

R

In accordance with rule XL, of the Stand-
ing 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 to the bill (H. R. B06T)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 47, after line 11, insert the
following:

“Sec. 304. There shall be hereafter in the
Department of Commerce, in addition to the
Assistant Secretaries now provided for by
law, one additional Assistant Secretary of
Commerce, who shall be appointed by the
President by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, and who shall be subject in
all respects to the provisions of the act of
July 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 326), as amended
(56 U. 8. C. 692a) relating to Assistant Secre-
taries of Commerce. Section 3 of Reorgan-
ization Plan No. 5 of 1950, as amended (64
Stat. 1263; 66 Stat. 121) is hereby repealed.”

In accordance with rule XL, of the Stand-
ing 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 to the bill (H. R. 8067)
making appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes, the following amendment,
namely: On page 47, after line 11, insert the
following:

“Sec. 305. The Secretary of Commerce
hereafter is authorized, subject to the pro-
cedures prescribed by section 505 of the
Classification Act of 1949, but without regard
to the numerical limitations contained
therein, to place 1 position in grade GS-18,
14 positions in grade GS-17, and 5 positions
in grade GS-16 in the general schedule
established by the Classification Act of 1949,
and such positions shall be in addition to
those positions in the Department of Com-
merce presently allocated in grades GS-16,
GS-17, and GS-18."

Mr. BRIDGES submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H. R. 8067) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the United
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States Information Agency, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1955, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

(For text of amendments see the fore-
going notices.)

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 9447) making appro-
priations for the Departments of Labor,
and Health, Education, and Welfare,
and related independent agencies, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes, was read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Appropriations,

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELAT-
ING TO BANK HOLDING

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency, I desire to give notice that
on June 21 and 22, public hearings will
be held on S. 76 and S. 1118, bank hold-
ing legislation. This is a resumption of
a series of hearings recessed last session.

Persons wishing to appear and testify
please contact Ira Dixon, clerk of the
committee, immediately.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. SALTONSTALL, from the Com-
mittee on Armed Services:

Col. Louis Jacob Rumaggl, and Col. How=
ard Ker, United States Army, for appoint-
ment as assistants to the Chief of Engl-
neers, United States Army, and as briga-
dier generals in the Regular Army of the
United States;

Warren Atherton, of California, to be a
member of the National Security Training
Commission.

By Mr. HICKENLOOPER, from the Com=-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

Lampton Berry, of Mississippl, and sun-
dry other persons for reappointment or ap-
pointment in the Forelgn Service.

Executive M, 83d Congress, 1st session,
the Universal Copyright Convention of 1953,
and three related protocols signed at Geneva,
Switzerland, under date of September 6,
1952; without reservation (Exec. Rept.
No. §).

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF
NOMINATION OF ISAAC W. CAR-
PENTER, JR., TO BE ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF STATE
Mr., HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-

dent, the Senate received today the
nomination of Isaac W. Carpenter, Jr.,
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of Nebraska, to be an Assistant Secre-
tary of State, vice Edward T. Wailes,
resigned. Notice is hereby given that
the nomination will be considered by
the Committee on Foreign Relations at
the expiration of 6 days, in accordance
with the committee rule,

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938—RE-
TURN OF BILL TO HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, on
last Wednesday the Senate concurred in
action taken by the House of Repre-
sentatives on the bill (S. 3050) to amend
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938.
It was later determined that a clerical
error had been made in the bill which
was sent to the Senate. There is a reso-
lution on the desk, House Resolution 579,
requesting that the bill be returned to
the House of Representatives. In com-
pliance with that request, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday be vacated, and that
the bill and accompanying papers be
returned to the House of Representa-
tives.

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

ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT
EISENHOWER

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President,
last night the President of the United
States delivered a nationwide address
in Washington. In his remarks the
President emphasized the urgent neces-
sity for action by the Congress on the
administration’s legislation program to
assure a stronger and more prosperous
America. In my judgment, the Presi-
dent sounded an encouraging note for
all in pointing the way forward toward
a unified Nation. I hope that all our
citizens who were not able to listen to
the President’s remarks last night will
take the opportunity to read his ad-
dress carefully.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the President’s ad-
dress be inserted in the Recorp at this
point. In commenting on what is pos-
sibly the greatest domestic problem we
face, the Nation’s agricultural program,
the President urged that the farm pro-
gram be taken out of the realm of par-
tisan politices, and he stated that the
program he has recommended to the
Congress was designed to accomplish
that objective.

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

TeXT OF PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S SPEECH

I prize this opportunity to meet with citi-
zens, dedicated to the policies and objectives
of the administration. These policies and
objectives have been placed before the Con-
gress in a legislative program to build a
better and stronger America. I am de-
lighted that you have come to Washington

to pledge your support to those Members
of the present Congress who are working
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for this program. Happily these are both
numerous and able—and to be found not
only among the leaders and seniors who
helped design the program, but among our
younger friends most recently elected to
that august body.

Of course, I am equally pleased that you
are likewise pledged to do your individual
and collective best to see that there will be
many more such men and women in the
next Congress.

What we mean by a stronger America Is
a Nation whose every citizen has reason for
bold hope, where effort is rewarded and pros-
perity is shared, where freedom expands and
peace is secure.

TALKS ABOUT PROGRAM NOW IN CONGRESS

The legislative program that you and I
support is a broad, straight legislative high-
way to that kind of an America.

Tonight, I propose that we talk frankly,
even if somewhat sketchily, about that pro-
gram now in the Congress.

It was lald before the Congress last Janu-
ary, and was designed to protect our free-
doms; to foster a growing, prosperous, peace-
time economy; and to fulfill the Govern-
ment’s obligations in helping solve the
human problems of our citizenry.

Basic to the protection of our freedom is
a strong, forthright foreign policy. This we
have been developing. Owur foreign policy
is vigorously opposed to imperialistic ambi-
tions, but devoted to harmonious coopera-
tion with all nations and peoples who desire
to live in peace with their neighbors. It
demands unremitting effort to create and
hold friends and to encourage them in
stanchness of friendship with us. It re-
quires us to be vigilant against those who
would destroy us; to be calm and confident
in the face of their threats.

CONDITIONS REQUIRE STREAMLINED DEFENSE

Present world conditions require a na-
tional-defense program, streamlined, effec-
tive, and economical, that takes into full
account our air and nuclear might, but in
the longer range, our foreign and defense
policies must be directed toward world dis-
armament.

We must seek for all mankind a release
from the deadening burden of armaments.
We must continue to seek sensible solutions
for the fateful problems posed by the atom
and hydrogen bombs, Pursuing these pur-
poses, we have persistently made appropri-
ate proposals to the world, and more particu-
larly to the Soviets, which if honestly ac-
cepted would go far toward attainment of
these goals.

We must strive constantly with our friends
for a freer system of world trade and in-
vestment, for strengthened trade-agreement
legislation, for simpler rules and regulations
under which trade can be carried on. In
the meantime, we must continue to render
military and economic assistance abroad
where our national interest is thereby served.

In this way we not only build up our own
material and military strength so that we
may oppose successfully any rash aggression
by the Communists, but we help eliminate
those conditions of poverty, disease, and ig-
norance in the world which provide fertile
breeding ground for the exploiters of discon-
tent.

SEEKS CLARIFICATION OF FOREIGN POLICY

Foreign policy is a complicated and com-
prehensive subject. It cannot be effectively
described in a mere section of a general
talk such as this, But because foreign af-
fairs and foreign policy do so vitally affect
the lives of each of us and all that we are
attempting to do here at home as well as
abroad, the Secretary of State is at this mo-
ment on a trip to the West where he is de-
livering major addresses that will help clar-
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ify for all our citizens the position of Amer-
ica in world affairs.

At home we have sought to preserve the
sanctity of our freedoms by denying official
posts of trust to the untrustworthy; by in-
tensifying legal action against the members
and leaders of the Communist conspiracy;
by sharpening our weapons for dealing with
sabotage.

Scarcely need I assure such an audience
a5 this that I—and my every associate in
government—will keep everlastingly at the
job of uprooting subversion wherever it
may be found.

The objective of the second part of our
national program is a strong and a grow-
ing economy, shared in, equitably, by all our
citizens.

We began by uncovering and eliminating
needless expenditures within the Federal
Government. We proposed a reduction in
taxes and reform of the tax system. Other
measures involve a new farm program ad-
justed to current domestic and world con-
ditions; an improved and expanded national
highway system; a sound and comprehensive
development of water and other natural re-
sources; a broad housing program.

HOPES TO UPROOT WASTE IN POSTAL
DEPARTMENT

We hope to uproot the ingrained habit
of operating the vast Post Office Department
in an extravagantly wasteful and unbusi-
nesslike manner. We cannot permit the
deliberate operations of our postal depart-
ment at a gigantic loss because a few are
opposed to adequate postal rates. And we
must have classification and promotional
procedures for postal personnel that will
serve the best interests of the Government,
the public, and the postal workers them-
selves.

The third great purpose outlined 5 months
ago was sympathetic consideration of the
human problems of our citizens and prac-
tical assistance in solving them.

Our goal for every American is better
schooling; better housing; better health;
and a reasonable assurance against the hard-
ships of unemployment, against the impact
of accldent and illness, against poverty,
against insecurity in old age.

This threefold program—national secu-
rity, economic, human—was the product of
intensive effort by a multitude of technical
experts and specialists, Government em-
ployees and executives, legislative leaders,
and committee chairmen. They labored dili-
gently for months to evolve measures sound
both in concept and in detall. These meas-
ures were—and are—badly needed to build
the kind of America all of us ardently de-
sire. There is nothing partisan, sectional,
or partial about them; they are for the secu-
ilty. prosperity, and happiness of all Amer-
cans,

CONGRESS HARD AT WORK DESPITE DISTRACTIONS

In spite of highly publicized distractions,
Congress has been hard at work. The dif-
ficult and time-consuming appropriation
bills not only have been acted upon much
faster than usual, but the Congress has sup-
ported the administration in its efforts to
reduce expenditures. Through legislation
recently enacted, our people will have better
highways. Stifling taxes on consumers have
been eased. After more than 40 years of
heated debate, the historic St. Lawrence
Seaway project is now authorized by law.
A mutual security treaty with the Republic
of Korea has been approved. These are
but a few of a number of major pleces of
legislation that have been enacted.

But much remains that is of vital signifi-
cance to every American citizen. Tonight
I am addressing myself primarily to a few
of the important parts of the program that
are now under discussion in the Congress

June 11

and in different stages of the legislative
process.
TAX REVISION BILL FIRST ON PROGRAM

First—The tax revision bill.

I remind you of the §7 billion tax reduc-
tion already provided to our citizens. The
pending tax revision bill will likewise bene-
fit all of the American people. It is designed
to accomplish a fairer distribution of the tax
burden. It will give more liberal tax treat-
ment for dependent children who work, for
widows or widowers with dependent chil-
dren and for medical expenses. It will help
to expand business activity and so create
jobs throughout the country and will also
give real encouragement to small business,

I cannot overemphasize the importance I
attach to the general policies and proposals
comprehended in the tax bill and the need
for its early passage.

I am sure you will agree with me that the
Congress should enact this tax legislation,
already passed by the House of Representa-
tives. Some of its benefits will begin to
accrue to the people of our country as soon
as enacted, because then, with tax uncer-
tainties removed, investors, manufacturers,
and businessmen will all accelerate their
activities, thus creating new jobs and in-
creasing the national income. Here is an
added reason for speed.

Another pending measure, vitally neces-
sary to every citizen, is the new farm pro-
gram. Its purpose is to promote stability
and prosperity in agriculture and help as-
sure our farmers a fair share of the national
income.

PRESENT FARM LAW ENCOURAGES SURPLUSES

The Nation's present farm law encourages
production of great surpluses of a few com-
modities, and then it prices those commodi-
ties out of their traditional markets. As a
result the Government must now spend
$30,000 an hour—every hour—just to store
these surpluses. In the last 12 months the
Government increased its investment in
price-supported commodities by $2,800,000,-
000. During the next 12 months the present
law would force another increase.

One aspect of this amazing process appears
to be little understood. Minority clamor has
concealed from the majority the fact that a
change from rigid price supports to flexible
supports would affect less than one-fourth
of the income our farmers receive. Rigid
supports do not in any way affect crops that
produce 77 percent of our farmers’ income.

Five months ago, on the advice of farm
organizations, heads of agricultural colleges,
a host of individual farmers and many cther
experts, I recommended that a new farm
program be enacted by the Congress. This
program proposes price supports with enough
flexibility to encourage the production of
needed supplies and to stimulate the con-
sumption of those commodities that are
flooding and depressing the American mar-
kets. It also proposed gradualism in the
adoption and application of certain phases
of the new program so that there could not
possibly be an abrupt downward change in
the level of price supports on basic com-
modities.

The plan will increase markets for farm
products, protect the consumers’ food sup-
ply, and move food into consumption instead
of Government storage. It will gradually
dispose of the gigantic farm surpluses and
promises our farmers a higher and steadier
financial return over the years.

FARM PROGRAM HAS BIPARTISAN ORIGIN
This badly needed, new program has a
bipartisan origin. The proposal is, in con-
cept, the same as the law passed 5 years ago
by a vast majority of each of the 2 parties
in Congress.
And yet—despite the vast accumulation of
surpluses in the hands of the Government—
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Despite the declining markets at home and
abroad and increasing regimentation of the
individual farmer—

Despite the fact that only a minority of
American farmers are affected by price sup-
ports—

Despite the fact that even among this
farmer minority, many of them are opposed
to a program so obviously unsuited to the
needs of our country—

Despite all of these painfully evident weak-
nesses, a vote, described to me as tentative,
which was taken 2 days ago in a committee
of the House of Representatives, calls for
continuance of the present farm program for
an additional year. In my opinion the cir-
cumstances are too critical to permit such a
delay.

Fellow citizens, many have told me that
it would not be good politics to attempt solu~
tion of the farm problem during an election
year. The sensible thing to do, I have been
told, over and over, was to close my eyes to
the damage the present farm program does
to our farmers and the rest of our people,
and do this job of correction next year.

Now, I want to make this one point clear.

In this matter I am completely unmoved
by arguments as to what constitutes good or
winning politics. And may I remark that,
though I have not been in this political
business very long, I know that what is right
for America s politically right.

FOR ALL FARMERS AND ALL AMERICA
' In the proposal to correct the deficiencles
in our farm program, the administration’s
concern is for all farmers, regardless of their
polities, and for all America.

I earnestly hope that the House of Repre-
sentatives and the Senate will move promptly
on these proposals, so that America may
have a sound, stable, and prosperous agri-
culture.

I hope you will join me in the determina-
tion to see that commonsense, good judg-
ment, and fact will, from now on, guide the
formulation of American agricultural poliey.

Aside from taxes and agricultural pro-
grams, other projects occupy legislative at-
tention at this moment.

Some of them are of great personal import
t) our individual citizens, and some have
passed one or the other of the two houses
of the Congress.

Extension of the benefits of unemployment
insurance should be authorized so that these
benefits may be made available to more than
6 milllon additional workers. When the
project becomes law, it will remove inequi-
ties and inadequacies which for years have
limited the effectiveness of this form of
income insurance. In simple justice to a
vast number of American citizens, it de-
mands our enthusiastic support.

CONSIDERING INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY

Congress is considering increased social-
security benefits and the extension of social-
security protection to more than 10 million
additional Americans. Likewise it has before
it strengthened programs to rehabilitate dis-
abled people and to develop adequate medical
facilities for those who suffer the misfortunes
of chronic illness.

In this same health program are items for
the construction of diagnostic centers, for
nursing homes and for rehabilitation facili-
ties, Another measure provides for Govern-
ment reinsurance to enable private and non-
profit insurance companies to give broader
prepaid medical and hospital care, on a vol=
untary basis, to many more of our people.
There is a bill to authorize a new housing
program so that every citizen may aspire to
a decent home in a wholesome neighborhood,

We are striving to help assure every willing
American a practical opportunity to enjoy
good health, & good job, a good education, &
good home, a good country.
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Now let us briefly look again at the domes-
tic question of protecting our liberties be-
cause this purpose underlies a number of
specific bills now before the Congress. They
will, when enacted, powerfully increase the
effectiveness of the Government's effort to
protect us against subversive activity.

Several would plug loopholes through
which spies and saboteurs can now slip.
One would let us bar proven subversives
from employment in or admission to any
private facility, if the facility is essential to
our defense.

Another bill would take citizenship from
those hereafter convicted of advocating or
attempting violent overthrow of our Gov-
ernment. We would also tighten the penalty
for harboring fugitive Communist leaders.

Moreover, since Communist conspirators
sometimes resort to telephones to plot and
pass information, we believe that their own
words, as learned by the FBI should be ad-
mitted, under adequate safeguards, as evi-
dence in security cases in Federal courts.
Another bill would grant immunity from
self-incrimination to selected witnesses,
while requiring them to tell the truth about
their associates and their fellow conspirators
before courts, grand juries and congressional
hearings.

PACKAGE PROTECTED AGAINST COMMUNISM

All of this internal security legislation adds
up to a potent package of protection against
communism, without in any degree damag-
ing or lessening the rights of the individual
citizen as guaranteed by our laws and the
Constitution. It will greatly assist the FBI
and the Department of Justice, our best
weapons against secret Communist penetra-
tion. It now awaits congressional approval.
I know that all of us, too, awalt that ap-
proval.

I have talked frankly and simply about
these matters this evening because I want
you to know why the legislative program in
Congress will, when approved, make our
country stronger and help keep our people
prosperous with freedoms secure.

As I sald earlier, many members of the
Congress are as deeply anxious as you and I
for the passage of these essential measures.
They have worked faithfully for their en-
actment, and I hope that they know of your
support. With cur appreciation to them
goes also, I am sure, this firm assurance from
all of us: that we shall unflaggingly pur-
sue the enactment of the remainder of this
program.

AN AGE OF CEASELESS TROUBLE AND DANGER

‘We live today in an age of ceaseless trouble
and danger. For all of us the challenge is
clear. For all of us the future is shadowed
by mushroom clouds and menaced by god-
less men addicted to force and violence and
the continuance of anarchy among nations.

Here, in our time, in our hands, in our
own courage and endurance and vision, rests
the future of civilization and of all moral
and spiritual values of enduring meaning to
mankind.

Part of our responsibility for preserving
these values will be discharged through the
legislative structure we propose to enact
this year.

Let us, therefore, not rest until these laws
are passed.

Let us have less political flssion and more
political fusion.

Let us have, in this session of the Congress,
approval of a program essential to a stronger
America.

AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS RE-
LEASED BY SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE :

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, on

June 8, 1954, the Secretary of Agricul-
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ture, Mr. Ezra Taft Benson, made public
five maps which showed the State-by-
State distribution of farm income from
price supported and nonsupported farm
commodities. These statistics are the
most revealing I have ever seen in proof
of the necessity for the new farm pro-
gram which the Secretary and the Presi-
dent have recommended to the Congress.
I have taken the liberty of forwarding a
copy of the statistics to all Senators for
their further study.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent at this time to have printed in my
remarks the information released by the
Secretary of Agriculture on June 8, 1954.

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

SECRETARY BENSON PRESENTS FarRM INCOME,
PrICE SUPPORT DATA

Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson
today made public five maps showing the
State-by-State distribution of farm income
from price supported and nonsupported farm
commodities.

Map No. 1, cash receipts from basic farm
commodities: This shows by States the cash
receipts for all six basic crops now supported
at 90 percent of parity as a percentage of
total cash farm receipts. Income from these
basic commodities is concentrated in 9
Southern States, 1 Midwest State (Kansas),
and 2 Northern States (North Dakota and
Montana).

There are 5 States with less than 1 per=
cent of their cash receipts from the basics.
Many other States also receive only a small
percentage of their income from the basiecs.
Examples: Wisconsin 1 percent; Iowa 8 per-
cent; California 13 percent; Pennsylvania 6
percent; New York 2 percent; and Florida 7
percent.

Map No. 2, cash receipts from basic farm
commodities, excluding tobacco: Without
tobacco, 7 States get 40 percent or more of
their cash receipts from the 5 other basic
commodities.

Kentucky, for example, gets 4 percent of
cash farm receipts from basic farm commodi-
ties, other than tobacco; Virginia, 9 percent;
West Virginia, 2 percent; North Carolina, 19
percent; Indiana and Ohio, 14 percent.

Map No. 3, cash receipts from nonsup-
ported commodities: This shows that from
coast to coast a large majority of States re-
ceive more than half their cash farm receipts
from nonsupported commodities. There are
16 States that get over two-thirds of their
cash receipts from nonsupported products
like meat animals, poultry, eggs, fruits, nuts,
vegetables, and miscellaneous crops.

During the past 21 years, prices of these
nonsupported products have averaged 7 per-
cent higher than prices of the supported
products, relative to the base period.

Map No. 4, cash recelpts from meat animals
and dairy products and poultry products for
which price-supported feeds are an element
of cost: 56 percent of United States cash
farm income is from livestock and livestock
products. These products are most impor-
tant in an area which includes much of
New England, the Middle Atlantic States, the
Corn Belt, the Lake States, the Great Flains,
and the Mountain States.

Stability of feed supplies and prices at
reasonable levels are advantageous to this
area. Feed-price supports at a high, fixed
level add to production costs.

Map No. 5, cash receipts from nonsup=
ported commodities and dairy products: All
except 7 States receive more than 50 percent
of their cash receipts from nonsupported
commodities and dairy products.
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Cash receipts from specified commodities as
percent of cash farm receipts, by States,
1952

Price support at 90 percent of parity is now being pro-
vided, as required by law, on the ie commodities:
Wheat, corn, cotton, rice, peanuts, and tobacco. These
eommaodities bring in 23 percent of the United States
cash farm income.

Price support is being provided on the following non-
basic commodities: Dairy products, wool, mohair, honey,
tung nuts, barley, oats, rye, sorghum grain, flaxseed,
goybeans, beans, cottonseed, and erude pine gum. For
some of these dities priee support is dator
and for some it is permissive. Supports in general an
on a flexible basis. Supports now in foree range from
65 to 90 pereent of parity. These nonbasic supported
oomn}o(litios bring in 21 percent of United States cash

rm income.

Imiﬁ)u:nmuditles not shown above are without direct
rice support. ‘These nonsupported commodities bring
B‘A 56 percent of United States cash farm income.

Percent of cash farm receipts
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1 Wheat, corn, cotton, rice, peanuts, and tobacco.

2 Includes meat animals, poultry and eggs, vegetables,
fruits and nuts, and miscellaneous crops.

3 Most of the purchases of dairy products for ﬁrim
support are concentrated in 5 States—Wisconsin, Min-
nesota, 1llinois, Missouri, and Iowa—with Nebraska
and New York mnking next.

4 Less than 1 percent.

Bource: Agricultural Marketing Service.

MESSAGE TO THE PEOPLE OF
CZECHOSLOVAKIA ON THE ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE JUNE 1953 UP=-
RISINGS
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, 1 year ago

this month the subjugated workers in the
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East Zone of Germany and in Czecho-
slovakia rose up against their Communist
tormentors. That vivid demonstration
of the intense desire for freedom on the
part of those suffering people brought re-
newed hope to all engaged in the strug-
gle against Soviet imperialism. It was
recently my privilege to prepare a mes-
sage for transmission to the people of
Czechoslovakia in commemoration of
the anniversary of the June 1953 up-
risings. I ask unanimous consent to
have this statement printed in the body
of the Recorp following my remarks.

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

MessaGE BY SENATOR IVES TO THE PEOPLE OF
CZECHOSLOVAKIA ON THE ANNIVERSARY OF
THE JUNE 1953 UPRISINGS
On this anniversary of the heroic June 1953

uprisings in Czechoslovakia, we of the free
world are ever more cognizant of the suffer-
ings to which the Czech and Slovak peoples
continue to be subjected by their Eremlin
oppressors. We Americans cannot and will
not forget them. The history of friendly re-
lations between our Nation and theirs adds
deeper significance to their present plight.
The valiant Czech and Slovak workers who
last year in Pilsen, Kladno, Ostrava, and
elsewhere revolted in defiance against their
role as slaves provided new proof that no
tyranny on earth can long suppress the burn-
ing desire for freedom which is inherent in
men's hearts. As we commemorate this his-
toric event, we look forward to the early
liberation of their countrymen.

THE DANGER OF COUNTERFEITING
OFFSET-PRINTED BONDS

Mr. KILGORE. MTr. President, I had
intended today to make a brief statement
to the Senate on the question of substi-
tuting offset-printed bonds for bonds
made from engraved plates, in conneec-
tion with the printing of Government
bonds, However, in order to save time, I
now ask unanimous consent that a
statement I have prepared be printed at
this point in the body of the Recorp, for
I think the Senate should be fully ad-
vised as to the possible hazards involved
in the use of offset printing in connection
with the printing of bonds of the Govern-
ment of the United States.

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

THE DANGER oF COUNTERFEITING OFFSET-
PRINTED BONDS

The Treasury Department has begun the
production of serles E savings bonds of the
$25 denomination by an offset printing
process in place of the standard steel-en-
graved process formerly used. This raises
serious questions about the danger of coun-
terfeiting.

When the Treasury Department first an-
nounced that it was planning to produce se-
ries E savings bonds by offset, instead of by
the steel-engraved process, Col. Wallace
Kirby, a former director of the Bureau of
Engraving and Printing, and a lithographer
of established reputation in our Nation's
Capital, warned of the danger of counterfeit-
ing inherent in such a changeover. He of-
fered, with proper permission, to duplicate
any offset printed bond and pointed out
that a skilled lithographer could do the
same on any of thousands of office machines
around the country.

It has been stated by the Treasury De-
partment that the dangers of counterfeiting
are minimized by the fact that mames of
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bond owners are recorded and appear on the
bond itself. But it seems to me that a per-
son who would counterfeit a Government se-
curity would hardly hesitate to forge a name
or fake an address.

The most significant indication, however,
that the dangers of counterfeiting are real
rather than imagined has come from the
Treasury itself.

When it was first learned that the Treas-
ury was experimenting with offset printed
bonds, a privately circulated banking letter
was issued from Washington warning the
banking community of the dangers inher-
ent in such a move. It urged banks and
other financial institutions to refuse to cash
such offset bonds unless they were granted
a waliver of liability for any bogus bonds they
might cash.

Apparently some banks were preparing to
follow this advice because in announcing
the changeover to offset, the Treasury De-
partment reassured banks and other paying
agents that they would be released from lia-
bility on any counterfeit bonds they ac-
cepted.

On the legal side, the Congress in 1923
made provision to safeguard our currency,
bonds, and Government checks by providing
they be printed from intaglio plates and on
presses operated by plate printers. The law
to which I refer is United States Code, title
31, chapter 177.

Without going into technicalities it is my
understanding that as those terms generally
are used in the trade, offset is not intaglio
within the meaning of the statute and the
intent of the Congress nor are offset print-
ers generally referred to as plate printers.
Offiset is a planograph process.

There is one other point that I wish to
make in connection with this matter. At
their conventions in 1952, both major par-
tles arranged to have their admission tickets
printed from steel-engraved plates to pre-
vent counterfeiting.

Certainly the prevention of the counter-
feiting of Government savings bonds is a
matter as serious as the prevention of the
counterfeiting of convention admission
tickets.

THE McCARTHY HEARINGS—EDI-
TORIAL FROM THE NEW YORK
HERALD TRIBUNE

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the
New York Herald Tribune, in comment-
ing on the latest developments in the
McCarthy hearings, this morning print-
ed an unusually incisive, analytical, and
accurate editorial entitled “A Summing
Up.” I ask unanimous consent that
this editorial be printed at this point in
the body of the REcorp, as a part of my
remarks.

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

A Summmneg Up

“Until this moment, Senator,” sald Mr.
Welch to Senator McCarTHY, “I think I never
really gaged your cruelty or your reckless-
ness.” Doubtless there were many other
Americans who had the same reaction of
surprised revulsion at that moment. Out of
the blue, with no warrant in law or in the
facts of the case, Senator McCArTHY had
dragged the name of a young lawyer into the
hearings, a man who had once been a mem-
ber of the National Lawyers Guild and who
was now with Mr. Welch’s law firm. De-
spite Senator MUNDT's repeated denial that
Frederick Fisher had ever been recommend-
ed by Mr. Welch for service in the hearings,
despite Mr. Welch's outraged explanation,
despite the warning headshakes of Mr. Cohn,
Senator MCCARTHY persisted in pursuing this
callous and calculated irrelevancy. It was

the McCarthy technique in the raw and the
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audience at the hearing applauded when
Mr. Welch warned the Senator, in the most
solemn terms, that "“it will do neither you
nor your cause any good.” It will, however,
do the country good, for Senator MCCARTHY
has provided an episode which sums up the
whole case against him.

COMMITTEE SERVICE

On motion of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, it was

Ordered, That the junior Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. ERVIN] be as-
signed to service on the Committee on
the District of Columbia, and the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I
desire to submit a motion, and I ask
unanimous consent to speak on it for
not to exceed 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Payne in the chair). Is there objection?

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres-
ident, first, may we conclude morning
business?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask the Senator from Vermont to post-
pone his remarks until morning busi-
ness is completed, and until the un-
finished business has been laid before
the Senate. Then we shall know what
our program for today is to be; and then
it will be in order for the Senator from
Vermont to speak.

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall be glad to
cooperate in that way if I may be assured
that immediately after the unfinished
business is laid before the Senate, I may
speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

If not, morning business is closed.

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN REAL PROP-
ERTY IN NAPA COUNTY, CALIF.

Mr. KNOWLAND. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of the unfinished business,
House bill 3097, Calendar No. 1512.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of the
bill (H. R. 3097) to authorize the trans-
fer to the regents of the University of
California, for agricultural purposes, of
certain real property in Napa County,
Calif.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE, ETC., APPROPRI-
ATIONS BILL, 1955

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be temporarily laid
aside, and that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of House bill 8067, Cal-
endar No. 1591, making appropriations
for the Departments of State, Justice,
and Commerce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection——

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be read by title for the information
of the Senate.
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The LecistaTive CLERE. A bill (H. R.
8067) making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, and the United States Informa-
tion Agency, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve I was first on my feet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is correct.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I merely wish to
say that I certainly do not desire in any
way to obstruct the orderly legislative
procedure. However, this appropriation
bill contains a number of items which
are of deep interest and concern to some
Members of the Senate, including my-
self. Therefore, I should like to make
certain, by interrogation of the distin-
guished majority leader, that the hill,
which will be debated this afternoon if
the course he has requested is fol-
lowed—for his request, if agreed to, will
permit debate on the bill and will permit
action on the committee amendments—
will not be finally voted on before next
Monday. I make that request for the
reason that I have one or more amend-
ments to submit, and I wish to have time
to prepare for debate on them. I refer
particularly to the section of the bill en-
titled “Immigration and Naturalization
Service,” on page 20.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, if
the Senator from New York will yield to
me, let me say first, by way of a brief
preface, that the reason why we are de-
sirous of taking up the bill is that next
week the military appropriations bill
will be before the Senate, and we have a
very heavy legislative program ahead of
us. The members of the Appropriations
Committee are also confronted with the
problem that, after the Senate acts on
the several appropriation bills, it is
necessary to have conferences on them
with the House of Representatives. As
an example, next week there are to be
several conferences, I believe, including
those on the independent offices bill, the
civil functions bill, and a number of the
other appropriation bills; and they will
tie up quite a number of the members
of the Appropriations Committee.

For that reason, if we are finally to
conclude our appropriation bill schedule
and to have the bills signed and become
law, and thus clear the decks for the
other major legislative measures on
which we must act before adjournment,
we should like to expedite this work as
much as possible. I consulted with the
minority leader relative to the possibility
of taking up the State, Commerce, and
Justice Departments appropriation bill
today. I will say quite frankly—and I
have always tried to deal frankly with
the Senate—that the bill has not lain
over for the full time appropriation bills
normally lie over before being consid-
ered. However, the minority leader did
some exploration on his side, and he felt
that there would be no objection to tak-
ing it up, in order that there might be a
discussion of the bill.

I received word today that the distin-
guished Senator from New York [Mr.
Leaman] desired to propose certain
amendments to several sections of the
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bill. If it is agreeable to other Senators,
in order to avoid a Saturday session,
which I should like to avoid at this time
of year, if the Senate consents to taking
up the bill, I am prepared to go through
the bill and dispose of the committee
amendments, I am willing, in connec-
tion with any committee amendments
with respect to which there is objection,
or to which any Senator desires to of-
fer amendments, that no action be taken
today on such amendments, but that
they may be held over until Monday. I
hope to be able to enter into a unani-
mous-consent agreement by which, on
Monday, those several amendments may
be taken up, with an agreed time on
each side for debate, the time for debate
to be controlled by the proponents of the
several amendments and, on the other
side, by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr, Bripcesl, chairman of the
committee. So final action on any
amendments in which the Senator from
New York or any other Senator is inter-
ested will not be taken today or to-
morrow. In that event it will not be
necessary to have a Saturday session of
the Senate.

Mr. LEHMAN. With that understand-
ing, I withhold objection.

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

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am interested in
knowing whether or not a unanimous-
consent agreement will be requested.
Section 207 is still in the bill. It carries
the rider with respect to the Fallbrook
water situation.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator that pursuant to my commit-
ment to the Senate, I already have at the
desk an amendment striking out that
provision. I have told the chairman of
the committee that I intend to offer the
amendment to strike it out. As soon as
the bill is brought up, I intend to propose
that amendment and ask that it be
adopted. I assure the Senator that
whenever I make a commitment, it is
carried out.

Mr. ANDERSON. I was not worried.
However, inquiry had been made of me
with respect to the rider, and I felt
obligated to inquire about it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object until I clear up
in my own mind the parliamentary sit=
uation, the thing which concerns me is
that if we follow the procedure sug-
gested by the majority leader, we shall
have pending before us the unfinished
business, Calendar No. 1512, House bill
3097. Then there will be a proposal
to lay it aside while we proceed to con=
sider a rather detailed appropriation bill.
I am opposed to Calendar 1512, House
bill 3097. However, I do not believe that
the debate on that bill would require
any considerable length of time. By
making it the unfinished business and
then laying it aside, a very difficult sit-
uation is created for those of us who
are opposed to it, because it may be
brought up again suddenly.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.
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Mr. ENOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator, if it will make him feel any
pbetter, that instead of asking unani-
mous consent to lay aside the unfinished
business, I shall move to displace it. I
assure the Senator that House bill 3097
will not be taken up until next week,
after the appropriation bill shall have
been disposed of.

Mr. MORSE. Ido not wish to proceed
on that basis. Would the majority
leader have any particular objection to
my making my argument against House
bill 3097 this afternoon? Of course, his
objection would not stop me, in any
event.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I have no objec-
tion whatever.

Mr. MORSE. I think my statement
ought to be in the REcorp. I am still
hopeful that our differences over House
bill 3097 can be adjusted.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the
Senator that in matters of this kind I
always try to deal with him with cour-
tesy——

Mr, MORSE. And fairness.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. The Senator from
Oregon certainly has every right to make
his statement. If the Senator has any
fear that, after the appropriation bill
is disposed of, I may suddenly move to
recess until Monday, I will say to him
that I will not do so until he has had
an opportunity to make his remarks.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator. I
withhold my objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest of the Senator from California?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, for
various reasons I shall not be able to
be present in the Senate Chamber on
Monday afternoon. I expect to be here
during all of today. I hope we may pro-
ceed with the discussion of the bill this
afternoon.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr, ENOWLAND. Let me say to the
distinguished Senator from Illinois that
he certainly is not foreclosed. The Sen-
ate will remain in session today as long
as there is any desire to discuss the sub-
ject. The Senator may make any state-
ments he desires to make in elucidation
of his position on the several sections of
the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from California?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, is it
the proposal of the majority leader that
the Senate shall dispose of certain
amendments which it is the intention
of some of us to offer, but that final ac~
tion upon an amendment which the Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. LEamaN] in-
tends to propose shall be deferred?

Mr., ENOWLAND. The Senator is
correct. With respect to any amend-
ments which Senators would prefer to
have disposed of today, they can be de-
bated and voted upon today. The only
reason for deferring action upon certain
amendments to particular sections of
the bill intended to be proposed by the
Senator from New York is that he has
not yet had time to prepare them. It
was felt that those particular amend-
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ments might well be passed over until
Monday, and that we should try to dis-
pose of the other amendments today.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
California would not object to voting to-
day on certain amendments of the Sen-
ator from Illinois, would he?

Mr. KNOWLAND. Notatall, Ihope
we may dispose of as many of such
amendments as possible today.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator.
I withhold any objection,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from California?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, in
conformity with my understanding with
the Senator from Oregon, I wish to
move——

Mr. MORSE. The Senator does not
need to move. I withheld any objection.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The understand-
ing is that when we dispose of the ap-
propriation bill, we shall not proceed to
consider Calendar 1512, House bill 3097,
until Monday. However, Senators will
have a right to discuss the bill today.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from California yield?

Mr, ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It may be that the
Senator from California has touched
upon this matter previously, but I notice
})I}lsft on page 25 of the appropriation

1] ——

Mr. ENOWLAND. Is the Senator re-
ferring to the section dealing with the
Fallbrook water situation?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] raised the
question. I told him that I had already
prepared an amendment, which is at the
desk, to strike out that entire section, in
conformity with my commitment at the
time the Fallbrook legislation was before
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from California?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R.
8067) making appropriations for the De-
partments of State, Justice, and Com-
merce, and the United States Informa-
tion Agency, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1955, and for other purposes,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, with amend-
ments.

IN CONTEMPT OF THE SENATE

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, there
has come to my hands in the last few
days a committee print of the investiga-
tions of Senators JosepHE R. McCARTHY
and William Benton, pursuant to Senate
Resolution 187 and Senate Resolution
304 of the 82d Congress. This is not the
first time that I have heard of this mate-
rial. A bootlegged edition was sent me
many months ago, but since I do not
patronize bootleggers in any commodity
I paid little attention to it. This pub-
lication, however, was official, and its
contents are such that I feel they must
be taken into account.

The charges against the junior Sena-
tor from Wisconsin were summed up in
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six questions, which the committee
worded, as follows:

Whether under the circumstances it was
proper for Senator MCCARTHY to receive $10,-
000 from the Lustron Corp.

Whether funds supplied to Senator Mc-
CarTHY to fight communism or for other
specific purposes were diverted to his own
use.

Whether Senator McCArTHY used close as-
sociates and members of his family to secrete
receipts, income, commodity and stock spec=
ulation, and other financial transactions for
ulterior motives,

‘Whether Senator McCArRTHY’S activities on
behalf of certain special interest groups, such
as housing, sugar, and China were motivated
by self-interest,

Whether loan or other transactions Senator
McCarTHY had with Appleton State Bank or
others involved violations of the tax and
banking laws.

‘Whether Senator McCarTHY violated Fed-
eral and State Corrupt Practice Acts in con-
nection with his 1944-46 senatorial cam-
paigns or in connection with his dealings
with Ray Kiermas.

I now quote from the first two full
paragraphs on page 10 of the subcom-
mittee report:

In Senate Resolution 187, this subcommit-
tee had before it, at the outset, merely the
issue of determining the merits of Senator
Benton's charges relating to Senator Mc-
CarTHY's fitness to sit in the Senate. As
indicated, Senator McCARTHY was invited to
attend subcommittee hearings on six occa-
sions to present his explanations of the
issues raised in Senate Resoclution 187 and
the investigation made pursuant theretd.
Three of the invitations were extended prior
to the Senate vote on April 10, 1952, and three
invitations were extended subsequently.
Senator McCarTHY should have known that
the most expeditious way to resolve the isslies
would have been to appear before the sub-
committee to make such statements and
refutations of the charges as he saw fit. For
reasons known only to Senator McCARTHY,
he chose not to accept this course, but to
charge that the allegations were a smear and
that the subcommittee was dishonest and
doing the work of Communists. Between
October 1951 and April 1952 he refused to
honor the invitations of the Subcommittee
on Privileges and Elections on the grounds
that it lacked jurisdiction and that the mem-
bers of said subcommittee were dishonest in
their motives for insisting on any investiga-
tion, which, he contended, was solely be-
cause of his exposure of Communists in Gov-
ernment. Subsequent to April 10, 1952, and
in the face of the Senate’s 60—0 vote confirm-
ing the integrity of the members of the sub-
committee and its jurisdiction to investigate
the matters involved, Senator MCCARTHY
continued to reject the invitations of the
subcommittee to appear before it for the
purpose of presenting testimony in explana-
tion of the issues raised by the investigation,
and continued his attack upon the members
of the subcommittee.

Such action on the part of Senator Mc-
CarTHY might appear to reflect a disdain and
contempt for the rules and wishes of the
entire Senate body, as well as the member-
ship of the Subcommittee on Privileges and
Elections.

It is surely clear that the junior Sen-
ator from Wisconsin treated the mem-
bers of the subcommittee, Messrs, HEN=
NINGS, HAYDEN, and HENDRICKSON, with
contempt. The Senate, on April 10,
1952, by a 60-l0-0 vote, confirmed the
integrity of the members of the subcom-
mittee and its jurisdiction to investigate
the matters involved. Therefore, the
original contempt of the junior Senator
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from Wisconsin exiended to the whole
Senate.

It is no defense to call the charges
a smear. A smear is a most annoying
thing and one which is perhaps—I would
not speak definitely—not unknown to
the junior Senator from Wisconsin. But
there is this about a smear: It can be
removed by a dry-cleaning process which
involves a vigorous application of the
truth. That process the Senator was
unwilling to apply.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to me?

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield.

Mr. WELEKER. Doesthe Senator from
Vermont have any information that the
junior Senator from Idaho served also
on that committee?

Mr. FLANDERS. He wasa member of
that committee, as I recall.

Mr. WELKER. Does the Senator from
Vermont realize that the Senator from
Idaho resigned from that committee on
the ground and for the reason that it
was a political smear?

Mr. FLANDERS. I would ask the
Senator from Idaho to wait until he
hears my dissertation on the subject of
smearing.

Mr. WELKER. I shall be happy to do
so. Iam sorrylinterrupted the Senator.

Mr. FLANDERS. That is quite all
right.

Mr. President, as I was saying, there
is this about a smear: It can be removed
by a dry-cleaning process which involves
a vigorous application of the truth.
That process the junior Senator from
Wisconsin was unwilling to apply. The
smear remains. Of course, there are
some character discolorations which are
not smears. They may be the outward
evidence of inner corruption. Lady
Machbeth found this out when she was
smeared with the blood of Duncan and
cried out:

All the perfumes of Arabia will not sweeten
this little hand.

The Senator has quite evidently placed
himself in the contempt of his peers and
will so remain until he dry-cleans his
smears. He should be given a reason-
able length of time to purge himself
by this means before the Senate takes
further action.

To indicate what the action should be,
I am sending to the desk at this time
a motion which I will ask the clerk to
read “distinctly with a loud voice that
the people may hear,” as the minister
is admonished to read in the ancient
English prayer book. For this occasion
we want no rapid, indistinet mumbling
of the words.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion will be read.

The LEGISLATIVE
moved—

That Senator McCARTHY be separated from
the chairmanship of the Committee on Gov=-
ernment Operations, and furthermore be
prohibited from being chairman or vice
chairman of any subcommittee thereof.

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, it is
intended that the motion lie on the table
until sufficient time has been given for
the Senator from Wisconsin to purge
himself of contempt, by answering spe-
cifically and in detail the charges in the

CLErx. It is
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numerous questions I have read. To al-
low this time is only fair to him.

When I call up the motion, I shall hope
for a goodly show of hands on this side
of the aisle in support of the request for
a yea-and-nay vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the motion which will be
reduced to writing in the form of a
resolution, will lie on the table, as re-
quested by the Senator from Vermont.

The motion of Mr. FLANDERS Was or=-
dered to be printed in the form of a
resolution (S. Res. 261) and to lie on
the table, as follows:

Resolyed, That Senator McCARTHY be sepa-
rated from the chairmanship of the Senate
Committee on Government Operations and
furthermore be prohibited from being chair-
man or vice chairman of any subcommittee
thereof.

REA AFPPROPRIATIONS

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, last week,
when the agricultural appropriations
bill was before the Senate, it was repre-
sented to this body that the amount
recommended by the Appropriations
Committee for REA loans was inade-
quate to meet the need for the coming
fiscal year.

As a result of this representation, the
Senate added $35 million to the bill.

At the time it seemed incredible to me,
Mr. President, that the chairman of the
Agricultural Appropriations Subcom-
mittee, the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Younel, and other members of the
committee, including myself, should so
far misunderstand the situation as to
recommend an inadequate fund for this
great program so vital to the country.

I wondered why Members of the Sen-
ate should be receiving telegrams from
all parts of the country asking for an
unnecessary increase in the rural elec-
trification funds for fisecal 1955.

Soon after the bill was approved, I
learned the reason for this last-minute
pressure barrage on the Senate.

Unfortunately, at the time the appro-
priation bill was being considered, I did
not have the information at hand, which
I now have.

It appears that under date of 1 p. m.,
June 1, 1954, the following telegram was
sent to the managers of all generating
and transmission cooperatives through-
out the country, as well as to some man-
agers of statewide associations and
others:

REA funds taken up today in Senate de-
bate. Senators DouUGLAS, HUMPHREY, GIL-
LETTE oOffered amendment to increase loan
fund authorization by $35 milllon additional.
This increase essential to generation and
transmission program. All proponents of an
increase in REA funds have finally agreed to
support this amendment. Rolleall vote on
amendment will be held noon Wednesday,
June 2. Imperative you wire your Senators
immediately to support this amendment to
increase REA electric loan funds by $35 mil-
lion and that you contact managers and

others in your State to also wire your
Senators.

This teleeram was signed by Clyde
Ellis, executive manager of the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association.

I do not in the least, Mr. President,
blame the cooperative officials and man=
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agers who sent telegrams to their Sen-
ators for requesting an unnecessary in-
crease in appropriations.

They accepted in good faith the fig-
ures given them by the Washington office
of their own organization.

I would, however, Mr. President, be
negligent if I did not advise the Senate
how the erroneous figures showing the
REA needs for fiscal 1955 got before the
Congress and the country.

In their testimony before the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees
this spring, the NRECA witnesses used
figures which tended to give the Appro-
priation Committees an inaccurate pic=
ture of the need for REA loan funds.

This inaccuracy was the result of com=
paring 18 months of loan needs with a
12-month loan program.

A table, which appears first on page
151 of the House hearings, purports to
show that the REA budget request would
fall far short of loan demands in speci=
fled States.

In the State of Illinois, for example,
the table appears to show that, at the
start of January 1954, there was $17
million of loan demand, of which the
maximum that could be taken care of
during the next 18 months under ad-
ministration budget requests was a little
more than $10 million.

It should not have been too difficult
a matter to convert both of those into
18 month figures so that they were com=-
parable. However, it was not done that
way.

The compiler of the table conveniently
overlooked the fact that in January
1954, Illinois REA borrowers still had
a large balance available to them out
of the loan funds for fiscal 1954.

In this particular case, that balance
amounted to well over $14 million.

Add this to the $10 million cited above
and we get around $25 million.

That is $8 million more—not $7 mil-
lion less—than the pending loan demand
from Illinois at that time.

The same error is repeated for every
State contained in the table, which was
submitted to the House committee.

The maximum amount available for
Alabama during the 18 month period is
understated by $16 million; for Colora-
do, by $12 million; for Missouri, by $16
million; for New Mexico, by $13 million; "
for Tennessee, by $16 million; and for
Texas, by $12 million. I selected these
States because they were on the list
given to the House committee.

Nearly 2 months later the same wit=-
nesses again appeared—this time before
the Senate Appropriations Committee—
with the same figures carefully, but er-
roneously, worked out for all 48 States
and Alaska.

Just as before, the table completely
ignores the large balance of funds avail-
able in all States in January of 1954,
out of 1954 appropriations.

The purpose of this miscalculation
was undoubtedly to give the House and
Senate the impression that the admin-
istration loan fund request was wholly
inadequate and the House figure was suf-
ficient in only a few States. :

Actually, if the correct basis had been
used for this computation, a totally dif-
ferent picture would have been given.
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‘I would like to reiterate, Mr. President,
that, to the best.of my recollection, the
Senate Appropriations Committee unan-
imously agreed on the amount necessary
to provide sufficient funds for REA loans
for fiscal 1955. That was the amount
reported in the bill.

I also point out that on June 2, when
the Douglas-Humphrey-Gillette amend-
ment was before the Senate, the chair-
man of the Agricultural Appropriations
Subcommittee, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] stated clearly that
he did not believe the additional $35
million was necessary, although, as he
stated, he voted for the proposed amend-
ment for other reasons.

If the money was needed—and very
clearly it was not—what could have been
the motive behind the action of the ex-
ecutive manager of the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association in un-
dertaking to give the country and the
managers of the rural electric coopera-
tives the impression that the admin-
jstration is not willing to provide ade-
quate funds for continuing the REA pro-
gram?

The signer of these telegrams has as-
sured me that although other people may
play politics, he does not.

If we accept this assurance at face
value, it would seem to be pure coinci-
dence that the three Senators referred
to in his telegram to the REA managers
are all Democratic candidates for re-
election to the Senate.

I am not quite naive enough to believe
that the executive manager of the
NRECA is completely devoid of political
intuition.

The effort to create the impression
among the REA cooperatives that the
Eisenhower administration is opposed to
rural electrification and that Ancher
Nelsen is doing a bad job as Administra-
tor is so widespread as to indicate a well
organized effort back of it.

I, for one, am strongly resentful of
any effort to use any farm organization
in this country for political purposes.

If the members of farm organizations
permit continued infiltration of their
ranks and offices by people primarily
interested in politics, they will eventu-
ally find that their membership in these
organizations has a hollow value,

However, the people who have been
propagandized with the completely false
contention that President Eisenhower is
not friendly to rural electrification and
that Ancher Nelsen is not a good Admin-
istrator deserve to know the facts.

The facts will show that President
Eisenhower is a real friend of rural elec-
trification and that Ancher Nelsen is the
bes;: Administrator this agency has ever
had.

I now propose to give those facts as
they appear on the record.

In so doing, I want it understood that
I am casting no reflection on Ancher
Nelsen's predecessor, Claude Wickard.

In my opinion, Mr. Wickard was an
honest and conscientious public servant,

I am satisfied that if the REA work
was hamstrung in any way while he
was Administrator, it was the result of
orders from the White House and not
because of his own desires.
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Now, Mr. President, let us compare
the REA record under the Eisenhower
administration and under the direction
of Ancher Nelsen with the work which
was done during the last years of the
Truman administration.

THE REA RECORD UNDER PRESIDENT EISENHOWER
AS ADMINISTERED BY ANCHER NELSEN

More new consumers get service:
Loans approved by this administration
during its first year will bring service to
180,500 consumers which is an increase
of 37,30C over the year before.

There have been more loans approved:
The present REA administration has
made more electric loans and loaned
more funds in its first year than the
former administration did during the
preceding 12 months.

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

Mr. AIKEN. T yield.

Mr. THYE. If I may, I wish to join
in the remarks of the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Vermont. He is giving
us some facts which are very important.
Nothing could be more damaging than to
attempt to confuse and mislead the
farmers into believing that the REA
program is being jeopardized. The fig-
ures which the able and distinguished
Senator from Vermont is giving should
be very carefully noted.

I wish to invite the attention of the
Senate to the fact that all applications
for REA loans now and in the future
are what may be termed fringe applica-
tions. The sound applications were
acted on early. They did not involve
great problems of engineering and
study as to their economic possibilities,
but from now on every application will
be of the fringe type, regarding which
there is always a question of whether the
applications are economically feasible.
Therefore they require more study, more
engineering, and greater consideration
in order to determine whether the loans
will be paid out. I do not believe any
Member of this body will deny or dispute
that statement, because, at the inception
of the REA the first loans were the easy
ones. In the next series of years there
were difficult ones. The REA is now con-
sidering extremely difficult applications,
because they have been passed over time
and again for a period of years.

Mr, President, I wish to commend the
Senator from Vermont for placing these
facts in the REcorp, because we do not
want to mislead or confuse the farmer
who is waiting to have REA electric cur-
rent brought to him.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Minnesota, and I shall
now continue to present facts.

During the first year of this adminis-
tration, from May 1, 1953, to May 1, 1954,
349 loans, amounting to $181,118,100,
were made.

In the former administration, from
May 1, 1952, to May 1, 1953, the number
of loans was 315, and the amount was
$157,612,091. This is an increase of
nearly $25 million.

Applications for loans have been han-
dled more rapidly. This administration
has given borrowers better service and
has reduced paperwork on loan applica-
tions. This is shown in the large re-
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duction of the backlog of applications
inherited by this administration.

When this administration took office,
$220,288,416 worth of applications were
on hand.

The applications on hand at May 28,
1954, amounted to $130,599,000.

This shows a reduction between the
time the Eisenhower administration took
office and May 28, 1954, of $89,689,416.

Why were not all these applications
granted immediately? That question
has been partially answered by the Sen-
ator from Minnesota. They involved
fringe applications, and more data were
required as to many of them. Half of
the applications need more data. More
than half of the electric loan applications
now on file with REA cannot be acted
upon by REA until more data of some
kind or other is provided by the appli-
cants.

For example, 22 applications, or 12.6
percent of the total, have feasibility
problems, and solutions to these problems
must be worked out with the help of
data from the applicant before REA can
take action. Seventy-five applications,
or 42.9 percent of the total, require
information about power-supply rates,
purpose of construction, financial state-
ments, and similar factors, before REA
can act. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REecorp
at this point in my remarks a tabulation
summarizing the status of all electric
applications on hand.

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

Applieations
Btatus of applications Amount | Per-
Num-| Per- cent

ber | cent

Feasibility problem. .. 12.6 5,338,000 | 27.1
More information.___. 75 | 42.9 | 39,713,800 | 30.4
gt T8 | 44. &5, 547,200 | 42.5
Totalon hand..| 175 |...... 130, 599, 000 |......
Mr. ATEEN. It is only natural that

the trend of applications for electric
loans should be downward. The trend
has been sharply downward since 1949,
the peak postwar year.

The following table shows the dollar
amount of applications received for elec-
tric loans since the 1949 peak:

Total of applications received

Fiscal year:
1949_ .. #455, 548, 785
1950 335, 397, 810
1951 201, 814, 000
1952._ 150, 936, 950
1953 1220, 671, 686
1954 (through May 28) . % 143, 656, 068

1The trend of applications was briefly re-
versed during November and December of
1952.

2This is through May 28—about 1 month
of the end of the fiscal year.

Trend of loans approved also down:
The electric-loan program hit its peak
in 1949 and for several years thereafter
dropped substantially as the postwar
construction program leveled off. Today
more than 91 percent of farms are elec-
trified and applications now call for less
funds for new connections and more for
boosting system capacity.
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I should like to state for the REecorp
the facts as to the loans approved in each
fiscal year since 1947:

In the fiscal year 1947 the amount
loaned to electric borrowers was $253,-
217,000.

In 1948, the amount loaned was $319,-
110,000.

In 1949, the amount was $449,317,700.

That enormous sum was made possible
through the large appropriation made by
the so-called terrible 80th Congress,
which provided more money for the pur-
pose than had ever been provided before
or since.

In 1950, the amount loaned electric
borrowers was $376,199,000.

In 1951, the amount was $221,815,000.

In 1952, the amount was $165,758,731.

In 1953, the amount was $164,972,662.

For the fiscal year 1954, the amount is
$165 million.

The electric loan program recoms-
mended by the House Appropriations
Committee and approved by the House
provides $193 million for the 1955 fiscal
year. Present estimates, together with
program experience based on applica-
tions received, indicate loan needs will
be about $150 million.

On the basis of the House action there
thus would be a margin between funds
authorized and funds estimated to be
neec:ed of more than $40 million.

Mr. President, I should like to give
a breakdown of loan funds proposed for
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$400 million which can be called upon,
and which already has been approved for
use, if it is needed.

I desire to have printed in the REcorp a
table showing the amount of unadvanced
loan funds available by States as of
April 30, 1954. As I have said, the total
amount for the United States is $438,-
882,753. The table shows the amount of
approved funds which have not been
drawn upon by the various States as of
April 30, 1954. I shall read a few
examples:

Alabama has more than $10 million in
approved loans which have not been
called for; Arkansas has more than $20
million; Colorado more than $10 million;
Georgia more than $16 million; Iowa
more than $17 million; Kentucky more
than $31 million, which is the greatest
amount of any State; Minnesota $15
million; Missouri $19 million; Nebraska
$14 million; North Carolina $17 million;
North Dakota $7 million; Texas $26 mil-
lion; Wisconsin $23 million.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete list be printed at
this point in the REcorp, so that every
Member of the Senate can see the
amount which has been approved for use
by the REA in his State, and which has
not yet been called for by those to whom
the loans were granted.

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

the fiscal year 1955. Alabama $10, 404, 075
Electric loans 3:{“"" 4, 372, 625

ansas 20, 262, 774

[In millions] California. 6, 058, 403

Colorado. 10, 964, 340

1955 Connecticut 0

1053 | 1954 Delaware. 732, 054

House | 8 Florida, 7,044, 313

?:n;via 16, 215, 147

aho 1,477, 842

New authorization..._._. % Slﬁ &gg ﬂg Illinois. 7, 665, 322
gnmmmy o 17| a0 50 50 Indiana 6, 663, 297
28| 12 8 8 Iowa 17, 183, 793

EKansas b, 871, 434

Totaloeoeoeooeee U5 | 2| 193 28  Rentucky 31, 683, 566
Louisiana 5,113, 369

So that under the bill as it passed the Maine__. - 491, 295
Senate, there will be $228 million, which Morviand - --ooooomeoo oo % 0L 00
will be much more than the amount R R N 14, 148, 925
actually needed. e e SRR N i 15: 247: 458
I should like to point out a fact which Mississippi 186, 627, 146
some persons do not seem to realize, Missourl 19, 404, 832
namely, that a backlog of half a billion ;;:‘:1:;‘;1 7, 563, 249
dollars is already available. oo - 14 Sgg.ggg
Borrowers presently have available 0 New Hampshire. ... .. ... 2,001, 200
them about $438 million in unadvanced New Jersey 197, 862
funds. These are loans which have al- New Mexico 11, 202, 400
ready been approved—money in the New York 401, 607
barik—and which borrowers can draw North Carolin@..oeeeeeeee-.. 17,215,720
down at any time they properly requisi- North Dakota 7,518,124
. Ohio 11, 910, 668

tion the money: Oklahoma 12, 559, 961
Slnce_1949_ advance of funds by REA Oregon 4, 470, 923
also has declined: s PO Pennsylvania 5,978, 488
mount adva Rhode Island 0

Fiscal year: electric borrowers gouth Carolina 11, 354, 238
1949 $321, 286, 868 gouth Dakota 9, 208, 911
1950 286, 658, 6562 an; 12, 047, 138
1951 268, 130, 658 Texas 26, 241, 186
1952 : 227, 574, 029 Utah 1,101, 421
190 o 207,633,936  yermont 683, 521
1954 (estimated) —ceeeeeeaaa 185, 000, 000 Virginia 10, 177, 484
This reflects the declining construc- Washington 5400, 00
tion program of electric borrowers as os' Visinia et
they near the completion of the distribu~ (yooming 6, 359, 233
tion plants required for initial connec- Ajaska__._ 12, 088, 085
tion of all consumers in their service wvirgin Islands 1,874
areas. There still remains more than Puerto Rico 8, 876, 000
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I desired
to understand the exact status of these
amounts. Do they represent loans which
have not been approved?

Mr. AIKEN. They are amounts which
have not been called for. Approvals for
practically all of them have been made
in the last 4 years, but, as the Senator
knows, not all of the cooperatives which
have had loans approved spend the sums
immediately. Some of them never spend
the funds at all. That is how the recis=
sion amounts come into the picture.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. But the
amounts are committed, are they?

Mr. AIKEN. It is expected that most
of the $438 million will be spent even-
tually.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. In any
case, the amounts are committed?

Mr. AIKEN. They are committed,
and they will be available whenever the
REA cooperatives call for them.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I under=
stand. I thank the Senator.

POWER SUPPLY PROGRAM PUSHED

Mr. AIKEN. The Eisenhower admin-
istration has pushed the power-supply
program and has worked sympathetical-
ly with its borrowers in solving power=
supply problems, This is reflected in
two items:

(a) The percentage of loans made for
generation and transmission facilities
equals the long-time level.

(b) Applications now on hand amount
to $70,540,000. This represents a reduc=
tion of nearly $27 million in the backlog
of generation- and transmission-loan
applications since June 30, 1953.

TELEPHONE-LOAN PROGRAM AT NEW HIGH

This administration as of June 4, 1954,
has approved $63,635,000 this fiscal year.
The full year total is expected to reach
$74 million. This is nearly twice the
$41 million program the year before.
This year will be by far the biggest in
the history of the telephone program.
At the beginning of this fiscal year the
cumulative total of loans made since the
telephone program amendment was en-
acted in 1949 amounted to only $118 mil-
lion, whereas in this fiscal year alone the
loans are expected to reach $74 million.

TELEPHONE CONSTRUCTION SPEEDED UP

This year the Administration is ad-
vancing to borrowers about $30 million
in contrast with $23,864,802 advanced
during the previous year. Advances
represent actual construction since loan
funds are advanced to borrowers only
as needed to pay for construction,

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS CUT

While setting new records for provid-
ing service on loans to electric and tele=
phone borrowers, this Administration
has reduced administrative costs.

I cannot tell exactly what the admin-
istrative costs have been for the corre=-
sponding years, but there has been a re=-
duction of approximately 25 percent in
the cost of administering the program.
This has been accomplished in two ways:
First, administrative processes have been
streamlined, making possible savings and
manpower., Second, borrowers have
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been permitted to handle for themselves
many of the program responsibilities not
affecting loan security.

The figures I have given are from the
record. They show conclusively that the
REA program under President Eisen-
hower and Ancher Nelsen is in safe and
sympathetic hands.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, al-
though I have not had an opportunity
to study the text of the remarks of the
senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
A1xeN] on the REA appropriations, I do
not wish to let this occasion pass with-
out making at least a preliminary reply
to them.

The Senator from Vermont began his
address with an attack on the chief ex-
ecutive of the National Rural Electric
Cooperative Association, Mr. Clyde Ellis.
His charge seems to have been a dual
one: First, that Mr. Ellis and his asso-
ciates presented incorrect figures to the
House and Senate Appropriations Com-
mittees; second, that Mr. Ellis is an ad-
junct of the Democratic Party and was
using political influence to place the
Eisenhower administration in an unfa-
vorable light.

It is not necessary, Mr. President, to
affirm publicly again my high personal
regard for the senior Senator from Ver-
mont. I have demonstrated that on
many occasions, and it continues, de-
spite some of the remarks of a highly
partisan nature the Senator from Ver-
mont made last week and which he made
today.

The senior Senator from Vermont has
accused Mr. Ellis and his associates of
presenting figures which were really for
an 18-month period, and passing them
off as if they were for the period of a
single year. If the Senator from Ver-
mont will consult the hearings before the
Agricultural Appropriations Subcommit-
tee, at pages 1073 and 1074, which I had
included in the Recorp, where they ap-
pear at page 7403, he will find that the
REA Cooperative Association made it
very clear that its estimates were for the
period between January 1, 1954, and
June 30, 1955. So there was no attempt
to deceive; and although the computa-
tions were somewhat complicated, the
REA stated its case with fullness and
exactitude, with a breakdown both by
time and by purpose, and also by geo-
graphical areas.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield to me?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I could not hear very well
what the Senator from Illinois said, be-
cause of the confusion in the Chamber
at this time. Is he reading the table
submitted to the committee, showing the
loan applications as of January 1954?

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator from
Vermont will consult the Recorp at page
7403, he will see the material in full.

Mr. ATIKEN. I do not have that copy
of the Recorp here. Does it contain the
tablg the Senator from Illinois has in

?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not quite certain
what the Senator from Vermont is say-
ing, because in hearing him I suffer the
same difficulty he suffers in hearing
me. The table covers an estimate of the
needs for the coming year, and has the
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needs broken down by purposes and also
by geographical areas; and the books
seem to balance.

Mr. AIKEN. I think I have the table.
The Senator from Illinois probably has
read the report. Does it contain, or is
there anywhere in the testimony of Mr.
Ellis and his associates a table showing,
the amount available for loans, for each
State, from January 1 to June 30, 1954?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The table Ihave does
not have a breakdown by States, but it
gives the figures for each area.

Mr. AIKEN. The important omis-
sion was the amount available for loans
for each State, beginning January 1,
1954.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to the
Senator from Vermont that I did not in-
troduce that material into evidence, and
I did not base our case upon it.

Mr. AIKEN. Iwassure that the other
day, when the Senator from Illinois was
arguing so fervently for an inerease in
the appropriation for the REA, he did
not have at hand the figures showing
the amount already available for the re-
mainder of 1954—which was half a
year’s supply of money.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me =ay to my
good friend from Vermont that if he will
take the trouble to consult the CoNGrES-
s1oNAL REcorDp, which undoubtedly is at
his desk, and will turn to page 7403, he
will see precisely what I am talking
about. It is rather fruitless to discuss
a statistical table when one Senator will
not look at the table to which another
is referring,

Mr. AIKEN. I inserted this material
in the REcorp today because I know full
well the propensity of certain persons
to use a Senator’s vote on an amend-
ment as indicative of his position
on the whole subject to which the
amendment relates. In fact, the Senator
from Illinois may recall that in 1949,
1950, and 1951 he was listed as not being
a friend of the REA, simply because he
offered an amendment to the appropria-
tion bill for 1951 reducing the appropria-
tion from $100 million to $25 million.
But I do not think that clearly repre-
sented the position of the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not wish to be
diverted by my good friend from Ver-
mont into a side discussion as to our re-
spective voting records on REA. I have
no recollection of what the Senator from
Vermont is talking about. I believe
my voting record is 100 percent for REA
and I am willing to stand on it, and I
am sure the Senator from Vermont is
equally willing to stand on his record.
What I was trying to say was that the
charge which the Senator from Ver-
mont made, namely that the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association
showed bad faith, and either the will to
deceive or the practice of deceiving, in
the figures which they submitted, does
not seem to me to be borne out by the
ﬂgures which I have at hand.

AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator vield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I did not interrupt
the Senator from Vermont when he was
making his address, although I was
sorely tempted to do so. I should pre-
fer to be allowed to continue. At the
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conclusion of my remarks I shall be very
glad to submit to questions.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator says that
the Senator from Vermont made
charges. I was wondering where the
charges might be in the remarks of the
Senator from Vermont. I was stating
the facts. If anyone wishes to infer
charges from a statement of the facts, I
cannot help it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall reply in
greater detail to the statement of the
Senator from Vermont after I have had
time to examine his tables, which I have
not had time to do until now. I wish to
indicate that the REA cooperative as-
sociations submitted in full figures for a
year and a half, and then made de-
ductions from that total available to
REA on January 1, 1954, and obtained
a balance representing the need for
fiscal 1955.

The Senator from Vermont has indi-
cated in his remarks that the witnesses
before the Senate and House Appropria-
tions Committees did not consider the
funds on hand January 1, 1954, when
they made their calculations for the
amount needed in fiseal 1955. I wish to
point out that on pages 1073 and 1074 of
the Senate Appropriations Committee
hearings and on page 146, part IV, of the
House Appropriations Committee hear-
ings the record shows very clearly that
the available funds were deducted from
the estimated loan requirements.

The Senator from Vermont also as-
serted that Mr. Ellis was acting in a
political fashion. I am not quite certain
what words he used, but he implied that
political pressure was being applied by
Mr. Ellis upon Members of the Senate
to induce them to vote for the Douglas-
Humphrey-Gillette amendment increas-
ing appropriations by $35 million.

I have always thought it was the right
of American citizens to solicit support
for measures which are before this body.
It has never seemed to me improper for
the heads of organizations to send out
telegrams asking their members and
friends to support an amendment which
might be pending before this body or
the other House. I have always thought
that that was a part of the right of peti-
tion, which is guaranteed to American
citizens by the Constitution. In the past
I have received many telegrams and let-
ters in response to appeals sent out by
farm organizations supporting measures
introduced by the senior Senator from
Vermont. I am not aware that on those
occasions the Senator from Vermont
ever complained that the farm organi-
zations had solicited support for his pro-
posals. I may say that I certainly do not
criticize them for such acts. I think it
is perfectly proper for them to support
the Senator from Vermont, and to try to
marshal as much support as possible for
his proposals. I did not resent either
the telegrams which went out from the
farm organizations or the telegrams
which I received urging me to follow the
program of the Senator from Vermont.
I think it is somewhat extraordinary
that the Senator from Vermont should
resent the telegrams which went out
from the REA Cooperative Association
in support of the Douglas-Humphrey-
Gillette amendment.
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Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I will not yield
until the conclusion of my remarks.
Then I shall be glad to yield.

Mr. President, I am not interested
primarily in the question as to which
party has made the better record in con-
nection with REA. The yea-and-nay
votes in this body have been collected
over a long period of time. They are
available to the voters. We are ready
to rest our record on those rollealls, and
we are ready to let the voters decide that
issue.

However, I should like to point out to
my good friend from Vermont that since
the new administration has come into
office the amounts requested by the ad-
ministration for REA have markedly de-
creased. If the Senator will turn to
page 866 of the Senate committee hear-
ings he will find that the 82d Congress,
in 1952, made available for REA pur-
poses $245 million for the year 1952-53.
For the year 1953-54, the year in which
we now are, the 1st session of the 83d
Congress made available a total sum of
approximately $221 million, or a de-
crease of $24 million.

The Budget Bureau requested for the
coming year a further appropriation of
only $55 million, which, with the unex-
pended balances, would have made $147
million available for 1954-55 or $98 mil-
lion less than had been available 2 years
ago, and $74 million less than is avail-
able during the current year.

The House increased this amount by
$35 million, bringing the figure of funds
available for the succeeding year of
1954-55 to $193 million. However, that
total was still $38 million less than is
available for the current year, and $52
million less than was appropriated by
the last session of the 82d Congress.

It was because of these facts that the
Senator from Illinois, joined by the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HumM-
PHREY] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GILLETTE], offered our amendment to
increase the appropriation by $35 mil-
lion, to bring the total to approximately
the same amount provided for the cur-
rent year. That was our purpose.

The Senator from Vermont has drawn
certain gratuitous inferences about our
motives which I shall pass by, because I
think they are unworthy of his better
self. I believe that in due course of
time, when he gets up to the Vermont
hills, and gets away from the political
fever which sometimes characterizes
Washington, he will not wish to stand
upon such statements.

That, frankly, is the situation. I ask
leave to have printed at the appropriate
points in my remarks further statistical
material. I shall be very glad now to
yield to the Senator from Vermont, if he
wishes to ask me any questions.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
Illinois ask leave to put in the REcorD
later today statistical material without
telling the Senate what the statistical
material consists of?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Vermont placed some statistical mate-
rial in the Recorp earlier today without
telling the Senate what it consisted of,
and the Senator from Illinois did not ob=
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ject to it. I shall submit to the Senator
from Vermont any material that I in-
tend to put in the REcorb.

Mr. ATKEN. I putnothing in the Rec-
oRrp of a statistical nature, that was not
read to the Senate.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe the Senator
put in a great many tables, the contents
of which were not very clear to me.
However, that is agreeable to me, be-
cause I am sure the Senator from Ver-
mont would not put anything in that was
not proper.

Mr. AIKEN. I have no questions to
ask of the Senator from Illinois, but I
should like an opportunity to say, re-
gardless of any inference that I was
blaming the senders of the telegrams
for trying to put pressure on the Senate,
that is not so. I made clear in my re-
marks that I put no blame at all on the
people who sent the telegrams. I only
regret that, like the Senator from Illi-
nois, they did not have the whole pic-
ture before them.

Did the Senator from Illinois, when he
was speaking the other day, know that
for the last 6 months of 1954 $14 million
was available for loans in the State of
Illinois for REA work? He knew there
was $17 million in applications, but did
he know $14 million was available? That
is what I believe the witnesses before the
committee left out, and that is what the
Members of the Senate did not know the
other day when they voted to add $35
million to the appropriation bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my good
friend from Vermont that the amount
available is not necessarily the amount
loaned. In fact, some of the Senators
on the other side of the aisle said there
was no use in appropriating the amount
of money we requested because the REA
was determined not to lend the amounts
which were available; therefore, it would
not make the loans. Therefore, the
amounts theoretically available are not
particularly important.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
Illinois know of any year in which every-
one who made an application for a loan
got the full amount which was asked
for?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly not.

Mr. AIKEN. Does not the Senator
from Illinois know that the order to re-
duce the loans to $165 million, regardless
of what Congress might appropriate, was
made by Harry Truman’'s Bureau of the
Budget?

Mr. DOUGLAS. We went info all
that last week.

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It was pointed out
that that order came in the midst of the
Korean war, when there was a necessity
to economize on copper and other ma-
terial.

Mr, ATKEN. I could point out to the
Senator from Illinois that Congress
made available $600 million for those
2 years of the Korean war because it
was felt that getting electricity fo the
farms was one of the most important
factors in carrying on successfully the
work on the farms.

However, I do not care to go into that
question. I merely wish to say that I
do not blame the people who sent those
telegrams,
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Mr. DOUGLAS. But the Senator
from Vermont does blame Mr. Ellis for
seading his telegram.

Mr. ATKEN. I blame him for not
telling those people the whole story
when he told them to telegraph the
Members of the Senate. Certainly he
did not tell them the whole story. There
is no question about it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. Ellis will, T am
sure, make his defense at an appro-
priate time, and I shall be glad to sub-
mit it. I merely wish to say that the
attack which the Senator from Vermont
has made on Mr. Ellis on the floor of the
Senate reminds me of the attack which
Mr. Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, made on Mr. Ellis on the floor of
the convention of the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association last
January. But that charge was repudiat-
ed by the 5,000 delegates to the conven-
tion who were present. Mr. Ellis repre~
sents the rural electrical users of the
country and needs make no apology to
Mr. Aandahl or to the senior Senator
from Vermont.

I am very sorry to have to get into this
discussion with the Senator from Ver-
mont, whom I respect and like very
much but his statement on the floor of
the Senate seemed to me to call for a
reply. I have tried to make my reply
in good temper I hope but I could not
let the statement go by completely un-
noticed.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois answer one more
question?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly.

Mr. ATKEN. Will the Senator from
Illinois state to the Senate just what
statistical data the Senator from Ver=
mont put in the REcorp that was erro-
neous?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have not seen the
material which the Senator put in the
REecorp. Therefore I cannot tell. I did
see him with many papers in his hand
and I thought I heard him say he was
asking unanimous consent to have the
material printed in the Recorp. If I
should get some statistical material dur-
ing the day I shall show it to the Senator
from Vermont prior to my submitting
it for the REecorp, in order to give him
an opportunity to make such reply or
comment in the body of the REcorp as he
may wish to make.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1955

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 8067) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the United
States Information Agency, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and for
other purposes.

Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. President, in
conformity with the prior discussion on
the floor, I submit a proposed unani-
mous-consent agreement and ask that
it be read for the information of the
Senate. It is presented jointly on be=
half of the distinguished minority leader
and myself,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read the proposed unanimous=
consent agreement.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Ordered, That following the morning busi-
ness on Monday, June 14, during the further
consideration of H. R. 8067, making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the United
States Information Agency, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1855, and for other
purposes, debate on any amendment or
motion (including appeals) shall bz limited
to not exceeding 60 minutes, to be equally
divided and controlled, respectively, by the
mover of any such amendment or motion
and the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringes], in the event he is opposed to
such an amendment or motion; otherwise,
by the mover and the minority leader or
some Benator designated by him: Provided,
That no amendment that is not germane to
the subject matter of the said bill shall be
received: And provided further, That debate
upon the bill itself shall be limited to not
exceeding 1 hour, to be equally divided and
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Bringes] and the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
agreement? The Chair hears none,
and the agreement is entered into.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF HOUSE REPORT NO. 1256, RE-
LATING TO JANUARY 1954 ECO-
NOMIC REPORT OF THE PRESI-
DENT

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, at
the request of the distinguished Senator
from Indiana [Mr. JENNER], who Iis
chairman of the Committee on Rules
and Administration, and is temporarily
out of the Chamber, I present on his
behalf reports on three resolutions and
I ask that the resolutions be immediately
considered. I have discussed them with
the distinguished minority leader, and
he is agreeable to having them con-
sidered. The first one is Senate Resolu-
tion 259.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be read for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The resolution (S. Res. 259) was read,
as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Joint Committee on the Economic
Report 3,000 additional copies of House Re-
port No. 1256, current Congress, entitled
“Report of the Joint Committee on the Eco-
nomic Report on the January 1954 Economic
Report of the President.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 259) was considered -and
agreed to.

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT=~
TEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WEL-
FARE
Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I

now ask for the immediate considera-

tion of Senate Resolution 251.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be read for the informa-
tion of the Senate.
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The resolution (S. Res. 251) was read,
as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare hereby is authorized to
expend from the contingent fund of the
Senate, during the 83d Congress, 5,000 in
addition to the amount, and for the same
purposes, specified in section 134 (a) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act approved
August 2, 1946.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 251), was considered and
agreed to.

INCREASE IN LIMIT OF EXPENDI-
TURES BY COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
now ask for the immediate considera-
tion of Senate Resolution 255.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be read for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The resolution (S. Res. 255) was read,
as follows;

Resolved, That the Committee on Armed
Bervices hereby is authorized to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate,
during the 83d Congress, $10,000 in addi-
tion to the amount, and for the same pur-
poses, specified in section 134 (a) of the
Legislative Reorganization Act approved
August 2, 1946.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 255) was considered and
agreed to.

WILLMORE ENGINEERING CO.—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit a report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 7258) for the
relief of the Willmore Engineering Co.
I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The report was read, as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
7258) for the relief of the Willmore Engi-
neering Company, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment insert
the following: That the Secretary of Com-
merce and Willmore Engineering Company
each shall appoint an arbitrator, and they
together shall appoint a third arbitrator,
these three to serve as a Board of Arbitrators
who shall, after having heard the evidence,
determine and certify to the Secretary of
the Treasury any amount which in their
Judgment would be required to satisfy any
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obligations of the United States to the Will-
more Engineering Company for services and
expenses in connection with its contract
and the breach of it, if any, with the United
Btates for production of winches for trans-
port vessels necessary to the prosecution of
World War II, pursuant to special emergency
authorizations and commitments under war
powers, for which it is alleged the United
States has failed to provide adequate pay-
ment. To the extent not inconsistent with
this Act, the provisions of Title 8 of the
United States Code shall be applicable to
proceedings under this Act. Any cost aris-
ing in the arbitration of these claims shall
be fixed by the arbitrators and assessed equal-
ly between the Government and the claim-
ants.
And the Senate agree to the same,

JoHN M. BUTLER,

HErRMAN WELKER,

EstEs KEFAUVER,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

EpGar A. Jonas,

Wriiriam E. MILLER,

THOoMAS J. LANE,

Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have discussed the consideration
of the report at this time with the dis-
tinguished majority leader and the dis-
tinguished minority leader. They are
both agreeable to having the Senate pro-
ceed now to the consideration of the re-
port.

The conference report adheres to the
principle of arbitration contained in
H. R. 7258, as passed by the Senate with
amendment on Calendar No. 1473, June
1, 1954, in that it provides for a Board
of Arbitration composed of 3 arbitrators,
instead of 1 arbitrator provided in the
original bill.

The conferees agreed to recommend
arbitration under provisions of title 9
of the United States Code, 1 arbitrator
to be selected by the Secretary of Com-
merce, 1 arbitrator to be selected by
Willmore Engineering Co., these 2 arbi-
frators to select a third arbitrator, all 3
to constitute a Board of Arbitrators.

As I stated on June 1, 1954, when the
Senate passed H. R. 7258 with the Sen-
ate amendment to increase the number
of arbitrators from 1 to 3, the usual ad-
ministrative procedures and judicial
processes had proved to be inadequate,
hence the adoption of arbitration as the
best practical solution.

The previous Senate amendment pro-
vided for the appointment of three
United States district judges as arbitra-
tors. The conferees, cognizant of the
burden of extrajudicial duties imposed
upon the courts by that amendment,
and with due consideration of the need
for conclusive action consistent with
previous Senate action and established
legal precedent, agreed on the selection
of a Board of Arbitrators to be named by
the method I have just described.

The purpose of the amendment to
H. R. 7258, approved by the conferees,
is consistent with previous Senate action
and accepted arbitration procedures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
conference report?

There being no objection, the report
was considered and agreed to.
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AWARD OF MEDAL OF HONOR TO
THE LATE CAPT. JOHN S. WALMS-
LEY, JR., OF BALTIMORE, MD.

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr.
President, it is with a deep sense of hu-
mility that I inform the Senate that the
President of the United States, in the
name of the Congress, has awarded the
Medal of Honor to the late Capt.
John S. Walmsley, Jr., of Baltimore, Md.
for conspicuous gallantry and intrepid-
ity at the risk of his life above and
beyond the call of duty in action with
the enemy.

The Medal of Honor will be presented
to the widow of the late Captain Walms-
ley by the Honorable Harold E. Talbott,
Secretary of the Air Force, on June 12
at Bolling Air Force Base, Washington,
D. C. As a measure of tribute to Cap-
tain Walmsley for his dauntless bravery,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the REcorp, the citation
signed by President Eisenhower.

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

Capt. John S. Walmsley, Jr., A0815023,
United States Air Force, distinguished him-
self by conspicucus gallantry and intrepid-
ity at the risk of his life above and beyond
the call of duty near Yangdok, Eorea, on
14 September 1951. While flying a B-26 alr-
craft on a night combat mission with the
objective of developing new tactics, Captain
Walmsley sighted an enemy supply train
which had been assigned top priority as a
target of opportunity. He immediately at-
tacked, producing a sirike which disabled
the train, and, when his ammunition was
expended, radioed for friendly aircraft in the
area to complete destruction of the target.
Employing the searchlight mounted on his
aircraft, he guided another B-26 aircraft to
the target area, meanwhile constantly ex-
posing himself to enemy fire. Directing an
incoming B-26 pilot, he twice boldly alined
himself with the target, his searchlight il-
luminating the area, in a determined effort
to give the attacking aircraft full visibility.
As the friendly aircraft prepared for the at-
tack, Captain Walmsley descended into the
valley in a low level run over the target with
gearchlight blazing, selflessly exposing him-
self to vicious enemy antiaircraft fire. In his
determination to inflict maximum damage
on the enemy, he refused to employ evasive
tactics and valiantly pressed forward straight
through an intense barrage, thus insuring
complete destruction of the enemy's vitally
needed war cargo. While he courageously
pressed his attack Captain Walmsley's plane
was hit and crashed into the surrounding
mountains, exploding upon impact. His
heroic initiative and daring aggressiveness
in completing this important mission in the
face of overwhelming opposition and at the
risk of his life, reflects the highest credit
upon himself and the United States Alr
Force.

OUR AILING MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi-
dent, there appeared in the New York
Times of June 10, 1954, an article by
Hanson W. Baldwin, noted authority on
military preparedness, concerning the
depressed condition of the American
merchant marine to which he refers,
rather aptly, as “the poor cousin of the
armed services between wars.” Because
of Mr. Baldwin's high standing among
commentators on military affairs, his
views on the need for attention by the
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Nation to its shipping problems are de-
serving of consideration by every citizen.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Baldwin's article be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

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

MercHANT MaRINE AmiNg—By Ewnp oF THiIS
YEar No Dry-Carco S WinL Be Bumwbp-
ING IN UNITED STATES YARD

(By Hanson W. Baldwin)

The President this week asked Congress
for funds to aid our ailing merchant marine.

The request was small—for $82,600,000 for
new merchant ship construction. Ewven if
this request is approved by Congress, many
months must elapse before contracts have
been let, and when 5 mariner-class vessels,
still building, are delivered later this year,
the last of an order for 85, not a single ocean-
going dry-cargo merchant vessel will be un-
der construction in any American shipyard.

Thus the merchant marine, usually the
poor cousin of the armed services in periods
between wars, is again lapsing into somewhat
the same depressed state that characterized
it prior to World Wars I and II. The New
Look military policies have paid, at best, lip
service to the merchant marine even though
those policies, which envisage an eventual
reduction of our naval amphibious forces,
put a greater degree of responsibility on mer-
chant ships as troop carriers.

KEY ELEMENT IN DEFENSE

Merchant shipping always has been for the
United States a key element of sound na-
tional defense and always will be so long as
seapower forms one of the first lines of de-
fense. This is more true today than it was
prior to World War II, despite the increased
capabilities of the plane.

For the United States is now far more de-
pendent on foreign sources for vital strategic
raw materials than it was a decade or two
ago. Uranium, oil, manganese, columbium,
and scores of other minerals and products
must be transported across the seas to the
United States if our war economy is to be
maintained.

This must be done in time of war in the
face of a formidable Russian submarine
threat, which is not perhaps as serious as it
has been painted, but which is nonethe-
less real.

Moreover, the plane has not proved that
it can carry bulk cargoes economically in
peace or war in competition with ships.
About 95 percent of all supplies to Korea
were transported in ship's bottoms. The
Secretary of the Navy, Charles S. Thomas,
said recently that 5 tons of supplies accom-
panied each man we sent to EKorea and 64
pounds of supplies each day were necessary
to sustain each man after his arrival.

“From 1950 to 1953,” Mr. Thomas added,
“the Military Sea Transportation BService
(operated by the Navy) hauled more than
5 million passengers, 22 million tons of pe-
troleum products and 52 million tons of dry
cargo in support of the Korean military oper-
ations.”

It is true that some experts are advocating
the expansion of our air cargo and air pas-
senger fleets. These men believe that com-
binations of atomic weapons, mines and sub-
marines could sever us from our overseas
sources of raw materials in time of war, if
our carrying capacity were limited primarily
to ship’s bottoms.

TRANSPORT COSTS STRESSED

They assert that air transport costs already
are competing with rail costs and that in
time they may be able to compete with ship-
ping costs. Such a vision, however, is for the
future, if indeed it ever is realized. Today it

is probably beyond the capablility of any ma-
Jjor nation to supply itself with all the bulk
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cargoes it needs by transoceanic air trans-

port.

Even if other aspects of the operation were
feasible, the problem of supplying fuel for
the great numbers of cargo aircraft neces-
sary would seem to be dependent, at least
in part, upon tankers.

In view of these facts and the importance
of the merchant marine to national security
the state of our commercial shipping today
is not reassuring, particularly as regards
future trends. Shipbuilders are principally
dependent, at the moment, upon the Navy,
which hopes to be able to carry out a $1
billion program of warship construction,
conversion, and modernization annually,

LAG IN CONSTRUCTION FUNDS

There were no appropriations for construe-
tion of new merchant ships in the current
fiscal year's budget; next year, the appropria-
tion will be only $82,600,000, if Congress ap=
proves the President’s recent request. These
figures contrast with merchant ship con-
struction funds that reached $322 million
in 1951.

The present merchant fleet is large in size,
3,348 vessels, 1,259 of them privately owned.
But about half of all of these are classified
as poor, from the point of view of speed and
cargo capacity, and all of them are getting
old fast. Within 9 years 80 percent should
be replaced. Very few of these ships can
make 18 knots, a desirable speed in the age of
snorkel submarines.

The high cost of constructing and oper-
ating United States merchant ships is the
major economic reason for the Merchant
Marine’s between-wars decline, TUnions
afloat and ashore are responsible for much
of the increased costs and also for some of
the uncertain discipline that periodically
bas marred United States merchant ship
operation.

There is no doubt, however, that the Mer-
chant Marine is an essential element of our
security policies as they are now envisaged.
Congress should consider it in that light.

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 19855

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 8067) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
State, Justice, and Commerce, and the
United States Information Agency, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will state the first amendment
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the call of the roll be rescinded.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I move
that the bill be read for amendment
and that the committee amendments be
first considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will state that that procedure is
automatic.

The clerk will state the first commit-
tee amendment.

The first amendment of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations was, under the




.
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heading “Title I—Department of State—
Salaries and Expenses,” on page 4, at
the beginning of line 6, to strike out
“$62,500,000"” and insert “$62,027,280, and
in addition $1,000,000 to be derived by
transfer from the unobligated balance
of the 1954 appropriation, ‘Government
in Occupied Areas’.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 4,
line 20, after the word “that”, to strike
out “five” and insert “fifteen.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 4,
line 22, after the word “wagons”, to in-
sert a colon and ‘‘Provided further, That
none of the funds made available by this
appropriation shall be used to pay the
salaries and expenses of the Metals and
Minerals staff in the Office of Economic
Affairs.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Representation Allowances,”
on page 5, line 6, after “(22 U. 8. C.
1131)”, to strike out “$450,000” and in-
sert “$500,000.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this
item deals with the so-called “represen-
tation” allowance of $500,000 to provide
members of the Foreign Service with an
entertainment fund. The House appro-
priated $450,000 for that purpose. The
Senate committee has increased the fig-
ure to $500,000.

It is well known that a considerable
portion of the money is used for mutual
entertainment by our Foreign Service of
other members of our Foreign Service
and members of the foreign services of
other nations, In previous years I have
tried to reduce the representation allow=
ance in order to introduce into the con-
duct of our foreign affairs a greater de-
gree of simplicity.

It is also well known that a consider-
able proportion of the money is used for
liguid refreshments of an inebriating
nature. While I do not wish to sail un-
der false colors, and while I am not a
teetotaler and do not pose as one, never-
theless it does not seem to me that the
taxpayers of the United States should
be compelled to pay such a large sum for
entertainment purposes on the part of
our diplomatic and consular service. If
liquor is served at such functions, it
should be paid for privately and not by
the taxpayers.

If it is in order, I send to the desk an
amendment to strike out the figure of
$500,000 and to insert in lieu thereof
$300,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovg-
Las] to the committee amendment.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 5, line 6,
it is proposed to strike out the *$500,000”
and to insert in lieu thereof “$300,000.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, some
of these expenditures are, no doubt nec-
essary, but my amendment would still

leave $300,000 for such purposes. Many
of the expenditures, however, cannot be

Jjustified. They pay in part for liquid
refreshments, which rarely consist of tea
and tomato juice. It does not seem to
me that we should try to float our for-
eign relations in a sea of champagne.
It seems to me instead that we should
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try to bring about simplicity in the lives
of governmental officials at home and
abroad. Other nations look to us for
leadership, not because we feed their
representatives caviar and cocktails, but
because we are strong both economically
and militarily and we hope spirituaily
as well. There is no compelling need for
our foreign officials to seek to make
friends by mutual inebriation or to put
it more mildly mutual exhiliaration. We
can build better friendships on the sound
basis of character and kindliness with
out resorting to competitive consump-
tion.

So, Mr. President, I hope my amend-
ment may be adopted.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
sincerely hope that, whether it is for the
purpose of a humorous story or a head-
line, the statement of the Senator from
Illinois that this appropriation is for
the purpose of mutual inebriation in the
Foreign Service will not go unchallenged
because it constitutes an indictment
which I think is unfair, uncalled for, and
not in accordance with fact, either under
the preceding Democratic administra-
tion or under the present administration.

If there has ever been a general smear
of guilt by association, it seems to me
that the statement by a responsible Sen-
ator, on the floor of the United States
Senate, that the fund is for any such
purpose or has ever been used for any
such purpose, either under the past ad-
ministration or under this one, may be
so characterized. It is unjustified and
is not in keeping with either the dignity
of the Senate of the United States or of
the Foreign Service of the United States.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in re-
cent years this item has been steadily
reduced in appropriation bills when the
Senator from New Hampshire has had
anything to do with such bills.

In 1947 the amount was $800,000,
This year we are recommending $500,000,
a reduction of $300,000.

I wish to join with the distinguished
Senator from California in what he has
said. I do not think the remarks made
by the Senator from Illinois should be
allowed to reflect on the entire personnel
of the American Foreign Service because
I do not believe by any means that the
implications which might be inferred
from his remarks are proper.

This fund is used for the purpose of
purchasing wreaths for ceremonial oc-
casions—for the purpose of decorating
monuments in the countries of our great
allies. It is used for the purchase of
flowers on the death of a foreign minister
or the king of a friendly nation. It is
used for state dinners and many other
functions which are typical occurrences
in the conduct of the foreign affairs of
this country.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is it not also used
for the necessary entertainment of visi-

tors to this country and of visitors in
our consulates and embassies abroad?
It is necessary that they be entertained,
though not in any lavish way. Is not
that the purpose of the fund?

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. If it is not paid
for in this way, it becomes an imposition
upon our representatives in foreign
countries who must use their private
funds.

Mr. BRIDGES. I agree with the view
of the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas that if it is not paid for in this
way, it must come out of the pockets of
our Foreign Service personnel.

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

Mr, BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it not true that
in connection with the official entertain-
ing which is done, either by representa-
tives of the State Department or by rep-
resentatives of other executive agencies
who go abroad, there must be considered
the importance of contacts with the rep-
resentatives of other nations which are
made at social gatherings? As bearing
out what the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas has pointed out, if such a fund
is not provided by the Government, the
expenses would be required to come pri-
vately out of the pockets of American
representatives abroad, because they
would either have to turn down all in=
vitations themselves, or accept invita-
tions, and then, in reciprocating, would
be required to pay the expenses out of
their own pockets. To do this would
limit the representation abroad to per-
sons of means, which I do not think is
proper for our country to expect. The
Government should be in a position to
make it possible for persons who have
to depend on their own salaries, but who
have great ability to offer to their Gov-
ernment, to accept posts in the Foreign
Service, rather than to limit such ap-
pointments to persons who have such
substantial means that the additional
expense of entertainment would mean
nothing to them.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish to aline
myself with the views of the views of
the distinguished Senator from Arkan-
sas and the distinguished Senator from
California. As a matter of fact, in my
opinion, $500,000 is not anywhere nearly
sufficient for the activities which the
representatives of the United States
Government are required, as a matter
of duty and necessity, to carry on.

It should also be mentioned that a
great many congressional committees
go abroad; and frequently the members
of such committees are entertained by
the use of funds which are allocated by
Congress for this purpose.

I desire to suggest, if I am not out of
order in doing so, that the Committee
on Appropriations undertake an investi-
gation to ascertain exactly how much our
representatives abroad spend out of their
own pockets to carry on the duties in-

herent in the positions which they hold.
I think such a figure would prove to be
very interesting and would confirm the

view that in some foreign countries rep-
resentatives of the United States spend
much more than is allowed to them un-
der congressional authorization to per-
form the duties which their assignments
impose upon them.




1954

Mr. BRIDGES. I may say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana that,
according to a rule of thumb which is
used in testimony given before our com-
mittee, it is estimated that, roughly
speaking, our representatives abroad
have been required to spend $1 of per-
sonal funds for each $2 of appropriated
funds for this purpose. But I think the
suggestion made by the Senator is good;
and with the approval of my committee,
before another year has passed, we shall
make a study of the Senator's recom-
mendations and suggestions, so that such
information may be available.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is also in-
volved another factor. Our consulates
and Embassies are established having in
mind certain ranges of salary, depending
upon the importance of the positions at
the time. But the world conditions have
so changed that the Ambassador in
Saigon, Vietnam, whose post was rela-
tively unimportant only a few years ago,
and who has a comparatively low salary,
now is confronted with an increasingly
large influx of visitors, so that the Em-
bassy at Saigon is becoming probably the
busiest American Embassy in the entire
Far East.

Our Ambassador at Saigon, Mr. Heath,
perhaps is not a man of great means,
but he is now being called upon to meet
and to entertain more and more visitors
daily. This is a fluctuating item, which
I think must be taken care of in this
manner.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield.

Mr. THYE. It has been reported that
during the conference at Geneva, Secre-
tary of State Dulles stayed at a hotel,
while the representatives of Great
Britain, the Soviet Union, and France
stayed at villas along the lake shore, and
entertained their guests at the villas,
whereas the Secretary of State of the
United States was required to entertain
at the hotel. I think it deteriorates the
prestige of our great Nation if our repre-
sentatives cannot properly present them-
selves in conferences in foreign nations,
because they are judged, perhaps, by
their conduect and action. If they are
required to conduct themselves as back-
woodsmen, the United States is classed
to a great extent in that category by
others in the diplomatic circles.

I think the fund is very conservative.
I was struck by the importance of what
was said by the distingushed Senator
from Washington about the Ambassador
at Saigon, because undoubtedly there is
now an influx of visitors at that point,
and certainly the Ambassador there is
faced with a tremendous expense every
week. So I most certainly shall support
this fund, or even a greater sum.

Mr. BRIDGES. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota. I
think it is clear from what has been said
by the distinguished majority leader, the
acting minority leader, the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],

the distinguished Senator from Montana
[Mr. MANSFIELD], the distinguished Sen-

ator from Washington [Mr. MaGNUSON],
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and the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. THYE], that there is a gen-
eral understanding of what this fund is
intended to accomplish.

We realize that the United States Gov=
ernment, through its foreign officials,
must adequately be represented in social
functions or official functions abroad.
When we consider the billions of dollars
which are spent in other ways, certainly,
in my judgment, it would not be wise to
withhold reasonable funds for the use
of our Foreign Service officials abroad.

I hope the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois will be rejected.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I wish
to make only one or two points. This is
called a representation allowance. I be-
lieve “representation” is a word which
has been taken from the French tongue,
which is the language of diplomacy, and
has intruded into the English or “Amer-
ican” language. “Representation” in
the French language means “entertain-
ment.” I think it would be much better
if the Bureau of the Budget and the
Committee on Appropriations would
hereafter call this an entertainment al-
lowance rather than to use the some-
what mysterious word'“representation.”

I may say that perhaps many Mem-
bers of Congress have been somewhat to
blame in this matter. A great many of
us take trips abroad or become world
travelers. In the course of our ftrips,
many drop in on the Embassies and con-
sulates and expect the red carpet to be
rolled out for us, and the poor members
of the Foreign Service then feel under
an obligation to entertain us.

At times, the behavior of Members of
Congress in foreign countries has not
been entirely decorous. I do not wish to
pose as being particularly virtuous in
this regard, but when I was abroad in
the summer of 1952, and I visited Paris
and Rome, I was very careful not to go
near the American Embassies, lest the
officials there might feel under some ob-
ligation to entertain me and to dip into
the entertainment allowance.

I think some of the Members of this
body, those present on the floor ex-
cepted, of course, like to have the enter-
tainment allowance included, because it
permits foreign Embassies to entertain
them when they make the grand tour
at the taxpayers expense.

As I have said, perhaps it is shouting
against the wind to try to plead for sim-
plicity of living on the part of repre-
sentatives of the United States abroad,
but it has never seemed to me that a
country so great as ours needed to seek
prestige by means of parties. The par-
ties which sometimes have been given
have not added to the prestige of the
United States in the Mohammedan
countries.

This, it is true, is not a matter of
tremendous moment. But I tried to re-
duce these sums when my own party was
in power. At such times, I never noticed
any great indignation from Senators on
the other side of the aisle when I made
my proposals for such reductions. In
fact, I believe, on past occasions eminent
Republicans have joined me in proposing

a cutb in the so-called representation al-
lowance. I regret that today I must

stand alone, It is very interesting to see
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that the Republicans defend these ap-
propriations now that they are in
power.

As for myself, I am simply trying to be
consistent. Having opposed these ap-
propriations when my own party was in
power, I certainly would be hypoeritical
if I did not oppose them now, under the
existing regime. I think it somewhat
extraordinary that those who were op-
posed to these appropriations when they
were not in power, now defend them.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I had no intention of
referring to the Senator from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. My recollection is
that the Senators who have spoken on
the floor of the Senate today, insofar
as they were present on the floor when
the Senator made his observations in
past years under a Democratic admin-
istration, opposed the amendments on
this subject he then offered for the rea-
sons actuating us in opposing his
amendment today.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was very careful
to say I was not referring to those Sena-
tors who are present.

Mr. President, I do not think it is be-
ing at all “backwoodsish” to plead for
simplicity in living and in entertain-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doucras]
to the committee amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment on page 5, line 6.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to take up out of
order an amendment I desire to offer in
conformity with my prior commitment in
the Senate when a certain bill was being
considered by the Senate. A matter of
importance has arisen, and I have to
leave the floor for a while, and I should
like to have my amendment presently
considered.

My amendment proposes, on page 25,
to strike out the present section 207,
which deals with funds for the prosecu-
tion of the Fallbrook case. The provi-
sion which is now in the bill would pre-
vent the use of funds for that purpose.
In conformity with my agreement, I de-
sire to offer my amendment to strike out
section 207. The amendment is at the
desk, and I ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the amendment of the Senator from
California? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will state the amendment.

The LecIstATIVE CLERK. On page 25,
beginning on line 18, it is proposed to
strike out:

Sec. 207. None of the funds appropriated
by this title may be used in the preparation
or prosecution of the suit in the United
States District Court for the Southern Dis-
trict of California, Southern Division, by the
United States of America against Fallbrook

Public Utility District, a public service cor-
poration of the State of California, and

others.
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It is also proposed to renumber sec-
tion 208 to 207.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to say that my proposal is
in keeping with the statement I made
previously on the floor of the Senate. I
offer my amendment with full confi-
dence that the executive branch of the
Government will cooperate in helping to
expedite the litigation in the Fallbrook
case. However, my part of the under-
standing was that I would move to strike
out section 207, and that I have done.

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen=
ator from Illinois.

Mr., DOUGLAS. The Senator is
aware, of course, is he not, that there
probably will be an effort by the House
in conference to retain the rider? Iam
wondering if the distinguished Senator
from California, the majority leader,
will express himself on the question
whether or not the hand of the Senate
would be strengthened in this matter if
there were a yea-and-nay vote, in order
to indicate, by such a vote, that it was
the determined will of the Senate that
the rider should be eliminated.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I do not believe
that is necessary. I think the record
in the Senate was made very clear.
There is no question in my mind that the
amendment would have overwhelming
support in the Senate. I do not know
whether I shall be a conferee on the bill,
but I can assure the Senator that, so far
as I am concerned, my motion to amend
is no empty gesture. The amendment is
one which would have the support, I
am sure, not only of the Senate, but of
the executive branch of the Govern-
ment as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. KNOWLAND].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES obtained the floor.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. On page 34 of the
report of the committee, in setting forth
the estimates for 1955 for payments to
air carriers from the Civil Aeronautics
Board appropriation, there is shown the
figure “minus $33 million” indicating
that the appropriation recommended in
this bill is $33 million below the esti-
mates for 1955.

Mr. BRIDGES. Is the Senator from
Massachusetts referring to page 34 of
the report?

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. It
shows an item of “minus $33 million.”
That would give the impression to the
Senate that the reduction in subsidies
to air carriers for fiscal 1955, as com-
pared with the appropriation for last
year, amounted to $33 million. Is that a

fact? Is the appropriation recom-
mended by the subcommittee for sub-

sidies for the CAB for a period of 8
months, or for a year?

Mr. BRIDGES. The Senator is cor-
rect in raising that point. As the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
knows, a policy has been formulated re=-
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cently, and it is now pending, which
would recommend a rather fundamental
change in subsidy programs, It was the
view of the committee that instead of
appropriating for subsidies for the whole
year, it should appropriate a sufficient
sum to carry on the operations to the
end of the current calendar year, not
the fiscal year, in order that it might be
ascertained whether or not some of the
economies brought about by a change
in the program could be put into effect.
The CAB would then be forced to appear
before the Senate committee and pre-
sent its case for additional funds and
justify its request for funds for the re-
mainder of the year. Hearings on the
subject were held for several days;
there was considerable discussion, and
what I have stated finally seemed to be
the general opinion. So the Senator is
correct; the appropriation is not for the
full year, but for a part of the year,
with definite instructions that repre-
sentatives of the Board shall appear be-
fore the Senate committee during the
month of January of next year to give
it a report.

Mr. KENNEDY. Then, the figure
“minus $33 million” for subsidies for the
CAB, which appears on page 34 of the
report, is really not an accurate indica-
tion of a saving for fiscal 1955, as the
appropriation is potentially for only 7%
months. Therefore, if the appropriation
for the remainder of the year were car-
ried through, there would not be a sav-
ing of $33 million, but the CAB would
probably expend all the money which it
had requested, would it not?

Mr. BRIDGES. If the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts will look
at page 34, he will see that it does not
state that amount will be saved. It does
indicate that it is $33 million under the
budget estimate,

Mr. KENNEDY. Of course, it is under
the budget estimate, but as the Senator
has just suggested, the amount appro-
priated would be for only 7' months.

Mr. BRIDGES. Nevertheless, the
budget estimate was so much for the
full year, with $40 million appropriated
for a part of the year. So that amount
was listed under the budget estimate.
There was no intention to mislead the
Senator from Massachusetts or anyone
else. I am frank in stating what hap-
pened.

Mr. KENNEDY. On page 17 of the re-
port of the committee, in discussing the
question of payments to air carriers, it
is stated:

The committee recommends $40 million,
the same amount allowed by the House, but
which is $33 million under the budget esti-
mate and $40,655,000 below the comparable
figure for 1954.

I wish to point out that although the
subcommittee goes on to explain the fig-
ure, that statement taken by itself, is
not an accurate one, since the appro-
priation is not $40,655,000 below the com=-
parable figure for 1954, because the ap-
propriation is only for about 7 months,
If the CAB expends the money at the
monthly rate suggested by the Senator's
answer to the question originally asked,
the CAB would probably expend as much
for subsidies as it expended last year;
thus, in fact, there is no saving.
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Mr. BRIDGES. In reply to the Sen-
ator I may say that, of course, he can
take a sentence of the report out of
context and put on it a certain inter-
pretation, as I could on a sentence from
a statement or speech made by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. There is,
however, no intention to fool anyone in
any way. It is a way of handling the
problem so that the Senate, the Senator
from Massachusetts, and every other
Senator will have a chance to review the
appropriation shortly after the turn of
the calendar year,

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes; I am not sug-
gesting that the Senator is attempting
to deceive anyone; but permit me to
make clear the basis for an amendment
I shall offer. The last sentence of the
third paragraph on page 18 of the report
reads as follows:

If such action is taken—

In other words, taken by the Civil
Aeronautics Board—
subsidy requirements for the fiscal year end-

ing June 30, 1955, may well be less than the
amount estimated by the Board.

The amount estimated by the Board,
that would be required—as stated in the
testimony before the Appropriations
Committee—was $80 million.

But I am concerned that the CAB may
expend money at a monthly rate so that
the appropriation will be exhausted by
the middle of January, the date on which
the subcommittee suggested the CAB
appear before it again. The Appropri-
ations Committee, recognizing that
otherwise the CAB would be without
funds to carry on, would then, of course,
appropriate additional funds. As a re-
sult, by the end of the fiscal year 1955
we would have expended all or almost
all of the $80 million the CAB originally
requested for this item, That is what
concerns me.

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me say to the
Senator from Massachusetts that, as un-
doubtedly he is aware under the law, the
CAB must pay, each month, or each
period, whatever it may be, 95 percent
of the subsidy payments per month or
per period to the airlines. So they are
able to work with some leeway.

However, it is our hope—and I think
it is the hope of all members of the com-
mittee; there was no partisanship about
the matter—that a way may be worked
out to reduce the subsidies and to reduce
the Government’s expenditure. Instead
of providing the total amount for the
fiscal year, and letting that be the end
of the matter, we wanted to give them
time to react to the program, and then
to come before the committee again, at
which time we could see whether a saving
could be made. But if a saving is made,
it will have to be made by a readjust-
ment of the subsidy program, because
once the subsidy is granted, payment of
at least 95 percent of the monthly
amount must be made each month.

Mr. KENNEDY. However, the CAB is
not authorized to pay subsidies in excess
of the amount appropriated for that pur-
pose by the Congress. Control is still
in the hands of Congress; and Congress
is not obliged to write a blank check to




1954

the CAB permitting it to expend for sub-
sidies whatever it may desire.

Mr. BRIDGES. On the eve of a new
fiscal year, and with the Supreme Court’s
decisions, and with the discussion of the
new air policy, the committee simply did
not wish to limit the amount to an abso-
lute figure, but wished to provide a
chance to review the matter in the middle
of the year. That is the purpose of the
amendment. I do not know whether
there will be a saving, but I hope there
will be. By that means we might make
a reduction in the appropriation; other-
wise, we might not.

Mr. KENNEDY. But it does not seem
to me that the present bill makes possible
a saving in any way. On page 17 of the
committee report it is stated that—

The Civil Aeronautics Board testified that
the House allowance would provide sufficient
funds for subsidy payments to February 1,
1955.

In other words, the appropriation
voted by the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, for the period to February 1955,
is the same as the amount the House
voted.

I read further from the committee re-
port on page 17:

The committee directs that the Board un=-
dertake a complete review of subsidy pay-
ments immediately and report to the com-
mittee not later than January 1955, the
results of such study so that the committee
will be informed as to whether the amount
recommended will be sufficient to meet sub-
sidy payments.

Under these conditions, and emphasiz-
ing the fact that we are appropriating
for a period of only 8 months—and fur-
ther reminding the Senate that the air-
lines will receive, in compensation, more
than $61 million, for carrying the air-
mail, which includes, according to the
recent rate decisions of the CAB, ap-
proximately $3,500,000 of subsidies—I
shall submit an amendment to the bill
to reduce this amount. My amendment
is intended to achieve a reduction in sub-
sidy appropriations for the full fiscal
year 1955, rather than provide the
amount the CAB originally requested. I
have at the desk such an amendment,
and I should like to call it up for con-
sideration at this time.

Mr. BRIDGES. Is the Senator from
Massachusetts offering his amendment to
the committee amendment?

Mr. EENNEDY. I desire to have it
taken up at this time, yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
next amendment of the committee will
be stated.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Acquisition of Buildings
Abroad,” on page 5, line 9, after “(22
U. 8. C. 292-300)”, to insert “including
personal services in the United States
and abroad; salaries, expenses, and al-
lowances of personnel and dependents as
authorized by the Foreign Service Act
of 1946, as amended (22 U. S. C. 801~
1158) ; expenses of attendance at meet-
ings concerned with activities provided
for under this appropriation; and serv-
ices as authorized by section 15 of the
act of August 2, 1946 (5 U. 8. C. 55a).”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Massachusetts realize
that this committee amendment is not
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the one to which he desires to sub-
mit his amendment? The committee
amendments are being taken up in order.

Mr. EENNEDY. Then, Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that my amend-
ment may be considered at this time.

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

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, let me say
it is entirely out of order to proceed
in that way. However, if the Senator
from Massachusetts is required to leave
the Chamber, because of other busi-
ness——

Mr. KENNEDY. No. I am agree-
able to postponing submission of my
amendment until we reach that part of
the bill to which it relates.

Mr. BRIDGES, That is the better
course—unless the Senator from Massa-
chusetts is compelled fo leave the Cham-
ber——

Mr. KENNEDY. No; I do not have
to leave. I shall be glad to postpone
the submission of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Massachusetts with-
draw his unanimous-consent request?

Mr. EENNEDY. I do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment on page 5, in lines 9 to 16.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the pending
committee amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending committee amendment is on
page 5, in lines 9 to 16. The amendment
will be stated.

The LecisLaTiveé CLERK. On page 5,
in line 9, after “(22 U. S. C. 292-300)",
it is proposed to insert “including per-
sonal services in the United States and
abroad; salaries, expenses and allow=-
ances of personnel and dependents as
authorized by the Foreign Service Act of
1946, as amended (22 U, S. C, 801-1158) ;
expenses of attendance at meetings con-
cerned with activities provided for under
this appropriation; and services as au-
thorized by section 15 of the act of Au-
gust 2, 1946 (5 U. S, C. 55a).”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, to
that committee amendment, I offer the
amendmeni which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We
have not yet reached the committee
amendment to which the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois relates.

The pending committee amendment is,
on page 5, between lines 9 and 16. This
committee amendment ends in the mid-
dle of line 16, whereas the commitiee
amendment to which the amendment of
the Senator from Illinois relates, begins
at the end of that line.

The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment on page 5, be-
tween lines 9 and 16.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
next committee amendment will be
stated.

The next amendment was, on page 5,
line 16, after “(5 U. 8. C. 55a) ", after the
amendment intended to be proposed, to
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strike out “$2,750,000” and insert “$2,=
500,000.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, to this
committee amendment, I now offer the
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Illinois
to the committee amendment will be
stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment on page 5, at the end
of line 16, it is proposed to strike out
“$2,500,000"” and insert “$2,000,000.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
committee recommends $2,500,000 for
this purpose namely the acquisition of
diplomatie buildings abroad but it has
also included in the $2,500,000 a provi-
sion to permit funds also to be expended
for regular State Department overhead.
This is under the general heading of
“Acquisition of Buildings Abroad.”

In times past this appropriation has
been defended on the ground that this
money was being deducted from counter-
part funds, and hence did not constitute
specific appropriations from current
funds by Congress.

I have always been skeptical about
the somewhat lavish buildings we have
been buying and building for our For-
eign Service abroad. We have palaces in
Rome, Paris, and London, and many
other foreign capitals. Probably it is
true that 40 years ago our services
abroad were very inadequately housed;
but we have left that era, and have
entered a period in which I would say
that, on the whole, our diplomatic serv-
ice is housed with excessive luxury.
Therefore it has seemed that in times
past we could have made better use of
the counterpart funds than has been
made of them by the appropriations
which have been approved. But this
year this item is to be financed not
merely by counterpart funds, but also
by $500,000 in outright expenditures by
the Treasury, in American currency. I
am not proposing to limit the authoriz-
ing legislation for State Department
overhead expenses, but if it were used,
the funds would have to come from
foreign credits.

It is not at all clear how much of this
appropriation is for purposes of con-
structing buildings, and how much for
“expenses of attendance at meetings
concerned with activities provided for
under this appropriation.” That is a
general phrase, which can cover a multi-
tude of sins.

So I hope very much the Senate will

reduce this appropriation to $2 million.
My plea for simple living seems to have
drawn down on my head the ire of vari-
ous Members of this august body. I do
not believe that high living and con-
spicuous consumption are sound ways to
conduct our foreign relations, They
only stir up hatred and jealousy of the
United States, and create false assump-
tions among our allies.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras] to the committee amendment
on page 5, line 16.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, as the
Senator from New Hampshire under-
stands, the amendment offered by the
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Senator from Illinois is to reduce the
appropriation from $2,500,000 to $2,.-
000,000, and to eliminate hard dollars.
Let me say that the reason for the hard
dollars is that in South and Central
America—to which the Senator of New
Hampshire certainly thinks we should be
giving more attention—no other cur-
rencies are available, and we must use
hard American dollars in order to do
business.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may
I ask my good friend from New Hamp-
shire if he would be willing to reduce
the counterpart funds from $2,000,000
to $1,500,000, leaving $500,000 in hard
American currency to be spent in Latin
America?

Mr, BRIDGES. I will say “No” to the
Senator from Illinois, because that
money is at hand in those countries.
It is there, and we must use it for some
purpose. I cannot think of a better
purpose for which to use it than creat-
ing a permanent asset to our country
in the form of permanent buildings
which we will own. The Appropriations
Committee reduced the House figure
somewhat, as the Senator knows. I
should say that $2 million of such credits,
used in that manner, plus hard dollars
in countries where there are no coun-
terpart funds, would be a good invest-
ment for our country.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from
New Hampshire well knows, the coun-
terpart funds which are available for
us to draw upon, to be spent only within
the foreign country itself, or in the so-
called sterling bloc countries, can be
used for other purposes than the acquisi-
tion or construction of buildings. They
can be used for military supplies. They
can be used for the Fulbright scholar-
ship program. The more money we put
into buildings the less we have for other
purposes. We do not have unlimited
amounts to draw upon, and when we
spend $2 million for these purposes, that
means just so much less available for
military equipment, and so much less
available for building international
friendship through the exchange of per-
sons; and if we are interested in pro-
moting foreign relations, it is much
better to have rank-and-file citizens of
other countries visit us, and rank-and-
file Americans visit other countries, than
to build palaces within which members
of the Foreign Service may work and
entertain visiting guests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DoucLas] to the committee amend-
ment on page 5, line 16.

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now is on agreeing to the com-
mittee amendment on page 5, line 16.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
next committee amendment will be
stated.

The next amendment was, on page 5,
line 17, after the word “than” to strike
out “$2,400,000” and insert “$2,000,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Missions to International Or-
ganizations,” on page 6, line 25, after
the word “chauffeurs”, to strike out
“$1,050,000” and insert *“$1,053,000."

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “American Sections, Interna-
tional Commissions,” on page 10, line 23,
after the word “vehicles”, to strike out
“$235,000” and insert “$248,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “International Fisheries Com-
missions,” on page 12, line 10, after the
word “Congress”, to strike out “$295,000”
and insert “$325,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “International Educational Ex-
change Activities,” on page 13, line 13,
after the word “appropriation”, to strike
out “$9,000,000” and insert “$15,000,000.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, in
my opinion the Appropriations Commit-
tee has acted wisely in recommending
an allocation of $15 million for the inter-
national educational exchange program
of the State Department. It seems to
me that these exchanges are one of the
most economical as well as eflfective
means we have of influencing key people
in other countries who are responsible
for the formulation of national policy
and public opinion. The exchange pro-
gram affords us an opportunity to bring
such key people to the United States to
observe at first hand our institutions,
and our way of lifee. When they go
home, these people tell our story for us
to important groups in their countries.
Often these people are connected with
the press or in other mass media fields,
and their message reaches hundreds of
thousands of people who can thus get
a balanced picture of us from their own
countrymen.

If the cut voted by the House were
sustained, none of these influential peo-
ple from 61 countries could be brought
over to the United States. It seems to
me very urgent that we not allow this
to happen. I believe that we should con-
firm the report of our Appropriations
Committee and let our conferees know
that we wish to support the full amount
of $15 million for the exchange program,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have only a few words to add in
support of the recommendation of the
Appropriations Committee to restore the
appropriation under this item to $15
million,

In the past few years I have had some
experience in connection with the inter-
national information and interrelations
situation. Let me say to the Senate that
of all the programs which contribute
long-range mutual benefits both to our
country and to other countries, I be-
lieve the educational program, the
Smith-Mundt program, and the Ful-
bright program have contributed most
soundly.

Last year and the year before I served
with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FursricHT], who is the author of the
Fulbright program, and I have served on
committees with the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Smite] and the Senator
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from South Dakota [Mr. Munprl, who
were the authors of the Smith-Mundt
program.

I have found that in a number of for-
eign countries—in fact, in most foreign
countries—this exchange program has
met with enthusiastic acceptance. It
plants permanently in the minds of ex-
change students—both our students who
go abroad and foreign students who
come here—the fundamental truths
with respect to the governments, insti-
tutions, and economic conditions in the
various countries.

This program goes further than any-
thing I know of in establishing within
each country a coterie of people who
having learned about the other fellow
and becoming acquainted with him real-
ize that he is a pretty good fellow. It
establishes a backlog of people in other
countries who do not in the main be-
lieve in or disseminate falsehoods about
the United States. Such falsehoods are
disseminated in countries where the peo-
ple do not have the advantage of first-
hand experience with the United States.

Certainly no one has ever accused me
of being in favor of increasing an appro-
priation; but I believe that situations
must be evaluated on their merit, and
I would say, Mr. President, that this
is a program—and the information pro-
gram as now constituted is another such
program—which I could very well sup-
port with a far greater appropriation
than is now contemplated in the pend-
ing bill or was recommended by the
Bureau of the Budget.

I earnestly hope that on this item the
Senate conferees will stand like the Rock
of Gibraltar against any reduction of
the $15 million which the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate has recom-
mended.

I cannot testify too strongly to my be-
lief in the merits of this cause, and I
cannot testify too strongly to my belief
in its very great and already proven
success.

In closing I should like to quote a find-
ing which the special committee on the
information program, of which the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT] was
the first chairman and on which I served
as the succeeding chairman, placed in
its final report on the exchange plan.

The program enjoys a high prestige both
at home and abroad and is, therefore, able
to attract the voluntary participation of
leading citizens. It is nonpolitical and non-
propagandistic in character so that it is ac-
ceptable in all parts of the non-Communist
world. * * * Exchanges often are or may
become prominent in Government, business,
and the professions, and their potential im-
pact on attitudes toward this country is
considerable,

Mr. President, there are a number of
countries in this world where at least a
half or a major portion of the leading
Government officials and officeholders
are persons who have been educated in
the United States and who, because of
that fact, are a bulwark in the defense of
the United States against the false prop-
aganda that is disseminated against the
United States in those countries.

Therefore, I earnestly hope that the
amendment of the committee on this
item will be adopted, and that the Sen-
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ate conferees will not budge to the ex-
tent of one thin dime at any time so far
as any reduction of this item is con-
cerned. In my judgment, the amount
could well be larger, not smaller.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I should
like to join with my colleagues who have
spoken in favor of this item in the ap-
propriation bill, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansFieLp] and the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

During the past 2 years I met a num-
ber of students from wvarious countries
who studied in the United States under
the program we are discussing. In each
instance the student told me that he or
she had had no conception of what
America was like before coming to our
country. The students told me that they
were very happy indeed to have had the
privilege of seeing for themselves what
America is like, and that they were re-
turning to their respective countries to
tell their fellow countrymen that we in
the United States enjoyed a democratic
form of government and a standard of
living and opportunity for all without
regard to the station in life in which any
person may have been born, and that
our Government really did serve the
people far beyond any conception they
had of it before they had the privilege
of visiting our shores.

I believe that the Smith-Mundt Act
and the Fulbright Act are doing much to
acquaint our young people who study in
foreign countries and the young people
of foreign countries who study in the
United States with what the respective
countries are really like.

Therefore, I am in full support of the
amendment.

I shall not take the time of the Senate
to read the 2-page statement which I
prepared on the amendment, because
I have already spoken at various places
in the past in support of the 2 acts
I have mentioned and in support of the
amount now contained in the appro-
priation bill.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the statement which I prepared be
printed in the body of the REcorp at this
point in my remarks.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR THYE

As a member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee which reviewed and approved the
request of $15 million for the International
Educational Exchange Program of the State
Department, I would like to comment on
why we supported this amount.

The committee does not consider $15 mil-
lion a compromise figure.

It is the very least amount, in my esti-
mation, which the Government needs to con-
tinue a worthwhile job.

In addition to Government witnesses, the
committee received testimony from many
private organizations and groups in this
country.

They represented not only the interests
of our universities and colleges but those of
our community leadership, of all major reli-
gious denominations, labor, etc.

All of them felt that Government sup-
port for this kind of international activity
is necessary, is furthering their efforts along
similar lines, and is forwarding our national
goals in international relations.
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I think the committee was convinced that
the American public is wholeheartedly be-
hind this program and expects us to support
it.

This seems to me quite understandable
because these exchanges, while primarily de-
veloped for their impact overseas, are of
real benefit to Americans.

They help our people to get firsthand
experience in foreign countries—to acquire
knowledge and understanding of areas and
cultures and the ways of other people.

This knowledge is vital to us if we, as a
democratic nation, are to act wisely in in-
ternational affairs.

We want other free nations to join vol-
untarily with us to secure a peaceful world.

Our potential enemies want to divide us.

We in the free nations cannot act in con-
cert unless we understand and respect the
motives, deep-rooted in the minds and hearts
of our people, which guide the policies of
each of our nations.

If we go back to the figure of $0 million
voted by the House, we will cut off these
opportunities for getting acquainted with
the people of half the countries of the
free world.

We should not take such a backward step.

It should be clear to our conferees that
nothing less than $15 million will make it
possible to carry out the mandate which
the American public supports—of keeping
the exchange program a going and effective
operation,

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

Mr. THYE. 1 yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I  believe the
record should show that the committee
was unanimous on this item, not only
as to the merits of the program, but also
on the amount recommended.

Mr. THYE. The committee was
unanimous on the amount, and it rein-
stated the amount recommended by the
Bureau of the Budget. Many of us,
when we heard of the reduction which
the House had made in the appropria-
tion recommended by the Bureau of the
Budget, voiced our regrets at the action
of the House.

I urge, as the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HickenLooPER] has urged, that in con-
ference the Senate conferees stand firm
and not yield one penny on the item.
It is the best way in which we can strive
toward an understanding among the
peoples of the earth, which will bring
about a lasting peace, certainly at far
less expense than by resort to some other
method, especially resort to military
operations.

Mr. FULBRIGHT subsequently said:
Mr. President, I should like to complete
the record in connection with the pend-
ing committee amendment, which was
under discussion at the time the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel began his
address. I ask unanimous consent that
my remarks appear in the Recorp im-
mediately before the Senator from Ore-
gon began his address, because my re-
marks are a continuation of the discus-
sion relative to the appropriation for
the exchange of students.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to compliment the Committee on
Appropriations for restoration of the
budget figure of $15 million for this item.
I have before me two statements which

have been prepared on this subject.
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One relates to the effect on the Latin
American program, and the other to the
geographical distribution of the grants.
I ask unanimous consent to have the
statements printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

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

EFFECT ON LATIN-AMERICAN PROGRAM

I would like to commend the Appropria-
tions Committee for its very sound judgment
in restoring the full amount of $156 million
requested for the international educational
exchange program of the State Department.
I think that this is the minimum we can
allocate if we want this program to continue
its effective work. Its success has been at-
tested to by a variety of objective surveys,
by committees of Congress, by the Vice Presi-
dent, and by public bodies like the Advisory
Commission on Educational Exchange. I see
no wisdom in curtailing these activities at
this time. For a number of years this ex-
change program has been helping us build
bridges of understanding and mutual respect
between ourselves and our neighbors over-
seas. If we blow up these bridges today, it
will take more than engineering skill to
rebuild them. Buch destruction will con-
firm what many people abroad are already
saying about us—that we care only about
military expediency and have no real interest
in their problems and their aspirations and
do not really want them as friends in build-
ing a free society of co-equal nations.

Take Latin America, for example. There
we have had a modest exchange program for
nearly 15 years, and the growth of soli-
darity and understanding has been increas-
ing steadily. If the $6 million reduction
voted by the House were to be sustained, we
would have no such program with our neigh-
bors to the south at all. In view of Dr.
Milton Eisenhower's strong, clear recommen-
dations to the contrary, such a drastic
reduction would be utterly contradictory.

I believe that we ought to carry out the
recommendations of the Appropriations
Committee by voting the $15 million re-
quested for the exchange program and assure
our conferees that we consider this the
minimum amount necessary for this activity.

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS

1 am glad that the committee commented
on this question. Certainly if the goal of
this program—that of understanding of the
United States abroad—Iis to be reached, it is
important that our foreign visitors be spread
through all parts of this country. This has
been a matter of continuous concern to me
and to those responsible for the conduct of
the exchange program, and it has been sys-
tematically studied several times, especially
by the Board of Foreign Scholarships. While
I agree that we must be vigilant about this
problem and that the present situation is by
no means perfect, I think we should be aware
of the complexity of the problem and what
has already been done to solve it. Our con-
cern, of course, is with more equal distribu-
tion among the States and institutions and
increasing the mnumber of Institutions
participating.

At present all 48 of our States, the District
of Columbia, and the Territories are repre-
sented in the exchange program and over
500, or about half, of our institutions of
higher education. Those conducting the
program have made constant efforts to dis-
tribute information about the opportunities
offered under the program to interested per-
sons. All institutions of higher education—
1,400 or more, as well as professional societies
and editors of their journals—are canvassed.
Special advisers have been appointed on
nearly 1,000 campuses. State committees
have been established in every State to
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nominate American students within a quota
of two per State. Directives to contract
agencies which stress the need for the widest
possible geographic distribution of grantees
have been issued regularly and checked on.

The major difficulties in solving this prob-
lem center around the following points:
First, most of the foreign nationals com-
ing here for study are people whose serious-
ness of purpose, maturity and promise of
future leadership has had some chance to
be tested. Their studies are specialized and
at the graduate level. Owur resources for
graduate study, as you know, are not evenly
divided among the 48 States. BSecondly,
about half of these students get only partial
scholarships from this Government. Coh-
sequently they go to the college that of-
fers them the additional grant they need or
to the college they choose to attend if they
are paying the difference themselves.

The Americans who recelve study grants
are also those who are prepared to carry on
advanced study abroad. They must be able
to do much of their work independently, with
a minimum of classroom supervision. The
number of students so equipped—from any
State—is bound to be relatively small. The
problem is aggravated by the fact that not
all of our students so prepared want to
study abroad, and not all our colleges are
equally prepared to encourage and recom-
mend such students.

Similar difficulties attach to the exchange
for lecturing and research. Here an even
smaller number of opportunities is available
and the openings are more specific. Less
than a quarter of the foreign grantees get
full financial support from this Government.
As to the Americans, they are selected large-
1y in terms of our needs abroad for particular
kinds of lecturers in specific flelds of special=
ization. Thus the distribution and place-
ment of these people is even more restricted
than that of students.

I think we are wise to keep this matter
under review, but I also feel that much is
being done to solve this problem as equitably
as possible, keeping in mind the objectives of
the program, the limitation of funds, and
these other inherent difficulties.

Our colleges and universities also have a
responsibility in this matter and can con-
tinue to help by encouraging the right kind
of people to apply and by offering the kind
of opportunities which foreign participants
need.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
wish to say a few words, particularly
with regard to the comment in the report
of the committee conecerning geograph-
ical distribution of grants. This ques-
tion has been before the Board of For-
eign Scholarships for a number of years.
The Board has instituted a system of
State committees which is designed to
overcome this difficulty. The Board is
fully aware of the problem, and I think
is approaching it in a sensible manner.
I am very grateful for the contribution
of the Committee on Appropriations with
regard to the geographical distribution
of students, both our students going
abroad and foreign students coming to
this country.

I had intended to ask for a yea-and-
nay vote on this particular amendment,
because of the difference between the
House action and the unanimous action
of the Senate committee, I conferred
with some of my colleagues, and in view

- of the statements made by Members on
both sides of the aisle just a few minutes
ago, and after consultation with the
chairman of the committee, I think it is
quite evident that the action of the Sen-
ate committee is supported by the over=
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whelming majority of the Senate. In
view of the lateness of the hour I shall
not press the request for a yea-and-nay
vote. I am quite confident, and I be-
lieve it is now quite evident, that the
overwhelming majority of the Senate
will support the action of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a letter which I
have received from Mrs. Seth C. Reyn-
olds, of Ashdown, Ark. regarding the
appropriations for the exchange pro-
gram.

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

AsHDOWN, ARK., June 6, 1954.
Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SeNaToR FULBRIGHT: At a recent
meeting of the Ashdown Improvement Club,
a motion was made and carried unanimously,
that the club go on record as opposing any
decrease from the original $15 million appro-
priated for the Fulbright Scholarship Fund,
and favoring the restoration of the recent
$6 million cut. I was appointed to write and
tell you of our stand on this important
matter.

We feel strongly that it would be a sad
mistake and false economy not to appro-
priate the full $15 million. We can conceive
of no better plan to cultivate friendly
relations with other countries than the ex-
change of our youths in colleges and uni-
versities under the proper supervision. One
young lady from Holland was in our county
and all who met her and heard her speak
were very much impressed.

We feel that in the interest of our own
national security and world peace, this inter-
change must not be curtailed at this time
but if possible should be increased.

Please see that this is placed in the proper
hands.

Yours truly,
Mrs. Sera C. REYNOLDS.

WIRETAPPING VERSUS FREEDOM:
THE STRUGGLE IN THE COURTS
AND CONGRESS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this is
the second of a series of speeches on the
wiretapping issue.

Many times in history the rights of the
people have been intruded upon by un-
wise, overzealous, or tyrannical officials.
Sometimes the people have been slow to
assert their rights, and the courts have
been cautious about recognizing and pro-
tecting them. Protection of these rights
requires vigilance and unwavering faith
in the processes of democracy.

Thomas Jefferson once said:

Though written constitutions may be vio-
lated in moments of passion or delusion, yet
they furnish a text to which those who are
watchful may again rally and recall the peo=
ple; they fix, too, for the people the prin-
ciples of their political creed.

In my last speech to the Senate on the
Brownell proposal to legalize wiretap-
ping by Government and military agents
I discussed the historie struggle to pro-
tect the homes and the privacy of the
people from official intrusion that led to
adoption of the fourth amendment to our
Constitution.

Opposition to the Brownell proposals
today is a continuation of the struggle
against the practices of arbitrary official-
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dom that was waged by our forbears.
I have been shocked by this campaign
to push a wiretapping bill through the
Congress, because so little has been said
about the impact of such a measure upon
the principles embodied in our Bill of
Rights.

The philosophy of the wiretappers ap-
parently being that the end justifies the
means, their thinking seems to be that
only the end, and not the means, should
be discussed. The professed end being
to fight communism, the fact that the
proposed means may be ineffective and
inconsistent with democracy is either not
considered or is brushed aside.

DEMOCRACY MUST EBE DEFENDED

I am willing to discuss the end. And
I submit that the end should be both to
defeat communism and to defend de-
mocracy. But I also want to discuss the
means, because I want to make sure that
in waging this fight against communism
we do not lose the fight for democracy.

The arguments of those who propose
legalized wiretapping often seem to treat
democratic processes as a weak thing—
a sort of luxury that we allow ourselves
in periods of calm, but which they pro=-
pose be set aside in times of turmoil.

The ConGRESSIONAL REcorp of April 7,
1954, shows this kind of argument was
advanced in favor of legalized wiretap-
ping by a Representative who said that
he had participated in the prosecution
of Nazi war criminals in Germany. He
argued, “Those Nazis said that they
would use the weakness of democratic
processes to defeat the prerogatives of
freemen,”

The position in which the Nazis found
themselves at the time of the trials
proves the fallacy of that argument,
The fight against nazism was won with-
out a compromise of our democratic prin-
ciples. The fight against communism
must be won—will be won—without
resort to police-state methods.

FEAR ARGUMENTS FOR TIMID FEOPLE

Democratic processes are a strength,
not a weakness. They are a necessity,
not a luxury. When I hear the fear
arguments of the wiretapping propo-
nents, I am reminded of these words of
Jefferson:

Timid men * * * prefer the calm of des-
potism to the boisterous sea of liberty.

Americans are not timid people. We
do not fear that our democratic proc-
esses may be weak. Our concern is about
the apparent willingness of some of our
officials to abandon them.

Today I propose to discuss the Supreme
Court decisions in respect to wiretap-
ping, and to comment on the present
state of law enforcement in this field.
This is another aspect of the wiretapping
controversy that has received scant con-
sideration in the arguments of the wire-
tap proponents.

The United States Supreme Court first
considered the subject of wiretapping in
the case of Olmstead v. United States
(277 U. 8. 438 (1927)), when it affirmed
a conviction of defendants charged with
a conspiracy to violate the National
Prohibition Act.

Evidence introduced in the prosecution
of the case in a Federal court was ob=
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tained by Government agents who
tapped telephone wires in violation of
State law. The tapping took place in the
basement of a large office building and
on public streets close to the homes of
the defendants.

THE TAFT OPINION IN THE OLMSTEAD CASE

Speaking for a 5 to 4 majority of the
Court, Chief Justice Taft said that evi-
dence illegally obtained was not inad-
missible in a Federal court unless a vio-
lation of a constitutional guaranty was
involved.

Ruling on the question of whether or
not wiretapping was a violation of
the prohibition against unreasonable
searches and seizures in the fourth
amendment, Taft said:

The amendment does not forbid what was
done here. There was no searching. There
was no seizure. The evidence was secured
by the use of hearing and that only. There
was no entry in the houses or offices of the
defendants.

The Taft opinion was based on a literal
construction of the amendment. In the
decision he said: 3

Neither the cases we have cited nor any
of the many Federal declsions brought to our
attention hold the fourth amendment to
have been violated as against a defendant
unless there has been an officlal search and
selzure of his person, or such a seizure of his
papers or his tangible material effects, or an
actual physical invasion of his house “or
curtilage” for the purpose of making a
selzure.

HOLMES AND BRANDEIS DISSENT

Justice Holmes, dissenting, condemned
the use of evidence illegally obtained.
He argued that if the existing code did
not permit district attorneys to have a
hand in such “dirty business” it did not
permit the judge to allow such “iniqui-
ties” to succeed. He said:

It is desirable that criminals should be
detected, and to that end that all available
evidence should be used. It also is desirable
that the Government should not itself foster
and pay for other crimes.

He concluded:

I think it a less evil that some criminals
ghould escape than that the Government
should play an ignoble part.

Justice Brandeis, in a dissent con-
curred in by Justice Stone, argued for a
construction of the fourth amendment
that would meet new conditions and pur-
poses. He said that when the amend-
ment was adopted “the form that evil
had theretofore taken” had been nec-
essarily simple, but that time had worked
changes. He went on to say:

Subtler and more far-reaching means of
invading privacy have become available to
the Government. Discovery and invention
have made it possible for the Government,
by means far more effective than stretching
upon the rack, to obtain disclosure in court
of what is whispered in the closet.

Clauses guaranteeing to the individual pro-
tection against specific abuses of power, must
have a similar capacity of adaptation to a
changing world. A principle to be vital
must be capable of wider application than
the mischief which gave it birth. This 1s
peculiarly true of constitutions. They are
not ephemeral enactments, designed to meet
passing occaslons.

He warned:

The progress of sclence in furnishing the
Government with means of espionage is not
likely to stop with wiretapping.

THE RIGHT TO BE LET ALONE

Justice Brandeis took issue with the
majority’'s refusal to apply the principles
of the fourth amendment to other than
material things. He said that the fram-
ers of the Constitution recognized the
significance of man’s spiritual nature
and knew that only a part of the pain,
pleasure, and satisfactions of life are
found in material things.

He declared:

They sought to protect Americans in their
beliefs, their thoughts, their emotions, and
their sensations. They conferred, as against
the Government, the right to be let alone—
the most comprehensive of rights and the
right most valued by civilized man.

Mr. President, I wish to emphasize that
great observation on personal liberty by
Brandeis in his dissent, when he said:

They conferred as against the Government,
the right to be let alone—the most compre-
hensive of rights and the right most valued
by civilized man.

As I indicated previously, Mr. Presi-
dent, when we are dealing with the right
of privacy in a freeman’s castle we are
dealing with the essence of liberty. Take
that away, and man lives not in a free
state but in a police state—a lesson
which Brownell has never recognized,
apparently, a lesson which, apparently
was never taught him in his law school,
or if it was taught him, he does not
remember the teaching. Take away the
privacy of the freeman’s castle, and we
have done away with the personal lib-
erty of freemen.

In the majority opinion Taft said that
the language of the amendment could
not be extended to include telephone
wires “reaching to the whole world from
the defendant’s house or office.”

It was argued that the Court had ex-
tended that kind of protection to sealed
letters. Taft said the analogy failed
because a letter is a paper, a material
thing in the custody of the Government.

Implicit in the dissenting arguments
was recognition of the fact that modern
law recognizes as property and protects
all forms of possessions, intangibles as
well as tangibles.

Justice Butler said in his dissent that
the contract of use between telephone
companies and consumers contemplated
private use of the facilities employed in
the service. He argued that communi-
cations belong to the parties between
whom they pass, and that during their
transmission the exclusive use of the
wire belongs to the persons served by it.

In my judgment, Mr. President, it was
an observation which was unanswerable,
and we shall not find any answer to it in
the majority opinion. I think Justice
Butler was on sound legal ground when
he pointed out that the relationship be-
tween the subsecriber and the telephone
company is such a contractual relation-
ship that during the period of transmis-
sion it is a contract of privacy. The
right to have the conversation trans-
mitted without interception, in my judg-
ment, cannot be separated from the
right of privacy of a free man.
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SPIRIT OF THE FOURTH AMENDMENT

Butler also criticized the majority of
the Court for its failure to reach a de-
cision which would effectuate the spirit
of the fourth amendment, saying that
the Court had always construed the Con-
stitution in the light of the principles
upon which it was founded. He stated:

The direct operation or literal meaning of
the words used do not measure the purpose
or scope of its provisions. Under the prin-
ciples established and applied by this Court,
the fourth amendment safeguards agalnst
all evils that are like and equivalent to those
embraced within the ordinary meaning of
its words.

In my judgment, it is impossible to
square the majority decision in the Olm-
stead case with the rule of constitu-
tional interpretation laid down by the
Court in Boyd v. United States (116 U. S.
616 (1885) ), the leading American search
and seizure case.

In the Boyd case the Court said that
the principles of the English case of
Entick v. Carrington (19 Howell's State
Trials 1030 (1765)), which I discussed
in my May 18 speech, were embodied in
the fourth amendment, and it said of
those principles:

They reach further than the Concrete case
before the Court. They apply to all invasions
on the part of the Government and its em-
ployees of the sanctity of a man’s home and
the privacies of life. It is not the breaking
of his doors, and the rummaging of his
drawers, that constitutes the essence of the
offense; but it is the invasion of his inde-
feasible right of personal security, personal
liberty, and private property.

The Court said further:

Illegitimate and unconstitutional practices
get their first footing by silent approaches
and slight deviations from legal modes of
procedure. This can only be obviated by
adhering to the rule that constitutional
provisions for the security of person and
property should be liberally construed.

A close and literal construction deprives
them of half their efficacy, and leads to
gradual depreciation of the right, as if it
consisted more in sound than in substance.

OLMSTEAD DECISION WAS ILL-ADVISED

I said in my last speech, and I want
to repeat today: As a lawyer, I am willing
to take the stand on the floor of the
Senate that the history of the fourth
amendment as it developed in both Eng-
lish and American jurisprudence can-
not be reconciled with the majority
opinion in the Olmstead case. I believe
that if in 1954 we could get a case on all
fours with the Olmstead case, the Su-
preme Court would overrule the ill-ad-
vised decision of the majority in that
case.

As for the Congress, it has affirmative
duties to act within the Constitution.
This is no sterile obligation merely to
desist from violating some specific pro-
hibition of the basic charter. There is
the solemn ohligation to adhere to the
principles of government and freedom
instinct in the Constitution and to legis-
late to give fresh meaning and vitality
to the guaranties of private property and
individual freedom which are the con-
crete realizations of democratic prin-
ciples.

I do not think we ought to try to write
into permanent law the ill-advised deci-
sion of the majority in the Olmstead case
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by going along with the Brownell wire-
tapping proposal.

PUBLIC OPINION AGAINST TAFT DECISION

Public disapproval greeted the Olm-
stead ruling and the period from 1928 to
1938 was marked by popular demand for
regulation of wiretapping. In the Tlst
Congress, four bills to prohibit the intro-
duction of wiretap evidence in the Fed-
eral courts were sponsored in the Con-
gress, and another group of bills were
introduced in 1932 to forbid wiretapping
by Federal employees.

In 1933 a Federal statute was enacted
forbidding the use of wiretapping in the
enforcement of the National Prohibition
Act. This was precisely the activity at
issue in the Olmstead case.

A year after the Olmstead decision,
J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the FBI,
told a congressional committee:

We have a very definite rule in the Bureau
that any employee engaged in wiretapping
will be dismissed from the service of the
Bureau. While it may not be illegal, I think
it is unethical, and it is not permitted under
the regulations of the Attorney General.

Attorney General Sargent told Con-
gress in 1931 that the Bureau followed
this rule:

Wiretapping, entrapment, or the use of
any illegal or unethical tactics in procuring
information will not be tolerated by the
Bureau.

COURT DECLARES WIRETAPPING UNLAWFUL

The present rule against admissibility
of evidence obtained by wiretapping in
the Federal courts was established in
1937 by the Supreme Court in the first
Nardone case, Nardone v. United Stales
(302 U. 8. 379).

The decision was based on section 605
of the Communications Act of 1934,
which forbids anyone to intercept and
divulge or publish a telephone message.
The Government urged that a construc-
tion be given the section which would ex-
clude Federal agents from its operation.

The decision of the Court said:

We nevertheless face the fact that the
plain words of section 605 forbid anyone, un-
less authorized by the sender, to intercept
a telephone message, and direct in equally
clear language that “no person' shall di-
vulge or publish the message or its sub-
stance to “any person.”

Taken at face value the phrase “no per-
son” comprehends Federal agents, and the
ban on communications to “any person” bars
testimony to the content of an intercepted
message.

HOLMES, BRANDEIS DISSENTS RECALLED

In words reminiscent of the Holmes
and Brandeis dissents in the Olmstead
case, the Court declared:

The same considerations may well have
moved the Congress to adopt section 605
as evoked the guaranty against practices
and procedures violative of privacy, em-
bodied in the fourth and fifth amendments
to the Constitution.

Congress may have thought it less impor-
tant that some offenders should go un-
whipped of justice than that officers would
resort to methods deemed inconsistent with
;ltbl:lrcg standards and destructive of personal

The Supreme Court has long followed
the practice of declining to consider con-
stitutional questions if the particular

case before it offers another ground upon
which the case can be decided. Section
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605 provided a nonconstitutional ground
for deciding cases involving wiretapping,
making it unnecessary for the Court to
review and possibly overrule the deci-
sion in the Olmstead case.

FRUIT OF THE POISONOUS TREE

Nardone was retried, and in the sec-
ond case, Nardone v. United States (308
U. S. 338 (1939)), the Court extended
the rule of inadmissibility “not only to
intercepted conversations but also to evi-
dence procured through use of knowl-
edge gained” by wiretapping. Evidence
so procured was described by the Court
as “a fruit of the poisonous tree.”

The Court here commented on its de-
cision in the first Nardone case:

That decislon was not the product of a
merely meticulous readlng of technical lan-
guage. It was the translation into practi-
cality of broad considerations of morality
and public well-being.

In Weiss v. United States (308 U. 8.
321 (1939)) the Court ruled that the
provisions of section 605 applied to in-
trastate as well as interstate telephone
conversations, and it barred admission
in trials in Federal courts of evidence
obtained by interception of such intra-
state calls,

In Goldstein v. United States (316 U. S.
114 (1942)) it was held that the right
to object to wiretapping evidence was a
personal right, that a person could not
object to the introduction of wiretapping
evidence unless he had been one of the
parties to the intercepted conversation.

While the Supreme Court was making
explicit its views in opposition to wire-
tapping in Nardone and subsequent
cases, Government officials also con-
demned the practice.

HOOVER CONDEMNED WIRETAFPING

- In a letter dated February 9, 1940,
J. Edgar Hoover termed wiretapping an
“archaic and inefficient” procedure
which “has proved a definite handicap
or barrier in the development of ethical,
scientific, and sound investigative tech-
nique.”

A Department of Justice release of
March 15, 1940, declared:

Notwithstanding it will handicap the FBEI
in solving some extremely serious cases, it
is believed by the Attorney General and the
Director of the Bureau that the discredit
and suspicion of the Mw-enforcing branch,
which arises from the occasional use of wire-
tapping, more than offsets the good which
is likely to come of it. We have, therefore,
completely abandoned the practice as to the
Department of Justice,

In 1942 the Court, in Goldman v.
United Stales (316 U. S. 129), was called
upon to rule on the admissibility of evi-
dence obtained by the use of the detec-
taphone, a device which when placed
against the wall of a room picks up and
records conversations of persons in an
adjoining room.,

Mr. President, we are making rapid
technological advances in the whole field
of wiretapping and collecting of evidence
by means and methods which invade
privacy. I have been advised by tech-
nical experts that there now exists a
little microphone about as large as the
Ingersoll watches we used to carry in
our pockets as boys, for which we paid
$1 apiece, with a little battery back.
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It can be placed in the home, office, hotel
room, or any place else where an indi-
vidual is and detectives can sit in an
automobile a mile away, and by radio
interception take down what is said in
that home, office, or room.

Not only is there that kind of instru-
ment these days, but the detectaphone,
which is referred to in the Supreme
Court case now under discussion in my
speech, is an instrument which can be
placed on the wall in a room adjoin-
ing the room in which thc person whose
conversation to be tapped is located, and
without any wire connections at all, one
can take down through the instrument
any conversation that is audible and tak-
ing place.

Mr. President, this technological ad-
vancement has some negative features
which I shall discuss in a more tech-
nical way later in another speech. I
merely desire to point out today the
possibility of faking conversations by
taking a perfectly proper conversation,
recording it, taping it, and then doctor-
ing the tape by taking a syllable or a
word out of context and adding it to a
syllable or a word out of context, result-
ing in the preparation of a completely
phony tape which will give all the ap-
pearances of being a tape representing
the tapped conversation of an individual
In other words, there is such a tremen-
dous danger in that kind of device, from
a technological standpoint, that I think
we need to be on guard regarding the
subject.

Returning to the discusssion of the
Goldman case, although some of the re-
cordings were of conversations spoken
into the mouth of a telephone, it was
held that section 605 of the Communica-
tions Act did not apply because there
was no “tapping” of telephone conversa-
tion, and the use of detectaphone evi-
dence in Federal courts was allowed.

It seems to me the Court had a little
difficulty—and I speak most respectfully
of the Court—in understanding what
wiretapping is. The Court took a very
literal view on that occasion. It seemed
to think there had to be some interfer-
ence with wires, and that there was no
violation of privacy unless in some way,
somehow, one interfered with wires. Of
course, privacy is invaded, Mr. President,
just as much if one uses some other
medium for the transmission of sounds
besides wires, if one uses, for instance, a
device such as the detectaphone; which
did not involve the use of wires.

JUSTICE MURFPHY CALLED OLMSTEAD RULE

“STRANGE DOCTRINE"

Justice Murphy dissenting, criticized
the decision in the Olmstead case, which
held that securing evidence by the use
of hearing alone was not an illegal search
and seizure, and stated:

It is strange doctrine that keeps inviolate
the most mundane observations entrusted to
the permanence of paper but allows the
revelation of thoughts uttered within the
sanctity of private quarters, thoughts per-
haps too intimate to be set down even in a
secret diary, or indeed, utterances about
which the common law drew the cloak of
privilege—the most confidential revelations
between husband and wife, client and law-
yer, patient and physiclan, and penitent and
spiritual adviser.
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Justices Stone and Frankfurter, join-
ing in the dissent, expressed themselves
as willing to overrule the Olmstead de-
cision.

Justice Murphy said that the search
of one’s home or office no longer required
physical entry, for science had brought
forth devices more effective than the
direct and obvious methods the use of
which inspired the fourth amendment,
but he stated, “surely the framers of that
amendment would abhor these new de-
vices no less.”

I continue to read from Justice
Murphy’'s dissent:

The benefits that accrue from this and
other articles of the Bills of Rights are
characteristic of democratic rule. They are
among the amenities that dlsttngulsh a free
soclety from one in which the rights and
comforts of the individual are wholly sub-
ordinated to the interests of the State. We
cherish and uphold them as n and
salutary checks on the authority of govern-
ment.

Mr. President, I think what is set
forth in the glorious dissent of Justice
Murphy in this case is a beautiful state-
ment of a great principle of personal
liberty. I would advise those who advo-
cate the use of wiretapping, but only
in certain cases, to pay close attention
to these words by Justice Murphy, and
I quote him again:

Rights intended to protect all must be
extended to all, lest they so fall into desue-
tude in the course of denylng them to the
worst of men so as to afford no ald to the
best of men in time of need.

Another insidious devise to aid Gov-
ernment eavesdropping was involved in
the case of On Lee v. United States (343
U. S. 747 (1951)). A Federal under-
cover agent, an old acquaintance of the
defendant, had entered the customer
room of the defendant’s laundry and
engaged him in conversation. Concealed
on the agent’s person was a tiny radio
transmitter. The words of the defend-
ant and the agent were listened to by
another agent at a place outside the
premises.

The court ruled, in a split decision,
that the testimony of the outside agent,
as to the conversation which he heard
on the receiver, was admissible in evi-
dence.

BAD POLICE METHODS BREED DISRESFECT FOR LAW

Justice Frankfurter’s dissent was
strongly worded. He told the Court:

To approve legally what we disapprove
morally on the ground of practical conven-
ience, is to yield to a shortsighted view of
practicality. It derives from a preoccupa-
tion with what is episodic and a disregard
for long-run consegquences.

Loose talk about war against crime too eas-
11y Infuses the administration of justice with
the psychology of war.

Of course criminal prosecution is more
tha. a game. But in any event it should not
be deemed to be a dirty game to which the
“dirty business” of criminals is outwitted
by the “dirty business” of law officers.

The contrast between morality professed
by soclety and immorality practiced on its
behalf makes for contempt of law. Respect
for law cannot be turned off and on as
though it were a hot-water faucet.

Here, again, Mr. President, it seems
to me we have a great judicial pro-
nouncement of the direct relationship
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between the protection of the privacy of
free men and the practices the Govern-
ment uses in the field of law enforce-
ment that may invade the privacy of
free men.

Justice Frankfurter then said, in his
great dissent that “dirty business” on
the part of police made for lazy, and not
alert, law enforcement, and put a pre-
mium on force and fraud, not on imag-
ination and enterprise and professional
training.

He quoted a graphic example from
Stephen’s History of the Criminal Law
in England:

During the discussion which took place on
the Indian Code of Criminal Procedure in
1872, some observations were made on the
reasons which occasionally lead native police
officers to apply torture to prisoners. An ex-
perienced officer observed, “There is a great
deal of laziness in it. It is far pleasanter to
sit comfortably in the shade rubbing red
pepper into a poor devil's eyes than to go
about in the sun hunting up evidence.”
WIRETAPPING CALLED CORRUPT AND INEFFICIENT

Justice Frankfurter had this to say
of the majority opinion in the Olmstead
case:

It is a quarter century since this Court,
by the narrowest margin, refused to put
wiretapping beyond the constitutional pale
where a fair construction of the fourth
amendment should properly place it.

Since then, instead of going from strength
to strength in combating crime, we have
gone from inefficiency to inefficiency, from
corruption to corruption. The moral insight
of Mr. Justice Brandeis unerringly foresaw
this inevitability.

Justice Douglas, who had been one of
the majority of the Court holding de-
tectaphone evidence to be admissible in
the Goldman case, was one of four dis-
senters in the 1951 On Lee case.

Said Justice Douglas:

I now more fully appreciate the vice of
the practices spawned by Olmstead and
Goldman.

Mr. President, I always commend such
a display of complete intellectual hon-
esty when I witness it. Justice Douglas
was one of the majority in the Goldman
case. Yet, by the time the On Lee case
reached him for decision, and when he
had reviewed further the authorities,
and when he obviously had studied more
deeply the history of the fourth amend-
ment and the fifth amendment, and
when he had come to see the relationship
of this precious right to personal pri-
vacy and liberty and the development of
American and English jurisprudence,
he was willing, in a spirit of intellectual
honesty, to—in effect, in his dissent in
that case—reverse the holding in the
Goldman case in which he had joined the
majority. I wish to commend Justice
Douglas for such judicial courage.

Mr. President, it has been argued that
if listening through walls by means of
mechanical devices, and recording pri-
vate conversations by means of con-
cealed radio transmitters, is legal and
constitutional, wiretapping should be
considered legal and constitutional. I
find myself unable to accept this “two-
wrongs-make-a-right” argument.

In the recent case of Irvine v. People of
State of California (22 Law Week 4127)
it was shown that State police officers
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had entered a home, installed a hidden
microphone, bored holes for wires in the
wall, and reentered the home, with a
pass key, to shift the microphone. The
United States Supreme Court concluded
that actions of this kind by Federal offi-
cers would be a violation of the Federal
Constitution.

It is my opinion that the Supreme
Court should, and some day will, declare
activities of the type at issue in the Gold-
man and On Lee cases, together with
wiretapping, to be violations of the
fourth amendment.

THE TRIAL OF JUDITH COPLON

Attorney General Brownell and the
other proponents of wiretapping have
made much use of the Coplon case in
their arguments that Government prose-
cutors are “handicapped” by the present
law. In the House Judiciary Committee
hearings on wiretapping, the author of
the bill which passed the House told the
committee:

This problem was brought out dramati-
cally in the trial of Judith Coplon. Her at-
torneys turned the trial into a fiasco, and
won out for her on appeal, to a large extent
because this law is so vague and unsat-
isfactory.

Miss Coplon, a person obviously guilty
of the crime with which she was charged,
was tried twice. One of the trials was in
the Federal District Court in New York
City—United States v. Coplon (185 F. 2d
629), It is this trial which the wire-
tapping proponents invariably discuss.

The Coplon conviction in the New
York case was reversed on two grounds.
One was the admission in the lower court
of evidence seized on the person of the
accused at the time of her arrest. The
United States Court of Appeals held that
the arrest by an FBI agent without a
warrant was illegal and the evidence
seized was therefore incompetent.

A second ground for reversal was the
refusal of the judge in the lower court to
allow defense attorneys to examine pros-
ecution records which they claimed
would prove that some of the Govern-
ment's evidence came from “leads” ob-
tained by wiretapping.

COPLON CONVICTED WITHOUT WIRETAP EVIDENCE

The case which Brownell and the other
proponents of wiretapping do not men-
tion is the Washington, D. C., trial—
Coplon v. United States (191 F, 2d T49).
In this case Judith Coplon was convicted
and sentenced to a 10-year prison term,
and the conviction was conditionally af-
firmed by the United States Court of
Appeals.

The significant thing about the Wash-
ington trial is that here the Government
prosecutors were able to convict Judith
Coplon without wiretapping evidence or
evidence flowing from wiretapping evi-
dence or evidence flowing from wiretap-
ping “leads.”

In the Washington case it was claimed
that Government agents had listened to
private telephone conversations between
the accused and her counsel before and
during the trial. The Court of Appeals
held that if that kind of wiretapping
took place, the accused was thereby de-
prived of her right privately to consult
with counsel as guaranteed by the fifth
and sixth amendments.
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The court took the unusual step of re-
manding the case for a hearing as to
whether the alleged interception of calls
between attorney and eclient did occur.
The lower court was instructed that if it
found that the accused had been de-
prived of her constitutional rights, she
should be granted a new trial.

This pointing to “the trial of Judith
Coplon” as an example of an alleged need
for a change in the wiretapping law—
without mentioning that in the Wash-
ington case Miss Coplon was convicted
without wiretapping evidence—is an ex-
ample of the kind of half truths and
misinformation relied upon in this cam-
paign to sell wiretapping to the Ameri-
can people.

Obviously a change in the present law
against wiretapping would not allow the
kind of wiretapping condemned by the
Court in the Washington trial of Judith
Coplon.

The case stands not as an example of
the need for legalized wiretapping, but
as proof that defendants in national se-
curity cases can be, and have been, con-
victed without the use of wiretapping
evidence,

GOVERNMENT SETS THE EXAMPLE

Justice Brandeis said in the Olmstead
case:

In a government of laws, existence of the
government will be imperiled if it fails to
observe the law scrupulously. Our Govern-
ment is the potent, the omnipresent teach-
er. For good or for ill, it teaches the whole
people by its example. Crime is contagious.
If the Government becomes a lawbreaker,
it breeds contempt for law; it invites every
man to become a law unto himself; it invites
anarchy.

I cannot leave that great quotation
from Justice Brandeis without pointing
out that an example of the kind of
anarchy which will flow from the viola-
tion of the privacy of freemen in the
United States if we follow Brownell’s ad-
vice and enact a wiretapping law will be
the anarchy of police blackmail, a con-
stant threat to freemen, because the
history of freedom shows that we have
always had to strike a very careful bal-
ance between giving to the police neces-
sary and legitimate law-enforcement
powers and checking them in following
courses of action which lead to police
tyranny.

One of the forms of police tyranny is,
of course, police blackmail. It is one of
the devices of the third-degree tech-
nique—obtaining illegally certain evi-
dence not having any relationship to the
admission or confession of the kind of
crime which the police are seeking to
bludgeon out of an unfortunate victim
before them.

The police say to him, in effect, “Now,
we know what you said on such and such
an occasion. We have all the evidence.
You had better come clean and tell us
what happened, and confess to what we
know you did, because if you do not we
are going to publish and disclose all the
other evidence we have against you.”
In many instances that evidence is ob-
tained illegally. It is evidence that
could not be used against the defendant,
but, hecause many such defendants are
uninformed, ignorant, and frightened,
what happens? The police break them
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down. That is police tyranny and an-
archy. That is not police protection.
You and I, Mr. President, are not pro-
tected by any police department which
uses the kind of tyrannical and an-
archical methods about which Justice
Brandeis warned us in this historic dis-
sent.

One of my great fears—and we have
the right to fear it, because the record of
police tyranny speaks for itself in the
history of American law enforcement—
is that the proposal to legalize wiretap-
ping will lead us into police anarchy, to
which the great Brandeis referred.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has the Senator
from Oregon ever conversed with at-
torneys defending persons accused in the
Federal courts in tax and other matters?

Mr. MORSE. Yes; I have.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Have those attor-
neys ever expressed to the Senator from
Oregon their belief that their wires were
being tapped by the Department of Jus-
tice?

Mr. MORSE. Only last week a con-
stituent from Oregon was in my office.
He was very much concerned about a tax
matter in which he is satisfied that he is
the victim of such methods as have been
described. I am not condoning what
may have been improper conduct on his
part. That is the trouble with this sub-
ject. When we seek to protect a great
principle of liberty it is said that we are
condoning wrongdoing. I do not con-
done what this man may have done, al-
though he denies it to me. I am a good
enough lawyer to know that I will pass
final judgment on whether or not he is
guilty only after I see the entire record.
Nevertheless, he is very much concerned
because he is satisfied that Federal
agents have violated his personal rights
in collecting evidence.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator
from Oregon permit the Senator from
Illinois to give a little testimony?

Mr. MORSE. Iam sure my colleagues
would not object. I shall be delighted to
have the Senator from Illinois make a
statement on this point.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have talked with a
number of reputable attorneys in this
country representing clients in tax mat-
ters and in certain criminal cases. They
have said that they are almost certain
that their wires have been tapped con-
tinuously, and that therefore the defense
which they intended to put up in court
was known to the prosecution. Is not
the prosecution given a tremendous ad-
vantage when it knows what the defense
will be?

Mr. MORSE. Of course, the prosecu-
tion has a tremendous advantage, and
an unfair advantage. In my judgment,
the great problem is not so much the
fact that the prosecution has an advan-
tage. The great problem is the violation
of the privacy of the victim.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator
from Oregon comment further on that
point? The Constitution is supposed to
grant to the people the right of counsel.
Does not that right carry with it the
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counsel?

Mr. MORSE. That is my judgment.
Of course, that is the Coplon case. That
is the point I made in respect to the
Washington Coplon case. She had the
right to private conversations with her
counsel, and if such conversations were
not private, she was really denied the
constitutional right to be represented by
counsel.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Neither the Senator
from Oregon nor the Senator from Illi-
nois is defending Miss Coplon.

Mr. MORSE. Not at all. I said ear-
lier in my speech that I am satisfied she
is guilty.

Mr. DOUGLAS. So am I; but I should
like to point out that if it is true that
the Department of Justice puts taps on
the wires of defense attorneys in tax and
criminal cases, that gives the prosecu-
tion an unfair advantage when the case
comes to trial.

Mr. MORSE. It does.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator
permit further testimony on this point?

Mr. MORSE. I yield further.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have talked with
reputable persons who have attended
trials in Federal courts. I do not wish to
identify them further, except to say that
they were in a position of vantage, where
they could follow what was happening.
These witnesses have told me that in two
cases the prosecution made comments
which threw the defense into utter con-
sternation. The expressions on the
faces of attorneys for the defendants
indicated that the information could
have been derived only from listening in
on the conversations between the de-
fendants and their attorneys. This was
in a Federal court.

Mr. MORSE. I am fearful that it is
going on all the time.

That leads me to a little personal
testimony. I give the testimony in quite
good humor, because to me the incident
was really very amusing, I am sure that
if we could have had a picture of it it
would have been the picture of 1953. It
is not this particular incident that has
aroused my interest in wiretapping, be-
cause my record for years has been a
record of opposition to wiretapping. I
have spoken against wiretapping many
times, as a teacher, as a lawyer, and as a
public official, long before the particular
incident to which I refer, which was to
me very amusing,

Last year a secref service agent con-
veyed to me his belief that a microphone
was hidden in my office in the Senate
Office Building or my home. The in-
formation was conveyed to me through
the secret service agent and a very
prominent newspaperman. The secret
service agent was able to repeat con-
versations which took place across my
desk in the Senate building and at home,
conversations which were heard only by
myself and one other person, namely,
my administrative assistant,

Those conversations were never re-
peated elsewhere to anyone. I am will-
ing to testify that they were not repeated
by my administrative assistant to any-
one. The very nature of the conversa-
tions would have spoken for themselves
on that point. But the picture I should
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like to have had was the picture of my
administrative assistant, the newspaper-
man, and myself, on our hands and
knees in front of the fireplace in my of-
fice, with a hand up in the flue to see
if we could find the microphone up
there. We did not find a microphone,
The FBI could not find the microphone.
The FBI sent an agent to see if it could
be found.

The interesting thing is that the ques-
tion was asked me, “Have you sent a
lamp from your home in recent days for
repairs, or have you sent a chair out to
be repaired?” I said, “I do not know.
Let us call Mrs. Morse.”

We got Mrs. Morse on the telephone
and she said, “Yes, we sent a lamp out
a few days ago, but we did not send a
chair out. You remember that we
bought a new chair.”

I had a sense of humor throughout,
but we did examine the lamp which had
been returned, and the chair. I cite my
experience as an example of the kind of
suspicion and fear which is developing
in America these days. It shows that
even a public official may be advised by a
secret service agent, “You had better be
on guard, because I am satisfied that
there is or has been a hidden microphone
in your office or home.”

We did not find the microphone. As
the FBI agent said, “Of course, one of
those little microphones can last for 8
or 10 hours, and it may well be that it
was taken out after it was used.”

Whether or not it was there I still do
not know, but it is remarkable that an
account of our conversation reached the
ear of the secret service agent.

What happened illustrates my point
that we must be on guard, if we are to
protect the right of privacy in this coun-
try and if we are to avoid the danger
of developing police-state methods by
which even elected officials of our people
have cause to wonder whether they are
working in a Senate office which may be
tapped.

Mr. President, that is a frightening
thing, because of its symbolism alone.
Forget about me. I do not care whether
it is I or Boe HENDRICKSON, of New Jer-
sey, or PauL Douctras, of Illinois, or Mac-
nusoN, of Washington, or GEeorcg, of
Georgia, or any other Senator—to name
some of those who are on the floor now.
The fact is that if we have reached
the point where even a Government offi-
¢ial apparently feels that a law legalizing
the practice of wiretapping should be
passed, I say to the Members of the Sen-
ate, “Look out for your freedoms, because
if you set up those police-state methods
your precious right of privacy is
jeopardized.”

I yield further to the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1Is it not true that,
like every other practice, once this prac-
tice is adopted in perhaps very serious
cases, it can then be extended, little by
little, until finally the Department of
Justice depends upon it to a very large
extent, as the Senator from Oregon has
intimated?

Mr. MORSE. The use of such a prac-
tice always grows by accretion, and the
accretion takes the form of repeated use,
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with a little extension of it each time
the device is used.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true
that many of the men in the Department
of Justice and in other agencies of the
Government leave the Government serv=-
ice but still retain that information
which they derived as Government
agents?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And that knowledge
gives them great blackmail powers, if
such a practice is carried out. Is that
not correct?

Mr. MORSE. Some become private
detectives and private agents of one kind
or another, and of course they retain
that background of information.

That is another reason why we should
not be so foolhardy as to be frightened
into the passage of a wiretapping law.

Senators will remember that in my
speech of May 18 I pointed out that in
the Virginia Constitutional Convention
the big fight was whether there should
not be a bill of rights written into the
Constitution before the Constitution was
ratified.

Patrick Henry took the position that
such a hill of rights should be written
into the Constitution before ratifica-
tion, and it took all the persuasion of
Jefferson and Madison to get a bare ma-
jority in the Virginia convention to
ratify the Constitution without a bill of
rights being written into it first. That
was done only with the assurance that
a bill of rights would be offered in the
form of amendments. Assurance had to
be given in order to defeat Patrick
Henry in the Virginia Constitutional
Convention,

The point I started to make when I
referred to the Virginia Constitutional
Convention was that one of the reasons
that was advanced by some of the dele-
gates against a bill of rights was that the
Government could be trusted mnot to
overstep proper hounds or abuse its
powers. Does that not sound like 19542

In that great speech of Patrick Henry,
he pointed out that he would not take
his chances—and I paraphrase him
now—with law enforcement procedures
which were not confined by the checks
and guaranties of personal liberty de-
fined by a bill of rights.

Mr. President, that great pronounce-
ment by Patrick Henry at the consti-
tutional convention is as true today as
it was then. Let us not forget that
in the Revolutionary days there were
still a great many colonists who were
sympathetic to the loyalist cause, and
that a great many people were not
sympathetic to the independence of the
Colonies. I say that the threat of
treason at the time of Patrick Henry was
as great, in my opinion—greater, I will
say—than the threat of subversive ac-
tivity is in the Nation today.

There is no one in the Senate who
will fight harder to check subversive
activity than the Senator from Oregon.
However, I shall not do it by way of
voting to give law-enforcement officers
in this country a weapon of tyranny to
be held over men and women in the
form of a violation of the sanctity and
privacy of the American home.
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In making this fight, we are keeping
faith with the spirit and intent of the
Bill of Rights, and repeating the his-
toric fight in the Constitutional Conven-
tion, when State after State in the de-
bates in the convention warned against
the danger of the general warrant. A
wiretap authorization is a general war-
rant. By no safeguard yet proposed by
any of the proponents of wiretapping
legislation is it possible to take wiretap-
ping out of the realm of general war-
rants. Why? It is because when a
conversation is tapped, the whole con-
versation is tapped. It is not possible
to select or to be selective. It is not pos-
sible to select the portion that is desired
to be offered in evidence, because when
a conversation is tapped, privacy is de-
stroyed and there is placed in the hands
of someone else certain knowledge,
which creates the danger of abuse.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true
that when a conversation is chronicled
on a tape recorder, it is later possible
to edit the tape recording in such a way
as to pick out certain portions of the
conversation and, by omission, to give a
totally false impression of what was
said?

Mr. MORSE. Yes; that is absolutely
correct. I have already pointed out that
some of our technicians in the field have
told me that they can take an hour’s
speech of any Senator on any subject
and in a few hours they can process the
tape to the point where that Senator is
repeating the Internationale.

Mr. DOUGLAS. By cutting the tape
and manipulating it.

Mr. MORSE. By manipulating the
tape and cutting it and cutting and
bringing together sounds, syllables,
words and phrases and clauses and sen-
tences, the technicians can take the
speech of any Senator and make any
person who does not know the facts be-
lieve that the Senator in question is a
raving Communist.

Mr. DOUGLAS. This point can be il-
lustrated very simply if we take the
Commandment “Thou shalt not kill,”
and omit the word “not.” It then be-
comes “Thou shalt kill,” does it not?

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. It is
a very simple example of how juggling
can be done in order to misrepresent.

Mr. DOUGLAS. A recorded conver=-
sation can then be passed off as the cor-
rect original conversation.

Mr. MORSE. As the original tape of
the conversation. Even the mechanics
of the proposal are dangerous, let alone
the principle involved.

Mr. DOUGLAS. As the Senator from
Oregon well knows, the subject is before
the Judiciary Committee. While neither
the Senator from Oregon nor the Sen-
ator from Illinois is a member of that
committee, and, therefore, not privil-
eged to make suggestions, would the
Senator from Oregon say it might be a
good thing if the subcommittee investi-
gating the subject should go into the de-
gree to which wiretapping is now
practiced?
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Mr. MORSE. By all means. I take
it for granted that the committee will do
so. I take it for granted that it will give
us a thorough report on the entire prob-
lem and that we are going to have an
investigation which will show all facets
of the problem, including many of the
evil practices which have arisen under
wiretapping in the several States. I
quite agree with the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. MORSE. I shall be happy to yield
to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I hope the Senator
will cover this point. There is a basic
cardinal principle of evidence with which
the Senator is familiar, that in court the
confidential relationship between lawyer
and client, doctor and patienf, and man
and wife has been part of our Anglo-
Saxon rules of evidence for many years.
I hope the Senator will go into the gen-
eral proposition of how this sort of thing
would violate those three relations alone,
which are basic rules of our evidence.
They also include confessors and spirit-
ual advisers.

Mr. MORSE. I shall go into it, and I
say to my friend from Washington that
I think this subject is of tremendous
historic importance. This is only the
second of a series of speeches I shall
make with reference to it. The speech
today has been devoted to an analysis
of adjudicated cases in the Supreme
Court. At a later time I shall go into
the subject which the Senator has
mentioned.

I have alluded to the Washington
Coplon case. That is not the case about
which Brownell is talking. He is talking
about the New York Coplon case. In
the Washington Coplon case there had
been a conviction which did not have
anything to do with the wiretapping
evidence which was involved in the New
York case. The reversal in the Wash-
ington Coplon case was based only on
the fact that it was found she did not
have the benefit of the right to have
counsel. Whenever the Department of
Justice is intercepting conversations be-
tween the client and her attorney, it
bears upon the point which the Senator
from Washington has in mind. But
that is not the wiretapping point about
which I was speaking. She was con-
victed on the basis of evidence which
did not involve wiretapping. The wire-
tapping feature of the Washington case
became involved only because it involved
the possible interception of certain con-
versations between herself and her at-
torney, which caused the court fo say
that such monitoring would take away
from her the right to be represented by
counsel, because one is not being repre-
sented by counsel if counsel has to talk
to his client in the presence of a prose-
cutor.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon further yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is why we
have always had in jails a separate room
where we can talk with the defendant
without any interference from anyone,
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so that we might establish that rela-«
tionship. The whole basis of our crimi-
nal procedure has been built upon the
fact that this relationship should re-
main inviolate.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct.

I am delighted to have what I inter-
pret, and, I think, rightly, these words
of encouragement from the Senator
from Illinocis and the Senator from
Washington on at least some facets of
the issue concerning which I am raising
these objections today.

Mr. President, what is the example
set by the Federal Government in the
case of wiretapping?

Wiretapping is prohibited by law in
most States. Section 605 of the Federal
Communications Act of 1934 provides
that “No person shall intercept any com-
munication and divulge or publish such
intercepted communication to any per-
son.” The section further provides that
no person shall “use” any intercepted in-
formation for his own benefit or for the
benefit of another, and that no person
having received such information shall
“divulge, publish, or use” such informa-
tion.

Section 501 of the act provides:

Any person who willfully and knowingly
does or causes or suffers to be done any act,
matter, or thing, in this act prohibited or
declared to be unlawful * * * shall, upon
conviction thereof, be punished for such
offense * * * by a fine of not more than
$10,000 or by imprisonment for a term of
not more than two years, or both.

In the January 1954 issue of Nation’s
Business, Attorney General Brownell
said that in respect to wiretapping what
he seeks is a change in a rule of evi-
dence.

On February 7, 1949, the Director of
the FBI, J. Edgar Hoover, made the fol-
lowing statement:

It is no secret that the FBI does tap tele=
phones in a limited type of cases with the
express approval in each instance of the
Attorney General of the United States.

May I say, Mr. President, very re-
spectfully, that language is a little dif-
ferent from the statements of the same
Director of the FBI made a few years
ago which I quoted earlier in my speech
today. Several years ago he said wire-
tapping was unethieal.

It was unethical then, Mr. President,
and may I say to J. Edgar Hoover that
it is unethical today.

I am one American citizen who re-
grets to read the J. Edgar Hoover con-
fession that the FBI taps wires in any
case at any time for any purpose; and
when he does it and authorizes it, he,
in my judgment, violates the rights of
privacy of freemen and, in my judgment,
also invades the sanctity of the Ameri-
can home,

I happen to be one who believes that
before this Congress concludes its ses-
sion it should make clear to J. Edgar
Hoover and to Brownell that it will be
illegal for them, beyond any question of
doubt, to tap any wire for any purpose
for any prosecution aims or objectives.

I stand with Hoover on his pronounce-
ment of years ago when he said wiretap-
ping was unethical. I regret that he is
not standing on that pronouncement.
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A Department of Justice release dated
January 15, 1950, quoted Mr, Hoover on
wiretapping as follows:

There has been no concealment of either
the policy or the practice. * * * I have no
reason to doubt the conclusions of my su-
periors as to the legality of wiretaps as prac-
ticed by the FBI.

STRAINED INTERPRETATION OF LAW

By a strained interpretation of section
605 of the Communications Act, Attorney
General Brownell and some of his pred-
ecessors in the Department of Justice
have evolved the theory that the act does
not bar wiretapping—that only the di-
vulgence of the contents of intercepted
messages is illegal.

Earlier in this speech I mentioned the
Department of Justice release of
March 15, 1940, containing the statement
that the practice of wiretapping had
been completely abandoned in the De-
partment of Justice.

Attorney General Jackson’s annual re-
port to Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1940, had this to say about
section 605:

It is reasonable to assume that the intent
of Congress in enacting this prohibition was
to prevent unauthorized persons from inter-
cepting radiograms or telephone conversa-
tions and to penalize telegraph and tele=-
phone operators who may divulge the con-
tents of a message which goes through their
hands or which they overhear.

In a letter to the House Committee on
the Judiciary dated February 10, 1941,
Attorney General Jackson recommended
passage of a wiretapping bill. He re-
peated the above statement and said:

In the interests of national defense, as well
as of internal safety, the interception of
communications should, in a limited degree,
h& permitted to Federal law-enforcement
officers.

On March 19, 1941, the Attorney Gen-
eral again wrote the committee to urge
passage of a wiretapping bill. This time
he said:

There is no Federal statute that prohibits
or punishes wiretapping alone. The only
offense under the present law is to intercept
any communication and divulge or publish
the same. Any person, with no risk of pen-
alty, may tap and act upon what he hears
or make any use of it that does not involve
divulging or publication.

PROHIBITION AGAINST USE NOT MENTIONED

No mention was made of the provision
in section 605 prohibiting the use of in-
tercepted information.

On October 9, 1941, Attorney General
Biddle added another interpretation to
section 605 of the Communications Act.
He stated that he was certain that to
prohibit “divulgence” was not to prohibit
an investigator from reporting to his
superiors.

In the Coplon case it was shown that
Department of Justice handling of wire-
tapping material involves the recording
of a telephone conversation by agents
who attach a written summary to the
recording and deliver it to a superior—
listening to the record and reading of
the summary by the superior, who in
turn adds a written report to the ma-
terial and forwards it to his superior—
the record together with summaries and
reports finally being placed in files from
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which information may be passed on to
other agencies and bureaus. This, the
Department of Justice contends, is not
divulgence of the intercepted material.

In addition to the prohibition against
“use” of intercepted material in section
605, there will be recalled the statement
of the Supreme Court in the first Nar-
done case, where Government lawyers
contended that the provisions of the
act should not be extended to include
Federal agents:

The plain words of section 605 prohibit
anyone, unless authorized by the sender, to
intercept a telephone message, and direct in
equally clear language that “no person’ shall
divulge or publish the message or its sub-
stance to “any person.” Taken at face
value the phrase “no person” comprehends
Federal agents,

That is the language of the Court, not
my language, but I think the court is
right.

There is only one reported case of a
governmental prosecution for wiretap-
ping. In U. S. v. Gruber (123 F. 2d 307
(1941)) an attorney was convicted for
abetting a Government telephone
switechboard operator who intercepted
and divulged to him a Securities and Ex-
change Commission message.

COURT APPLIES PLAIN MEANING OF WORDS
The Court said in the Gruber case:
As to the words “indulge or publish,” I

cannot conceive that this refers only to a
divulgence in court. The section prohibits
divulgence or publication to “any person.”
As was held in the first Nardone case, the
words “any person” and “no person” should
be taken at their face value. The words
“any person” in the section means exactly
what it says, “any person.”

In 1941, Mr. James L. Fly, Chairman
of the Federal Communications Com-
mission, stated that the plain meaning
of section 605 forbade both divulging
and using intercepted messages.

On May 20, 1953, Mr. Rosel H. Hyde,
present FCC Chairman, told the House
Committee on the Judiciary:

It seems equally clear to us that it was
not the intent of Congress in adopting the
present language of section 605 to permit
outside parties to intercept private radio
or wire communications and use them for
their own ends and to the possible detri-
ment of the parties to the communication.

JUDGE LEARNED HAND SAID INTERCEPTION

TUNLAWFUL

Judge Learned Hand said in the New
York Coplon case:

It is, of course, well-settled law that wire-
tapping is forbidden by statute.

At another point in the opinion Judge
Hand referred to a tapped telephone
conversation as “unlawfully inter-
cepted.”

In the same case in the lower court,
Judge Ryan stated:

Section 605, prohibiting wiretapping * * *
not only forbade such interception but rend-
ered its contents inadmissible as evidence,

I wish to digress for a moment to say
that I think there has been a false as-
sumption in all the discussion by the
Department of Justice, beginning with
Justice Jackson, when he was Attorney
General, that under section 605 it is all
right to intercept; that tapping itself is
lawful.
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I think Judge Hand is right, Mr. Pres-
ident, in his statement of the intent of
the law in the New York Coplon case.
Not only does the statute condemn in-
terception, but it is unlawful to divulge,
and the evidence which is obtained by
interception and the divulgence cannot
be admitted.

Here again, I think we shall have to
wait until we get a case “on the nose,”
as we lawyers say, before the Supreme
Court on a set of operative facts which
will draw this question into direct issue.
In my judgment, when it gets there; the
Court may follow the observation of
Judge Hand in the New York Coplon
case.

The Supreme Court has not ruled on
the question of whether or not intercep-
tion alone is illegal, for the simple rea-
son that the Department of Justice has
never taken a case of prosecution for
interception before the Court.

Until a case of prosecution for inter-
ception is taken before the Supreme
Court, I think it is a mistake to assume
that the administrative practices of the
FBI, based upon its interpretation of
what constitutes divulgence, are lawful,
but that that which is not lawful is of-
fering in evidence the material which
is gained by the interception.

I wish to make it very clear that I
know very well that this is a disputed
legal point; it is a matter about which
lawyers disagree. I have done my very
best in the speech this afternoon to
present both the pros and the cons of the
argument. I have presented the state-
ments of the Attorneys General which
hold to the contrary of the argument
I have made. I have presented the view
of Judge Hand in the Coplon case. But,
in my judgment, I think the language
of section 605 clearly shows an intent
that both interception and divulgence
shall be considered to be illegal, and
that Congress sought to prohibit both.

In 1950, when public opinion forced
the Department of Justice to proceed
against wiretappers in the District of
Columbia, the grand jury failed to re-
turn an indictment. A Senate investi-
gating committee later found that the
reason for this failure “lay in a strained
and overtechnical interpretation by the
Department of Justice and the United
States District Attorney for the District
of Columbia of the provisions of the
Federal Communications Act”—Senate
Report No. 2700, 81st Congress, 2d ses-
sion, 5 (1950).

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Am I correct in my
understanding that the Senator from
Oregon is referring to the so-called
Shimon case?

Mr. MORSE. That is the case.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not that the case
in which the District of Columbia Police
Force was accused of tapping the wires
of private citizens?

Mr. MORSE, That is the case. I
may say that it is a perfeet example of
the police abuse to which the Senator
from Illinois alluded, not only today,
but also when he questioned me on the
floor of the Senate during my speech on
May 18.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sen-
ator from Oregon if my memory of that
case is correct in that the fact of wire-
tapping by Lieutenant Shimon was not
denied?

Mr. MORSE. It was not denied.

Mr. DOUGLAS. It was admitted by
Lieutenant Shimon.

Mr. MORSE. It was recognized.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I remember that the
wires of Mr. Howard Hughes had been
tapped.

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. As
Justice Holmes would say, it was dirty
business, and it was dirty business by the
police, and it is the kind of dirty business
the Senator from Oregon is seeking to
warn the American people about in this
series of speeches, in this period of his-
tory, when it is sought to make wire-
tapping legal on the ground that there
are subversive activities in the United
States, and when the American people
are asked to give up the precious rights
for which they fought, and which were
written into the Constitution to protect
such rights.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Oregon think it would be a proper
inference that if the tapping of wires in
the particular case under discussion was
engaged in by the Washington Police
Department, particularly by Lieutenant
Shimon, wiretapping had also been prac-
ticed in other cases?

Mr. MORSE. I not only discuss the
question on the basis of presumption, but
on the basis of knowledge, resulting from
my experience in eriminal work, long he-
fore I came to the Senate, when I was
the editor and developer of the five-
volume work in the Department of Jus-
tice of release procedures and prison ad-
ministration. That work took us into
many phases of the question, including
police practices themselves. Wiretap-
ping is one of the police abuses that
exists too often and in too many places.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would it have been
possible for Lieutenant Shimon to have
acquired the skill which he had attained
in tapping wires without previous ex-
perience?

Mr. MORSE. One does not acquire
such skill by random activity.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, the
lieutenant must have served his ap-
prenticeship before having tapped the
wires in question and becoming such a
master.

Mr. MORSE. There is no doubt about
that.

I wish to thank the Senator from Illi-
nois for his contribution. What I have
held up for attention is one of the dirti-
est abuses in the whole field of police
activity in the United States. I am not
going to sit here and vote my sanction
for the Department of Justice or the FBI,
even if headed by the great J. Edgar
Hoover, having legal authority to wire-
tap the phones of particular Americans.
I want to say we have got to be on guard
against the spread of police-state
methods in America in 1954, at a time
when so much fear and hysteria is
rampant across our country.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Although this in
part repeats a gquestion which the Sen-
ator from Illinois asked the Senator

< from Oregon some weeks ago, I should
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like to ask if it is not the opinion of the

Senator from Oregon that the practice-

of wiretapping is very widespread
amongst local police departments.

Mr. MORSE. Yes, and not only is it
widespread in the case of local police
departments, but let me say that it is
spreading and is expanding and fanning
out in connection with a lot of private
agents in this country. Do my col-
leagues know what is developing? At
long last, I am glad to say that business-
men in America are becoming aware of
it and are beginning to recognize the
danger of wiretapping as far as pri-
vacy of business is concerned. They are
beginning to recognize that it is not a
very nice practice to be allowed to de-
velop without clear legal prohibition
against it, removing any question of
doubt or any question as to vagueness
or ambiguity. Businessmen are begin-
ning to see that if we move into this
phase of police-state methods, in the
field of so-called law enforcement, the
same methods can even extend to the
economy of the country and into eco-
nomic practice. Labor leaders are be-
ginning to see what the use of such police
state devices can mean in the field of
labor relations. Civil liberty groups are
at long last beginning to concern them=-
selves. I do not think it is to be con-
sidered stretching the imagination to
say that if we do not watch out, not
even the confessional of the church will
be safe from wiretapping.

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

Mr, MORSE. I yield to the Senafor
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. While it is frue that
neither the Senator from Oregon nor
the Senator from Illinois are experts in
the technique of wiretapping, and I am
very glad we are not; is it not also true
that, in all probability, there are two
systems by which wires may be tapped?
In one method the tap is imposed upon
an individual line, and the communica-
tion is known only to the tapper. But
there may also be a tap placed in a cen-~
tral telephone exchange, and a certain
range of telephones are tapped and the
conversations recorded. Is that not
true?

Mr. MORSE. That is what the tech-
nical experts told me in my examination
of them.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the second case
I mentioned, where the tapping takes
place at the central telephone exchange,
it can only be done with the acquiescence
and consent of the telephone company
itself; is that true?

Mr. MORSE. That is true. I think
we should prohibit the telephone com-
panys from being aiders, abettors, and
colluders in wiretapping.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wanted to point
out to the Senator from Illinois and the
Senator from Oregon that, in my dis-
trict attorney days, the wiretapping sit-
uation was so bad that the telephone
company worried that it might be ac-
cused of wrongdoing, and actually hired
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its own detectives, who were well versed
in wiretapping, to chase away the per-
sons who were tapping wires.

Mr. MORSE. That practice has been
very common.

Mr. HENDRICEKSON.
will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. But-
LER of Maryland in the chair). Does the
Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. HENDRICEKSON. The Senator
from New Jersey must leave the floor
very shortly, but before I go I want to
compliment and commend the Senator
from Oregon for a very able presenta-
tion of the facts in the issue. I hope
every Member of the Senate will not
only study the facts, but give them the
most careful consideration possible. I
think the Senator from Oregon has
made a great contribution to the future
of this ecountry by alerting the Congress
and the people to the dangers in this
area.

Mr. MORSE. I am deeply indebted
and deeply moved by the remarks of the
Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I might say that I
know of no one who has been more con-
cerned with the subject, as he told me
on many occasions, than has the distin-
guished Senator from New Jersey who
sat in on the hearings having to do with
the District of Columbia wiretapping
case involving Lieutenant Shimon.

Mr. MORSE. I cannot use a descrip=
tive phrase more accurately, in painting
a true picture of the Shimon case, than
that used by Justice Holmes when he
said “it is dirty business,” and by Jus-
tice Frankfurter “represented the fruits
of a poisonous tree.”

Mr. President, the practical effect of
the Department of Justice interpreta-
tion of the law against wiretapping has
been a hesitancy about prosecuting per-
sons for private wiretapping. As Attor-
ney General Jackson said in one in-
stance:

I do not feel that the Department of Jus-
tice can, in good conscience, prosecute per-
sons for a practice engaged in by the De-
partment itself, and regarded as legal by
the Department.

I am so sorry, Mr. President, that the
then Attorney General did not appar-
ently have a better group of lawyers sur-
rounding him, so that they could at least
read the clear and literal meaning of
section 605 of the act. I am at a loss to
understand how reading the language
and giving to it the ordinary meaning
can cause any question. Of course, that
is a very sound rule of legal interpreta-
tion, as the lawyer now presiding over
the Senate [Mr. BurrLEr of Marylandl
will agree. If language can be inter-
preted by giving to it the ordinary mean-
ing, that is the meaning which should
be given to it, and one should not go all
around Robin Hood’s barn and create
ambiguity in the meaning of a statute by
giving its language an interpretation
which is beyond the ordinary meaning of
the words.

I ask my colleagues to take section
605 and read it to lawyers and non-
lawyers alike,

Mr. President,

The ordinary meaning
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of the language is clear, that use of in-
tercepted madterial or divulgence to any
person is prohibited. I have always
been at a loss to understand the strained
interpretation Attorney General Jack-
son gave to section 605.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Am I correct in in-
ferring that what the Senator from Ore-
gon is saying is that since the Depart-
ment of Justice itself has been misinter-
preting the law, the Department feels
it cannot prosecute others for breaking
the same law?

Mr. MORSE. Yes; and I think it is
a very poor judge of such cases; that
it is a prejudiced witness, and that we
ought to recognize the Department of
Justice, not as an impartial witness in
this matter, but as a partisan with dirty
hands. The Department of Justice does
not come to the Senate with clean hands
on this issue. The Department of Jus-
tice comes to the Senate with a tortured
interpretation of section 605, because,
in my judgment, it has alibied and ra-
tionalized a course of illegal action on
its part, through a series of Attorneys
General. Attorney General Brownell is
not the only wrongdoer in this matter;
it goes back through a series of Attor-
neys General who have been giving to
section 605 a tortured interpretation. I
think that good faith called on them,
years ago, to get squarely before the
Supreme Court a case as to whether sec-
tion 605 makes the interception illegal
and whether its interpretation of the
word “divulge” is correct. If that had
been done, there would not have been
this buildup of opinion precedents—not
judicial precedents—of Attorneys Gen-
eral and lawyers in the Department of
Justice.

PRIVATE WIRETAPPING TOLERATED

Attorney General Brownell told the
Senate subcommittee on wiretapping on
April 20, 1954:

As the law now stands, it does not keep
people from tapping wires. It is still useful
to those who make private use of it for
personal gain.

Mr. President, do you see all the im=-
plications of that statement? Do you
see the overtones and the undertones
of it? I would prefer to have the At-
torney General of the United States take
the position that this kind of an inva-
sion of privacy must not be allowed,
either by Government officials or by pri-
vate persons. That is so because I do
not think that morally and ethically it
is possible to justify taking advantage
of the rights of privacy of freemen,
either for personal gain or for law en-
forcement.

Brownell was asked about legislation
to prohibit private wiretapping, He
was asked:

I wanted to know if you would care to
express an opinion for or against such a
regulation of wiretapping or if you believe
the legislation should be confined only to
the question of what evidence may be used
in court, leaving the situation wide open
as it is now for anybody to tap anybody's
wire.
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Brownell replied:

The particular question that concerns the
Department of Justice is the latter. We
have not considered that aspect of it sufi-
ciently for me to express any considered
opinion right now.

Mr. President, it saddens me when I
realize, from that statement, that Attor-
ney General Brownell admits he has for-
gotten most of the constitutional law
history that I know must have been
taught to him in law school—the story
of the great, historic battle that was
fought, over the decades, to protect the
American people from the general war-
rant. It is very clear that the questioner
raised the issue of whether both Gov-
ernment officials and private persons
should be allowed to violate the right of
privacy of free men—and Mr. Brownell
has to have time to consider that.
Enough said, Mr. President, in my judg-
ment, about his qualifications to be an
expert witness before us on the question
oi the proper interpretation, meaning,
and intent of the Bill of Rights, as raised
by the wiretapping issue.

Brownell and the other wiretapping
proponents have claimed that in the
Coplon case, Judge Learned Hand advo-
cated a change in the present law
against wiretapping. The record shows
that Judge Hand listened to the De-
partment of Justice claims of a need for
a change and said:

All these are matters with which we have
no power to deal, and on which we express
no opinion; we take the law as we find it.

Mr. President, that is exactly what the
Judge should have said.

LAW AGAINST WIRETAPPING SHOULD BE ENFORCED

I suggest to Attorney General Brown-
ell that he too, like Judge Learned Hand,
take the law as it is found on the statute
books—and enforce it.

Today there are people who look for a
compromise between the various wire-
tapping bills before the Congress, who
seek a way to have wiretapping “with

safeguards.” I say to these people that

there are no safeguards which can ef-
fectively protect the personal security
and privacy of Americans from the evils
inherent in wiretapping. There can be
no compromise with the freedoms and
protections guaranteed Americans in the
Eill of Rights.

The wiretapping controversy of today
is a modern, condensed version of the
struggle against arbitrary searches and
seizures by Government officials that
took place in England before 1765, and in
colonial America.

I am confident that the end of the
present controversy will bring a reaffir-
mation of the principle that in a de-
moeracy, the rights of its people are al-
ways superior to the expediencies of its
officials.

Mr. President, we need today the same
awakening of the consciences of the
American people regarding the precious
nature of their personal rights that oc-
curred during the Constitutional Con-
vention at which our great Republic was
born. Onece again we need to heed the
advice of Jefferson, Madison, Henry, and
the rest of the great constitutional
fathers who, although a majority of
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them finally decided they were willing
to ratify the Constitution, reached that
decision only upon condition that fol-
lowing its ratification there would be
submitted what we know as the Bill of
Rights, including the principle, spirit,
and intent of the fourth, fifth, and sixth
amendments. Those principles are the
ones for which the Senator from Oregon,
once again, as a Member of this body,
is raising his voice in this debate and is
pleading for protection of the privacy
of freemen, without which there cannot
be freedom for the individual.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading
clerk, announced that the House had
passed, without amendment, the bill
(8. 3096) to further amend section 4
of the act of September 9, 1950, in rela-
tion to the utilization in an enlisted grade
or rank in the Armed Forces of physi-
cians, dentists, or those in an allied
specialist category.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the bill (8. 3050) to
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, with an amend-
ment, in which it requested the concur-
rence of the Senate.

ORDER FOR RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its session this evening
it stand in recess until Monday next at
12 o'clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bar-
RETT in the chair). Is there objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendment of the House
of Representatives to the bill (S. 3050)
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, which was, in
line 13, to strike out “July 1, 1954” and
insert “July 1, 1955.”

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. President, this
bill is for the third time before the
Senate. Last week a clerical error was
made in the bill in the House of Repre-
sentatives. This matter has been fully
explained on two different occasions. I
believe every Member of the Senate who
desired to learn what the bill would
accomplish has had an opportunity
to do so.

If no Member of the Senate desires any
further explanation, I move that the
Senate concur in the House amendment.

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator give us a little
more information about the bill?

Mr. CLEMENTS. The bill does one
thing, and one thing only. It increases
from 40 to 50 percent the penalty on all
tobacco grown over the quota.

Mr, BUTLER of Nebraska. I have no.
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Kentucky.

The motion was agreed to.
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SWISS PROPAGANDA AND UNEM-
PLOYMENT IN THE JEWELED
WATCH INDUSTRY ;

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina ob-
tained the floor.

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr, Pres-
ident, will the Senator from South Caro-
lina yield to me, to permit me to request
the printing of a statement in the
RECORD?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Yes, if it is understood that in yielding
for that purpose, I shall not lose the
floor.

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

Mr, BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr, Pres-
ident, I thank the Senator from South
Carolina for doing me the courtesy of
yielding to me at this time, for I had
expected to speak to the Senate on the
question of Swiss propaganda and un-
employment in the jeweled watch indus-
try. However, in view of the lateness
of the hour and the fact that the Senator
from South Carolina has the floor, I now
ask unanimous consent that a statement
I have prepared be printed at this point
in the REcoORD,

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER OF NEBRASKA

SWISS PROPAGANDA AND UNEMPLOYMENT IN THE
JEWELED WATCH INDUSTRY

On May 18 the New York Journal of Com=
merce carried a news story that I found very
interesting. It was from Bienne, Switzer-
land, and it said that “increasing unemploy-
ment in the Swiss watch industry is causing
concern here as over 2,000 workers are draw-
ing benefits for total or partial layoffs.” It
went on to say that this is the highest un-
employment figure the Swiss industry has
recorded since the end of the war.

This story interested me because it was
another manifestation of the propaganda
campaign of the Ewiss watch cartel that has
obscured and confused a situation of vital
importance to the national security of our
Nation — the forthcoming decision on
whether or not tariffs on Swiss watches and
watch movements will be increased in order
to preserve the American watchmaking in-
dustry and assure the continuance of facili-
ties and skills that are of great significance
to our national defense. This propaganda
campaign is obvious to me and to a great
many Members of the Senate. It may not
be so clear, however, to the public or even
to others who have a direct interest in our
foreign-trade progiam.

1, therefore, decided to look into this situ-
ation and I obtained some figures from the
United States Department of Commerce that
I think have a very significant bearing on
this effort of the Swiss propagandists to win
sympathy for “poor little Switzerland.” I
found that the Swiss watchmaking industry
now employs about 60,000 workers. Thus, if
there really are 2,000 Swiss watchworkers
totally or partially unemployed, they repre-
sent about 3 percent of the industry’'s
workers.

By contrast, in the United States, I found
the following to be true: In 1¢51 the 4 re-
maining American jeweled-watch manufac-
turers employed 8,151 workers on watch pro-
duction, in 1953 they employed 6,670 work-
ers, and in 1954 they will employ an aver-
age of less than 5,000 workers on watch pro-
duction. Thus, in the 21, years sirce the
end of 1951, domestic employment in pro-
duction of jJeweled-watch movements has
fallen approximately 40 percent. Now,
which group of workers should we feel sorry
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for—the 3 percent in SBwitzerland or the 40
percent of Americans who have had their
jobs exported to Switzerland?

I found some other interesting figures
while I was checking this situation. In
1951 the 4 American manufacturers made
3.1 million jeweled watches. That year the
Swiss exported 9.1 million jeweled watches
into our market. In 1953 the Swiss sent
10.6 million jeweled watches here and the
American producers were then able to manu-
facture and sell only 2.2 million because our
market was flooded with cheap Swiss imports.
As a result of the fact that 1.6 million more
Swiss watches were thrown onto the United
Btates market, nearly 1 million fewer Ameri-
can watches were made and 1,500 American
watchworkers were deprived of jobs.

Now let us look at the growth and the
operations of the Swiss watch cartel more
closely. In the years 1937 to 1939 employ-
ment in the Swiss watch industry averaged
approximately 40,000 workers. They had
already made substantial progress in taking
over the American market, following a slash
of more than 30 percent in American customs
duties under the trade agreement. Then
the war started, the American factories were
converted 100 percent to war production,
and the Swiss cartel really moved in. In
1941 employment jumped from 40,000 to
about 45,250. In 1943 it went to 46,700, or
18 percent greater than before the war. In
1950 the total was 54,000 or 35 percent high-
er. In 1951 it was 63,000 or 57.5 percent
greater than at the time of the reciprocal
trade agreement.

Now, here is an interesting fact. As I just
said, in 1943 there were nearly 47,000 watch
workers employed in Swiss factories. But
in that year Switzerland exported fewer
watches than it had in any year since the
depression. It exported 14 million watches—
just half as many as in 1937. Why did the
highly efficlent Swiss need 20 percent more
workers to produce only half as many
watches? The answer, I think, is fairly
simple—they were producing fuzes and other
munition components for Germany and
Italy—or the fine machine tools that those
Fascist governments needed for their war
production.

‘While the entire American watch industry
was mobilized 100 percent for needed mili-
tary production, the Swiss were, in fact,
producing for and trading with the enemy
because the enemy, at that time, held all
the trump cards and could apply more pres-
sure than we could—until the closing weeks
of the war.

It is on the record that during World War
II the Axis allowed the Swiss to export cer-
tain “civilian” timepieces to the United
Btates and other belligerent and neutral
nations. I have been told of one grimly
amusing incident in this connection. So
desperate were we at that particular time
for additional watches for our ground and
air forces, that some of these Swiss watches
were placed in military cases and issued to
our fighting men. And I am told that these
Bwiss companies made vigorous protests
against this practice—on the grounds that
the watches were not intended for this use
and so the soldiers that used them and
found them unsatisfactory might not be in
the market for watches of these brands
after the war. That was a major Swiss con-
cern when our men were dying on battle-
fields all over the world.

But to resume: In return for the privilege
of sending watches to America and thus
taking this market when our own factories
were devoting full time to the war effort,
the Swiss were obliged by Germany to pro-
duce and deliver vast quantities of military
timing mechanisms and other precision
equipment. And this Swiss military produc-
tion in World War II was used by our ene=
mies to kill and wound American soldiers,
sailors, and airmen.

We have no guaran-
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ty—economie, political, or otherwise—that
in the event of another war, an even more
powerful Swiss watch industry will not re-
peat this tragic performance under pressure
of an enemy of the United States.

A very small part of the Swiss contribu-
tions to the German war effort is detailed
in the book entitled “The Hidden Weapon.”
Its authors, David L. Gordon and Royden
Daingerfield, were formerly chiefs of the
Economlic Blockade Division of the United
States Government's Forelgn Econmic Ad-
ministration during World War II. Here is
an example of the information it contains:

“Swiss exports to Germany in 1942 reached
a value of 2.8 times as great as in 1938.
Shipments of metals to Germany in 1943
were nearly 600 percent (by value) over 1938
levels; those of machinery, vehicles, and re-
lated products over 500 percent; those of
clocks, watches, and precision instruments,
460 percent; and those of drugs and chemi-
cals, 350 percent. These increases were sub-
stantially greater than the decline of Swiss
exports to other destinations; so that they
represented not only a replacement of allied
and overseas markets by German-controlled
areas, but a shift in the orientation of the
whole Swiss economy with a greatly in-
creased emphasis on war goods. * * *

“But whatever the justification, there can
be no question that Swiss imports were of
substantial importance to the German war
effort. Many of them were manufactures re-
quiring an exceptionally high degree of skill
and precision, for which the Swiss-watch
and machine-tool industries are world fa-
mous; they comprised arms and ammuni-
tion (including such highly efficient weap-
ons as the famous Oerlikon guns), airplanes,
bearings, delicate and complex fuses for
bombs, and artillery shells, machine tools,
electrical machinery and equipment, radio
and telegraph equipment, turbines, loco-
motives, engines, precision instruments, mil-
itary watches, and other timing and measur-
ing devices. Fine watchmaking machinery,
on which the Swiss had a near monopoly,
and which they have previously refused to
sell abroad, was shipped in increasing vol-
ume to Germany to make and repair essen-
tial military timepieces and timing devices.”

Confirming the authors of The Hidden
Weapon, here is a quotation from a report of
a survey of the German watch and clock
industry made just after World War II by
three expert members of the United States
Technical Intelligence Committee of the G-2
division of SHAEF. The report was origi-
nally restricted and is now declassified. They
reported:

“Practically all plants, in the last few years,
from the largest to the smallest, had ac-
quired an astonishingly large number of new
Swiss and German tools of the best quality.
In the opinion of the team, the quantity
of machine tools is greatly in excess of pre-
war production requirements. The equip-
ment includes such items as Swiss jig borers,
Swiss plate-routing machines, Swiss preci-
sion multiple-plate drilling machines, vari-
ous types of Swiss automatic screw machine,
various types of Swiss machines for cutting
pinions, wheel, etc. They also had excellent
Swiss toolmaking equipment, some of which
was highly specialized. This equipment is
not in all cases made available to United
States manufacturers by reason of export
prohibition by the Swiss Government.”

Please note that—these tools could not be
exported to the United States, but it was
perfectly all right with the Swiss Govern-
ment if they were sent to Germany to make
ammunition, bombs, and projectiles for use
against the nations of the free world.

I do not think there should be any grave
concern in this country when Swiss propa-
gandists tell us that poor little Switzerland
now has 2,000 watch workers unemployed—
when you consider that since the reciprocal
trade agreement went into effect Switzer-

land was able to build its watch industry
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from around 40,000 workers to 60,000, and
since as a direct result of that trade agree-
ment, employment in the American industry
has fallen to just about the lowest point
since the depression.

The Swiss watch industry has fattened and
grown great on war. And not just World
‘War II. Here is a quotation from the Amer-
ican Legation report on the Swiss watch in-
dustry in 1950:

“At the beginning of 1950, it was generally
expected that exports and production of
horological products would decline further.
The first half of the year indeed was disap-
pointing to the manufacturers, especially the
first quarter when a considerable drop tock
place. Sales during the first quarter were 25
percent below corresponding 1949 sales.

“With the outbreak of the Korean war, the
Swiss watch industry was suddenly flooded
with orders, especially from the United
States. Since June of 1850, the industry has
enjoyed boom conditions such as it has
hardly ever experienced before. The dis-
missal of over 1,600 watch workers was the
result of the unsatisfactory situation during
the first half of the year. When the heavy
orders placed as a result of the world situa-
tion after the outbreak of the Korean war
began to reflect on production, the employ-
ment situation rapidly improved.”

I call particular attention to the fact that
in 1950 when 1,600 Swiss watch workers were
laid off, there was no campaign in the press
to win sympathy for their plight. But in
1950, there was no tariff action impending,
and the Swiss, like the ruthless and efficient
businessmen they are, simply chopped their
work force and shed no tears for the jobless
wateh workers. But now that a tariff in-
crease is under consideration, great stress is
placed on the economic distress in Switzer-
land as a result of this unfeeling American
action.

Finally, I should like to call to the Senate’s
attention the fact that great pressures are
being brought by the Swiss to forestall any
increase in the present tariffs on watches
and watch movements. These pressures
worked in 1952 when the Tariff Commission's
recommendation that increases be granted
to protect and preserve our domestic watch
industry was rejected. Here is proof out
of the Swiss’ own mouths on how these
pressures worked. I quote from the weekly
press service sheet of the Swiss Trades Union
Council, which is gloating over President
Truman'’s refusal to grant the tariff increase,
This is what the head of the Swiss watch
workers union had to say then:

“We can note today with legitimate satis-
faction that the efforts of the Swiss Metal
and Watch Workers Union and the Swiss
Trades Union Congress to alert American
labor organizations and public opinion have
not been in vain. The CIO and the A. F.
of L., following the request of Swiss labor,
intervened with Mr. Truman on this mat-
ter. Moreover, one finds in the Presidential
announcement many of the ideas presented
by the Swiss Metal and Watch Workers Union
and the Trades Union Council to the Ameri-
can labor organizations, and we therefore
express to them the full gratitude of the
Bwiss labor movement.”

It's a fine thing when the recommenda-
tions of the President of the United States
contain “many of the ideas presented by the
Swiss labor unions” and the recommenda-
tions of our Tariff Commission and the pleas
of our own industry are ignored. And, I
am told, that the major American labor or-
ganizations once again are being solicited
to support Swiss labor rather than their
fellow American workers.

I think I have demonstrated that there
should be slight cause for tears in this
country because a few Swiss watch workers
are unemployed. I hope that I have helped,
to some extent, to counteract the vicious
Swiss propaganda campaign that seeks to win
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the sympathy of the American Government
and the American people to the complete
destruction of the jeweled-watch industry in
the United States.

I hope that instead of wasting sympathy
on the Swiss we will now begin to think of
the hundreds of American watchworkers
who are unable to practice their craft bechuse
an unrealistic trade policy has given their
jobs to Swiss workers. And I hope we will
begin to think of what will happen if the
American jeweled watch industry—the only
industry capable of producing these watches
outside of Europe—is allowed to die. We
cannot afford to be deluded by Swiss croco-
dile tears, shed for propaganda purposes,
whose sole objective is to ruin the American
watch industry so that they can make 100
percent of the world’s timepieces instead of
the 95 percent they now produce.

The following article appeared in a recent
issue of Newsweek:

“Switzerland: Peace and precision equal
prosperity

“Geneva hotels were filled this week, But
Geneva hotelkeepers were unhappy. The
swarms of delegates, bodyguards, and corre-
spondents at the Far Eastern conference left
little room as the summer season approached
for tourists. As long as the conference went
on, Geneva hotelkeepers could only look en-
viously at their competitors in such spots as
Montreux or Interlaken—ready and able to
welcome wvacationers.

“Some 1.5 million tourists will visit Switz-
erland this year. They will ski at the fash-
jonable international resorts at Davos, St.
Moritz, Grindewald, and Zermatt, in the
shadow of the Matterhorn. They will sun
themselves on the beaches at Lugano and
Locarno, photograph the covered bridge at
Lucerne and the William Tell statue at Alt-
dorf, buy watches and carved wooden bears,
sail past the Castle of Chillon on the Lake
of Geneva, marvel at the mechanical animals
and men on the clock tower in Bern, eat fon-
due between sips of kirsch, pick edelweiss,
ascend the Jungfrau by the cog railway that
climbs inside the mountain, and watch the
Alpengliithen, the summer sunsets that bathe
the mountaintops in red.

“Behind the scenery and sports is another
Switzerland often overlooked by tourists and
diplomats alike. The Swiss have overcome
imposing handicaps to reach their state of
peace and the highest standard of living in
Europe. Although they number only 4.8
million (about half the population of New
York City), they speak four national lan-
gu erman, French, Italian, and Ro-
mansh, a Latinate dialect. Their landlocked
country of 15944 square miles (less than
New Hampshire and Vermont combined) is
almost entirely without natural resources.
Barely 6 percent is arable.

“Yet Switzerland's per capita gold holdings
top all other countries’ at $306 (the U. S.:
$138). Its unemployment rate is probably
the lowest in the world. Imn June 1953 it
was 0.3 percent (the U. S. then: 2.4 percent).

“Recipe for Success

“How have the Swiss done it? ‘The an-
swer is that Switzerland’s principal asset is
labor,” President Rudolphe Rubattel told
Newsweek, ‘[and] the manufacture and ex-
port of goods of high value from imported
raw materials.’

“The watch industry is an extreme exam-
ple of this recipe for success. The Swedish
steel for hairsprings costs $5 a pound. The
finished hairsprings are worth $50,000 a
pound.

“The increased value is added by Swiss
skill and precision. Bullding a single watch
requires more than 2,000 separate operations.
Parts include screws no more than .004 inch
in diameter. Some 50,000 would fit in an
ordinary thimble. Yet their heads are
slotted for a screwdriver. To learn his skills,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

a would-be watchmaker must study for a
minimum of 4 years at 1 of T schools.

“The Swiss watch industry, concentrated
in the Jura Mountains around Bienne, has
some 2,500 manufacturers, employing 50,000
workers. Last year they exported more than
33 million watches and watch movements
worth $258 million.

“Tariff Fight

“This success has been boosted by the
United States-Swiss Reciprocal Trade Agree=
ment of 1936, under which the American
tarif on watch movements has been cut
from 82.6 to 37 percent. Since 1950, United
States watch manufacturers, notably the
Hamilton, Waltham, and Elgin companies,
have been demanding a protective increase
to prevent ‘serious injury.’ They are opposed
by more than 100 United States watch-as-
sembly firms—organized behind Longines-
Wittnauer, Gruen, Bulova, and Benrus—
which import their movements from Switzer-
land. On May 28, the United States Tariff
Commission recommended an increase. Un-
der the law, the amount was not disclosed,
and President Eisenhower was given 60 days
to approve or veto.

“But watches are only one aspect of Swiss
industry. Of every 1,000 working Swiss, 436
are engaged in industrial labor and manual
trade—a proportion exceeded only in Britain
and Belgium, where mining increases the
ratio. Last year Swiss exports of machines
earned $242.3 million, instruments and tools,
another $82 million; textiles, $141.7 million;
and chemicals, $129.4 milllion. The tourist
trade earned only $116.5 million.

“Locomotives and Lighters

“The range of Swiss products and markets
is as sweeping as Switzerland is small. A
Swedish power station above the Arctic Cir-
cle is equipped by Brown, Boverl & Co. Thai-
land and Bolivia use Diesel-electric locomo=-
tives built by Sulzer Bros. The Swiss Loco-
motive & Machine Works, with Brown-—
Boveri, built Britain's first gas-turbine loco-
motive, and Escher Wyss developed the vari-
able-pitch airplane propeller. Paillard is
famous for its Bolex movie cameras, Thorens
for its cigarette lighters, and Oerlikon and
Sécheron for their armaments. Among Swiss
chemical firms, Ciba, Sandoz, J. R. Gilegy,
and F. Hoffmann-La Roche & Co. export some
85 percent of their production.

“To guard the sources of raw materials
on which their national life depends, the
Swiss have developed neutrality to a fine
art. Although trade with Communist coun=
tries has been a source of repeated friction
with the West, the true Swiss position, says
Dr. Max Petitplerre, chief of the Political
(Foreign Affairs) Department, is ‘neutrality
plus solidarity.”

“Perhaps an equally revealing glimpse
of the secret of Swiss success is to be found
in one of the favorite storles told in the
cafes of Basel:

“A Bwlss manufacturer was sent three
supposedly identical ball bearings by a
United States company, and asked how much
he would charge to manufacture them. The
Swiss cabled back: “Which one?' "

WIRETAPPING

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I desire to engage the at-
tention of the Senate for a few minutes
in order to voice my objections to what-
ever proposed measure may issue from
the Committee on the Judiciary on the
question of legalizing so-called wiretap-
ping, with all its related possibilities of
intercepting communications.

Several days ago and again today the
Senate was enlightened by a masterful
address on this general subject matter
delivered by the junior Senator from
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Oregon [Mr. MorseEl. I did not know
that he intended to speak again on the
subject, but when I reached the Cham-
ber today I found that he was deliver-
;ngt another address on this same sub-
ect.

The scope and depth of research ex-
hibited in that address, together with
the compelling authorities cited, are
cause for admiration on the part of all
who wish to see democracy develop
rather than be retarded.

For many years the right and pro-
priety of intercepting communications,
for whatever cause or reason, has en-
gaged the serious thinking of this and
preceding Congresses. By the same
token, this vast field of inquiry has been
of great concern to private citizens and
business undertakings generally. The
implications and ramifications involved
in the interception of communications,
particularly in view of the advances in
science and technology are sufficient rea-
son to make us pause, reflect, and, I
trust, reconsider the route which we in
the Congress should now pursue. Sev-
eral roads are open to travel.

As a member of the subcommittee
which is holding hearings on the bills
relating: to wiretapping, I have become
very much interested in this question.
My convictions are deep-seated. What-
ever proposal of a permissive character
may come from the Judiciary Committee
as a result of its consideration of the
several measures before it, it will not
meet with my approval. I am against
them one and all. Everyone of them
does gross violence to my concept of the
democratic way of life. Not one of
them makes the slightest contribution
to a freer way of life.

Entertaining these views, I would be a
moral and mental renegade had I not the
courage to give open and public expres-
sion to my deep-rooted opposition to the
inroads which these measures must
make upon our modern civilization.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Let me say to the Sen=
ator that the statement the Senator has
just made, as a member of the subcom=-
mittee which is holding hearings on the
proposed wiretapping legislation, is a
statement of tremendous historic sig-
nificance. Mark my words, before we
are through with the great constitution-
al debate in which we are now engaged,
the statement of principle which the
Senator from South Carolina has just
spoken will, in my judgment, be as quot-
able in the future history and writings
on this subject as the statement that
“wiretapping is the fruit of a poisonous
tree.” When the Senator from South
Carolina points out that he cannot rec-
oncile wiretapping proposals with his
conception of ethics and morality I think
he goes to the heart of the matter so far
as the responsibility of individual Sena-
tors is concerned.

I am not surprised to hear the state-
ment made by the Senator from South
Carolina., Not only is he a great lawyer,
but he is a man who in the Senate has
demonstrated time and time again his
dedication to the free way of life. We
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are again fighting to preserve the free
way of life in the United States.

. Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I thank the Senator from Oregon for his
remarks. I believe the whole Senate
owes him much gratitude and apprecia-
tion for what he has said to the Senate
today and for what he said on the 18th
of May. One can add little to the his-
torical review of the growth of individual
and priceless personal rights so ably
presented by the Senator from Oregon.
The possession of these rights is our
heritage.

Mr. President, I am aware of one of the
ugly, reprehensible tactics employed in
the House of Representatives when it
was considering H. R. No. 8649. The
proponents of that measure gave it
a catchall name—the antitraitor bill.
“Legalization of eavesdropping” would
have been a far more accurate name to
describe such proposals.

Wiretapping and similar methods of
improperly and illegally obtaining evi-
dence by all the bills which have come
to my attention seem to be taken as an
accepted fact. The acceptance of such
a condition as one which is proper and
approved seems to run through all these
measures. The purpose of the proposed
legislation, whatever its particular pro-
visions may be, is to make certain (a)
the admission of evidence already in
hand received through these irregular
channels and (b) to change the previous
existing rules permitting the admission
in the future of evidence obtained
through devices of interception. I wish
to contend that the fruits of the for-
bidden tree already in hand and those
which may be gathered in the future
should now and forever be barred as ad-
missible evidence in any Federal court
in our land.

If I am able to judge the needs of the
times—the signs of the times—their por-
tents and requirements, and, if real de-
mocracy is to survive and progress here
in one of its last strongholds, we need:
patience and sanity, not sensation and
passion; we need calm reason to supplant
blind hysteria.

My objections, Mr. President, may be
grouped into two rather general classi-
fications: (a) Eavesdropping or snoop-
ing violates every right of privacy, and
(b) the carbuncle of wiretapping in all
its phases retards rather than promotes
the free life in a democracy.

The growth and development of the
law from the Magna Carta to the last
act of Congress dealing with personal
liberty show progress toward a state
enveloping the greatest measure of per-
sonal freedom. Any act or measure
restricting that growth and reinvesting
the state with rights enjoyed by freemen
is a step toward fascism, communism,
statism, or some other ism foreign to
my conception of Americanism. Has it
not always filled our hearts with pride
and joy to be able to refer to the great
charter of personal rights and freedoms
wrenched from the unwilling hands of
King John at Runnymede on June 15,
1215? Upon that foundation through
seven and a half centuries we have
gradually built a superstructure of indi-
vidual human rights, which is the envy
and at the same time the glory of the
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world. No other government under the
canopy of heaven can boast that its citi-
zens enjoy the individual freedoms equal
to those enjoyed by our citizens. Much
yet can be added. Little, if any, can be
taken away. Man’'s progress requires
additions not subtractions.

The legalistic details, the authorities,
the citations and reasoning of the courts
were set forth in such formidable, con-
vincing array by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon in his address to the
Senate on May 18 last, that to inject
other supporting cases would detract
rather than add to the unanswerable
force of the argument already made.

Vain would be the task of one who
might try to subtract from the traces
of doubtful rights enmeshed in the hazy
past, as those rights step by step, through
the centuries emerge into written and
accepted instruments of government,
finding a crowning achievement in our
own Bill of Rights. What priceless
jewels they are in the firmament of man’s
government for man.

The chain of events through the years
marking man’s slow elevation from
bondage to freedom always demands new
links. Let there be no severance in that
chain in the upward struggle for an
equality of rights and opportunities.
Take away from man a single right won
through years of perseverance and a
justification will soon be presented for
withholding or diminishing other rights.
‘We should ever be mindful of having the
scales tilted toward a gain rather than
any loss of rights.

I am aware of the conflict in the ex-
isting decisions of our Supreme Court
on the law of wiretapping. I am mind-
ful that a few persons are under arrest
or out on bond who could possibly be suc-
cessfully convicted if the prosecutor
could get into evidence the ill-gotten
fruits of wiretapping. I am aware of
the fact that a few more could be en-
trapped if their wires could be tapped.
I am more conscious, however, of the
everlasting harm that will come to us as
a Nation, and particularly as individ-
uals, if this poisonous wedge of legalized
interception is driven further into our
body-politic and becomes an accepted
part of the law of the land.

I am not beguiled by the asserted cir-
cumscriptions that this seductive method
of obtaining evidence will be limited to
cases of subversion, sabotage, or in the
interest of national security. Any argu-
ment built around those restrictions is
bait for the gullible. Has it or can it be
demonstrated that wiretapping is re-
quired? Surely it is desired. It assists
a lazy, indifferent, or overzealous detec-
tive or police enforcement officer. But,
really, is it required? I find no convinc-
ing reason. Other methods exist and
serve our society with a marked degree
of efficiency.

Wiretapping is repugnant to every in-
stinct I possess as a free man.

One cannot intercept the communica-
tions of the bad citizen without inevi-
tably involving and doing harm to the
good citizen.,

To me, privacy, the right to be let
alone, the right to exchange confidences,
and the right of free and unrestricted
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exchange of communications where no
law is being violated is a precious right
of privacy. This distinctive attribute of
freedom is instinctive with those who
cherish our American way of life.

I shall dwell only briefly on the legal
phase of the matter of violating pri-
vacy when the Bill of Rights was at-
tached to our Constitution. There were
no telegraph lines, telephones, television,
or other electronic means of transmit-
ting messages either of fear or hope, joy
or despair, madness or gladness, love or
hate, charity or miserliness—or even
death and destruction. How prophetic,
at least in prineciple, were our Founding
Fathers? They guaranteed to us the se-
curity of our persons, houses, papers, and
effects against unreasonable searches
and seizures. Moreover, under the fifth
amendment, no American citizen could
be deprived of life, liberty, or property
without due process of law or be made a
witness against himself in a criminal
case.

My thoughts are my property. They
are among my effects. They are the
product of my mind. When the conver-
sation of a person is intercepted and
used against him, does he not then be-
come an unwilling witness against him-
self? I contend with every fiber of my
being that any bill which proposes to
permit a message to be intercepted vio-
lates in principle, if not in fact, the sub-
stance of the provisions of the fourth
and fifth amendments to the Constitu-
tion which I have enumerated. I shall
never knowingly vote nor raise my voice
in support of a measure permitting a
Government official or private individual
to do indirectly what I understand he
may not do directly. I will not so stulti-
fy my conscience,

It is not a pleasant thing to contem-
plate that one cannot communicate with
his friends, his pastor, his lawyer, doctor,
or members of his family in complete
confidence. What a precious personal
privilege would be denied if, by the
enactment of a law such usually accepted
confidences were to be made no confi-
dences at all, and if all one might say,
though pure in thought and spirit, could
be transcribed for future recording.
Would anyone have any privacy left?
Would not all of us lose the confidential
right of free speech?

I have been discussing the loss of per-
sonal rights of privacy and the infringe-
ments against the individual in the secu-
rity he enjoys in the absence of the
interception of his messages. There is
another phase of the interference with
privacy which is alarming and has in it
the potentials of many evils. We should
foresee their happening and guard
against them. We should do nothing to
let the bars down.

I refer to the unfairness and injustice
which will inevitably flow from the mis-
use of intercepted communications in
the commercial and political world. Let
me illustrate my point. Business firm
A, salesman A, broker A, merchant A,
corporation A, tap, by whatever device
may be most acceptable, the lines of
communications of B who is engaged
in like undertakings. What is to be-
come of our free-enterprise system, if
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it has to confront the conditions aris-
ing from such interceptions? What
man or company is to be secure in
his or its property? What protection
is left to anyone? The thought, the
consequences, and the effects of inter-
ceptions and intermeddling in the busi=
ness world should alarm us. Such a
contemplation should put us on immedi-
ate guard.

Let me quote briefly from a very con-
servative news organ. It is supposed to
represent business. Among other things,
the Wall Street Journal in its editorial
of November 19, 1953, said:

It could create an atmosphere in which
people would be afrald to talk on the tele-
pPhone about anything—it may be argued
that only spies need fear it. But it is not
quite so simple as that. Telephone conversa=
tions can be misconstrued, innocent remarks
interpreted as evil, Who would feel wholly
secure knowing that any conversation could
be recorded to use against him?

The privacy of business needs the pro-
tection of existing laws. Here and there
supports and lifts are required but busi-
ness does not require our loosening the
termites upon it that the proposed wire-
tapping legislation would permit.

There is no privacy today behind the
Iron Curtain. It is the rule of life of the
totalitarian governments that nothing is
sacred to the individual. All belongs to
the State. Must we ape the Communist
practices to preserve our democracy?
Some distinctions should remain. The
use of interceptions by Communists do
not justify such a radical departure on
our part. Listen to the words of the
great liberal Justice Brandeis. While he
was voicing a dissent against the use of
wiretapping, his was the voice of great
experience and truth. He said in Olm-
stead V. United States (277 U. S. 438,
479) :

Experience should teach us to be most on
our guard to protect liberty when the gov-
ernment’s purposes are beneficent. Men
born to freedom are naturally alert to repel
invasion of their liberty by evil-minded
rulers. The greatest dangers to liberty lurk
in insidious encroachment by men of zeal,
well-meaning but without understanding.

Chip away here and there a vital value
of human liberty under the guise of na-
tional interest, and soon all will be lost.
Divest one here and there of this or that
item of personal freedom, and soon the
individual is stripped of many of his
hard-won, inherited rights—those rights,
I mean, which distinguish us Americans
from those who are less fortunate in
other lands. Let us not compromise on
these fundamental principles of human,
individual rights for the sake of ex-
pediency or under the guise of national
safety. There are today no perils which
we cannot successfully meet.

There is another phase of the right of
privacy which should attract the atten-
tion of some Members of the Senate.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Nevada.

Mr. McCARRAN. We know that at
present there is prevalent the tapping
of wires. That is the common under-
standing, Something should be done
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not only to prohibit the tapping of wires,
but to make the practice criminal.

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I have made that statement.

Mr. McCARRAN. There is only one
exception to which I would agree, and
that is whenever the national security
is in jeopardy. The bill now pending,
which I have ..ad the honor to introduce,
would make that one exception and no
other,

In what the Senator from South Car-
olina has said, to the extent that I have
had the opportunity to listen to him, I
join with him very happily. But I find
one exception. I think that with proper
safeguards one exception might be made.

The United States has gone a long
way in the issuance of search warrants.
Congress has tried to protect the public
as much as possible in their issuance.
The courts have been authorized, upon
a proper showing, to issue search war-
rants, and search warrants have taken
their place in our jurisprudence.

I would not, under any circumstances,
authorize wiretapping and permit such
power to be placed in the hands of a
political individual, My thought has
been—and it is a matter to which I have
given study for a long time—that when-
ever the national security is involved,
Congress might well permit an applica-
tion to be made to the courts and, upon
a proper showing, allow the courts to
issue an order for the tapping of wires.
On such a showing, wiretapping for the
purposes of national security might be
permitted. That is as far as I would
go, and that is as far as my bill goes.

I wholeheartedly concur in what the
Senator from South Carolina has said,
so far as I have had the opportunity to
listen to his expressions.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I am glad to have the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Nevada.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. 1 do not know of anyone
in the Senate who has a greater respect
for the judicial background and the legal
learning of the Senator from Nevada
than has the junior Senator from Ore-
gon. I certainly agree with the Senator
from Nevada in his general opposition to
wiretapping. But, as I have argued on
the floor of the Senate, both today and
on May 18, and as I shall argue in the
future, when it comes to protecting the
privacy of the individual I differ with
my friend from Nevada that there should
be any excepfion in the field of wire-
tapping. As Patrick Henry said in the
Constitutional Convention of Virginia,
when the argument then was made that
the general warrant might be justified
in the case of detecting traitors, there
cannot be an exception.

The question of protecting the privacy
of the individual and of not destroying
such privacy must be considered. The
difficulty with the safeguard which my
good friend, the distinguished Senator
from Nevada, proposes, even if court ap-
proval has been obtained, is that the tap
is a tap of all the conversation which
takes place, not only of the suspected
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subversive, but also of the innocent per=
son who calls him.

The need for wiretapping, in my judg-
ment, has not been established, because
I think a case against a subversive can
be proved by efficient law enforcement
without any exception being made to the
prohibition against the general warrant.
In my judgment, wiretapping, no matter
what so-called safeguards may be at-
tached to it, becomes a general warrant.

When on a great constitutional or legal
issue, I find myself opposed to or by the
distinguished Senator from Nevada, I
always regret it; but I do not think the
situation today is a bit different in its
seriousness, so far as the welfare of our
country is concerned, than it was in the
time of the constitutional conventions.
Then our forefathers had the vision to
see that the general warrant should be
prohibited in all respects. I am calling
for a rededication to our belief in the
protection of the privacy of the indi-
vidual.

The Senator from Nevada is right
when he says that private wiretapping
is rampant, and that public wiretapping
by public officials is rampant. I think
the part of his bill which should be ac-
cepted is the part which removes any
question of doubt as to whether or not
interception shall be declared illegal; but
then no exception should be made to the
illegality.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
am glad to have the remarks of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon. I
have always felt that although some per-
sons who are Communists and who
might do harm to our Government prob-
ably would be protected, and although
possibly a few more persons might be
convicted, still I do not believe that that
would be worth what would be lost by
giving the right to tap wires. When a
wire is tapped, several persons are likely
to be involved, and the one who is listen-
ing will be really listening to the inno=-
cent persons as well as to those who are
guilty. I simply do not see how, in the
long run, wiretapping would benefit the
United States.

There is another phase of the right
of privacy which should attract the at-
tention of some in this body. I shall
treat of it only briefly, Its implications
are obvious. It will have no effect upon
the statesmen who adorn our assems-
blage. The politicians among us should
beware. Ihave read of instances of even
city aldermen having received great po-
litical benefit through wiretapping and
message interceptions. When a device
can be employed to such advantage at
the grassroots, the upper foliage, how-
ever warmly caressed by the first rays
of the rising sun and however fortunate
in being able to witness the last gleam
of the golden sunset, is bound to feel the
impact of this new invasion.

One possibly should not speak of these
potentials—certainly not before the ap-
proaching election—but they accentu=
ate the reason I advance that privacy
once lost can never be regained. We
shall all live alike in the fishbowl of com=
mon existence. There shall be no morn-
ing, noon, or night. Nothing, however
sacred, can be concealed. Everything
must be revealed.
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We shall be asked to support a meas-
ure permitting our every expressed
thought to become public property.
Make no mistake about that. Look out
for the day when mechanical mind-
readers shall be employed to search for
and reveal our contained thoughts. The
proposals in these measures are only en-
tering wedges. Later on we must amend
and amend and amend. When amend-
ments are over, total surrender of all our
rights will have been accomplished.
Who is there to argue otherwise?

This proposed legislation gives every
Government official under the Attorney
General a license to become a peeping-
tom. The business of the private key-
holder is destroyed. No longer will a
man's home be his castle. We shall all
be the victims of that silent, undesired,
unexpected listener-in. He will intrude
without invitation, fear, or favor. He
will take his ill-gained knowledge and
with it the remains of every remnant
of a priceless inheritance under our Bill
of Rights. No threat, peril, nor imminent
national disaster appear on our horizon
which would justify this kind of
sacrifice on our part.

The price of wiretapping by the
Government, local or national, is a para-
sitical growth grounded upon expediency
in law enforcement methods and pro-
cedures. It has evolved around us with-
out any sanction in law; and, as a mat-
ter of fact, it has developed notwith-
standing the restrictions placed upon
the introduction of wiretap evidence by
the provisions of the Communications
Act of 1934.

I consider wiretapping to be a car-
buncle on the free growth and exercise
of one’s rights and liberties in a Demo-~
cratic, free government.

The proposals in the several bills be-
fore the Congress involve a great deal
more than may be comprehended in our
individual or collective opposition to
communism. Our dislike for commu-
nism demands no such conflict of ideals.

The proposals to which I refer in-
volve a person's deepest convictions.

They involve the workings of one’s
conscience.

They involve his ability, inherent or
acquired, to appreciate and understand
the meaning and purpose of individual
personal liberty.

They involve the fullest appreciation
and enjoyment of our Bill of Rights.

There is room for no legitimate ques-
tion or doubt, personal or official, that
opposition to these proposals implies a
belief or opinion that spies, saboteurs,
subversives, or Communists should be
treated lightly, softly, or gently. To
them there should always be the severest
application of existing means of detec-
tion, apprehension and enforcement of
existing laws.

The snare of such a tangent argument,
that wiretapping is desired, is for the
unthinking, those unwilling to analyze,
those who blindly trust any benign de-
sign of Government or the wiles of a
devious enforcement officer. When we

go to the trouble of ascertaining the
consequences of any such childlike faith,
we quickly see the bad effects.

Mr. President, embraced and lurking
within these proposals are dragnets and
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pincers, the enlargement, development
and legalation of which will surely re-
tard our free way of life.

It is of transcendent importance that
we do nothing to hamstring our free way
of life. If democracy is to grow and
flourish, it requires the wholesome at-
mosphere of faith, confidence, trust and
good will; it withers in suspicion, dis-
trust, hate or fear. The latter are
characteristics of a people accustomed
to oppression, not freedom.

Is not a basic distinction between a
democratic form of Government on the
one hand and tyranny on the other here
involved?

We cherish, we love and we sanctify a
free life. We teach our children its
blessings. @ We distinguish it to them
from the forms of government under
which others are born and destined to
live. We glory in its material and spir-
itual blessings.

It is not necessary that the liberty of
the individual be subordinated to the
safety, security or preservation of the
State. Especially is this true in time of
peace. Such arguments of suppression
find their reasoning in the justifications
asserted by men like Hitler, Mussolini,
and Stalin. Patrick Henry, Thomas
Jefferson, James Madison, and Andrew
Jackson never employed any such argu-
ment in support of the recognition of a
right already existing, or in preparing
proper safeguards for any right threat-
ened to be taken away. I prefer to fol-
low the course of reasoning of our own
illustrious forebears. Have democratic
values lost their meaning? Is not this
proposed cure of our ills by wire-tapping
worse than the cancer it is supposed to
remedy? Let us see.

How often, how repeatedly, have we
heard echoed down through the years
the sage advice of Jefferson that “the
least governed is the best governed,” and
“democracy to live must be kept close
to the people”?

Do we understand the full significance
of that advice? Do we now comprehend
what we are about to do, should these
proposals be enacted? Do we foresee the
second step in the direction of the long
road such a measure would have us
travel? To what destination does such
a signpost point? Progress is a forward
movement. Let us not reverse the trend
of our national and local movements.

If like proposals of wiretapping were
bad in the summer of 1941 when Tojo,
Hitler, and Mussolini were astride the
world, when the flames of a world war
were threatening our shores, and a holo-
caust of destruction filled the skies, why
now, with only a few spies and foreign
agents in our midst, do we require this
extraordinary invasion of our constitu=
tional rights in the name of national
security? There is no nationwide ap-
peal, no concerted effort of the States
through their legislatures, nor have there
been any great conventions of our peo-
ple, demanding the passage of legisla-
tion of this character. I dare say that
if our people were cognizant of the evils
embedded in the proposed measures they
would rise up as a unit in opposition to
these drastic propositions.

I referred a while ago to a fundamen-
tal concept of Thomas Jefferson. He
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wrote much. He spoke often in his let-
ters and communications. The under-
lying concept and the golden thread of
his entire concept of democracy was that
there should be no government by re=-
mote control. The right of the indi-
vidual, the safeguards of his liberties
and freedom and those of his fellow citi-
zens, were best served by keeping the
authority over them close by the local
ballot box. He always envisioned cen-
tralization of authority and concentra-
tion of power in the Federal Government
as obstacles to the freedom of the in-
dividual. Liberty begins at the home
level and should always remain close by.

At a later date I may have the oppor=-
tunity to discuss more fully the philoso=
phy of Jefferson and Jackson as each
viewed the relationship between our na-
tional and local governments. Their
views in the main were quite akin. Each
was alarmed by the warning that a right
given up by the individual or the State
to the central government was the loss
of another valued item of freedom and
individual liberty. There has been a
growing tendency over the past two dec-
ades or more to transfer from the loecal
to the national scene all our problems for
solution. This is a drift from democracy
to a form of statism. The ery has been
as though it came from a hapless and
helpless people, “Let Uncle Sam do it.”
We must reverse the direction of that
cry if freedom is to be preserved and
democracy is to continue to abound.

Let us not forget that our greatness
as a Nation is the result of the growth,
strength, and independence of our local
communities and State governments.
The lines of demarkation must be pre-
served at all costs. The intelligence,
the capacity, and the ever-present desire
of our people for local self-government
need to be encouraged, not frustrated.
We could well, and should, consider
measures which remove many of our
Federal restrictions and return various
powers to the States and local com-
munities. This will aid the democratic
process, and will restore rights to our
people.

With particular reference to wiretap-
ping and all the other devious methods
employed in the interception of com-
munications, what may we foresee?
Prior to coming to Washington, I
watched from a distance the mounting
growth of a Federal bureaucracy. Since
becoming a Member of the Senate, I have
viewed with alarm every extension. As
the Federal Government, its power and
its activities increase, to that extent
there is suppression and loss of State and
local authority.

State lines are obliterated in many
activities. States rights are more a
symbol, than a reality. Let me illustrate
my point by referring to situations that
cause concern. Every executive depart-
ment and agency has its security officers
and corps of operating personnel. The
armed services have their inspection and
detection officers. Then there is the
FBI, with its countless agents. The
Central Intelligence Agency has its
agents and representatives, here and
abroad. The Treasury Department and
the Bureau of Internal Revenue have
their special detective forces. The Post
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Oifice Department has its inspectors
throughout the country. ‘The - Civil
Service Commission has its investigators,
here and in every district. In other
words, there is on every hand a host of
detectives for almost every conceivable
purpose. They add nothing to our
liberties. While harmless and protective
in the main, their main responsibility to
our good citizens is to narrow their
rights to fit the straight jacket and pat-
tern of central conformity.

What does the proposed legislation
seek to do? Would it add to our indi-
vidual rights and liberties as a free
people? No. However harmless and
innocuous this measure may be said to
be, nonetheless, its passage and enact-
ment would result in the creation of an-
other horde of snoopers; another pack
of skilled, technical, and expert detec-
tives would be turned loose to prey upon
the individual’s inherited rights of pri-
vacy and to peep into the vested rights
of business, large and small. Let us not
be misled by believing that the lens of
the telescope of intrusion into our rights
would be restricted in its area or scope.
It may be said that these interceptors
are to view only Mars, Venus, Jupiter,
and Mercury. Yet, within their range
would be the entire solar system of our
jndividual existence. Who would doubt
that ere long the entire field of our every-
day existence would come within the pur-
view, and fall under the supervision, of
these interceptors?

Before it is too late, we should hesi-
tate; we should take careful stock of our
rights, and at least should attempt to
foresee for the future whither this leg-
islation beckons us. We should deter-
mine what we are about to give up and
what we are to get in return.

We are prepared to meet a prowler in
the night, an intruder upon our real
property, and a trespasser either by theft
or trickery against our personal prop-
erty. We are not prepared to fence off
the agent who would, by stealth or de-
ceptive device, steal our confidences, our
thoughts, our private or business plans.
When, with so little armor of defense,
we enter a field open to interceptions of
our entire life’s work and ambitions, how
futile it is to assert that only spies need
fear the outcome. What implicit, child-
like faith is wrapped up in the garment
of such an argument.

‘While none of us would erect a barri-
cade or shield to protect a spy, a sabo-
teur, or a subversive, none of us ought,
for fear of them, want to forsake any
of the constitutional guaranties of our
own freedoms, as set forth in the Bill of
Rights. Let us not become a Nation of
faceless people. Let us ever be vigilant,
virile, and strong. May we always be a
people of personality, privacy, and dig-
nity, possessing, cherishing, and protect-
ing our individual rights and the sacred
values of freemen.

In this brief time, Mr, President, I have
sought to show that, if this proposed
legislation becomes law, we shall have
lost every right of privacy, and shall not
have strengthened our Bill of Rights.
To the contrary, we shall have subtract-
ed from the priceless values of the free-
doms guaranteed us by the fourth and
fifth amendments.
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It may be well for a moment to con-
sider the reasons for our Bill of Rights.
Our people felt it necessary to place re-
straints upon the Central Government.
They wished no encroachment upon
their rights and immunities either as a
people constituting a sovereign State or
upon themselves as individuals. Our
people wished to preserve the rights they
already enjoyed and the liberties they
feared might be transgressed.

Briefly, our Bill of Rights does two
things: (a) It declared the existence of
certain privileges and freedoms which
may not be infringed upon; in other
words, it creates a shield of protection
against intrusions from a central author-
ity; and (b) it sets up separate fields of
power for the Federal and State gov-
ernments, with grants, on the one hand,
and reservations, on the other. Very
little else can rightly be comprehended
within the first 10 amendments of the
Constitution, our Bill of Rights.

Mr. President, I do not now hold, and
never will hold, any brief for communism,
for subversion, or for sabotage. But, I
shall forever hold a brief for our Bill of
Rights, for the sacredness of the home
and for the individual’s right of privacy.
I shall and do maintain that we have an
enforceable right to speak freely and con-
fidentially by telephone or wire. I want
these personal rights to remain secure
from tapping or any other means of in-
terception. They should remain in-
violable.

I want to be able to communicate with
my wife, my children, my friends, and
associates with a feeling and confidential
security uninterrupted by the frailties of
human nature, the jealousies of the en-
vious, or the suspicions of the ignorant.
Wiretapping once legalized prevents
these methods of rightful communica-
tions.

It is the judgment of many that the
ball of centralized power is now wound
sufficiently large. An unwinding and an
unraveling of it is long overdue. Now
is the time to start. The proposed
legislation affords us an opportunity to
begin that process.

ad‘ge were warned by Jefferson when he
said:

Where all government, domestic and for-
eign, in little as in great things, shall be
drawn to Washington as the center of all
power, it will render powerless the checks
provided of one government on another, and
will become as venal and oppressive as the
government from which we separated.

- . - - -

The true barriers of our liberty in this
country are our State governments.

Speaking of concentration of power,
Jefferson had this to say:

The time to guard against corruption and
tyranny, is before they shall have gotten
hold of us. It is better to keep the wolf
out of the fold, than trust to drawing his
teeth and claws after he shall have entered.

We would do well to heed the advice
of Andrew Jackson in his farewell ad-
dress. He foresaw the evils of central-
ized power, for he said:

It is well known that there have always
been those amongst us who wish to enlarge
the powers of the General Government, and
experience would seem to indicate that there
is a tendency on the part of this Government
to overstep the boundaries marked out for it
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by the Constitution. Its legitinrate author-
ity is abundantly sufficient for all the pur-
poses for which it was created, and its powers

- being expressly enumerated, there can be
no justification for claiming anything be-
yond them. Every attempt to exercise power
beyond these limits should be promptly and
firmly opposed, for one evil example will
lead to other measures still more mrischie-
vous; and if the principle of constructive
powers or supposed advantages or temporary
circumstances shall ever be permitted to jus-
tify the assumption of a power not given by
the Constitution, the general government
will before long absorb all the powers of leg-
islation, and you will have in effect but one
consolidated government. From the extent
of our country, its diversified interests, dif-
ferent pursuits, and different habits, it is
too obvious for argument that a single con-
solidated government would be wholly inade-
quate to watch over and protect its interests;
and every friend of our free institutions
should be always prepared to maintain unim-
paired and in full vigor the rights and
sovereignty of the States and to confine the
action of the general government strictly to
the sphere of its appropriate duties.

The solution I have proposed, and the
substitute I offer, is to outlaw all forms
of interception and wiretapping, includ-
ing wiretapping and interception by pri-
vate detectives, local police departments,
agencies of the State government, and
every branch of the Federal Government.
Wiretapping and interception by all such
individuals and agencies should be for-
bidden by law, with strict penalties for
violation of the law.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.

Mr. WELEER. Would my good friend
from South Carolina go further and pro-
pose to outlaw the rule of evidence that
one who talks with another can relate
that conversation in a court of law?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
How far does the Senator propose to go?

Mr. WELKER. I am asking the Sen=-
ator from South Carolina if he wishes to
outlaw all disclosures of communica-
tions of whatever nature? I feel that a
man who is a liar would not hesitate to
lie in respect to a conversation between,
say, the Senator from South Carolina
and the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
We cannot, by legislation, make a truth-
ful man out of a liar.

Mr. WELKER. Is not the same thing
true with respect to the “peephole”
operators?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
There is a difference. When one is tap-
ping a wire and making a record, that is
a different operation. In a great many
instances it invades the home. I should
like to have the Senator tell me how
one could tap wires without sometimes
invading the privacy of the home.

Mr. WELKER. That is very true.
However, as the able Senator from South
Carolina knows, the bill covers only es-
pionage and sabotage. I think I sug-
gested kidnaping. I do not know of any
way of catching a kidnaper other than
by tapping the telephone in the home of
the parents when the man who seeks the
money calls. As the Senator well knows,
we have not yet marked up the bill, but
I made the suggestion with respect to
including kidnaping. Certainly no
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purely private conversations should be
used as evidence. i
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.

The Senator from Idaho knows that

when wires are tapped a great deal of
information is disclosed which probably
will never be used in court. Neverthe-
less, such information is used against
the individual, sub rosa, so to speak, in
a great many ways. I do not know
whether the Senator has ever seen an
FBI report or not, but I think it would
awaken many people in the United
States if they knew just how the FBI
obtains records, and how it goes about
wiretapping at the present time. I
think it should be prevented from wire-
tapping. They get information by lis-
tening in, and they make it a part of
their report. They also talk to people
and say it has been reported by some-
one that so and so did thus and so. They
take take it all down, and it all goes into
the record. There are a great many
things going on that I do not approve of.
I do not approve of the FBI and the
Department of Justice—certainly not
the Department of Justice—being given
the carte blanche right to do anything
like that.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I

ield.

X Mr. WELKER. I certainly agree with
the Senator in his conclusion that all
private wiretapping should be elimi-
nated. However, when our counfry is in
danger, and espionage agents are work-
ing day and night, it seems to me that we
should not put roadblocks in the path of
our police officers and open the gates for
subversives, saboteurs, and espionage
agents.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is where I differ with the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. WELKER. We never differ, be-
cause we are dear friends. I admire the
Senator’s great legal ability, and I am
here to be educated. I ask the Senator
from South Carolina to tell me in what
way we differ.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
‘What is the Senator’s question?

Mr. WELKER. IsaidIagree with the
Senator from South Carolina with re-
spect to private wiretapping with such
detecting devices as are used in divorce
cases, for example.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The Senator knows that at the present
time there are being used some devices
which can be taken into an adjoining
hotel room, for example, and with which,
even without the use of any wires at all,
it is possible to take down everything
that is being said in the other room.
Some of the devices resemble small
watches, and with them it is possible to
take down everything that is said in con-
versations. I believe that the use of that
sort of device should not be permitted.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. WELKER. Iam sure the Senator
remembers the famous case involving
Clarence Darrow, in which he was
charged with subornation of perjury in
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connection with the bombing of the Los
Angeles Times building. I am sure the
Senator is well aware of the fact that
the police had his room ‘bugged,” as
that practice is called, with what I be-
lieve are called dictographs.

Mr. MORSE. Detectaphones.

Mr. WELKER. They had those things
all over the room. I believe that is why
Clarence Darrow was acquitted. I can-
not agree with the Senator from South
Carolina that the best way to convict a
man is by wiretapping. As a matter of
fact, we are inclined to give the wrong
impression if we believe that to be the
case. The Senator, being a great law-
yer, knows very well that the use of such
devices would be one of the best ways in
which to acquit a man. Does not the
Senator agree with me?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Using such a device is certainly taking
advantage of the other fellow. I believe
the jury in such a case would quickly
come to the conclusion the Senator men-
tions and free the man, instead of con-
victing him, if unfair means were used
in trying to convict him.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further? I do not like to
bother him too much.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is perfectly all right. I have about
concluded my remarks.

Mr. WELKER. The question was
asked of me when I was holding hearings
whether I would agree to wiretapping.
I was asked that question by a former
Democratic Attorney General, Mr. Bid-
dle, and by the present Attorney General,
Mr. Brownell. I said I would be in favor
of it in order to protect the security of
my country. That I firmly believe in.
I should say further to the Senator from
South Carolina that I have spent the
major portion of my life in defending
people who were charged with crime.
I do not like to see an advantage taken
of anyone. I do not believe that politics
should enter into the consideration of
this subject. I am sure the Senator
from South Carolina agrees with me
about that.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Neither do I believe that politics should
enter into it; but I believe it would be
very hard to keep politics out of it if we
should give the Attorney General the
right to employ wiretapping. I care not
who the Attorney General might be, no
matter who the Attorney General might
be, it would be very hard to keep politics
out of it. .

Mr. WELEKER. Regardless of who
might be the Attorney General, he is
the chief law-enforcement officer of the
Nation.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Yes. I do not mean any reflection on
any person who serves as Attorney Gen-
eral; but there is a certain amount of
politics involved. An Atftorney General
is appointed because of his politics, and
an Attorney General is usually dismissed
because of his politics. That principle
goes down the line. So I believe it will
be very hard to keep politics out of it.

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I yield.
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Mr. WELKER. The Senator and T,
when we became lawyers, took a very
solemn oath, an oath which I am sure
both of us respect, never to take advan-
tage of the defenseless and the oppressed,
I cannot imagine an Attorney General,
whether he be a Republican Attorney
General or a Democratic Attorney Gen-
eral, trying to take advantage of a man
in an effort to send him to jail.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Generally speaking I believe that is cor-
rect. I have found that some prosecu-
tors go into court trying to convict
everybody, that other prosecutors really
are too good to the criminals, and that
still other prosecutors stand on a sort
of middle ground. The human element
enters into these considerations. That
is what I have found to be the case.

Mr. WELKER. Under a rule of law
a person may bore 4 or 5 peepholes and
through them hear intimate personal
conversations, for example, between my-
self and the Senator from South Caro-
lina, and that person may be a vicious
liar. However, his veracity is a ques-
tion for the jury to determine. Am I
not correct in that regard?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is correct. The jury passes on the
question of whether such a person is tell-
ing the truth.

Mr. WELKER. I still believe in the
fundamental right of trial by jury, be-
cause I do not believe juries are fooled
a great many times.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
They do not make too many mistakes,
although they make some, of course.

Mr. WELKER. They have made a
few in cases in which I have been in-
terested.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I, too, have had a few, a few such ex-
periences. At least, I thought so at the
time.

Mr. WELKER. As I understand, the
Senator does not favor even the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarran], with respect to
first getting the consent of a judge be-
fore wiretapping is used.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is better than the other proposal.
I would vote for such an amendment to
the bill, but personally neither proposal
suits me.

Mr. WELKER. Even when the secu-
rity of our country is involved?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I believe the security of our country can
be very well protected without such a
practice. I remember that, according to
the testimony of J. Edgar Hoover, there
were three times as many Communists
in the United States when President
Hoover went out of office than there are
now. Nevertheless we did not hear any
agitation for the passage of this kind of
a law at that time.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I
should like to have the Senator answer
my question with respect to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarran]l, which provides
that a district judge shall first give his
consent to wiretapping.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I do not believe anyone should be allowed
to tap wires, even with the consent of a

R o 1 NG G N




1954

judge. That is my position. To do so
means giving up a part of our sacred
liberties under the Constitution.

Mr. WELKER. The Senator under-
stands that it is not a violation of the
fourth or fifth amendments of the Con-
stitution.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
I would not say that question has been
ruled upon.

Mr. WELKER. It has been ruled upon
by the Supreme Court, a court with
which I know the Senator is unhappy.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The Supreme Court did not rule directly
on the point.

Mr. WELKER. I beg the Senator’s
pardon. In the case of United States
against Olmstead, the court said it was
not a violation of the fourth or fifth
amendment——

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That it was not a violation to employ
wiretapping?

Mr. WELKER. Yes; that it was per-
fectly legal.

Mr., JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
But the court did not say it could be
used as evidence.

Mr. WELEER. No.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The bill proposes to grant the right to
use it as evidence.

Mr. WELKER. Who stopped the use
of it as evidence?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
‘Who stopped it?

Mr. WELEER. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
No case has come up on that direct point.

Mr. WELKER. Oh, yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
What case?

Mr. WELKER. The Judith Coplon
case.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr, JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator is
referring to the Communications Act as
passed by Congress.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
quoted from that act a few moments ago.
I do not think we have ever had a direct
ruling on the constitutional question it-
self.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield fur-
ther?

Mr. JOENSTON of South Carolina., I
yield.

Mr. WELKER. There was a ruling in
the case of United States against Olm-
stead. :

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
The Olmstead case did not go so far as to
hold that such evidence could be used in
court.

Mr. WELKER. Oh, no.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
What was the ruling of the Court in that
case?

Mr. WELKER. That wiretapping was
perfectly legal, and did not violate the
fourth and fifth amendments to the
Constitution.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
But the Court did not grant the right to
use it as evidence.
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Mr. WELEKER. The Court has never
passed on that point, but in the Coplon
case the Court used section 605 of the
act, and the Court held the wiretapping
could not be used as evidence, Is that
correct?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
?}tlanabor from South Carolina yield fur-

er?
yilﬁir. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I

eld.

Mr. MORSE. In the Olmstead case
the Supreme Court, by a 5-to-4 decision,
ruled that wiretapping did not consti-
tute a violation of the fourth and fifth
amendments. The Senator from Idaho
is correct. AsI said in my speech today,
there were well-reasoned dissenting
opinions, and I have cause to believe
that if we could get the facts before the
Court again there might be a different
decision. In another case the ruling
was laid down that the evidence could
not be used because the Court interpreted
section 605 of the act to mean that evi-
dence collected by any interception was
divulged even when the officer reported
to his superior, and it would be in viola-
tion of the statute from the standpoint
of divulgence and from the standpoint
of the incorporation in the statute of the
word “use.” It also prohibited the use
of the evidence. Therefore, as the Sen-
ator points out, it cannot be admissible
in evidence.

When we come to the Coplon case—
and the Senator may not agree with this
analysis, but I discussed the two Coplon
cases at some length today—we have the
Washington Coplon case and the New
York Coplon case. The interesting point
is that the conviction of Miss Coplon in
the Washington case did not involve
wiretapping evidence. She was con-
victed without any wiretapping evidence
at all, In the New York case there was
wiretapping evidence involved, but it
was thrown out on the ground that the
use of the wiretapping evidence was in
violation of the statute.

But the interesting point about wire-
tapping in the Washington Coplon case
is that the wiretapping did not involve
the collection of any evidence offered in
the case against her, but the wiretapping
process in the Washington Coplon case
involved the interception of a telephone
conversation between Miss Coplon and
her attorney. The court ruled that what
she was denied in the Washington Coplon
case was her constitutional right to be
represented by counsel. That was on a
constitutional point.

Mr. WELKER. I agree with that.

Mr. MORSE. Iam of the opinion that
we can convict traitors, subversives, and
Communists without wiretapping. Iam
convinced that we can convict them
short of wiretapping. I think we are in
exactly the same situation as was Patrick
Henry when the argument was advanced
by some persons that a general warrant
was needed in order to detect traitors.
Henry denied it, as I deny today that we
need wiretapping to detect Communists
and subversives. I think what we need
is the right type of persevering, efficient
law-enforcement officers. I do not be-
lieve we have to invade the privacy of
the American home in order to catch
saboteurs and espionage agents.
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Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina.
Does the Senator from Oregon believe
that Communists are too sly or too
slick to use the telephone?

Mr. MORSE. No; I would not say
that. In some instances that may be
true, but I do not think there is any
doubt that Communists use means of
communication, and tapping those means
does give an opportunity to listen into
conversations of Communists, although
I am also inclined to believe that to go
all the way and completely legalize the
use of wiretapping would cause most of
them to be canny enough to recognize
that they would have to find other means
of communicating. I am inclined to
think it would drive them underground
even more than they are now.

Mr. WELKER. Would not that be a
wholesome thing?

Mr. MORSE. No; not if we use the
word in the sense in which I use it. I
would drive them out of the country, if
I had my way.

Mr, WELKER. Iam sure of that.

Mr. MORSE. When I use the word
“yunderground” I mean driving them into
various subterfuges and devious devices
for carrying on their work without the
use of the telephone. Honest men differ
on this question, as I think is being dem-=-
onstrated at this moment, but I cannot
support the use of any wiretapping de-
vice even on the ground that it is to be
used only in detecting subversives, be-
cause what it amounts to is the general
warrant, No matter what check we try
to impose by way of court action, what
is tapped is always a conversation, which
thus becomes the property or the knowl=-
edge of some third person, opening the
way to many dangers, such as police
abuse, blackmail, third-degree methods,
and what not. I do not think we need it
and I do not believe we should tolerate
it in the name of checking so-called
Communist activities, because I have
greater faith in the detection processes
of efficient law-enforcement officers than
to believe that we have to reconstitute
the general-warrant concept.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield, so
that I may answer the Senator from
Oregon?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. WELKER. How, on God's green
earth, could an innocent man object to
his wire being tapped if, in fact, J. Edgar
Hoover felt that the man was a sub-
versive?

Mr. MORSE. I may say most re-
spectfully, in the vein of two lawyers
disagreeing, that I think it is a highly
non sequitur argument on the whole is-
sue of protecting the privacy of Ameri-
cans to say, “If you do not have anything
to hide, what objection do you have to
giving up your privacy?”

My objection is that privacy is so
precious that I do not believe because I
have nothing to hide, that therefore I
should be willing to relinquish it.

The privacy of the home, which is the
castle of a free man, is so precious to
freedom, that I do not believe any Ameri-
can ought to be forced by law to give it
up simply on the basis of the argument:
“What do you have to hide?” The
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answer to the argument is, “Nothing;
but what I want to preserve is my right
to complete privacy.”

Mr. WELKER. Iappreciate the state-
ment by the Senator from Oregon that
we are lawyers disagreeing. But is it
not a fact that the windowpeeper, the
man who bores a hole in a door and
hears what Senator Morse says to Sena-
tor WELKER, is invading the right of
privacy?

Mr. MORSE. If the Senator from
Idaho wishes me to answer that question
legislatively, I will go along with him and
the Senator from South Carolina in say-
ing that that invasion of privacy should
Le plugged up also.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Carolina yield
once more to me?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield to the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. WELEKER. The Senator from
Oregon said the Communists might go
underground if the bill should be en-
acted. Why under the sun should they
not use the communications systems
when they have a free road to use them,
while the law-enfcrcement bodies of the
Government have no right whatsoever
to do so?

Mr. MORSE. I do not know what
conclusion is to be drawn from the Sen-
ator’s question. I do notknow what con=-
clusion the Senator seeks to have drawn
from it. Of course, if there is to be
freedom, it must be a precious right to
be enjoyed by everyone in the country
who is entitled to it, the crooks as well
as the honest. The basic philosophy of
British and American jurisprudence, as
the Senator from Idaho knows, is that
fair procedure should be applied to the
guilty as well as to the innocent. That
is a part of our whole system of justice.
We protect the guilty as well as the
innocent, in the sense that the guilty are
guaranteed a fair procedure.

Our difference on this point is, I
think, that I hold to the point of view
that the wiretapping procedure denies
to people fair trials, fair hearings, and
the fair right to privacy.

Mr. WELKER. Does it deny it any
more than it does to a person who bores
a hole through a door?

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
South Carolina and I are going to plug
up that hole, too.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, from this discussion I
think it can be seen that there will be
differences upon methods of handling
the situation, but I certainly believe, so
far as I am concerned, that wiretapping
should be prohibited in any form.

When this is done we will begin to
restore a measure of freedom to a people
encircled by fear and hysteria. We will
begin the task of making more secure
all the protective provisions of our Bill
of Rights. We will begin the work—so
long neglected—of protecting the indi-
vidual in the rights he has won through
the struggle of the centuries. We can
then freely proclaim to the world:
“Others may lose their individual rights
but we intend to preserve ours.”

We will earn the approbation of free-
men everywhere. The citadel of free-
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dom for freemen will remain unassail-
able.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina yield?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. WELKER. I address this ques-
tion to my two distinguished colleagues
from South Carolina and Oregon, respec-
tively, both of whom are able lawyers.
Under their philosophy we should plug
up the keyhole, but we should not deny
to the Senator from Oregon the right to
testify as to what he overheard the Sen-
ator from Idaho say to the senior Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]?

Mr. MORSE. Not at all—not in the
environment I think the Senator from
Idaho has in mind when he raises the
question. If what the Senator from
Idaho means is that if I were to hide
under the bed in the home of the Senator
from Texas and listen to the privacy of
his conversation, I may say that I would
plug up that violation of privacy, also.

If I sat in the cloakroom of the Senate,
to assume a hypothetical situation, and
listened to the Senator from Idaho and
the Senator from Texas carry on a con-
versation which involved eriminality, of
course it would violate their privacy if
I testified as to what I heard.

Mr. WELEKER. We are speaking, of
course, without any reflection upon our
colleague, the distinguished minority
leader.

Mr. MORSE. Yes; of course. Let us
suppose persons X and Z.

Mr. WELKER. Suppose X and Z are
in the home of A for dinner, and they go
to a corner of the room. A thinks he
hears something of interest. Perhaps
he is a vicious man and does not tell the
truth before the court. Should we not
plug up that possibility, too?

Mr, MORSE. No.

Mr, WELKER. Why?

Mr. MORSE. There is no right of
privacy violated.

Mr. WELKER. Not when X and Z
are off in a corner?

Mr. MORSE. X and Z see A there.

Mr. WELKER. But A is off by him-
self. X and Z are having a private con-
versation in a corner. A goes to a law
enforcement officer and says he heard
X and Z say that they were going to
blow up the Washington Monument.

Mr. MORSE. No legal privacy has
been violated.

Mr. WELKER. I differ with the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. I know the Senator
does, because we are talking about the
old legal definition of degree. But there
is no violation of the privacy of X and
Z at all. The three persons are sitting
in a room. X and Z are in one corner;
A is in another. A overhears a con-
versation.

I simply say that if violation of pri-
vacy is involved, that loophole should be
plugged up.

Mr. WELKER. I differ with the Sen-
ator from Oregon on the definition of
privacy of the home. I am certain that
if such an event happened in the Sen-
at-(g’s home, he would throw both parties
out, .
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Mr. President, will the Senator from
South Carolina yield for another ques-
tion?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield for that purpose.

Mr. WELKER. We know that the
debate on this question arose out of the
decision by Mr. Justice Holmes, in which
he stated that this type of interception
was a dirty business. Am I not correct?

Mr. MORSE. That was one of the
pronouncements he made in that deci-
sion. He made many more, as did Mr.
Justice Stone in that case. Even Mr.
Justice Butler, in that case, laid down
some sound principles on the matter of
protecting the privacy of citizens, as did
Mr. Justice Brandeis. In these days,
I think we ought to review those prin-
ciples.

Mr. WELKER. What is more dirty
business than for a man to overhear a
conversation—let us assume he is an
FBI agent—and then to go into a Fed-
eral court and deliberately to lie against
two persons? That certainly is dirty
business.

Mr. MORSE. Of course it is dirty
business, but I think it is irrelevant to
the whole issue of whether or not Con-
gress should permit the privacy of a free
man’s home to be invaded by wiretap-
ping, unknown to the individual.

Mr. WELEKER. With his great abil-
ity, my good friend, the distinguished
Senator from Oregon, could cross ex-
amine such a person right out of court,
as he well knows.

Mr. MORSE. In that case, such a pro-
cedure of protection is available.

Mr. WELKER. Certainly; and that
procedure would be available in the case
of wiretapping.

Mr. MORSE. No; there would not be
that protection, once the knowledge of
what took place in the telephone con-
versation became the property of the
police. Individuals would then be sub-
ject to being victimized by police
tyranny.

Mr. WELEER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Carolina further
yield?

_%r. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I
yield.

Mr. WELKER. Perhaps the Senator
from Oregon has not followed our hear-
ings. There is every way in the world
for one to lie and cheat and steal in con-
nection with wiretapping devices.

Mr. MORSE. I discussed that at some
length today.

Mr. WELKER. I am sorry that I did
not hear the Senator’s speech.

Mr. MORSE. I shall use an example
again. According to what the techni-
cians have told me, I could record on a
tape a 1-hour speech in the Senate by
the Senator from Idaho, and turn the
speech over to the technicians, who
could then bring forth a recording prov-
ing conclusively, from the standpoint of
the tape, that the Senator from Idaho
recited the Internationale on the floor
of the Senate.

Mr. WELKER. I appreciate that.

Mr. MORSE. That is why I am
against wiretapping.

Mr. WELKER. But will not the Sen-
ator from Oregon agree with me that by
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cross-examination and the use of cor-
roborating witnesses, such a recording
could be blown right out of a courtroom?

Mr. MORSE. No; I think that is a
very false assumption to make. There
may be a very able lawyer who in case
X will break down the falsity of the wire-
tap. In many other cases the wiretap
may stand up and the jury may believe it.
I think we should outlaw the process or
procedure of wiretapping in order to
prevent the dangers that exist under

such procedures.

Mr. WELKER. The Senator from
Oregon would outlaw all wiretapping?

Mr, MORSE, I would outlaw all wire-
tapping.

Mr. WELEKER. The Senator would
not compromise with a provision that
judges should pass on reqguests to wire-
tap and grant permission?

Mr, MORSE. No. Let me say a word
about the judgeship check. In the first
place, there is no way to stop the proc-
ess from being what Judge Brandeis
described it as being in the Olmstead
case, It cannot be a selective process.
Once a wire is tapped, everything that
goes over the wire is tapped. I think
that should be kept in mind. Secondly,
we need to recognize how law enforce-
ment works. The judge is a member of
the community. He has to work co-
operatively with the prosecutor, and the
prosecutor with the judge. Usually there
exists a desirable teamwork relationship
between the judge and the prosecutor,
and such a procedure will become pro
forma. In most cases, as the wire tap-
ping procedure would become the prac-
tice, the prosecutor would appear before
the judge and state, “Your honor, we
have reason to believe Mr. X is a dan-
gerous subversive in this community.
We want you to authorize our tapping
the wires of X.” Where is the judge who

ordinarily would deny such a request?.

Mr. WELEER. I can name two of
them in the Senator’s own State. Does
the Senator from Oregon think that
Judge Alger Fee, the greatest jurist I
know, or Judge Claude McColloch, would
ever grant such permission without pos-
itive evidence?

Mr. MORSE. I am not going to speak
for Judge Fee or Judge McColloch; I am
going to speak to the practice. It does
not make any difference whether a cer-
tain judge would grant permission to tap
the wires of X, Y, or Z.

The fact is that if a prosecutor came
before a judge and stated, “We think we
have a bad subversive in this town and
we want to have an order to wire tap his
telephone,” the judge would ask, “What
have you by way of prima facie evi-
dence?” That is what the bill would re-
quire. A prima facie case would have to
be made out.

The prosecutor would then state,
“Well, on the following days we saw him
with these people, and they are bad
characters. Some of the public acts of
this fellow indicate he is associated with
a pretty bad crowd. We saw the fol-
lowing people come out of his home on
February 1. We have a suspicion that
maybe he is having Communist meetings
in his home. We think we had better
put him under surveillance.”
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Without naming individual judges, I
think in most instances, with the work-
ing arrangement which exists between
judges and prosecutors, the prosecutor
would get a court order. I do not think
there would be any safeguard at all
When the prosecutor received his order,
he would receive an order to tap the
whole conversation, whatever went over
the wires, the conversations of the people
who called in as well as those of the
persons they were trying to detect.

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I de-
sire to have the floor for only a few
moments more. I am sorry to take up
so much time, but this is a very enlight-
ening debate, I am sure. No doubt the
Senator from Oregon has had some ex-
perience as a prosecutor, has he not?

Mr. MORSE. No, I have not. I have
not had that great opportunity which
the Senator from Idaho has had. I have
not been a prosecutor, However, I have
studied the records of a great many
prosecutors.

Mr. WELKER. The Senator from
Oregon has stated that there is an al-
liance between judges and prosecutors.

Mr. MORSE. I did not say an al-
liance. I said there is good teamwork.
There ought to be. There is a good
teamwork between them.

Mr. WELKER. I do not think there
should be. I differ with the statement
of the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. If the prosecutor makes
a prima facie case, I think there should
be good teamwork.

Mr. WELKER. When one goes to a
judge for a search and seizure warrant,
as I have done hundreds of times, one
will find that if he does not have the
evidence he will not be granted such a

warrant. I have had that experience
many times.
Mr. MORSE. Certainly. That is why

there exists the great protection in the
Bill of Rights as to search and seizure
warrants. We did away with the gen-
eral warrant for searches and seizures.
No one can now get a general warrant for
searches and seizures. It is necessary to
have a specific warrant, and identify the
property which it is desired to seize. It
has to be made pretty clear to the judge
where it is expected the property will be
found. Every man is protected from a
rummaging performance in his castle or
home.

Mr. WELKER. It is necessary to
name the place and to have reasonable
grounds on which to ask the judge for
such a writ.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to say,
most respectfully, that the argument by
analogy breaks down when the Senator
applies the warrant question to the wire-
tap question.

Mr. WELEER. We are now discussing
judges.

Mr. MORSE. The protection afforded
by requiring action by a judge, to which
the Senator from Idaho is referring, in
my opinion affords no protection at all.
I am opposed to the so-called safeguard
of having a judge act, and I want to
point out it does not protect the indi-
vidual from what I think is the abuse of
the general warrant characteristic of
wiretapping.
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Mr. WELEER. While we are on the
question of the protection requiring
action by a judge, I may cite an experi-
ence which I had, and which I think my
distinguished colleague from Oregon
may have had. I know that I have had
such an experience, and the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Warkins], who is on
the committee, has had the same ex-
perience. When a person goes to a par-
ticular judge, files his affidavit, and asks
for a writ, the clerk, the court attachés,
and the reporter are present, and it soon
leaks what is being sought. The Sena-
tor from Utah related an experience
which he had when he was a jurist and
granted a writ of search and seizure to
invade the right of privacy of the home.
There were reasonable grounds for
granting such a writ, but because the in-
formation leaked out from the judicial
chamber, when the authorities reached
the place in question they found the per-
sons present were playing rummy and
they just laughed at the officers. After
the officers left, they resumed operating
the still, or dispensing illegally possessed
liquor, or whatever the violation may
have been.

Mr. MORSE. Ithink many such cases
can be cited, but I do not admit the gen-
eral premise stated by the Senator from
Idaho, that if there existed the so-called
judge requirement, where there was a
leak the situation could not be handled,
but that in most cases there would not
be such a leak. That does not go to
the basis of the problem. The basis of
the problem is whether or not the judge
requirement or any other requirement
gives an individual protection against
invasion of his privacy to the extent that
it prevents a law enforcement officer
from getting all of the conversation.
When permission is given to get all the
conversation, the person is subject to a
great many abuses.

Mr. WELKER. Iam sure the Senator
from Oregon has great respect for Mr.
J. Edgar Hoover.

Mr. MORSE. Oh, yes, but I certainly
disagree with his recent pronouncement
with regard to wiretapping. I wish he
had stood by the pronouncements which
he made in 1940 and 1941.

Mr. WELEER. I wish Chairman
CELLER, of the House Judiciary Commit-
tee, had kept to the pronouncements
which he made in 1953.

Mr. MORSE. I do not know about
them.

Mr. WELKER. I suggest to the Sen=-
ator from Oregon that he read the
RECORD.

Mr. MORSE. Until the Senator from
Idaho shows me, I would not know
whether it has anything to do with the
issue under discussion.

Mr. WELKER. Chairman CELLER
made as a complete reversal of his field
as any I ever saw. The Senator from
Oregon states that he does not want the
right of privacy invaded; but, under
present conditions when evil men are
seeking to destroy our Nation, we are
giving the right of privacy to saboteurs,
espionage agents, kidnapers, and other
such law breakers, and we are absolutely
putting a roadblock in the way of the
FBI or other law-enforcement agencies.
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Mr. President, in concluding my brief
remarks, let me say that, as my friend,
the Senator from Oregon knows, I have
had considerable experience along these
lines; and I wish to assure my colleagues
that I am trying to be fair in this matter.

On the subject of the Coplon case, let
me say I do not believe that a person
who has had to face the fire of a day in
court should have to return to face it
again,

Later I shall have more to say on this
subject, which I did not know was to
be discussed in the Senate Chamber to-
day. In the meantime, I hope my col-
leagues will be thinking about it.

I certainly appreciate very much the
delightful discussion I have had with my
two able and distinguished lawyer
friends.

Mr. MORSE. Let me say it is always
a pleasure to participate in a discussion
with the distinguished Senator from
Idaho.

ORDEE. FOR CALL OF THE CALEN-
DAR ON MONDAY

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
am =till hopeful that this evening we may
complete consideration of the noncon-
troversial features of the appropriation
bill, which is the unfinished business, so
that we can dispose of them. There is
a unanimous-consent agreement on the
bill, and it will be put into operation on
Moday. It is expected to continue with
consideration of the appropi ation bill
on Monday until final action on it is
taken.

I now ask unanimous consent that
upon completion of consideration of the
appropriation bill, there be a call of the
calendar, for consideration of bills and
other measures to which there is no ob-
jection, from the point where the last
calendar call concluded, which will mean
starting with Calendar No. 1519, Senate
bill 1308, for the relief of Leonard Hun-
gerford, and including Calendar No.
1466, House bill 2566, to amend the Con-
tract Settlement Act of 1944; Calendar
No. 1498, House bill 2844, providing for
the ratification of the Revenue Bond Act
of 1935, enacted by the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawaii; and Calendar No.
1514, Senate bill 3487, to authorize the
Central Bank for Cooperatives and the
regional banks for cooperatives to issue
consolidated debentures, were the bills
which went over from the last calendar
call to the next calendar call.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I should like to
make an inquiry of my friend, the Sen-
ator from California. I do not know
how much patience the Senator from
California has tonight.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am very patient.

Mr. MORSE. I hope the spirit of
brotherly love and charity will stream
through the veins of the Senator from
California. As the Senator knows, I
have been ready from the beginning of
the session today, waiting to make some
remarks on the unfinished business.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Ihave a slight sus-
picion as to what the Senator from Ore-
gon is going to suggest.

Mr. MORSE. I refer to House bill
3097, which would authorize the transfer

ENS————
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to the regents of the University of Cali-
fornia, for agricultural purposes, of cer-
tain real property in Napa County, Calif.
I think my argument on the bill will not
take more than 20 or 30 minutes, and
the Senate can then vote on the bill.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Am I to under-
stand that the Senator from Oregon
would be inconvenienced if the bill were
not taken up today, but were put over to
Monday?

Mr. MORSE. Not only would I be
inconvenienced; but I have such an im-
portant engagement of long standing in
Wisconsin, on Monday, for a speech on
eivil rights, that I do not see how I could
possibly return in time. So I wonder
whether the Senator from California will
accommodate me by agreeing to an un-
derstanding that the California bill will
not be taken up until Tuesday.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, the
Senator from Oregon hardly need ask
me that question. Of course I am will-
ing to agree to such an arrangement.

Mr. MORSE. I appreciate very much
the Senator’s courtesy in the matter.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I shall be glad to
have the California bill, to which the
Senator from Oregon apparently has
some slight objection, put over until
Tuesday, so the Senator from Oregon
can return and make his speech in
opposition.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from California very much indeed.

Mr. KNOWLAND. If that takes care
of the matter, I now submit the request
previously stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. Up-
ToN in the chair). Is there objection?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

e ——

DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE,
AND COMMERCE APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1955

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 8067) making appro-
priations for the Departments of State,
Justice, and Commerce, and the United
States Information Agency, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1955, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment on page 13, in line 13.
The amendment will be stated again.

The CHIEF CLERK. Under the head-
ing International Educational Exchange
Activities, on page 13, in line 13, after
the word ‘“‘appropriation” and the semi-
colon, it is proposed to strike out *“$9,-
000,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“$15,000,000.”

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a brief state-
ment on the International Educational
Exchange activities be printed at this
point in the REcorp, prior to taking ac-
tion on the amendment.

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

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE

ACTIVITIES

The committee has allowed the budget
estimate of $15 million for this activity
which is an increase of $6 million over the
amount allowed by the House. Of the $15
million recommended, $7,660,166 is to be
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used to purchase foreign currencies or credits
owed to or owned by the United States
Treasury, in order to reduce our hard-dollar
expenditures abroad. For 1954 the allow-
ance was $14,965,000.

It is the sense of the committee that
smaller colleges and universities, nationwide,
be provided with a greater opportunity to
participate in the International Educational
Exchange program. This applies not only to
the selection of exchangees being sent abroad
but also to foreign exchangees coming to the
United States. The tendency has been to
concentrate on the larger institutions of
learning. The committee in no way objects
to the utilization of these larger institu-
tions, but believes that the selection of
American exchangees to go abroad and the
assignment of foreign exchangees should be
spread over the greatest geographical area
possible. It is only in this way that foreign
exchangees will catch the true breadth of
the American character and way of living.
The committee states frankly that its rec-
ommendations for the fiscal year 1956 will
depend upon the success of carrying out the
above recommendations.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I wish
to say that I concur in the statements
made by various Senators in favor of
the educational exchange activities
funds. The Senators who have raised
questions about this item may be as-
sured that in the conference, the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate will
certainly make every effort to express
forcibly the will of the Senate regarding
this fund.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the commit-
tee amendment on page 13, in line 13.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
next amendment of the committee will
be stated.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “General provisions—Depart-
ment of State,” on page 16, after line
13, to insert:

Sec. 111. Any person appointed to the For-
eign Service shall receive basic salary at one
of the rates of the class to which he is ap-
pointed which the Secretary of State shall,
taking into consideration his age, qualifica-
tions, and experience determine to be appro-
priate for him to receive.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I make the
point of order that the amendment pro-
poses legislation on an appropriation
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised——

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in view
of the raising of the point of order, I
suggest that this amendment go over
until Monday. Let me point out that
previously I have filed, in connection
with this amendment, a notice of inten-
tion to move to suspend the rule,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Tennessee withdraw the
point of order?

Mr. GORE. No.

Mr, BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendment on page 16, after line 13,
inserting section 111—on which the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee has
been forced to raise a point of order—
and also the committee amendment on
page 16, after line 18, inserting section
112, go over to Monday.
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In this connection, I point out that a
notice of intention to make a motion to
suspend the rule has already been filed.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am
agreeable to the course of action pro-
posed by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Hampshire? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The next amendment of the commit-
tee will be stated.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title II—Department of Jus-
tice—Legal Activities and General
Administration—Salaries and Expenses,
General Administration,” on page 17,
line 14, after the word “Assistant”, to
strike out “$2,450,000” and insert
©$2,495,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Salaries and Expenses, United
States Attorneys and Marshals,” on
page 18, line 12, after the word “ammu-
nition”, to strike out “$14,000,000" and
insert “$14,500,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Fees and Expenses of Wit-
nesses,” on page 19, line 1, after the
word “Code”, to strike out “$1,200,000”
and insert “$1,000,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service—Salaries and Expenses,” on
page 21, line 18, after the figures “$39,-
000,000, to insert a colon and “Provided,
That hereafter the compensation of the
Deputy Commissioner, Immigration and
Naturalization Service, shall be $15,000
per annum.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Federal Prison System—Sal-
aries and Expenses, Bureau of Prisons,”
on page 22, line 2, after the name
“Alaska”, to strike out “not to exceed
$529,000 for departmental personal
services”; and in line 18, after *“(5
U. 8. C. 341f) ", to strike out “$26,385,~
000” and insert “$26,850,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “General Provisions—Depart-
ment of Justice,” on page 24, after line 8,
to strike out:

BSec. 202. The mrinimum annual salary of
any United States Attorney, any Assistant
United States Attorney, or any special attor-
ney or speclal assistant, as set forth in sec-
tion 202 of the Department of Justice Appro-
priation Act, 1954, shall not apply to any
such official after June 30, 1954.

And in liet thereof to insert:

Bec. 202, The minimum annual salary of
any United States attorney, appointed to
serve in any of the United States Territories
or possessions, or of any assistant United
States attorney, special attorney, or special
assistant who has not been engaged in the
practice of law for 3 years, as set forth in
section 202 of the Department of Justice Ap=
propriation Act, 1954, shall not apply to any
such official after June 30, 1954.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 25,
after line 23, to insert:

SEec, 208. Not to exceed 5 percent of the ap-.
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administration In this title shall be avallable
interchangeably, with the approval of the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, but no
appropriation shall be increased by more
than 56 percent and any interchange of ap-
propriations hereunder shall be reported to
the Congress in the annual budget.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title III—Department of Com-
merce—Office of the Secretary,” on page
26, line 14, after the figures “$1,000”, to
strike out “$2,000,000” and insert $2,100,-
000.”

The amendment was agreed to.
~ The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Bureau of the Census,” on page
27, line 1, after the figures “$6,200,000”,
to strike out the comma and “of which
$10,000 shall be used to renew the com-
pilation of statistics on stocks of coffee
on hand.”

The amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page 27,
after line 3, to insert:

Census of agriculture: For expenses neces=
sary for taking, compiling, and publishing
the 1054 census of agriculture, as authorized
by law, including personal services by con-
tract or otherwise at rates to be fixed by the
Secretary of Commerce without regard to the
Classification Act of 1949, as amended; and
additional compensation of Federal em-
ployees temporarily detailed for field work
under this appropriation; $16 million, to be-
come immediately available and to remain
available until December 31, 1966 (13 U. 8. C.
216, as amended by 66 Stat. 736).

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Civil Aeronautics Administra-
tion,” on page 28, line 3, after the word
“snowshoes”, to strike out $96,450,000"
and insert “$97,850,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 30,
line 11, after the word “unifo 7, to
strike out “$550,000” and insert “$650,-
000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Business and Defense Services
Administration,” on page 32, at the
beginning of line 22, to strike out
$6,070,000" and insert ““$6,820,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Bureau of Foreign Commerce,”
on page 33, at the beginning of line 8,
to insert “and purchase of materials
necessary to prepare exhibits for use in
international trade fairs”; and in line 9,
after the amendment just above stated,
to strike out “$1,500,000" and insert
“$2,500,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Maritime Activities,” on page
34, line 7, after the word “Commission”,
to strike out $55,000,000" and insert
“$85,000,000”; in the same line, after
the amendment just above stated, to
insert “to be derived by transfer from
the appropriation ‘War Shipping Ad-
ministration Liquidation, Treasury De-
partment,” and"”; and on page 35, at the
beginning of line 15, to strike out “and
fifty.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page
35, line 20, after the figures “$13,500,000",
to insert “of which sum $5,000,000 shall

8067

be derived by transfer from the appro-
priation ‘War Shipping Administration
Liquidation, Treasury Department,’
and.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page
37, after line 11, to strike out:

War Shipping Administration liquidation:
Not to exceed $2,000,000 of the unexpended
balance of the appropriation to the Secre-
tary of the Secretary in the Second Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act, 1948, for
liquidation of obligations approved by the
General Accounting Office as properly in-
curred against funds of the War Shipping
Administration prior to January 1, 19847, is
hereby continued avallable during the cur-
rent fiscal year, and shall be available for the
payment of obligations incurred against the
working fund titled: “Working fund, Com-
merce, War Shipping Administration func-
tions, December 31, 1946.”

And in lieu thereof to insert the fol-
lowing:

War Shipping Administration liquidation:
Not to exceed $12,500,000 of the unexpended
balance of the appropriation to the Secretary
of the Treasury in the Second Supplemental
Appropriation Act, 1948, for liquidation of ob=-
ligations approved by the General Account-
ing Office as properly incurred against funds
of the War Shipping Administration prior
to January 1, 1947, is hereby continued avail-
able during the current fiscal year, and shall
be avallable for the payment of obligations
incurred against the working fund titled:
“Working fund, Commerce, War Shipping
Administration funections, December 31,
1946": Provided, That the unexpended bal=-
ance of such appropriation to the Secretary
of the Treasury less the amount of $12.-
500,000 continued available and less the
amount of $85 million transferred to the
appropriation “Operation-differential sub-
sidies” and less the amount of $5 million
transferred to the appropriation “Salaries
and expenses, Maritime Activities”, by this
act, is hereby rescinded, the amount of such
unexpended balance to be carried to the
Surplus Fund and covered into the Treasury
immediately upon the approval of this act.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 39,
line 15, after the word “Office”, to insert
a colon and “Provided, That this pro-
vision shall not apply to any case in
which a final court judgment has been
made.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Patent Office,” on page 40, line
18, after the word “Patents”, to strike out
“$11,000,000” and insert “$12,000,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “Bureau of Public Roads,” on
page 41, at the beginning of line 20, to
strike out “$350,500,000” and insert
#$360,500,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 41,
at the beginning of line 22, to strike out
“$146,500,000” and insert “$136,500,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 43,
line 1, after the word “expended”, to
insert a colon and “Provided, That no
part of this appropriation shall be al-
located for expenditure in a particular
country unless such allocation shall have
been submitted to and reviewed by the
Senate and House Appropriations Com=
mittees 30 days in advance of the alloca=-
tion.”

The amendment was agreed to.
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The next amendment was, under the
subhead “National Bureau of Stand-
ards,” on page 45, line 10, after the word
“for”, to strike out “$3,000,000” and in-
sert “$3,300,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 45,
at the beginning of line 19, to strike out
“$2,000,000” and insert “$2,200,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
subhead “General Provisions—Depart-
ment of Commerce,” on page 47, after
line 11, to insert:

SEec. 304. There shall be hereafter in the
Department of Commerce, in addition to the
Assistant Sccretaries now provided for by
law, one additional Assistant Secretary of
Commerce, who shall be appointed by the
President by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, and who shall be subject
in all respects to the provisions of the act
of July 15, 1947 (61 Stat. 326), as amended
(5 U. 8. C. 592a) relating to Assistant Sec-
retaries of Commerce. Section 3 of Reor-
ganization Plan No. 5 of 1950, as amended
(64 Stat. 1263; 66 Stat. 121) is hereby re-
pealed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 47,
after line 21, to insert:

Sec. 305. The Secretary of Commerce here-
after is authorized, subject to the procedures
prescribed by section 5056 of the Classifica-
tion Act of 1949, but without regard to the
numerical limitations contained therein, to
place one position in grade GS-18, fourteen
positions in grade GS-17, and five positions
in grade GS-16 in the General Schedule
established by the Classification Act of 1949,
and such positions shall be in addition to
those positions in the Department of Com-
merce presently allocated in grades GS-16,
GS-17, and GS-18.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, this is
another amendment about which the
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gore]l has spoken to me, and has
said that if I insisted on the amendment,
he would raise a point of order. There-
fore, I suggest that the amendment go
over until Monday.

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

The next committee amendment will
be stated.

The next amendment was, on page 48,
after line 6, to insert:

Bec. 306. No part of the appropriations
made available in this title shall be available
for management studies except the $100,000
authorized for transfer to the Office of the
Secretary.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the
heading “Title IV—United States In-
formation Agency”, on page 51, line 2,
after the word “organizations”, to strike
out “$75,814,000” and insert “$83,814,-
000”; in line 3, after the amendment
just above stated, to insert “of which
$3,200,000 shall be derived by transfer
from the unobligated balance in the ac-
count “International Information Activ-
ities, United States Information Agen-
cy”, and”; in line 6, after the word
“shall” to insert “if possible”, and in
line 8, after the word “States”, to in-
sert “and not less than $300,000 shall
be made available to one or more private
international broadcasting licensees for
the purpose of developing and broad-
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casting under private auspices, but under
the general supervision of the United
States Information Agency, radio pro=-
grams to Latin America, Western Eu-
rope, as well as other areas of the free
world, which programs shall be designed
to cultivate friendships with the peo-
ples of the countries of those areas, and
to build improved international under-
standing.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent I have a question I should like to
raise. The language on page 49, line 24,
as it came over from the House, has not
been altered by the Senate committee.
The item is for “purchase of caps for
personnel employed abroad.” That lan-
guage was not altered by the Senate com-
mittee as it came from the House.

It seems to me that is a rather inter-
esting provision. We can buy caps for
guards and others who work for our In-
formation Service abroad, but we cannot
provide uniforms for them. I think per-
haps it might look a little foolish to see
some of them walking around with fancy
caps and perhaps canvas trousers, some
with one kind of shoes and others with
another kind. A cap may be a badge of
authority, but I think we ought to strike
out the word “caps” and either buy them
nothing, or continue the practice which
has prevailed in the past and buy re-
spectable, dignified uniforms, so as to
provide uniformity of appearance, iden-
tification, and so forth. I prefer that
the Government buy the uniforms, too,
so perhaps we should say “caps and
proper uniforms.”

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I will
say to the distinguished Senator from
Iowa, that probably it was a little Yankee
thrift which impelled us to exclude uni-
forms and use the word *“caps.” Very
frequently special police in small towns
do not have uniforms, but they wear
badges. When we go abroad we may see
a man in ordinary street clothes wearing
a sort of official cap. If the Senator
wishes to offer such an amendment, we
could eliminate the words “purchase of
caps for personnel employed abroad.”
This would throw the question into con-
ference, where we could discuss the ques=
tion of costs.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am perfectly
willing to have the item taken to confer-
ence, so far as my personal attitude is
concerned. Last fall I saw a fellow in
Africa who wore a fancy hat and a breech
clout, but no shoes. The hat was a grand
affair, but he had no other kind of uni-
form. It is satisfactory to me to have
the item taken to conference, where the
question may be discussed and a decision
reached as to what is the desirable thing
to do. I do not know whether this sub-
ject was given serious consideration in
the committee.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Now that we have
reached a question of earth-shaking im-
portance, relating to the purchase of
caps, is not the Senator from Iowa
greatly pleased that on page 50, line 3,
there is authorized the “purchase of ice
and drinking water abroad”?
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think that is

highly essential. I know the Senator
from Illinois has been in many foreign
countries. Frequently one’s internal ap-
paratus is disturbed by the drinking
water one is forced to use abroad.

It is very essential that proper drink-
ing water be provided. I think the Sen-
ator can testify to the importance of
that. I believe that ice and drinking
water are absolutely essential to health.

Mr, BRIDGES. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Iowa will offer an amend-
ment to add the purchase of uniforms to
the purchase of caps, or merely to pro-
vide for the purchase of uniforms, which
would include caps, the Senator from
New Hampshire, as chairman of the
committee, will accept it.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr, President,
I move, on page 49, line 24, to strike out
the word “caps”, and insert in lieu there-
of the word “uniforms.” I think that
would take the item to conference.

Mr. BRIDGES. Very well. In order
that there may be no misunderstanding
in the mind of the Senator from Utah
or in the minds of the officials of the
United States Information Service, let
it be made clear that if such an amend-
ment is agreed to, it means that we are
proposing to buy uniforms in limited
numbers, for guards and similar em-
ployees. We are not authorizing the
purchase of uniforms for everyone. We
expect the officials to use their dis-
cretion.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I would be
the first to stand as a watchdog to pre-
vent the purchase of uniforms for every-
one. The fewer uniforms that are
bought the better I shall like it. Either
we should buy uniforms, or we should
not buy uniforms.

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

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Since the Senator
from Iowa now wishes to use more gen-
eral language on page 49, does he not
think it would be better and more in
keeping with the diplomatic service
to substitute the word “potables” for “ice
and drinking water,” on page 50, line 3?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am afraid
that would open up the question of the
interpretation of the word “potables.”
The term “ice and drinking water” is
specifie.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Therefore I take it
the Senator from Iowa wishes to exclude
the possibility of more stimulating bev-
erages than ice and drinking water.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No, I wish to
avoid getting into that field at all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa asks unanimous con-
sent for the consideration of his proposed
amendment at this time. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none; and,
without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
what action was taken with respect to
the committee amendment on page 51,
line 2?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
amendment has been agreed to.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I should like
to interrogate the Senator from New
Hampshire with respect to the total
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amount. The amendment went through
so fast that I did not catch it.

I have had some conversations today
with the Senator from New Hampshire
and some of the other members of the
Committee on Appropriations. It was
my original intention to offer an amend-
ment proposing to increase the amount
of $83,814,000 recommended by the Sen-
ate committee to $89 million, which was
the amount of the budget request.

Frankly, I find that such an amend-
ment would probably encounter consid-
erable opposition, because of the organi-
zational questions involved, the Senate
committee having considered the ques-
tion quite thoroughly.

I came to the conclusion, after these
discussions, that I would not offer the
amendment increasing the amount to
$89 million. However, I wish to say that
in refraining from offering the amend-
ment I am assuming that the conferees
on the part of the Senate will hold out to
the last ditch for the Senate committee
figure of $83,814,000.

The reason I say that is that I feel
that even the budget request is far less
than should be appropriated for this im-
portant agency. In the past there have
been periods when it has been subjected
to criticism. I have criticized it almost
as much as has any other Senator.
However, we now have a new Director,
who has been in office about a year, He
has been attempting to organize this
great activity on a better basis. I think
it is an essential activity. There is at
least 1 country in the world which is
estimated to be spending not less than
$1 billion a year on information activ=-
ities. I have seen those activities oper-
ate to our detriment, because we simply
did not have the money with which to
operate. I say to the Senator from New
Hampshire that I hope the conferees will
hold fast to this item. I believe they
will. It is for that reason that I am not
offering the amendment at this time.

Mr. BRIDGES. I appreciate the dis-
tinguished Senator’s view. I know that
as a member of the Foreign Relations
Committee he has taken a great deal of
interest in this activity. Hearings were
held on this subject, extending over a
period of several days. There was very
detailed discussion in the committee dur-
ing the markup of the bill. There were
motions before the committee to reduce
individual items, and to reduce the total
amount.

They had some support, but they were
defeated. Then a motion was made to
leave the recommended appropriations
at the figure which the House had
passed. That motion was defeated also.
Finally the amount increasing the ap-
propriation adopted by the House was
agreed upon, That represents an in-
crease of $8 million. It is my view, as
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, and, in turn, it will be my view
as chairman of the conference commit-
tee, with the backing of the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations, that it will be
our duty to do everything we can to
retain the Senate amendment in the
final bill. Of course we must agree on a
bill finally, but we shall try to retain that
amendment in the bill. I cannot guar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

antee anything to the Senator, but I
shall certainly indicate our viewpoint.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. There is one
item in that appropriation which has
been cut. I regret that any of the items
have been cut, but I believe that the mo-
tion-picture medium is one of the most
vital and important means we have of
communicating ideas and thoughts about
the United States and about the free
world, provided the motion pictures are
properly designed and properly pro-
duced. I am sorry that the item for
motion pictures has been cut by approx-
imately $3 million, as I note in the sum-
mary of allowances in the report.

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me say to the
Senator that there was a motion made
to cut the House figure by about two-
million-nine-hundred-thousand-dollars=
plus, and there was also a motion made
to cut the figure in half. Those motions
were defeated. Then there was a mo-
tion made to retain the original amount.
That motion was also defeated. Finally
$1 million was added to the House figure.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is on the
plus side, and I am not criticizing the
committee for that. However, I feel
very deeply that motion pictures can very
well serve the best interests of the United
States, and I hate to see the motion-
picture medium impaired too much.
That is all I have to say on that point.
I understand that the $83 million item
has already been adopted by the Senate.

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Then I shall
ask that the next committee amendment
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All com-
mittee amendments have been agreed to
except the three amendments which
were passed over by unanimous consent,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I asked that
the next committee amendment be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All com-
mittee amendments have been agreed to,
with the exception of the three which
were passed over.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I did not
know that all the other committee
amendments had been agreed to. I have
an amendment to offer on page 51.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To which
committee amendment does the Senator
desire to offer an amendment?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The commit-
tee amendment appearing on page 51,
line 8.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the vote by which the
committer amendment on page 51, line
8, was agreed to is reconsidered, and the
Senator from Iowa may offer his amend-
ment.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I send the
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 51, line 8,
it is proposed to insert after the word
“and” the words “of which”; and on page
51, line 9, to strike the word “made” and
insert after the word “available”, the
words “for contracts with”, and delete
the word “to.”

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I believe that
the language I suggest should be in-
serted in the committee amendment.
The committee amendment provides an
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appropriation of $300,000, which it is
necessary to parcel out to private broad-
casting companies. I am not against
voting for that amount at all. It may
not be enough, so far as I know. I be-
lieve we are spending approximately that
amount now with private companies and
other facilities. I have seen some of
them in operation, and I believe a very
good job is being done. Therefore I
suggest my amendment. If my amend-
ment is adopted the committee amend-
ment would read thus: “and of which not
less than $300,000 shall be available for
contracts with one or more private in-
ternational broadcasting licensees,” and
so forth.

The amendment would still provide at
least $300,000, but it would not bind the
hands of the Director, or put a strangle-
hold on the amount by any private
broadcasting company. It would leave
it as a matter of competitive judgment.
I have no doubt that at least that much
money will be needed.

Mr. BRIDGES. As chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations I am per-
fectly willing to take the amendment
to conference. If private broadcasting
companies are doing a good job, they
should have an opportunity to do their
job under the private-enterprise sys-
tem of our country. I believe the Sen-
ator’s amendment helps to clarify the
situation. I shall be glad to take the
amendment to conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. HicKENLOOPER] to the committee
amendment on page 51, line 8.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. MTr. President,
I have another amendment, which I
should like to offer, on page 51, line 18.
It is not an amendment to a com-
mittee amendment. I ask whether this
is the proper time to offer the amend-
ment,.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It may
be offered by unanimous consent.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask such
unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator may offer his
amendment,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask that the
amount of $30,000 on page 51, line 18,
be increased to $60,000, which is far less
than the amount that is actually needed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Iowa.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 51,
line 18, it is proposed to strike out “$30,-
000” and to insert in lieu thereof
“$60,000.”

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Iowa.

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does
from Iowa understand the word “repre-
sentation” to mean entertainment?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In the main
it means entertainment, I will say to the
Senator from Illinois. I am certainly

the Senafor
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sympathetic with him, and I join with
him in not wishing to appropriate
money for foolish purposes. I should
like to ask that he bear in mind that the
Information Service operates in 77 coun-
tries throughout the world at 216 posts.
I have knowledge of cases where the head
of the Information Service and his 3
assistants spent a total of $12.50 over a
3-months’ period for so-called repre-
sentation. They just did not draw that
amount because it would be too much
trouble to sign the voucher. However,
these men must, in the course of creating
good relations for the United States, take
local people out to lunch, for example. I
assure the Senator from Illinois, from my
own experience in inspecting these posts,
that they do not spend the money for
liquor, but for entertainment, such as for
luncheons, and so forth.

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

Mr. HICEENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does not the Sena-
tor from Iowa believe that there would be
greater clarity in the language of this
appropriation bill if hereafter, instead
of the word “representation,” which has
a mystifying meaning, there were sub-
stituted the word “entertainment”?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. No. I will
say to the Senator that I do not. I think
“representation” is a very descriptive
word.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not a word
which is designed to conceal the mean-
ing of the expenditure?

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. No, it is not.
I thing it is a proper term used by all
countries in attempting to establish a
cordial atmosphere of understanding by
means of social relationships. I thing it
is extremely effective.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is
aware, of course, of the definition which
Talleyrand gave the word “language.”
He said that language was intended to
conceal thought. If that is true of
diplomacy, I do not see why it may not
be true of an appropriation bill. Lan-
guage should be precise and should fit
the subject. I think the average citizen
is confused by the term “representation.”
It tcok me approximately a year to ecatch
on to what was meant by it, and since
then it has excited my interest.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Isuppose there
is a certain amount of entertainment
involved. I have gone to many lunch-
eons where there was no entertainment
so far as I was concerned, but such
affairs afford a medium by which to
get acquainted. We get to know the
other fellow a little bit better. It is
like relations between nations. If we
know them better we think a little more
of them and better understand them. I
think it is perfectly justified.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I suppose the Sena-
tor has reached that period of life in
which entertainment is seldom enter-
taining.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I do not know
what period of life the Senator from
Illinois has reached, but I still have a
little fun once in a while., I might say
that I know scores of persons, not only
in the diplomatic service but in govern-
ment service, who spend out of their own
pockets 2 or 3 or 4 or maybe 5 times the
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amount they receive from their Govern-
ment in representing their ccuntry
abroad.

I do not think the amount will give
any opportunity for Rabelaisian activi-
ties.

Mr. President, I hope my amendment
will be agreed to.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I will
accept the amendment and take it to
conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
on page 53, line 9, the language as com-
ing from both the Senate and House
Appropriations Committees, now reads
as follows:

No appropriation in this act shall be
available for operation of the International
Broadcasting Service in New York City after
December 31, 1954.

I should like to suggest an amend-
ment to insert, after the word “for” in
line 9, the words “the principal”, so that
the paragraph beginning on line 9 would
read:

No appropriation in this act shall be
available for the principal operation of the
International Broadcasting Service in New
York City after December 31, 1954.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment offered
by the Senator from Iowa.

The LEGISLATIVE CrLERK. It is pro=-
posed, after the word “for” on line 9,
page 53, to insert the words “the prin-
cipal.”

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
the reason for the amendment is this.
The service is moving its major opera-
tions to Washington. The building is
now under construction. Demolition
work has been done, and the reconstruc-
tion is beginning. There will be some 21
studios with their entire personnel
located here, but they feel it is utterly
essential, if they continue to send people
from Washington to New York to report
on the activities of the United Nations,
and so forth, that they maintain two
studios there on a permanent basis, at
least for the forseeable future, and until
their power and controls can be finally
switched to Washington, they will have
to have approximately 12 technicians re-
maining there on a temporary basis.
They want to begin their operations in
their own building by some time around
the middle of November. I think that is
the plan and program at this time, They
will not be able to get the power finally
switched here completely until some time
in April or May of next year. My amend-
ment will require them to have their
principal operations in Washington, but
will not preclude them from maintain-
ing the two studios in New York at the
seat of many activities.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Iowa will yield, I should
like to clarify the situation.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I yield.

Mr. BRIDGES. Originally, the en-
tire operation was in New York. It was
the will of Congress that it- be trans-
ferred to Washington. It is at present
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in the process of being transferred. I
have felt, and I know many other Sena-
tors have felt, that those in charge of
it have been slow in making the trans-
fer. It was explained by some of the
top officials that it was essential, in or-
der to render service, to have one or two
of their minor establishments in New
York in order to keep in touch with the
United Nations activities, and so forth,

I have no objection to the mainte-
nance of a very minor setup in New
York, but I wish to have it made clear,
through the interchange between Sena-
tors, what we are talking about. We do
not mean the operation of merely 3 or
4 offices in Washington. We mean that
there should be established here in
‘Washington the operations necessary to
render all essential services.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I am in complete agreement with the
Senator from New Hampshire. I have
been in favor of moving the offices to
Washington for a long time, and I assure
the Senator from New Hampshire that
I have not only no thought that it will be
otherwise, but I have every assurance
that only the two studios will be main-
tained in New York, together with the
necessary employees to maintain those
studios. Some 21 studios will be main-
tained in Washington. The only need
for a temporary organization in New
York is to operate the power panel until
the switching operation can be com-
pleted, which will, in all frankness, not
be until some time after the first of the
year.

Mr. BRIDGES. We have submitted
a request to the agency to keep us ad-
vised, so that we may know when the
transfer is carried out.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think that is
essential, and it should be done.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ac-
cept the amendment of the Senator
from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
HICKENLOOPER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I was requested by the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. SmiTa] to place
in the RECcORD a statement of his attitude
in relation to this subject, and I ask
unanimous consent that his statement
may be printed in the REecorp at this
point.

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

JUNE 11, 1954.
Hon. BovrKE B. HICKENLOOPER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Hick: I regret that I must necessarily
be absent today during the floor debate on
the appropriation for fiscal 19556 for the
Department of State and the United States
Infornmration Agency. As you know, along
with Senator GrEen and you, I have been
an ex officlo member of the Appropriations
Committee by appointment from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations during the con=-
sideration of these two appropriations. Al-
though you are in general familiar with my
views on these appropriations, I make the
fol!awlng speciﬂc observations.

As coauthor with Senator Muwnpr of the
legislation authorizing the international
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educational exchange program, I am particu-
larly interested in the appropriation to the
Department of State for that program. The
committee is to be congratulated for re-
storing in full the moneys requested for this
vital item, and I urge the Senate to accept
this recommendation. If it does so, I am
hopeful that the full amount will be ac-
cepted by the House in conference.

I am disturbed, however, by the failure of
the Senate Appropriations Committee to re-
port out the full amount requested by the
President for our overseas information pro-
gram. During the deliberations of that
committee I urged that the budget request
of $89 million be allowed. I arrived at the
conviction that this amount was necessary
for two principal reasons.

Like many of us, I had been greatly dis-
appointed in the past with the operation of
the overseas information program. I am
convinced that the fundamental struggle
with communism is a fight for ideas and
ideals. This, regrettably, erupts from time
to time in various places in the guise of
armed physical violence, but basically the
contest is one for the minds of men. In this
fight it is imperative that the truth about
communism and the truth about the poli-
cles of the United States and the motives
behind these policies be fully known to
those who are the subject of this contest.

The past programs of our Information
Agency were woefully insufficient to the task,
and were extravagant and mishandled to
boot. However, in the present Information
Agency we have a new organization, with
new men and fresh ideas. It is not fair to
visit the sins of their predecessors on Mr.
Streibert and his associates. I have, in re-
cent months, had considerable opportunity
to see in action these men and their ideas.
I have been favorably Impressed. It is my
own judgment that they are worthy of a vote
of confidence and should be given the op-
portunity to carry out the program devised to
get the United States back In the race with
a possibility of success. This possibility will
be greatly reduced if we, the Congress, fall
to supply them with the required funds.

My own judgment in this matter was com-
pletely confirmed by the fervor with which
President Elsenhower in my presence sup-
ported the new program and the full amount
of the fund request. The President is per-
sonally familiar with this program, for the
United States Information Agency has been
assigned its mission by the National Secu-
rity Council. And, as I have stated, I be-
lieve this misslon to be of the highest
priority.

It is my understanding that, if the amount
allowed by the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee be finally appropriated, funds will be
sufficient for the task assigned the Agency.
The risk of fallure will be greater, but careful
management—which I expect of these new
men—will see them through. The great dan-
ger is that in conference the Senate will be
forced to accede to a smaller appropriation,
for the House has allowed $8 million less
than the Senate Committee. On this Issue
the Senate cannot surrender.

With the assurance of the managers of this
bill that they will stand firm for the Sen-
ate amount in conference, and with con-
fidence that the Senate will in this matter
sustain the position of its conferees, I sup-
port the amount recommended by the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee for the United
States Information Agency for fiscal- year
1955.

Always cordially yours,
ALEX SMITH.

REDUCING AIRLINE SUBSIDIES

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the
Recorp an excellent column by Ray
Tucker, entitled “Fight Over Airline Sub-
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sidies,” which is syndicated to more than
200 newspapers by the McClure Syndi-
cate and which was printed today. I
have excised from this article certain
statements which I regard as prejudicial
to colleagues, so that there are no per-
sonal references to any Member of the
Senate.

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

FiceT OVER AIRLINE SUBSIDIES
(By Ray Tucker)

WasHINGTON.—The American Congress
must soon determine whether the expanding
commercial aviation industry shall become a
self-supporting operation or continue to be
financed by flying and nonflying passengers.
And powerful lobbies are fighting President
Eisenhower’s demand for economy in this
field, which has drawn 1 billion from Uncle
Sam’s till since World War II and still re-
ceives $140 million annually.

One week ago, a Senate appropriations sub-
committee agreed with the House in clipping
£33 million in outright subsidies from two
great international carriers—Pan American
World Airways and Trans World Airlines.
The House Appropriations Committee had
reduced the grant by $50 million, but $17
million was restored through a floor amend-
ment backed by the lobby. There will also
be a Senate move to cut out this $17 million,
with a total saving of $50 million.

Juan Trippe's Pan Am has now mobilized
a formidable array of Republican and Demo-
cratic politicians, including former Cabinet
members and Congressmen, to block the
economy move. He seeks to persuade the full
Appropriations Committee or the Senate it-
self to retain the $17 million and restore the
$33 million. It is thus a $50 million enter-
prise.

They have brought heaviest pressure
against Senator HarrLEy M. KiLGore, of West
Virginia. With Senator Jorw F. KENNEDY, of
Massachusetts, EiLcore has been the chief
advocate of economy and reform in ecommer-
cial aviation. With more efficient manage-
ment and fewer luxuries, he contends that
the international carriers can exist without
£140 million a year in subsidies and mail
pay.

Pan Am has politically Influential figures
in Kncore's State. It pays an annual $18,000
retainer to the law firm headed by Louis A.
Johnson, former Secretary of Defense.
Former Representative Jennings Randolph
is an officer in a feeder line, which fears it
may be hurt by the proposed cut. Both are
regular West Virginia Democrats.

Sam Pryor, Jr., former Republican national
committeeman for Connecticut and a Pan
Am vice president, handles the GOP big-
wigs. * * *

Despite the relatively small sum involved
in the current controversy, the outcome will
have far-reaching implications on the Amer-
ican pocketbook. It marks the first serious
move in 25 years to force these profitable
airlines, like other forms of transportation,
to stand on their own feet.

There was no chance for such a reform
during the Roosevelt-Truman easygoing era
because the aviation lobby “owned,” as the
saying runs, so many prominent members
of those administrations and the Civil Aero-
nautics Board. Time and again, Truman
overruled CAB decisions adverse to Pan Am
and its Atlantic subsidiary, American Over-
seas Alrlines.

Beveral new factors appear to strengthen
the drive for economy and reorganization.
In subcommittee hearings, Senator EKILGORE
brought out that CAB has made no attempt
to comply with congressional or Supreme
Court mandates on behalf of the Govern-
ment's interest.

CAB makes no audits of Pan Am's 61
subsidiaries, which include swanky hotels
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and country clubs. It has not sought re-
funds for tax overpayments to the lines. It
shows no concern over the lavish expense
and entertainment allowances to top execu-
tives and lobbyists. In fact, KILGORE re-
gards this carelessness as tantamount to
dereliction of duty.

Finally, Attorney General Herbert Brown-
ell, Jr.'s, antitrust suit against Pan Am
and Panagra, in which he charges that
they monopolize air transportation from the
United States to South America, seems to
have awakened Congress to the need for a
crackdown on CAB and its favorite airlines.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before the
Senate I move that under the prior order,
the Senate stand in recess until next
Monday at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 50 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being, under the
order previously entered, until Monday,
June 14, 1954, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate June 11, 1954:
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Isaac W. Carpenter, Jr., of Nebraska, to
be an Assistant Secretary of State, vice Ed-
ward T. Walles, resigned.

POSTMASTERS

The following-named persons to be post-

masters:
ALABAMA

George L. Oakley, Columbia, Ala., in place
of F. A. Bryan, transferred.

Sara K. Lea, Flat Rock, Ala, in place of
I. B. Burkhalter, retired.

Ray F. Hinds, Helena, Ala., in place of
V. V. Tucker, removed.

Joseph Edwin Farnell, Navco, Ala., in place
of E. B. Brigg, deceased.

ARIZONA

Nell E. Guinn, Rowood, Ariz. Office be-
came Presidential July 1, 1950.
ARKANSAS
Cooper Hudspeth, Fort Smith, Ark, in
place of J. A. Bchnitzer, retired.
Ernest E. Epperson, Gentry, Ark., in place
of Arthur Woodward, retired.
Gillis W. Stephenson, Monticello, Ark., in
place of Guy Stephenson, retired.
Ivan L. Kleinbeck, New Edinburg, Ark., in
place of E. P. Eimbrough, resigned.
CALIFORNIA
James M. Morris, Novato, Calif., in place of
Alberta Frankamp, retired.
E. Jerome Mathis, Pala, Calif,, in place of
F. 8. Armstrong, resigned.
Gust. J. Allyn, Richmond, Calif., in place of
L. J. Thomas, resigned.

CONNECTICUT
Martin J. Gilman, Gilman, Conn. Office
established April 1, 1953.
Douglas C. Griffiths, Salisbury, Conn., in
place of G. E. Barton, deceased.

IDAHO

Joseph C. Newman, New Plymouth, Idaho,

in place of W. H. Goldsmith, retired.
ILLINOIS

Stuart S. Barrett, Ashley, Ill., in place of H.
C. Stephens, retired.

Leon E. Shreve, Bell Rive, Ill., in place of
L. G. Moore, retired.

William R. Logan, Carmi, Ill, in place of
C. P. Stone, resigned.

Paul Barnes, Elsah, Ill., in place of A. D.
Condit, retired.
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Eliot E. Overdorf, Glencoe, Ill., In place of
J. F. Carney, transferred.

Dorothy C. Fulscher, Hampton, Ill. Office
reestablished April 1, 1953.

Archibald D. Nelson, Jerseyville, Ill., in
place of B. L. McDow, deceased.

Judson Paul Newcomer, Knoxville, Ill., in
place of H. R. Whitsitt, removed.

Archie M. Wells, Rockport, Ill., in place of
E. C. Leeper, retired.

Louis H. Koch, Tremont, Ill., in place of
William Connell, retired.

Mpyrtie Schmitt, Troy, Ill., in place of J. W.
Davis, retired.

Edwin G. Meyer, Valmeyer, Ill., in place of
P. F. Althoff, retired.

Lyman K. Shawler, West Union, Ill, in
place of R. E. Cline, transferred.

Floyd E. Watts, Winnetka, Ill., in place of
A. M. Kloepfer, retired.

IOWA

Francis Wayne Harbour, Bedford, Iowa, in
place of G. W. Irwin, transferred.

Arlis L. Kinseth, Bode, Iowa, in place of
J. P, Jensen, retired.

Forrest T. Edwards, Eldridge, Iowa, in
place of A. C. Oetzmann, retired.

Lyle A. Spencer, Kellerton, Iowa, in place
of H. H. Beede, removed.

Frederick D. Lursen, Kesley, Iowa, in place
of J. L. Mennen, resigned.

Reed L. Blankinship, Ottumwa, Iowa, in
place of R. M. Stoltz, retired.

John D. Hartzler, Pulaski, Iowa, in place
of V. L. Heskett, retired.

Robert F. Graham, University Park, Iowa,
in place of M. L. Thoreen, removed.

EANSAS

William L. Harp, Garden City, Eans., in
place of A. M. Hunt, resigned.

Harold Robert McFarlane, Hesston, Eans.,
in place of 8. N. Nunemaker, retired.

Richard A. Decker, Oskaloosa, Kans., in
place of T. L. Gibson, resigned.

Howard R. Brickel, Pratt, Kans., In place
of Fred Swisher, resigned.

Frank A. Chesky, Sterling, Eans., in place
of R. J. Considine, transferred.

KENTUCKY

John Reinhard, Masonic Home, Ky. in
place of C. 8. Johnson, resigned.

Maudie L. Hamilton, Rush, Ky., in place
of M. T. Gee, removed.

LOUISIANA

Thomas W. Robison, Lecompte, La., In
place of H. H. Semple, retired.

MAINE

Earl G. Folster, Great Works, Maine, in
place of L. M. Dwyer, deceased.

Paul H. Stone, North Windham, Maine, in
place of D. C. Ellinwood, deceased.

William D. Halloran, Presque Isle, Maine,
in place of O. J. Bishop, retired.

George G. Smith, Stockton Springs, Maine,
in place of C. M. Colcord, retired.

MARYLAND

Lester S. Rudacille, Daniels, Md., in place
of Aquilla Streaker, retired.

Charles H. Messick, Ridgely, Md., in place
of J. F. Stack, deceased.

Willlam G. Palmer, Savage, Md., in place
of Lester Shipley, retired.

MASSACHUSETTS

Sldney C. Perham, Chelmsford, Mass., in
place of H. R. Garvey, deceased.

Gerald N. Wheeler, Richmond, Mass., in
place of N. R. Wheeler, retired.

MICHIGAN

Marie Hope, Lake Leelanau, Mich., in place
of J. L. O'Brien, resigned.

Lyle B. Austin, Lansing, Mich., in place of
D. D, Harris, resigned,

Virginia G. Sorum, Morley, Mich., in place
of E. L. Mitchell, retired.

Joseph H. Benkert, Reed City, Mich,, in
place of A. A. Strong, retired.
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Edward C. Schmidt, Springport, Mich., in
place of V. E. Mock, resigned.

MINNESOTA

Russell J. Slade, Babbitt, Minn., in place
of G. H. Emanuelson, resigned.

Duane T. Dueffert, Butterfield, Minn., in
place of O. J. Regan, transferred.

Joseph J. Kovach, Ely, Minn., in place of
S. P. Schaefer, removed.

Mabel F. Wester, Floodwood, Minn., in
place of A. B. New, retired.

Raymond L. TeHennepe, Leonard, Minn.,
in place of R. E. McCrehin, resigned.

Donald E. Ecklund, Marine on St. Croix,
Minn., in place of F. H. McDonald, trans-
ferred.

Leo L. Pratt, Merrifield, Minn., in place
of Josephine Pratt, retired.

Carl W. Lehman, Montgomery, Minn., in
place of P. J. Malone, retired.

Marvil C. Nelson, Winnebago, Minn., in
place of L. I. Bullis, retired.

MISSOURI

Donald L. Davis, Adrian, Mo., in place of
J. C. Lankford, transferred.

Glen E. Sell, Deepwater, Mo., in place of
W. 8. Scott, transferred.

Garfield L. Darnell, King City, Mo., in place
of L. N. Bowman, removed.

Gussie C. Henneke, Leslie, Mo., Office be-
came Presidential July 1, 1945.

Robert W. Fast, Liberal, Mo., in place of
J. P. Moore, retired.

Ro; O. F. Weber, Lohman, Mo., in place
of L. E. Meller, transferred.

Hugh M. Lower, Mountain Grove, Mo., in
place of M. S. Major, resigned.

Peter A. Baechle, Ste. Genevieve, Mo., in
place of H. J. Fallert, deceased.

MONTANA

Willlam A. Parrish, Paradise, Mont., in
place of K. E. Auclair, retired.

ITEBRASKA

Margaret Z. Fox, Kilgore, Nebr., in place
of Hugo Stevens, deceased.

Raymond L. Crosler, Oakdale, Nebr., in
place of Catherine Childs, retired.

Curtis 8. Haddix, Western, Nebr., in place
of M. D. Nickel, transferred.

NEVADA

Ellis J. Folsom, Carson City, Nev., in place
of E. H. Bath, retired.

NEW JERSEY

Ernest P. Billow, Hope, N. J.,, in place of
Lena McCain, retired.

Willlam L. Fylstra, Little Falls, N. J., in
place of J. D. Donato, resigned.

Gerald E. White, Mount Holly, N. J., In
place of W. H. Claypoole, removed.

William J. Dorgan, Palisades Park, N. J.,
in place of M. P. Fusco, deceased.

NEW YORK

Carl S. Chiavetta, Brant, N. Y., in place of
G. R. Lehley, retired.

Valentine Bubb, Burnt Hills, N. Y., in place
of A. M. Jackson, retired.

Raymond R. Ebersole, Clarence Center,
N. Y., in place of A. D. Schaad, resigned.

Milton J. Deuink, Clymer, N. Y., in place
of G. A. Christensen, resigned.

Gordon M. Pixley, Delevan, N. Y., in place
of F. A. Wagner, retired.

Elmer 8. Ninesling, Great Neck, N, Y,, in
place of E. F, Higgins, retired.

Signe H. Halleran, Jericho, N. Y., in place
of C. P, Trukafka, resigned.

Elnora H. Oakley, Middlesex, N. Y., in place
of C. E. Williams, deceased.

Joseph L. Carlucci, Port Chester, N. Y., in
place of T. F. Connolly, removed.

Guy Robert Fisher, Sherman, N. Y., in place
of Williasn Meabon, transferred.

Adrian Rumsey, Van Etten, N. Y., in place
of V. J. Banfield, retired.

Anthony J. Audi, West Albany, N. ¥, in
place of F. H. Wyld, deceased.
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Harold E. Wild, Westtown, N. Y., In place
of M. R. Lindsey, retired.
NORTH CAROLINA
Robert E. Hollifleld, Forest City, N. C., in
place of V. T. Davis, retired.
Clay T. Lefler, Matthews, N. C., in place
of O. L. Phillips, retired.

NORTH DAKOTA

Arthur Schempp, Riverdale, N. Dak., in
place of N. P. Johnson, removed.
OHIO
Harry M. Hollerbach, Batavia, Ohlo, in
place of C. S. Coyle, deceased.
Eleanor H. Sanders, Beulah Beach, Ohio,
in place of N. L. Rape, resigned.
Marvin L. Ickes, Dunkirk, Ohlo, in place
of W. A. Geiser, resigned.
Albert D. Etter, Kingston, Ohio, in place
of F. B. Mowery, retired.
Garnette L. Vallandingham, Midland,
Ohio, in place of F. D. Ball, resigned.
Floyd L. Carey, New Vienna, Ohio, in place
of R. M. Powell, transferred.
Charles W. Swanger, Shelby, Ohio, in place
of L. A. McGaw, retired.
Herbert W. Baker, Jr., Wharton, Ohlo, in
place of G. D. Heuberger, deceased.
OKLAHOMA
Gene Y. Harley, Comanche, Okla., in place
of LeRoy Parrish, retired.
George M. Beeby, Marshall, Okla., in place
of E. C. Pyle, transferred.
Bert A. VanBuskirk, Ripley, Okla., in
place of R. M. Rainwater, transferred.
Robert L. Nunn, Stuart, Okla., in place of
D. B. Hogue, resigned.
OREGON
Eldon L. Lee, Yoncalla, Oreg., in place of
E. F, Eelso, retired.
PENNSYLVANIA
James C. Kleckner, Audenried, Pa., in
place of Antoinette Marnell, resigned.
Joseph P. Shurilla, Custer City, Pa., in
place of P. M. Barry, deceased.
John F. Woodruff, Devon, Pa., in place of
C. M. Clancy, deceased.
Hazel L. Kane, Garland, Pa. in place of
G. B. Tresler, retired.
Robert J. Drake, Hawley, Pa., in place of
J. J. Sheridan, deceased.
Daniel Hobart Cope, Jonestown, Pa. in
place of J. H. Boltz, retired.
Leon L. Nicholas, Kunkletown, Pa., in place
of W. H. Pearsol, retired.
James A. Bleakly, Merion Station, Pa., in
place of W. H. Stewart, deceased.
Archie C. Kline, Mont Alto, Pa., in place
of S. C. Green, retired.
William H. Matthews, Morton, Pa., in place
of D. B, Wright, removed.
Elmer L. Zerphey, Mount Joy, Pa., in place
of C. J. Bennett, Jr., resigned.
Marshall L. Sterne, Oakford, Pa., in place
of W. A. Hilsbos, Jr., resigned.
Maurice A. Nordberg, Philipsburg, Pa., in
place of W. B. Johnston, retired.
Charles P. McGuigan, Red Lion, Pa., in
place of R. H. Ziegler, resigned.
Thomas N. Asa, West Brownsville, Pa., in
place of G. E. Wheeler, deceased.
SOUTH CAROLINA
Haskell M. Thomas, Florence, 8. C., in place
of D. E. Ellerbe, deceased.
Joe G. Flowers, Lake View, 8. C,, in place
of R. B. Crainger, retired.
George F. Dailey, Soclety Hill, 8. C., in place
of G. W. Morris, retired.
SOUTH DAKOTA
Russell C. Birkeland, Dupree, 8. Dak., in
place of J. H. Francis, retired.
Sarah J. Stadem, Henry, 8. Dak,, In place
of M. A. Ralph, retired.
Fredrick L. Bellum, Timber Lake, 8, Dak.,
in place of W. E. Frann, transferred.
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TENNESSEE
Jimmie M. Leach, Atwood, Tenn., in place
of L. J. Bullington, deceased.
William A. Logan, McDonald, Tenn., in
place of I. V. Brock, retired.
Runa 5. White, Maryville, Tenn., in place
of Fred Henry, removed.
TEXAS
Mattie R. White, Avoca, Tex., In place of
C. G. Tidwell, retired.
Ernest M. Spence, Bonham, Tex., in place
of G. J. Atkins, resigned.
Clifton B. Duhon, Buna, Tex., in place of
V. C. Wright, transferred.
Hal E. Hanson, Dickinson, Tex., in place of
M. S. Walters, resigned.
Arba E. Petty, Farmersville, Tex., in place
of M. B. Smith, retired.
George D. Harding, Grand Pralrle, Tex., in
place of E. L. Eerr, deceased.
Robert Edgar Hutchins, Greenville, Tex., in
place of G. M. Hodges, retired.
Bradley O. Burk, Jr., Kress, Tex,, in place
of C. A. Fleming, Jr., transferred.
Dorothea B. Hice, Midlothian, Tex.,
place of P. 8. Hendricks, deceased.
Mary F. Slott, New Waverly, Tex., in place
of Mae Whitley, resigned.
Delmas P. Seidel, Orange Grove, Tex., in
place of Joe December, retired.
Eenneth L. Lee, Perrin, Tex., in place of
G. F. Wimberly, Sr., resigned.
Claude Irvin Wood, Richards, Tex., in place
of Sallie Hamilton, retired.
Fred W. Lunsford, Rusk, Tex., in place of
T. M. Sherman, retired.
William H. Castleberry, Telephone, Tex., in
place of W. B. Richardson, retired.

TTAH

Jessie 5. Neilsen, Lark, Utah, In place of
M. G. Wykert, retired.

Eugene R. Carter, Moab, Utah, in place of
E. 8. Peterson, resigned.

Eldon R. Janes, Providence, Utah, in place
of C. G, Frank, resigned.

VERMONT

Stillman L. Needham, Bridgewater, Vi., in
place of J. J. Ransehousen, transferred.

Warren Lester Barnett, Cabot, Vt., in place
of E. J. Rogers, deceased.

Luther A. Prescott, Essex Junction, Vt., in
place of E. J. Duzinski, resigned.

Paul 8. Hinman, Wells River, Vt., in place
of R. A. Randall, retired.

VIRGINIA

John B. Robertson, Hurt, Va., in place of

A. J. Short, declined.
WASHINGTON

Vivienne I. Cochran, Almira, Wash., In
Pplace of C. T. Haskin, retired.

Harry L. Thompson, Everson, Wash., in
place of M. A. McComb, resigned.

Yolande F. Sherman, Farmington, 'Wash.,
in place of M. J. McNair, transferred.

Thomas H. Hudson, Manson, Wash,, in
place of E. H. Boas, retired.

William Wayne Maitland, Pateros, Wash.,
in place of E. K. Godfrey, resigned.

WEST VIRGINIA

Margaret W. Cook, Berwind, W. Va, In
place of E. E. Brumfield, Sr., resigned.

Dorsey H., Wilson, Fort Spring, W. Va., in
place of M. F. Diem, deceased.

Bessie L. Cormany, Malden, W. Va., In place
of L. D. Lewis, resigned.

Delbert C. Kines, Moatsville, W. Va, in
place of Gusta Gall, deceased.

Janet A. Sisson, Sissonville, W. Va., in place
of D. E. Thaxton, removed.

WISCONSIN
Mae G. Ashley, Doylestown, Wis., in place
of E. J. Tracy, retired.

Elmo C. Cooper, Madison, Wis., in place of
J. A. Wirka, retired.

Lyle E. Dye, Mazomanie, Wis., in place of
A. O. Showers, retired.

in
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Joe A. Petersen, Tony, Wis., In place of
N. G. Lamoureux, deceased.
WYOMING

Burchal I. Kelley, Reliance, Wyo., in place
of S. J. Pedrl, resigned.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
FripAay, JuNE 11, 1954

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.

Rabbi Samuel Rosenblatt, Beth Tfiloh
Congregation, Baltimore, Md., offered
the following prayer:

Master of the universe, source of all
wisdom and knowledge, Thy divine guid-
ance and help do we bespeak for the leg-
islators of our Nation who are assembled
in this House to take counsel together re-
garding the manifold problems besetting
not only our own beloved United States
of America but the entire human race.
The task confronting them is exceeding-
ly grave because the sinister forces, that
have arisen to engulf the world and im-
molate on the altar of their lust for power
the freedom of their fellow men, are be-
coming daily more threatening. The
menace presented by these enemies of
democracy and religion, who are unde-
terred in their arrogant seizure of the
possessions of lands and peoples by
either the fear of God or scruples of
conscience, has already produced a har-
vest of hysteria and confusion among
the advocates of individual liberty and
the champions of the democratic way of
life. The former threatens the most
cherished principles upon which our Re-
public was founded and which are the
cause of its preeminence. The latter
weakens our defenses against an im-
placable and ruthless foe, who is ready
to take advantage of every show of frail-
ty or lack of determination.

We, therefore, pray Thee, Heavenly
Father, whose rule is founded on justice
and righteousness, and who hast always
revealed Thyself as mankind’s Rock and
Redeemer, to stand by us in this hour of
crisis which tries the hearts of men.
Keep us united so that we may be strong
enough to ward off the attacks of our
would-be destroyers. Frustrate the
plans of those who would sow the seeds
of dissension in our midst in order to di-
vide us and render us an easy prey for
their greed. Enlighten the eyes of our
counselors and leaders that they may see
the way that leads to salvation and
peace. Put into the mouths of our
spokesmen the words that will redound
to the healing of the breach of humanity.
Enable our lawmakers to pass ordinances
that will conduce to harmony in our
ranks and to peace and good will on
earth, while safeguarding the inalienable
rights guaranteed to every inhabitant
of our country by our admirable Consti-
tution. May the time soon be on hand
when destructive wars will no longer be
deemed necessary as a solution of con-
flicting interests and the settlement of
international disputes, when the only
battles waged will be those against pov-
erty and misery and disease, when the
protean energies of nature released by

the discoveries of science will be har-
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nessed in the service of human well-being
alone, when men, acknowledging Thee,
God, as their father, will recognize each
other as brothers and dwell together in
amity and friendship and concord. This
is our hope, our prayer, and may our own
actions contribute to the speeding of its
fulfillment. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS
BY THE UNITED STATES TO THE
CITY OF MUSKOGEE, OKLA.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the bill (H. R.
8983) to provide for the conveyance of
certain lands by the United States to
the city of Muskogee, Okla.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

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

Be it enacted, etc., That the Administrator
of Veterans’ Affairs is authorized and directed
to convey by quitclaim deed to the city of
Muskogee, Okla., all the right, title, and
interest of the United States in and to a
tract of land containing approximately five
and four-tenths acres, together with all
buildings and improvements thereon, being
a portion of the Veterans’ Administration
hospital reservation situate in Muskogee
County, State of Oklahoma, likewise being
a portion of certain lands conveyed to the
United States by the city of Muskogee, Okla.,
by warranty deed dated March 17, 1945, re-
corded in the office of the clerk of Muskogee
County on June 23, 1945, in book 839, pages
432 to 434, the exact courses and distances
of the perimeter of which shall be deter-
mined and approved by the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs. The city of Muskogee
shall pay the cost of surveys as may be re-
quired by the Administrator of Veterans’
Affairs in determining the required legal
description.

Sec. 2. There shall be reserved to the
United States all minerals, including oil
and gas, in the lands authorized for con=
veyance by section 1.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
offer an amendment, which I send to the
Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. EDMONDSON:
Page 3, line 11, after “conveyance by section
1", strike out the period and insert a comma,
adding the following language: “and the
deed of conveyance shall contain such addi-
tional terms, conditions, reservations, and
restrictions as may be determined by the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to be
necessary to protect the Interests of the
United States.

“Sec. 3. The deed of conveyance shall pro-
vide that the tract of land authorized to be
conveyed by section 1 of this bill shall be
used by the city of Muskogee, Okla., for such
purposes as will not, in the judgment of the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs or his
designate, interfere with the care and treat-
ment of patients in the Veterans’ Admin-
istration Hospital, Muskogee, Okla., and that
if such provision is violated, title to the tract
shall revert to the United States.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-

sider was laid on the table.




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-20T18:10:21-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




