1956
the bill. It seems to be the best measure
we can get.

I voted against recommitting the farm
bill because the only provisions that
would increase the farm income for 1956
would have been stricken from the bill
had it been recommitted.

The President, in his message to Con-
ress on January 9, 1956, set up a 9-point
program and urged prompt action in or=-
der to increase the farmer’'s income this
year. The soil bank would have placed
about $1.2 billion in the pocket of the
farmer. It is too late for the soil bank
to take effect in 1956. It seemed to me
that the only way to carry out the Presi-
dent’s wishes to raise the income of the
farmer this year would be by keeping
parity prices up for 1 more year. With-
out this provision there would have been
a reduction in the parity prices as well as
in the acreage. You cannot help the
farmer by taking land out of production,
and at the same time reducing the prices
he receives.

I feel there is more good in the bill than
bad. The soil bank, which will go into
effect next year, is designed to pay the
farmer for taking land out of production.
The present bill contains a domestic
parity plan for wheat. This must be
voted on in 1957 and carry, by two-thirds
vote of the wheat farmers, in order to
become effective. The bill carries a dual,
modern price system for 1 year, This is
designed to raise farm income until the
goil bank can become effective. It con-
tains a provision for $500 million to proc-
ess surplus crops and get them into chan-
nels of relief both in this country and in
foreign countries. It contains a provi-
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sion for a commission to study the prop-
osition of converting surplus crops into
industrial alcohol. It contains a provi-
sion to prohibit production of supported
commd odities on Government-owned
land.

I am convinced that the buying power
of the farmer is essential to the men and
women in labor, industry, and business in
all communities. Farmers find them-
selves in a price-squeeze situation which
in many towns has severely affected all
business.

Farm income was estimated in 1955
to be about $10.8 billion. That is down
9 percent from 1954. In 1954 farm in-
come was less than it was in 1953. The
1953 income was less than in 1952. The
President said in his January 9 message,
“Farm prices and incomes are depress-
ing; unless corrected, these economic re-
verses are a direct threat to all of our
people.” I believe this bill as enacted,
with the dual modern parity system, will
bring income to the farmer this year.
Dual parity and 90-percent parity will
be the only means for a year to assure
the farmer additional income. This is
the only way you can carry out the
President’s desire to raise the income of
the farmer, because the soil bank, which
would have cost $1.2 billion, cannot be-
come effective this year. The 90-percent
parity will cost less than the soil bank.

If the farmer approves the domestic
parity plan for wheat by his vote in 1957,
it will not cost the Government one thin
dime. I think it is a good provision.
There are some consumers who claim it
will increase the cost of bread and flour,
but the evidence shows that from 1948
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to 1955 wheat prices declined 31 percent,
while the price of bread went up 28
percent.

Under the present farm bill, wool and
sugar are supported at about 100 percent
parity; cotton, tobacco, and peanuts at
about 90 percent parity. The only crops
not being supported at near 90 percent
parity would be corn and wheat.

‘When the soil-bank provisions become
effective, there ought to be a reevalua-
tion and a restudy of the parity situation.

I repeat, you cannot help the farmer
by taking land out of production or by
reducing the parity price he receives. I
trust the President will consider this
when he decides the question of signing
or vetoing the bill. I trust his advisers
will point out that the soil bank cannot
become effective this year, and that if
he really wishes to keep the income of
the farmer in balance, then the dual-
parity and the 90-percent-parity provi-
sions in the bill will be in existence this
year. They are only for 1 year’s dura-
tion.

There are some provisions in the bill
that I do not particularly like; but when
you consider that 10 earnest, sincere men
worked many days on the compromise,
you must conclude that there is more
good in the bill than harm. It cannot
please everyone. Each Member of Con-
gress has a duty to perform to his district,
State, and Nation. I have followed the
dictates of my conscience. I hope the
advisers to the President will weigh care-
fully the pros and cons of the bill, par-
ticularly in the light of the President’s
message of January 9 this year.

SENATE
Monpay, ApriL 16, 1956

(Legislative day of Monday, April 9,
1956)

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

Rev. Charles Duell Eean, D. D, rector,
Church of the Epiphany, Washington,
D. C,, offered the following prayei:

Almighty and most merciful God, who
art the Sovereign Lord of men and na-
tions, in whose hand the rise and fall of
empires are but as grains of sand, yet
who carest in infinite love for all Thy
children;

We pray Thee for the Senate of these
United States assembled in Thy presence,
that Thou wilt bless its Members in the
performance of their duties, and that
Thou wilt prosper their undertazings as
these can be related to Thy divine
providence.

Give to the several Members of the
Senate, we pray Thee, O Lord, wisdom,
courage, and consecration; overcome
their fears, support them when they are
tormented by anxiety; enlighten them
when they are perplexed and uncertain;
strengthen them when they are under
pressure; and comfort them when they
face misunderstanding.

Relate their deliberations and coun-
sels, O Lord, to the welfare of this Nation

AUTHENTICATED
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and the physical, moral, and spiritual
health of all its people; use their en-
deavors to bring peace and harmony in
all the length and breadth of this land;
and make their achievements serve Thy
sovereign purpose through contributing
to the wider peace of the world.

All this we pray in the name and for
the sake of Jesus Christ, our Lord.
Amen,

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., April 16, 1956.
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. ALBEN W, BARKLEY, a Senator
from the State of Kentucky, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence.
WarTeEr F. GEORGE,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. JounsoN of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, April 12, 1956, 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. Kibbe, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre=
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed a bill (H, R. 9893) to authorize
certain construction at military installa-
tions, and for other purposes, in which
it reguested the concurrence of the
Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED
The bill (H. R. 9893) to authorize cer-
tain construction at military installa-
tions, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, Mr, (GEORGE
was excused from attendance on the
sessions of the Senate until a week from
today.

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senale proceed
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to the consideration of executive busi-
ness and take action on the nominations
on the Executive Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

The fellowing favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. BUTLER, from the Commitiee on
the Judiciary:

George Cochran Doub, of Maryland, to be
an Assistant Attorney General, vice Warren
E. Burger, resigning.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no further reports of
committees, the clerk will state the nom-
inations on the Executive Calendar.

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Maurice E. Stans, of Illinois, to be
Deputy Postmaster General.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tion is confirmed.

POSTMASTERS

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations of postmasters be con-
sidered en bloe.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions of postmasters will be considered
en bloc, and, without objection, they are
confirmed en bloc.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
President be notified forthwith of the
nominations today confirmed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be immediately notified.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate resume the
consideration of legislative business.
The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be the usual morning hour, with a
2-minute limitation on statements.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem=-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letters, which were referred as indicated:
REPORT ON CoOOPERATION WITH MEXICO IN

CONTROL AND ERADICATION OF FOOT-AND-

MouTH DISEASE

A letter from the Acting Secretary of Ag-
riculture, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report on cooperation of the United States
with Mexico in the control and eradication of
foot-and-mouth disease, for the month of
Pebruary 1956 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

REFORT ON OVEROBLIGATIONS OF AFPPROPRIA-
TIONS

A letter from the Acting Secretary of Agri-
culture, reporting, pursuant to law, on the
overobligation of two appropriation allot-
ments; to the Committee on Appropriations.

CANDIDATES SELECTED FoR 18056 NROTC
PROGRAM

A letter from the Chief of Naval Personnel,
Department of the Navy, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a list of principal and alternate
candidates selected for the 19566 regular
NROTC program (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
lces.
AMENDMENT OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Act oF 1949, As AMENDED

A letter from the Director, Cenftral Intelli-
gence Agency, Washington, D. C., transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend
the Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1949,
as amended, and for other purposes (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Armed Szrvices.

REePoaT o OPERATIONS UNDER SMALL BUSINESS
Act or 1953

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, his report of opera-
tions under the Small Business Act of 1953,
as amended, dated April 13, 1856 (with an
accompanying report); to the Commitiee on
Banking and Currency.

BEPoRT OF EXPoRT-IMPORT BANK OF
WASHINGTON

A letter from the President, Export-Import
Bank of Washington, Washington, D. C.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
that bank, for the period July-December 1955
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

REPORT OF FEDERAL DrPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

A letter from the Chairman, Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, Washington,
D. C,, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report
of that Corporation, for the year ended De-
cember 31, 1955 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

AvpiT REPORT ON UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE
ProGEAM FOR EGYPT

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report on the United States as-
sistance program for Egypt, International
Cooperation Administration, Department of
State, dated June 30, 19565 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

REPORT ON CROOKED RIVER PROJECT, OREGON

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior,
transmitting, pursuant to law, his report on
the Crooked River project, Oregon (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs,
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ApDITION OF CERTAIN FEDERALLY OWNED LaAND
To LasseN VorcanNic NATIONAL PARK,
CALIF.

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to add certain federally owned land to the
Lassen Volcanic National Park, in the State
of California, and for other purposes (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

AMENDMENT OF UNITED StaTES CoODE, RELAT-
NG To CONFINEMENT IN CERTAIN INSTITU-
TIONS IN CoNMNECTION WITH THE GEANT OF
PROBATION
A letter from the Director, Administrative

Office of the United States Courts, Washing-

ton, D. C,, transmitting a draft of proposed

legislation to amend title 18, United States

Code, section 3651, so as to permit confine-

ment in jail-type institutions or treatment

institutions for a period not exceeding 6

months in connection with the grant of pro-

bation on a l-count indictment (with an
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
the Judielary.

ApmMIssior oOF DisPLAcCED PersoNsS—WITH-
DRAWAL OF NAME

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tlon and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, withdrawing the name of EKarl
Yu from a report transmitted to the Senate
on July 18, 1955, pursuant to section 6 of the
Refugee Relief Act of 1953, with a view to the
adjustment of his immigration status (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on the Judiciary,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

A joint resolution of the Legislature of

the State of California; to the Committee
on Armed Services:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 1

“Joint resolution relative to Armed Forces
bombing and artillery ranges

“Whereas extensive areas of land and water
within the State of California have been
designated as bombing and artillery ranges
and fraining areas for the Armed Forces; and

“Whereas use of land as a bombing area
and artillery range precludes its use for other
purposes; and

“Whereas many citizens believe that the
Armed Forces do not have a program of max-
imum integrated land use in effect relating
to areas which have been, or may be, des-
ignated as bombing and artillery ranges;
and

“YWhereas in order to Insure the continued
growth of California and prosperity of its
residents it is mandatory that, in view of the
Hmited areas of land within the State and
the needs of future land development, fur-
ther military use of such land be kept at a
minimum: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (fjoinily), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully requests the Congress of the United
States to require that all Armed Forces re-
quests for additional bombing and artillery
ranges be aceompanied by proof that all
areas presently under their control suitable
for use as bombing and artillery ranges are
being utilized to their fullest extent; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the
assembly is hereby directed to transmit
copies of this resolution to the President and
Vice President of the United States, to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
and to each Senator and Representative from
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California in the Congress of the United
States.”

Four jolnt resolutions of the Legislature
of the State of California; to the Committee
on Finance:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 2

“Joint resolution relative to providing in-
creased benefits for survivors of military
rersonnel

“Whereas actlon is now pending in the
United States Senate on H. R. T089, the Hardy
bill, which provides for substantially in-
creased benefits for survivors of military per-
sonnel; and :

“Whereas in view of the reduced purchas-
ing power of the dollar it is imperative that
the benefits payable to survivors of military
personnel be Increased so that these people
will not become a burden upon the commu-
nities in which they live; and

“Whereas although the cost of living has
greatly increased in the past few years and,
in line with such increase, most employees
Thave received substantial raises in pay, noth-
ing yet has been done to increase the meager
benefits now payable to survivors of military
personnel: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the Congress of the
United States to enact H. R. 7089; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
gembly be hereby directed to transmit coples
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, and to
each Senator and Representative from Call-
fornia in the Congress of the United States.”

*Assembly Joint Resclution 3
“Joint resolution relative to continuance

of increaced grants-in-aid for old-age secu-
rity and ald-to-the-blind benefits

“Whereas the California Legislature at the
1952 second extraordinary session increased
the old-age security and aid-to-the-blind
benefits to California recipients by the maxi-
mum amount of 85 per month by passing on
to them the increase in Federal grants-in-
aid; and

“Whereas this increase was made contin-
gent upon the continuation of the increased
grants-in-aid by the Federal Government;
and

“YWhereas the increase in the Federal
grants-in-aid will expire unless Congress
enacts legislation at the current session con-
tinuing the increase; and

“Whereas the Governor of California, the
Honorable Goodwin Enight, has requested
the Senators and Representatives in Congress
from California to support Federal legislation
continuing the increased grants-in-aid; and

“Whereas at the 1955 sesslon of the legisla-
ture senate bill No. 398 was enacted and
signed by the Governor providing that if an
additional §5 per month increase in grants-
in-aid for old-age security and blind aid is
provided by Congress such increase would
. be immediately passed on to old-age security
and blind-aid recipients in this State; and

“Whereas high living costs and the mainte-
nance of a reasonably adequate and fair old-
age security and aid-to-the-blind program in
California warrant the continuation of the
present $56 increase as well as the authoriza-
tion of an additional $5 increase; and

“Whereas leglslation is pending in the
Congress of the United States which would
accomplish these two objectives for the re-
ciplenta of old-age security and ald to the
blind: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
legislature respectfully requests that the
Congress of the United States enact legisla-
tion at this sesslon continuing the increased
grants-in-aid passed in 1952 and give care-
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ful consideration to an additional $#5 in-
crease, and that support be given such legis-
lation by the Senators and Representatives
in Congress from California, and be it fur-
ther

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly be hereby directed to transmit coples
of this resolution to the Vice President of
the United States, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to each Sena-
tor and Representative from California in the
Congress of the United States.”

“Assembly Joint Resolution T
“Joint resolution relative to permitting re-
cipients of aid to the aged to earn $50 per
month in addition to such aid

“Whereas in 1850 the Congress of the
United States amended the social-security
law to provide that the first §50 per month
of income earned by a blind person shall be
disregarded in computing ald to such person,
thereby allowing a blind person to earn this
amount in addition to his aid; and

“Whereas legislation 1is presently before
the Congress of the United States which
would extend ttis same benefit to reciplents
of ald to the aged; and

“Whereas it is the bellef of the Legislature
of the State of California that there is an
abundance of odd jobs and temporary em-
ployment in this State that cculd be capably
filled by aged persons; and

“Whereas the present public-assistance
program discourages these aged persons from
geeking such employment by requiring that
any and all earnings be deducted from their
aild: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-

fully memorializes the Congress of the

United States to enact such legislation as

is necessary to permit recipients of aid to
‘the aged to earn £50 a month, which amount
.shall. not be taken: into consideration in

computing aid to such reclpients; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly is hereby directed to transmit copies
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to each
Senator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States.”

“Assembly Joint Resolution 13

“Joint resolution relative to Federal disabil-
ity payments for aged and needy veterans

“Whereas there are in this country today
thousands of aged and disabled needy war
veterans who are unemployable and who have
little or no income on which to live; and

“Whereas the laws enacted by Congress to
assist such veterans are being defeated by
arbitrary and unjust interpretations given
them by the Veterans' Administration; and

“Whereas it is particularly deplorable and
discriminatory that the Veterans' Adminis-
tration has ruled that a 65-year-old veteran,
suffering from the disabilitles and allments
that come with old age, remains employable if
he can eke out a few dollars here and there
by part-time work to supplement an other-
wise inadequate income, and on that ground
denies disability payments to such veterans;

~and

“Whereas the rise in the cost of living that
has occurred since the scale for veterans' pay-
ments was established some years ago has also
resulted in hardships on those who are aged
and disabled; and

“Whereas the American Leglon 1s solidly
behind a program to correct these inequities
by raising the monthly benefits for disabled
veterans to bring them more in line with
today's increased llving costs, by ralsing the
limitation on the annual Income which a vet-
eran may receive and still remain eligible for
disability benefits, and by amending the pres-
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ent law to Include the automatic presump-
tion that a veteran at the age of 65 becomes
unemployable due to advancing years and
Physical infirmities and thus entitled to se-
curity benefits provided he can meet the in-
come limitation and other requirements; and

“Whereas there is now pending in Congress
the War Veterans Security bill, H. R. 7886,
which embodies these provisions and will give
some much needed help to these veterans
who are now old and infirm, but who in their
younger days answered their country's call:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly end Senate of
the State of Caolifornia (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
Tully memorializes the Congress of the
United States to enact into law H. R. 7886;
and be it further

“Resolved, That the chlef clerk of the as-
sembly be hereby directed to transmit copies
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and to each
Benator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States.”

Three joint resolutions of the Legislature
of the State of California; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs:

“Senate Joint Regolution 1

“Joint resolution relative to the proposed
Washoe project

“Whereas there is presently pending before
the Congress legislation to authorize the con-
struction of the Washoe project, which proj-
ect involves the waters of the Truckee and
Carson Rivers, and which project originates
in California, with some of its principal
features located in California; and

“Whereas most of the benefits of this proj-
ect, as planned by the United States Bureau
of Reclamation, accrue to the State of Ne-
vada, and the legislation before Congress
contains no provisions to protect the State
of California with respect to the potential
future development of the areas in this State
which may possibly necessitate the use of
waters involved in this project; and !

“Whereas the State Engineer of California
has recommended at hearings before con-

onal committees (1) that storage and

water supply for the Washoe project be based
on stream runofl in the Truckee and Carson
River basins as impaired by present and fu-
ture use of water in the areas of origin in
California, (2) that the amount of water to
be available to the Washoe project be defined
in an interstate compact and the project
operated in conformance therewith, and (3)
that the Washoe project provide a depend-
able water supply to lands in the Carson
Valley in California as well as to lands in
the same valley in Nevada, but such recom-
mendations have not been adopted in pend-
ing legislation; and

“Whereas the Legislature of the State of
California believes that the storage and dis-
tribution of waters which affect the Interests
of two or more States should be accomplished
in conformity with the desires of the States
involved and in pursuance of this policy has
created a commission to cooperate with a
similar comimission from the State of Nevada
in formulating an interstate compact rela-
tive to the distributlon and use of the waters
of, among others, the Truckee and Carson
Rivers; and

"Whereas the Interstate compact now un-
der negotiation between the commissions of
the State of California and the State of Ne-
vada will determine the amount of water
that can reasonably be made avallable for
future development in the areas of origin in
California; and

“Whereas it is not contemplated or be-
lieved that the provislons of such compact
will have a detrimental effect upon the op-
eration of the proposed Washoe project or
that the negotiation of such compact should
be cause for delay of authorization of the
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project by the Congress if appropriate safe-
guards are included therein; and

“Whereas amendments have been proposed
to 8. 497, B4th Congress, first session, one
of the congressional bills to authorize the
construction of the Washoe project, to pro-
vide protection for the future development
in the areas of origin in California and to
provide that the operation of the Washoe
project shall be in conformance with any
interstate compact formulated and approved,
covering the distribution and use of the
waters of the Truckee and Carson Rivers;
and

“Whereas there is precedent for the inclu-
sion in statutes authorizing Federal reclama-
tion projects of a provision subjecting proj-
ect operation to requirements of State law,
as exemplified by the statute authorizing the
Santa Maria project (68 Stat. 1190); and

“Whereas it is not the intention of the
Legislature of the State of California in
adopting this resolution to voice opposition
to the authorization of the proposed Washoe
project, which project the legislature firmly
‘believes is a desirable and necessary develop-
ment, but rather only to urge that provision
be made in the legislation authorizing such
project to protect the future development of
the areas in California involved in this proj-
ect: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the President and the
Congress of the United States to enact legis-
lation authorizing the construction of the
Washoe project with appropriate statutory
provisions to (a) afford water users in Alpine
County, Calif., the opportunity to contract
for project water made available by the
Watasheamu Reservoir before that water is
made available for the development of any
new land in Nevada, with the right of such
Alpine County water users to exchange the
water so secured for existing rights to the
natural flow or stored water of the West Car-
son River; (b) provide that the use of the
waters of the Little Truckee River solely for
the generation of electric power by the
‘Washoe project shall be subject to appro-
priation in the future for beneficial con-
sumptive uses within the Little Truckee
River watershed in California to the same
extent that such waters may be presently
available for appropriation in the State of
California, unless and until an interstate
compact is formulated and approved, cover-
ing the distribution and use of the waters
of the Truckee and Carson Rivers; and (c)
provide that the dam at the Stampede site
shall be so constructed as to permit its ulti-
mate enlargement to a height at which the
reservoir behind it will have a capacity of
approximately 175,000 acre-feet; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the senate
be hereby directed to transmit copies of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, and to each
Senator and Representative from California
in the Congress of the United States.”

“Senate Joint Resolution 2

“Joint resolution relative to compliance with
State water laws

“Whereas under the California State water
resources law of 1845, as amended, the State
water resources board was authorized and di-
rected to prepare a comprehensive and co-
ordinated plan for the full development of
California water resources, for which pur
sald board has expended nearly $4 million to
date; and

“Whereas such comprehensive plan, known
as the California water plan, pursuant to
the direction of sald board, is under formula-
tion by the division of water resources and
iz approaching completion, and a preview
thereof has been published; and
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“YWhereas in recent decisions of the Su-
preme Court of the United States construing
the Federal Power Act, it has been held that
licenses of the Federal Power Commission
may construct and operate hydroelectric
projects without compliance with State laws
relating to the development and use of
water; and

“YWhereas application and extension of the
precedents established in said cases might
result in Federal domination of the use and
development of the water resources of the
States; and

“Whereas such precedents constitute an
impediment to the continued exercise of the
traditional rights of the States to control and
develop their water resources in the public
interest; and

“Whereas it appears that remedial legisla-
tion by the Congress is necessary In order
to protect and preserve such traditional
rights of the States: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the Congress of the United
States to promptly enact Federal legislation
to require all Federal agencies and their
licensees to comply with State laws relating
to the development and use of water.

“Resolved, That the secretary of the sen-
ate is hereby requested to transmit copies of
this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, and to
each Senator and Representative from Cali-
fornia in the Congress of the United States.”

“Assembly Joint Resolution 6

“Joint resolution relative to national
minerals policy

“Whereas the Western Governors Mineral
Policies Conference was called by Gov. Good-
win J. Knight, of California, in Sacramento,
Calif., on November T and 8 1955, after con-
sultation by Governor Enight with Gov.
Charles H. Russell, of Nevada, who is chair-
man of the Western Governors Advisory
Counell; and

“Whereas this conference and the subse-
quent meetings of the Western Governors
Mining Advisory Council produced the fol-
lowing recommendations for the develep-
ment of a national minerals policy:

“ ‘MINERAL ECONOMICS—RECOMMENDATIONS ON
MINERAL COMMODITIES

“‘1, Gold

“The council calls attention to the fol-
lowing conditlons in regard to gold:

“i, The absolute and arbitrary control
exercised by the United States Treasury over
the production, disposition, and holding of
domestic gold is in direct violation of the
rights of personal liberty, personal security,
and personal ownership of private property.

“‘2. The Government has usurped the
right of individuals to sell newly mined gold
to industry and to the arts, and has denied
individuals the right to own, buy, or sell this
commodity in a free market.

“ ‘3. The sale of gold from our Federal gold
reserve for other than monetary use annu-
ally exceeds the total domestic gold produc=
tion and is dissipating the United States
monetary reserves.

“‘4, By making itself the sole buyer of
newly mined gold in processed form and by
fixing its arbitrary and low price, the United
States Government imposes such hardships
on the domestic gold producer that 95 per-
cent of the primary gold mines have been
forced to close operations.

“‘The council recommends that:

*‘1. Congress be urged to enact legislation
to discontinue the sale of Government-
owned gold from the monetary reserve to
private industry and to restore to the people
of the United States the right freely to buy,
possess, sell, and otherwise treat gold. Such
legislation is now pending in the Congress,
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but references to gold therein should be
amended so as to not limit the measure to
newly mined gold.

* 2. The respective State legislatures he
requested to urge the Congress to support
such legislation.

2, Silver

“‘The council recommends that:

. The existing policy, whereby newly
mined domestic silver may be tendered to the
Treasury Department for coinage purposes,
be continued.

2, Senate bill 1427, “A bill to repeal cer-
tain legislation relating to the purchase of
silver and for other purposes,” be rejected
by the Congress.

*'3. As longer range objectives, the coun-
cil further recommends that:

“*(a) The sale of Government-owned sil-
ver by the Treasury Department at less than
its coinage value of $1.2920 per troy ounce
be prohibited; and

*“*(b) The seigniorage retained by the
Treasury Department be progressively re-
duced in recognition of the steadily mount-
ing cost of producing silver,

“*(4) The council highly commends the
governors and the legislators of the Western
States for the vigorous support which they
have given to the silver mining industry, and
we respectfully call to their attention the
fact that their continued support is urgently
needed.

“*3. Lead and zine

**The council recommends that:

“‘1. An excise tax of 2 cents per pound be
established on imports of zinc and lead to
take effect whenever the price of zinc falls
below 14 cents, East St. Louis, and the price
of lead to 16 cents, New York.

“‘2, The present stockpiling of lead and
zine should be continued until such an excise
tax is put into effect.

*“‘4. Copper
““The council recommends that:

“‘The present excise tax on imported cop-
per be maintained.

“*5. Molybdenum

“‘The council recommends that:

“‘The national stockplile program on
molybdenum concentrates be continued un-
til maximum emergency defense require-
ments are met.

“‘§. Fluorspar

“*‘The council recommends that:

*‘The fluorspare industry be afforded tariff
protection and/or restriction of fluorspar
imports sufficlent to permit its survival,

“'7. Uranium—Vanadium

“ “The council strongly urges that:

*“‘The Atomic Energy Commission make a
prompt public declaration regarding the
continuation and extension of its uranium-
purchase program. Upon the announcement
of its proposed program the domestic indus-
try at large should be provided an oppor-
tunity to appraise and evaluate said pro-
posed program and to submit further recom-
mendations before its final adoption. Mean-
time, so long as the Government retains
control of the purchase and use of uranium,
the council looks to the Atomic Energy Com=~
mission to maintain an adequate purchase

program and to prepare plans for an orderly
transition from the current monopolies to

the period when Industrial requirements
predominate.

“*The council strongly urges that more
access and mine-to-market roads be planned
and completed with all possible speed.

“‘The council favors the continued cur-
tailment by the Atomic Energy Commission
of its exploration drilling program and urges
that funds hitherto allocated for that pur-
pose be made avallable to the Defense Min-
eral Exploration Administration,
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““The couneil further recommends that:

* *“The security program be reexamined in
order that maximum nformatlon be made
available to the Industry for effective future
planning.

“*The Atomic Energy Commission should
arrange to facilitate and plan continuity of
studies of problems of the industry related
to the marketing of uranium ores, in partic-
ular: (a) penaltles now being imposed for
high lime contemt; (b) the disposition of
other metals produced in association with
uranium including vanadium, copper, et
cetera, and (c) the feaslbility of establish-
ing fixed uniform prices for uranium con-
centrates. These studies should enlist the
personnel and experience of the Atomic
Energy Commission, appropriate State and
Federal agencles as well as private research
organizations and the producing Industry.

“'The council urges that:

*“In all future raw material purchase
programs that the domestic uranium indus-
try be given paramount consideration.

‘8, Rare earths end thorium

* *“The council recommends that:

*¢l. The Atomic Energy ~Commission
should establish a price and buylng schedule
for thorium similar to that for uranium,
since it has complete control of both these
fissionable materials.

“ '3, A tariff be placed on foreign monazite,
‘bastnasite, and rare earth compounds which
is sufiiciently high to permit domestic pro-
ducers to survive. A tariff of 10 cents per
pound on contained rare earths metals is
suggested.

“'3. Until Nos. 1 and 2 above are effective
the Federal Government should make new
contracts to purchase monazite and bastna-
site concentrates in sufficient gquantities and
at a price which will maintain an adequate
mobilization base for the industry.

“*9. Quicksilver

“*The council calls attention to the fact
the market for mercury is assured by GSA
purchases until December 31, 1957, but it
has no knowledge of any definite demand
which could assure the continuation of the
domestic industry much beyond that date.

**The council recommends:

* ‘1. The establishment of a tariff equiva-
lent in protection and at the same percent-
ape of the =elling price as at the time the
present tariff was established (1922).

“'2. If this is not possible, there should
be established a plan of distributing the
tariff paid by foreign producers to domes-
tic producers in accordance with their pro-
duction with the tariff adjusted from 25
cents per pound to 35 cents por pound.

‘3. In the absence of 1 or 2 above then
the General Services Administration pur-
chase program should be continued until the
present appropriation is expended.

*“‘10. Tungsten

“*“The council recommends that:

**1. An adequate tariff be establizhed to
enable the domestic tungsten mining indus-
try to stand on its own feet and compete
with the low-cost foreign producers.

“*2. If it is impossible to obtain such a
tariff, then an adequate tariff on imported
tungsten ore should be established, the pro-
ceeds of which must be distributed to the
producers of domestic tungsten produced and
gold within the United States, in proportion
to their production.

“*3. A purchase program for a reason-
able period be established providing for re-
duced Government purchases at lower than
current floor prices, based on the grade and
impurities of the concentrates purchased,
and with gradually reducing amounts and
prices to enable complete withdrawal of the
United States Government from the program
by the end of that period.

“'4, Uniil 1, or 2, and 8 above are put
into effect, the principles and purpose, as
expressed in H. R. 6373 (84th Cong.), be
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reaffirmed as desirable objectlves to provide
a continulng and prosperous tungsten min-
ing Industry in order that an adequate mo=
bilization base might be maintained.

* “The council suggests:

*'"That the Department of Defense be ad-
vised that it is no longer necessary to “deslgn
around” tungsten. It should be used wher-
ever and whenever it 1s best sulted to the
defense problem in hand.

“‘11. Chrome

*‘The council recommends that:

* ‘In order to prevent the domestic chrome
industry from being shut down in the fall of
1056 and in order that the industry might
continue as a mobilization base for possible
emergency, that:

“*1. A tarilf be established of 5 cents per
pound on contalned chromium metal in im-
ported chromite ore;

3. If it is impossible to obtain such a
tariff, then a tarlff equal to five-elghths cent
per pound on contained chromium metal in
imported chromite ore should be established.
The proceeds of this tariff must be distrib-
uted to the producers of chromite produced
and sold within the United States in pro-
portion to their production. Then the
chrome industry could. continue into the
foreseeable future as a strong, healthy in-
dustry, capable of expansion and able to act
as 8 mobilization base in time of national
emergency;

'3. Until such a long term program as
outlined under 1 or 2, is adopted and put
into effect, the General Services Administra-
tion purchase program should be continued
on its present basis.

~ ‘12, Manganese

#“‘The council recommends that:

* 11, A tariff be established of 5 cents per
pound of contained manganese in imported
foreign ores;

‘3, If the stipulation in paragraph 1 is
impossible, then a tariff equivalent to one-
half cent per pound of contained manganese
be imposed, the proceeds being distributed
to domestle producers on the basis of each
domestic producer’s unit production pro-
duced and sold;

“*3. The limitation of 10,000 tons on the
carlot program be eliminated until the pro-
vislons of either paragraph 1 or 2 are
adopted;

“*4 If the recommendations in para-
graphs 1 and 2 are impossible, then a pro-
gram similar to the present carlot program
should be put into effect over a long term of
years.

**The council suggests that;

“‘Every effort be made to obtain a treat-
ment plant at either the Deming, N. Mex., or
the Wenden, Ariz., depot to beneficiate stock-
pile ores to usable grade.

%13, Antimony

“In order to reactivate domestic anti-
mony production the council recommends
that:

“*1, Minimum tariff rates be established.

*“‘(a) On antimony ore and concentrates
at not less than 15 cents per pound of con-
tained antimony; and

“'{b) On antimony smelter products at
not less than 30 cents per pound of con-
tained antimony.

“*2, If it is not possible to obtain such
tariffs then a tariff of 6 cents per pound on
contained antimony metal in Imported antl-
mony metal, ores or concentrates should be
established. The proceeds of this tariff must
be distributed to the producers of primary
antimony, produced and sold within the
United States, in proportion to their produc-

tion.
*'14, Asbestos

“ ‘The council recommends that:

**1. Unused funds now earmarked for the
purchase of No. 3 fiber be made available to
purchase additional No. 1 and No. 2 high
grade fiber, thereby making usable all of the
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Tunds allocated to the G. S. A. Globe ware=
house. The purchase of No. 3 should be con-
tinued on the present ratio of 3 tons of
No. 3 purchased to each ton of No. 1 or No.
2 (approximately $1 million remains in the
No. 3 fund to supply funds for the above
change in the program).

**2. Fiber of national stockpile quality
now in the Globe warehouse be transferred
to the national stockpile and the Globe ware-
house be credited accordingly;

* ‘3. The life of the asbestos program be
extended. This can be done by making
available to Arizona asbestos producers part
of the funds allocated to the national stock-
plle and changing the present Globe ware=-
house program as in No. 1 above:

**4, The inspection of fiber for transfer to
the national stockpile be done by G. S. A.
albs.ssiﬁers now inspecting Globe warehouse

er;

“ ‘5. Fiber of natlonal stockplle quality
and sold to the natlonal stockpile to be
checked in at the Globe warehouse and paid
for as now being done through San Francisco
office of G. S. A.;

“*6. The present standards
retained, 7 reni

*'15. Coal

“‘The council recommends that:

“‘The governors give egual consideration
to all of the available energy resources—
uranium, coal, oil, gas, oil shale and water—
before deciding which is to be used as the
source of generating power in any given area.

*'16. Aggregates—Cloy—Tale

“*The council recommends that:

“‘The congressional committees on inter=
state and foreizn commerce be urged to in-
vestigate the encroachment by the 1. C. C.
regulations on many minerals and mineral
agpregate in intrastate commerce. )

“‘Lands and Water

“‘The council considers the objective of

the general mining laws to be the discovery
and development of the mineral resources of
the public domain by private enterprise. To
effect this objective the laws invite citizens
to prospect for minerals and upon discovery
to locate valid mining claims. The mining
laws also provide for protection of walid
claims and the possessory rights thereunder
prior to patent, and for transfer of legal title
to private ownership by patent. History has
Proven the soundness of this system, and the
council reaffirms its confidence in it.
. "“‘T'he council holds that public lands are
not the property of the Government of the
United States or of any of its agencles but
instead are lands held in trust for the people
of the United States, and are destined for
their eventual use under the principles of
free enterprise. Vast areas of the West have
in prospect many present and future uses,
but they are most likely to find best use as
a source of the national mineral wealth.

“*The continued inroads upon the use of
this land which are made by Federal with-
drawal of the land from mineral entry, or
by acquisition by various agencies of the
Federal Government, have long been ad-
verse to the economy of the West. Such in-
roads have bezen tremendously augmented in
recént years by military acquleltion of huge
areas In the Western States. This has served
to curtail seriously the productivity of pri-
vate enterprise within the State, and to re-
duce State and Federal income, as well as
the supply of materials for the defense of
the country. Under present laws, no Fed-
eral-land State has the power effectively to
resist such inroads.

* ‘For those cogent reasons the council rec=-
ommends that:

*'1. As to Federal land withdrawals:

*“'(a) The western governors urge an ime
mediate congressional investigation of Fed-
eral lands now withdrawn from mineral en=
try and other beneficial uses, whether with-
drawn for military or other purposes, and
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of western lands otherwise acquired by the
various agencies of the Federal Government;
that among other things such investigation
determine the necessity for and the authen-
ticity of the withdrawal, whether the land
is still serving the purpose for which it
was withdrawn or acquired and whether
portione of it or the whole of it may be re-
turned to the public domain or to private
owners (with priority right for repurchase
given to original owners); and that such in-
vestigation determine whether the various
agencies and military units cannot combine
their activities as to the use of such lands
rather than making separate use thereof, in
order to give such land the highest possible
usefulness.

**(b) Congress be urged hy the governors
to explore the possibility of Federal legisla-
tion requiring the cooperation and approval
of any State for any Federal withdrawal or
acquisition within its boundaries.

*“!(e) The western governors request
Congress to enact legislation to provide that
in =all further Federal-land withdrawals,
for military use or otherwise:

“*(1) Public hearings be held on the pro-

withdrawals.

“!(2) These hearings be held in at least
one community within or near the area pro-
posed for withdrawal.

‘(8) Notice of these hearings be pub-
lished in the Federal Register and in a news-
paper having maximum ecirculation in af-
fected areas, at least 90 days in advance of
‘the hearings.

“‘(4) These hearings shall seek to deter-
mine the relatlve beneficial use of the land
involved, and whether excesslve acreages are
being proposed for withdrawal.

“*2. As to the Oil and Gas Leasing Act:

**The western governors opposed any fur-
ther amendment of the Oil and Gas Leasing
Act, approved February 25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437,
30 U. 8. C. A, 181, et seq.), or any other legis-
lative proposals which would add any fur-
ther classes of lessees or any minerals or
mineral deposits to those now named in said
act. c

*“f3. As to Mineral Leasing Act:

* ‘The western governors urge the Depart-
ment of Interior to reappraise the maximum
acreage limitations presently existing on the
leasing of Federal mineral lands withdrawn
from location and increase the acreage to
meet the requirements of modern mining
and refining needs. Illustrative of such
need is phosphate.

‘Tt is the considered opinion of the eoun-
cil that no further restriction should be
‘placed upon the noncompetitive lease rules
and regulations and that such regulations
should be so administered as to encourage
the investment of venture capital.

“'4 As to restrictive Federal leglslation:

“*(g) The western governors oppose any
and all legislation in the Congress that pro-
.motes further control and withdrawal of
Federal lands from the public domain.

*‘(b) The governors urge the Congress of
the United States to return to the first prin-
ciples lald down by our Founding Fathers,
that the Federal lands of the United States
are for the benefit of the citizens and should
be sold and disposed of to the citizens as rap-
idly as is practically possible, so that those
lands may be made the subject of private
ownership by our citizenry and the subject
of taxation for the support of local and State
governments.

“‘(e) The western governors advocate the
annulment of the rules and regulations pro-
mulgated by the many departments of Gov-
ernment withdrawing and otherwise pro-
hibiting possession of public lands by the
citizens of this Nation, so that the citizens
may again be free to take up the land under
the original laws relating to mining or agri-
cultural classification and carry that land
through to patent without interference by a
multitude of governmental agencies.
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“ 5. As to geophysical exploration:

“‘The governors urge Congress to give
prompt consideration of constructive changes
in the discovery provisions of the General
Mining Laws so as to afford a reasonable
period of protection to those who in good
faith seek a mineral discovery where the
ohject of exploration is a deep or hidden de=-
posit and discovery can only be made follow-
ing prolonged use of expensive equipment
and modern sclentific methods of pros=-
pecting.

“‘6. As to “in lieu” lands:

“'The western governors recommend ' to
Congress a thorough study of the need for
legislation serving to permit the public land
States to make “in lieu” selection from min-
eral lands, for the mineral lands lost to the
State because of the preemption of num-
bered school sections before the State's right
to such sections was determined by survey.

“'7. As to State mining laws:

“‘The western governors investigate the
desirability of making more uniform the laws
of the various States governing location and
annual assessment work, and other mineral
land matters within their jurisdiction.

“ ‘Taxes

“*The council holds that the continuance
of a healthy and prosperous mining indus-
try and the contributions it can and should
make to the public revenue, to employment,
to national security, and to the general wel-
fare, depends upon continuing production
from now operating mines and the contin-
uing discovery and development of new de-
posits. Essentlal to this is the hope for
profits commensurate with the difficulties,
the effort, and the risks of losses involved.
The inherent ricks in mining ecannot be
avoided, and taxes should not be imposed in
nature or amounts as will kill incentives for
incurring these risks and will result in loss
of Government revenues and harm to the
domestic economy.

“ ‘The council recommends:

“'1. As to depletion:

*“*(a) Full and adequate allowance for
percentage as well as cost depletion should
be provided for all minerals on a fair and
equitable basis, not less favorable than pres-
ent rates, We particularly note the neces-
sity of such allowances in the development
of so-called oil shales in the Western States.

*“*'({b) Depletion should be recognized as
an allowance to stockholders in determining
the taxability of dividends they receive as
well as being allowed to the corporation in
determining its taxable income.

‘2. As to exploration costs:

*‘Cost of exploration, as well as develop-
ment, should be allowed as a deduction with-
out the limitations imposed by present law.

*'3. As to depreciation:

*‘The provisions for more reasonable de-
preciation contained in present law should
be retained without fundamental changes.
No amount should be considered as recovered
by depreciation deductions which has not
effectively reduced the taxpayer's income
subject to tax.

“‘4, As to operating loss:

*“ ‘The more equitable allowance of net op-
erating losses provided by present law should
be maintained.

“‘6. As to research expenditures:

* ‘The allowance under present law as a de-
duction of expenditures on research and ex-
perimentation should be preserved.

‘6. As to double taxation of corporate
earnings:

“‘The small step recently taken to min-
imize double taxation of corporate earnings
should be enlarged.

“ 7, As to new mines:

* ‘New mines should be exempted from in-
come taxes for 8 years after commercial
production begins. ;

* ‘8. As to capital gains:

*“ ‘A further reduction of the rate on net
long-term capital gains would be economi-
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cally beneficial to the mining industry and,
on the basis of past experience, would in-
crease net revenue collected.

‘9. As to severance taxes:

“‘In State taxation, no particular tax nor
the combined Federal, State and local taxes
should be such as to discourage the explora-
tion and development or production of min=
erals. Beverance taxes or taxes based on or
measured by gross output should be avolded.

* ‘Research

“*The council recommends to the gover-
nors serious consideration of the following
discussed facts and conditions affecting in-
dustry research.

“‘Research is the yery foundation upon
which growth of the mineral industries
must depend. For the future health of the
mineral industries and of the entire national
economy, there should be vigorous research
activity supported directly by private in-
dustry as well as by State and Federal agen=
cies, each working in the sphere for which
it is best fitted; and

“‘With respect to privately supported in-
dustrial research, economic factors should
be such as to give maximum encouragement
to industrial expenditures for research.
This viewpoint is embodied in a recom-
mendation on taxes, shared in by the re-
search committee; and

“ ‘Since many research projects involve fi-
nancial commitments over a long period of
years, the lack of a clearly stated national
mineral policy, has limited industry’s
willingness to undertake such long-term
projects. It follows that the adoption of
such a national policy, to which all these
recommendations are devoted, will do much
to encourage industrial research.

" ‘With respect to State and Federal re-
search, the council recommends the follow-
ing:

“*1. Establish at Pederal level, and at
State level where desirable, permanent min-
erals research advisory boards. These
boards should consider and recommend ini-
tiation of research programs which, in their
opinion, are particularly needed.

**2, Encourage Federal and State miner-
al research programs at appropriate State
agencies, universities, and nonprofit research
foundations.

“‘3. Expand or establish in each of the
mining States a clearinghouse or library of
pertinent technical information and records
dealing with all phases of the mineral indus-

‘tries.

**The mineral industries of many of the
Western States, particularly the small-mine
operators, need some form of central clear-
inghouse for pertinent technical informa-
tion which would be readily available in suit=
able form.

“‘4, Continue support of existing long-
range research in Federal and State agencies,

** 'Geological and topographic mapping
should be accelerated as an essential part of
this long-range program.

* ‘Public Information

*‘When and if the governors approve the
recommendations the council recommends
that the western governors authorize the
Western Governors Mining Advisory Coun-
cil to undertake the following public rela-
tions activities to attain the widest possible
public understanding of the policies adopted
by them as a result of the Western Gov-
ernors Mineral Policies Conference:

‘1, Distribute to all related and interested
organizations the recommendations on na-
tional mineral policy affecting the mining
industry as adopted by the governors as a
result of this conference.

“'2. Distribute basic information related
to the recommendations necessary to pro-
mote the broadest possible public reception
and understanding.
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“'3. Continue to distribute such addi-
tlonal information as should subsequently
develop relating to those recommendations.

“‘4, Obtain the full cooperation of all
organizations and agencies, private and pub-
lie, whose interests are related directly or
indirectly to the mining industry.’

“Whereas these recommendations constl-
tute a basic national minerals policy designed
to strengthen the mining industry and the
national security: Now, therefore be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the
legislature recommend to the executive and
legislative branches of the United States
the consideration of the national minerals
policy formulated by the Western Gov-
ernors Mineral Policies Conference and the
effectuation of such recommendations; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the
assembly be hereby directed to transmit
copies of this resolution to the President and
Vice President of the United States, to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and
to each Senator and Representative from
California in the Congress of the United
States.”

Two joint resolutions of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce:

“Asgembly Joint Resolution 6

“Joint resolution relative to petitioning the
Federal Maritime Board for allocation of
shipbuilding and ship repair

“Whereas the maintenance of a nucleus
of skilled workers and shipbuilding facil-
ities on the west coast is considered by
national military leaders to be vital to na-
tional defense; and

“Whereas in recognition of the importance
of maintaining the ability of west coast
shipyards to respond immediately to a na-
tional emergency, west coast shipyards re-
celve a 6-percent differential in bldding
against eastern yards on Government mer-
chant-ship construction, with the thought
that thereby at least a minimum of expe-
rienced workers would be avallable imme-
diately in a crisis; and

“Whereas the importance of maintaining
the west coast shipbuilding industry, at
least at a minimal level, is not merely a
matter of regional interest but it is in the
interest of national security; and

“Whereas blds on proposal OSC-11 T4 and
T5 tankers have recently been opened and
Pacific coast rompanies have submitted a
bid on the T4’s only $5,000 higher than the
Ingalls’ bid (and $203,900 higher on the
T5's); and

“Whereas although this construction does
not fall under the 6-percent limitation, it
does involve public funds and consideration
should be given to the desperate need for
shipyard work on this Pacific coast; and

“Whereas whatever the efforts have been
of our congressional delegation in Washing-
ton, the fact remains that we have not seen
shipbuilding or ship repair work brought to
this Pacific coast and the entire industry is
imperiled by this dangerous situation we
now face: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
members of this legislature do hereby re=-
spectfully petition the Federal Maritime
Board to allocate some portion of this tanker
work to the Pacific coast; and be it further

“Resolved, That each Senator and Repre-
sentative from California in Congress is re-
quested to vigorously campaign for the as-
signment of a substantial portion of ship-
building and ship repair to the San Fran=-
cisco Bay area and to other shipyards in
California, wherever located; and be it fur=-
ther

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly is hereby directed to transmit coples
of this resolution to the President and Vice
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President of the United States, to each mem-
ber of the Federal Maritime Commission, and
to each Benator and Representative from
g:;;.forma In the Congress of the United

es.!l

“Assembly Joint Resolution 9

“Joint resolution relative to Federal legisla=-
tion respecting the tunafish industry

*“Whereas the fishing industry, which con=
stitutes an important element of the econ-
omy of the United States, is in dire need of
legislation to establish a national program
for the stabilization of the industry; and

“Whereas there have been a number of
measures introduced at the present session
of Congress, among them being S. 3339, H. R.
98552, H. R. 9607, House Resolution 377, House
Resolution 378, and Seznate Resolution 186;
and

“Whereas these measures contain various
provisions to assist the fishing industry by
establishing a top-level policymaking United
SBtates Fisheries Commission, creating a Fish-
eries Stabilization Corporation empowered to
make loans to fishermen and fixing quotas
on the importation of fish, shellfish, and
their products; and

“Whereas the legislature has been in-
formed that representatives of the fishing
industry in California, New England and the
Gulf States are in agreement that such reme-
dial legislation is greatly needed; and

“Whereas it is particularly urgent that a
quota formula for Imports be enacted to
prevent the threatened ruin of the southern
California tuna industry by the American
market being taken over by cheaper Jap-
anese imports: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memoralizes the Congress of the United
States to enact legislation protecting the
country's fishing industry by establishing a
policymaking United States Fisheries Com-
mission, creating a Fisheries BStabilization
Corporation empowered to make loans to fish-
ermen, and fixing quotas on imports of fish,
shellfish, and the products thereof; and be
it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly be hereby directed to transmit coples
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, and to
each Senator and Representative from Cali-
fornia in the Congress of the United States.”

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

“Assembly Joint Resolution 2
“Joint resolution relative to prohibiting
minors, unaccompanied by a parent or
guardian, from crossing the Unlted States-

Mexico border without a permit for such

purposes

“Whereas there is pending in Congress ac-
tion on two particular bills concerning the
crossing of the United States-Mexico border
by unescorted minors; and

“Whereas either H. R. 5108, Introduced by
Representative Winsow of California, or
House Joint Resolution 168, introduced by
Representative Hosmer of California, would
require that a minor be accompanied by a
parent of guardian before he could cross the
border into Mexico; also H, R. 5108 would al-
low unescorted minors to cross the border if
they had a proper permit issued by the
United States Attorney General, and House
Joint Resolution 168 would allow such
minors to cross the border if it is demon-
strated to the satisfaction of the appropriate
immigration officers that the purpose of
crossing the border is legitimate and not for
the purpose of obtaining narcotic drugs;
and

“Whereas under existing laws there 1s no
restriction on minors who cross the border
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and many of such minors are entering Mex=
ico for one paramount reason, to get free ac=
cess to narcotic drugs; and

“Whereas the alarming increase in the use
of narcotics by the youth of our country
seriously threatens to undermine the foun-
dation of our citizenry, the youngster of
today—the voter of tomorrow; and

*“Whereas many of our youths who could
otherwise lead a constructive life are being
consigned by the use of narcotics to a living
death; and

“Whereas these bills, which would ban
border crossings by unescorted minors, are
deserving of full congressional support, and
passage of either of them would be a tre-
mendous stride in correcting this evil: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respect=
fully memorializes the Congress of the
United States to enact either H. R. 5108 or
H. J. Res. 168 or in the alternative to enact
such legislation as s necessary to close the
border between the United States and the
Republic of Mexico until corrective action is
taken by the citizens of Mexico to prevent the
simple and easy acquisition of narcotics and
their derivatives; and be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly be hereby directed to transmit coples
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Secre-
tary of State, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con=-
gress of the United States.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

“Senate Joilnt Resolution 8

“Joint resolution commending the Boy Scouts
of America and supporting the 1957 Boy
Bcout Jamboree at Valley Forge

“Whereas the Boy Scouts of America, one
of the greatest character-building institu-
tions in the world, is holding its Fourth Na=
tional Jamboree, at Valley Forge Park, Penn=-
sylvania, July 12 to 18, 1957; and

‘“Whereas based upon the experience of
the three prior national jamborees held un-
der the auspices of the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica it has been proven that there are innu-
merable benefits to the boyhood of America
through such national jamborees, such as:

“1. An unforgettable scouting experience
for approximately 50,000 American boys;

“2, An opportunity to see some of the
wonderful country in which we live, and visit
historic shrines located at Valley Forge and
at Washington, D. C., and in places en route
and returning from the jamboree;

“3. A practical method of teaching Amer=-
icanism, good citizenship, and leadership
training;

“4, A realistic opportunity to teach Boy
Scouts the value of the Scout Law—A Scout
is Thrifty, and encourage him to earn his own
way to the jamboree; and

“5. For an unrivaled opportunity to ac-
celerate the whole character-bullding pro=-
gram of the Boy Scouts of America: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California, in full
recognition of the success of the Boy Scouts
of America, earnestly requests the Congress
of the United States, State legislatures, State
executive officers, boards of supervisors, city
couneils, and other governmental bodies and
officers to give the fullest support and en-
dorsement to the Boy Scouts of America and
the Fourth National Jamboree to be held at
Valley Forge Park, Pennsylvanla, July 12 to
18, 1957; and be it further :

“Resolved, That the secretary of the senate
be hereby directed to transmit coples of this
resolution to each Senator and Representa-
tives from California in the Congress of the
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United States, to the County Supervisors
Association of California, to the League of
California Citles.”

Five joint resolutions of the Legislature
of the State of California; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works:

“Senate Joint Resolution 3
“Joint resolution relative to flood control
on the Mad and Eel Rivers, South Fork of

Eel River, Redwood Creek, Elamath, Mat-

tole, Russian, Smith, and Van Duzen

Rivers

“Whereas the most devastating floods on
record struck the lands of the northern
coastal area of this State which lie along
the Mad and Eel Rivers, South Fork of Eel
River, Redwood Creek, Elamath, Mattole,
Russian, Smith, and Van Duzen Rivers dur-
ing December of 1955; and

“Whereas many communities were com-
pletely demolished by these flood waters
which caused Immense property damage and
indescribable human suffering that is dif-
ficult to comprehend even after visual in-
spection; and

“Whereas adequate flood-control meas-
ures could have completely saved this area
from these losses; and

“Whereas the Corps of Engineers of the
United States Army has been authorized to
make a comprehensive survey for flood con-
trol on the Eel River and a preliminary ex-
amination and survey with respect to Red-
wood Creek but no money has been appro-
priated therefor; and

“Whereas there is a like need for appro-
priate authorization and appropriation for
flood-control examination and survey on
the Mad, the South Fork of the Eel River,
the Klamath, Mattole, Russian, Smith, and
Van Duzen Rivers: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California re-
spectfully memorializes the President and
the Congress of the United States to take
immediate steps to provide adequate safe-
guards against any recurrence of the devas=
tating floods along the Mad and Eel Rivers,
South Fork of Eel River, Redwood Creek,
EKlamath, Mattole, Russian, Smith, and Van
Duzen Rivers, including the appropriation
of funds for the already authorized surveys
and examinations on the Eel River and Red~-
wood Creek and authorization of surveys on
the Mad River, South Fork of Eel River, the
Klamath, Mattole, Russian, Smith, and Van
Duzen Rivers and necessary appropriation
therefor; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate be hereby directed to transmit coples of
this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the TUnited States, to the
Bpeaker of the House of Representatives,
and to each Benator and Representative from
Calgec;rnia in the Congress of the United
States.”

“Senate Joint Resolution 4

*“Joint resolution relative to the prevention
of flood conditions in the Napa Valley
*Whereas during the year 1955 extensive
loss of life and property occurred as the re-
sult of flood waters in California; and
“Whereas if proper measures are not taken
to control streams and rivers floods may be
expected at any time in the future with re-
sultant losses; and
“Whereas it is in the mutual interest of
this State and Nation to prevent the depre-
dations of flood waters as they affect the
people and property of this country; and
“Whereas in order to prevent recurring
flood conditions extensive planning and con-
struction is called for both to prevent floods
and control and utilize the vast power that
is. unleashed upon such occasions: Now,
therefore, be it
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“Resolved by the Semate and Assembly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
United States Army Engineers and Depart-
ment of Public Works, State of California,
are hereby requested to take the necessary
measures to prevent future floods in the
Napa Valley and city of Napa area; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the senate
is hereby directed to transmit coples of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, to each Senator
and Representative from California in the
Congress of the United States, the United
States Army Engineers, the governor of
California, and to the Department of Public
Works, State of California.”

*Senate Joint Resolution 7

“Joint resolution relating to the construc-
tion of a dam on the San Luls Rey River

*“Whereas the city of Carlsbad and the sur-
rounding territory depends upon water from
the San Luls Rey River, in the area known
as Mission Basin, which is located between
Bonsall Narrows and the Pacific Ocean; and

*Whereas the water supply for the city of
Oceanside is also located in this same area;
and

“Whereas the experience of this area has
been that following prolonged periods of
drought periods of extreme floods may be ex-
pected, and since a severe drought has exist-
ed in this area for approximately the last 10
years, it appears almost certain that a period
of destructive floods ean be expected which
will cause extensive damage to persons and
property located in this basin, and will also
endanger the water supply of both the cities
of Carisbad and Oceanside; and

“Whereas studies by the Carlsbad Mutual
‘Water Co. and the Division of Water Re-
sources of the State of California indicate
that a favorable site exists at Bonsall Nar-
rows, on the San Luls Rey River, for a dam
which would control these destructive flood
waters, and would also permit these waters
to be conserved for future use by way of con-
trolled release into the Mission Basin: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate and Assembdly of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Congress of the United States, the Army
Corps of Engineers, the State water resources
hoard, and the State of California Depart-
ment of Public Works are hereby respect-
fully requested to consider and take all nec-
essary steps to provide for the necessary
studies for a dam on the San Luis Rey River,
and immediate construction of the dam if
it is found to be feasible; and be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of the senate
is hereby directed to transmit copies of this
resolution to the President and Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives, to each Sena-
tor and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States, the Army
Corps of Engineers, to the Honorable Good-
win J. Enight, Governor of California, the
State water resources board, and to the Hon-
orable Frank B. Durkee, director of the De-
partment of Public Works of the State of
California.”

“Assembly Joint Resolution 8

“Joint resolution relative to the prevention of
floods in the Napa Valley area
“Whereas the people of the Napa Valley
area were recently subjected to one of the
worst floods in the history of California; and
“Whereas unless proper measures are taken
to control and direct the heavy rains which
may occur during any year losses of private
and public property will again result; and
“Whereas flood-control dams and other
measures taken for the protection of resi-
dents of this area In addition to alleviating
the fiood problem would also become a source
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of water or power if a scarcity of one or
both should occur; and

“Whereas there is a need for immediate
action in order that comprehensive studies
may be made in order to ascertain the most
favorable method and means of flood control
so that, in turn, construction may be ini-
tiated at the earliest possible time: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
United States Army Engineers and Depart-
ment of Public Works, State of California,
are hereby requested to consider and take
action regarding flood-control measures in
Napa Valley and the city of Napa; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly is hereby directed to transmit coples
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, to each Sen-
ator and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States, to the
Governor of California and to the Depart-
ment of Public Works, State of California.”

—

“Assembly Joint Resolution 11

“Joint resolution relative to flood-control
project authorization by the United States
Congress

“Whereas the recent disastrous floods made
even more imperative than ever the imme-
date construction of flood-control works in
the area between Chico Landing and Red
Bluff; and

“Whereas House Document 272, 84th Con-
gress, 2d session, sets forth the protection
necessary for this area; and

“Whereas immediate authorization by the
Congress of the United States for the Chico
Landing to Red Bluff project has been recom-
mended by the Division of Water Resources
in its publication Floods of December 1955
in California; and

“Whereas State water resources board has
recommended that this project be author-
ized; and

“Whereas bill No. H. R. 9595, introduced
in the 2d session of the 84th Congress, would
authorize the construction of these neces-
sary fiood-control works: Now, therefote, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California (jointly), That the
Congress of the United States is respectfully
memorialized to take immediate steps for the
authorization of the Chico Landing to Red
Bluft project by favorable consideration of
H. R. 9585; and be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly is hereby directed to transmit copies
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States, to the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives, and to
each Senator and Representative from Cali-
fornia in the Congress of the United States.”

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

“Assembly Concurrent Resolution 42

“Concurrent resolution relative to the ob-
servance of Pan-American Week

“Whereas on April 14, 1890, the First In-
ternational Conference of American States
met in Washington, D. C.,, and adopted a
resolution which resulted in the creation of
the organization known as the Pan Ameri-
can Union; and

“Whereas the aims of the Pan American
Union, known today as the Organization of
American States, have been and continue
to be the defense and mutual benefit of the
21 American Republies comprising the mem-
bers of this organization; and

“Whereas the need for confidence and
strength resulting from the affiliation of peo-
ples with ecommon ideals continues to be of
the greatest importance in this age in which
we live: and
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“Whereas the Organization of American
States has ably shown for 66 years that
friendship and understanding together with
a mutual desire for peace can forge a pow=-
erful unit of defense and in addition can
lead to amicable and just settlements in
all areas of dispute; and

“Whereas Dwight D. Eisenhower, President
of the United States, has proclaimed Satur-
day, April 14, 1956, as Pan American Day and
urges the people of this Natlon on that day
and throughout the period of April 8 through
April 14, 1956, to give expression to their
cordial good will toward the peoples of the
other American Republics and of their in-
tention to maintain the principles of free-
dom and equality fundamental to all: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly of the State
of California (the Senate thereof concur=-
ring), That the people of California are
hereby requested to observe Pan American
Day and Pan American Week in the spirit
outlined by the President of the United
States; and be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as-
sembly is hereby directed to transmit a copy
of this resolution to the President and Vice
President of the United States.”

A report of the Joint House and Senate
Committee on Insurance Investigation of
the General Assembly of the State of Een-
tucky; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

A resolution adopted by the Chamber of
Commerce, Honolulu, T. H., favoring the
enactment of legislation to amend the Ha-
wallan Organic Act so as to provide for re-
apportionment of the Legislature of the Ter-
ritory of Hawaii; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

A resolution adopted by the Republican
Club of Castro Valley, Calif.,, favoring the
enactment of the Dirksen amendment, in the
nature of a substitute, for the Bricker
amendment to the Constitution, relating to
the treatymaking power; ordered to lie on
the table.

PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEV-
ERAGE ADVERTISING IN INTER-
STATE COMMERCE—PETITIONS

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr, President,
various individuals in Montana have
written to me relative to a certain legis-
lative proposal in which they are in-
terested, namely, the Langer bill (8. 923)
to prohibit the transportation in inter-
state commerce of advertisements of al-
coholic beverages, and for other purposes.
At their request I ask unanimous con-
sent that their petition, and the names
signed thereto, may be appropriately re-
ferred, and printed in the REcorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the petitions
were received, referred to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
and ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
with the signatures attached, as follows:
To Our Senators and Repreaentatwss in Con-

gress:

We, the undersigned, respectfully petition
you to exercise the proper discretion vested
in you by passing legislation to prohibit the
transportation of alcoholic beverage adver-
tising in interstate commerce, and its broad-
casting over the alr, a practice which nulli-
fies the rights of the States under the 21st
amendment to control the sale of such bev-
erages. At a time when 1 out of 10 drinkers
is becoming an wlcoholic there should be no
encouragement to increasing the use of such
beverages. Children and youth are being
misled to consider them harmiless, especially
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by the powerful audio and visual suggestions
of radio and television,

Mary Downs, Iola M. Dunn, Mrs. Frank
Ravnik, Mrs. Frank Lamb, John W. Fredrick,
Vera M. Fredrick, Mrs. A. P. Lundbacg, Mrs.
I. W. Martinson, Mrs. Merritt F. Maddux, Mrs,
John Romell, Mrs. Arnold Iverson, William
R. Schneider, Arnold L. Iverson, Dorothy J.
Kindrick, Frances E. Baker, all of Helena,
Mont,

E. H. Tucker, Bozeman, Mont.; Helen J.
Roemer, Harold Kenison, Alma Kenison,
W. J. Harper, Beulah Rood, Jerry Rood, Doris
Altimus, Helen Potts, Cora Busby, Livingston,
Mont.; Jeannette Busby, Bozeman, Mont.;
Carl W. Rose, Virginia Rose, Rebecca Watt,
P. A. Watt, Helen D. Ferris, J. J. Case, Mrs,
J. F. Johnson, Livingston, Mont.; C. W. Rose,
Clyde Park, Mont.; Howard E. Harper, Mary
Belle Harper, Hilda Harper, Elva Skillman,
C. T. Skillman, Livingston, Mont.; Harold A.
Rose, Clyde Park, Mont.; Mrs. Mabel Raab,
Mrs. Carrie Bray, Mrs. Fanny E. Niles, Liv=
ingston, Mont.

Lauretta King, Majorie Nielsen, J. W. Grif-
fin, Olive Powell, Mrs. Earl Wyman, Earl
Wyman, C. V. Henderson, Mrs. J. C. Neely,
Mrs. A. T, Ault, R. Blarnsworth, M. D., Melvin
F. Eurtz, C. W. Eybert, C. O. Nystrom, Mrs. C,
‘W. Egbert, Mrs. G. E. SBurface, G E. Surface,
Mrs. Emmett Carter, Joseph Jomseson, W. O,
Kurtz, Mrs. D. A. Julson, Mrs. Dewey Brown,
Mrs. Lucile Fry, Lydia Ehman, Dewey Brown,
Eileen Allaway, Genvie McHenry, Lorna
KEellison, David A. Julson, Mrs. M. E. 8mith,
Frank D. King, Mrs. W. O. Kurtz, Robert
Alloway, Mr. W. L. Parker, L. W. Taft, E.
Ehman, Mrs. W. L. Parker, Willilam J. Mc-
Henry, Homer L. Morrison, Mrs. L. W. Taft,
all of Bozeman, Mont.

Ernest P. Schaak, Mrs. Ernest Schaak, Elva
M. Spes, Mrs. Bessie Surdal, Mrs. G. W.
Lutes; Mr. K. Boucher, Thomas M. Sipes,
Howard C. Lund, Mrs. Elmer Hadland, Elmer
Hadland, Mrs. Dorris Taggart, Ferna Allen,
Alfred Surdahl, Andrew Roedel, Paul E.
Limerick, Mrs. Charles J. Hoffman, C. J.
Hoffman, Mrs. Andrew Roedel, Mrs. Grace
Adkin, Miss Beth Thomas, Mrs. Della M.
Butts, all of Bozeman, Mont.; Mrs. Bill
Black, Gateway, Mont.

Mrs. E. H. Tucker, Bozeman, Mont.; Mrs,
Carrie Groom, Mrs. Josie Hanson, Carolina
Albertson, Mrs. Jessie M. Peterson, Mrs.
Gladys Fallang, Gale S. Wick, Mrs. Gale
Wick, Evelyn Schereshy, Mrs, Onie Davis, Mr.
Onile Davis, Mrs. Palmer Lomeland, Mrs.
Harry McComb, Rudolph Fallang, Palmer
Lomeland, Big Timber, Mont.

Mrs. H. G. Handford, Mildred H. Grawe,
Mabel Felix, Rosetta M. Voelker, Bessie
Chrisinger, Clara E. Olson, Mrs. Bessie Eichel-
berger, Mrs. Anna Marie Ziss, Carolyn C. Pat-
terson, Vesta A. Perry, Rudah C. Enger, Mil-
dred H. Carpenter, Alma Larson, Mrs. W, H.
Rieman, Mabel O'Neil, Bertha W. Schnaidt,
Caroline Walchli, Margaret F. Clifford,
Gwladys E. Kramer, Mrs. Dean King, Mrs.,
E. B. Noble, Mrs. Amelia Withrow, Mrs.
Frieda E. O'Neil, Mrs. C. W. Short, Mrs. Rich=
ard C. Mattson, Kalispell, Mont.

Rev. C. F. Crowe, Bernie Heare, Mrs. Bernle
Heare, Mrs. Collene Pedersen, Mrs. Peter
Backema, Mrs. George Rawl, Mr. and Mrs,
N. G. Huds=son, Mrs. Al Eidet, T. B. Foreman,
Mrs, Gertrude Wahl, Mrs. Andrew Pressman,
Mrs. F. Eampschior, Marion L. Cox, R. M.
Mart, Glendive, Mont.; Marjorie Hoffimeyer,
Billings, Mont.; G. B. Cox, Glendive, Mont.;
Floyd Uglow, Savage, Mont.; Don Arnhart,
Mrs. Roy Glasscock, Roy Glasscock, Mrs. E. C.
Andrews, E. C. Andrews, Hugh R. Atwood, Mrs,
Floyd Ewing, F. T. Ewing, Mrs. Tom Hender=-
son, 8. J. Daniel, Mrs, 8. J. Danlel, Mrs. Ray
Lowe, all of Glendive, Mont.

Mrs. Eva Sahn, Miss Jeanette Leland, Mrs.
Einar Dahl, Miss Marion Leland, Glendive,
Mont.; Mrs. Charles Barnaby, Wibaux, Mont.;
Mr. and Mrs. George Finkbein, Mr. and Mrs.
O. F. Roberts, Mrs. David Wold, Mrs. Pearl
G. Eckes, Mr, and Mrs. Bill Bacon, Mrs. Grace
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Lanktree, Pete Tady, Lorene I. Tady, Mrs.
R. H. Johnscn, Mrs. Ada Wilson, Mrs. E, H,
Rigley, Arthur Kitchen, Glendive, Mont.; Mr.
and Mrs, Leon Anderson, Lindsay, Mont.; Mr,
and Mrs. Leo Finkbiner, Albert L. Aker,
Glendive, Mont.; Mr. and Mrs. Charles Green,
Mildred, Mont.; Stella A. Eckes, Claude Rob-
inson, Luella Robinson, Mrs. S. D. Blackwell,
Glendive, Mont,

O. D. Harris, Mary Ridenour, Mrs. B. E.
Horstman, Shelby F. Snell, Bessie M. Snell,
Louise M. Storey, Alvena, Lyford, C. Wayne
Mahugh, Dora W. Mahugh, Kalispell, Mont.:
Allon R. Clark, Phyllis L. Clark, Creston,
Mont.; Leslie A. Gunderson, Audrey V. Gun~
derson, Mrs. L. E. Fry, Iola M. Ruegsegger,
Mrs. Caleb Jackson, Mrs. Ora Miller, Mrs.
E. H. Beller, Ealispell, Mont.; Miss Florence
Green, Mrs. Chas. De Voe, Somers, Mont.;
Mrs. Ida Davis, Mrs, R. W, Carr, Irma P. Wage=
ner, Mrs. A. Lyford, Augusta M. Rhodes, Mrs.
L. E. Fry, Chester M. Mahugh, Clyde Williams,
Eunice Chapin, Elizabeth Wilson, Mr. and
Mrs. Pete Hoffman, Don Pack, Milo W. Nay-
lor, Kalispell, Mont.; Marjory Pack, Marion,
Mont.; Mrs. Eva Dygert, Mr. and Mrs. L. E.
Clayton, Ronnie Pack, Evelyn Naylor, Cletys
M. Peterson, Thomas H. Shelton, Columbia
Falls, Mont.

Grace Powell, Kalispell, Mont.; Mrs. Stanley
Nees, Poplar, Mont.; Mrs, Lizzie Stubbs, Mr,
and Mrs. Leonard Marshall, Mrs. Robert
Haven, Mrs. Carrie Claridge, Lulu Barnard,
Esther Ober, Mrs. Roy Verity, Mrs. Fern Ad-
ams, Mrs. T. W. Wagner, Loils Magar, E. R.
Haven, Tom Wagner, W. Dan Adams, Mrs,
Andy Christianson, Keith M. Snodgrass, Anna
E. Dale, Marie W. Lawrence, J. O. Lawrence,
Mrs. Keith Snodgrass, Kalispell, Mont.;
Gertrude Chubb, Columbia Falls, Mont.; J. O.
Shew, Mrs. Maude D. Shew, Mavis Shew,
KEalispell, Mont.

Mrs. L. E. Mapig, Mrs. N. E. Gray, Eliza-
beth MNicholson, Mrs. Verne Lien, Mrs, Harry
Viegut, Erma 8. Bensington, Loree Williams,
Sally Kennedy, Alice Deck, Lewis L. Ben-
nington, Irvin W. Hirning, W. O. Hirning,
Mrs. Lee Trowbridge, Lee Trowbridge, Mis=
soula, Mont.; J. J. Hirning, Mrs. John Hirn-
ing, Lolo, Mont.; L. E. Magsic, Mrs. Mary E.
Watt, Missoula, Mont.

C. J. Gustafson, Mrs. F. W. Buck, Mrs. Geo.
C. Johnson, W. W. Wetzel, Mrs. Roy Young,
Mazxine Dollens, Judy Carter, Roy T. Young,
Mattie Needham, May Ellen Henk, Mrs. Jim
Ranger, Pearl W. Mack, Cora L, Millard, A. C.
Millard, E. A. Ludwig, Mrs. J. D. Ruddy, Mrs.
H. C. Koch, Benita Mahugh, Jim Johnston,
Mrs. H. A. McDonald, Daniel Aaron Bradshaw,
Signe Franzen, Ella Schloss, Gertrude D.
Farth, Sallle B. Hollenay, Isabella W. Mur-
phy, J. D. Holly, Mary A. Glles, Charlotte
N. Wright, Ida J. Gertison, Kenneth F. John=-
son, John A. Schloss, Mrs, John Holm, John
Holm, Glendive, Mont.

Elizabeth Dunn, Harrlet Jeffries, Albert
Woods, Marjorie Birky, Mrs. Chas. W. Short,
Mrs. Lizzie Dunham, Mrs. Julia EKnudson,
Mrs. M. R. Wood, Mrs. Christine Buch, Mil-
dred D. Boline, Mrs. Paul Birky, Mrs. H.
Madsen, Eallspell, Mont.

Mrs. F. 8. P. Foss, Mrs. D. J. Healy, D. J.
Healy, Glendive, Mont.; Father Patrick J.
Ryan, assistant at Sacred Heart Church; Rt.
Rev. Msgr. J. A. Pettit, pastor of Sacred Heart
Church; Elizabeth Yundoglialo, Mrs. Edward
Holzworth, Mrs. Mark Scarff, Glendive,
Mont.; Vanda Enels, Mrs. Ray Lowe, WCTU
president, Bloomfield, Mont.

Allen F. Potter, Bertha I. Maher, Helen
Hedman, Pat Doyle, Clarence R. Nelson, Mrs,
R. R. Hark, Lanora C. Wallace, Roy Wallace,
Bertha Stephenson, Ira M, Olaon, Mrs. D. L.
Sherman, Elmer Wellhouse, Mrs. Angeline
Adams, John F. Reagan, Irene M. Reagan,
Mrs. Robert Hunter, Mrs. Orville Walters,
Mrs., Henry E. Lee, Mrs. Ed Hedman, Mrs. O.
Williamson, Mrs. R. R. Haake, Mrs. Myrtle
Bowdish, Mrs, Harold Hawley, Mrs. Jeani
Patton, Mrs. M. E. Woods, Mrs. C. R. Nelson,
Bertha L, Peterson, Mrs. H. H, Maher, Mrs,
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Alfred Walters, Mrs. W. E. Forcum, Olivia
Forcum, Bertha B. Larter, all of Whitefish,
Mont.

RESOLUTION OF UNITED NATIONS
ASSOCIATION OF LOS ANGELES,
CALIF.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD, a resolution adopted by the
United Nations Association, of Los An-
geles, Calif., relating to the promotion
of peace in the Near East by the United

* Nations.

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

REsSOLUTION UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED BY THE
MEMBERS PRESENT AT THE MARCH MEMBER-
sHIP MEETING OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIA-
TION FOR THE UNITED NATIONS, LOS ANGELES
CHAPTER

To President DwIGHT D. EISENHOWER:

Whereas the present local political ten-
sions in the Near East endanger the peace of
the entire world; and

Whereas the Arab countries believe that
the United Nations is better able to deal with
Near East problems and resolve these ten-
sions; and

Whereas our Government helped In found-
ing the United Nations for the purpose of
promoting peace and has used the United
Nations as an important Instrument of our
foreign policy: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we urge President Eisen-
hower to use the agencies of the TUnited
Natlions to the fullest extent in his efforts to
bring peace to the Near East.

Submitted on behalf of the Los Angeles
Chapter, American Association for the
United Nations.

CHARLES MACKINTOSH,
President.
Marca 1958.

FROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEV-
ERAGE ADVERTISING IN INTER-
STATE COMMERCE—LETTER AND
PETITION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
tiie REcorp a letter from Josephine C.
Wheat, of Hollis, N. Y., transmitting a
petition signed by sundry citizens of the
States of Pennsylvania and New York,
relating to the prohibition of alcoholic
beverage advertising in interstate com-
merce.

There being no objection, the letter
and petition, without the signatures at-
tached, were ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Horris, N. Y., April 6, 1956.

Dear SenaTor: These 50 names also ask
that the Civil Aeronautics Board requesting
the Board to forbid aleohol service in the
air.
‘We are shocked to hear that alcohol is
allowed on the planes.

No wonder so much loss of life by plane.

Yours for the cause.

JOSEPHINE C. WHEAT.
PETITION
To Owr Senators and Representatives in
Congress:

‘We, the undersigned, respectfully petition
you to exercise the proper discretion vested
in you by passing legislation to prohibit the
transportation of alcoholiec beverage adver-
tising in interstate commerce, and its broad-
casting over the air. a praetice which nulli=
fies the rights of the States under the 21st
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amendment to control the sale of such bev-
erages. At a time when 1 out of 10 drinkers
is becoming an aleohoclic there should be no
encouragement to inereasing the use of such
beverages. Children and youth are being
misled to consider them harmless, especially
by the powerful audio and visual suggestions
of radio and television.

(Signed by Mrs. A. E. Buckner and 49 other
citizens of Pennsylvania and New York.)

THE ADMINISTRATION OF GENER-
ALISSIMO TRUJILLO — RESOLU-
TION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp a resolution adopted by
friends, associates, and colleagues of Dr.
Jesus de Galindez, relating the the ad-
ministration of Generalissimo Trujillo
in the Dominican Republic.

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

RESOLUTION

On March 12, 1956, Dr. Jesus de Galindez,
valiant and eflective fighter against all dic-
tatorships whether Communist or neo-Fas-
cist, vanished wunder circumstances which
make it overwhelmingly certain that he was
abducted and probably murdered. Dr. de
Galindez had left written records, including
his doctoral dissertation, the Era of Trujillo,
exposing Generalissimo Trujillo’s tyranny in
the Dominican Republic. He had received
numerous threats because of his activity in
bringing to light Trujillo's crimes. Clearly
his disappearance fits into the long series
of crimes of violence, including murder, com-
mitted in this country and in Cuba against
opponents of the generalissimo’s regime:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That we friends, associates, and
colleagues of Dr. Jesus de Galindez, sorely
stricken by his probable murder, petition:

1. That all police enforcement agencies,
Federal, State, municipal, and international
vigilantly prosecute investigation for the ap-
prehension and punishment of the perpetra-
tors of this erime;

2. That the press seek out and publish
every development in this case and in re-
lated matters pertaining to the safety of
political opponents of dictators;

3. That public and private support be en-
listed for publication and distribution of
Dr. de Galindez' writings, especlally his
thesis, The Era of Trujillo;

4. That Secretary of State John ' Foster
Dulles and Republican and Democratic lead-
ers in Congress be urged to initiate measures
for the greater security of democratic politi-
cal exiles here in the United States and In
other member nations of the Organization of
American States,

THE HOXSEY CANCER TREAT-
MENT—LETTER AND TELEGRAM

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a letier and telegram sent
me by Dr. Gerald B. Winrod, of Wichita,
Kans.,, relating to the Hoxsey cancer
treatment.

There being no objection, the letter
and telegram were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

DEFENDERS OF THE CHRISTIAN FaITH,

Wichita, Kans., April 3, 1956.
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Dear SeNaToR: A local representative of
the Associated Press called me a few min-
utes ago to say that the Food and Drug Ad-

April 16
ministration 1s- issuilng Wednesday of this
week a formal public warning against the -
Hoxsey cancer treatment and lists among
sp‘c;nxors of the treatment Gerald B. Win-
rod.

He told me that the Washington office of
the Associated Press requested a comment.

Thereupon I issued the followlng state-
ment:

“The Hoxsey cancer treatment is precious
to my heart because it saved my life as a
boy at the age of 9 by removing a malignant
growth near the jugular vein from which I
have carried a scar for almost a half cen-
tury. The treatment was in those days ad-
ministered by the father of the present Dr,
Harry M. Hoxsey."

With every good wish,

Faithfully yours,
GERALD B. WiNROD,
WicHITA, EANS., April 4, 1956,
Hon, WILLIAM LANGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

There is a reason why I would appreciate
having you give consideration to inserting
my letter sent yesterday in the REcorD.
Thanks and regards.

WINROD.

WAR VETERANS SECURITY ACT OF
1956—LETTER

Mr: LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp a letter from Charles Hart=
man Post, 134, American Legion, Stan-
ley, N. Dak., signed. by Ralph Hamre,
post adjutant, embodying a telegram
adopted by that post, favoring the en-
actment of House bill 7886, the so-called
War Veterans Security Act of 1956.

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

AMERICAN LEGION,
CHARLES HarTMan Post, No. 134,
Stanley, N. Dak., April 13, 1956.
Senator BiLi LANGER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sm: Enclosed for your information is
8 copy of the resolution passed at our last
Legion meeting urging passage of H. R. 7886:

“RESOLUTION

“Whereas there is now pending in Con-
gress H. R. 7886, commonly known as the War
Veterans Security Act of 1966; and

“Whereas the passage of this bill will elim-
inate the confusion, redtape, and cost of ad-
ministration of the present law and regu-
lations by the Veterans' Administration as it
pertains to World War I veterans who have
reached their 65th birthday; and

“Whereas this bill now before the Con-
gress would grant pensions to veterans over
65 years of age who are unemployable and
meet income and service reguirements; and

“Whereas as far as equity, justice, and
previous Government policy regarding vet-
erans of other wars are concerned, it must
be remembered that World War I veterans
were given no consideration when separated
from service and faced two depressions at a
time when they were attempting to estab-
lish themselves in civilian life; and

“Whereas the plight of many of these
World War I veterans today is very serlous,
and the passage of this act would guarantee
to them the security that they preserved for
their Nation in time of war; and

“Whereas the passage of this legislation
would entail no financial burden upon the
increased economy of this Nation and would
render justice to those veterans who are in
dire need: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Charles Hartmann Post,
No. 134, of Stanley, N. Dak., of the North
Dakota Department of the American Legion,
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meeting at Stanley, N. Dak., this 2d day of
April 1956, That we vigorously support the
passage of H. R. 7886; be it further
“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be forwarded to North Dakota’s congres-
sional delegation and members of the House
Veterans’ Affairs Committee in Congress.”
Sincerely yours,
RALFH HAMBRE,
Post Adjutant.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, without amendment:

5.2424, A bill to provide that lock and
dam No. 17 on the Black Warrior River, Ala.,
shall hereafter be known and designated as
the John Hollis Bankhead lock and dam
(Rept. No. 1728).

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, with an amendment:

8.2712. A bill to authorize the charging
of tolls for transit over the Manette Bridge
in Bremerton, Wash. (Rept. No. 1729).

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, with amendments:

B.2081. A bill authorizing the reconstrue-
tion, enlargement, and extension of the
bridge across the Mississippl River at or near
Rock Island, III. (Repf. No. 1730); and

8.2002. A bill transferring to the jurisdie-
tion of the Department of the Army the
bridge aeross the Missouri River between the
Fort Leavenworth Military Reservation in
Kansas and Platte County, Mo., and aunthor-
izing its removal (Rept. No. I731).

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee
on the Judiclary:

8. J. Res. 160. Joint resolution to suspend
the application of certain laws of the United
States with respect to counsel employed by
the special committee of the Senste estab-
lished by Senate Resolufion 219, 84th Con-
gress; without amendment (Rept. No. 1733).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiefary, without amendment:

S.146. A billI for the reiief of Isabel Tre
(Rept. No. 1739);

S.1364. A bill for the relief of EI Yorgi-
yadis (Eept. No. 1740);

5. 1885. A bill for the relief of Mario Fara-
bullini and Alla Farabullini, his wife (Rept.
No. 1741);

8.2095. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Culeasi (Rept. No. 1742);

8. 2244, A bill for the relief of Maria Novak
(Rept. No. 1743} :

8. 2563. A bill for the relief of Cecile Angele
Chaffoo (Rept. No. 1744);

H.R. 1000. A bill for the relief of Theo~
dore J. Hartung and Mrs. Elizabeth Hartung
(Rept. No. 1745):

H.R.1179. A bill for the relief of Salih
Hougf, Bertha Catherine, Noor Elias, Isaac,
and Mozelle Rose Hardoon (Rept. No. 1T46);

H.R.2796. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Khatoun Malkey Samuel (Rept. No. 1747);

H.R.2948. A bill for the relief of Gug-
lielmo Joseph Perrella (Rept. No. 1748);

H.R.3276. A bill for the relief of George
E. Bergos (formerly Athanasios Kritselis)
(Rept. No. 1749);

H. R. 4466. A bill for the relief of Lois O.
Jennings (Rept. No. 1750); and

H.R.4588. A bill for the relief of An-
tonfo Pernma (Rept. No. 1751}).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

S.586. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Laddomada, Antonietta Laddomada, and
children, Concetta and Paoclo Laddomada
(Rept. No. 1752),;

S.1013. A bill for the relief of Melecio
Acosta-Morales (Rept. No. I753); and

5.1101. A bill for the relief of Martino
Palmeri (Rept. No. 1754).
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By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with amendments:

H. J. Res. 457. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain relatives of United States citi-
zens (Rept. No. 1755).

By Mr. DANIEL, from the Commitiee on
the Judiciary, with amendments:

8. 3025. A bill to amend paragraph (2) of
subdivision (e) of section 77 of the Bank-
ruptcy Act, as amended (Rept. No. 1735).

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina, from
the Committee on the Judiclary, without
amendment:

H.R.3152, An act for the relief of Way=
mon H. Massey (Rept. No. 1736).

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, without amendment:

H. J. Res. 444, Joint resolution to authorize
and request the President to issue a proc-
lamation in connection with the centennial
of the birth of Woodrow Wilson (Rept. No.
1737).

By Mr. RUSSELL, from the Committee on
Armed Services, with amendments:

H.R.9428. An act to provide for the pro-
curement of medieal and dental officers of
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Public Health
Service, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
1756} .

By Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with an amend-
ment:

5. 2854. A bill to amend the National Hous=
ing Act, as amended (Rept. No. 1757).

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, with amend-
ments:

8. 2855. A bill to provide authority to stock-
pile temporary housing for disaster relief,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1758);
and

5.2869. A bill to provide rent-free accom-
modations in certain federally ailded hous-
ing for needy victims of major disasters, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1759).

INCREASE AND REVISIONS IN GEN-
ERAL AUTHORIZATION FOR SMALL
FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS—RE-~
PORT OF A COMMITTEE (S. REPT.
NO. 1732)

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Publie Works, I re-
port favorably, without amendment, the
bill (8. 3272) to increase and make cer-
tain revisions in the general authoriza-
tion for small flood-control projects in
the Flood Control Act of 1948, as
amended.

Last fall and early this year various
sections of our country, particularly the
northeastern and western areas, were
subject to unprecedented and disastrous
flooeds. Many lives were lost and dam-
ages totaling almost $1 billion were sus-
tained. Large ecities were inundated,
communities were paralyzed, major in-
dustries were shut down, in some cases
for several months, and all activities were
at a standstill.

Existing laws permit repair of exist-
ing flood-control structures and high-
ways and emergency restoration of
essential publie utilities and ecleanup
work after such floods. Such laws also
provide for construction of small flood-
control projects not specifically author-
ized by Congress, with a limitation of
allotment of $150,000 for any single
project at a locality and total of $3 mil-
lion for such work during any 1 fiscal
year.

There exists the urgent need for ex-
panding and broadening the present
authority for construction of emergency
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flood-control projects to care for flood
problems in many localities and to pre-
vent widespread damage and suffering
caused by these severe floods, without
the delay necessitated by surveys and
investigations, and their specifiec author-
ization by the Congress under regularly
established procedures.

These recent floods in the New Eng-
land, New York, and Pennsylvania areas,
in my own State of New Mexico, particu-
larly at Albuquerque, and in California,
Oregon, and Nevada, have caused tre-
mendous damages, and these areas are
still subject to recurring floods and con-
sequent heavy losses. '

8. 3273 would amend section 205 of
the Flood Control Act of 1948, as
amended, to provide for construction of
projects, with an estimated cost of $500,-
000 for any single project and a limita-
tion of $15 million for allotment for any
1 fiscal year for such projeets. This
inereased authorization will take care
of the inecrease in price levels that have
taken place in the last few years and
broaden and expand the present law to
permit flood proteetion at ecritical loca-
tions that ecannot now be covered.

The committee held extensive hear-
ings on this bill. There was no opposi-
tion whatever to it. The committee re-
ports it unanimously and believes it
thoroughly warranted and desirable. If
is hoped that the measure will be en-
acted into law at an early date to relieve
the flood hazard that now exists at many
localities in our Nation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received and
the bill will be placed on the calendar.

GRANTING OF STATUS OF PERMA-

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr, President, from
the Committee on the Judiciary, I report
favorably, an original joint resolution,
granting the status of permanent resi-
dence to certain aliens, and I submit a
report (No. 1738} thereon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received and
the joint resolution will be placed on
the calendar.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 163)
granting the status of permanent resi-
dence to certain aliens was read twice
by its title and placed on the calendar.

PRELIMINARY REPORT ENTITLED
“ADMINISTRATION OF THE FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES' SECURITY
PROGRAM"—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 1760)

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, from fhe Committee on
Post Office and Civil Serviee, pursuant to
Senate Resolution 20, I submit a prelim-
inary report of that committee’s Sub-
committee To Investigate the Adminis-
tration of the Federal Security Program.
I ask that the report be printed.

This is the first of at least two reports
which will be made pursuant to Senate
Resolution 20 and Senate Resolution 154.
This first preliminary report was
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adopted unanimously by the full Senate
committee at its meeting last week.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received and
printed, as requested by the Senator
from South Carolina.

WELFARE AND PENSION FUNDS—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE—SUP-
PLEMENTAL VIEWS AND STATE-
MENT (S. REPT. NO. 1734)

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to speak for not to exceed 5 min-
utes on the report of the Subcommittee
on Welfare and Pension Funds of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Senator may pro-
ceed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, I submit the final report of the in-
vestigation of employee welfare plans
and pension funds conducted by its Sub-
committee on Welfare and Pension
Funds pursant to Senate Resolution 225
of the 83d Congress, as amended, and
Senate Resolution 40 of the 84th Con-
gress, as amended, ftogether with the
supplemental views of the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. ArLorT] and a statement
by the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLy].

In submitting this report to the Senate
in compliance with the above resclutions,
may I point out that the members of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
other than those who have served on the
subcommittee have not found it possible
to review and consider the subcommittee
report within the time limits fixed by the
resolutions, as amended, but transmit it
to the Senate for the preliminary consid-
eration of the Congress and the public
while reserving judgment on the recom-
mendations made by the subcommittee.

I also wish to thank the members of
the staff, headed by Mr. Paul J. Cotter, as
counsel, who worked with great ability
and faithfulness in the preparation of
this report.

I also wish to thank my colleagues, in-
cluding my colleagues from the other
side of the aisle, the Senator from New
York [Mr. Ives] and the Senator from
Colorado [Mr, ALrorTl.

The Subcommittee on Welfare and
Pension Funds, whose authority expired
on April 15, has been conducting studies
and investigations in the welfare and
pension fund field since May 1954, first
under the chairmanship of the Senator
from New York [Mr. Ives], and, begin-
ning in February 1955, under the lead-
ership and direction of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLas]l. Committee
membership since the latter date has in-
cluded, besides the Senator from Illinocis
[Mr. DoucrLas] and the Senator from
New York [Mr. Ives], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Murray]l, the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], and the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLoTT].

Legislation is being drafted to embody
the recommendations of the subcommit-
tee and will be shortly introduced, and
it is hoped that it may be passed at this
session of Congress.
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The subcommittee also released the
printed record of its hearings held in
July, November, and December 1955.

Interim reports were filed in January
and July 1955 with the subcommittee's
initial findings. The final report com-
prises over 360 pages based, as the com-
mittee notes, on its studies of hundreds
of individual welfare and pension plans.
In this last report the subcommittee has
submitted summaries of welfare and
pension plans in a number of major in-
dustries and more detailed reports of
the weaknesses and abuses in the welfare
and pension plan operations of particu-
lar insurance companies, unions, and
employers.

In its final report the subcommittee
recommended the enactment of a Fed-
eral Registration, Reporting, and Dis-
closure Act to be effective for 3 years.
Under the proposals advanced in the re-
port, the Federal agency administering
the act would, prior to its termination,
and based upon 2 years’ experience,
make a comprehensive report to the
Congress, outlining its findings, its eval-
uation of the act, and its recommenda-
tions with respect to the continuance,
simplification, or modification of the leg-
islation.

The recommendations call for regis-
tration by all types of employee welfare
and pension plans covering 25 or more
employees. Annual reports, based upon
an audit and covering the complete
financial operations, would be filed with
a Federal agency by all plans including
100 or more employees, and also by plans
which, though they have less than 100
employees, are operated or administered
on some common basis with other plans

and which in the aggregate include 100 -

or more employees. Pension plans
would file a summary statement of in-
vestments, broken down by type of secu-
rity and property, with the aggregate
cost or present value, whichever is lower.
Investments by a pension plan in secu-
rities or property of interested parties,
investments of more than 5 percent of
the fund in any one security or property,
or investment of more than 10 percent
of the fund in the securities or obliga-
tions of any one issuer, would be listed
in detail.

Disclosure of the information in the
annual report would be required by hav-
ing copies available at the principal office
of the plan and the public document
room of the administrative agency, and
by furnishing all the beneficiaries with
information from the report in pre-
seribed summary form by personal de-
livery or mail. The administrative
agency would be given discretion to re-
quire reporting and disclosure by any
plan covering between 25 and 100 em-
ployees if deemed necessary to accom-
plish the objectives of the act.

The subcommittee reported it had no
strong feeling as to what executive
agency should administer the act.
After considering the various possibili-
ties, it indicated that for the present it
favored the Securities and Exchange
Commission because of its organizational
setup and its established success in the
administration of disclosure type stat-
utes.
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Recommendations of the subcommit-
tee also provide for an advisory council
of 13 members to assist the Federal
agency. Members of this council would
include representatives of insurance, 1,
banking, 1, and management, 2, to be
appointed by the administering agency;
labor representatives, 3, to be appointed
by the Secretary of Labor; public mem-
bers, 3, to be appointed by the President;
and the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Secretary of Labor, and
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue as
ex officio members.

Federal jurisdiction for requiring en-
forcement of the act would be based upon
the taxing authority, the general wel-
fare provisions, and the interstate char-
acter of the many elements connected
with such plans.

The report pointed out that over 75
million persons are now covered in some
measure by employee welfare and pen-
sion programs, with annual contribu-=
tions being made to them of over $6.8
billion, and that there are between $20
and $25 billion in pension reserves at the
present time. It was pointed out that
private employee welfare and pension
programs have grown to such proportions
in this country and involve the use of
such large tax-exempt funds as to place
upon the Government a grave responsi-
bility for their sound operation and the
protection of the equities of the bene-
ficiaries and the public interest.

The report stated that—

While the great majority of welfare and
pension programs are being responsibly and
honestly administered, the rights and
equities of the beneficiaries in many in-
stances are being dangerously ignored. In
other cases, the funds of the Programs are
being dissipated and at times become the
hunting ground for the unscrupulous.

It was also observed that—

The lack of standards and the inadequacies
of State and Federal laws have permitted
employee welfare and pension programs to
operate in such manner as to give rise to
many abuses, problems, weaknesses, and
unsound practices which could jeopardize
the operation of this system and give in-
sufficient protection to the rights and equities
of the employee-beneficiaries.

A major problem, it was stated, is one
“of assuring the immediate and long-
range stability of private pension and
welfare programs * * in order that they
may better withstand the contingencies
against which they were established.
The breakdown of any significant part
of either the pension or the welfare pro-
grams could, and undoubtedly would,
amount to a major setback to our
economy.”

We do not propose Federal regulation,
Regulation is left to the States. How=-
ever, we do propose disclosure of essen-
tial information to a responsible Federal
agency, believing that disclosure will be
a preventive of most possible abuses in
the future.

According to the report, the subcom-
mittee felt that the proposed act is a
moderate and sound approach, definitely
necessary in the light of the evidence
received, but still leaving room for ac-
tion on the part of the respective States.

The subcommittee recommended crim-
inal penalties for willful failure to com=-
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ply with, or violafion of, the provisions of
the act or the regulations promulgated
thereunder, for a false statement or mis-
representation of a material fact, and
for the unlawful and willful theft, ab-
straction, conversion, or embezzlement
of the funds or property of any plan.

The subcommittee emphasized that it
did not want to leave the impression
that there is something wrong with every
welfare and pension plan as “that is not
the case.”” The report said:

Perhaps too little has been sald of the
many sound practices found in the great
majority of these plans and of the conscien-
tious and ingenious efforts on the part of
industry, labor, insurance and banking to
bring benefits to scores of millions of em-
ployees at low cost.

The subcommittee observed however,
that it “is convinced that without some
legislative direction the abuses, prob-
lems and weaknesses which do exist will
not be self-correcting.”

The report took note of the fact that
labor had “condemned dishonesty, cre-
ated committees on ethical practices es-
tablished codes of ethics for the opera-
tion of employee welfare and pension
plans, and recommended legislation to-
ward that end.” The subcommittee ex-
pressed the belief that such efforts would
have a salutary effect but did not feel
that the objectives would be quickly
achieved by voluntary methods alone.
The report further pointed out that rep-
resentatives of labor had been involved
in some of the worst abuses found to
exist and, in some cases, had been found
unprepared for the responsibilities of
trusteeship under these programs.

Also faken up in the report was the
fact that the insurance industry, while
opposing Federal control or supervision,
had not even set up a code of ethical
practices to condemn the unserupulous.
The report concluded that—

Many of the worst abuses found in wel-
fare-plan operations involve certain insur-
ance practices. These abuses include high
commissions, excessive administrative fees,
high insurance company retentions, unequal
treatment of the policyholders, activities of
unscrupulous brokers and agents, including
embezzlement of premiums, sometimes in
collusion with union officials or manage-
ment—mostly the result of Inadequate con-
trol and nondisclosure to the interested
parties.

Management, too, came in for its share
of critieism, the report pointing out that
it, management, “shares the responsi-
bility for many of the serious problems
and abuses” found, and that “manage-
ment, as well as labor, has at times been
unreasonable and unsound in positions
taken with respect to benefit programs.”
Employers, it was stated, “in too many
cases have abdicated their responsibili-
ties under jointly managed plans.”

With reference to the banking indus-
try, the report observed that banks, while
recognized as competently managing
pension investments under corporate
trusts, do not have the responsibility for
actuarial soundness, often have too little
control over proper investments, but still
sell the features of this type of pension
plan without assuming all of the respon-
sibilities necessarily inherent in a com-~-
plete pension plan.
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According to the report, by far the
largest percentage of employees includ-
ed in health and welfare programs are
covered in unilateral employer admin-
istered plans. In including this type of
plan in those which should report and
disclose detailed information, the report
stated—

Since Congress has stated and the courts
have held that employer contributions to-
ward welfare and pension benefits are in the
nature of compensation to employees, it
must be concluded that whether the funds
for such programs are contributed by the
employers, the employees, or both, the em-
ployees have a right to know the financial
details of such plans as well as to have their
interest in such plans protected.

In support of its position, the subcom-
mittee cited the Internal Revenue Code,
the Defense Production Act of 1950, and
court decisions which freated costs of
and contributions to welfare and pension
plans as part of employee compensation.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. AL~
ror] filed supplemental views to the re-
port, and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. NEeLY I, who, because of other
duties, had been unable to fake an active
part in preparation of the report, re-
served judgment on the recommenda-
tions.

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

Mr, DOUGLAS. Iyield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois has just referred to
what I think is a fine piece of work,
which has just been completed by the
subcommittee on Welfare and Pension
Funds of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

I think I would be a little remiss if I
did not comment on the fine work which
has been done by the chairman and by
the other members of that subcommittee.

While there are slight differences with
respect to a few conclusions in the report
as it is submitted, the subcommittee has
approached the work and developed the
report in a spirit of complete nonpar-
tisanship, which the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois has been very eareful
to nurture and maintain throughout all
the months of arduous work. I wish to
pay tribute to him, as well as to the other
members of the subcommittee, for the
fine work they have done in this field,
which I believe will result in shedding
light upon a problem which has needed
Tight for a long time. I believe that this
effort will eventually lead to good Fed-
eral legislation covering this subject.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
from Colorado for his overgenerous re-
marks. No one could have been more
cooperative than he was during the in-
vestigation. He worked extremely hard,
I think he attended almost every hear-
ing. He went into the details of the
report with great care, and it was a
pleasure to work with him. I think the
counfry owes him a great debt.

The work was begun under the chair-
manship of the Senator from New York
[Mr, Ives]l. Inifially the staff was en-
gaged by him, and the preliminary re-
port was the result of work conducted by
the subcommittee prior to that time. We
benefited greatly from the counsel and
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advice of the disfinguished Senator from
New York.

I think this is a very happy oeccasion
on which members of both parties can
cooperate in good faith in solving a very
perplexing problem. It has been a very
fine experience for me. Again I wish to
thank the Senator from Colorado.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I do
not have the good fortune of being a
member of the subcommittee so ably
headed by the distinguished Senator
from Illinois——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator from Il-
linois has expired. /

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for an
additional 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, if is so or=-
dered.

Mr. LEHMAN. AsI said, I donot have
the good fortune of being a member of
the subcommittee so ably headed by the
distinguished Senator from Illinois.
However, I am a member of the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare, and
I have had an opportunity to observe the
great skill and devotion to duty and the
energy and industry which the Senator
and his colleagues on the subcommittee
have brought to bear on this very impor-
tant subject. The work which has been
done by the subcommittee will make a
great contribution to the welfare of our
country. I econgratulate the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois and other
members of the subcommittee on the
work they have so well performed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator
very much.

I submit the report and ask that it be
printed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The report will be received and
printed, as requested by the Senator
from Illinois.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. SCOTT:

S.3635. A bill to readjust size and weight
limitations on fourth-class (parcel post)
mail; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service.

(See remarks of Mr. Scorr when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. MARTIN of Iowa:

5. 3636. A bill to encourage the discovery,
development, and production of manganese-
bearing ores and concentrates in the United
States, its Territories, and possessions, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. McNAMARA:

S5.3637. A bill to establish an advisory
board to assist the commission created by the
joint resolution of December 20, 1944; in con-
sidering a site and design for a National Me-
morial Stadium in the District of Columbia,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia.

(See the remarks of Mr. McNamara When
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)
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By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self and Mr. MUNDT) @

S.3638. A bill to promote the foreign pol-
icy of the United States by amending the
United States Information and Education
Exchange Act of 1948 (Public Law 402, 80th
Cong.); to the Committee on Foreign Rela=
tions.

(See the remarks of Mr. Smrre of New Jer-
gey when he introduced the above bill, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. WILEY:

5.3639. A blll amending section 500 of the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1044, as
amended; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare,

5.3640. A bill to provide for payment by
the Secretary of the Treasury of the unpaid
balance due on defaulted joint stock land
bank bonds under the supervision and di-
rection of the Farm Credit Administration;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

8.3641. A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act in order to permit common
carriers subject to such act to provide re-
duced rate transportation to individuals 65
years of age or older; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, CASE of New Jersey:

S.3642. A bill to transfer to the govern=-
ment of the District of Columbia the Public
Employment Service for the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. KEERR (for himself and Mr.
MONRONEY) :

S.3642. A bill to provide for the control
of destructive aphids; to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. DUFF:

B8.3644. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special postage stamp in honor of the
teaching profession on the occasion of the
100th anniversary of the Nationsal Education
Assoclation; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. WILEY:

85.3645. A bill to amend section 1343 of
title 18, United States Code, relating to fraud
by wire, radio, or television; to the Commit=
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commnrerce.

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

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

The following concurrent resolution
was submitted and referred, as indi-
cated:

By Mr. DOUGLAS (for himself and
Mr. Hiuv) :

8. Con. Res. 74, Concurrent resolution to
designate May 30, 1956, as a day on which to
pay respects to the four surviving veterans
of the Civil War; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

(See concurrent resclution printed in full
Wwhen presented by Mr. DoucLas, which ap-
Ppears under a separate heading.)

STANDING COMMITTEE ON VETER-
ANS' AFFAIRS, AND LIMITING
SERVICE OF SENATORS ON CER-
TAIN COMMITTEES

Mr. DWORSHAK submitted the fol-
lowing resolution (S. Res. 237), which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

- Resolved, That, commencing with the 85th
Congress, rule XXV of the Standing Rules
of the Senate (relating to standing com-
mittees) is amended by—

~{1) striking out subparagraphs 10 through
13 in paragraph (h) of section 1;
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. (2) striking out subparagraphs 16 through
19 in paragraph (1) of section 1;

(3) inserting in section 1 after paragraph
(o) the following new paragraph:

“(p) Committee on Veterans' Affairs, to
consist of nine Senators, to which commit-
tee shall be referred all proposed legislation,
messages, petitions, memorials, and other
matters relating to the following subjects:

“1, Veterans' measures, generally,

“2, Pensions of all wars of the United
States, general and special.

“3. Life insurance issued by the Govern-
ment on account of service in the Armed
Forces,

“4, Compensation of veterans.

*“5. Vocational rehabilitation and educa=
tion of veterans.

“8. Veterans' hospltals, medical care, and
treatment of veterans.

“7. Boldiers’ and sailors' civil relief,

“8. Readjustment of servicemen to clvil
life.”;

(4) striking out section 4 and inserting in
lieu thereof the following:

“(4) Each Senator shall serve on two
standing committees and no more; except
that not to exceed 19 Benators of the major-
ity party, and not to exceed T Senators of
the minority party, who are members of the
Committee on the District of Columbia, the
Committee on Government Operations, the
Committee on Post Office and Clvil Service,
or the Committee on Veterans' Affairs may
serve on 3 standing committees and no
more."

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF SENATE REPORT 1734, RELAT=~
ING TO WELFARE AND PENSION
FUNDS

Mr. DOUGLAS submitted the follow-
ing resolution (S. Res. 238), which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

Resolved, That there be printed 3,500 addl-
tional copies of Senate Report 1734, a report
on welfare and pension funds, for the use of
the Senate Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF REPORT ENTITLED “JUVENILE
DELINQUENCY AMONG THE IN-
DIANS"

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I sub-
mit, for appropriate reference, a resolu-
tion to print for the use of the Judiciary
Committee additional copies of the sub-
committee report on Juvenile Delin-
quency Among the Indians.”

Many requests have come to the sub-
committee for copies of its report on
Juvenile Delinquency Among the Indians.
In a large number of cases the inquiries
for these reports came from Senators
from Indian States. The subcommittee
supply of this report—S. Rept. 1483—has
been exhausted for some time. I feel
that considering the interest in this Sen-
ate document, especially from Senators
from States having Indian populations,
that it should receive favorable consid-
eration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be received and
appropriately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 239) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Committee on the Judiciary not more
than 2,000 additional coples of the report

April 16

No. 1483, B4th Congress, of the Committee on
the Judiciary to the Senate on its study of
Juvenile delinquency in the United States.

SIZE AND WEIGHT LIMITATIONS ON
FOURTH-CLASS (PARCEL-POST)
MAIL )

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
establish uniformity of parcel-post size
and weight at 65 pounds and 100 inches,
length and girth combined.

I hesitated for some time before de-
ciding to take this action, because the
Railway Express workers in my State
were told that a reduction in parcel-post
service was a guarantee of prosperity for
the express agency, and that, conversely,
any move toward restoring parcel-post
standards to those which prevailed be-
fore 1952 would hurt Railway Express.

However, the figures prepared by the
Railway Express Agency and filed with
the Interstate Commerce Commission do
not show any discernible relationship be-
tween Railway Express volume and par-
cel-post volume. I would like to include
those figures, together with the Post Of-
fice Department’s figures on parcel-post
volume, in the REcorp at this point so
that my colleagues may see the facts for
themselves.

Railway express
pupmais Number of
Total parcel post
Car- | Less than | DPackages
load carload
1051...2| 78, 540,366 | 12,746 | 78, 533,620 | 1,046, 944,222
1952._._| 93,158,470 | 14,160 | 93, 144,319 | 1,046, 575, 603
1053..._| 86,871,382 | 14,456 | 86, 856, 026 | 1, 042, 750, 517
1954..._| 76,247,001 | 11,973 | 76,235, 028 894, 750, 517
1055....| 83, 474, 754 (0} @ 948, 220, 164

! Breakdown not available.

NotE.—The less than carload lot shipments are the
cn]::;r ones which could conceivably compare with parcel
post.

On the other hand, both the farm and
urban people in North Carolina have
been hurt by the size and weight limita-
tions enacted in 1951. The Post Office
Department states that parcel-post rates
are 10 percent higher than they would
have had to be had the 1951 limitations’
not been enacted. The added expense
and the inconvenience of the present law
is a continuing harassment to the small
merchant and the city dweller,

The farmer has not only this extra
cost but the constant danger of enact-
ment of uniform size and weight limits
which will seriously hamper his opera-
tions. The bushel of seed corn, for ex-
ample, could, with the sack it is shipped
in, weigh from 62 to 63 pounds.

I think our citizens are entitled to uni-
form size and weight limitations in the
parcel-post service and it is important
that they be set at figures which will
meet the farmers’ needs.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S, 3635) to readjust size and
weight limitations on fourth-class (par-
cel post) mail, introduced by Mr. ScorT,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, g
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ADVISORY BOARD ON NATIONAL
MEMORIAL STADIUM

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to establish an advisory board to as-
sist in considering a site and design for
a national memorial stadium in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, This board, repre=-
sentatives of which would be selected
from sports, civic, and other organiza-
tions, would work closely with the com-
mission on a national stadium which was
authorized by Congress in 1944.

I think it is high time that the intent
of Congress in 1944 be carried out. Our
National Capital needs such a stadium,
not only as a memorial to the heroic
dead of both World Wars and the Ko-
rean hostilities, but as a living memorial
for the use of sports groups nationally
and locally, As Washington is the Cap-
ital of the Nation, this stadium could be
the national capital of sports, to encour-
age recreation and participation, and as
a solid weapon against juvenile delin-
quency.

The selection of representatives to this
advisory board from leading national or-
ganizations would truly make the pur-
poses of the stadium national in scope.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3637) to establish an ad-
visory board to assist the Commission
created by the joint resolution of Decem-
ber 20, 1944, in considering a site and de-
sign for a National Memorial Stadium in
the Distriet of Columbia, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. McNamiRa,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Comimitfee on the District
of Columbia.

AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES
INFORMATION AND EDUCATIONAL
EXCHANGE ACT OF 1948, RELAT-
ING TO PROMOTION OF THE FOR~
EIGN POLICY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of myself, and the senior
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT]
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill amending the United States Infor-
mation and Educational Exchange Act of
1948, This bill is a consolidation of S.
2410, which I introduced on behalf of
myself, Mr. FoLBrigHT, and Mr. MUNDT
on July 5, 1955, and 8. 631 which Senator
Munpt and I introduced on January 21,
1955, S. 631 was also a proposal to
amend the United States Information
and Educational Exchange Act of 1948.

The bill which we are introducing to-
day is almost identical with the March 7,
1956, committee print of the House For-
eign Affairs Committee.

Mr. President, I want to make it clear
that we are introducing this bill at the
request of the administration in order
that the proposals contained therein may
receive the consideration of the Foreign
Relations Committee this week. Itis my
understanding that certain changes will
be suggested by the staff of the Foreign
Relations Committee. Although we are
in general agreement with the purposes
of this bill, we reserve the right to offer
amendments to it in committee, or to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

question provisions which we feel need
further explanation.

In general, this bill has two purposes:
First, it contains provisions designed to
make more effective our educational ex-
change program with other nations.

Second, it provides for a new career
program for the personnel of the United
States Information Agency along the
lines of the Foreign Service career pro-
gram of the State Department.

In introducing this measure today, we
wish to state that we are acting in co-
operation with the State Department,
the United States Information Agency,
and the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Subcommittee on State Department
Organization and Public Affairs, the
junior Senator from Montana [Mr.
MANSFIELD].

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed in the body
of the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (S. 3638) to promote the for-
eign policy of the United States by
amending the United States Informa-
tion and Educational Exchange Act of
1948 (Public Law 402, 80th Cong.), in-
troduced by Mr. SmitH of New Jersey
(for himself and Mr, MuNDT), Was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That (a) so much of
section 2 of the United States Information
and Educational Exchange Act of 1048 as
precedes paragraph (1) thereof is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that
the objectives of this act are to enable the
Government of the United States of America
to increase in other countries respect for and
confidence in the United States, its purposes,
ite democratic practices, culture, and society,
to increase mutual understanding, respect,
and confidence between the people of the
United States and the peoples of other coun-
tries, and to broaden the areas of cooperation
between them in the educational exchange,
cultural, and Iinformation flelds. Among
other means in achieving these objectives, the
Secretary of State is authorized to estab=~
lish—."

(b) Paragraph (2) of section 2 of such act
is amended to read as follows:

*“(2) an educational exchange service to
cooperate with other nations in—

“{a) the interchange of knowledge, skills,
information, and experiences;

“(b) the interchange of technical and
other services; 3

“{c) the interchange of developments in
the field of education, the arts, sciences, and
professions; and

“(d) the development of projects of in-
terest and value to the United States and the
other countries involved through diffiusion of
knowledge."”

8ec. 2. (a) The heading of title IT of such
act is amended to read as follows:

YTITLE II—INTERCHANGE OF KNOWLEDGE,

SKILLS, AND EXPERIENCE

(b) Bection 201 of such act is amended to
read as follows:

“Persons

“SEc. 201. (a) As a means of insuring in-
terchange on a cooperative basis of leaders
and potential leaders between the United
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States and other countries, the Becretary is
authorized to provide for and otherwise
facilitate programs for the exchange of (1)
students and trainees; (2) teachers, fellows,
and lecturers; (3) professors and research
scholars; (4) specialists in any of the arts,
sciences, trades, or professions; and (5) lead-
ers of thought and opinion at the national,
State, or local level. Such exchanges shall be
for the purpose of long- or short-term study
or practical training, teaching, lecturing, or
research, and observation, consultation, or
other experience or activity which may be
essential to the successful operation of the
programs and which will not deprive Amer-
ican citizens or aliens lawfully admitted for
permanent residence of opportunities for
gainful employment or professional training.
The Secretary is also authorized to bring for=-
eign nationals to the United States to inter=
pret and present the art and culture of co-
operating countries. The Secretary may also
provide for the attendance of nationals of one
cooperating country at selected institutions
of learning or places of study in another co-
operating country when he determines that
urgent foreign relations objectives would be
served thereby. The Secretary shall, where~
ever possible in connection with these pro-
grams, utilize the services of existing
reputable agencies which are successfully
engaged in such activity.

*“(b) The Secretary may provide for orien=-
tation courses and other appropriate services
and materials in the case of persons com-
ing to the United States from other coun-
tries and going to other countries from the
United States under provisions of this act
or for other purposes which the Secretary
determines to be in furtherance of the ob-
Jectives of this act.

“{c) When any country falls or refuses
to cooperate in the program provided herein
the Secretary shall terminate or limit such
program, with respect to such country, to the
extent he deems to be advisable in the in-
terests of the United States.

“(d) The foreign-exchange visitors pro-
vided for in this section shall be admitted
as nonimmigrants under section 101 (a) (15)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act for
such time and under such conditions as may
be prescribed by regulations promulgated
by the Secretary of State and the Attorney
General. Exchange visitors so admitted shall
not be eligible for a change of status under
the provisions of section 248 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, nor for adjust-
ment of status under provisions of section
245 of that act. An exchange visitor who
fails to maintain nonimmigrant status and
exchange visitor classification or who fails
to depart from the United States on the
termination of such status or classification,
shall, upon warrant of the Attorney Gen=-
eral, be taken into custody and promptly
deported pursuant to sections 241, 242, and
243 of the Immigration and Nationality Act.
Exchange visitors who engage in activities
of a political nature detrimental to the
interests of the United States, or in activ-
ities not consistent with security of the
United States shall be considered to have
failed to maintain exchange visitor classifi-
cation. Deportation proceedings under this
section shall be summary and the findings
of the Attorney General as to matters of
fact shall be conclusive. Exchange visitors
shall not be eligible for suspension of de=-
portation under section 244 of the Immigra«
tion and Nationality Act. No person ad-
mitted as an exchange visitor under this
section or acquiring exchange visitor status
after admission shall be eligible to apply
for an immigrant visa or for a nonimmi-
grant visa under section 101 (a) (15) (H) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, or for
adjustment of status to that of an alien
lawfully admitted for permanent residence,
until it is established that such person has
resided and been physically present in a
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cooperating country or countrles for an ag-
gregate of at least 2 years following depar-
ture from the United States: Provided, That
upon request of an interested Government
agency and the recommendation of the Sec-
retary of State, the Attorney General may
walve such 2-year period of residence abroad
in the case of any alien whose admission to
the United States 1s found by the Attorney
Cieneral to be in the public interest: And
provided further, That the provisions of this
paragraph shall apply only to those persons
acquiring exchange visitor status or, who,
having such status, obtaln an extension of
stay thereunder, subsequent to the date of
the enactment hereof.”

Sec. 3. Section 202 of such act 1s amended
to read as follows:

*“Books and materials

“Sgc. 202. The Secretary is authorized to
provide for interchanges between the United
States and other countries of books and
periodicals, including Government publica-
tions, and for the preparation, publication,
distribution, translation, and interchane of
such writings and other cultural and edu-
cational materinls, including visual and
auditory materials of all kinds.”

Sec. 4. Sectlon 601 of such act is amended
by inserting after the words “Provided, how-
ever,” the following: "That the Commission
on Educational Exchange shall recommend
policies and programs to further cultural
relations with participating countries by
means of exchange of persons and other
means, and shall recommend eriteria for the
selection of persons for participation in ex-
change programs under this act: And pro-
pided further,” .

SEc. 5. (a) Section 602 (a) of such act is
amended by inserting before the perlod at
the end thereof a colon and the following:
“Provided, That no office under a State uni-
versity, land-grant college, or other similar
educational institution shall be deemed to
be a compensated Federal or State office for
the purposes of this subsection.”

(b) Section 602 (¢) of such act Is amended
by striking out the words “and publiec serv-
ice' and inserting in lieu thereof the words
*“public service, professional, business, agri-
culture, and labor.”

(c) Section 602 (h) of such act i1s amended
to read as follows:

“(h) The Department s authorized to pro-
vide the necessary professional, technieal,
secretarial, and clerical assistance for the
Commissions.”

Sec. 6. Section 603 of such act 1s amended
by eriking out the words “a semiannual”
and substituting the words “an annual”
therefor.

Sec. 7. Title VI of such act is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new section as
follows:

“Sec. 804. The Secretary 1s authorized to
establish in any country in which a program
under this act is In effect an advisory com-
mission which may be composed of citizens
of such country or cltizens of the United
States, or both., It shall be the function of
any commission =o established to advise the
Secretary with respect to matters concerning
the administration of such program. The
Secretary 1is also authorized, wherever prac-
ticable, to utilize in the administration of
exchange programs under this act the serv-
ices of any binatienal commission established
under authority of any other law providing
similar exchange programs. Appropriations
made to carry out the purposes of this act
thall be available to the Secretary for pay-
ment of the expenses of any commission
:Istablished or utilized pursuant to this sec-

onl“

Sec. 8. (a) Section 801 (6) of such act is
amended to read as follows:

*(6) to create, with the approval of the
Commission on Information and the Com-
mission on Educational Exchange, such ad-
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visory committees as the Secretary may de-
cide to be of assistance in formulating his
‘policies for carrying out the purposes of this
act; and from time to time to hold meetings
of representatives of United States cultural
and educational institutions and other or-
ganizations interested in programs under this
act for the purpose of making reports on,
and obtalning comments and suggestions
with respect to, such programs., Such per-
sons will not be considered as persons ‘em=
ployed or assigned to duties by the Govern=
ment” within the meaning of the act. No
such member of an advisory committee or
representative of any such institution or
organization shall be allowed any salary or
other compensation for services, but he may
be paid his actual transportation expences
and per diem in lleu of subsistence and other
expenses at the rate prescribed by or estab-
lished pursuant to rection 6§ of the Admin-
istrative Expense Act of 1246, as amended
{5 U. 8. C. 73 b-2) while away from his home
in attendance upon meetings within the
United States or in consultation with the
Department under instructions.”

(b) Section 801 of such act 1s further
amended by striking out “and” at the end of
paragraph (5), by striking out the period
at the end of paragraph (6) and inserting
in lieu thereof a semicolon, and by adding at
the end of the sectlon the following new
paragraphs:

“(7) to engage the services of exnerts and
consultants, or organizations thereof, as au-
thorized by section 15 of the act of August
2, 1946 (U. 8. C,, title 5, sec. 55a), and indi-
viduals =0 engaged may be compensated at
rates not In excess of £50 per day and, while
away from their homes or regular places of
business, may be paid travel expenses, in-
ciuding per diem allowances in lieu of sub-
sistence at the rates provided for in the
Standardized CGovernment Travel Regula-
tions.”

Sec. 9. Szction 832 of
amended—

(1) by inserting "“(a)" after “Src. 802.%

(2) by inserting “contracts of insurance,
guaranty, and indemnity, and” after “in-
cluding” in paragraph (2);

(3) by striking “and” at the end of para-
graph (3), by striking out the perlod at the
end of paragraph (4) and inserting in lieu
thereof a semicolon and by adding after
paragraph (4) the following new para-
graphs:

“(5) to pay emergency medical expenses
and expenses of travel incurred by reason
of illness; and

“(6) to pay the travel expenses, including
& per diem allowance in lieu of subsistence,
of allen employees and their dependents
when such employees are suthorized to travel
in connection with appointment, change of
duty, or separation.”; and

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) The Department and any Govern-
ment agency conducting any nonmilitary
exchange of persons program or any pro-
gram of furnishing technical information
and assistance are authorized to pay, in
the case of foreign mationals participating
in such program, amounts necessary to meet
United States income taxes where, except for
participation in such program, the liability
for guch tax would not have been incurred.”

Sec. 10. The first sentence of section 902
of such act is amended to read as follows:
“If any other Government or any interna-
tional organization shall express the desire
to provide funds, property, or services to be
used by this Government, in whole or in part,
for the expenses of any specific part of the
program undertaken pursuant to this act,
the Secretary Is authorized, when he finds it
in the public interest, to accept such funds,
property, or services,”

Sec. 11. Section 1008 of such act is
amented by inserting before the perlod at

such act 1is
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the end thereof a comma and the following:
“except that the report concerning activities
under the educational exchange programs
authorized by this act shall be submitted
annually on or before the 31st day of De-
cember of each year to apply to activities
conducted during the previous fiscal year.”

Sec. 12. The United States Information
and Educatlonal Exchange Act of 1048 is
further amended by adding the following
new sections at the end thereof:

“Payment of certain claims

“Sec. 1012. For the purpose of promoting
and maintaining friendly relations abroad
by the prompt settlement of meritorious
claims arising in a foreign country, the Secre-
tary of State and the Director of the United
States Information Agency, and such other
officers as they may designate for such pur-
poses, and under such regulations as they
may prescribe, are hereby authorized to con-
sider, ascertain, adjust, determine, and make
payments, where accepted by the claimants
in full satisfaction and in final settlement,
of claims on account of damage to or loss or
destruction of public or private property
both real and personal or on account of per-
sonal injury or death, including claims re-
specting personal property bailed to the
Government and claims for damages inci-
dent to the use and occupancy of real prop-
erty, whether under a lease, express or im-
plied, or otherwise, whenever caused by any
Instrumentality, officer, agent or employee of
the Department or Agency, incident to the
performance of any official functions for the
United States, when the amount of such
claim does not exceed $5,000: Provided, That
in cases where the amount exceeds $2,500
but does not exceed $5,000, payment shall be
made only after approval by the Secretary
or Director. ¥

“The Secretary or Director may certify to
Congress any meritorious claim or portion
thereof which is in excess of $5,000 as may
be deemed to be just and reasonable for
payment out of appropriations that may be
made by Congress therefor.

“No claim shall be considered unless pre=-
sented within 1 year after the claim arose,
except for good cause shown that the claim
could not have been presented within that
period of time.

“Every claim settled under the authority
of this act ehall be final and conclusive for
all purposes, notwithstanding any other pro-
vislon of law to the contrary.

“United States Information Officers

“Sec. 1013. (a) In accordance with regu~
lations prescribed by him and after suitable
examination, the Director of the United
States Information Agency may appoint per-
sons to be known as United States Informa-
tion Officers. Such officers shall be ap-
pointed, promoted, and retained on the basis
of merlt and fitness and may be separated
only in accordance with law. Except for the
limitations of time contained in sections 522
and 527 of the Foreign Service Act of 192486,
as amended, all provisions of law not incon-
sistent herewith which are applicable to For-
eign Service Reserve officers shall be appli-
cable to United States information officers,
and the Director shall be guided by the poli-
cles and principles prescribed in those sec-
tions. The Director shall establish such ex-
amining and selection boards or panels as
may be necessary for use in the appointment,
promotion, and separation of United States
Information Officers.

“{b) Any United States Information Ofi-
cer may be egeparated by the Director for
unsatisfactory performance of duties, but
only after a review of his case by, and op-
portunity for'a hearing before, an impartial
advisory board appointed by the Director,
The Director shall also provide for the peri-
odic appraisal of such officers and, in accord=
ance with regulations prescribed by him,
may separate those who are consistentiy
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ranked below a minimum level prescribed
for their class.

“{¢) The Director may establish an inde-
pendent retirement and disability system
for the benefit of United States Information
Officers based on the provisions of the For-
eign Service Act of 1946, as heretofore or
hereafter amended. Any officer separated
pursuant to subsection (b) hereof shall be
entitled to the payments or retirement bene-
fits preseribed in sections 634 or 637 of that
act, as appropriate.

“United States Information Service

“Sec, 1014. The agency established by sec=-
tion 1 of Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1953,
ghall hereafter be known as the ‘United
States Information Service,” and all refer-
ences in such reorganization plan or in any
statute, regulation, agreement, or other legal
instrument to the ‘United States Informa-
tion Agency’' shall be construed to refer to
the 'United States Information BService.'
Nothing in this section shall be construed
to alter or affect in any way the functions,
authorities, or responsibilities of the agency.”

AMENDMENT OF SERVICEMEN'S RE-
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1944, AS
AMENDED

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill
amending section 500 of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended,
which would extend by 3 years the dead-
line for the GI home loan program for
World War II veterans.

Unless legislation of this nature is en-
acted, the entire GI home loan program
will, for all intents and purposes come to
en end by the end of this year, even
though the actual termination date is
July 25, 1957.

No further commitments will be made,
however, by the Veterans' Administra-
tion, beyond the end of this year, ac-
cording to Thomas J. Sweeney, director
of the VA's loan guaranty service.

I present a brief statement prepared
by me, stressing the importance of at
least a 3-year extension of the deadline.
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the statement will be printed in
the RECORD.

The bill (8. 3639) amending section 500
of the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of
1944, as amended, introduced by Mr.
WiLEY, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

The statement presented by Mr. WILEY
is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILEY

I am introducing this bill for a great many
purposes:

1. To assure justice for the millions of vet-
erans who have not as yet availed themselves
of this fine opportunity to own a home of
their own.

It is estimated that 1114 million World
War II veterans have not utilized their GI
home-loan privilege. In most instances,
t«hey 81]]1})1? have not reached the financial
state where they feel they would be in a
position to purchase and maintain a home
of their own.

Only 28 percent of all eligible United
States veterans have used their entitlement.
But this percentage varles from city to city
and from State to State. In Milwaukee, for
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example, less than 17 percent of the veter-
ans have used their privilege—17,000 out of
more than 100,000 veterans in Wisconsin's
largest city.

2. My second reason for introducing this
bill is because I believe in the principle of
home ownership in our country.

To my way of thinking, there are few
things finer than to give a man and his fam-
ily genuine roots—to give them an oppor=
tunity to call a piece of ground and a build-
ing on it their own—an opportunity to beau-
tify it, improve it, and to contribute to the
community in which they reside.

We are all aware that some folks will con=-
tinue to like apartment dwelling, for a vari=-
ety of reasons. But I feel that the rising
percentage of Americans who own their own
homes is one of the soundest single factors
on the national scene.

Of course, we don't want people to go in
financially over their heads. We don't want
them to take on financial® labilities which
they cannot meet. But we do believe that a
sound home construction program is essen-
tial for the moral and spiritual values of the
American pecple—wholly aside from the ma~
terial advantages.

3. My third reason for doing so is to pro-
vide a continued stimulus to the great
American construction industry.

One million two hundred thousand homes
will be built this year. I am anxious that
this level be maintained and, indeed, in-
creased.

There are those who think that we have
reached our peak of home construction. I
believe to the contrary. I believe that mil-
lions of Americans who are now in old and
often obsolete homes will want new homes,
and that millions who do not own their own
homes will want to buy homes—new or old,

Moreover, there are literally millions of
homes which must be improved throughout
our country.

If the construction Industry falters, the
entire American economy will feel the effects.
If the construction industry continues to
roll in high gear, it will pump economic
health into every community of our land.

I have been in continuous contact with
the Wisconsin Home Bulilders Association,
with realtor groups through my State, and
throughout the rest of the Nation, and I
know how important a role all of the home
industry plays in the life of America at its
grassroots.

I should like to point out that the VA loan
guarantee program has not been a burden
on the taxpayer. More than a million vet-
erans have already repaid their GI loans in
full. In the 10-year life of the program,
there has been almost an absolute minimum
of defaults on home loans. Losses to the
VA have amounted to 0.06 percent of the
total amount of over $32 billlon in GI loans.

At the end of 1855, less than 1 percent
of all outstanding loans were in default.

From time to time, various shortcomings
have been found in the loan program. No
program this large could possibly be infal-
lible. But, in each instance where short-
comings have been found, after proper analy-
sis and investigation, steps have always been
taken to remedy such shortcomings.

I hope, therefore, that this extension leg-
islation will now be promptly enacted in the
public interest.

We only have a few months remaining in
this second session of the Congress. If we
do nothing, the program will lapse for all
intents and purposes at the end of this year.

AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES
CODE, RELATING TO FRAUD BY
WIRE, RADIO, OR TELEVISION
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I intro-

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
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permit prosecution of perpetrators of
fraud who circumvent present laws by
operating from outside the borders of the
;United States in either Canada or Mex-
co.

This proposed legislation has wisely
been suggested in letters to the Vice
President and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives.

The Attorney General has specifi-
cally recommended that title 18 of the
United States Code be amended by add-
ing a new section, 1343, so as to pro-
seribe the use of foreign communication
for purposes of fraud to the present law,
which merely covers the use of interstate
wire, radio, or television.

In the House of Representatives on
April 9, Representative KENNETH KEAT-
ING announced introduction of a bill for
this purpose. Mr. KeEaTING acted, how=
ever, to increase the proposed penalty for
this interstate or foreign crime from
$1,000 to $10,000. The Attorney General
had proposed the figure of $1,000, since
that is now the figure in the law which is
the_{:enalty for fraud involving the use of
mail,

To my way of thinking, Representative
EKEearing has raised a sound point in urg-
ing that these swindlers be hit by a pen-
alty of $10,000, rather than the lower fig-
ure of $1,000.

Until such time, however, as the exist-
ing law is amended (so as to assure com-
plete uniformity between the penalty for
mail fraud and the penalty for fraud
conducted through other means), I be-
lieve that the Attorney General’s version
should be the one which should be in-
troduced and considered.

I am hoping, however, that the Senate
and House Judiciary Committees will
simultaneously take action to make the
law uniform and hard-hitting by in-
creasing penalties for all mail and wire
frauds.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
together with a release which the Attor-
ney General sent out at the beginning of
this r.gonth, emphasizing the importance
of this proposed legislation, be printed
in the REcorp.

The. ACTING FRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-~
tion, the bill and release will be printed
in the Recorb.

The bill (8. 3645) to amend section
1343 of title 18, United States Code, re-
lating to fraud by wire, radio, or tele-
vision, introduced by Mr. WiLEY, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That section 1343 of
title 18, United States Code is amended to
read as follows:

“Sec. 1343. Fraud by wire, radio, or tele=
vision: Whoever, having devised or intend-
ing to devise any scheme or artifice to de-
fraud, or for obtaining money or property by
means of false or fraudulent pretenses, rep-
resentations, or promises, transmits or causes
to be transmitted by means of wire, radio,
or television communication in interstate or
foreign commerce, any writings, signs, sig-
nals, pictures, or sounds for the purpose of
executing such scheme or artifice, shall be
fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not
more than 5 years, or both. -
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The release presented by Mr. WILEY is
as follows:
RELEASE FroM DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Attorney General Herbert Brownell, Jr.,
today asked Congress for legislation fo per-
mit prosecution of fraudulent stock pro-
moters who cirecumvent present law by op-
erating from Canada and Mexico.

The request was made in identical letters
to the Vice President and the House Speaker.
The text of the letters and of a proposed bill
follow:

“Section 18 (a) of the Communications
Act Amendments, 1952 (66 Stat. T11, T722)
amended title 18 of the United States Code
by adding a new section 1343 as follows:

“ "Whoever, having devised or intending to
devise any scheme, or artifice to defraud, or
for obtaining money or property by means
of false or fraudulent pretenses, representa-
tions, or promises, transmits or causes to be
transmitted by means of interstate wire,
radio, or television commumication, any
writings, signs, signals, pictures, or sounds
for the purpose of executing such scheme or
artifice, shall be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or
both.

“Last year a case arose in which it was al-
leged that the subject in the execution of a
gcheme to defraud used the telephone, call-
ing from a point In Mexico to Los Angeles,
©Calif. Beocause of the limitation in the stat-
ute to frauds involving “interstate” wire,
radio, or television communication it was
concluded that the telephone call from Mex-
ico, being not an interstate communication
but rather a foreign communication, was not
‘covered by the section.

“This case demonstrates the need for
amending the statute so that it will reach
not only interstate communications but for-
eljgn communications as well. If so
amended, the statute will cover, for example,
telephone calls from Canada made by fraud-
ulent stock promoters to victims residing in
‘the United States. Furthermore, the amend-
ment would remove any doubt as to the ap-
plicability of the statute to a communication
between a State and a Territory or between a
State and the District of Columbia.

“A draft of a bill to accomplish the sug-

ed amendment is enclosed for your con-
sideration and appropriate action.

“The Bureau of the Budget has advised
that there is no objection to the submission
of this recommendation.”

DESIGNATION OF MAY 30, 1256, AS A
DAY TO PAY RESPECTS TO FOUR
SURVIVING VETERANS OF CIVIL
WAR

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and the eminent senior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hiurl, I sub-
‘mit for appropriate reference, a concur-
rent resolution which calls attention to
the fact that four surviving veterans of
the Civil War are alive today. Three of
them are members of the former Con-
federate Army and one of the Union
Army. Allof them are over 100 years of
age and represent the final remnant of
the millions of Americans who, almost
a century ago, served in these great
armies out of a deep sense of duty and
conviction of the rightness of their
causes.

All of them have outlived the strug-
gles and the issues which divided this
great Nation, and have lived to enjoy the
blessings of unity and peace. These
men are William A. Lundy, of Laurel Hill,
Fla., formerly of the Army of the Con=
federacy; John Salling, of Slant, Va.,
formerly of the Army of the Confeder-
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acy; Walter W. Williams, of Franklin,
Tex., formerly of the Army of the Con-
federacy; and Albert Woolson, of Duluth,
Minn., formerly of the Union Army.

‘We ask that the Congress of the United
States designate May 30, 1956, as the day
on which one' Nation, indivisible, and
with liberty and justice for all, shall pay
its grateful respects to these four men
in recognition of the blessings of the
unity and domestic tranquillity.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The concurrent resolution will be
received and appropriately referred.

The concurrent resolution (8. Con.
Res. 74) was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary, as follows:

Whereas there are as of this day 4 surviving
veterans of the Civil War, 3 from the Army of
the Confederacy, and 1 from the Union Army;
and

Whereas these Americans, each over 100
years of age, represent the final remnant
of the millions of Americans who, almost a
century ago, served in these great armies
out of a deep sense of duty and conviction
of the rightness of their causes; and

Whereas these men have outlived the
struggles and the issues which divided this
great Nation, and have lived to enjoy the
blessings of unity and peace; and

Whereas Willlam A. Lundy, of Laurel Hill,
Fla., formerly of the Army of the Confed-
eracy; John Salling, of Slant, Va., formerly
of the Army of the Confederacy; Walter W.
Williams, of Franklin, Tex., formerly of the
Army of the Confederacy; and Albert Wool-
son, of Duluth, Minn., formerly of the Union
Army, being the 4 surviving participants of
the Civil War: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That the Con-
gress of the United States of America does
designate the day of May 30, 1956, as one
during which one Natlon, indivisible, and
with liberty and justice for all, shall pay its
grateful respects to Willlam A. Lundy, John
Salling, Walter W. Williams, and Albert Wool-
son, in recognition of the blessings of unity
and domestic tranquillity: And be it further

Resolved, 'That the Secretary of the Senate
is instructed to transmit a copy of thils reso-
1ution to each of the sald surviving veterans
referred to in this resolution.

DEFINITION AND CONTROL OF
HOLDING COMPANIES—AMEND-
MENT

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr,. President, on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, the Senator from Missis~
sippl [Mr. SteExnis], the Senator from
New York [Mr. Leaman], the Senator
from Maine [Mr. Pavwel, the Senator
from North Carclina [Mr. Eavin]l, and
the Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
O’'ManoNEY], I wish to give notice that
we have made a slight technical change
in the amendment submitted by us to
the bill (8. 2577) to define bank holding
companies, control their future expan-
sion, and require divestment of their
nonbanking interests. The amendment
is identified as “4-9-56-A." The pur-
pose of the change in the amendment is
to eliminate what may be & loophole in
the bill. We ask that the amendment
in its new form be substituted for the
text of the previous amendment, and be
printed.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The amendment will be received,
printed, and will lie on the table.

April 16
SALE AND DISTRIBUTION OF AUTO-

MOBILES—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 28, 1956,

The names of the Sehator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. BarrerTl, the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Bearr]l, the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. BeExper]l, the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CarLson], the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Franpers], the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal, the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. Marowel, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
MarTin], the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Warkinsl, the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. WeLker], and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Younc] were added
as additional cosponsors of the bill
(8. 3543) to protect the public in the
operation, and in performance under
warranties -on, delicate, complicated,
sensitive, or inherently dangerous ma-
chinery, mechanisms, or apparatus sold
in interstate commerce, introduced by
Mr. BeENNETT (for himself and Mr.
PaynE) on March 28, 1956.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON SCIEN-
TIFIC RESEARCH—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF JOINT RESO-
LUTION

Pursuant to the order of the Senate of
April 9, 1956,

The names of the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. BarrerTl, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BennerT], the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BuTtLERr], the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. Carrson], the junior
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Durrl,
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ives],
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Mans-
FIELD], the senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MarTin], the Senator from
Jowa [Mr. MarTiN], the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Neery], the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Scorrl, the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SmITHI,
‘the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SParRK-
mAaN], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
STENNIS], and the junior Senator from
North Dakota [Mr, Younc], were added
as additional cosponsors of the joint
resolution (S. J. Res. 159) to establish a
Joint Committee on Scientific Research,
introduced by Mr, Taye (for himself
and Mr. LaNcEr) on April 9, 1956.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON UNITED
STATES INTERNATIONAL INFOR-
MATION PROGRAMS—EXTENSION
OF TIME FOR JOINT RESOLUTION
TO REMAIN AT DESK FOR ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSORS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HumerHREY ], I ask unan-
imous consent that the joint resolution
(S. J. Res. 161) to establish a joint con-
gressional committee, to be known as the
Joint Committee on United States In-
ternational Information Programs, be
held at the desk until April 24 for the
pll;pose of cosponsorship by other Sen-
ators.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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PRINTING OF REVIEW OF REPORTS
ON NIAGARA RIVER, BLACK ROCK
CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HAR-
BOR, AND BUFFALO HARBOR, N. Y.
(S. DOC. NO. 113)

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I pre-
sent a letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a report, dated De-
cember 8, 1955, from the Chief of Engi-
neers, Department of the Army, together
with accompanying papers and illustra-
tions, on a review of reports on Niagara
River, N. Y.; Black Rock Channel and
Tonawanda Harbor, N. Y.; and Buffalo
Harbor, N. Y., requested by a resolution
of the Commit.t.ee on Public Works of
June 5, 1951. I ask unanimous consent
that the reports be printed as a Senate
document, with illustrations, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Public
Works.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

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

By Mr. EUCHEL:

Address delivered by him at the Rodger
Young Auditorium in Los Angeles on the
subject American Doctrine for American
Progress.

EIGHTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE IN-
DEPENDENCE OF THE REPUBLIC
OF ISRAEL

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, today is
eelebrated as the eighth independence
day of our sister republic, Israel. On
this occasion, all freedom-loving men,
everywhere, and certainly all Amerieans,
have reason to fake note of and to re-
joice in the fact that Israel continues, as
it has in the past, to defy the buffets of
adversity to which it has been subjected
from the moment of its rebirth.

Never—not since those heroie days of
1948, when the collective might of the
Arab world, seeking to thwart the will
of the United Nations, was focused and
concentrated on the extinction of the
vastly outnumbered defenders of the tiny
state—not since those days has Israel
faced greater dangers and difficulties
than it does today.

But just as Israel survived the on-
slaughts directed against its creation in
1948, and has survived the hazards, both
economic and political, which have
loomed up sinee then, so will Israel, I am
confident, survive the dangers that are
gathered today.

There is a rope of faith to which all
who wish for Israel's welfare may cling
in these dark days. That faith is a faith
in freedom, which is stronger than
tyranny; in democracy, which is
stronger than totalitarianism; and in
inoral law, which is stronger than jungle

aw.

These are but words, but in these
words there is a truth which has shone
through all recorded history. All free
men, and all who love freedom, will
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stand with Israel now, in her present
danger.

The Soviets will not be permitted to
succeed in their design of using the Arab
States as cats paws to stir up conflict
and war and destruction in this part of
the world. And those elements of the
Arab leadership who dream of Jeddah,
and plan to achieve their own ambitions
at the expense of the small democratic
State of Israel, will not prevail. The con-
science of mankind, which I believe to
be stronger than the atom homb itself,
will not let this happen.

Israel will survive and prosper. She
will observe her ninth independence day,
and many, many more after that. Israel
will survive, thrive, and prosper, and
men of all nations will be glad of the
fact.

Today, the urgent need is for defen-
sive arms for Israel, so that she may be
strong enough to deter aggression, and
thus to prevent it. But as we scan the
horizon of the future, we look for the
time to come for Israel, as for our own
country, when swords will be beaten into
plowshares and the threat of war will
be no more.

I am sure that peace will come. The
Arab peoples will see the folly of their
hates and prejudices. This I firmly be-
lieve. This I predict on the basis of my
faith in mankind.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, today marks the eighth anniversary
of the independence of Israel. On this
day of eelebration I am happy to join
with millions of other Americans in ex-
pressing my sincere hope that the people
of Israel will have many more years of
freedom and independence, and that this
small, new nation may have a great
future in the family of nations.

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, it is a pleasure to extend greetings
to the nation of Israel on the occasion of
the eighth anniversary of its founding.
We in New Jersey have always had a
warm feeling toward this young nation;
journalists have frequently compared
the size of Israel with that of our tiny
State.

But, more significantly, we have been
proud—as Jews and as gentiles—of the
vigor and progress of this nation. With
a population only a third that of New
Jersey, she has managed to establish a
government in the democratic tradition.
And, by the tireless work of her pioneers,
she has proceeded to build a fine econ-
omy. In addition to setting a model for
other nations of the Middle East, Israel
has been a humanitarian refuge for those
fleeing from the Nazi tyranny.

If has been interesting to me thaf even
though surrounded by many nations
whose intentions have been far from
friendly, Israel has been able to improve
its own standard of living, increase liter-
acy, health facilities, sanitation and
education, and even stimulate culture.
The contribution of the Israeli people to
art and music are well known in this
country. )

It is most regrettable that what should
be a happy occasion—a birthday of a
young nation—should find it in the midst
of great tension and uncertainty. These
are difficult times, for the Israeli people

6305

perhaps more than any other, but I do
know that Israel is here to stay. Our
country and the other great nations of
the world who were present at the birth
of the new nation will not stand by and
see it go under. I am sure that Israel
will live to celebrate many more birth-
days—happier ones, I am sure.

Mr, President, with further reference
to this anniversary, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed in the REcorp
a statement prepared by the senior Sen-
ator from New York [Mr. Ives].

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR IvEs

April 16 marks the eighth anniversary of
the independence of Israel. As one who was
active in the establishment of the State of
Israel, I am proud to salute her gallant people
and her great achievements on this impor-
tant occasion.

It is appropriate on this occaslon to reem-
phasize the strong bonds of kinship which
underlie the relationship between the United
States and Israel. Their destinies are inex-
orably bound together, for they arise from
the same ideals and principles and the abid-
ing faith in the dignity of man, upon which
nations are firmly built.

As the acknowledged leader of the free na-
tions of the world the United States must
point the way to the establishment of peace-
ful conditions in the Middle East through the
encouragement of a settlement between
Israel and her Arab neighbors.

More than any other nation, the United
States was responsible for the creation of
Israel. Whether by providing arms or by a
mutual security pact or by any other effective
means, we must now recognize and accept
that responsibility. We must not let Israel
down.

UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
generally agreed that there is a need for
a review and reappraisal of the foreign
policy of the United States. On occasion
I have addressed the Senate on foreign
policy, as have other Members of the
Senate; and I am sure that in the months
to come we shall have considerably more
discussion of the world situation. It is
my thought that out of such debate and
review will come new ideas to fill the vac-
uwum so as to stop the dangerous driff
which has settled over foreign poliey.

It is with this thought in mind that I
recommend to all my colleagues in the
Senate a series of searching articles on
United States foreign policy which ap-
peared in the New York Times during
the past week. This paper has, in under-
taking this series, performed an out-
standing public service.

The correspondents of the New York
Times have obtained the views of foreign
and American officials and other compe-
tent observers on the strong and weak
points of United States foreign policy
and their suggestions for its improve-
ment. The findings of this study were
presented in a series of regional reports
on Europe, the Middle East, foreign aid
in Asia, southwest and southeast Asia,
the Far East, Latin America, and a con-
cluding survey.

This is the finest survey of the present
world situation, as it affects America,
that has come to my attention. 'The
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Times’ correspondents approach the re-
gional situations with objectivity, report-
ing the strong points in our foreign pol-
icy, as well as pointing out areas where
we are weak, and making appropriate
recommendations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this series of articles be printed
in the body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
so that all may have an opportunity to
study this survey in its entirety.

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

[From the New York Times of April 8, 1956]

Eunore Finps UNITED StaTEs Poricy Too
Ri1cip, SURvEY SHows—TENDENCY To BLAME
DuLLES IN TACTICAL LAG DISCLOSED—STRESS
on Economic WARFARE SUGGESTED AS A
REMEDY

(By Harold Callender)
(First of a series)

Paris, April 7—Europeans are convinced
that American foreign policy has lost much
of the vision, resourcefulness, and flexibility
that distinguished it from 1247 onward, when
the United States departed from its tradi-
tions by accepting far-reaching commitments
to check Soviet imperialism,

Many believe the far-sighted, imaginative
bipartisan policy then developed in Washing-
ton probably saved Western Europe, the re-
glon of primary American concern. A far
greater number, an overwhelming majority
of informed observers, contend that this pol-
icy—a work of genius in its beginnings—has
falled to move and evolve with the times.

That this view is held with something not
far from unanimity by these Europeans best
qualified to judge seems confirmed by a sur-
vey made in Western Europe’'s capitals by
correspondents of the New York Times.

The survey was designed to elicit what
competent observers, official and nonofficial,
really believe in contradistinction to what
may be seid officially or publicly. It reflects
rather what diplomats and others say when
off duty.

The makers of United States foreign pol-
icy are widely suspected of failing fully to
recognize that Stalin is dead, that the strat-
egy or at least the tactics of Moscow have
changed, that war probably is less imminent
than in 1950, and that western policy (with-
out neglecting security) requires correspond-
ing readaptation.

If Moscow seems to maneuver faster and
more adroitly than the West and to excel in
propaganda by talking peace while the West
emphasizes armaments, if the free world has
been slow to react appropriately to Soviet
proffers of economic aid as a means of pene-
tration of uncommitted reglons, the blame
is placed largely upon what is called the
rigidity and lack of imagination of current
United States policy. Many interpret this
policy as sustaining a statlc situation in most
parts of the world, including Germany.

As one diplomat expressed it, “We have
built a hedze about ourselves in the Atlantic
alliance with no thought of what we should
do when the hedge was completed.”

This military solidarity has not been sup-
plemented by a corresponding economic soli=-
darity. The dominant partner in the alli-
ance, the United States, is accused of pur-
suing in the economic field the nationalistic
isolation that it has abandoned in the politi-
cal field.

Half its economic ald to its allles must be
delivered in American ships, even to nations
having surplus shipping. The escape clause
in American tariff legislation is a threat that
if these allies manage to earn more dollars
by exports to replace aid, they may find the
tariff rising to prevent this form of self-
help.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Washington leaders are accused of a tend-
ency to speak and act independently of their
allies, and to pay too much attention to
domestic politics in shaping foreign policy
while paying too little attention to European
needs, views, and sensibilities.

They are accused of overindulgence in di-
plomacy by speeches and press conferences,
which often display conflicting views within
the administration that bewllder allies with
whom the United States is committed to co-
operate. Yet it appears to Europeans that
when these public debates produce a given
policy, Washington assumes the discussion is
over and that it only remains for its allies to
accept the United States declsion even if
they have not been consulted.

There 1is little tendency to criticize Presi-
dent Eilsenhower. There iz a virtually uni-
versal disposition to blame Secretary of State
Dulles for taking too rigid positions; for
speaking too often, too extemporaneously
and without due regard for the ideas and in-
terests of the other allies; for confusing his
own reflections or impulses with settled
Western policy. .

When such criticlsms of the policies and
methods of the United States are made in
Europe, the criterion by which they are
judged is that established by the United
States itzelf when it accepted what may be
called a community of power in the form of
the North Atlantic alliance.

TWO UNITED STATES ACTIONS PRAISED

What Europeans consider the merits and
defects of United States policy are yard-
sticks giving approximate measurements of
the adherence to or the deviations from the
doctrine of Western unity adopted by the
United States early in the cold war. This
doctrine crystallized in two acts of high
statesmanship that Europeans never cease to
praise: the Marshall plan of economic ald
and the North Atlantic alliance extending a
United States guaranty of security over
Western Europe.

The fairly sudden and involuntary acquisi-
tion of the predominant power by the United
States was accompanied by a decline of
European powe>. The United States sought
to correct this aceldent of history by restor-
ing to Europe some of its former strength
and independence—not as an act of pure
generosity but because the United States,
as powerful as it was, needed allies.

It could not risk the loss to the Soviet
Union of the vast industrial resources of
Western Europe. BSo it agreed to pool and
dilute to some extent its own power with
the smaller but vital power of Western
Europe to create a balance of power on a
worldwide scale. v

This principle was difficult to apply. The
United States bears about 80 percent of the
cost of Atlantic defense and its officials do
not always live up to the necessary diplo-
matic fictlon that the alliance is one of
equals. The Nation most noted for its ad-
vertising skill is not used to understating its
power or its virtues. The bright labels
pasted on every piece of Marshall plan ma=-
chinery to show its origin were understand-
able, but hardly conformed to the need to
use American wealth and power in an unob-
trusive manner, if the alliance were to work
well.

A similar overindulgence in publicity was
seen by Europeans in Mr. Dulles' statement
that he had brought the United States, and
with it the Western World, to the brink of
war—a place where Europe certainly did not
care to go. The earlier talk in Washington
of massive retallation seemed another way
of mqving to the same brink without the
prior approval of the allies of the United
States.

Such Washington tendencles to forget that
the United States has allies are regarded as
having taken extreme forms in Asia. In
refusing to recognige the regime that effec-

April 16

tively rules China, the United States has
created a complete breach with its European
allies, all of whom consider this a hopelessly
unrealistic policy dictated mainly by do-
mestic political pressure. This policy, too,
seemed to entall moving to the brink of war
when Washington appeared ready to risk a
conflict over the Chinese offshore islands
and Taiwan (Formosa). This was an exam-
ple of the rigidity of which Europeans com-
Pplain.
KENNAN ADVICE UNHEEDED

Much of this rigidity is attributed to what
Europeans call a moralistic and semireligious
coloring given to United States policy largely
by Mr. Dulles, contrary to the advice of
George F. Kennan, former head of policy
planning in the State Department. A similar
propensity to preach is seen in the propa-
ganda on the American way of life, which
Europeans believe 1s neither attainable nor
necessarily desired by other nations, which
have their own ways of life but can be loyal
allies for all that.

This way of life is associated by Europeans
with the unique form of capitalism in the
United States. It seems to have disproved
Boclalist doctrines as regards North America
and to have prevented any extensive Ameri-
can understanding of the important Soclalist
movements in Europe, which were responses
to a very different brand of capitalism.

In the United States, which enjoys a semi-
sociallzed private capitallsm, creeping social-
ism is widely abhorred as close to commu-
nism. In Europe, where socializatlon had to
be done by the state, the resulting mixed
economies reveal extensive creeping by so-
ciallsm. For good or ill, this is a part of
European life, and many consider socialism
one of the best safeguards against commu-
nism,

This view is little understood by United
States policymakers, or so Europeans be-
lieve. The soclalistic British Labor Party
suspects that Washington would do what it
could to prevent that party again governing
Britain,

The principal force working against United
States policy is Soviet imperialism operat-
ing through Communist groups. Some Eu-
ropean economists believe the test will come
if the Soviet economy can offer to the Rus-
slans a few years hence standards of living
above those of Western Europe.

The race, therefore, is regarded as one be=
tween Soviet and European productivity.
This view lends weight to the contention that
United States policy should concentrate in
the economic field.

The disunity of Western Europe, handi-
capping its productivity, is, therefore, con-
sidered by many to be another obstacle to
United States policy, which has sought to
strengthen Europe by uniting it.

In resisting this union in the form of a
single tariffless market, British governments
have been motivated by concern for their
links with the Commonwealth. They have
also been influenced by the conviction that
what Britons call the Anglo-American alli-
ance entitles Britain to a rating above the
continental nations of the wider Atlantic
alliance,

BRITISH PRIDE HURT

Britain's pride was wounded when the
United States lumped her with lesser nations
as a recipient of Marshall aid. The British
tend to believe they could use more skill-
fully the vast power that has fallen to the
United States. They claim a special posi-
tion in relations with the United States.

The PFrench think this special position
already exists to their disadvantage. They
suspect that Washington and London get
together behind their backs. The French
complain of American anticolonialism, which
they say injects a disruptive ideological ele-
ment into the Atlantic alliance. But the
Greeks, who are in the same alliance, wish
that United States anticolonialism would




1956

result in pressure on Britain for self-govern-
ment in Cyprus.

The French sense of frustration in both
North Africa and Europe, expressed mainly
in indictments of United States policy, led
to the recent statements by Premier Guy
Mollet urging a more positive United States
attitude toward the Soviet Union. By this
he meant chiefly &8 more favorable response
to his idea of trying to escape from the
Geneva deadlock by giving priority to nego-
ations for reduction of armaments.

BONN OUTWARDLY CONTENT

This was criticized as coming close to the
policy of the Soviet Union, which sought
to put security agreements ahead of German
unity. The West Germans want nothing put
ahead of German unity.

West Germany officially appears a more
contented ally. The Germans consider their
Federal Republic was created by the United
States—which, however, errs in apparently
considering it more than just a provisional
state pending an all-German state. Yet
Germans believe the United States is the
only power that may 1 day persuade Mos-
cow to accept this all-German state. Pri-
vately, many Germans agree with the wide-
spread European view that United States
policy is too statie, especially as regards
Germany.

In Spain, too, many look to the United
States to help them toward a new kind of
state, one that would succeed the Franco
regime. They complain that Washington
pays too exclusive attention to the powers
that be and not énough to the masses of
the people, who may prefer and eventually
obtain a different regime.

This seems to be a plea for United States
interference in the internal affairs of a
European State. Elsewhere in Europe the
belief prevails that there has been too much
of such interference. Thus there are numer-
ous crosscurrents and still much national-
ism in Europe, so that the United States
could scarcely please everybody, whatever its

policy.
RECOMMENDED REMEDIES

From the remarkably similar eriticisms of
the United States foreign policy noted by
correspondents of the New York Times in
the capitals of Western Europe there emerge
suggestions for improvement. Each of the
criticisms cited above is at the same time a
recommended remedy. In addition, many
critics replied to the question: How could
United States policy be improved? There
was no great diversity of replies except in
emphasis.

- While the general lines of policy laid down

in the late 1940’s are sound, there have been
faults, delays, and confusion in their appli-
cation. Strategy is good but tactics defec-
tive. There was wide agreement, often ex-
pressed In the same terms, that the United
States, without abandoning the instruments
of security, should now direct its attention
more to a kind of economic warfare in which
the Soviet Union is considered to have taken
the initiative.

Just as the United States shifted Its em-
phasis from Marshall plan aid to defense aid
after 1950, it should now shift back again
to economic aid, this time not mainly in
Europe but in the so-called uncommitted
areas where Soviet influence penetrates.

To do this effectively some suggest that
perhaps Washington needs an independent
agency for foreign ald, as was recommended
by Paul G. Hoffman, former Economic Coop-
eration Administrator, so that this function
will not get tangled up between the State
Department and the Treasury. At any rate,
policy should be clearer and more vigorous,
in the view of European critics.

The almost universal emphasis placed on
economic policy was equally by that on the
need for greater flexibility in foreign policy
generally. For this some suggested a return
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to secret diplomacy would be necessary, since
publicly taken positions tend to become non-
negotiable.

Greater assurance of continuity of pol-
icy—of policies not subject to change with
the election returns—was urged, especially
in Britain, where this continuity has been
largely achieved. The suggestion was that
the world ought to be sure that there would
be as much American thinking about foreign
policy in 1957 as in 1947, when major de-
cisions were boldly taken. The impression
is that lately the United States has become
the prisoner of cold war slogans, and that
the professional diplomats should have more
independence in shaping policy.

It was suggested that the United States
would do well not to expect gratitude from
allies and other aided countries. Although
aid is seen as including a substantial admix-
ture of generosity, it is regarded as being
granted primarily in the interests of the
United States, as Congress specified. Ad-
vanced Buropean nations dislike aid. They
would prefer to get dollars through trade if
the United States would lower some of its
bars. To remind them that they are aided
injures their dignity, especially since they
believe the need for aid is partly a result of
United States protectionist policies.

The late President Roosevelt said the pur-
pose of lend lease was to remove the dollar
sign from the relations of the United States
and Britain, and later with other countries.
For that sign Is the mark of the predominant
United States power, which many Euro-
peans and Americans believe will be the more
effective if used without being flaunted be-
fore those who, having lost power, may natu-
rally be slightly envious.

In the Atlantic alliance, that power has
been somewhat diluted and disguised. In
the North Atlantic Council, Foreign Ministers
of small nations speak as freely as those of
great powers, and wisdom is not necessarily
in exact proportion to power or wealth.

In this council, originally for defense but
now for political diseussion also, the United
States has occasionally taken its allies into
its confidence regarding its foreign policy.
The council has discussed policies not only
in Europe but in the Middle and Far East.
It is thus a community of power and of in-
telligence. Some Europeans believe the most
important cure for the United States foreign
policy errors cited in this article would be
more frequent and more thorough consulta-
tion in this council on policy in all parts of
the world.

[From the New York Times of April 9, 1956]

PrECISE UNITED STATES POLICY ASKED IN MID-
EAST—SURVEY OF AREA FiNps MippLE COURSE
Too OFTEN TAKEN FOR INDECISIVENESS

(By Sam Pope Brewer)
(Second of a series)

Bemvur, LEBanon, April 8—Any American
who travels in these times has to get used to
being taken to task over United States for-
eign policy.

The bases of criticism vary with different
areas and even inside an area critics do not
agree on what the faults are or how they
should be remedied. Still there are certain
criticisms and suggestions that recur more
often than others.

The travelinge Americans, for their part,
tend to feel that much of the trouble arises
from the lack of any firm and definite policy
rather than from the existence of a mistaken
one,

In the Arab world and the rest of the Mid-
dle East, from Gibraltar to India and from
the Black Sea down to the Sudan, the United
States has unquestionably lost heavily in
prestige and friendship in the last few years.
In the Arab countries, at least, that trend is
continuing.

The reasons given by critics vary but the
best simple generalization might be summed
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up as “too mueh and too little.” The United
States has aided nationalist aspirations and
fought ecolonialism enough to annoy and
harm its British and French allies and not
enough to win the solid friendship of local
nationalists.

TECHNICAL AID WELCOMED

The Americans have given generously and
yet have hesitated enough, made enough
conditions, and refused enough requests to
irritate those who are receiving the gifts
and loans.

The phase of United States policy that has
won the most favorable comments and made
the most friends has been the technical and
educational aid that is being so widely given.

Against that, the most criticized factor in
United States policy is unquestionably its
support of Israel. The Arab world looks on
the United States as the prineipal force in
the creation and protection of Israel as a
state. When one sees how bitterly the Arabs
feel about that, the most surprising point is
that there is still so much friendliness for
the United States.

Balanced Arab opinion does not hold now
that it is possible to do away with Israel.
But it does reproach the United States for
what the Arabs believe to be a consistently
strong blas in favor of Israel as against her
Moslem neighbors.

The Israelis on thelr side feel the United
States could assure their survival in peace by
arming them heavily.

If the United States gave In on that point,
there would be exireme alarm on the Arab
side and an immediate rush to the Soviet
bloc for arms that have been offered and that
have been bought on a small scale.

The Israelis approve economie-aid policies
and the plan advanced by Eric Johnston,
President Eisenhower's representative, for
rational development of Jordan Valley wa=
terpower and irrigation resources.

They think the United States should arm
them and keep arms from the Arab coun-
tries. They believe the United States puts
too much faith in the ability of the United
Nations to prevent a major war in the Middle
East.

As an improvement on present policies,
they urge heavy defensive armament for Is-
rael and the use of all possible pressures to
impose a settlement of Israel's frontiers that
would involve recognition of Israel’s exist-
ence as a state.

The Arabs oppose such a settlement, be-
cause they feel their whole position rests on
the fact they have never consented to the es-
tablishment of a foreign state in an area in-
habited by Arabs. Recognition of Israel,
they believe, would weaken their claim to
the area involved.

Special reports from correspondents of the
New York Times in North Africa indicate

_ that there, too, the United States has failed

in an effort to be moderate, though not en-
tirely neutral.

Nationalists think the Americans have
made too little effort to back up their ideals
of independence and self-determination for
all

The French think their Ameriean allies
have betrayed them by encouraging national-
ist aspirations. That is why feeling rose so
high that a mob of infuriated Frenchmen
wrecked the United States Consulate and
Information Service library in Tunis early in
March.

The nationalists in Morocco and Tunisia
are less critical of the United States than are
the French. But one qualified American
observer remarked that “even the national-
ists are a little cynical about us because they
feel they cannot count on us against the
French.”

In Egypt, the Israell question is the pivot
of the attitude toward the United States.
The Egyptians are elated with the success of
their revolution. believe Premier
Gamal Abdel Nasser outmaneuvered the
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United States when he obtained arms from
Czechoslovakia,

Now they would be satisfled with no lesser
change in United States policy than com-
plete abandonment of Israel and full support
of Premier Nasser's new Egypt in her aspira=-
tions to dominate the Arab world.

ALTERNATIVE IS LACKING

In common with other Arabs, they talk
vaguely about the United States refusal to
“face realities,” but they produce no work-
able alternative to present American policy.

The Baghdad Pact provides an example of
the vacillation that has brought criticism of
the United States from all sides.

United States refusal to join has irritated
and alarmed the member countries, organ-
ized for defense against Sovlet aggression.
The members, Britain, Iraq, Iran, Pakistan,
and Turkey, feel that the success or failure
of the alliance depends on the active mem-
bership or absence of the United States,
which first suggested it.

Foes of the pact include the Soviet bloe
and “neutralist” countries, with Egypt lead-
ing ‘the chorus of criticism. They resent
United States moral support of this pact,
even though it has not gone beyond lip serv-
ice.

One senior United States diplomat com-
mented bitterly recently that it was impos-
sible to know where the United States stood
as long as it refused to join the pact, al-
though the State Department periodically
proclaimed its support of the alliance.

A result is that the United States incurs
the 111 will of both opposed camps.

The Turks, too, have criticisms of United
States policy, but they do not hinge on the
Israeld question.

Turkey's objections are connected chiefly
with financial questions. They accuse the
United States of trying to shape everybody
into the American mold. That criticism is
heard elsewhere and Americans living abroad
generally concede there is some justice in it.

The Turks are in financial difficulties and
feel that the United States has been too re-
luctant to bail them out and unduly critical
of some of the conduct that has landed them
in that position.

In all these countries, another criticism
frequently heard is that the United States
focuses all its attention on the fight against
communism and opposes even commercial
relations with the Soviet Union and its
satellites,

They believe the United States exaggerates
the Red menace and they suspect mercenary
motives behind the objections to their trade
with the Soviet bloc.

The forces with which United States policy
has to deal in the Arab world, Turkey, Iran,
and the rest of the Middle East are multiple.
Communism is not the most conspicuous.

Nationalism is the most notable force and
in these countries has become virtually syn-
onymous with anti-Western sentiment. For
hundreds of years most of this area was ruled
by the Turks. When World War I ended
‘Turkish rule (even before that in some
areas) the Turks were replaced by British,
French, or Itallan overlords.

Now that they are sovereign countries, the
Arab States intend to exercise their rights.
The United States as an ally of Britain and
France is suspect in the present period of
struggle.

One Arab jurist said recently to this cor-
respondent:

“After generations of being taught that the
Western Powers were their oppressors, the
common people of our countries cannot be
convinced that those same powers have sud-
denly become their friends and protectors.”

PERIL IN COOPERATION
The Communists manipulate those na-
tionalist forces. Sometimes the Reds pose as
having nationalist aims themselves. Some-
times they convince the nationalists that
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“after all we have the same enemies—the
Western imperialists—and party names do
not matter.”

Communism as an open political force is
not dangerous in most of these countries.
The danger lies in the fact that the national-
ists think they can cooperate with the Com-
munists as long as it suits them and then
drop them. The nationalists overloock the
damage done meanwhile.

In Syria, for example, there appears to be
strong Communist influence though the
party as such does not amount to much.
There is one Communist member of Parlia-
ment, Khaled Bagdash, but the greatest dan-
ger again lies not in him but in some of the
young officers and officials who believe Com-
munist agitation and Communist aid from
abroad are useful weapons against the West-
ern Powers and who do not realize the dan-
ger of falling into the Communists’ grip.

In the Arab countries, simple hostility to
Israel and fear of her supposed ambitions
for expansion may also be classed as a specific
force working against the United States. Un-
til after World War II Americans were known
in these countries only as benefactors. They
had neither colonies nor mandates. They
did provide schools and colleges, encourage
the Arab political revival and send aid when
there were disasters.

That vast fund of goodwill is not ex-
hausted but it is depleted by the struggle
over Israel and because of United States
inability to abandon its French and British
allies to please the Arab nationalists.

In north Africa, the effort to steer a mid-
dle course brings the United States up
against another force—the reaction of
French colonials to the alleged American en-
couragement of the Arab forces that are
fighting a guerrilla war with the French.

The natlonalists remember that the United
States, especially in the Franklin D. Roose-
vest administrations, encouraged aspirations
to independence. They are not getting the
support they would like from Washington
but they do not lock on Americans as
enemies.

FRENCH COLONIALS BITTER

Embattled French colonial officials and set-
tlers also remember United States encourage-
ment of such movements and they are bitter
about it.

Thelr view was expressed by Plerre Vignau,
& French landowner and member of the Al-
gerian Assembly, who said to a correspond-
ent of the Times:

“The question now is whether the United
States Intends to change its policy regard-
ing north Africa and the Middle East. If
the United States means to continue and re-
inforece the defense of the West, it must not
only be on the side of France in her efforts
to restore security in Algeria but must also
undertake a concerted action designed to

‘help bring Tunisia and Morocco back into

the European-Africa bloc. Such a bloc is in-
dispensable to western defense and desirable
also in the interests of native populations for
independence has put Morocco and Tunisia
on the road to anarchy.”

Each group offers simple and impractical
solutions to its complaints about United
Btates policy. The Arabs want Israel
dropped. The Israelis want unqualified sup-
port against the Arab States, The national-
ists want aid in the fight for independence.
The French want help in suppressing rebel-
lious natives.

All want money in loans and grants and
all object to the policy that requires a check
on what is done with the money after they
get it.

The TUnited States obviously would not
gain by plunging recklessly onto one side or
the other in each controversy, or by ladling
out money without knowing what was being
done with it.

There do stand out In the opinions from
various countries certain calls for policy
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changes that seem to occur to many persons
of different groups.

DEFINITE POLICY URGED

The basic one is a plea to decide on some
definite policy, whatever it may be. In most
cases, this means a demand for a policy
backing up the speaker’s particular group.

In the instances mentioned above, it is
clear the United States cannot well drop its
moderate position and back one side fully.
But the so-called middle-of-the-road posi-
tion too often looks like indecision.

The call is for a clear-cut policy. It would
still not please the partisan groups but they
would have fewer false hopes.

On less general lines, there are clear indi-
cations that money put into education fa-
cilities, libraries, and technical ald iz well
spent. There are different views about the
efficiency of existing operations in that field
but there is no doubt about the demand
among Middle Eastern peoples for the facili-
ties provided.

That effectiveness Is presumably why the
United States Information Service library
in any city is normally the first target of
hoodlums whenever political disturbances
start. The Communists invariably seize the
chance to steer violence into channels that
sult their purpose, and the American library
is almost invariably their first objective.

The library in Amman, Jordan, for in-
stance, has been wrecked twice. However, a
high Jordanian Government official, when
asked what he thought was the most useful
work the United States carried on in this
area replied: “Education and books.” He
then drew a handful of United States maga-
zines and pamphlets from his desk drawer.

Several observers think policies on loans
and grants might be reviewed.

The Soviet Union has been making much
headway directly and through satellites in
providing underdeveloped countries with
things they want, whether arey are arms,
industrial equipment, or other material.
They give no gifts but make business deals
on terms that amount to the same thing
without calling for acknowledgment of that
fact. Payment may be in surplus products
the aid recipients could not sell elsewhere
or in weak currencies and spread over a long
period,

The Soviet does mnot moralize about
whether a country should have the arms it
seeks or whether it needs the type of factory
it wants.

A result is that each deal creates much
goodwill at relatively low cost. Carefully
supervised American loans and gifts, how-
ever lavish they may be, tend to leave the
recipients with the feeling of the tramp who
is required to sing a hymn to get a free cup
of coffee,

[From the New York Times of April 9, 1956]
AFRICAN IssuEs LooMING
(By Leonard Ingalls)

JOHANNESBURG, S8oUTH AFRICA, April 8—In
Africa south of the Sahara, the foreign policy
of the United States is not particularly strong
or well defined beyond the fundamental at-
titude of good neighborliness. The chief aim
is to keep Africa alined with the West.

Very soon, however, the United States
probably will be forced to take a more vigor-
ous stand in a number of developing situa-
tions. These include both white and African
nationalism, the emergence into independ-
ence of such places as the Gold Coast, the
spread of communism, and the new interest
the Soviet Union is taking in the difficulties
African Negroes are having in rising above a
position of extreme underprivilege and the
continuation of colonial rule.

Of all the problems troubling this part of
the continent, nationalism is perhaps the
most serious. It is the basis of sub-Sahara
Africa’s greatest conflict. On one hand are
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whites striving to maintain their identity
and position as rulers. On the other are Ne-
groes clamoring for political, economic, and
social recognition, and in some places, such
as Uganda, for outright control of their
homelands.

The force of Negro nationalism throughout
the continent is not yet great because the
majority of Africans are primitive and illiter-
ate. In South Africa the picture is further
camplicated by the intense rivalry for na-
tional predominance between the white de-
scendants of English and Dutch settlers.
Meanwhile, in the Central African Federa-
tion, and Kenya and Tanganyika, efforts are
being made to establish multiracial national-
ism through governments in which all races
are represented.

Thus far in this complex and sometimes
bafling situation United States policy has
been one of almost complete noninterference
and at most gentle suggestion. State De-
partment representatives here, in the absence
of a precise African policy from Washington,
act as observers and do what they can to
stimulate trade and further the prestige of
the United States. Their activities, however,
and the whole impact of United States opera-
tions in sub-Sahara Africa are severely re-
stricted by a shortage of funds.

American financial aid in sub-Sahara Africa,
an area desperately in need of money for such
things as education and communications,
has been small compared with direct Govern-
ment grants elsewhere. The tightly limited
opportunities for Africans to study and travel
in the United States at Government expense
have caused some resentment among Negroes.

Present United States African policy seems
to have offended no one in official positions.
However, African leaders frequently ask why
the United States does not help them more
in the United Nations in their struggle for
human rights.

Africa’s dilemma arising from conflicting
racial aspirations also creates a dilemma for
the United States. Should it, for example,
fgnore the plight of the Negro in South
Africa and antagonize Africans all over the
continent, or should it denounce apartheid
(racial segregation) and risk losing South
Africa as a strategic and commercial partner?

The most effective policy for the United
States in Africa, observers here believe, ap-
pears to be one that would provide tangible
support and encouragement to sincere efforts
at multiracial governments and socleties,
with emphasis on equality of opportunity.
Assistance to independent Negro states to
enable them to achieve stable governments
and sound economies, it is believed, also
would be in harmony with such a policy.

[From the New York Times of April 10, 1956]

AsiA SurvEY FinDps NEED OF MORE AID—SOME
SEE CUT 1IN UNITED STATES LIVING STANDARD
To PROVIDE HELP

(By A. M. Rosenthal)
(Third of a serles)

CoLomMeo, CEYLON, April 9.—The great chal-
lenge, and the great opportunity, facing
United Btates foreign policy is communism’s
eager pursuit of nationalist movements all
over the world.

The challenge springs from the fact that
the Russians have grasped the enormous
emotional and political drive behind what
Aslans like to call the age of nationalism.

Not long ago, at one of those earnest dip-
lomatiec garden parties that make up a good
deal of New Delhi’s official social life, an In-
dian Foreign Office man was talking about
a favorite topic—where the United States
Boes wrong.

“You don't seem to be able to realize that
countries see the world in different ways,
that problems unimportant to you are pri-
mary to us,” he said.

“That’s why you are finding yourself los-
ing out to the Russians on this colonialism
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business,” he continued. “They have the
wit to see that nationalism is the force of
this decade. Intellectually you see it, too,
certainly., But you expect the impossible,
You expect Algerians, for instance, to take
a world view, not the Algerian view."”

The United States is no longer counted
a sure friend of nationalist movements.

This is a bitter thought for the United
States, remembering that freedom was given
to the Philippines, and help to India and
Indonesia. It is made more bitter by the
fear that the Western age of colonialism
is being replaced by BSoviet political and
military econquests.

But there is no point In giving argument
for argument. It is enough that Asians have
lost trust.

The national elections in Ceylon, which
resulted in a crushing defeat of the openly
pro-Western Government, were fought on
domestic rather than International issues.
But certainly they showed that being identi-
fled with the West has nc great political
asset to an Aslan politician. And they
showed, too, that the West's policies had
not struck a real spark in the minds of the
Ceylonese.

This is a problem made Infinitely more
acute by the fact that the Russians, with
no political commitments to the colonial
powers, can and do eagerly push themselves
forward as friends of nationalism every-
where,

The opportunity springs from the chal-
lenge. It is the opinion of many Asians
and some important United States officials
in this area that the United States, in its
concern for physical and military security,
is letting the political battle go by default.
They believes too that Americans do not
realize that good will toward the United
Btates is ebbing. But they believe that the
plain threat that the Communists will be
able to identify themselves with nationalism
may prod the United States into restating
its own traditional friendship for independ-
ence movements.

Among some Americans here there is a be-
lief that the best step the United States
could take now would be a straight and
unequivocal statement of its intention to
gee that every land capable of self-govern-
ment attains it.

For the sake of political effect, it might
help the United States to bring up the
issue itself at the United Nations, It cer-
tainly would help if a declaration were
made formally by the President of the United
States.

This reporter has not heard that last sug-
gestion put in as many words by Indian or
United States officials. But there have been
many comments that the time has come
for clarification of United States policy.
Putting that hope together with the fact
that President Eisenhower's personal pres-
tige is high here, it is obvious that a Presi-
dential declaration would have more force
than any other kind.

ALL CANNOT BE PLEASED

It is the opinion of most westerners in
India that for the time being at least the
United States cannot evolve a foreign policy
that will make New Delhi or all other Asian
capitals entirely happy. The reason is in
the baslc difference in attitude toward the
Communist philosophy and toward the dan-
ger of that philosophy.

India and other Asian countries are ready to
believe the danger of military aggression has
passed. As far as the United States is con-
cerned, military containment and prepared-
ness will have to remain the skeletal struce-
ture of United States foreign policy. That
means something the Indlans will never
like—military pacts in which their neighbors
are armed.
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It has to be recognized—and this comes
from a number of Asians—that the United
States cannot satisfy all Aslans’ wishes.

But, especially in connection with na-
tionalism, Asians say that Americans must
also recognize that they meed not keep all
their allies happy all the time.

The United States would have to pay a
price for meeting the Soviet challenge on
nationalism head on—the anger of some
United States allies.

But the history of the last 10 years has
proved that sooner or later the United States
has had to take public stands that its West-
ern allies did not like, and that too often—
Cyprus, for instance—those stands were tak-
en too late for maximum political effect. Put
another way, opinton in this part of the world
is that the time has come for the United
States to lead the parade instead of running
after the SBoviet Union.

The nationalist question cannot, of course,
be considered without taking the free world’s
military security into account. But if the
last decade has shown anything—consider
Suez, Cyprus, Indochina, and North Africa—
it is that military security depends on po-
litical security and that democratic countries
cannot hold down military bases surrounded
by hostile populations.

This is not a suggestion for abandoning
military security but for reconsidering the
essentials for military security. To give just
one example, there are United States military
men in Saigon who believed that the presence
of the French expeditionary corps in South
Vietnam was such a political liability that it
amounted to a threat to military security.

And it is being asked whether the British
naval base on Cyprus is more secure now than

“it would have been if the British had given

up sovereignty and signed & long-term lease=
treaty with the willing Greeks.

ECONOMICS AN ESSENTIAL

Some American officials in Asia might dis-
agree with the emphasis on pushing to the
front on the colonialism issue. But few
would disagree that economics becomes every
day a more essential part of our foreign pol-
icy. One obvious reason, of course, is that
the Russians have entered the plcture—in
Egypt, India, Syria, Indonesia, Afghanistan,
Burma, the Sudan, and Yemen.

But just as important is the fact that the
newly independent countries are aware more
sharply than ever before of the gap between
them and the developed countries. That gap
is growing because Western industrialization
is outpacing the painful development efforts
of Asia and the Middle East.

Booner or later in a discussion of foreign
policy, the talk boils down to this: The
United States will have to spend still more
money and share still more of its wealth
with Asia,

What is more, there is a belief among Amer-
icans in Asia that the time may be coming
when the United States will have to cut down
its continually rising standard of living to
meet Soviet competition and to help under-
developed countries get ahead. Indian busi-
nessmen say the United States is pricing itself
out of the market.

An example among many: The Tata Iron
& Bteel Co., part of the biggest industrial-
commercial enterprise in India, was negotiat-
ing with the United States Export-Import
Bank for a loan to double its steel producing
plant, The negotiations fell through be=-
cause under a loan, say the Tata spokesmen,
the concern would haye been obliged to buy
all its equipment in the United States and
prices were too high, when measured against
the high interest rate demanded by the bank,

One of the problems the United States
must face in Asia is a drift toward nationali=
zation of economies, Nearly everyone be=-
lieves it would be unwise and impossible to
try to pressure India, for instance, away from
socialism,
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But among Americans there is the opin-
fon that, without interfering with Asian
lands bent on some form of socialism, there
is a great deal Washington can do fo pro-
mote the spirit and philosophy of enlight-
ened private enterprise.

ATD TO PRIVATE INDUSTRY

One American businessman sald in New
Delhi recently that since the United States
was willing to give hundreds of millions
of dollars to governments, it should be will-
ing to give private Asian industry a hand
by making low-interest-rate loans. He men-
tioned the Tata episode as a case in point.

The Tata organization is now negotiating
with the International Bank for Reconstruc-
tion and Development for a loan. That
means the Indian Government would have
to stand behind the loan and would have
a stronger voice In Tata affairs.

The point this businessman and others
made was that where opportunities present-
ed themselves to help reliable private enter-
prises in Asia, the United States should take
them.

Hizh United States prices and interest
rates take on political importance because
the Soviet Union will make sacrifices to sup-
piy goods at prices underdeveloped countries
can afford.

There is a feellng among westerners that
sometime soon the people of the United
States may have to learn the painful lesson
that continuously rising wages and profits
may wreck thelr country's ability to compete
‘with the Soviet Union in the economic
struggle for Asia. Already India is buying
most of her eement from Communist coun-
tries. Multiply this by a hundred products
and the political consequences need no un=-
derlining. +

The job of strengthening the economie
foundations of underdeveloped countries was
started by the United States a decade ago.
Still the insistence of “western and Asian
officials is that more and more money must
be appropriated because on this now hangs
the future of Asia. Not only more money
is needed but more imagination and more
planning.

CONFERENCE SUGGESTED

Bo far, planning and spending have been
on a national basis and sometimes without
clear goals in mind. There are United States
officials here who believe that one of the
things the United States could do would be
to call a technical-level conference to work
intensively to map out Asia's needs, re-
sources, foreign-aid requirements, and at-
tainable objectives. There is a good chance
the United States would find itself ahead of
the Asian countries in the desire for regional
planning, but there is nothing wrong with
leading the field.

India needs more money, large quantities
of it. If the United States was willing to
lend India the money—&1 billion, at the
least—it could assure that her own demo-~
cratic way to a mixture of socialiem plus pri-
vate enterprise had stood the test when com-
pared with Communist China's totalitariean
economy.

It is in the interest of the United States to
help noncommitted countries, but there is
no reason why it should be ashamed of mak-
ing a special economic efflort for its allies—
Pakistan, for instance. The recent meeting
of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization at
Earachi expressed some fond hopes about
emphasizing the economic aspects of the al-
liance. But beyond, appointing one econo-
mist the conference did mothing about 1it.
Here, too, is a field for United States tmagi-

. nativeness.

The problem of Afghanistan is one of the
most difficult the United States faces. For
one thing, the Soviet loan of $100 million
faces Washington with a decision as to
whether to be drawn into the endless, sap-
ping process of trying to outbid the Soviet
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on loans. That Is just what leaders of this
area think Washington did in the case of the

.Aswan high dam in Egypt, and the action

did mot enhance the reputation of the
United States.

But the bigger problem the Unlted States
faces in Afghanistan is the same one it must
deal with in many countries in Latin Amer-
ica, the Middle East, and Asla. That is
whether United States funds are to be used
to bolster dictatorlal governments just be-
cause they happen to be in power.

There is no easy answer to this. The Rus-
slans certainly have no compunctions about
supporting any government in power so long
as it suits their purpose. But whether that
approach and that philosophy in the long
run suit the objectives of freedom is ques-
tioned by many Asian friends of the United
States.

Assuredly the United States cannot change
the governments of the world to sult itsell.
But it would be in keeping with United
States traditions to make it clear through
Presldential statements that Washington is
not ready to build up dictatorships of the
right in its fight against dictatorships of the
left.

The world struggle 1s as much as anything
a struggle for minds and attitudes. And
there is something the United States could
do that would not cost astronomical sums,
would pay off handsomely and would be wel-
comed by most Americans who have spent
any time in the area. That would be to
step up scholarships for forelign students to
study and live in the United States and for
Americans to study abroad. This corre-
spondent has met many Asians who have
lived in the United States and virtually every
one has returned with more understanding
and sympathy toward United States goals.

Many Aslans feel that knowledge of their
lands is almost nonexistent in the United
States. An increasing number of Americans
living in Asia could do much to remedy that,

It might help prevent incidents like the
one involving the Member of the United
States Congress interviewed at the Karachi
Alrport, who was asked what Americans
thought about Pakistan.

“Think about 1t?" he asked. "My boy,
they never even heard of It.”

[From the New York Times of April 11, 1856]

UNITED STATES NEEDS To EMFHASIZE PEACE,
BURVEY IN SOUTHEAST ASIA SHOWS
(By Robert Alden)
(Fourth of a series)

SINGAPORE, April 10.—The tides of change
are running strong in southeast Asia. The
newly sovereign states just emerged from
cast-off colonial shells are in danger of being
swept away in the shifting groundswells,

The most important currents that tug at
the nations of southeast Asia and shape their
thinking are nationalism, hatred of war and
a feeling of pride that Asla and the Asian
people are now taking a deserved place of
importance in the world.

In the last several months, this corre=
spondent has talked with 650 or more: per-
sons here in southeast Asia with regard to
the effectiveness of United States foreign
policy in southeast Asia.

Bome of these persons were American
State Department personnel, others foreign
government leaders. Some were newspaper-
men, local and foreign.

There was a virtual unanimity of opinion
that these main forces at work in Asia must
be fully appreciated if the United States is
to shape an effective foreign policy for the

- area.

After years of llving under the rule of
strangers and seelng their wealth exploited
by those strangers, the people here are choos-
ing their own leaders and trying to run their
own countries.
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There are poverty, illiteracy, and disease
in these countries. They need help to ovér-
come these burdens. But they do not want
that help if it is going to rob them of their
hard-won independence.

The hatred of war is a dominant force
in shaping the thinking of these countries.
All have experienced war. Burma, Indonesia,
Malaya, Laos, and South Vietnam are even
now plagued by internal strife.

‘For these people, war means burned-out
villages, sudden death, and the fear of sud-
den death. They want an end to it.

Linked with their nationalism and hatred
of war is a feeling of pride in Asia itself,
The dark-skinned and yellow-skinned peo-
ples are coming into their own.

These peoples find unity in a feeling that
their culture is older than the white man’s,
in a common past experience and common
present problems. Thus any achievement in
any country of Asla develops now a shared
pride of achievement.

What can the United States do to harness
these main forces now at work in southeast
Asia so that these countries will not become
the dupes of communism?

PRINCIPAL SUGGESTIONS

The general opinion was that, in spite of
its global commitments, the United States,
recognizing that colonialism is dead, must
denounce it in clear terms.

As Secretary of State Dulles did during
his visit to Indonesia, the fact should be
emphasized that the United States once suf-
fered under colonial rule itself; that it threw
off that rule by force of arms and that, be-
cause 1t has shared their experiences, it un-
derstands the problems of the newly sov-
ereign states,

The opinion was that the United States
should support the principle that the people
should have the right to choose who should
govern them. :

Such a stand, It was felt, is In the demo
cratic tradition of the United States, and the
Asian people should be helped to understand
that this is the traditional United States
position.

It is felt in diplomatic circles here that
Mr. Dulles cannot uphold the principles of
the United States Declaration of Independ-
ence in Indonesia while the United States
Ambassador to France, C. Douglas Dillon,
speaks of United States support for the
French in north Africa.

The day after Mr. Dillon spoke in Paris
his remarks were printed in the Communist
Indonesian press parallel to those of Mr.
Dulles. The Communist press considered
the remarks as proof that Secretary Dulles
was lying and that here was fresh evidence
that the United States traditionally sup-
ported—and supported with arms—the
colonial powers.

EMPHASIS ON PEACE URGED

The comment of a missionary’s son who
has spent all of his life in Asia represents
a fair cross-section of opinion. He gaid:

“Putting aside the traditional American
position with regard to independence and to
colonialism, do we really think that in the
long run the French, with all the arms at
their disposal, will be able to wipe out na-
tionalist feeling in north Africa any more
than they were able to do it in Indochina or
the Dutch were able to do it in Indonesia?”

He went on to say:

“If there is one lesson we should have
learned in Asia, if we hadn’t already learned
it during the American Revolution, it's that
you don't stop popular movements by killing
people. You only provide martyrs and that
means that there will be even more devoted
followers of the cause of the revolution.

“The United States should not lose out to
communism by backing unworthy causes
that are already lost.”

As a second point, emphasis should be put
on the United States love of peace, its desire
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to disarm, and President Eisenhower's “‘open-
sky” plan for mutual aerial inspection of
atomic arsenals; The feeling was that an
end should be made to the continual United
States talk about its armed might, its mili-
tary alliances and its atomic striking power.

While diplomats in this area probably
more keenly than most realize the need for
such military strength, they also feel that
it does great harm to publicize United States
strength, It lends credence to the Com-
munist propaganda line that the United
States is bent on destroying peace in the area.

American aid is badly needed here, but it
was felt the United States must not give the
impression that it is trying to buy the good-
will of the Asians.

NEED FOR VIEW OF GOOD WILL

It was agreed that men of good will and
ability are worth more than hundreds of mil-
lions blindly poured into the area in the hope
that somehow the countries of Asia will resist
communism.

There was complete agreement among
those interviewed that the United States
overseas-aid program must be streamlined
and improved. Redtape must be cut away
80 that neded supplies, equipment, and men
can be put at the disposal of countries
quickly and efficiently.

In this connection, one idea that had been
put forward met with wide approval. It was
suggested that to accomplish the program
the United States must call on the technical
and manpower resources of American indus-
try on a patriotic basis.

In most instances, the United States is not
putting its best foot forward in recipient
countries.

The proposal, therefore, is that personnel
should be borrowed Ifrom large industry,
with industry agreeing to lend some of its
good employees to the Government for a
year or two at a time to help the Asian
countries and thus, in turn, help win the
“cold war” for the United States.

In that way, the southeast Asian countries
would have the advantage of utilizing the
full abilities of good American technicians.
The recommendations of the people in the
field should then be trusted so that much of
the Washington redtape, which now often
holds up projects for a year or more, could
be eliminated.

There was virtual unanimity of opinion
also that the United States should stress
more its own cultural and intellectual
achievements. In this way, a greater appeal
would be made to the students of southeast
Asia, who are the potential leaders of the
area.

More of these students should be sent to
the United States to study, not for a few
months or a year but for a full 4-year college
course. It has been found that the United
Btates is well able to “sell” itself to such
visitors.

LESS TALK OF REDS ASKED

Another point that was made frequently,
particularly by Asians, was that the United
States should cut down sharply on the talk
about communism. The United States has
already made it clear that communism is a
dangerous and evil system.

The feeling is that harping on communism
gives Asians an impression that the United
States is a narrowminded and undemocratic
nation.

Sympathetic Asian officials maintain that,
instead of concentrating its fire on commu-
nism, the United States should now give
more emphasis to its own positive accom-
plishments, its rising standard of living for
working people and the high health and edu-
cation standards for its children.

In connection with this matter of contin-
ual emphasis on communism, one Asia news=
paper editor said:

“It seems to us that the United States will
not take any stand in world aflairs—includ-
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ing the matter of colonialism—without first
relating the subject to communism and
mentioning the matter of communism. We
get fed up with America’s one-track mind.”

Despite these suggestions as to redirection
of United States foreign policy, there is agree-
ment that the present policy has achieved
some results in Asia.

Much of the United States effort has
stressed the essential evil of communism and
the trap that communism sets for unwary
people. The United States has had some
success in propagating this idea and many
Asians have learned to recognize and detest
communism.

But communism Is not yet a bad word
in Asia. A villager in Indonesia, just as a
villager in Thailand, might very well go out
and vote for a Communist in an election if
the Communist promised him things that he
desired.

However, probably the most Important
achievement of United States foreign policy
has been the propping up of newly sover-
eign states. These states were thus able to
withstand the internal pressure of com-
munism and the external threat of aggres-
sion.

DANGER SEEN IN ALLIANCE

If it were not for United States aid, South
Vietnam would almost certainly have col-
lapsed, as might Laos and Cambodia. Ald to
Indonesia in the early days of independence
helped that republic to survive.

The United States has also succeeded in
shaping a military alliance whose purpose
is physical containment of communism and
thus serves as a deterrent to war.

However, Asians in meutral countries are
not kindly disposed toward the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization. They are afraid
it might cause rather than prevent a war.

Among those countries sensitive to foreign
interference, the fact that there are only
3 Aslan members as compared to 6 non-Asian
participants is a glaring weakness of the pact.
That imbalance leads credence to the Com-
munist position that the alliance represents
an outside threat to the peace of Asia.

The members are the United States, Bri-
tain, France, Australia, New Zealand, Thai-
land, Pakistan and the Philippines. The
agreement covers thelr territories and in
addition those of Cambodia, Laos and South
Vietnam.

Many persons Interviewed compared what
the United States had accomplished by its
foreign policy with what the Communists
had accomplished.

It is apparent that the Communists have
concentrated on trying to channel the main
currents in Asia to their advantage. Thus
they talk continually of their desire for
peace. Conversely they try to link the United
States with the word “war.” In this repect,
United States saberrattling has helped them.

Colonialism is continually denounced by
the Communists and every effort is made to
link the United States with colonialism. Mr.
Dulles’ statement on Goa gave the Commu-
nists good material with which to work.
From it New Delhi inferred that the United
States upheld Portuguese colonialism in
India.

PAN-ASIANISM EMPHASIZED

Both the Russlans and the Chinese have
been laboring hard on the Pan-Asia idea.
Nikita 8. Ehrushchev, the Soviet Commu-
nist Party’s First Secretary, told the Bur-
mese flatly: “We Russians are Asians.”

Chou En-lai, Red China's Premier and For-
elgn Minister, took a leading role in last
year's Asian-African Conference.

During his tour through south and south-
east Asia, however, Mr. Dulles appeared to
gain a better grasp of the situation and now
seems ready to modify United States policy,
at least in some measure. Some elements of
the problems, however, appear to resist easy
solutlon.

6311

Among these is the fact that the neutral
countries of southeast Asla are wary of the
United States close relationships with Presi-
dent Syngman Rhee of South Korea and
President Chiang EKal-shek of Nationalist
China,

It is not that they object to the anti-
Communist programs of those leaders but
the fact that both avowedly would like to
start a war to reunify their countries. Close
American support of these leaders links the
United States with a threat to touch off a
third world war,

Conflict of interest within the United
Btates has also snarled American foreign
policy in Asia. Thus Burma made the point
that she would not accept technical assist-
ance from the United States unless she were
allowed to pay for such assistance, She
could pay only with her surplus rice crop.
Washington was perfectly willing to give free
technical assistance but it could not accept
rice because the United States had its own
rice surplus. )

It was not until the Soviet Union sent
techniclans in exchange for Burmesge rice
that the United States became alarmed to
the point where it would take some Burmde
rice in exchange for assistance.

The United States foreign policy program
needs flexibility, in the eyes of those fa-
miliar with the Asian scene. Required is a
flexibility that will allow the United States
to give as much economic aid as possible to
a neutral Burma or an Indonesia, where it
appears it will do some good, and a flexibility
that will allow it to cut off military aid to
Cambodia, where military aid appears
wasted.

[From the New York Times of April 12, 1956]

UNITED STATES SAmD To Lack TAcT IN Far
EAsT—SURVEY IN REGION SHOWs MosT
ALLIES FEEL THEY ARE CAST IN JUNIOR PART-
NER ROLE—TALK oF WaR DEPLORED—CLARI=
FIED AMERICAN ATTITUDE TOWARD Tuww‘s
DeFENSE EVIDENTLY Is DESIRED

(By Robert Trumbull)
(Fifth of a series)

Toryo, April 11.—Among America’s best
friends in Asia, Washington's apparent dis-
regard of Aslan natlonalist motivations is
one of the principal complaints against
United States foreign policy affecting the
area.

There seems to be a feeling in most of the
countries of this reglon that Washington, in-
stead of soliciting local opinion and tallor=-
ing policy accordingly, is Inclined “to tell
‘em, not ask ’em.”

Where United States foreign policy has
accommodated itself to this rising national-
ism, it has succeeded. Where it has not
done so, it hes failed,

There is no basic difference in principle
with the United States or its announced aims
among the four countries of Northeast Asia—
Japan, Korea, Nationalist China, and the
Philippines. All are opposed to communism,
as is the United States. All practice democ=
racy, in varying degrees. All are seeking to
ralse the living standards of thelr people
and appreciate the help the United States
is giving them to do so.

POINTS MADE BY CRITICS

In these four countries, friendly critics
of Washington policy as now practiced list
these points of criticism, in addition to the
failure of United States officlals to take
Aslans fully into their confidence.

Too much accent on military strength and
not enough on the economic and social ad-
vancement of the area.

Too much talk of war and not enough of
peace.

An unclear attitude, or a fallure to make
it clear, just how far the United States
would go in defense of Taiwan (Formona-)
and its western approaches.
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Last, but none the less important, what is
construed as a lack of tact in administering
ald programs.

A COMMON DENOMINATOR

All four countries have in common one
characteristic that helps explain thelr sen-
sitivity to any slight to their pride: All have
been freed of foreign domination in recent
years.

Korea and Talwan were Japanese colonles
till the end of World War II. The Philip-~
pine Islands were separated from United
States rule only in 1946. And Japan, though
never a colony, emerged 4 years ago from a
brief but nonetheless humiliating military
occupation by the United States.

Compared with the problems in other Asian
countries, such as Indla, the obstructions
facing United States foreign policy in the
East Aslan group are relatively minor. But
conversations with local officials and com-
petent foreign observers here, and the re-
ports from correspondents of the New York
Times in the other capitals, indicate that
fundmental weaknesses in the American ap-
proach elsewhere may be highlighted by the
apparent failures in this most friendly area
of all.

In all four countries, the strength of
United States policy seems to lie in its in-
flexible determination to support the free
nations of Asla in opposition to Commu-
nist expansionism. The four friendly gov-
ernments frankly recognize their depend-
ence upon the United States for military
support to malntain thelr democratic in-
tegrity.

The effect of some policies of the United
States Is to make its allies feel like junior
partners. Their sense of nationalism cries
out for equality in consultations. Some-
times, as the following country-by-country
analysis may show, local attitudes may call
for some forebearance and understanding in
Washington if the Aslan sense of propriety
is to be appeased.

OPINIONS OF THE JAPANESE

The Japanese feel that the Americans still
think of Japan, perhaps unconsciously, in
terms of the occupation and of the Korean
war—in other words, as a base for American
military excursions elsewhere. The use of
United States troops stationed in Japan for
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization dem-
onstration in far-off Bangkok furthered this
impression.

There has been too much public emphasis
by the Americans on the bulldup of Japan's
own defense forces, and. too little on the
strengthening of Japan's economy. Official-

_ly, Washington's . policy today is to avold
pushing Japanese military expansion at the
expense of economic and political stability.
But the United States has not yet succeeded
in making this clear to the Japanese public.

The Japanese people, 4 years ago after the
Ban Francisco peace treaty came into effect,
still don’t feel independent, and it galls them.

The security arrangements between the
United States and Japan appear to the Japa-
nese to have been forced upon thelr Govern-
ment as a price of the treaty. They recog-
nize thelr inability to defend themselves
without United States help, but they would

like the present agreement, under which -
United States forces are stationed here, to

be superseded by & new defense pact in

which Japan could have a sense of equal .

partnership instead of dependence.

What many Americans forget is that the
present pact neither obligates the United
States to defend Japan, nor Japan to come to

the assistance of the United States. It mere- .

ly gives the United States the use of Japanese
bases to preserve peace and stabluty in the
Pacific.

The. free world's strictures on trade with’

Communist China, to which Japan adheres,
are an embarrassment to the Tokyo Govern-
ment in the fact of local business interests.
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Japan would like the embargoes reduced at
least to the levels governing Western trade
with the Soviet Union. /

More irritating than that, however, 1z a
Teeling that Washington may at any time
make an important decision relative to Com-
munist China, one of utmost concern to
Japan. Without consulting Tokyo or even
informing the Japanese Government in ad-
vance. For some reason, hard to pin down
but obviously traceable to developments in
the past, Japanese leaders lack this confi-
dence in Washington.

PATIENCE NEEDED IN KOREA

The South Eoreans also feel some sensl-
tivity in what they conceive to be their sub-
ordinate role to United States officials. The
situation in Eorea, a country that plunged
almost overnight from 85 years of colonial
rule into devastating war, no doubt calls for
patience and understanding on both sides.

In its simplest terms, the Eorean policy
under President Syngman Rhee is for the
sternest possible military attitude against
the Communists, who contrel the country

north of the 38th parallel, and for a policy

toward Japan that carries caution to the
point of suspicion.

Aside from these two questions, the com-
ments of Eorean officials on United States
policy in East Asla tended to criticize the
tact with which it is administered in Eorea,
but not its substance.

TAIPEI FINDS UNCERTAINTY

As vlewed from Taipel, United States pol-
fcy on the China gquestion appears to be
marked by confusion and uncertainty. Con-
tinual exploitation of the China problem in
domestic American politics has produced an
impression of complete indecision, which in
turn has led to a feeling of frustration
among our Nationalist Chinese allies.

What is Washington's long-range policy
on the whole China question? Will the
United States defend the offshore islands?
Is the United States really trying to make
Talwan self-sustaining ecomomically or is it
merely maintaining the island as a military

"base against mainland China?

All our allies—and many Americans—
would like to know the answers to these ques~
tions.

Informed Filipinos, looking at Asia's prob-
lems from offshore and yet from the view-
point of an Asian people long influenced by
Western thought, agree with Japanese critics
that the United States places too much em-
phasis on the military phase of the world
ideological struggle. This Is from a country
that is one of the three Asian partners in
the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization.

The Filipinos want to see Taiwan and
Japan defended against commuuism, for
those islands are on the flanks of the Philip-
pines. But, in the opinion of astute ob-

. servers in Manila, the United States does

s0 much talking about the military protec-
tion extended by Americans that the Fili-
pinos feel a sense of inferiority.

SLOGAN GALLS FILIPINOS

“And let's forget about the slogan 'Show -

Window of Democracy, ' a Philippine Gov-

ernment official says, "We are a democracy all *

right, but when Americans call us a show
window other Asians think we are just pup-
pets.”

In none of the East Aslan countries is
communism the principal opposing force to

be considered in formulating United States
policy, except as the military power and

growing prestige of Communist China among

other Asians constitute an influence counter

to that of the United States. This is indeed

a major factor, or should be, in gulding the 5

American approach to Asians.
A survey in this area leads to the conclu=-

- plon that Issues stemming from nationalism
are the basic conditioners of Asian thinking.

‘ensue would be beyond estimation.
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" Defense of the region's Integrity agalnst
aggressive communism is one factor. But no
less important to the healthy development
of a free Asia are economic and social im-
provement, as Secretary of State Dulles sa!d
on his most recent visit here.

Underlying all these considerations must
be a genulne solicitude for national con-
eclousness. United States popularity suffers
because of the feeling of junior partnership
that permeates the East Aslan free nations
today.

[From the New York Times of April 13, 1956]

LaTIN NATIONALISM CHALLENGES POLICY OF
UNITED STATES, SURVEY INDICATES

{By Tad Szule)
(Sixth of a series)

Rio DE JANEIRO, April 12.—There are gighs
of restlessness in the huge land mass that
is South Amerlca. As it does elsewhere, the
United States faces there a challenge to its
leadership and foreign policy.

The challenge stems from a rising national~
ism that is sweeping the continent from the
‘Panama Canal to the bleakness of Tierra del
Fuego. It takes various forms and seeks
wvarious expressions in accordance with the
needs and conditions of each republic. On
the whole, it is a new type of nationalism,
finding its roots in the dynamism of the im-
mense development of South America in
recent decades, and particularly since the

-end of World War II.

It i1s not an exaggeration to say that a
soclal and economic revolution is under way
on this continent.

As the most powerful force now 1n being

‘here, nationalism ean be directed into chan-

nels useful to the South American countries
themselves and can further strengthen the
inter-American system and democracy in the
hemisphere.

COMMUNISTS AWAIT CHANCE

But if allowed to take the wrong course,
it could spill over into extremisms of left
or right and the genmeral harm that could
Com-
munism, its influence already growing notice-
ably in some parts of the continent, stands
ready to take advantage of any such turn
of events.

The challenge thus facing United States
foreign policy in South America is to come
to terms with the formidable new force of

- nationalism so it can be used for the com-

mon benefit.

Yet in the opinlon of thoughtful South
Americans and of many United States diplo-
mats stationed in the region the problem
does not often receive the urgent attention it
deserves.

In their considered view, the United States
lacks so far a coherent long-range policy
tailored to meet the new situation. In this
view, the present policy, too often based on
improvisations, falls short of meeting the
challenge.

A dramatic New Lock policy, it is felt, re-
quires a readjustment of political as well as
economic relationships between the United
States and its South American neighbors.

The two form part of an overall policy ap-
proach, of course, and any adjustments in
the economic field are bound to have political
repercussions. Of this the Soviet Union is
keenly aware, as seen in Moscow's recent
overtures for greater trade with Latin Amer-
ica and for possible technical aid.

These overtures are not likely to turn
Latin America into an area of Soviet infiu-
fluence in the foreseeable future, but they
have had political echoes the United States
would be. wise not to underestimate.

COLONTALISM MAJOR ISSUE g

This 1s how United States problems of for=
elgn policy in South America break down:

In the political field, South Americans no
longer want to be taken for granted. They



1956

resent being looked upon by Washington as
an automatic majority in the United Na-
tions and insist that more attention be given
to their views in world affairs. This, they say,
should mean more consultations with their
diplomats in New York and Washington and
more personal attention to the continent as
a whole.

Though the consultations process has been
improved lately, South Americans take of-
fense at the fact that in 4 years Secretary
Dulles has visited South America only onceé
despite his extensive globetrotting.

One area of global policy where South
Americans are growing particularly restless
is the guestion of colonialism. Though their
natural sympathy lies mainly with the colo-
nial peoples, they often vote in the United
Nations with the so-called colonial powers
because of United States pressure. But there
have been deep breaks in this front in recent
votes in New York,

In terms of the East-West conflict, Wash-
ington has been successful in welding the
continent into a solid antl-Communist bloe.
South Amerlcan traditions and the influence
of the Roman Catholic Church have been
helpful in this endeavor. But at the same
time there is a growing feeling that United
States policy is negative insofar as it concen-
trates on anticommunism and has little else
to offer.

What looms as the most important and
yet most difficult aspect of political rela-
tions is the guestion of democracy versus
dictatorship in Latin America as a whole.

In a speech In New Orleans last October,
Henry - F. Holland, Assistant Secretary of
State for Inter-American Affalrs, stated
United States policy objectives in the hemi-
sphere as follows:

“Consistent with our - inter-American
treaties and the prineiple of noninterven-
tion, we shall try always to help those who
work to perfect political institutions based
on spiritual and moral principles, institu-
tions that stand for personal freedom, and
‘the sanctity of every man and woman.”

However, liberal friends of the. United
States in South America contend that Wash-
ington has not lived up to this principle
entirely. They deplore what they call the
tacit support given by the United States to
‘the existing dictatorships in Latin America—
as well as to that of Juan D. Peron in Ar-
‘gentina before his ouster last September.

They contend the United States has been
doing more than maintaining correct rela-
tions with these dictatorial regimes. This,
they say; does not harmonize with the United
States tradition of supporting democracy
-everywhere. It ls, incidentally, also a strong
argument for the Communists in those coun-
tries where they do not work along with the
dictator, as was the case in Argentina at
different times.

Local liberals are often dismayed when
the United States seemingly goes out of its
way to pat a dictatorial regime on the back.
The award of the Legion of Merit to Vene-
zuela’s President Marcos Perez Jiminez is a
.case in point.

One experienced United States diplomat
commented in this connectlon that rela-
tionships should be maintalned with exist-
ing governments, such as they may be, but
without appearing to endorse dictatorships.

It is evidently a difficult political under-
taking and one that has plagued the De-
partment of State for many years. But in
the face of growing Communist infiltration
in South America some form of solution
is urgent if the liberals and the still un-
committed masses are to be kept on the side
of democracy.

Whatlsseenbymanyasagreatraﬂing =

of United States policy is that it is not em-~
ploying its lmmense influence to encourage
democracy and democratic processes in South
America before communism and other ex-
tremisms make further inroads.

CII—397

‘been

" petition to South America.
-from the Export-Im
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_ With political ferment In South America
stemming from the growing soclal and eco-
nomic pressures that follow the continent’s
development, extremisms are on the rise and
some think it may soon become too late
to check them altogether.

Thus in the political fleld, the United
States must take care to maintain good
relations with South America on the level
of both world and domestic policies.

South Americans are beginning to have
second thoughts about their relationship
with the *colossus of the north.” While
nothing has happened so far to alter the
basic policy orientations here and the reser-
voir of good will toward the United States is
still brimful, it is imperative to maintain
thege orientations and good will in the face
of changing conditions.

JUNIOR STATUS DISLIKED

Scouth Americans who complain that they
are treated as junior partners in political
relations offer the same grievance about eco-
nomic treatment from the United States.

Though their claim that they are kept
down as suppliers of raw materials and ob-
ligatory consumers of United States finished
goods is exaggerated, there is a powerful feel-
ing among South Americans that they are not
recelving the share of United States ald they
deem necessary for orderly and rapid devel-
opment,

They are bitter that the economic ald
channeled to South America since the end of
World War II is insignificant in comparison
with what the United States has been spend-
ing elsewhere. This hurts nationalistic feel-
ings here and the complaint is widely heard
that Latin America’s importance is not suf-
ficlently recognized by the United States.

" The contention is that, with pressing eco-

nomie and social problems in this reglon, the

United States should be as concerned aver
what is happening in its own backyard as it
is elsewhere. This viewpoint, on both the
economic and political level, finds consider-
able private support among veteran United
States diplomats in this area. There is also
resentment that too many promises have
left unfulfilled. South Americans
would prefer less talk and more deeds.

A remark often repeated here half jest-
ingly is that South America needs a bad Com-
munist situation to attract United States
attention. More seriously, the quick eco-
nomic aid given Guatemala after the over-
throw of her pro-Communist regime in 1954
is adduced as proof that there might be
something to the remark.

South Americans—governments and pri-
vate persons alike—also take exception to
the basic philosophy of the Eisenhower ad-

‘ministration toward aid to Latin America.

This philosophy is that the bulk of the aid
should take the form of investments by pri-
vate United States capital, with the Wash-
ington Government providing funds, usually

.as loans, only where private capital is un-

available and to create investment condi-
tions.

But the South American problem is that
where money is meost needed is for such un-
profitable yet fundamental projects as rail-

-roads, ports, highways, and dams, for which
.private investments are mnot forthcoming.

Though the Export-Import Bank, a United

-States Government agency, has liberalized

greatly its lending policies in Latin America
in the last 2 years, it is felt that even these
loans hardly scratch the surface of this con-

-tinent's pressing development needs. This

also holds true of the International Benk
for Reconstruction and Development, which

-also has recently expanded its operations in

this reglon.

The current United States approach also
has a side effect of attracting European com-
‘Whereas loans

port Bank usually, fi-
nance United States equipment and tech-
niclans, European equipment is coming here

‘trol of policy planners.
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at an increasing rate as Buropean financial
syndicates makes easy-term. loans available
to find export markets for theéir heavy
products.

By far the brightest phase of United States
ald here has been the point 4 program.

Working with limited funds, the program
has done marvels in helping in basic eco-
nomic and social projects in the American
Republics. It also has generated much vital-
1y needed good will for the United States.
Policy specialists feel that a considerable
expansion of this program would be an es-
sential part of any “new look" hemisphe.ro
policy.

Thus the big problem facing Washington
policymakers in South America is how to
work out an adjustment to the enlightened
nationalism that is rising here. That na-
tionalism is backed by the power of 100 mil-
lion awakening people and their immense
n;itlural resources, It is clamoring for recog-
nition,

[From the New York Times of April 13, 1956]
LATIN-AMERICAN ISSUES
(By Paul P. Eennedy)

Mexico City, April 12.—United States for-
elgn policy for the Latin-American area north
of Colombia 1s basically the same as that
applying to the south, but there are dif-
ferences of emphasis because of the region’s
geographle and historic position.

Policy In this region, which includes Pan=
ama, the five Central American Republics and
Mezxico is aimed more pronouncedly at the
two objectives of establishing a solid com-
munity of interests and combating Commu-
nist encroachment.

In many respects, particularly in technical
and educational assistance, the implementa-
tion of United States policy in thls region
generally has been highly successful. In
other respects, particularly the economic
field, the United States appears to be losing
ground.

Aside from advances in technical and edu-
cational assistance, the most rewarding
United States operation in this reglon is

an increasing willingness to listen to the

troubles of the seven nations and sincere
attempts to do something about them.

This means an alacrity not only to iron
out differences within the framework of the
inter-American system but also to furnish
material assistance where it is proved to be
wanted and needed.

The weaknesses of forelgn policy involve
many factors, some of them beyond the con-
This is particularly
true in the matter of price stabilization of
commodities and the sale of United States
surpluses abroad. The fluctuations in the
prices of this region’s basic export com-
modities can and usually do leave a residue

.of sourness toward the United States that

goes far toward neutralizing the good will
accumulated by those policles that have
proved successful,
GROWING NATIONALISM
Growing nationaliem, especially in Panama,
Guatemala, and Mexico, is being generated
largely because of the region’s proximity to

“the United States and the latter's vast influ-

ence over the entire area. Essentially this

‘growth points to a lack of that community
‘of interests that iIs one of the hasic objec=

tives of United States policy.

Responsible Latin Americans of this region
who are nominally friendly to the United
States feel there are a number of ways to

improve the potential of United States policy.

To begin with, they say, Washington, could
strive for greater understanding and sympa-
thy for Latin-American problems, not from

"the North American polnt of view but from
the Latin point of view.

In this connection
it is felt that Europe, which is not remotely
80 involved in this region’s welfare as is the
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United States, has a far greater understand-
ing of the area’s problems.

Another area in which 1t is felt United
States policy could be improved is the aban-
donment of what is viewed as an increasing
tendency to trade financial and “echnical
assistance for political advantage in the
inter-American system, This is felt to be
diametrically opposed to the original con-
cept of the assistance program.

Many responsible observers, North Ameri-
can as well at Latin American, are convinced
some of the United States policy planners
see a moral lapse in any country that accepts
assistance but disagrees with any of Wash-
ington’s views on American affairs.

[From the New York Times of April 13, 1056]
MeTHODS IRK CANADA
(By Raymond Daniell)

OrTawaA, April 12—With the broad over-all
alms of United States foreign policy, most
Canadians, official and unofficial, are in com-
plete sympathy. Indeed these aims are al-
most identical. However, the application of
these policies often occasions surprise and
sometimes suspicion.

Responsible officials here are wary of criti-
cizing the action of their big neighbor and
partner in defense. However, among some
of them and among Western diplomats and
students of forelgn affairs there is a growing
feeling that all is not so rosy for the West
and the free world as it has been painted
recently in Washington.

It is feared that Washington has been
lacking in bold, daring leadership and that
the policy of containing the Soviet Union
has become too rigid and inflexible and that
too great a reliance has been placed on mili-
tary alliances without accomanying political
understanding. The feeling is strong that
to meet the new Soviet challenge in the
Middle East and Far East new “policies and
methods” must be evolved, although there
is little agreement on what form they should
take.

Canadians would like to see greater co-
ordination of policy between the United
States and its allies on such matters as the
Middle East crisis, more emphasis on econo-
mic cooperation and less stress and reliance
on military alliances.

Canadians feel that there is no future for
Chiang Kai-shek. They see no possibility
of his returning to the mainland short of a
general war, They would be happier if the
United States were not so firmly committed
to him. The idea of the ultimate evolution
of two Chinas is recelved with skepticism.

Lester B. Pearson, Secretary of State for
External Affairs, frequently has dissoclated
Canada from any commitments in the Far
East other than as a member of the United
‘Nations. He also has said that while the
future of Taiwan (Formosa) remains to be
gettled, he regards Matsu and Quemoy as
part of mainland China.

In most quarters here, it is felt that the
United States would be wise to adopt a

 similar view. Mr. Pearson also has said

often that sooner or later the West must
recognize the reality of Communist control
of China.

Canadians are inclined to dislike the boast-
fulness and bombast with which policy is
sometimes enunciated in the United States.
They feel also that military leaders are in-
clined too much to make policy statements.
Secretary of State Dulles comes in for a
good deal of editorial criticism for talking
too much.

The chief problem for the Uniled States
in dealing with Canada is to avoid offend-
ing national sensibilities. Since the war
Canada has grown in stature. Sometimes it
is felt here that the United States is in-
clined to act as if Canada were an append-
age of the United States that need be neither
considered nor consulted—just told.
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There i8 no Communist movement in
Canada worthy of the name and, in fact, so=
cialism is on the wane,

[From the New York Times of April 15, 1956]

UniTED STATES AmES MAiNLy REJECT FOREIGN
Poricy CriTicismMs—HOWEVER, CONSENSUS
N WasHINGTON SEEMS To AcCEPT NEED FOR
REEVALUATION oOF NaTion's Colp War
STRATEGY

(By James Reston)
(Final of a series)

WasHINGTON, April 14 —Uncle Sam, police-
man, banker, and babysitter to the world, is
defensive and a little resentful about all the
recent overseas criticism of his foreign policy.

As the old gentleman sees it, here he is
with the Communists at the back door, a
house full of complaining relatives, politi-
cians yawping all over the place, the dishes
piled high in the kitchen sink—and instead
of appreciating his efforts, everybody criti-
cizes him and nobody loves him.,

That is the official attitude, and well-
informed ohservers here are more sympa-
thetic than their fellow grumblers in other
capitals. They agree with most of the criti-
cisms reported in this series of articles by
correspondents of the New York Times, but
they think these criticisms must be evalu-
ated agailnst this background:

This is a time of extraordinary change.
The strategy of the cold war, the location
of the struggle, even the nature of power
itself are all in transition.

British power has declilned beyond all
Washington's ealculations,

The same with French power, only worse.

German and Japanese power, which con-
tained the expansion of communism in Cen-
tral Europe and Asia for most of this cen-
tury, has collapsed.

Since 1947, 2,800,000,000 people—half the
population of the world—have changed their
form of government. Most of them have
achieved independence for the first time, and
are struggling with misery and clamoring to
be heard.

The post-Stalin rulers of the Soviet Union,
allied to the might of Communist China,
have changed their methods and the arena
of the “cold war."” Their tactics of wooing
the Soclalists in Europe and exploiting the
anti-Western, anti-Israel sentiments of the
Middle East and South Asla are much more
cunning than Stalin’s.

The United States, engaged in a national
election campalgn, with underdeveloped
areas of its own to worry about, is the only
nation in the free world with power equal
to the power of the Communists. And it is
administered by a party that has a long tra-
dition of opposing the collective security,
low tariff and foreign aid policies it is now
supporting.

CRITICISMS HEARD IN CAPITAL

Against this background, what is the reac-
tion of well-informed men in and out of the
Government in Washington to the major
criticisms reported in this series? This re-
porter has discussed them with 18 of the
most experienced diplomats and officials in
the capital. What follows are the major
criticisms and a summary of their observa-
tions:

Criticlsm No. 1: The United States has
been slow and ineffective in reacting to the
smiling subversion of the Communists, and
has placed too much emphasis on military
solutions and not enough emphasis on po-
litical, economic and social golutions to
present world problems.

Officials here reject this criticism, As a
matter of fact, it should be said at the out-
get that the official line here is to reject al-
most all adverse criticism as ill-informed and
unfair.

This reporter has not found a single official
who has read all the articles. The Secretary
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of State would make no comment about
them, and the officials who discussed them
did so on the condition that they were talk-
ing for background and could not be quoted.

However, the official line is this:

The military balance has not changed.
The Soviet Union retains its objectives of
world conquest and its capacity to attempt
that conquest by force of arms. Therefore,
someone has to maintain the military bal-
ance and oppose the drift in the free world
to mental and military disarmament.

From July 1, 1945, to June 30, 1955, the
United Btates net expenditures for foreign
military and economic aid totaled $51,300
million. It gross expenditures in the current
fiscal year, ending June 30, 1956, will be $4,200
million for the same purpose, making a total
of 855,600 million for the 11-year period.

The United States has maintained a high
level of military expenditures for a perma-
nent Military Establishment, based on con-
scription, without which nobody would have
the freedom or energy today to criticize
Washington.

ARMED FORCE EMPHASIZED

These expenditures since the Elsenhower
administration came to power were: fiscal
1954, $40,300,000,000; fiscal 1955, $35,500,000,~
000; fiscal 1956 (estimated), $34,600,000,000;
fiscal 10567 (estimated), §35,900,000,000.

The United States has emphasized military
defense, because this is the primary deter-
rent to an attempt by the Communists to
achieve their aims by force of arms. Maybe
it has overemphasized this side of the cold
war in the light of changing circumstances,
but it has done so because of the natural
tendency in free societies to let down when-
ever fear of imminent war declines.

At the same time, despite opposition in
the Republican Party to foreign economic
aid, the Eisenhower administration has made
the following expenditures for - foreign
economic aid:

Fiscal 1954: $1,300,000,000 (military,
$3,600,000,000); flscal 1955: $2,000,000,000
(military, $2,300,000,000); fiscal 1856 (esti-
mated), $1,700,000,000 (military $2,500,000,-
000); fiscal 1957 (estimated), $1,800,000,000
(military $2,500,000,000).

Moreover, officials here emphasize that by
his atoms-for-peace plan and his insistence
on dramatizing the peaceful rather than the
military aspects of the atom, the President
has produced the most imaginative nonmili-
tary international plan since the Marshall
plan, and has been the first American politi-
cian to announce publicly that foreign aid
has to be placed on a more or less permanent
basis.

This, then, is the answer of the officials.
The reaction of the non-Government observ-
ers to all this is that the administration was
right in backing these programs, but that it
was imprudent to emphasize them as much
as it did.

MAJOR STRATEGIC DEFEAT

The result of this emphasis, these officials
feel, was to damage the cause of thé United
States In Asian eyes by raising fears of war.
They feel this worked greatly to the advan-
tage of the Communists in the so-called un=-
committed parts of the world; and that it was
unfair to the peaceful objectives and great
economic sacrifices of the American people.

Beyond this, many non-Government ob-
servers here believe that President Eisen-
hower, more than anybody else in the world,
was responsible at the Big Four meeting in
Geneva for encouraging the wishful think-
ing about the Communists his administration
now deplores,

Almost all agree that he enjoyed a great
personal success at Geneva but suffered a
major strategic defeat. For It was there
that the Communists really dramatized their

policy and propaganda for peaceful coexist-
‘ence, and got the pictures of President Eisen-
"hower and Premier Nikolai A. Bulganin that
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they scattered all over the world with Gen-
eral Eisenhower’'s public statement that he
believed the Russians were as sincerely de-
voted to peace as anybody else.

Indeed, the fact that the Eisenhower ad-
ministration is now turning around and try-
ing to emphasize the economie, political, and
social aspects of the world struggle is taken
as concrete evidence that the previous em-
phasis on massive retaliation with atomic
weapons was unwise.

Veteran diplomats here are constantly say-
ing that history is full of evidence of policies
that were good at one time and in one place
but not so good or worse at another time
and another place. They point to the North
Atlantic Treaty as a vital military deterrent,
which did much to create stability in Europe.

But they contend that Mr. Dulles’ insist-
ence on extending this same policy to the
alliances involving Turkey, Iran, and Paki-
stan did not change the military balance in
this area. These diplomats contend it re-
sulted in infuriating the Indians, the Egyp-
tians and finally the Russians, who leap-
frogged over it into the new Moscow policy
of economic and political penetration in the
Middle East. :

Criticism No. 2: The United States foreign
economic policy has not kept pace with its
policy of military solidarity, and the United
States, meanwhile, has been urging upon its
allies trade and political-union policies it 1s
not prepared to adopt itself.

On this one there is little difference in
Washington between Government and non-
Government opinion. The Eisenhower ad-
ministration is not happy about its policies
on trade, ship subsidies or customs, or at
least some members of it are not. The Presi-
dent, for example, favors a more liberal trade
and aid policy.

One Cabinet member sald to this reporter:
“We don’t have one foreign economie policy;
we have 49 different foreign economlic poli-
cies, some of them administered by one de-
partment and some by another. The whole
thing needs to be puiled together.”

He added that this should be done very
slowly and carefully. His point was that the
United States was probably approaching the
flercest competition from the Soviet Union,
West Germany, Britain, and Japan since be-
fore World War I, and that it had to be ex-
tremely careful that it did not give away
its weapons in this field.

As to the political-union pressure on the
allies out of Washington, everybody here
agrees that this is a good idea for Europe
but out of the question, politically, here.
Good idea but bad politics, Washington says.
And, of course, that is what London and
Paris say, too.

Criticism No, 3: The United States has
been the prisoner of its own domestic politi-
cal slogans in the presidential election cam-
paign of 1952 and of the cold war slogans
of liberation and massive retaliation there-
after.

It is generally admitted here, at least by
observers outside the Government, that this
is a valid criticism. The Republicans had
been out of power for 20 years. They con-
centrated in the 18952 campaign, as all po-
litical parties do, on the weakness of the
opposition. The best target in that opposi-
tion was that China had been taken over
by the Communists during President Harry
8. Truman's last term, and the Republicans
set out to exploit this historic development.

In the process, they contended that this
loss was the Democrats’ fault, that the liber-
al New Deal, being oriented to the left, was
soft on communism, that this was proved
by Washington’s half-way war in Korea, and
by its policy of bridling Chiang Kal-shek,
and its policy of “containment.” This last
was portrayed as a policy of acquiescing to
the vast wartime gains of the Soviet Union.

Probably none of this was as potent in the
1952 election as the popularity of General
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Eisenhower, the flerce antipathy among the
people to the bloodshed in Eorea and the
general public boredom with a party that
had been In power for a generation.

WARLIKE TALE CONTINUED

Nevertheless, the combination of all these
factors broke the Roosevelt coalition of the
Deep South and the minority groups in the
large urban areas of the North. So the Re-
publicans carried on the aggressive talk after
they got into office, while at the same time
cutting their economic commitments.

Thus, they unleashed General Chiang,
threatened massive retaliation, and warned
the French that if Paris did not accept the
European Defense Community as a means
to the political union of Europe, Washing-
ton would undertake an “agonizing reap-
praisal™ about its whole policy of alliance
with Western Europe.

At no time, however, did this administra-
tion ever have the courage of its propaganda.
It soon leashed President Chiang when the
consequences of unleashing him became ap=-
parent. It aquiesced in the partition of
Indochina. It swallowed France's rejection
of EDC, and when it took a hard look at
the consequenees of trying to “liberate” ter-
ritorles taken over by the armies of the
Soviet Union and Communist China, 1t with-
drew in a torrent of aggrieved rhetoric.

Nevertheless, it hung on to its cold war
slogans about Communist China, put pro-
Chiang figures in key positions in the State
Department (Walter 8. Robertson, Assistant
Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs, for
example) and placated the bloc embracing
Mr. Robertson and Senator Willlam F. Enow-
land, Republican, of California; Senator
Btyles Bridges, Republican, of New Hamp-
shire, and Adm. Arthur W, Radford, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Stafl. These
four leaders opposed any change in the legal
status of China,

Thus the administration found itself fro-
zen between its allies who wanted to recog-
nize Communist China and its political op-
position within the Republican Party, which
wanted an aggressive policy toward Peiping.
This compromise pleased nobody—not Pres-
ident Chiang or the Taiwan bloc in the party,
or the Chinese Communists, or the Asian
neutrals.

Criticism No. 4: The leaders of the free
world coalition in Washington have no ef-
fective plan for waging the more subtle sec-
ond phase of the cold war. They are inflex-
ible and Inexperienced moralizers who preach
against the old pragmatic diplomacy of the
past but have nothing practical to put in its
place.

Again the Government officials reject and
resent this criticism but the non-Govern-
ment observers think there is a lot to it. The
view of the Government officials is that the
United States is between the acts In the great
world drama, and that the critics should wait
until the United States, which is a democ-
racy that must move by persuasion and con-
gressional eonsent, gets the stage properties
in order for the next act.

It is true that after yeafs of experimenting
with planning boards at the State Depart-
ment level, and at the Cabinet level, psycho-
logical warfare experts, cold war strategists
in the White House, and the National Se-
curity Council, the United States still oper-
ates largely on a temporary basis, one crisis
at a time.

TUNITED STATES MUDDLING THRGUGH

Washington put pressure on the British to
get out of Suez without insisting on a quid
pro quo. It was enamored first with King
Farouk, and then with Farouk's two dictator
successors, Gen. Mohammed Naguib and Pre-
mier Gamal Abdel Nasser. It toock credit for
settling thes Suez situation, which is now
creating havoc with the whole Western
coalltion.
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It risked the defection of India to placate
Nationalist China and Pakistan, and by get-
ting itself involved everywhere on a media-
tor basis, found itself in trouble with the
Arabs and the Israelis, the French and the
Algerians, the Portuguese and the Indians
(over Goa), the British and the Greeks, and
the Turks (over Cyprus), and the Dutch and
the Indonesians (over New Guinea).

Thus, say Mr. Dulles’ critics, the United
States has merely replaced London’s “mud-
dling through” with Washington’s “mud-
dling through,” and has sought to please
everybody and ended by pleasing nobody.

Much of this is laid to the Secretary of
State. The general feeling here is that the
President leaves almost everything to him
unless it is an issue of peace or war, and
that Mr. Dulles has a weakness for trying to
please the side he is talking to at the mo-
ment, and a fatal flaw of talking and moral-
izing too much the rest of the time.

One diplomat, who is friendly to the Sec-
retary of State, put it this way:

“It is obviously impossible for Mr. Dulles
to please everybody or to follow a consistent
policy in situations all over the world which
are contradictory. If he would only pro-
ceed in a hardheaded way, and with a series
of clear priorities, to do precisely what he
thought was in the best Interests of the
United States, he would get along better.

“He wouldn’t be liked for that, but in the
end, he would be respected, for the selfish
pursuit of a nation’s interests is a reality
everybody with any experience understands.”

In summary, the general feeling here is
that there is a need in Washington for a
reevaluation of the United States cold war
policies, and particularly its tactics and
public attitudes. There has been a loss of
confidence in American leadership. This
much is widely felt here, but all knowledge-
able ohservers go back to the big point:

In short, to be policeman, banker, and
babysitter to a restless and changing world
when the coalescing force of fear has been
largely removed, is a tough assignment.

[From the New York Times of April 15, 1956]
THE UNITED STATES AND ITS CRITICS

During the past week this newspaper com-
pleted a survey by its correspondents of the
impacts and impressions made by American
foreign policy on free public opinion in five
continents. The survey registered so much,
and such diverse, criticism as to suggest a

certain faillure by this Nation, which prides

itself on its advertising genius, to sell its own
policy or to meet Soviet competition in this
field.

Some of the criticlsm seems to us to be
Justified and well worth heeding. Some of it
derives from emotion, ideclogy, or self-in-
terest, but mere refutation does not solve
the problem. All of it should be made sub-
Ject to further analysis, deliberation and con=
sultation with our friends and allies to cor-
rect faults, to devise remedies and thereby
to strengthen free world unity.

Two central facts emerge. One is that
the United States, because of its wealth and
power, must assume primary responsibility
for the destiny of the free world. The other
is that, barring only occasional suspiclons to
the contrary, the United States is not being
accused of any selfish ambitions for conquest
or self-aggrandizement. On the contrary,
our contributions to economic rehabilitation
and military security are freely acknowl-

“edged, even if without gratitude in some
“cases or full realization of the contrast be-

tween our policy and the predatory policy

-of the Soviets.

Taking these central facts Into account,
the most common criticism boils down to
this—that in contrast to the bold and even
revolutionary policles represented by the
Marshall plan and the North Atlantic alll-

“ance, which saved Western Europe, our policy
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has become too static, too rigid, and even too
timid to solve the world’s pressing problems.
Some of this criticlsm may sound strange to
American ears, considering President Eisen-
hower's efforts at Geneva, his bold atoms-
for-peace, open sky, and other disarmament
proposals, and his pressure for an expanded,
continuous, and more flexible foreign-aid
program.,

But the criticlsm is not directed against
the aims of our policy, nor even its strategy,
but rather, against our tactics. Here we are
belng criticized both for doing too much and
for doing too little. In the eyes of Europe,
especially its leftist elements, and even more
in the eyes of neutralist Asia, we concern
ourselves too much with the Communist
menace, now said to be reduced by Stalin’s
death, and concentrate too much on military
security to the point of saber rattling.
Europe still values its alliances with us, but
neutralist Asia fails to realize that only the
protective umbrella of these alliances permits
it to be neutral with impunity.

On the other hand, we are being criticized
for not doing enough by refusing to take
sides in quarrels between our friends and
allles, which disappoints both sides; by fall-
ing to give adequate support to anticolonial
nationalism and also to colonial powers seek-
ing to suppress rebellion, which makes both
sides mistrust us; above all, by failing to
share both our power and our wealth even
more freely than heretofore. Much of this
eriticism is obviously contradictory and can-
cels itself. Some of it goes beyond practical
possibilities. If this survey makes some of
our critics realize this, it will have served
both us and them.

All this, however, still leaves room for im-
provement. We firmly believe that we are
more reallstic about the Communist menace
‘than our crities, and we shall continue to
maintain and develop our military power and
our alllances to deter Communist aggression.
But it is still a good maxim to speak
softly when carrying a big stick, and to do
that will prevent the Soviets from exploiting
unwise remarks for the benefit of their “peace
offensive.” We will also have to develop new
and more comprehensive programs not only
for foreign aid but also for foreign trade, in-
vestment, and development to meet the So-
viet economic offensive without impairing
the interests or offending the sensibilities of
other nations.

Such programs can be developed only in
consultation and cooperation with the rest
of the free world. But the initiative will
have to come from the United States, and
this fact confronts us with a task worthy of
the best bralns we can command.

VETO OF THE FARM BILL

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, President
Eisenhower has again demonstrated the
‘courage of his convictions in vetoing
H. R. 12, the so-called farm bill.

It was with keen disappointment that
the President felt impelled to veto a bill
containing the soil-bank provisions
which he himself had recommended.
However, in deciding whether to approve
or disapprove proposed legislation, all
provisions of a bill must be taken into
account, not just its good features. In
the case of H. R. 12, the President found
that the bad features of the bill out-
weighed the good, and he made his deci-
sion accordingly.

The fact that there may be no gen-
eral farm legislation this year, as pre-
dicted by the majority leadership in the
event of a veto, does not mean there will
be no marked improvement in the farm
situation. The Agricultural Act of 1954
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is on the statute books, and has recently
taken full effect. Under this and other
existing legislation, it will be possible to
do administratively many things to
make conditions better. The President
has already indicated what some of these
steps will be.

Had the soil-bank provisions not been
encumbered by other provisions which
many of us consider to be unsound and
actually income-reducing, and had the
bill been enacted early enough, it could
conceivably have made 1956 a record
year for agricultural income. However,
we may still look forward optimistically
to a good year—a far better year than
1955. Producers of livestock, dairy and
poultry products, feed grains, and basic
‘commodities will all benefit by the pro-
grams which the President and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture have already ap-
proved. Markets should be recovered
and expanded for some commodities.

Above all else, the farm people may
be assured that their administration is
constantly on the alert for means to en-
hance the general level of farm income.

Like President Eisenhower, many of
us still hope that Congress will decide
to approve a sound soil-bank program
not encumbered by barnacles of either
defeatism or fear.

Whether this eventuates or not, how-
ever, we have reached the point from
which the American farmer, under the
inspiring leadership of a great President
and his Secretary of Agriculture, may
look to the future with greater confi-
dence.

FARM INCOME AND SUBSIDIES

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on this
occasion it seems to me only appropriate
that we consider some of the funda-
mental things the farmers themselves
are thinking about. One of the fine
publications in the western section of the
Nation is Western Farm Life, which has
just conducted a poll in regard to Gov-
ernment subsidies, limit payments,
livestock shows, and farm income. I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the REecorp, as a part
of my remarks, an editorial showing the
results of the poll.

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

WFL’s ACROSS THE FENCE—A SURVEY OF FARM
AND RANCH OPINION IN THE INTERMOUNTAIN
REGION
Government subsidies: Do you belleve

agriculture would be better off going it alone

in a free market with no Government regu-
lations and no Government payments in the
form of subsidies?

Percent
Yes. 56.8
No 37.6

No comment 5.6

Limit payments: Would you favor stopping
all Government paymenfs to farmers and
ranchers who have a net income from all
sources of more than $5,000?

Percent
B i 7.7
No 24.6
No comment 8.7

Livestock shows: Do you thihk the major
livestock shows which are held around the
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country are a benefit to the livestock in-
dustry?

Percent
Yes 7.4
No.._- 16
No comment 6.6

Farm income: Do you think your farm or
ranch income will be more, or less, or remain
the same in 1956, compared with 19557

Percent
More _ 14.2
Less . _.__ 47.1
Same 33.9
No comment 4.8

Over 50 percent of the farmers and ranch-
ers of the West, who took the time to answer
a recent Western Farm Life survey, believe
agriculture would be much better off going
it alone in a free market with no -Government
regulations and no Government payments in
the form of subsidies.

An Idaho farmer says the methods used
by our lawmakers and the Departmrent of
Agriculture are not doing the farmers and
ranchers any good, but keep getting us into
more difficulties in every attempt.

An operator from Montana thinks subsi-
dies and regulations should go. He believes
there would be more competition and the in-
efficlent operator would be forced to quit.
And, better still, city farmers would be forced
to quit because they would no longer be
guaranteed a price for their commodities.

A Nevada producer says it might be tough
on some for a short time, but as soon as the
markets reached their levels everyone would
be better off.

With labor and industry organized to pro=
tect their interests, the family-type farm
cannot survive without subsidies, is the
opinion of a farmer from Wyoming.

A Nebraskan thinks that we should not
only keep our present subsidies but increase
supports to 90-100 percent.

Nearly three fourths of western farmers
and ranchers can't understand why the Gov-
ernment should pay subsidies to anyone with
a net income of over §5,000.

A Wyoming farmer says the big operators
are running the little fellow out of business
as it is without paylng him subsidies. A
New Mexico lady sald she couldn't see why
business and professional men, who own
farms or ranches, should be pald farm sub-
sidies when their net income is already well
above the average farmer.

An Idaho producer can't see any reason
for holding down farmers when $5,000 is just
a starter in many businesses. A Colorado
farmer wants to continue large subsidies as
long as other industries recelve large Gov-
ernment payments.

A large majority of western farmers and
ranchers believe the major livestock shows
around the country are a benefit to the live-
stock industry. A Utah rancher says the
shows encourage better breeding which in
turn brings better prices to stockmen. An
Arizona breeder says the shows give other
people an idea of what better breeding can
do for livestock.

A Colorado rancher doesn’t think much of
the shows because no commercial grades are
shown and therefore shows do no good for
the great bulk of the cattle industry. A
Montana cowman says that in his opinion
this is an altogether different industry than
ralsing cattle for slaughter.

Most westerners feel their income will re-
main the same or be less in the coming year.
A Utah farmer said besides the cost-price
squeeze he is faced with a water shortage.
A Nevada farmer says his income will be the
same If costs remain the same. And a Colo-
rado farmer says if his income doesn't go
up it will be the first time in 7 years.
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ORDER FOR RECESS TO
WEDNESDAY

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
when the Senate concludes its business
today, it stand in recess until Wednes-
day next at noon.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIA-
TIONS COMMITTEE TO REPORT
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPRO-
PRIATION BILL
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the

Committee on Appropriations may be

authorized to file its report on House bill

9390, the Interior Department appropri-

ation bill, notwithstanding the fact that

the Senate may not be in session.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED
STATES IN THE FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURE ORGANIZATION AND IN-
TERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZA~
TION
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Chair lays before the Senate

the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 97) to
amend certain laws providing for mem-
bership and participation by the United
States in the Food and Agriculture
Organization and International Labor
Organization, and authorizing appropri-
ations therefor.

VETO OF THE FARM BILL (H. DOC.
NO. 380)

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I hold in my hand a veto message
which is now being read in the House of
Representatives, whereby the President
returns without his approval H. R. 12,
designated as the “Agricultural Act of
1956."

Mr. President, the veto of the farm bill
can be described only as a crushing blow
to the hopes and the legitimate desires
of American agriculture.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Texas yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I yield.

Mr. KERR. Will the Senator yield in
order that I may suggest the absence of
a guorum?

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, my statement will be very brief,
and at its close I shall be glad to yield
for that purpose.

Mr. President, the President has now
drawn a line which puts his administra-
tion without any ifs, ands, or buts on the
side of those who believe that low farm
prices are the answer to the agricultural
problems of the day. Farmers are
now—by the President’s own decision to-
day—completely at the mercy of Ezra
Taft Benson.

In return for depriving the farmers of
more than $2 billion in income this year,
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the President holds forth a bone. He
says Secretary Benson will set price sup-
ports on the basics at 8212 percent of
parity and increase the supports on milk
and butter.

Mr, President, what is significant is
that, after 3 years of falling farm in-
come and after the Congress has debated
the bill for weeks, yes, even months, the
administration is finally going to use
administrative powers it has had all
along to help the farmers. And while it
accuses us in the Congress of passing a
farm bill which it says is inconsistent,
how does it propose to help the farmers?
It proposes to help them by raising price-
support levels. The only difference is
that the administration’s price-support
levels are not quite so high as are the
price-support levels set by the Congress.

Mr. President, I do not believe our.

farmers will find that their very real
and pressing needs are met by this com-
promise of principle. In effect, it is
merely a rigid price support set at a
level too low to be useful.

The President offers to abandon the
principle of flexibility if Congress will
abandon the principle of adequate farm
income. This cannot be considered a
justified compromise in any honorable
sense of the word.

In the course of his statement, the
President requests Congress to pass a
straight soil-bank bill as soon as pos-
sible. This is a strange request to be
making at this late date.

The President himself—by deciding to
set rigid price supports at 8214 percent
of parity—has already conceded that it
is not enough to solve our agricultural
problems. If he truly wants—or truly
has wanted—the soil bank, he has had
ample authority to institute one all
along.

All he had to do under existing law is
to request funds and go ahead.

I deeply regret the action the Presi-
dent has taken. It is not responsive to
the needs of agriculture, but it is obvious
that this administration does not want
to meet these needs.

By his veto, the President has created
a stalemate. I have talked to prominent
Members of the Senate who are deeply
involved in agricultural legislation.

They are not receptive to the pros-
pects of another long, frustrating effort
to compromise what cannot apparently
be compromised.

Congress is seeking fo raise farm in-
come to adequate levels. The adminis-
tration is seeking to keep farm income
down. There can be no answer until one
or the other is changed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. Mr. President,
while the message itself has been read
in the House, or is to be read—I assume
it is now being read—in view of the
statements made by the distinguished
majority leader, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there may appear in the REcorp
at this point—because the veto message
is not long—the message of the Presi-
dent of the United States.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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The veto message is as follows:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning herewith, without my ap-
proval, H, R. 12, designated as the Agricul-
tural Act of 1956.

It is with intense disappointment and
regret that I must take this action. I as-
sure you my decision has been reached only
after thorough consideration and searching
my mind and my conscience. Our farm
families are suffering reduced incomes.
They had a right to expect workable and
beneficial legislation to help solve their
problems. This bill does not meet their
needs.

I am disappointed at the long delays which
this legislation encountered. My first special
request in this session of the Congress was
for prompt remedial farm legislation. A
sound, constructive 9-point program to this
end was submitted on January 9, with an
urgent request for action. It was a program
that came from the grass roots. Suggestions
and criticisms from large numbers of farm
people, in every type of agriculture, from
every section of the country, were analyzed
and used. It offered no magic panacea be-
cause, we can all agree, there is none. It did
strike directly at the root of thr low price—
low-income problem,

The problem is price-depressing surpluses.
Excess stocks of certaln farm commodities
have mounted to market-destroying, price-
depressing size as a result of wartime price
incentives too long continued. Any for-
ward looking, sound program to meet the
needs of farm people must remove the
burden of these accumulations. They are
depressing net farm income by many hun=-
dreds of millions of dollars a year.

H. R. 12 would not correct this situation.
It would encourage more surpluses. It would
do harm to every agricultural region of the
country and also to the interests of con-
sumers. Thus it fails to meet the test of
being good for farmers and fair to all our
people.

The bill 1s self-defeating. The soil-bank
proposal has been incorporated. This would
be constructive, had it not been encumbered
by contradictory provisions. The soil bank
would provide an income incentive to farm-
ers to reduce production temporarily so that
surplus stocks might be reduced. Other pro-
visions of this bill, however, would result in
an equal or greater incentive to increase
production and accumulate more surplus.

Among the provisions which make this bill
unacceptable are: (1) The return to a war-
time rigid 90 percent of parity supports for
the basic commodities; (2) dual parity for
wheat, corn, cotton, and peanuts; (3) man-
datory price supports for feed grains; (4)
multiple price plans for wheat and rice. The
effect of these provisions would be to increase
the amount of Governmen’ control and fur-
ther add to our price-depressing surpluses.

Specific objections relative to each of these
provisions may be summarized as follows:

1. Price supports at wartime 90 percent of
parity on basic crops were in effect In each
year from 1944 through 1954, They were not
responsible for the high commodity prices
and high farm income of wartime and the
immediate postwar years. Prices were then
above support levels, due to wartime infla-
tion and the insatiable markets associated
with war. Neither did 90-percent supports
prevent prices from falling as postwar surplus
stocks began to accumulate.

Price supports at wartime 90 percent on
the 6 designated basic crops did encourage
production of these crops relative to others.
At the same time, consumption was dis-
couraged and the use of substitutes was
stimulated. Market outlets shrank and sur-
plus accumulations mounted. e con=-
trols had to be invoked, thereby rationing
the right to produce. Wheat acreage was
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reduced from 79 to an allotment of 62 and
then fo the present 556 million acres. Cot-
ton was cut from 25 to 20 and then on down
to the present 17 million acres. These
drastic reductions, forced by the applica-
tion of the price-support law, penalized many
farmers directly by resulting in shrunken
volume and uneconomic farming operations.
In addition, acreage diverted from the basic
crops shifted surplus problems into many
other crops and livestock., Now almost every
farmer is adversely affected, regardless of
what crops or livestock he raises.

If wartime rigid 90-percent supports were
the answer to the problem of our farm fam-
ilies, there would now be no problem.

Farm incomes have declined in every year
except one between 1947 and 1954, and in
all these years 90-percent supports were in
effect.

Farmers are not interested in price alone.
What they really want for their families is
more net income, which is affected by vol-
ume and costs as well as by price. The
90-percent-of-parity approach focuses on
support price alone.

To return now to wartime 80-percent sup-
ports would be wrong. Production would be
stimulated. Markets would be further de-
stroyed, instead of expanded, as must be
done. More surplus would accumulate—and
surpluses are price depressing. Regimenta-
tion by ever-stricter production controls
would be the end result.

It is inconceivable that we should ask
farm families to go deeper into this self-
defeating round of cause and effect.

2. The provision for dual parity would re-
sult in a permanent double standard of par-
ity for determining price supports. Four
crops would receive preferential treatment
out of 160 products for which parity prices
are figured. There is no justification in
logic or in equity for such preferential treat-
ment.

Particularly is this true because, under the
working of the modernized parity formula
enacted by the Congress, increasing the
parity prices of some commodities automat-
ically lowers the parity prices of all other
commodities. If parity prices for wheat,
corn, cotton and peanuts are to be higher,
then parity prices of the other products must
be lower.

To whatever degree prices would be further
artifically raised there would be a corre-
sponding stimulus to production, more con-
trols on farmers, reduced consumption, in-
creased accumulations, and lower prices in
the market.

Such a device for parity manipulations
could destroy the parity concept itself. It
places a potent weapon in the hands of op-
ponents of all price supports for farmers. We
have no right to place the welfare of our
farm families In such jeopardy.

3. The provision for mandatory supports
on the feed grains would create more prob-
lems for farmers. The market for feed
grains would shrink as livestock production
would come to depend more on forage and
less on grailn. The flow of feed grains into
government stocks would increase and pro-
duction controls would necessarily be in-
tensified. Price relationships between feed,
livestock and livestock products would be dis-
torted. Producers of feeder cattle, feeder
lambs, and feeder pigs would be faced with
downward pressure on prices. An imbalance
would develop between feed crops and live-
stock products, with all its adverse conse-
quences,

4. The multiple-price plans for wheat and
rice would have adverse effects upon pro-
ducers of other crops, upon our relations
with friendly foreign nations, and upon our
consumers.

There are other serious defects in the bill
such as certain provisions found in the
sectlon dealing with the dairy industry. Still
other features are administratively bad and
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would require the hiring of thousands of ad-
ditional inspectors and enforcers.

I recognize that the restoration by H. R. 12
of wartime mandatory 90-percent price sup-
ports applies only to 1956 crops. This, in
combination with other objectionable fea-
tures of the bill, would put us back on the
old road which has proved so harmful to
farmers.

Bad as some provisions of this bill are, I
would have signed it if in total it could be
interpreted as sound and good for farmers
and the Nation.

After the most careful analysis I conclude
that the bill is contradictory and self-defeat-
ing even as an emergency relief measure and
it would lead to such serious consequences
in additional surpluses and production con-
trols as to further threaten the income and
the welfare of our farm people,

Because the good features of the bill are
combined with so much that would be detri-
mental to farmers' welfare, to sign it would

‘be to retreat rather than advance toward a

brighter future for our farm families.

We now have sound and forward-looking
legislation in the Agricultural Act of 1854.
Neither that act, nor any other, can become
Tully effective so long as it is smothered under
the vast surpluses that have accumulated.
We imperatively need remedial legislation to
remove this burden and enable the funda-
mentally sound program provided in the act
of 1854 to become workable. Such remedial
measures were proposed in my message of
January 9.

I am keenly mindful that the failure of the
Congress to enact a good new farm bill can
have unfavorable effects on farm income in
1956, unless prompt administrative efforts to
offset them are made immediately. Particu-
larly the failure to enact a soil bank before
planting time this year makes such adminis-
trative efforts imperative.

Consequently we are going to take prompt
and decisive administrative action to improve
farm income now. I have conferred with the
Secretary of Agriculture and the administra-
tion is moving immediately on four major
fronts:

1. In 1956 price supports on five of the basic
crops—wheat, corn, cotton, rice, and pea-
nuts—will be set at a level of at least 8214
percent of parity. ‘Tobacco will be supported
as voted in the referendum in accordance
with existing law.

Within this range of price support flexi-
bility, the administration intends to set
minimum support levels that will result in
a national average of wheat at $2 a bushel,
corn at $1.50 a bushel, rice at $4.50 per
hundred pounds.

A separate support for corn not under
acreage control in the commercial corn area
will be announced at an early date.

Price supports on cotton and peanuts have
not yet been announced but will be at least
8214 percent of parity.

The Secretary of Agriculture will announce
shortly the details of the new cotton export
sales program.

2. For this year the support price of manu-
facturing milk will be increased to $3.25 per
hundred pounds. The support price of but-
ter fat will be increased to 58.6 cents a pound.

3. We will use Department of Agriculture
funds, where assistance will be constructive,
to strengthen the prices of perishable farm
commodities. We will have well over $400
million for that purpose for the year begin-
ning July 1. i

These actions, the administration will take
immediately.

I now request Congress to pass a straight
so0ll bank bill as promptly as possible. It
should be in operation before fall seeding
for next year's crops. It is vital that we get
the soll bank authorized In this session of
the Congress. There is general agreement
on it. I am ready to sign a sound soil bank
act as soon as Congress sends it to me. That
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can be accomplished in a very few days if
the leadership in Congress will undertake
the task.

This ¢ombined program of administrative
action and legislative enactment will begin
now to improve the income and welfare of
all our farm families.

Here is a challenge for both the legislative
and executive branches of the Federal
Government,

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

THE WHITE HousE, April 16, 1956,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
do not think anyone in this country be-
lieves the President of the United States
desires to keep farm income down.
There apparently is, as is the case with
most public questions, an honest differ-
ence of opinion as to how the agricul-
tural problem can best be met. But cer-
tainly, President Eisenhower and Secre-
tary Benson have a desire to have an
American agriculture that is participat-
ing in the national economy along with
all other segments of the mnational
economy.

The President feels that the piling up
of the huge surpluses which have
amounted to more than $9 hillion have
been detrimental to a sound American
agriculture. Great efforts have been
made, and successfully so, to eliminate
many of these surpluses, and such efforts
will continue to be made by the adminis-
tration, and, I hope, with the full support
of the Congress of the United States.
Only time will tell which procedure
would be best for the Nation. I have a
deep conviction that President Eisen-
hower has as vital an interest in Amer-
ican agriculture, and in seeing to it that
the farmers receive a greater share of the
national income, as has any Member of
this body on either side of the aisle.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, I
deeply regret the action taken by the
President in vetoing the farm bill. Here-
tofore, Secretary of Agriculture Benson
has been blamed for the present de-
pressed plight of our agrieulture, but
now the farmers of the country will
blame the President. They have no
other alternative; the choice was the
President’s. He has chosen to let our
farm population dangle at the end of
Secretary Benson’s flexible noose.

As was pointed out by the majority
leader, the President has found it neces-
sary to repudiate the flexible price-sup-
port principle and has fixed, or will fix,
administratively, rigid price supports on
all basics at 8215 percent of parity, with
the exception, of course, of tobacco,
which will remain at 90 percent.

Mr. President, I am sure that Presi-
dent Eisenhower was not fully acquaint-
ed with the contents of the bill. It may
be he was too busily engaged in playing
golf at Augusta to give our bill the study
and consideration it obviously deserved;
and it is my personal opinion that he had
little or nothing to do with the writing
of this veto message. The veto message
expresses in almost identical words the
position heretofore taken by Secretary
Benson. The idea of the President
stating in his veto message that 90-per-
cent price supports would inerease pro-
duction. The idea of the President
blaming Congress for being slow in en-
acting a farm bill. Mr. President, the
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inferences are both unconscionable. All
acres for the basic crops this year have
already been either allocated or planted.

The Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry held extensive grass-roots hear-
ings for nearly 2 months last fall. We
went to the farmers of this country. We
took their views, and from those views
we hammered out a farm bill which was
reported to the Senate on February 10.
Of course, the Senate was unable to act
upon this report immediately. Why?
Because a “recess” for Lincoln Day
speeches had to be taken.

The Senate passed a farm bill on
March 19. All during the Easter recess,
the Senate-House conference commit-
tee worked to iron out our differences.
We came into agreement on April6. On
April 11 the House and Senate both
passed a conference bill and sent it to the
President.

Now, he has vetoed it. Now, he
blames the Congress for delay. He shall
not evade the responsibility for his pre-
meditated action by seeking to place the
blame on Congress. If there was any
delay, Mr. President, it was the delay of
Secretary Benson to recognize the eco-
nomic plight of our farmers. It was his
consistent effort to raise farm income
with rosy words, broad generalities, and
partisan politics, instead of taking
action.

As I have stated, the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry began hearings
last October, in order to be able to pre-
sent a bill to Congress in January. As
chairman of the committee, I invited the
Secretary of Agriculture to send some of
his experts to the hearings. He took ad-
vantage of the invitation and sent two
men. The basis of the President’s mes-
sage to Congress on January 9 was those
hearings. If they had not been held, the
President would not have conceived the
soil-bank idea. As a matter of fact, his
Department of Agriculture was opposed
to a soil bank as recently as July 7, 1955.

I am not here to blame anyone for de-
lay; but, as every Senator knows, I, as
the chairman of the committee, set a
goal of February 15 as the date on which
to introduce an omnibus farm bill in the
Senate; I expected and hoped to have it
enacted before March. I did not have
in mind then that the usual Lincoln
birthday holidays would take place. Be-
cause of them the Senate was delayed for
from 10 to 12 days.

The Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry and also the House
Committee on Agriculture worked hard
and diligently on the bill all during the
Easter recess. It was a complicated
measure; our chore was not an easy or
pleasant one, but we worked at it never-
theless. I regret, I repeat, that the
"President did not sign the bill we agreed
upon. It wasa good bill; I am sorry that
the President relied upon his Secretary
of Agriculture’s judgment instead of
asking a few dirt farmers for their
thoughts.

So far as price supports are concerned,
as I pointed out on the floor of the Sen-
ate only a few days ago, the inclusion of
90 percent of parity price supports was
the only provision in the bill which of-
fered immediate income relief to the
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farmers of the Nation. Yet the Presi-
dent has vetoed this bill, he has cast
aside 90 percent of parity in favor of
8215 percent of parity. How can the
Secretary of Agriculture, who has al-
ready set the price support for wheat at
76 percent of parity, now raise the sup-
port level to 8215 percent? Such action
is simply beyond my comprehension. If
it is his prerogative fo do so now, then
the Secretary could have set the support
price at 89 percent, 87 percent, or even
90 percent a long time ago, why has he
waited until now to think about raising
farm income, Mr. President? I simply
cannot understand his proposed action
except to assume that it is a calculated
effort to forestall the inevitable political
upheaval which will take place among
the farmers of the Nation because of the
action taken by the President—by his
decision to toss the farmers a crumb in-
stead of giving them their due. The
President and Mr. Benson are obviously
attempting to buy the good will of our
farmers by offering them now, at this
late date, 8215 percent of parity. This
proposal, Mr. President, is a political sop
and I think our farmers will realize what
it is.

If the Secretary can now, by some
administrative sleight of hand, raise sup-
port prices, raise farm income, then he
could have done so a year ago. Think
of the small farmers he could have as-
sisted if he had chosen to do so.

The President’s veto message states
there are other serious defect- in the bill,
such as certain provisions in the section
dealing with the dairy industry.

Mr. President, the provision to which
he refers merely would have done by
legislation what the President says he
expects to do administratively in regard
to the price of manufactured milk,
namely, to raise the support price to $3.25
a hundredweight. That was all the bill
provided. There were no other provi-
sions in the bill which affected the ad-
ministration of the milk program; the
sole provision was that which set the
price support for manufactured milk
during 1956 at $3.25 a hundredweight,
and fixed the support for butterfat at
58.6 cents per pound.

Here we have a pure anomaly—one
typical of this entire veto message—in
that the President has criticized the leg-
islative provision affecting the dairy in-
dustry, while administratively he intends
to do what Congress proposed to do in
the bill,

The veto message criticizes the price
support which would have been afforded
the growers of small grains. I predict
that with the 70-percent price support,
which the President has heretofore or-
dered to be administratively fixed for
small grains, the Treasury will lose many
more millions of dollars than would have
been the case if the bill had been
signed—if our small-grain provision had
been enacted. It is true that in the bill
the price support for small grains was
raised; but in order to have been able to
obtain high price supports, it would have
been necessary for the growers of the
small grains to cut back their base acre-
age by 15 percent. They would have had
to restrict their planting to 85 percent
of their base acres in order to make
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themselves eligible for price supports.
But today the door is wide open. The
producers of the small grains can grow
all they desire, but the support price
will be at 70 percent of parity. They
get 70 percent on 100 percent or more
of their base acreage instead of 85 per-
cent on 85 percent of their base acreage.

I repeat, I cannot understand the
President’s position on this bill. I am
confident he did not know what the bill
contained. He was told, I presume, by
Mr. Benson last Saturday that it was a
bad bill. I am wondering why it was
that the President did not seek advice
from some of the Members of Congress
of his own party, who worked hard and
diligently on the bill; but he seems to
have shunned them.

The President criticizes the two-price
systems for wheat and rice which the
conference bill contained. In order for
the two-price wheat program to have
become effective, a two-thirds affirma-
tive vote of the wheat-producing farmers
would have been required. There was
nothing mandatory in the two-price plan
for wheat. The choice would have been
up to the farmers. The President has
denied them that choice. I feel confi-
dent, as I stated during debate on that
provision, that it probably would have
been a long time before the two-price
wheat program would have become ef-
fective, for the simple reason—and I am
certain the President must not have been
advised of this—that the program, if it
had gone into effect, would have meant
continued curtailment of acreage. Acre-
age would have been controlled, not=
withstanding the fact that there was a
two-price system in effect. Some advo-
cates of a two-price system for wheat
have fostered the plan as a means of
planting all the acres they might desire
to plant; but the bill as we sent it to the
President did not provide for that unlim-
ited planting,

The two-price system for rice was to
have gone into effect automatically, but
only on a trial basis. It was a plan which
I personally discussed with members of
the administration. They said that al-
though they could not support it openly,
nevertheless they thought, since there
was so much talk about two-price plans
for basic commodities, that rice was a
good commodity with which to start the
system. It was an effective method of
giving the two-price-plan theory a trial
run, so to speak.

The President suggests that Congress
should enact a soil-bank program with-
out delay. As chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, it is my
belief that the President now has ample
authority to proceed with some kind of
soil-bank program under existing law.
So far as I am concerned, I am willing

" to assist him in that respect all I can.

However, there can be no justification
for the President seeking passage of a
soil-bank bill this year. The President
said on April 4 that a soil bank could not
become effective this year, even if one
were provided in the bill which was
subsequently passed, because of the late-
ness of the year. It is my belief that we
can wait until next year for a soil bank.

I am very hopeful that there will be
a change in the administration by that
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time, and that we shall then be able to
take the matter up on an effective basis.
It is entirely possible that next year the
occupant of the White House may be
more sympathetic to an effective way
of assisting the farmers of the Nation.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to
ask one question, if the Senator will
yield to me. Are all the things which the
President says he and Secretary Benson
are now going to do responsive to some
suddenly discovered powers, or have they
had such powers for the past 3 years
and 3 months—powers which, if they
had been put into operation, would have
helped the farmer and have stopped the
decline in farm income, which has been
in excess of 20 percent under the pres-
ent administration during the past 3
years and 3 months? Are they newly
‘discovered powers, or are they old
powers?

Mr. ELLENDER. The powers must
have been available for quite some time,
since they require no new legislation.
They have been available for at least
2 years, since the passage of the 1954 act.
‘What prompts their mention at this
time, I shall leave to the Senator to
judge. As I indicated a while ago, the
price support for wheat was announced
months ago as 76 percent of parity.
Now, with all the surpluses we have on
hand, the price is going to be raised to
82% percent. I think it might require
a little investigation to find out how the
laws which are now on the statute books
can be so manipulated. I myself would
like to find out how it is possible to in-
creases the support level of wheat from
76 percent to 824 percent, when wheat
is coming out of our ears and the storage
facilities are strained. That is under
the same law under which the support
Pprice was fixed at 76 percent.

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator will
yield furfher, I want to say to him that
the Senator has a point there. I hope
that, as chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, he will look
into this particular matter and find out
why nothing has been done for 3 years
and 3 months by this administration to
assist the farmers.

Mr, ELLENDER. I am going to try
to get Mr. Benson, within the next 48
hours, if possible, to find out how he
can do so, and if he can, why he did not
help our farmers a year ago, by raising
their income instead of relying upon a
barrage of rosy predictions and partisan
attacks to do the job.

I would also like to ascertain how he
manages to square his theory of flexible
price supports, which the President cited

as one of the compelling reasons for his

veto, with the fixing by administrative
action of rigid 82' percent price sup-
ports. Certainly the principle involved
is the same, whether support prices are
fixed at 8212 or 90 percent of parity.
The only difference is in degree—and
thus, in the amount of increase in in-
come our farmers will receive next year.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, from his
ivory tower at the Augusta Country Club,
where he has been completely insulated
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from the voice of the people, the Presi-
dent has again acted on the advice of
little men who made his decision for
him, and has vetoed the farm bill passed
by the Congress. With complete disre-
gard of the economic depression and
threatened bankruptey of millions of
farm families, he has crucified them on
the cross erected by Benson, Aiken, True
D. Morse, and others.

The bill which Congress passed, Mr.
President, provided the only available
way to increase the income of the aver-
age farmer this year. It would have
increased farm income $3 bhillion in 1956
above the pitiful low of 1955. When men
talk about the degree to which farm
income has decreased, they should advise
themselves of reality. They should dis-
regard the myths being foisted upon the
American people by the Department of
Agriculture. The reality is that the
take-home pay of the farm families of
our country is down 40 percent in 3
years.

A few days ago in Oklahoma, Mr.
President, representatives of the Fed-
eral Reserve bank district of which
Oklahoma is a part participated in a
panel discussion before a convention of
Oklahoma bankers. The headline in a
great metropolitan Oklahoma newspaper
read: “Bankers Find Farm Income
Drastically Reduced.” I think it is mar-
velous that the bankers of that conven=
tion, after deterioration had been pro-
gressively in operation for over 3 years,
finally found it. God grant that some-
day the President of the United States
will find it, Mr, President.

The report of the panel of economists
from the Federal Reserve district head-
quarters was to the effect that the aver-
age annual income of farm families in
Oklahoma in 1955 was $1,200, a decrease
of $1,000 a farm family in 3 years. That
is the reality of the degree to which farm

-income has decreased, Mr. President.

By Eisenhower’s veto, he has imposed on
American farmers an economic penalty
which will result in still further de-
clines this year. At the same time, all
costs of - business operations, including
farm costs, are still rising, and national
prosperity, other than for farmers, is at
an all-time high.

The farm bill as passed by Congress
would have increased farm income in
Oklahoma at least $75 million this year
over last year. The veto of the Presi-
dent will drive it down below the level
of last year. So, Mr. President, by the
act of the President of the United States,
he has imposed on Oklahoma farmers an
economic penalty of a minimum of $100
million for this year.

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

Mr. KERR. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. The figures given by
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa are, in my opinion, conservative
as to the difference it would make in the
income of the farmers of the country
had the President signed the farm bill.
Most significant to me is the effect the
action of the President will have on the
independent farmer who operates the
family sized farm. He was the type of
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farmer I think most of the Members of
this body were undertaking to preserve
and save in passing the bill, so that farm
income for such farmers could be stimu-
lated and be brought back to somewhere
near where it was at the time this ad-
ministration assumed power in January
1953.

It occurs to me, Mr. President, one of
the most tragic days the farmers of the
Nation have ever known was the day
President Eisenhower changed his farm
advisers. He had some good advisers
during the political campaign of 1952.
He stated that the Republican Party was
committed to 90 percent support prices
for all the basics and that the party
would make good on that pledge. In
another speech in Minnesota he even in-
dicated he would seek to get 100 percent
of parity for the basic commodities.
Somewhere along the line, after the
election, the President changed his farm
advisers, and brought gloom, despair,
and, indeed, actual suffering into many
farm homes. We should not forget there
are more than 12 million farm families
in the United States—not farmers, but
farm families—whose gross cash income
is less than $1,000 a year, who would
have benefited by the bill. It would have
enabled those people to hold up their
heads and to be thankful they were
American citizens.

Mr. President, I wish we might be able
to ascertain the exact date when the
President changed his farm advisers.
Under the existing order of things, it
will not be long until we shall be com-
pelled, if we have any respect for the
independent family-size farm operator,
to build a memorial to him, because if
present conditions continue he will soon
be extinet. So I wish we could ascertain
the exact date—in order that we might
carve it on such a memorial—when the
President changed his farm advisers
from those who guided him during the
campaign to those whose advice has re-
sulted in the present change in the farm
policy under this administration.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma
for yielding to me.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Georgia for his remarks.
I would make one correction in what he
said. He stated that the total farm in-
come of 1 million farm families averaged
less than $1,000 a year.

Mr. RUSSELL. A million and a half
farm families, Mr. President. We re-
ceived evidence of the truth of the state-
ment just this morning, in the Appro-
priations Committee, where a represent-
ative of the Department of Agriculture
testified.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from
Georgia.

Let me say that I remember that on-
the floor of the Senate, 2 years ago, the
distinguished Senator quoted from a re-
port of the Census Bureau, according
to which at that time the average cash
income of one-fourth of the American
farm families did not exceed $1,000 a
year. I ask the distinguished Senator
from Georgia if it is not a known fact
that last year the income of American
farm families was substantially lower
than it was in the year to which that
report of the Census Bureau applied.
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Mr. RUSSELL. Unquestionably it
was lower, and this year it will be much
lower.

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator from
Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL. Not only will it be
lower, but there will be a larger num-
ber who will have been brought within
the lower bracket.

Mr. KERR. The Senator from Geor=-
gia is eminently correct, and that devel-
opment is a direct result of the policy
of the present administration.

Mr. President, I wish we could learn
when the President changed his farm
advisers.

While we are having the benefit of
eminent medical counsel in giving the
people information about the physical
health of the President, I should like
to have eminent medical counsel find
out, if they could, whether the President
was mentally aware of what happened
at the time when he changed his farm
advisers. I do not know on what date
that occurred; but I do know that April
16, 1956, will go down in history as the
darkest day American agriculture has
known during my lifetime; and when the
obituaries of the present administration
are written, let the record show that it
was on that date that the economic
crime of 1956 was committed—and com-
mitted by the hand of President Eisen-
hower himself.

Mr. President, it was in line with the
policy of President Eisenhower’s admin-
istration and his Department of Agri-
culture, that True D. Morse said, when
speaking for Mr. Benson, “The marginal
farmer must be eliminated.” How suc-
cessful the administration has been in
doing that, Mr. President! The farmers
know it, and they also know that this
administration has been more successful
in creating marginal farmers than it
has been in eliminating marginal
farmers.

Mr. ERVIN. "Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. KERR. I yield to the senior Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from Okla-
homa stated that this economic crime
was committed by the hand of the Presi-
dent himself. I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator this question:
While it was done by the hand of the
President, are not the words of the veto
message the words of his Secretary of
Agriculture?

Mr. EERR. They are. I say to my
good friend, the Senator from North
Carolina, that a little later I had in-
tended to say something in that regard.
However, I shall say it now: The Bible
refers to the hand of Esau but the voice
of Jacob. I wish to say that, this time,
it was the hand of Jacob, but the voice of
Esau. And with reference to the policy
of this administration, it was declared on
the floor of the Senate by the senior Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Atkex], when
the farm bill was before the Senate—as
appears in the CONGRESSIONAL RxcORD
for February 24, 1956, at page 3319:

The soll-bank proposal as written would
permit some small marginal farms to be
taken out of production altogether, and the
owners of such farms would be enabled to
take other jobs which would pay them
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enough so that they could make a better liv-
ing, and at the same time be sure of some
income from the marginal lands from which
they have been trying to make a livelihood.

Mr. President, the veto is in line with
the announced and steadfast policy of
this administration to eliminate the mar-
ginal farmers, to plow them under, for
they have been here long enough.

Mr. President, there are those who say
that Mr. Eisenhower has given up any
hope of getting any farm votes, and
wants to eliminate as many of them as he
possibly can between now and the elec-
tion in November. I wish to say, Mr.
President, that he is eliminating them as
productive units in our farm economy;
but he is going to get the shock of his
life when he receives the returns from
their voting, next November.

A while ago the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER] said he
feared the President had vetoed the bill
without knowing what was in it. I wish
to say that I am convinced that the
President vetoed the bill without know-
ing what was in either the bill or in the
veto message. I would challenge him to
hold a press conference and let the
representatives of the press ask him
what was in the hill and what was in his
veto message. If that were done, I do
not have the slightest fear that he would
be able to give a comprehensive answer
to either question.

Mr. President, I read these words in
the second paragraph of the velo
message:

A sound, constructive 9-point program to
this end was submitted on January 9, with
an urgent request for action.

He was talking about the so-called
farm program which he submitted to
the Congress.

Then he said:

It was a program that came from the
grassroots.

The grassroots of what, Mr, Presi-
dent? The grassroots of what golf
course? I wonder if that is where the
President’s farm message came from.
Certainly it did not come from the grass-
roots of the farm families of the Nation.

I wish to say that that statement in
the veto message is an insult to the
House and the Senate and to the Agri-
cultural Committees of both bodies and
to every Member of the Congress who
voted for the conference report on the
farm bill. It is an insult to the 15 dis-
tinguished Republican Senators who
voted for the conference report. I wish
to say that any one of them knows more
about the grassroots sentiments among
the farm families of this country in re-
gard to farm matters than either Mr.
Eisenhower or any of the persons in the
top echelons of his Department of Agri-
culture will ever learn. Furthermore, I
wish to state that each of the 48 Mem-
bers of the House who voted for the
conference report on the farm bill knows
more about the sentiments of the grass-
roots farmers of this country than the
President could ever even conceive of.

Mr. President, I desire to state that
the shock which would come to the
President, great man that he is, if he
were really to receive the information
about the grassroots sentiment in this
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country in regard to his farm policies,
would be so terrifiec that I would even be
uneasy about the health of the senior
Republican member of our Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. AIRKEN].

If the scintillating brilliance of the
truth with respect to the sentiment at
the grassroots should ever penetrate the
insulated walls of the White House, as
presently occupied, the shock would be so
terrific that the citizenship of this Dis-
triet would think that an atomic bomb
‘had landed there and exploded. The
President is allergic to sentiment from
the grassroots, unfamiliar with it, and
uninterested about it. He says in his
veto message:

The problem 1is price-depressing surpluses.

Undoubtedly there is some degree of
fact in that statement.

Excess stocks of certain farm commodities
have mounted to market-destroying, price-
depressing size as a result of wartime price
incentives too long continued.

Yet by his veto of the farm bill he has
increased that problem. He did not
diminish it. The farm bill as passed had
within it provisions whereby that surplus
could be curtailed and future production
limited. As the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana so ably said:
the wveto of this bill will not reduce the

production of farm products in this country.
It will increase it.

The President complains about the
price support for feed grains and grain
sorghums. The provision of the bill re-
lating to them was the only effective ap-
proach ever made by the Government
of the United States to bring about an
equitable reduction of acreage planted to
feed grains and grain sorghums. ;

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

Mr. KEERR. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. I thoroughly agree with
the Senator from Oklahoma that this is
the best provision of the entire bill, from
three standpoints: first, from the stand-
point of bettering the actual eash price
of feed grains; seeond, from the stand-
point of reducing surpluses; and third,
from the standpoint of making the soil-
bank program work. We might add a
fourth. This program would do more for
the small farmer than any other pro-
vision in the bill. In order for a farmer
to get the 85-percent supports for small
grains he would have to put 15 percent
of his small grains acreage unde! the
soil bank. We would get more acreage
in the soil bank under this part of the bill
than under all the other provisions to-
gether.

Mr. KERR. The Senator is eminently
correct. What a tragedy it is that that
information would come as such a shock
to the President of the United States, if
he were ever permitted to learn the truth
of what the great Senator from North
Dakota has just said.

On the third page of the President’s
veto message I find this language:

We now have sound and forward-looking
legislation in the Agricultural Act of 1954,

Nearly everything else in the message
disputes that statement. The action of
the Congress disputed that statement.
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Every farm family in America knows
that that statement is false. The Presi-
dent, by his announcement as to what
the Secretary of Agriculture was going
to do, conclusively proved that that
statement was false.

At the same time he vetoes the act
of 1956 he promises to spurn the act of
1954. In the very same message in
which he refers to the act of 1954 as
“sound and forward-looking legislation,”
he sets forth in detail the means where-
by he expects to ignore it, override it,
and spurn it. Thus even a child would
know that his statement about the act
of 1954 is not sincere.

It has been proved false by experience,
and that proof is pointed up and veri-
fied by what the President himself says
as to what he and the Secretary of Agri-
culture intend to do in 1956, which does
not conform to the act which he himself
says is sound.

There is this to be said: The President
acted with dispatch. If being on the
golf course in Augusta, Ga., enables him
to handle big questions as expeditiously
as he handled this one, he ought to
spend the rest of his term there.

Members of our Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry worked for more
than a year on the bill. They began in-
tensive hearings last October, which
lasted for months. They started exten-
sive sessions when the Congress con-
vened, which sessions lasted for weeks.
The Congress debated and worked on the
bill for months, and hammered out on
the anvil of hearings, through the voice
of the people, information ‘from the
grassroots, and debate in the committee
and in the Senate, not a perfect hill, but
a great bill. The President of the United
States vetoed it in 15 minutes.

Distinguished Republican Governors
from States in the agricultural area
called and requested an audience. I
understand from the press that they
were at the White House this very morn=-
ing. The President told them to come
to the White House and he would talk
to them about whether or not he would
veto the bill, Yes, it had already been
vetoed for days. Benson carried the
veto message to Georgia. The press
told us that the Secretary went down
there to talk about it with the Presi-
dent. He went down there to give the
President the veto message.

»I see from the press that 15 distin-
guished Republican Senators petitioned
the President to sign the bill. His re-
action was about like that of a justice of
the peace in Oklahoma in the early days.
.He had a case before him. The attor-
ney for the plaintiff presented his argu-
ment. Then the attorney for the de-
fendant rose and started to make his
argument. The judge said, “Go right
‘ahead and make your argument. Speak
as long as you like, and say anything you
wish to say; document it as you will,
When you finish, you will find my deci-
sion in this top drawer, but I must leave
now to attend to other matters.”

The President is too busy recovering
from one vacation and getting ready for
another to listen to 15 Republican Sena-
tors or 4 Republican governors petition-
ing him with pleas from the grassroots.
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No longer can any outraged American
say that Eisenhower is not to blame for
the farm policy of this administration,
for the acts of Secretary Benson, and for
the veto of this bill. Mr. Benson has a
great many skirts. I shall not assert
what shape they are in, but Ike can no
longer hide behind them. The mask of
hypocrisy has been stripped, and now he
must stand forth in the full glitter of the
shining truth that he is the implementor
and architect of this farm policy. The
nails that have been driven into the
farmer’s hands, the cross upon which he
is being erucified, may have been fur-
nished by Benson, but the hammer that
drove those nails into the farmer’s hands
was wielded by the hand of Eisenhower.
The hand that placed the crown of
thorns upon the farmer's head was the
hand of Eisenhower.

It would be tragic indeed, Mr. Presi-
dent, if the action of the President was
the result of a conviction that he is
against fixed price supports. However,
he cannot even have that refuge for his
action. In his recommendation for the
Dixon-Yates contract, he proved that he
was not against fixed price supports, or
against 100 percent of parity. By his
direction, the Atomic Energy Commission
wrote the contract with the Southern
Power group by which they were guaran-
teed 125 percent of parity for 25 years.

The Federal Reserve Bank recently
again increased the discount rate on
commercial paper, with the result that
interest rates will again go up in every
financial transaction in the commercial
marts of this Nation.

Therefore, President Eisenhower is not
against fixed price supports, and he is
not against 100 percent of parity, as a
general principle. He is against them
only as applied to the American farmer.

I believe the most tragic domestic act
of this administration was this ill-con-
ceived, unwarranted, unjustified, and
penalizing veto by the President of the
United States.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, this is
a tragic day. Within a few weeks Re-
publicans from all corners of this coun-
try the Republicans will meet in the
State so ably represented by the Senator
who is the acting minority leader at the
moment, the Senator from California
[Mr, KucHEL] and draw up a platform.
They will send that platform all over the
Nation, and appeal for votes for the Re-
publican Party.

Mr. President, only the greatest opti-
mist, I may say to my distinguished
friend the acting minority leader, would
believe a single plank in that platform.
A man who will deceive you once will de-
ceive you again. The Republican Party
set up a platform in 1952, and the man
it nominated for President of the United
States, running on that platform, went
to Kasson, Minn., and said, “I am for 80
percent of parity, and it should be 100
percent.” Then on October 4, 1952, he
came to the Field House of our State
college at Fargo, N. Dak., and repeated
that he was for 90 percent and that it
should be 100 percent, and the farmers
there believed him. Then he went to
South Dakota and Iowa, and day after
day repeated that he was for 90 percent
of parity, and that it should be 100 per-
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cent.,  Who will believe the Republican
candidate? At the first opportunity the
President has to make his word good, he
reneges. What does anyone suppose the
people will say to him, if a candidate
makes such promises and does not keep
them?

Why, Mr. President, only a short time
ago the Vice President, Mr. Nixow, who
had run with Eisenhower on that same
platform, and was familiar with the
promises made by the President of the
United States when he was a candidate,
cast the vote that broke the tie in the
Senate against a 90 percent of parity
provision in the farm bill.

Mr. President, the farmers are not as
dumb as the leaders of the Republican
Party think they are, Within a few days
after Mr. Nixon cast his vote as Vice
President, I received word that a big sign
had been erected in North Dakota, and
on it was printed, “He lied to us.”

I do not have the least doubt that in
the next campaign the Democrats will
have signs erected in the farming States
which will enunciate that same doc-
trine, and which will say, “He lied to us.”
It is a tragic day when the people of
the United States cannot rely upon the
word of the President or of the Vice
President of this great Nation.

Therefore I say to the distinguished
acting minority leader, “I do not ecare
what you put in your platform. ¥You
can promise everything from the bot-
tom of the earth to the top of the moon.
Those farmers who have been lied to
once are going:to lock askance at future
promises made to the farmers of this
great Nation.”

Iam happy in the fact that as the rep-
resentative of the Abraham Lincoln-
Theodore Roosevelt-Bob La Follette-
George Norris-Republican Party, I have
time and time again enunciated the doe-
trine of those great men on the floor of
the Senate. Can anyone imagine any
one of those great men, running on a
platform and going all through the
farming area and making a definite
promise, saying to the voters, “Vote for
me if you 'vant 90 percent of parity, be-
cause that is what I stand for,” and
can anyone imagine having the candi-
date for Vice President of the United
States follow in his wake echoing that
promise, and then at the first opportu-
nity either one of them had, breaking
that promise made to the farmers of this
country?

For the third time I want to tell the
acting minority leader, the Senator from
California [Mr. KvucHeL], my distin-
guished friend, “You can have a com-
mittee from now until the day of your
convention drawing up platforms and
putting in paragraphs that may appeal
to certain groups of voters in this coun-
try. They will not believe you, no
matter what you put in your platform.”

I had accepted an invitation to attend
tomorrow night the dinner given by the
Republican Party, which will be ad-
dressed by the Chief Executive of this
great Nation. Mr. President, I would be
ashamed to go there. The farmers of
my State would be ashamed to have
their senior Senator attend that banquet,

I wish to compliment the Republican
members of the Committee on Agricul-
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ture and Forestry, particularly my dis-
tinguished colleague from North Dakota
[Mr. Youncl. He fought very hard to
make the Republican Party carry out its
promises. Certainly, the veto of the
President of the United States cannot
be held against my distinguished col-
league. He fought on the floor of the
Scnate and he fought in committee. He
fought openly, and he even antagonized
the Secretary of Agriculture in his fizht
for the farmers of the State of North
Dakota and for all the farmers of this
great Nation.

Mr. President, some of my Republican
colleagues who voted for the bill which
the President has vetoed kept faith with
the promises made by the leader of the
Republican Party, temporarily.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I simply
wish to state once more that I believe a
campaign promise made by a President
or a Vice President during their cam-
paign should be kept.

On that note, Mr. President, I close
these remarks,

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, first of
all, I wish personally to welcome to the
Senate the present Presiding Officer [Mr.
‘Worrorp in the chairl. I hope that dur-
ing the time the present Presiding Officer
remains a Member of the Senate he will
derive the same enjoyment from his serv-
ice here that I have experienced in grow-
ing degree during the past 3 years.

I wish to say, Mr, President, that the
type of utterances heard on the floor to-
day, in my judgment, are a little bit
lower, a little bit uglier, than those to
which I have been accustomed to listen
in my days here. We are governed in
the Senate by rules, some of which are a
little loose, and I suppose some of which
are ambiguous. Some, in my view are
wrong., But they govern us. There are
some regulations with respect to the
quality of one's utterances, and, I think,
implicit in the rules of the Senate is
some injunction that one ought to debate
free of rancor or bitterness, and upon a
reasonably decent plane.

Of course, Mr. President, there is one
precedent which was established a year
or so ago when a majority of the Sen-
ate saw fit to censure a Member for some
utterances he had made off the Senate
floor. But, apparently, Mr. President,
there are some things a Senator can do
with complete impunity in the Senate of
the United States. He can, it will be ob-
served, revile the President of this free
country, if he wants to, and, apparently,
no rule is broken by his doing so. A Sen-
ator can obtain the floor and can be-
smirch and vilify and condemn the Pres-
ident of the United States because he
goes to church. A Senator can use the
rostrum, as has been done, to assert that
the President is physically incapable of
discharging the duties of his public office.
A Senator can, apparently, under the
rules, vent as much spleen as he desires
against the Chief Executive of this coun-
try.

Mr. President, I thought some of the
comments this morning on the presiden-
tial veto of the farm bill were almost
frenetic, and certainly were fantastic.

I hurriedly wrote down one of the
.phrases of my good friend, the majority
leader.: The present national admin-
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istration, so says the Senator from Texas,
believes that low farm prices are the
answer fo the farmers’ problems. That
statement is so patently wrong as hardly
to require denial. I think my good friend
from Texas was a little bit overly in-
clined politically when he made that
statement.

At any rate, I do not think anyone can
question the fact that Dwight Eisen-
hower vetoed the farm hill because he
decided that to do so was in the best
interests of the country; and I do not
think anyone can accuse him of trying
to obtain the farm vote by the action
which he took today.

My friend from North Dakota made
some comments just a few moments ago,
and indicated that the platform which
will be written this year by the Republi-
can Party will not be believed by the
American farmer or by the American
people generally. I do not know how
many people read the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp any more, and I sometimes won-
der if Senators are needlessly taking the
time of the Senate in making comments
in the Senate.

But let the Recorp show that in 1948,
the Democratic national platform prom-
ised the people of the United States
flexible price-support legislation for
basic farm commodities. That was a
solemn promise to the people of the
United States. It so happened that in
1948 the Republican platform made ex-
actly the same compact with the Amer-
ican people. President Truman was re-
elected, and, to his everlasting credit, in
1949, he asked the Congress of the United
States which was in control of the party
to which he belonged to fulfill the com-
mitment which the Democratic Party
had made to the people of the Nation.
It did not do it. It refused to do it.
Four years later, Dwight Eisenhower
asked a Republican Congress to adopt
flexible price-support legislation, and it
did.

‘Who on the floor is responsible in great
measure for the fact that 2 years ago we
adopted flexible price-support legisla-
tion? MTr. President, he is a great Amer-
ican. He is a member of the Democratic
Party, and he was Secretary of Agricul-
ture during the administration of Presi-
dent Truman. Irespect CLINTON ANDER-
son, of New Mexico, Mr. President, for
standing up and treating American agri-
cultural legislation as an American and

‘in urging the Congress to do that which

he had urged and which his chief had
urged when the Senator from New Mex-
ico was a member of the Cabinet. He
helped lead the successful bipartisan
fight for flexible price-support legisla-
tion 2 years ago, and the successful bi-
partisan fight against rigid priee sup-
port this year in the Senate.

Mr, President, farm legislation is not
going to be too much of a partisan issue
in the coming campaign. When the
other day we had an opportunity to vote
for or against the conference report on
the farm bill, most Republicans voted
against it and a number of my brethren
on the ofther side of the aisle voted
against it. I think some of them will
speak on the floor a little later on this
afternoon., But let the record show, Mr.
President, that it was a bipartisan Sen-
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ate majority 2 years ago which adopted
flexible price support legislation, and
when the attempt was made in all its
nakedness in this session to have the
Senate approve 90 percent of parity, a
l:i;;artisan majority turned that down

Mr. President, I become a little tired
of hearing some of my brethren call the
President of the United States all kinds
of terrible names. But, as I say, Mr,
President, apparently that can be done
in this great and august body. Senators
can remain immune from any type of
censure or stricture or admonitory taps
on the back of the hand so long as they
confine their epithets to the President
of our country.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an excellent editorial appear-
ing in the Washington Post and Times
Herald this morning, entitled “What
Kind of Veto?” be printed in the Rec-
orD af this point in my remarks.

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

Waat Emnp oF VETO?

President Eisenhower's decision on the
farm bill is extremely difficult because Con=-
gress seems to have left him only a choice
of evils. If he should sign the bill, he
would again write into law principles which
he and a very large portion of the people
(farmers, consumers, and economists alike)
Pbelieve to be unsound., If he should veto
the bill, it is said that he would deny the
Tarmer any additional relief this year from
what is admittedly a serious economic plight.
No wonder the President is deeply perturbed
by this dilemma. There is, however, another
way of approaching the problem.

‘We think the country will not be satisfied
by acguiescence in either of the two above-
mentioned extremes. Despite the sharp di-
vislon over support prices at 90 percemt of
parity, the country wants farm legislation.
‘Specifically, it wants the eoil bank embodied
in the present bill. This 1s evident from
the widespread support given the eoil bank
in both political parties and the almost com-
plele absence of opposition, although there
are many differing views as to its effective~
ness in reducing farm production. If the
President vetoes the bill, therefore, we do
not think he should accept the assumption
that no other farm legislation will be passed
this year.

This newspaper has already expressed the
view that a veto is desirable. But the veto
need not be merely negative. The adminis-
‘tration has extensive authority to alter price
supports within the 75 to 90 percent formula
now on the books. The President could raise
basle support levels for this year only with-
out upsetting the principle of flexibility, and
he could make such action contingent upon
the passage of a new soil bank bill by Con-
gress. A simple bill for that purpose could
be enacted within a week if Congress made
the effort. The result would be constructive
relief of the farmer's plight instead of mere
political warfare to win votes.

To our way of thinking, such a compromise
would be preferable either to the signing
of a basically unsound bill or to a veto that
would merely toss the problem into the lap
of the next Congress. Additional ald to agri-
culture is urgent now. The President can
return this unacceptable Dill to Congress
along with a powerful plea for enactment of
the soil bank to which there is virtually no
opposition, If the administration shows its
willingness to meet Congress half way, we
cannot belleve that Congress would turn a
cold shoulder to the only farm measure
that has a chance of approval.
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent has seen fit to veto a bill with ref-
erence to which we have met constantly
in committee since last August, hearing
farmers and groups representing
farmers. Yet the President sees fit to
help farmers in foreign lands to the ex-
tent of $4,859,000,975, and denying our
American farmers about $2 billion.

DECLINE OF DRINKING AND DELIN-
QUENCY AMONG NORTH DAKOTA
INDIANS AS A RESULT OF A NEW
INDUSTRY

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the body of the REcorDp an editorial en-
titled “Drinking and Delinquency De-
cline Among North Dakota Indians as
Result of New Industry,” published in
the Lewistown (Mont.) Daily News of
March 21, 1956.

I take great pride in calling attention
to the role being played by the Bulova
jewel bearing plant at Rolla, N. Dak., in
curbing delinquency. Various hearings
held throughout the country by the Sub-
committee on Juvenile Delinquency have
shown the beneficial effects of industry
in depressed areas through better living
conditions with, consequently, less de-
linquency. I might point out that Senate
bill 2663, on which hearings are being
held by the subcommittee headed by the
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dovc-
1as], provides for the relief of depressed
areas through industry, and the Senator
from Illinois has agreed with the Sena-
tors from Montana and North Dakota
to include Indian reservations within
the purpose of the act. If the results as
shown in North Dakota are any indica-
tion, then initiating industry in de-
pressed areas throughout the country
should cause a great improvement in liv-
ing conditions, and it necessarily fol-
lows that there will be less juvenile de-
linquency.

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

DRINKING AND DELINQUENCY DECLINE AMONG
NorTH DAKOTA INDIANS AS RESULT oF NEW
INDUSTRY
Drinking among Indians and delinquency

among their childrgn has been a much dis-

cussed subject in Montana.

Not that these problems are exclusively
Indian—they're not, as everyone knows they
also much concern whites, everywhere in the
Nation as well as in Montana.

This editorial discusses drinking among
Indians, and delinquency among their chil-
dren, because of the remarkahble progress that
has been made in lessening these problems
at the Turtle Mountain Reservation near
Rolla, N. Dak., since the establishment there
a few years ago of a jewel bearing plant by
Bulova.

The company had been asked to come in to
provide employment for idle Indians.

The Lewistown Daily News has taken a
great interest in this plant because of the
fine precedent it has established.

It has proven that Indians are able and
faithful workers once they are given the
chance. It has demonstrated that certain
types of industry may be established, with
much success, on or adjoining Indian reser-
vations. It reveals that this means can be
used effectively in enabling Indians to be-
come useful, prosperous, and self-supporting
citizens even though living on reservations
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where there had previously been little op-
portunity.

Now there are two new and equally pleas-
ing revelations as a result of the Rolla plant.
Drinking among Indians has tapered off con-
siderably, and delinquency among Indian
children has decreased about 60 percent.

The authority for this startling statement
is Clarence Johnson, sheriff of Rolette
County, where the Turtle Mountain Reser-
vation is located.

Since a letter he wrote on the subject is
so revealing, and offers so much hope for the
Indians if similar developments can be se-
cured on or adjoining Montana reservations,
the Daily News reprints the entire letter as
follows:

RoLrra, N. Dax., February 3, 19586.
Mrs. STANLEY SAUGSTAD,
Minot, N. Dak.

DeAr Mrs. BavasTap: The juvenile delin-
quency on the Turtle Mountain Indian Res-
ervation among the Indian people has de-
creased about 60 percent in the past 2 years.
I have figures to this effect. I think the rea-
son for these figures is the employment in
the jewel bearing plant, which is located here
in Rolla, N. Dak,

When John B. Hart, who is an attorney in
Rolla and also executive secretary of the
North Dakota Indian Affalrs Commission,
began working to get a factory of some sort
for these people to work in, he had to make
several trips to Washington, D. C., In order
to get something built for them. After much
work on his part, the jewel bearing plant was
built in Rolla and it has proven to be the
most wonderful thing that has ever happened
to the Indian people in this area. The first
year there were only about 60 people em-
ployed in the plant, but a year later an addi-
tion was bullt. I talked to Mr. Anderson,
superintendent of the plant, and he states
that they now have 136 employees, nearly all
Indians. They expect to employ more soon.,
The starting salary now is $1 per hour. It is
a busy little factory; everyone comes to work
at 8 a. m. Some bring their lunches with
them and others eat at the local cafes. They
also have some bus service and others drive
their own cars to work.

We have about 5,000 Indians living on the
Turtle Mountain Indian Reservation. Be-
fore the jewel plant started, we had all sorts
of trouble. Things were unorganized and
nearly all the Indian families were on some
type of welfare help—either through grants
from the Indian agency at Belcourt or
through the county welfare program. This
was all being done to keep them in existence,
but the homelife among the people was
getting to be a critical situation. There was
nothing to keep the family together and
because there was no work in the immediate
area, the husband or wife could leave the
home at any time. No one had any responsi-
bilitles in providing necessities for the home.
Many homes were broken up this way, there-
fore it caused hardships to the children and
quite naturally, it did not help the juvenile
delinquency problem.

I have personally visited the homes of
these people, both before and after their em-
ployment at the jewel bearing plant. I find
that the homes are now more stable because
of self-support and hard work. Although
the salaries are not large, planning in the
home is fairly good. They manage with what
they get. For instance, the families take
their children to a show once or twice a week
and possibly to some other social gathering
once or twice weekly as well. A certain
amount of security has now come into the
homes. I absolutely think there is less
drinking among those who are employed,
because they have their jobs to think of and
they know they have to get up early to get
to them. If, asin most cases, the wife works,
the husband has to gather wood and take
care of the household while his wife is away
for the day. This works out fine. Before,
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the children were left alone a good deal of
the time. Much drinking and dancing was
carried on in the homes until all hours of
the night. The younger people saw all this
and naturally followed the same routine, and
as a result they would be constantly missing
school.

I have noticed that since the plant was
opened, the homes are in better condition
and the people have better furnishings in
their homes. This all has a lot to do with
juvenile delinquency in as far as the parents
now have taken back the responsibility of
their families, which in my estimation, was
their biggest problem to begin with.

The Indian people have received too freely
from the different welfare agencies, and for
this reason they have lost their sense of re-
sponsibilty. I fully realize that the welfare
agencies are doing a fine job in helping those
who are in need of their services. But the
point is this, when families are receiving as-
sistance, a case worker is sent to their homes
to survey their needs, to arrange for any med-
ical program that might be necessary for dif-
ferent members of their families and in short,
to solve all their problems for them. In
these cases, they no longer have to think for
themselves and that is why I feel that they
had lost their sense of responsibility.

After these people become employed in
places such as the jewel bearing plant, they
have the satisfaction of earning their own
money and they learn to manage with what
they have. Therefore, they take over the
responsibility for their familles and create
more secure homes. This has proven very
helpful in controlling juvenile delinquency
in this area.

I have been here over 3 years and have ex-
perienced what I am writing, Thank you.

Yours very sincerely,
CLARENCE JOHNSON,

Sheriff of Rolette County, Rolla, N. Dak.

There is reason for real encouragement
from Sheriff Johnson's observations.

A better opportunity and life for Indians, a
better break for their children.

Bulova deserves credit for its taking a
chance and pioneering in bringing industry
to the Indians.

The Indians on the Turtle Mountain reser-
vation have proven overwhelmingly what
they can and will do when they have the
chance.

So here is an achievement—a guide as to
what can be done on other reservations.

Carl Beck, of Indian Service, is working
hard and efficiently on trying to secure other
industries for Indian reservations.

He, and the program, deserve the support
of all of us in Montana, and particularly in
the communities near Indian reservations.

Indians and whites alike will benefit
greatly from continued development along
this line.

NOMINATION OF GEORGE COCHRAN

DOUEB TO BE ASSISTANT ATTOR-
NEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I am
honored to report that the Committee
on the Judiciary this morning, by a
unanimous vote, recommended the con-
firmation of the nomination of my good
friend and fellow Marylander, George
Cochran Doub, to be Assistant Attorney
General of the United States in charge
of the Civil Division of the Department
of Justice.

I have known Mr. Doub for many
years. We attended the same law
school, from which we were graduated
in 1926. :

Before his nomination to be an As-
sistant Attorney General, Mr. Doub
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served as United States Attorney for the
District of Maryland. His work in that
position was of such a nature that he
immediately came to the attention of
the Attorney General, who asked him to
head the Civil Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice, following the appoint-
ment of former Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral Burger as a judge of the United
States Circuit Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia Circuit.

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 follow-

* ing bills of the Senate:

S.2587. An act to amend the Public Health
Service Act to authorize the President to
make the commissioned corps a military
service in time of emergency involving the
national defense, and to authorize payment
of uniform allowances to officers of the corps
in certain grades when required to wear the
uniform, and for other purposes; and

8.2755. An act to designate the reservoir
above the Monticello Dam in California as
Lake Berryessa.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the House to the bill (8.
1287) to make certain increases in the
annuities of annuitants under the For-
eign Service retirement and disability
system.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
5265) to exempt certain additional for-
eign travel from the tax on the trans-
portation of persons; asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. CooPEr, Mr. Mrirs, Mr, GREG-
OorRY, Mr. Reep of New York, and Mr.
JENKINS were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 5862)
to confer jurisdiction upon United States
district .ourts to adjudicate certain
claims of Federal employees for the re-
covery of fees, salaries, or compensation;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Frazier, Mr. TUCK,
and Mr. HILLINGS were appointed man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
7247) to amenc the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 with respect to the treat-
ment of gain in certain railroad reor-
ganizations; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
CooPER, Mr. MirLs, Mr. GREGORY, Mr.
ReEep of New York, and Mr. JENKINS were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The messag= also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10004)
making supplemental appropriations for
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the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and
for other purposes; agreed to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and that Mr. CannoN, Mr. KIRWAN, Mr.
‘WHaHITTEN, Mr. PRESTON, Mr. RasauT, Mr.
TABER, Mr, WIGGLESWORTH, Mr. JENSEN,
and Mr. CLEVENGER were appointed man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the enrolled bill (H. R. 6712) to amend
section 1237 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, ~nd it was signed by the
Acting President pro tempore.

MORALS AND ETHICS SURROUND-
ING LEGISLATIVE AND POLITICAL
ACTIVITIES OF CONGRESS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am reluctant to impose upon the business
of the Senate at this time to discuss a
matter which may be somewhat discom-
forting to some Members of this body,
particularly those on the other side of
the aisle.

In the present atmosphere of concern
over the morals and ethies surrounding
both the legislative and political activi-
ties of the Congress, however, I believe
it is imperative that the American peo-
ple be told the whole truth about the
motives which govern the statements and
actions of those individuals in public life
who carry the responsibility for provid-
ing inspiration and leadership in our
governmental affairs.

It was my hope that men of integrity
more clearly and closely connected with
the incidents which I propose to discuss
would come forward willingly to expose
and condemn the abominable hoax
which was perpetrated upon, and en-
thusiastically accepted by, the high com-
mand of the Democrat National Com-
mittee at the expense of the honor and
dignity of the United States Senate.

Yet, to this hour, no voice has been
raised in either explanation or apology.
Not one person even remotely associated
with this scurrilous effacement of po=-
litical integrity has experienced a suf-
ficient stirring of conscience to clear the
record before his party and his country.

For this reason, I am presuming upon
the time and patience of my colleagues
to tell for others more properly gualified
a story of deception which they will not
tell for themselves.

Mr. President, the Senate is currently
pursuing an investigation into improper
pressures and influences upon Members
of Congress. I am privileged to serve on
the special committee which has been
established to conduct this study. Per-
haps, as a result of our efforts, new leg-
islation will be devised to correct certain
inequities in our election laws and to
strengthen the safeguards against arro-
gant pressure tactics employed by those
few individuals and groups who would
create or defeat legislation according to
the pattern of their own self-interest.

Notwithstanding the effects of our in-
vestigation, the principal question at
issue is one of political courage and, as
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I said in a statement at the time of my
appointment to the special committee,
we cannot legislate courage. So it is
particularly appropriate, I think, that
we turn our attentions now to this most
recent violation of ethical conduct on the
part of the Democrat National Com=-
mittee.

Let me reiterate my reluctance to pre-
sent the grave charges which are founded
upon this episode. I know that many of
my colleagues across the aisle—indeed,
many Democrats throughout the coun-
try—are as repulsed as I am by such
shocking evidences of political oppor-
tunism.

If we are to maintain the essential vig-
ilance that is required for the strength
and security of our political and govern-
mental institutions, however, we cannot
permit the ardor of personal loyalties to
obscure our higher regard for truth and
decency and the rights and freedoms of
the citizens of our country.

The Members of the Senate, Mr. Presi-
dent, are disturbed over charges of
bribery. They have rightly elected to
bare their official souls in order to plug
every loophole through which unscrupu-
lous pressures might gain entrance to the
legislative councils of America.

It is only reasonable, therefore, that
they should be mightily concerned by ac-
tivities of the National Committee of
one of our two great political parties
which not only come within the definition
of bribery, but also involve an effort to
defame the duly-established processes of
the Senate.

I refer, of course, to the case of the
United States against Paul Hughes,
which was described in the opening state-
ment of the prosecuting attorney as “one
of the most fantastic schemes to make
money in the annals of political in-
trigue.”

The role of the Democrat National
Committee in this sordid conspiracy—
and specifically the part played by Mr.
Clayton Fritchey, deputy chairman of
the Committee and editor of the Demo-
cratic Digest—is so malicious and un-
scrupulous as to make even the most
hardened and biased Democrat partisan
blush with shame. Indeed, the fact that
the righteous indignation of sincere and
principled Democrats has not compelled
them to protect their party's reputation
from the vile implications of this of-
fense is, to me, almost as astonishing as
the incident itself.

Here was a case, Mr. President, which
resulted in the defendant, Paul Hughes,
being acquitted on two counts of per-
jury. The jury deadlocked on four other
counts. Mr. Hughes is an admitted liar.

The jury which freed him apparently
felt that the testimony given under oath
by several witnesses was of such a con-
flicting nature that they did not know
whom to believe. There can be no other
conclusion as a result of the trial testi-
mony and the verdiet.

The facts of the Hughes case, mysteri-
ous and complex though they are, un-
doubtedly are familiar to most of the
Members of this body. A detailed reci-
tation of them is not essential to the
present discussion. They are, in truth,
only descriptive images which simplify
our comprehension of the subtle pattern
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of political treachery which engulfed the
frenzied opportunism of Mr. Hughes.

Any examination of Deputy Democrat
National Chairman Fritchey's clandes-
tine dealings with Hughes must be
weighed against the background of the
official publication of the Democrat Na-
tional Committee, which, at Fritchey's
command, speaks to the American people
in words purported to be Democrat
gospel.

It is ironic that such a monumental
blunder should be exposed to the light of
public serutiny in an election year dur-
ing which our citizens will be particu-
Jarly perceptive of evidences of political
integrity. By their actions at the polls
in November, as I am sure the Senators
well know, they will express their con-
clusions as to which party they believe
is best equipped—intellectually, philo-
sophiecally, and morally—to provide the
best Government for the United States.

They will be interested in the form and
direction of persuasions employed by the
candidates of both parties. Still more
will they be impressed by the words and
arguments which carry the force of
truth and proof.

I am wondering how they will regard
the uninhibited participation of Mr.
Fritchey in the Hughes deception. Will
this preacher of the new Democrat
dogma cast a creditable reflection of
character upon the candidates of his
party?

I think not, Mr. President, and that is
the reason I believe my colleagues across
the aisle should heed the warnings of
this episode with due alarm and precau-
tion—just as they will undoubtedly be
heeded by resentful citizens at the polls
on election day.

No layman can properly evaluate the
personality of Paul Hughes. Certainly,
his unbounded imagination combined
conveniently with his pathological addic-
tion to lying to pave a broad highway
for the achievement of his monetary
aspirations.

The ambivalent routing of his prevari-
cations leaves little doubt that the ob-
ject of his labors was financial reward,
and that he was burdened by no re-
straints of conscience in the pursuit of
this goal. Having been rejected in the
self-assumed role of an Air Force in-
vestigator desiring to give assistance to
a committee of the Senate, he recast
himself—with almost casual ease—in
the character of a disgruntled employee
of that same Senate committee who, for
a price, of course, stood ready to tell all
about the scandalous operations of that
committee.

Naturally, when Hughes offered his
services to the spewers of political venom
in the Democrat National Committee,
he struck the kind of pay dirt for which
he had been groping. There was, at the
beginning, an understandable skepticism
concerning his qualifications; but the
fanatic desire of Mr. Clayton Fritchey to
realize the potential of this secret in-
former, this spy from the ranks of a
Senate commitiee whose very purpose
and existence he abhorred, quickly over-
rode any valid objections to Hughes or
his “information.”
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Even when Hughes himself retracted
a portion of his earlier biography,
Fritchey refused to loosen his grasp on
his new-found scheme to blacken the
character of a United States Senator, a
committee of the Senate and, ultimately,
the Republican Party.

Fritchey provided Hughes with every
convenience for the unfolding of his
fabric of lies. Hughes, caught in the
whirlpool of his demented ambitions and
suddenly reaping the financial harvest
of his mental images, continued to cough
up his astounding allegations.

Perhaps the Senators were not taken in
by such tales as that of the arsenal buried
in the basement of their own office build-
ing, awaiting only the signal for an
armed uprising in the corridors of the
Senate. Perhaps, on the other hand,
Mr. Fritchey honestly was. At the very
least, the possibility was too real for him
to abandon such fiction.

In addition to being paid by Deputy
Democrat National Chairman Fritchey,
liar Hughes was loaned a typewriter,
property of the Democrat National
Commitiee, and a dictating machine on
which he recorded his phoney exposés.
He was also, through the courtesy of Mr.
Fritchey, given free access to the facili-
ties of the Democrat National Committee.

During the time that Fritchey was
listening wide-eyed—and believing with
cash-backed astonishment—to the lies
being peddled by Hughes, he was, in the
pages of the Democratic Digest, pleading
for truth and purity in political cam-
paigns. He also reprinted, with obvious
pride, a letter from Adlai Stevenson, in
the June 1954 issue, which praised the
publication for its “carefully documented
information and its insight into current
affairs.”

We can be justified, I believe, in assum-
ing that Candidate Stevenson may want
to take another look at Editor Fritchey’s
outpourings as a result of the revelations
of the Hughes trial. In fact, I suggest
that “Candidate Anybody"” on the Demo-
crat ticket would do well, in view of
the activities of the Democrat National
Committee in this liefest, to view with
face-saving apprehension the political
contortions of this curiously motivated
organization.

In all, Mr. Fritchey handed over $2,300
to Hughes, and his friend Joseph L.
Rauh, Jr., of ADA left-wing fame, tossed
an additional $8,500 in the till to keep
Hughes' imagination well oiled so that
the supply of scandalous memoranda
would not dry up.

That Hughes also came under the
sponsorship of the Americans for Demo-
cratic Action in the course of his sinister
dealings with the Democrat National
Commitiee was apparently a logical con-
sequence of Clayton Fritchey's insatiable
yearning to smear, by the foulest devices,
the Republican Party. The fact that he
pursued this ambition at the expense of
the reputation of his own party and the
United States Senate was obviously of
no concern to him.,

The ADA’s Mr. Rauh, however, was not
entirely satisfied with Fritchey’s exploi-
tation of liar Hughes. Rauh sought, in
addition, to assist Hughes’ recollections
to the extent of directing him to produce
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“evidence” to accompany his revelations.
This “evidence,” of course, was created
from the same brand of fiction that
guided Hughes' whole effort.

One does not need a crystal ball to
realize that, while the activities of both
Rauh and PFritchey with respect to
Hughes were essentially the same,
Rauh’s ideological compass did not point
in the direction of the Democrat Na-
tional Commitiee. The goal of Mr.
Rauh, and the goal of ADA, is the total
revamping of the American system of
free enterprise. Fritchey and his fellow
apostles at the Democrat National Com-
mittee are ostensibly concerned only
with the election of Democrats to places
of leadership within our existing govern-
mental structure.

Of course, as I have already indicated,
Fritchey was so dedicated to his respon-
sibilities in the Hughes affair that he
was willing to join forces with Mr. Rauh,
no doubt in the delusion that he could
have his cake and eat it, too. Such was
not the case.

We find, instead, that Deputy Demo-
crat National Chairman Fritchey was
not only an enthusiastic dupe as far as
Paul Hughes was concerned, but that he
also danced with naive grace to the
‘l;:lusic of the ADA and Joseph L. Rauh,
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I wonder, Mr. President, how my Dem-
ocrat friends in this body, and Democrat
faithful throughout the country, feel
about the quality of Mr. Fritchey’s ef-
forts in their behalf. I am sure they
know that, notwithstanding the “indi-
vidual” nature of his project with Mr.
Hughes, he has placed an albatross
around the neck of their party which
no amount of hedging or whitewash
can remove. The facts are here and
they add up to as disgraceful a breach
of political morals as this Nation has
ever witnessed.

It has been suggested that what Mr,
Fritchey and his contemporaries really
need is fewer Americans for Democratic
Action and many more Democrats for
American Action.

In the clamor of this election year, I
devoutly hope, for the sake of our coun-
try, that Mr. Fritchey and his immediate
superior, Mr. Paul Butler, will harken
to this advice. It would be a major step
toward answering the unshakable chal-
lenge created by the Democratic Na-
tional Committee’s guidance of liar
Hughes.

In his trial testimony, Fritchey repeat-
edly described the vigorous activity at
the Democrat National Committee which
accompanied the Hughes mnarrations.
Stenographers, researchers, and secret
messengers supplied from the committee
staff, and acting on priority orders, par-
ticipated in the project. Yet, Fritchey
avowed that it was not a committee proj-
ect, but rather his own “individual”
effort.

Fritchey also told the jury that all the
Democrat Party had was a deficit. Still,
he was able to tap his own till, he tells
us, and that of several committee em-
ployees, for sums ranging up to $800, to
further his private project.

This arms-length attitude of a stiff-
necked virtue in keeping the project en-
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tirely unofficial, led the defense attorney
at the trial to conclude:

In other words, in effect, Clayton Fritchey,
the individual, kept such information from
Clayton Fritchey, the deputy chairman of the
Democratic Committee, in effect?

To this query, the Government prose-
cutor appropriately commented:
That is a pretty hard question to answer,

The disgusting moral tone of the proj-
ect and the corrupt principles which ac-
tuated Fritchey to cast his lot with
Hughes were revealed in open court.

The defense attorney asked Mr.
Fritchey concerning his encounter with
Hughes:

When you arranged to meet him, you had
information which would lead you to be-
lieve that he was closely assoclated with
Senator McCarTHY and that you might be
able to have a spy in the Senator’s camp,
right?”

Mr, Fritchey answered:

Yes.

The defense counsel continued:

And that didn't disturb you any, did 1it,
that you should have a spy in the Sena-
tor's camp?”

Mr. Fritchey said:

Well, I would say that if this had resulted
in his being able to prove the charges that
he was making and to demonstrate to the
public that a senior official of the Govern-
ment was corrupting the Government, I
would have considered it a signal public
service.

Defense counsel asked:

In other words, the means would justify
the end?

Mr. Fritchey replied:

Correct.

Now, Mr. President, that answer by Mr.
Fritchey points up vividly the whole par-
adox of this affair. We find the tacitly
self-righteous Deputy Democrat Na-
tional Chairman actively condoning the
use of spies, subterfuge, and secret in-
formers which, out of the other side of
his mouth, he condemned as a part of the
so-called “terrible tactics” of the Senator
whom he sought to crucify.

We should remember, too, that the
loudest anti-MecCarthy criticism by the
likes of Mr. Fritchey and Mr. Rauh fol-
lowed the line: “We approve of his ob-
jectives, but we don’t like his methods.”
In other words, the tactics ascribed to
Senator McCarTHY by his left-wing an-
tagonists did not justify the patriotic

* aims of Senator McCarTHY; but, when

employed by these shining knights of the
Democrat National Committee and the
ADA, in a morally deceptive affair of po-
litical chicanery, they constituted, in Mr.
Fritchey’'s own words, “a signal public
service.”

I would remind the Senators, also, of
the analogy given by the junior Senator
from Wisconsin in answer to the critics
of his “methods” in ferreting out Com-
munists. He said—and we all remember
it—"¥You can't go skunk-hunting in a
high silk hat.”

How much more noble and truthful it
would have been for Fritchey and
Rauh—second to none among the “Mc-
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CarTHY haters”—to have applied a simi-
lar admission to the object of their de=
testable assaults. Surely, being on the
opposite side of the political and ideologi-
cal fence from Senator McCarTHY, they
hold no less contempt for him than he
evidences for the cause which they—un-
wittingly, of course—support.

Continuing with the Defense Counsel's
cross examination of Deputy Democrat
National Chairman Fritchey, we find this
question:

Do you recall whether Hughes at any
time expressed any opinions which caused
you seriously to doubt his ethics or moral-
ity?

Mr., Fritchey replied:

No, not one single thing, no.

No comment of mine upon this answer
could speak as eloquently or decisively
as the following excerpt from a Decem-
ber 1953 memorandum from Hughes to
Fritchey which was an exhibit, and part
of the evidence, in the trial:

Phone taps can be utilized (against Mc-
CARTHY) * * * Don't discount the tremen-
dous value in just bargaining power of re-
corded phone discussions.

The memorandum continued:

A program of this type, although not nice,
can result in harm to no one except (Mc-
CarTHY) * * * As mentioned earlier, being
nice, too ethical, or squeamish, will accom-
plish less than nothing, where McCARTHY
is concerned. McCarTHY has stated many
times, “Ethics went out the window with
button shoes.” BSo therefore I don't see the
necessity for us to send a boy to do a man’s
work. If both Federal and civil law-enforce-
ment agencies use the same unethical pro-
cedures to bring to justice criminals, are
we not justified in using similar methods
to expose (McCArTHY) * * *? It is most
easy to prove and document (McCARTHY'S
guilt) by relaxing somewhat on ethics. This
is probably what I'm best suited for.

There, Mr. President, in one brief quo-
tation, is revealed the shocking issue in
this discussion: Paul Hughes, admittedly
a liar and self-professed expert on un-
ethical procedures, received payment
from an official of the Democrat Na-
tional Committee to supply that official
with false and defamatory information
concerning a duly elected Member of the
United States Senate in the performance
of his official and patriotic duties.

At another point in the trial the De-
fense Counsel asked Mr. Fritchey:

Did you ever attempt to check with any-
body, Mr. Fritchey, on the authenticity of
any of the material that was given you?

To this Fritchey replied:

No; I don't think * * * Not beyond our
own scrutiny of it.

At another time during the trial Mr.
Fritchey said that he had taken some of
the material Hughes gave him to a notary
and made an affidavit that he had re-
ceived it from Hughes “before a certain
date.”

The defense counsel asked in this
regard:

Now, you said that you had taken certain
of these transcriptions and those typed
things to a notary so as to indicate that you
had received them before a certain date,
right?
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Mr, Fritchey:
Correct,

Defense attorney:
Did you ever suggest taking Hughes along

80 he could swear that they were true before
the same notary?

Mr. Fritchey:
No.

It is, indeed, a sordid tale. Clayton
Fritchey is the Deputy Chairman of the
Democrat National Committee. He is
the editor of the Democratic Digest,
which is sold on newsstands and sent
through the mails to subscribers. He is
the Democrat National Committee'’s
principal “seeker after the truth.”

Yet, Mr. President, the facts of the
Hughes case prove beyond any reason-
able doubt that Clayton Fritchey is
either a blind fool or one of the most un-
scrupulous and unethical political beav=
ers in the history of our country. He
may be all of one or all of the other, or
he may be a little bit of both. In any
case, he is certainly a questionable pace-
setter for loyal Democrats of principle
and integrity.

In summing up the case to the jury the
defense counsel, Mr. Erdmann, had this
to say about Mr. Fritchey:

The first man or major witness that I want
to discuss, although he was called somewhat
late in the proceeding, is Clayton Fritchey
because, as the defendant contends and we
urge, Clayton Fritchey was in at the be=
ginning,

The Hughes case, then, clearly and un-
questionably, involves an attempt to dis-
credit a committee of the United States
Senate—not to diseredit it legitimately,
but, rather, to do it with a mountain of
scandalous and fabricated information
and with the sponsorship of sworn ene-
mies of congressional efforts to expose
the Communist conspiracy.

We have here a secret informer being
paid for double-crossing his alleged em-
ployer. In this, I see bribery in its most
flagrant form.

We have here under-the-table pay-
ments in cash for the most absurd batch
of lies ever concocted.

We have here a working arrangement
between the Democrat National Com-
mittee and the leader of the leftwing
Americans for Democratic Action.

Are not my Democrat colleagues in
the Senate concerned about this deplor-
able episode? Is Mr. Fritchey really the
kind of man my friends on the other
side of the aisle wish to have superin-
tending the activities of their national
political organization and conducting its
public relations? Does the Democrat
candidate for President in 1956, who-
ever he may be, wish to come before
the American people and ask their con=-
fidence with this monstrous deception
hovering above his head?

Perhaps Mr. Paul Butler, the quite
vocal chairman of the Democrat Na=-
tional Committee has not had the time
to read the trial testimony that is avail-
able to him. Certainly, to this hour, he
has attempted no explanations or apolo=-
gies for the actions of Clayton Fritchey,
his deputy. Perhaps Mr. Butler has not
even availed himself of the opportunity
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of reading the press comments on this
fiasco. His silence implies either shame
or ignorance. If he is not aware of what
has been going on in the ranks of his
committee staff, or if he is not concerned
about the consequences of the Hughes
hoax, he is surely laying the political
integrity of a great political organization
on the block of public censure.

It would seem on the surface to be an
unnecessary gesture to call to the atten-
tion of the Democrat national chair-
man this case of the secret informer and
his financial mentor and guiding angel,
Mr. Fritchey.

It is the job of the Democrat Party
to police its own house. It owes that
much to the American people and to
its faithful partisans throughout the
country.

Perhaps, on the other hand, Mr. Presi-
dent, Mr. Butler's silence is of greater
shame than we suspect. Perhaps Mr.
Fritchey's influence inside the councils
of the Democrat Party weighs more
heavily upon Democrat policy than has
yet been admitted publicly,

After all, Mr. Butler himself has never
shown any aversion to the application
of highhanded political tactics. This
was clearly demonstrated by his brazen
suggestion that legislation, however dis-
criminatory, should be pushed in the
Congress to aid in the election of Demo-
crat Senators and Representatives in
areas where appropriations for the ex-
penditure of Federal funds on public
projects would endear the proponents
of such measures to the voters of the
affected States. In other words, like
Mr. Fritchey, Mr. Butler seems to re-
gard the function of Congress as purely
a political one. He mentions, for in-
stance, that the Niagara bill is of “tre-
mendous importance to the reelection of
Senator LeHMAN,” and that the $500
million Federal plan for Hells Canyon
should be passed, since it will be “a vital
factor in the reelection of Senator Morse
and Representative EpiTH GREEN.”

Mr. President, it could be that I have
misjudged Chairman Butler, but in view
of the proven tendencies of his under-
study, Mr. Fritchey, I find this compara-
tive speculation worthy of the closest
serutiny by the American people.

What I should like to leave with the
Senate, in concluding this discussion, Mr.
President, is this question: Does the
“cops and robbers™ technique of Deputy
Chairman Fritchey constitute the Demo-
crat National Committee’s answer to
its search for issues in the coming cam-
paign? If it does, then I suggest that
the choice before the American voters in
this election year will be distinctly one
of political courage and integrity. In-
deed, Chairman Butler and his commit-
tee need look no further for an issue for
their campaign. Mr. Fritchey has pro-
vided a classic one, and, by his silence,
Mr. Butler has endorsed it.

It will be interesting to observe how
my Democrat colleagues respond to
this challenge, which, though inspired by
their own national committee, will be
hurled at them by an aroused citizenry
during the coming months.

I hope, Mr. President, that the perpe-
trators of this intrigue will find their
punishment in the wrath of men of char-
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acter and integrity within the Demo-
crat Party. :

It is disturbing, however, even to a
Republican, to consider that such pun-
ishment might overflow its banks and
swamp the service of those Members on
the other side of the aisle who are them-
selves innocent of this blight upon the
record of their party.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. McCARTHY subsequently said:
Mr. President, I should like to take about
30 seconds to thank the very able Sena-
tor from Arizona [Mr. GoLpwATER] for
the comments he has made today regard-
ing the Hughes case.

I wish he had gone a bit further and
had discussed the part the Washington
Post took in this case. The Washington
Post, which has been ecriticizing the
methods of McCArRTHY, took part in this
payment and took part in this conspir-
acy—Wiggins, Friendly, and Murrey
Marder., I think Marder was less re-
sponsible than were Wiggins and Friend-
ly. Wiggins certainly took a major part
in the conspiracy. And up to this time
they have not apologized. They have
not admitted their part in the conspir-
acy, even though it has been proven in
court that they took a major part in it—
one of the most irresponsible acts on the
part of a newspaper that I have seen.

I again thank the very able Senator
from Arizona for his discussion of this
case.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wish the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin had been in the
Chamber when I had the floor and was
making my short speech. I wish to tell
the Senator from Wisconsin that I have
heard—in fact, I have read—something
of the implication of the various news-
papers in this dastardly plot with Mr.
Fritchey and Mr. Rauh. - I did not feel
I knew enough about it, from the evi-
dence I was able to see, to speak com-
petently on the floor about it. I sug-
gest, therefore, that if the case can he
further developed, certainly it would be
enlightening to the people of America
to have the Senator from Wisconsin dis-
cuss the newspaper angle. I wish I had
felt competent enough to do it, but I
did not desire to explore in that area—
an area about which I knew so little.

Mr. McCARTHY, I hope the Attor-
ney General's office will go into that case
and procure indictments of those en-
gaged in the conspiracy. If the Senator
or I had been guilty of what these men
did, we would have been indicted long
since. I think there is a very definite
duty on the part of the Attorney General
to act as I have suggested. [

VETO OF THE FARM BILL

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
veto message of the President of the
United States on the farm bill, which I
strongly approve, presumably brings an
end to one of the hardest legislative
fights, in which the greatest difference
of opinion was manifested, in connection
with any issue which has been decided by
the Congress in recent years,
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In order that the Recorp may clearly
reflect how keen was this difference, both
in committee and elsewhere, I wish to
recite a few facts at this time.

The Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry consists of 15 members, 8
of us being Democrats and 7 Republi-
cans. On the issue which became per-
haps the dominant issue as the bill was
considered, the issue of the restoration
of the 90 percent rigid price supports,
the committee\divided 8 to 7. Not only
was that division in the committee as
close as it could possibly be, but the
members of the committee on both sides
of the table were as evenly divided as it
was possible for them to be and still
leave an 8-to-7 vote on this particular
issue. As to the Republican members
of the committee, sitting on the opposite
side of the table from myself, they were
divided 4 against the restoration of rigid
price supports and 3 in favor of restora-
tion. As to the Democratic members of
that committee, we were divided 5 to 3,
that is, 5 for the restoration of rigid
high level price supports and 3 against
that issue.

Not only was that close division found
in our committee, but likewise, in the
conference committee, the representa-
tives from the Senate were divided on
this issue as evenly as they could be, that
18, 3 to2

1 invite attention to these facts at this
time preliminary to saying that I was
present much of the time at all stages
of the debate in the field, in the commit-
tee, and in the conference committee, as
this measure was heard and determined.
I wish to say for the record that I do not
believe any member of the committee, or
of the conference committee, changed
his mind in the slightest upon this par-
ticular issue, and upon most other vital
farm issues, throughout nearly a year
of discussion. Apparently the conviction
of the Members was very deep.

So far as I am concerned, I am per-
fectly willing to accord to Senators who
did not feel as I do, the depth of convic=
tion and the soundness of conscience
which I hope they will accord to me. The
difference of opinion was very real. The
depth of conviction was very great.
There was not a single change of posi-
tion in this important field during the
course of the hearings, the debate, and
the conference.

I have made these statements prelimi-
nary to the making of another which it
seems to me hardly needs to be made,
and that is that I think those members
of our committee and those Members of
the Senate and House who attributed to
the President of the United States a
smaller degree of conviction and a lesser
degree of courage than they themselves
had were wrong from the beginning.
They should have known from the be-
ginning, and particularly in these clos-
ing weeks, that the attitude of the Presi-
dent would be exactly as he has stated it
in his veto message. Any other conclu-
sion than that would leave us in the posi-
tion of claiming for ourselves some ex-
alted height of conscientious determina-
tion and conviction which we were not
willing to accord as being present in the
mind and heart of the President of the
United States. From the very beginning
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it has seemed to me, we would necessarily
stand on unsound ground if we assumed
that the President by reason of the force
of pressure, would change what he had
long shown to be his very deep convic-
tion and would approve the bill.

The nonpartisan or bipartisan nature
of the support of the bill showed up
throughout the debates, both in the com-
mittee and in the conference, and was
reflected by the votes upon the floor of
the Senate. I wish the record now to
show that upon the final vote on the con-
ference report 10 Members of the Senate
on this side of the aisle showed their con=
tinuing disapproval of the measure. I
have searched in the press in vain for
any indication that more than four
Members of the Senate on this side of the
aisle failed to approve the conference
report.

The records of the Senate show very
clearly that four Members of the Senate
who are Democrats voted against the
conference report, namely, the senior
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTt-
LAND], the senior Senator from Florida,
the junior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. KEENNEDY] and the junior Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MasonNEY]. But
the records show with equal clarity that
4 Members of the Senate who sit on
this side of the aisle, and who, I think,
are as sound Democrats as any we have,
paired in such a way as to show their
continuing and unalterable opposition to
the conference report, those 4 being
the junior Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. ANDERSON ], the senior Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Greenl, the junior
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TorE] and the junior Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON].

Unfortunately two Members of the
Senate who sit on this side of the aisle
could not be present for the final vote.
One was recovering from surgery in
Bethesda, and the other was absent in
the course of his campaign for reelection.
Those two Senators, namely, the senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl and
my own distinguished colleague, the jun-
ior Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
saw to it that their position of opposi-
tion to the conference report was shown
on the REcorp of the Senate where all
might see it, not only that day, as did
those who heard the sound of the yeas
and nays, but throughout the history of
this Nation.

In addition to those 10 on this side of
the aisle who clearly showed their con-
tinuing opposition to this measure, there
were 3 other Members of the Senate on
this side of the aisle who, for reasons
sufficient to themselves—and I honor
those reasons—felt, when the conference
report was submitted, good as it was in
part, and bad as it was in part, that they
preferred, in weight, the good values,
and therefore voted for the conference
report. The same three Members of the
Senate, who sit on this side of the aisle,
by repeated votes during the course of
the debate and the development of this
measure, had shown their opposition to
rigid price supports, and to many of the
other objectionable features of the bill.
The three Senators to whom I refer are
the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HaypeN], the junior Senator from Dela-
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ware [Mr. FreAr], and the junior Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. Stennis]l. I
wish that fact to show upon the ReEcorp
because, notwithstanding all the talk of
politics which has entered into the con-
sideration of this measure since the con-
ference report reached the floor—and I
think there are abundant evidences to
justify the charge of politics, at least
since that time—I want it to be clear
from the REecorp that there were men
who, for one reason or another, satisfac-
tory to themselves, felt that it was their
duty to vote, in soundness of conscience
and in depth of conviction, in favor of
the conference report, although they
had voted against certain provisions
which were contained in it during the
debate when those individual issues were
presented.

I return to the position I took a while
ago, and say again that, with all the
depth of conviction and soundness of
conscience that were shown during the
debate, and with the unwillingness of
any member of the committee—divided,
as it was, 8 to 7, and divided as evenly
as it could be on both sides of the table—
to change his position upon these crit-
ical issues, I think those who jumped to
the conclusion that the President of the
United States, when the bill reached him,
would display a poorer conscience and a
weaker conviction than they themselves
had evidenced were bound to be disap-
pointed. I believe that anyone who has
thought for weeks that the President of
the United States would do anything else
than he has done was leaning on the
weakest kind of a reed, and based his
opinion largely on wishful thinking.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
my distinguished friend from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG. The Senator no doubt has
had occasion to recall the statement the
President made in Brookings, S. Dak.,
when he referred expressly to a pledge
to maintain 90 percent of parity sup-
port for the basic commodities. The
Senator from Florida never made such
a statement, but I am sure he will agree
that any man who makes that kind of
pledge should keep his promise,

Mr. HOLLAND. In the first place, T
was not present at Brookings. In the
second place, I was not following with
great interest the statements made by
the then candidate of the Republican
Party, because I was not supporting him.
Furthermore, I have heard from many
sources that the statement which the
present President of the United States
made at that time differed in some de-
tail from the statement which has been
mentioned by the Senator from Loui-
siana. I repeat, I was not present, and
what I say is based on hearsay, but my
understanding was that the present
President and the then candidate of the
Republican Party said his party was
committed to the temporary 90-percent
price support that was then provided in
the law on the statute books, and that
he wanted to make it clear that he would
stand by that commitment until the
provision expired.

However, I certainly do not wish to
argue the point with the Senator from
Louisiana, because neither he nor I was
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present on the occasion when the state-
ment was made, Fine lawyer that the
Senator from Louisiana is, he realizes
that we would be on unsound ground to
argue the matter. Besides that, I do
not believe that either of us is interested
either in besmirching the character of
our President or in upholding his every
statement, because his statements will
have to stand on the record.

Mr, LONG. If the Senator will yield
further, I should like to say that the
statements the present President of the
United States made, when he was cam-
paigning in Kasson, Minn., and also in
Columbia, 8. C., showed that those state-
ments left no doubt, as I am sure the
Senator from Florida will agree, that the
candidate would support the 90 percent
of parity program. That being the case,
some of us were certainly entitled to rely
upon a statement made on at least three
occasions by the candidate. Perhaps
we should not believe what a man says
while he is a candidate. However, cer-
tainly some of us had reason to hope that
he would keep his promise.

Mr. HOLLAND. I would neither de-
fend nor decry the position taken by the
President of the United States. I cer-
tainly was not present when he made
either one of the statements to which
the Senator has referred. However, I
call the attention of my good friend to
the fact that there are areas in this Na-
tion which have not supported rigid price
supports and have strongly favored flex-
ible supports, but they nevertheless
strongly supported the President. There-
fore there could not have been much un=
derstanding on their part that that was
the candidate’s position.

However, I go back to what I said—
and I think it will hold up, and that it
cannot be broken down—that the men
who were claiming for themselves the
right to stand by their convictions—and
not a member of the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry changed his posi-
tion on this important issue—were stand-
ing on unsound ground when they as-
sumed that the President of the United
States would follow any different course
than he followed today, since repeatedly,
in the course of the last year, he had
stated his conviction that high rigid
price supports had contributed very
greatly to the building up of farm sur-
pluses and to the disastrous condition
in which agriculture finds itself. Cer-
tainly I have not heard anything even
remotely indicating that he was sliding
from that conviction,

I believe that my friend from Louisi-
ana and other Senators—and I have the
highest respect for them—who felt that
the President of the United States, de-
spite his conviction and the dictates of
his conscience, would do other than
what he did today, were standing on
shifting sand. I say that because the
President had repeatedly stated that he
was going to stand up to his conviction,
in spite of various efforts in different
parts of the Nation, by men who wanted
high rigid price supports, who threat-
ened political reprisal if the President
failed to support them. One of them, as
I recall, the President of the National
Farmers Union, went so far as to deliver
to the press, before it was received by
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the President or the United States, a
very insulting and derogatory telegram,
which, if anything had been needed to
sustain the President of the United
States in the firmness of his conviction,
would have served to do so.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like first to
continue my comments on this point
and to yield further to the Senator from
ILouisiana.

Mr, LONG. I wonder whether the
Senator believes that some of us stood
on unsound ground when we thought
the President would sign the natural
gas bill, which he vetoed, even though
he said it was a good hill.

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not know too
much about that, or as much as some of
my distinguished friends know about it,
particularly those Senators who are
lucky enough to have natural gas de-
posits in their States. I should also like
very much to have it appear in the
REecorp that I do not put forth as much
gas on the floor of the Senate, but I am
afraid that I could not truthfully say
that. [Laughter.]

Let me say on that issue that a great
diversion came up which created in some
minds, though not in mine, the fear that
perhaps there was general corruption,
so to speak, behind the efforts of some of
those who were urging the passage of
the natural gas bill. I voted with the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
for its passage.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may sugg:s
the absence of a quorum? While I dis-
agree with much he has said, I believe
he is making a very important spsech,
and I believe more Senators should hear
it. Therefore, I should like to suggest
the absence of a quorum.

Mr. HOLLAND. Iappreciate the will-
ingness of the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin to extend that courtesy
to me. However, I would rather proceed
with my rather brief remarks. Then the
Senator from Wisconsin, on his own
time, may be heard and I shall be very
glad to suggest the absence of a quorum
for him after I have concluded my re-
marks, if he wishes me to do so.

Mr. President, so much for what has
happened up to now in this matter. I
said on the floor of the Senate, when the
conference report was being passed upon
by the Senate, that I thought Senators
and Members of the House were over-
looking a very real point in the whole
issue, and that was the position of the
general public throughout the Nation.

I remember placing in the REcorp an
analysis of the opinions of country edi-
tors throughout the United States, taken
from the trade journal which serves that
group of very fine people. I remember
that that analysis showed, even in the
areas where the sentiment for rigid price
support was high, that, as a rule, the
country editors were shaking their heads
and saying that there is not any sound-
ness in continuing that provision which
creates overproduction and oversupply
and the unremitting buildup of agricul-
tural surpluses,

I have said several times on the floor
of the Senate that, so far as the press in
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my State, the agricultural organizations
in my State, and the general public in my
State are concerned, I feel that the tre-
mendous majority is strongly against the
restoration of rigid price supports, and
that there can be no question as to their
position in that regard. I have stated in
appearances I have made on the floor—
and I am afraid I made too many ap-
pearances on the floor on this bill—that
the Farm Bureau Federation of my
State, which is the only organization
with a general membership of farmers,
throughout the State, the citrus industry
organizations, such as the Florida Citrus
Exchange and the Florida Citrus Mutual,
the vegetable organizations of Florida,
particularly the Florida Fruit and Vege-
table Association, and the State Cattle-
men’s Association had repeatedly gone
on record in such a way that no one could
question or misunderstand how they
stood on this important issue. They do
not want high price supports reinstated,
and, in fact, many of them are against
all price supports. _

I have always held that reasonable
price supports for storable basies, not
calculated to create and maintain sur-
pluses, are necessary at this time when
we are moving out of the war period.
But, unfortunately, Mr. President, many
good people, farmers, throughout the
Nation, have learned to rely so heavily
upon the weak stick of high price sup-
ports that they are unwilling or unable
to plan for themselves and to produce in
such a way as not to oversupply the
market.

Of course, no one in Florida knew until
today what the President’s decision was
going to be, but in order that there may
be some showing on the Recorp that the
people of that State, which produces $600
million worth of agricultural products
each year, have rather strong convictions
on this subject, as represented by news-
papers in the centers of agricultural pro-
duction and as represented, as I have
already stated, in farm organizations
which I have mentioned. I wish to place
in the REcorp some editorials which have
come fo my attention, which were pub-
lished the latter part of last week and
reflect the attitude of Florida people, I
think, correctly.

The first is an editorial from the
Tampa Daily Times which I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD in toto as a part of my remarks.

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

IxE, Don'tr HESITATE; VETO THE FARM BILyn
nrl’resident. Eisenhower should veto the farm
bill.

All of the talk about getting no farm
legislation this session unless he allows the
monstrosity passed yesterday to become law
is far-down, low-grade politics designed to
put Mr. Elsenhower on the spot in this elec-
tion year.

But the truth of the matter is that if he
blocks this legislation by a veto and it is
not overridden he will have left just what
he wants because the present farm law
which his administration fought for so bit-
terly and won two years ago would continue
in force.

Congressional action on this new, defi-
nitely costly and destructive farm bill has
been the worst kind of presidential year
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politics. There has been far more evidence
of designing the measure for farm votes than
for farmers.

The viclous determination to continue
rigid price supports if not vetoed by the
President will mean the piling up of more
farm surpluses instead of bringing relief. It
is a complete contradiction of the theory
behind the soil bank idea which was ap-
proved in the same measure. The purpose
of the soil bank obviously is to help restrict
production, yet 90 percent of parity guar-
antees will defeat that objective.

President Elsenhower should take his cue
on whether to veto the bill from the results
of Tuesday's primary voting in Illinois. The
President’s evident strength downstate
where he outran Stevenson 2 to 1 shows
no real revolt among farmers against the
administration.

The mock concern of the Democrats and
some of the farm State Republican Senators
and House members for the plight of the
farmers shows they are not being realistic
because the farmers themselves have been
disproving the assertions that they are
agalnst the administration.

The President should not weaken at this
last minute in his previous resolve to fight
rigid prices. He knows the consequences of
rigid supports. His failure to wveto would
indicate he had yielded to political pressure
and would mean he was deserting the public
interest hoping to catch a few more votes.

A courageous stand will bring him far
more respect.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
quote two small paragraphs of the edi-
torial, and I assure the Members of the
Senate that they are representative of
the sense and meaning of the editorial.
The first is as follows:

Congressional action on this new, defl-
nitely costly and destructive farm bill has
been the worst kind of presidential year
politics. There has been far more evidence

of designing the measure for farm votes than
for farmers.

Then the closing paragraphs:

The President should not weaken at this
last minute in his previous resolve to fight
rigid prices. He knows the consequences
of rigid supports. His failure to veto wouid
indicate he had ylelded to political pressure
and would mean he was deserting the pub-
lic interest hoping to catch a few more
votes.

A courageous stand will bring him far
more respect.

The next editorial is from the Tampa
Morning Tribune, a morning newspaper
published in that area of my State which
is the greatest citrus producing section,
one of the greatest small-vegetable pro-
ducing sections, and the greatest cattle
producing section. It is an editorial en-
titled “Integrity Versus Political Pork.”
I ask unanimous consent that this edi-
torial, published on April 13, 1956, be
printed in the REecorp at this point in
my remarks.

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

INTEGRITY VERSUS POLITICAL Porxk

It is hard to figure how Congress could
pass a more thoroughly bad pilece of legis-
lation, or one loaded with more pure polit-
ical pork, than the election-year farm bill
it has just sent to the White House.

If a measure ever merited a Presidential
veto, this one is it.

Those Democrats and the farm State Re-
publicans who approved it may try to say
with a straight face that it will provide
long-run help for the farmer, Actually it
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is clearly fashioned to use him as a political
foothall.

Supporters of the bill realized the Presl-
dent wants the so-called soil-bank plan
which is authorized in the legislation. That
plan is designed to reduce the present farm
surplus. But the congressional majority
coupled it with a provision restoring flat
90 percent price supports, the discredited
system which brought on more production
than the free market could absorb and so
accounted for the present surplus. The bill
thus is a self-contradiction, an antisurplus
measure that would inevitably encourage the
production of more price-depressing surplus
commodities.

Mr. Eisenhower has frequently spoken out
sharply against the rigid parity system. But
Democratic strategists consider they have
him backed into a corner this time.

If he lets the legislation slide through,
they figure to go to the hustings as the party
that demonstrated its concern for the wel-
fare of the farmer. If he vetoes the bill on
the ground it violates the principles for
which he stands, they plan to make the
farm bill the main issue of the campaign.

The political dilemma confronting the
President is obvious. We may be sure a good
deal of pressure will be applied by members
of his own party in the farm belt as he mulls
over the question the next few days at Au-

. They will argue he must sign the bill
if threatened GOP congressional candidates
in the farm areas are to be helped and stra-
tegic States in the Midwest are to be carried
in order to win the Presidency in November.

But the price these fellow Republicans and
many Democrats are asking him to pay is far
too high. For his signature on the farm bill
would mean a bowing to political expediency.
It would blemish the integrity of his admin-
istration. It would throw into sharp reverse
the long-range plan he and Secretary of Ag-
riculture Benson have prepared for reducing
farm surplus.

Certainly, Mr. Eisenhower has made it clear
that he is a leader capable of rising above
political pressure. His recent veto of the
natural-gas bill was only one of many such
demonstrations.

May he rise above the pressure this time
and accompany a veto of the farm bill with
a frank and full statement that the uphold-
ing of integrity and sound economic princi-
ples is far more important than the fate of
farm-belt politicians, That course of action
may lose the votes of some already dis-
gruntled farmers, but it will kill a bad bill
and win the respect, confidence, and support
of the country as a whole.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
quote a part of the editorial, as follows:

May he—

Meaning the President—

May he rise above the pressure this time
and accompany a veto of the farm bill with
a frank and full statement that the uphold-
ing of integrity and sound economic prin-
ciples is far more important than the fate
of farm-belt politicians. That course of ac-
tion may lose the votes of some already dis-
gruntled farmers, but it will kill a bad bill
and win the respect, confidence, and support
of the country as a whole.

Mr. President, the next editorial is
peculiarly interesting, because it was
published in the Miami Daily News, a
newspaper identified with former Gov.
James M. Cox, of Ohio, at one time the
Democratic candidate for President, I
ask unanimous consent that the editorial
be printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

GOP REeAL Loser OveEr Farm BIiLn

The repudiation of the Eisenhower farm
policies, not only by the opposition in Con-
gress, but by many Republicans as well,
would normally be taken as a political set=-
back for the President.

In the case of President Eisenhower, it
seems to be different, however. People gen-
erally appear to place him above party poli-
tics and the blame for an unworkable farm
measure, or none at all if the President
vetoes it, will mostly rest with Congress.

This is a political phenomenon which en-
rages the Democratic politicians, yet it is
one of the realities in this election. We
don't presume to know what the President
will do about the farm bill, but whether he
signs or vetoes it the congressional candi-
dates will be the ones mostly affected.

If the President vetoes the new farm leg-
islation on the ground it restores rigid high
price supports for basic crops, Republican
candidates in the farm belt will feel the
effects of his action. If he signs it on the
theory it is better than a return to the
present price support law under which farm
income has declined a billion dollars in a
year, then Democratic candidates will claim
credit for reversing administration policy.

In any case, the Democrats who framed
the hodge-podge measure passed by both
Houses of Congress yesterday, and the Re=-
publicans who voted for it, have little reason
for pride. As passed, the 18566 farm bill is
an undisguised political measure hopefully
designed to garner votes, with little regard
for the welfare of the Nation as a whole,
In the parlance of the day it's strictly for
the birds.

Mr. HOLLAND. I read from the edi-
torial two excerpts which I think may
cause some searching of souls here, Mr.
President, since they come from the
source I have mentioned.

As passed, the 1956 farm bill is an undis-
guised political measure hopefully designed
to garner votes, with little regard for the
weilfare of the Nation as a whole. In the par-
lance of the day, it's strictly for the birds.

Earlier in the editorial there are these
words:

The blame for an unworkable farm meas-
ure, or none at all if the President vetoes it,
will mostly rest with Congress.

Mr. President, I hope Senators will re-
read that part of the editorial very care-
fully, because I so firmly helieve it to be
true, particularly when we have a veto
message which invites Congress speedily
to consider and report a bill setting up
the soil bank and perhaps other com-
mendable features, so that it may be
promptly passed. I think the general
public, if Congress fails to follow that
course, will come indisputably to the
conclusion that most of the Members of
the Congress were interested in votes
rather than in farm support.

I again quote the portion of the edito-
rial which I just read:

The blame for an unworkable farm meas=
ure, or none at all if the President vetoes it,
will mostly rest with Congress.

Mr. President, the next editorial is
from the Miami Herald of April 13, 1956,
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks,
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

FarM Binn CoONFOUNDS FARM CONFUSION

The political analysts are hard at it inter-
preting the farm bill which Congress passed
over expressed Executive displeasure.

The President most likely will veto the
measure, although Democrats and Farm Belt
Republicans say that there is no way open
to him—electionwise—but to sign it.

If the President vetoes the measure the
session will probably end without any farm-
relief legislation,

That would not be all to the bad. Con-
gress enacts a lot of bills that would better
serve the country if tossed into the waste=
basket before they got to the discussion
stage.

The farm bill is an amorphous creation.
It seethes with confusion.

Actually, it does nothing to stabilize the
agricultural industry.

Rather, it has incorporated some provi-
slons previously tried, which in themselves
are largely responsible for the problems
which this new bill purports to solve.

The President said before Congress passed
the measure it was not a good bill, It isn’t,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I read
a few paragraphs from the editorial:

The farm bill is an amorphous creation.
It seethes with confusion.

Mr. President, I hope Senators will
look up the meaning of the word “amor-
phous.” Ilooked it up and was delighted
to find what it means.

I read further from the editorial:

Actually, it does nothing to stabilize the
agricultural industry.

Rather it has incorporated some provisions,
previously tried, which in themselves are
largely responsible for the problems which
this new bill purports to solve.

The President said before Congress passed
the measure it was not a good bill. It isn't.

Mr, President, the last of the editorials
which I ask to have incorporated in the
REcorp is from the Orlando Sentinel of
April 11, 1956. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the short editorial be printed
at this point in the RECORD,

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

PARAGRAPHS

Secretary Benson will have no truck with
the thing called a farm bill which the politi-
cally minded House and Senate have passed.
And we're glad to see that Senator HOLLAND
would not sign the conference committee
report either. It would only add to the
farmers’ problems.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
cannot be the slightest doubt that Con-
gress has it within its power now to have
submitted to it quickly from committee
and to pass a bill which will create a soil
bank. Is there need for a soil bank? I
think there is very great need for it. I
heard a statement made on this floor
within the hour to the effect that all
the planting had heen accomplished in
connection with all the basic commod-
ities. I think that statement was
thoughtlessly made, because everyone
knows it is not completely correct as to
the wheat industry. Anyone can plant
up to 15 acres of wheat anywhere that
wheat can be produced in this Nation
and not be under the provisions of the
present allotment program. So there
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will be an unbridled invitation for the
planting of wheat, and there would have
been if the bill had been passed as it was.
It seems to me there is a need for soil
bank diversion of wheat, and there would
be if the soil bank provision were sepa-
rately considered and passed by the Con-
gress,

Likewise, in the case of corn there is
plenty of its acreage and mostly in the
commercial areas that has not yet been
planted. There is plenty of time to
make good use of the soil bank in the
case of corn if Congress has the will to
do so.

Congress again is challenged. Shall
we not live up to our opportunity to
create a soil bank?

Mr. President, I have been reading in
newspapers within the past few days
about the terrific destruction accom-
plished in the Wheat Belt, in six States,
Colorado, Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas,
New Mexico, and Nebraska, by the recent
dust storms. The amount of wheat
which has been blown out of the ground
is stupendous. I do not suppose anyone
knows the exact amount. It certainly
must total many hundreds of thousands
of acres, and, probably, from what I
have read, 2 or 3 million acres. There
is a need, right now, for the soil bank.

There are other situations, none, I am
glad to say, so acute as that which I
have just mentioned, which likewise call
for the use of the soil bank to reduce
production and to give useful employ-
ment for many acres in such a way as
will enable farmers to get their land
out of production and claim the benefi-
cent effects of the soil bank.

Mr. President, we are about to con-
clude, so far as Congress is concerned,
unless someone should be so unwise as to
call up the Presidential veto and to at-
tempt to override it in either House of
Congress. I think there is no advocate
of this monstrous bill in its present form
who would be so unwise as to do that.
If so, I think the result would be eye-
opening, because I believe it would show
a majority of both Houses clearly hold-
ing up the hands of those who now re-
alize, and who have realized for a long
while, that the provisions of the bill
simply are not sound, and would not
stablize the agricultural industry of
the Nation, but instead would create
greater surpluses and greater difficulties,
and would add to the dependency of our
people upon the Government.

Mr. President, I cannot too strongly
urge that in the whole field of agricul-
tural legislation one of the points we
must always keep in mind is that the
farm areas where there have been high
rigid price supports, first in the war
years, then in the year that followed,
are the areas in which foo many farmers
have shown continuing inability to plan
for themselves, continuing unwillingness
to work out their own problems, and
continuing failure to cut their produc-
tion to fit consumption needs.

Throughout the Nation, many other
agricultural industries which are being
called upon to plan for themselves and
to produce wisely, are prosperous and
are doing well. Not only do they not
want help, but they have seen the bane-
ful effects of the too-great assistance
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which has been given in other places, and
they do not want to subject themselves
to the effects of the overuse of high
support prices, as they see those effects
developing, and unfortunately as such
effects have already been greatly over-
developed in some parts of our Nation.
Mr, President, I yield the fioor.

CONFUSION SURROUNDING THE
ADMINISTRATION'S SO-CALLED
PARTNERSHIP POWER PROGRAM

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, so
much confusion and misinformation cir-
culates around the present administra-
tion’s so-called partnership power pro-
gram that citizens directly affected are
hard put to understand the full meaning
of its implications. In my home State
of Oregon, the efforts on behalf of part-
nership have been directed toward
needed multiple-purpose projects which
are already authorized by Congress for
construction as units in the Federal
system.

I have attempted to clarify this aspect
of the drive for partnership in a recent
letter replying to an editorial published
in the Eugene Register-Guard of April 8,
1956. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp my reply to the
editorial which appeared April 8, 19856,
and the text of the editorial at ‘ssue.

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

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard of
April 8, 1956]

SenATORS BLock EUGENE WATER ANDp ELECTRIC
Boarp From CoUGAR

There have been many people who have
asked in recent weeks about the chances of
the Eugene Water and Electric Board gaining
approval for partnership participation in
Cougar Dam on the South Fork of the Mc-
Kenzie.

It is a good guestion. Ray Boals, super-
intendent for Eugene Water and Electric
Board, says that work currently being done
on the project by the Army engineers will
not prevent the local utility from participat-
ing in the project later on. But the chances
of partnership authorization getting through
this session of Congress are indeed slim. A
bill for partnership by Representative HArrls
ELLswWORTH was approved in subcommittee
but has been held from the full committee by
the subcommittee chairman, JAMES Davis,
Democrat of Georgia. Even if the bill
reached the floor of the House and passed it
would never pass the Senate because it would
be blocked by Oregon’s Senators, as it was
once before by Senator Morse after passing
the House.

They believe it will wreck Federal power
development in the Northwest and cut off the
region from cheap hydroelectric power which
they say is vital to attract industry.

In the case of aluminum and a few other
industries this might be the case. But to
contend that it would stop industrial de-
velopment generally is pure poppycock. (To
belabor this point, It hasn't stopped indus-
trial development in California where private
steam generation handles most of the power
load.)

Our Senators want all-Federal development
within the Bonneville system. But with the
needs that are foreseen in the next 10 to 15
years, it is not realistic to believe that Con-
gress will appropriate all the funds necessary
to do the job.

Private capital, and capital from municipal
utilities such as Eugene Water and Electric
Board, is needed to take up the slack. Vital
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flood control dams are traditionally a Fed-
eral cost and it takes some doing to get ap-
propriations for these.

So again, we must ask, what's wrong with
the idea of partnership development of some
of these projects? Is it an unfair use of a
natural resource? We don’'t see how. Fall-
ing water is used to generate electricity to
meet the needs of the population. If Eugene
Water and Electric Board developed the
power facilities at Cougar it would provide
power for this area that would not have to
be taken from the Bonneville system.
Either way we get the power for the North=-
west region. But with partnership develop-
ment we get it now or in the near future
when we will need it. In fact, it is our opin-
ion that if we wait for all-Federal develop-
ment we shall never meet our requirements,
whether there is a Democratic or Republican
administration. In the past 20 years the
Federal Government has put about $2 billion
into the Bonnevile system. Can we logically
expect about 8 billlon in the next 10 to 15
years? That is the estimated need to meet
our requirements.

Opponents of partnership argue that pri-
vate and municipal firms desiring to develop
electric power would be taking all the profit
from multi-purpose projects. This is a
flimsy argument. When the Government
bullds the power features of a dam, the sale
of the power over 50 years pays back the
cost of the power part of the structure. It
does not pay back the cost of the flood con-
trol features.

Under partnership, at Cougar for instance,
Eugene Water and Electric Board would pay
the costs of the propect allocated to power.
It would be constructed under specifications
acceptable to the Government and the Gov-
ernment would own all of the project except
the powerhouse and the generators. Eugene
Water and Electric Board would have the
right to use the power for 50 years under a
Federal Power Commission license. The
Government would pay for the costs allo-
cated to flood control and construct the
project with Eugene Water and Electric
Board and Federal funds.

At Cougar and at Green Peter-White
Bridge on the BSantiam the Government
would be saved the expenditure of an esti-
mated $40 milllon on power allocations, a
sum that could well be applied to Libby or
a number of other Federal projects so ur-
gently needed.

If our Senators desire to aid development
of the Northwest, they should get off their
all-Federal power high-horse and take the
lead on partnership development, particu-
larly on some of the smaller multi-purpose
projects. Their argument for all-Federal
development is a political pipe dream and
they know it.

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
April 11, 1956.

To the EprTor oF THE EUGENE REGISTER-GUARD:

Your recent editorial asked why Senator
Morse and I are blocking partnership con-
struction of Cougar Dam. For your informa-
tion, Cougar Dam is presently authorized and
construction is underway as a Federal proj-
ect. The law must be changed for it to
become a partnership proposition. Why, I
ask, are McKay, Ellsworth, Coon, and Norblad
blocking Federal construction of Cougar
which has already started? Why are the
Republicans generally opposed to continuing
the Federal program that has been so suc=-
cessful? C

When Cougar Dam's powerplant is inte-
grated into the Bonneville Power System,
the Eugene Water and Electric Board will
share—along with other public and private
utilities of the region—in the new power
supply. Contrast this with what happens
under a partnership in which the Eugene
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Water and Electric Board would own all the
power. How would the power consumers of
the Springfield Utility Board, Lane County
Electric Co-op, Blachly-Lane County Co-op,
and Pacific Power & Light Co. fare under a
partnership which gave all the power to
Eugene?

The Eugene customers, like those else-
where, should receive a fair share of the
Cougar power, and that's what they will get
when Cougar is completed as a Federal proj-
ect. I do not agree with your belief that
customers of the Eugene Water and Electric
Board have a greater right to Cougar power
than those who reside outside the city limits.
I think the power should be shared equitably,
and this can best be accomplished with
Cougar Dam as a Federal project.

Your editorial headline: “Senators Block
Eugene Water and Electrlr Board from
Cougar,” can only have been motivated by
political partisanship. Let's look at the
record, The President's budget for 1958
requested $100,000 for Cougar Dam planning.
The House, of which Mr. ELLSWORTH Is a
Member, approved the $100,000. Following
this less-than-desirable action, Senator
Morse and I urgently requested the Senate
Appropriations Committee to increase the
funds so construction on Cougar could be
started, and the day advanced when Eugene
and other Bonneville customers could share
in the Cougar power supply. The Senate
approved an increase to $500,000 and work on
Cougar has begun. Perhaps it is only during
election years that words can be twisted so
that work toward starting a project can
mean that it is being blocked.

With great political fanfare, President
Eisenhower recently signed the bill authoriz-
ing $785 million worth of Federal power proj-
ects in the upper Colorado Basin. The same
Oregon Republicans, who plead so fervently
for partnership in our region, were quite
enthusiastic about Federal projects in the
upper Colorado. Why are they blocking Fed-
eral projects in Oregon? Is the answer to be
found in the fact that no private utilities
would have the poor Colorado power sites,
whereas the fine hydroelectric sites in Oreg-
on's Columbia Basin are desired by so-called
local interests?

The Federal-power program has brought
the Northwest the cheapest electricity in the
United States, as well as irrigation, naviga-
tion, and flood-control benefits. It is re-
markable that every partnership proposal
represents a retreat from these comprehen-
sive values. Why do our Republican Con-
gressmen lament that they cannot secure
more funds for Federal development in the
Northwest, when they themselves have helped
push through $785 million worth of develop-
ment for the upper Colorado?

It is true that Senator MorsE and I voted
for the upper Colorado program, but we also
are fighting hard for Federal projects in our
own region. - We would never be so hypo-
critical as to favor $785 million worth of
upper Colorado Federal construction, while
lamenting lugubriously that Congress would
refuse further Federal funds in our own
area. That, however, is the record of the
Oregon Republicans—a record which some
Oregon dally newspapers, ironically, find
quite commendable.

Sincerely,
RicaArp L. NEUBERGER,
United States Senator.

CONSTRUCTION BY IDAHO POWER
CO. OF DAM IN HELLS CANYON
STRETCH OF SNAKE RIVER
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,

only a few months ago the supporters of

the Idaho Power Co., seeking to block
construction of a high Federal dam in

Hells Canyon, claimed that the water

rights of irrigators which were estab-

lished by State law would be impaired if
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a Federal project spanned the canyons
of the Snake. These spokesmen for the
company represented the Federal Gov-
ernment as some kind of a predator,
crouched to override the water laws of
the upstream States.

How quickly the leopard can change
its spots.

The Idaho Power Co. has proceeded
with the construction of a dam in the
Hells Canyon stretch of the Snake River
in defiance of the laws of the State of
Oregon. It now contends that its license
received from the Federal Power Com-
mission places it above the jurisdiction
of the State, that permission of the State
of Oregon is not necessary when the
company appropriates a water resource
of the State after receiving a Federal li-
cense.

What has happened to those stanch
defenders of States rights who, before
the Federal licenses were granted to the
Idaho Power Co. for the dams in Hells
Canyon, pictured the high Federal dam
as a form of piracy threatening the
farmers’ water rights? Their silence is
proof of the falseness of their claims,

The legislation to authorize the con-
struction of a Federal dam at Hells Can-
yon specifically subordinated the opera-
tion of its power facilities to the water
rights of upstream irrigators. The laws
of the States were to govern in this re-
spect.

The contrast between the respect for
State law which would have been pro-
vided under the Federal construction of
a dam in Hells Canyon and the defiance
of State law which has resulted from
licensing of Idaho Power Co. projects is
pointedly discussed in an editorial from
an outstanding Oregon newspaper.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp the editorial en-
titled “Is This Case Different?"” published
in the East Oregonian, of Pendleton,
Oreg., of April 6, 1956.

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

[From the East Oregonlan of April 6, 1956]
Is THI1s CASE DIFFERENT?

When Douglas McEay was governor of
Oregon he said to a luncheon meeting in
Walla Walla, “You know, I find that I have
to remind Len Jordan that the State of Ore-
gon has quite an interest, too, in the Snake
River.” It was at a meeting of the Columbia
Basin Interagency Committee at which
Idaho's Governor Jordan was present. Mr.
McEay was speaking, of course, of Mr. Jor-
dan's oft repeated statement that the State
of Idaho must protect its rights to Snake
River water by opposing Hells Canyon Dam.
Mr. Jordan did not concede that Oregon
might have some interest in Snake River
waters that flowed between the borders of
Idaho and Oregon.

In recent days the attorney general of
the State of Oregon has decided that the
Idaho Power Co. should have asked permis-
slon of the State of Oregon to construct
Brownlee Dam on the Snake River. He has
started proceedings to force the company
to seek that permission. Idaho Power Co.
has said that the only permission it con-
siders necessary is that granted by the Fed-
eral Power Commission. The company so
thoroughly believes it that it undertook
construction of a bridge over the Snake
without asking permission of the Corps of
Engineers.
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‘When Idaho's Governor Jordan was doing
everything possible to prevent the construec-
tion of Hells Canyon Dam he and his fol-
lowers warned that the high dam would en-
croach upon State rights. Now that Idaho
Power Co. flaunts the rights of the State of
Oregon, those same people in the State of
Idaho are strangely silent.

In the BState of Oregon some of the
stoutest defenders of State rights see in
the attorney general's action a political
motivation. The same citizens see in a dif-
ferent light the move of Portland General
Electric Co. to build a dam on the Deschutes
River that has been opposed by the State
hydroelectric commission.

Apparently, it is all a matter of whose ox
is being gored.

Our hope is that we never shall see the
day that Oregon’s attorney general will not
guard the rights of the State in the use of
any and all waters in which the State has an
interest. )

The Lewiston (Idaho) Morning Tribune
has some interesting comments on the State
of Oregon versus Idaho Power Co. case:

*“The supporters of the 3 dams the Idaho
Power Co. hopes to build as a substitute for
a high Hells Canyon Dam have devoted
several million words in recent years to the
threat of Federal encroachment upon State
rights, The theme had infinite variations.
Every effort to reassure the public, partic-
ularly in southern Idaho, that a Federal high
dam would operate in compliance with State
law was drowned in the flood of ‘man your
floodgates’ oratory. The Federal Govern-
ment was pictured as the fearsome ogre
which would crush all State rights in its
sweep toward domination of the region. The
Idaho Power Co., by contrast, was pletured
as & local interest under full supervision
and control by State agencies and dedicated
unswervingly to preservation of State rights.

“The question arises, of course, as to why
the Idaho Power Co. currently ‘s paying such
devoted attention to the wierdly reasoned
decision of a Federal agency, the FPC, and so
little attention to the protests of the Oregon
attorney general. The answer, of course, is
that the FPC opinion is favorable to Idaho
Power’s objectives, and the Oregon attorney
general’s protests are unfavorable to those
objectives.

“The rest is campaign oratory, as most of
it has been throughout the Hells Canyon
battle, The crusade for State’s rights’ does
not happen to have much bearing at the
moment upon Idaho Power's plans. There-
fore, it can be ignored for the time being
while construction of Brownlee goes ahead
at full speed.

“There is nothing particularly alarming
about this situation. Idaho Power’s ap-
proach seems to be realistic and logical. Its
objectives have been clear enough to anyone
who cared to see them. It is proceeding
toward those objectives according to plan.

“The disturbing thing has always been the
uncritical acceptance by thousands of people
of the image of Idaho Power as the stalwart
champion of State's rights and protector of
the people from their own Federal Govern-
ment.

“The slight disagreement between the Ore-
gon attorney general and Idaho Power would
be mainly useful if it persuaded some of
these people to make a belated reexamina-
tion of some of the campaign oratory.”

DUPLICITY OF ADMINISTRATION’S
ACTIVITIES IN FIELD OF WATER
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the

duplicity of the present administration’s

activities in the field of water-resource
development is reflected in many recent
developments. The claims of the admin-
istration spokesman that there is not
sufficient money in the Treasury for
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‘Hells Canyon Dam is contradicted by
approval of the $750 million Upper Colo-
rado storage project. The administra-
tion contends that the magnificent Co-
lumbia River basin dam sites can be de-
veloped only by private power company
partners, but at the same time gives its
full backing to wholly Federal construec-
tion on the Colorado. What is the reason
for this Jekyll-and-Hyde philosophy in

a field of vital eoncern to our national

welfare? Are powerful pressures at work

which require one pattern for develop-
ment of one river system, and a com-
pletely different approach to another?

The method by which word and action
often differ in the present administra-
tion's power policy is discussed in a re-
cent column by the distinguished jour-
nalist, Thomas L. Stokes. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REecorp the article written by Mr. Stokes,
which was published in the Washington
Evening Star of April 12, 1956.

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

WORD AND ACTION SOMETIMES DirFer—EISEN=
Howrr O. K. oF CoLorapOo RIVER BILL
VIiEwED AS RunNING COUNTER TO POLICY

(By Thomas L. Stokes)

1t’s easy to understand how our people can
be fooled about what goes on here. Often
there's a difference In what 1s sald about
policy and what is actually done.

An example is what President Elsenhower
sald at Augusta, Ga., when he signed into
law the bill recently passed by Congress for
the mammoth upper Colorado River storage
project to be developed by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

“This,” he sald, “represents something I
believe in.” It follows his idea, he explained,
of “treating river valleys as a whole thing—
it goes from top to bottom—it recognizes
that one thing is certalnly true—water is
getting to be one of our most valuable re-
sources.”

Such an alm first was expressed half a
centry ago by President Theodore Roosevelt.
He told Congress in his first message of the
need for great storage works to equalize the
flow of streams which, he said, were too big
to be undertaken by private interests, as is
the case with the Colorado River project.
In a later message to Congress, Theodore
-Roosevelt advocated integrated public devel-
opment of our river systems for navigation,
flood control, reclamation, and production
of electric power.

It was not until many years later that his
vislon began to come true in great public
projects—Boulder Canyon Dam In Nevada
during the Hoover administration, later re-
named Hoover Dam, and, in the Roosevelt
and Truman administrations, a whole bevy
- of glant projects—TVA in the South, Bonne-
ville in Oregon, Grand Coulee in Washing-
~ton, Shasta in California, Hungry Horse in
Montana, and 0 on.

But, if President Eisenhower believes in
-treating river valleys as a whole thing, he

either has not told the responsible officlals .

in his administration or they have not fol-
lowed his instructions. For, until the upper
Colorado, in which special factors .are in-
volved, the administration's policy had been
contrary to treating river valleys as a whole
thing. That's why conservationists have so
bitterly attacked the administration policy.
In letter or spirit the principle now es-
poused by the President has been violated in
numerous instances. Perhaps the most
graphic illustration is in the case of another
- great river system like the Colorado—the Co-
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lumbia, which spans our Paclfic Northwest.
Both Bonnevilie and Grand Coulee Dams are
on it. When built in the Franklin D. Roose~
velt administration they were envisaged as
part of a series to develop the Columbia sys-
tem from top to bottom. A grand plan for
unified and integrated development of the
Columbia Basin was completed by the Army
Engineer Corps in 1950 after Bonneville and
Grand Coulee were built.

But the Eisenhower administration has
scrapped this in the so-called “partnership”
of Federal Government with private utilities
proclalmed by President Elsenhower in his
1952 campaign speech at Seattle and falth-
fully executed by Secretary of the Interior
Douglas McEay.

This violation of “treating river valleys
as a whole thing began at Hells Canyon
on the Snake River, a Columbia tributary,
along the Oregon-Idaho border. The Army
engineers had recommended a high dam
there to be built by the Federal Government
to utilize the full potential of the river and
fit Hells Canyon most effectively into the
Columbia River plan. But Secretary Mc-
Eay stopred this, He withdrew an appli-
cation for a license for Federal development
submitted by the Interlor Department in
the Truman administration to the Federal
Power Commission to carry out the Army
engineer plan. That opened the way for a
private power company, Idaho Power, to put
in its bid to build, instead, three small dams,
which subsequently was granted by the FPC.
This would mean pilecemeal development
that would throw the whole Army engineer
plan askew.

Though this was represented as “partner-
ship” with a local power company, that came
to be a joke around here. For Idaho Power
stock is owned mostly in the East, and stock-
holders were, in fact, holding their annual
meeting at Augusta, Maine, the day that Sec-
retary McKay opened the way for them to
cut in on Hells Canyon by withdrawing the
application for a license to carry out the
Army engineer plan. In turn, this discard-
ing of the Army engineer plan at Hells Can-
yon led to other private utility companies
coming forward with plans for small “part-
nership” dams at other polnts in the Co-
lumbia system. That, if carried through,
would prevent the building of larger dams
called for by the Army engineers. It can
only be stopped through a suit now pend-
ing in the courts brought by the Hells Canyon
Association to invalidate the license of the
Idaho. Power Co. or by Congress acting on
biils which have been bottled up.

Thus far the utilities have been successful
in fighting the public development of the
Columbia as projected by the Army engineers
and are making a mockery out of the Eisen-
hower theory of “treating river valleys as a
whole thing.” In the case of the upper
Colorado, the utilities were not interested,
as this is not to be utilized for power on
the same scope and does not offer the rich
profits of the Columbia and so they were
content to let the Government develop
it.

THE VETO OF THE FARM BILL

Mr, EASTLAND. Mr. President, for
the reasons so well outlined in the Pres-
ident’s message, a veto was the only
course open to him on the farm bill. En-
actment of the bill would have resulted
in further piling up of surpluses, re-
strieting markets, and bringing about
more restrictive controls.

In 1957 the cotton industry will be
faced with further acreage reductions
to the overall tune of 8.9 percent, as
the reductions would affect each State,
according to a table which I ask unan-
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imous consent to have printed at this
point in my remarks.

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

Per-
Acreage cent-
1056 1057 | reduc- | S50
States aliot- | allot- tion |TiHe
ment ment for fn?;
1957 1 1086 to
1957
1,025, 141
343, 640
1,424, 611
TH2, 405
36, 97
(Georgia. 903, 221
Ninois 3, 110
[Canwas. . 2o o,

Kentucky
Louisi

483,
Oklahoma. __.._ 845, 616/
South Carolina.| 726,193
Tennessee......| 563,491

| 7,410,893
17, 114

17, 391, 30415, 841, 584

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, as
for cotton, the most depressing problem
facing cotton farmers and the cotton
industry was the need for regaining and
maintaining our traditional and historic
export markets. -

This could be done only by meeting the
price competition of foreign-produced
cotton and foreign synthetics in the for-
eign markets., Cotton producer organ-
izations from one end of the Cotton Belt
to the other clearly recognized that fact
last fall, and agreed that if the Secretary
of Agriculture would exercise the au-
thority vested in him by Congress to
make United States cotton competitive,
pricewise, in the export market, the cot-
ton producers would make their contri-
bution toward the solution of the overall
problem by accepting a moderately lower
support price, thereby improving cot-
ton's competitive position with synthetics
in the domestic market.

The cotton growers’ organizations
agreed to accept price reductions of
from 3 to 3! cents a pound in order
to make cotton competitive with rayon.
Under the 8234 percent of parity, which
was announced today in the President’s
veto message, cotton prices will be re-
duced only about 215 cents a pound.
That is a rough estimate, which is very
close to being correct.

So far as cotton is concerned, the main
thing wrong with H. R. 12 was that it
would have provided a return to a rigid
system of price supports, thereby hold-
ing a price umbrella over domestic syn-
thetic fiber production, which would
have made impossible an improvement
in the position of cotton in competition
with rayon in the domestic market, and
would have seriously impaired our
chances for obtaining the kind of ex-
port program for cotton which would
have been really adequate in effectively
meeting foreign price competition from
foreign-produced cotton and synthetics.
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It was for this reason, which dealt
with the very heart of cofton’s most
serious problem, that I felt compelled
to vote against the conference report.
That is not to say that there were not
a number of provisions in H. R. 12 which
were constructive and urgently needed,
so far as cotton is concerned.

Mr. President, what is necessary is to
establish a minimum acreage allotment
for cotton for the years 1957 and 1958.
Otherwise, there will be an additional
reduction in the acreage allotment for
1957 of 8.9 percent, as I have said, and a
further acreage reduction in 1858 of,
roughly, 6 percent. Mississippi would
take an acreage reduction of, roughly, 8
percent. Acreage reductions are destruc-
tive of the industry, tend to pull down
farm income, and, if continued, there
will be no way whereby a cotton farm
can be operated at a profit.

Furthermore, in the South there are
millions of small farmers who plant 4
acres of cotton or less. They must be
provided for by appropriate legislation.

Third, H. R. 12 contained a provision
which would clear up the question as to
whether the President had the author-
ity to deal with the problem of textile
imports by negotiation with the individ-
ual countries from which such imports
emanate,

Fourth, the bill contained a provision
to rectify a very serious injustice which
is being worked upon the producers of
extra long staple cotton.

Fifth, the bill contained provisions for
the soil bank, which would have made
possible further voluntary reductions in
production, without the loss of net in-
come to farmers.

Mr. President, I therefore feel that the
most constructive course we could now
pursue would be to delete from H. R. 12
the specific provisions to which the Presi-
dent has objected so seriously, and re-
turn to him the remainder of the bill
without further delay.

It would be a simple matter for the
Congress to follow this course, and place
upon the President’'s desk a farm bill
which he could sign before the end of
this week.

I urge my colleagues to take such ac-
tion as is necessary to bring this about.

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY—
DOCUMENTS FURNISHED BY SEN-
ATOR McCARTHY

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr., President, I
‘tTSh to give the Senate some informa-

on.

A few days ago when the Senate was
considering the CIA joint resolution I
stated that if the resolution were passed
I would turn over to the proposed new
joint committee some 50 or more docu-
ments having to do with everything from
incompetence to communism in the CIA.
The resolution failed, and the joint com-
mittee was not established.

The question arose as to whether the
information should go to the Armed
Services Committee, headed by the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL], to the
Permanent Investigating Subcommittee
of the Committee on Government Op-
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erations, headed by the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], or to the In-
ternal Security Subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary. I felt that
the Internal Security Subcommittee had
the most complete jurisdiction of the
subject, so I have turned over the docu-
ments, as of today, to the subcommittee
of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Eastranpl, not because I preferred that
subcommittee to the other committee but
because I thought that it had unques-
tionable jurisdiction on the subject.

I know they will have difficulty getting
the witnesses from the CIA, They refused
to appear before our committee. How-
ever, I hope that we will test on the
Senate floor the right of the Internal Se-
curity Subcommittee to get the necessary
information. For that reason I have
turned over all the pertinent material
to the Eastland committee.

PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED
STATES IN THE FOOD AND AGRI-
CULTURE ORGANIZATION AND IN-
TERNATIONAL LABOR ORGAN-
IZATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 97) to
amend certain laws providing for mem-
bership and participation by the United
States in the Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization and International Labor Or-
ganization and authorizing appropria-
tions therefor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair)., The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr., President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. What is the pend-
ing business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the unfinished busi-
ness, which is Senate Joint Resolution
97. The pending guestion is on agreeing
to the amendment heretofore proposed
by the Senator from Louisiana [Mr,
ELLENDER], ;

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, this joint resolution
authorizes an increase in the ceiling on
the authorized United States contribu-
tion to the Food and Agriculture Organ-
ization from $2 million a year to $3 mil-
lion a year. It also authorizes an in-
crease in the ceiling on the authorized
contribution to the International Labor
Organization from $1,750,000 a year to $3
million a year.

The joint resolution was reported
unanimously by the Committee on For-
eign Relations on July 27 of last year.
It was considered briefly in the Senate
July 30, but no action was taken in the
adjournment rush.
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When Congress reconvened in Jan-
uary, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions again considered the matter in the
light of developments in the intervening
months. After discussion with Assist-
ant Secretary of State Francis O. Wil-
cox and Assistant Secretary of Labor J.
Ernest Wilkins, and after further con-
sideration, the committee saw no reason
to change the position which it had
taken last July—namely, that the reso-
lution is a meritorious one and should
be passed.

Indeed, Mr. President, passage of the
resolution is daily becoming more ur-
gent, particularly so far as the ILO is
concerned. Let me review the situation
briefly for the Senate.

At a meeting in March of this year,
the ILO governing body adopted a
budget for the calandar year 1957
amounting to a net of $7.6 million. The
vote, by the way, was 28 to 10, with the
United States voting “No.” This budget
will be presented to the ILO Confer-
ence in June for final approval; but in
view of the almost three to one vote in
the governing body, there is little reason
to anticipate contrary action by the Con-
ference.

On the basis of 25 percent, which is the
current rate of assessment of the United
States in the ILO this budget will eall
for a United States contribution of $1.9
million. The net contribution can be
reduced to $1.8 million by taking ad-
vantage of an expected credit aceruing
from earlier years; but, even so0, our as-
sessment will be $50,000 above the exist-
ing statutory ceiling, :

* Thus, it is clear that the United States
will be confronted with an assessment
which it cannot pay unless Congress
raises the ceiling. Although this budget
is for 1957, and we would not actually be
in default until that time, our influence
at the June conference would obviously
be at a low ebb if we went there with the
whole world knowing that we would be
unable to meet our obligations. An or-
ganization does not pay much attention
to the thoughts of a member who is
avowedly about to refuse to pay his dues.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, our
delinquency might turn out to be even
greater than the figure of $50,000 which
I mentioned. That figure was based on
a calculation of our assessment at the
rate of 25 percent. That rate has been
in effect since 1951, and there has heen
growing pressure within the ILO to
revise all assessments to bring them more
into line with the United Nations scale,
under which the United States pays 33.3
percent. I do not think that the ILO
would undertake such a drastic revision
in one step, but I do think we have to
anticipate some increase in the per-
centage of our assessment.

The question has been raised as to
whether we should continue to partici-
pate at all in the ILO; or, if we do con-
tinue to participate, whether we should
increase our contributions. To state the
question another way, we have three pos=-
sible courses of action:

First. We can withdraw entirely from
the ILO. For reasons which I shall elab-
orate on a little later, this would not be
a wise course for us to take, but it would
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at least have the merits of being forth-
right and unequivocal.

Second. We can defeat this bill and
continue in the ILO under our present
legislation. This, I think, is probably the
worst thing we could do. We would be
half in, half out, delinquent in our as-
sessments, utterly without influence, and
in general offering an altogether sorry
spectacle for a Nation which is sup-
posed to be in a position of world lead-
ership.

Third. We can pass this measure and
continue to participate in the ILO on a
vigorous, wholehearted, full-membership
basis. This seems to me to be clearly
the wisest course for us to take. If we
are going to belong to an organization
as important as the ILO, we ought to
belong to it all the way—we ought to
work in it and try to get our ideas adopted
by it. We ought to take a seat up in
front, and not one by the door, where
we can walk out every time something
does not go to suit us or where the other
members can throw us out for nonpay-
ment of dues.

The ILO is unique among interna-
tional organizations in that its delegates
represent private groups, as well as gov-
ernments. Each member of the ILO has
two government delegates, plus one dele-
gate representing employers, and one
representing workers. The organization
was established in 1919 to promote the
voluntary cooperation of nations in im-
proving working and living conditions.
The United States has been a member
since 1934.

The principal impetus for United
States withdrawal from the ILO at this
time comes from Mr. William Me¢Grath,
who was the American employer dele-
gate in 1954 and 1955. In his public
statements, Mr. McGrath has voiced nu-
merous complaints about the ILO; but
so far as I can determine, all of them
come under three main headings:

First, a great many foolish proposals
are advanced in the ILO. While Mr.
McGrath evidently differs with a good
many persons, even in his own country,
as to what is foolish and what is not,
I think we can all agree that there are

some foolish proposals advanced in the -

TLO. Well, Mr. President, there are some
foolish proposals advanced in every or-
ganization—even in the Congress of the
United States; but I never heard of an
individual’s refusing to serve in Congress
because of that fact. The truth is that
most of the foolish proposals in the ILO
meet the same fate as those in Con-
gress: They are buried, and never are
adopted.

The few which may be adopted can
be farmful to the United States only
to the extent that we ourselves are fool-
ish enough to put them into effect. This
fact destroys the validity of Mr. Mec-
Grath’s second major complaint, which
is that the ILO is an international law-
making body bent upon legislating so-
cialism into existence throughout the
world. This can only be described as
plain nonsense. The ILO has no power
whatsoever over any sovereign country
on the face of the world. The ILO can
only act through recommendations,
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which do not have to be followed, or
through conventions, which do not have
to be ratified, and which, of course, are
not binding unless they are ratified.

Finally, Mr. McGrath complains that
the employer and worker delegates from
the Soviet Union and other Communist
countries are, in fact, merely additional
government delegates, and do not repre-
sent free employers and free workers.
This is a valid point, and I disagree with
Mr. McGrath only as to the conclusion
to be drawn from it. He thinks we ought
to get out of the ILO. I think we ought
to stay in it, and fight harder than ever
to show up this Communist fiction for
what it is.

Incidentally, Mr. President, I may say
that at the present time there is within
the International Labor Ogranization a
subcommittee looking into the matter of
so-called employer representation on the
part of the Communist states which hap-
pen to be members of the Organization.

I am not alone in believing that we
should remain in the ILO. The execu-
tive council of the AFL-CIO thinks so.
It recently said:

We regard the ILO as a vital forum through
which to promote the cause of freedom and
democracy in the world. We take this op-
portunity to officially reiterate our full and
ungualified support of the ILO and of United
States membership and active participation
therein.

‘We urge the Congress of the United States
to enact Senate Joint Resolution 97.

The Catholic Church thinks so. I
quote from an editorial of March 186,
1956, issue of the New World, official
Catholic paper of the archdiocese of Chi-
cago and the diocese of Joliet:

The Holy See has been one of the ILO's
strongest supporters from the very begin-
ning of the Organization. In November 1054,
the Holy Father enthusiastically welcomed
the members of the ILO governing body in a
special audience at the Vatican and, echo-
ing the sentiments of his predecessor, vigor-
ously endorsed the important work that they
are doing for the cause of social justice. * * *

Moreover, as recently as January of this
year, a French Jesult, Father Joblin, was ap-
pointed to the staff of the IL.O with the ad-
vice and consent of the Holy Seet * * * The
fact that Father Joblin's appointment was
made long after the problem of Communist
representation in the ILO became a public
issue is an obvious indicatlon that the Holy
See is not in favor of scuttling the Organiza-
tion merely because of the fact that Russla
and some of her satellites are included in 1its
membership.

Further, Mr. President, as recently as
April 4, less than 2 weeks ago, the eco-
nomic subcommittee of the Catholic As-
sociation for International Peace found
that American withdrawal from the IL.O
“would play directly into the hands of the
Communists.”

Finally, Mr. President, the Chamber of
Commerce and the National Association
of Manufacturers—the two groups who
nominate our employer delegate—have
decided to continue their participation
this year. Although they are not with-
out some misgivings about the matter,
they have rejected Mr. McGrath’'s pro-
posal for immediate withdrawal from the
ILO.
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Mr. President, let me say just a word
about the paragraph of the joint resolu-
tion relating to the Food and Agriculture
Organization. I think there would be
general agreement that this agency has
done one of the best jobs of any of the
UN specialized agencies. It certainly
has one of the most important jobs—
namely, that of keeping food production
up with population increases in underde~
veloped countries.

The FAO Conference last fall voted a
budget of $6.6 million for 1956 and of
$6.8 million for 1957. The vote, inci-
dentally, was 24 to 23, with the United
States voling “No.” After taking account
of small miscellaneous income, the
amount of these budgets which will have
to be met by assessments is $6.5 million
in 1956 and $6.7 million in 1957. The
United States assessment for each of
these years is 31.5 percent. These assess-
ments can be met within the existing
ceiling by taking advantage of a credit
which has accrued to the United States
in the FAO Working Capital Fund.

It is apparent, however, that the
United States is operating on a very thin
margin, that our 1958 assessment will
breach our ceiling, that the ceiling would
therefore have to be raised next year in
any event, and that in the meantime our
whole position in the FAO will be
strengthened by timely action to raise
the ceiling now.

Mr. President, the amounts of money
involved here are not large. The total
increase provided for by this resolution
to be spread over a period of years is less
than half of one one-thousandth of the
unexpended balances of appropriations
for military assistance. The amounts in-
volved here appear even more trifling
when considered in relation to the dam-
age our international position would suf-
fer if we were to fail to play our full part
in both the ILO and FAO.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the fact that the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee unanimously reported
the joint resolution. I know I express
the hope of the chairman and of other
members of the committee when I urge
the Senate to pass the joint resolution.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say to the
Senator that I infend to support the
joint resolution, either with or without
some of the amendments which have
been suggested, depending upon the dis-
cussion which may follow.

However, I think it is only fair to say
that in the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions there was the feeling that both
the FOA and the ILO had a part to play,
despite the objections, and perhaps some
of the legitimate criticisms which have
been raised. The viewpoint of the
American Federation of Labor and the
CIO as to their usefulness was pointed
out. While the representatives of the
United States Chamber of Commerce
had some questions, they felt, as I un-
derstood, that perhaps the ILO should
be continued for another year or so, and
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that perhaps further studies should be
made by the Congress as to its value.

While the representatives of the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers were
perhaps not so enthusiastic, I think it
may be said that many of them felt that
the organization should not be termi-
nated without further investigation, and
that perhaps it was too early to termi-
nate it. For that reason I do not believe
it should be terminated at this time.

However, I think it is only fair to say
that there was considerable discussion in
the Foreign Relations Committee apro-
pos of the question of the percentages
which the United States might properly
contribute to these agencies and to the
overall situation.

At one time we were confributing con-
siderably more than 33'5 percent for the
total United Nations operation until, at
the instigation of the late Senator Van-
denberg and other members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations at the time,
and also members of the Appropriations
Committee, a limitation of 3315 percent,
as I recall, was established.

In the discussions before the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations—I know it has
been true in the Appropriations Com-
mittee—it has been pointed out that this
figure was not necessarily intended to be
a permanent level, and that it might
properly be 30 percent or 25 percent. I
do not know just what the amount might
properly be. However, it seems to me
that there are other nations which are
not carrying their fair share of the load,
and there are some which, for various
reasons, have not been able to pay their
assessments. At least we have been do-
ing that, within the limitations estab-
lished.

I hope the Department of State will
bear in mind that there may very well

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

arise—and properly so—in the Congress
a feeling that 3315 percent for support
of the independent agencies and the
United Nations itself is too much, and
that the figure should perhaps move to-
ward 25 percent, rather than upward,
or rather than necessarily remaining
stationary.

I thought that the discussion today
should at least point out the fact that
that particular topic was the subject of
considerable discussion in our com-
mittee.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what the distinguished minority leader
has just said is true. He has given us
a very good, though very brief, résumé
of the discussions which took place in
the committee relative to this particular
subject. I can corroborate every state-
ment he has made.

Of course, we are all in accord with
his idea that at the first favorahle op-
portunity we should do what we can to
reduce our contributions, if we can do
so legitimately and within reason, and
not be wedded to a figure of 3315 percent,
or a higher figure.

Mr. EILENDER. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator from Lou-
isiana that an amendment offered by him
is already pending before the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is the amend-
ment I have just sent to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Possibly
it is the same amendment.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is the same
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the amendment
has been pending since July of last year.
Without objection, the clerk will state
the amendment.
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The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
after line 5, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the ratio of (a) the contribu-
tions made hereafter by the United States
in any year to defray the expenses of the
Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations, or of the International
Labor Organization, to (b) the total con-
tributions made by all nations in such year
for such purpose shall not exceed the ratio
of (1) the contributions made by the United
States for such purpose in the year in which
this section is enacted to (2) the total con-
tributions made by all m.tlons for such pur=-
pose in that year.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
wish to call the attention of the Senate
to the fact that for the past few years
the Commitiee on Appropriations has
been earefully examining these contri-
butions in an effort to make them uni=
form, if possible, and to not further
increase the amounts percentagewise.
That is now being done with respect to
the various international organizations.

It will be recalled that when the
United Nations was first organized, the
contribution made by the United States
amounted to almost 40 percent of the
entire amount required to operate that
organization. Over the years the
amount has been decreased percentage-
wise, to where it is now 3315 percent of
the total.

Great Britain is, as of now, eontribut-
ing 8.55 percent. The U. 8. S. R. is con~
tributing 15.28 percent. France is con-
tributing 6.23 percent.

I ask unanimous consent to plaee in
the REcorp at this point tables showing
the contributions being made by all
members of the United Nations.

‘There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorbp,
as follows:

TasLE 2—United Nations: Scale of assessments

Calendar year 1954 | Calendar year 1955 | Calendar year 1066 Calendar year 1954 | Calendar year 1955 | Calendar year 1956
Member eountries Member countries
Percent] Assessment|Percent| Assessment| Percent| Assessment Percent| A t{ Percent| A t| Percent!| Assessment
Afghanistan._ 0.08 33, 040 0.08 31,712 0. 06 .05 20, 850 .05 19,820 .05 24,165
Argenting. .. ocoeo 1.40 578, 200 1.32 523, 248 1.28 04 16, 520 .04 15, 856 L04 19, 332
Australia 175 722,750 180 713, 520 1. 80 - 06 24, 780 .06 23, 784 .06 28, 998
1.38 569,940 | 1.38 547,082 | 1.38 .75 300, 750 .80 317,120 <77 872, 141
.06 24, 780 .05 19, 820 .05 1.25 516, 250 1.25 495, 500 1.25 604, 125
140 578, 200 1.32 523,248 L2 .48 168, 240 .48 190, 272 AR 231,934
.13 53, 690 .13 51, H32 .11 4 16, 520 L4 15, B56 .M 19,332
.50 206, 500 .63 210,062 .53 . 50 206, 500 50 198, 200 .ot , GR2
8.30 | 1,362, 900 3.63 | 1,438 932 3.63 W75 308, 750 AT 265, 588 .60 , 080
.33 136, 200 .30 118, 620 33 .05 20, 650 . 05 19,820 05 24, 165
5.62 | 2,321,060 6.62 | 2,227,768 5.62 y .04 16, 520 04 15, 856 .04 19, 332
.41 169, 330 .41 162, 524 .41 1 Peru .18 74, 340 .18 71, 352 .16 77,328
04 16, 520 .04 15, 856 .04 19,332 || Philippines. . 0. 45 185, 850 0.45 178, 380 0.45 217, 485
.34 140, 420 +30 118, 920 .30 144, 990 Polan ______ 173 714. 490 173 685, 772 L70 821,610
COrochoslovakia__....| 1056 433, 650 . 872, 618 .02 444,636 || Baudi Arabia. .07 28, 010 .07 27, T48 .07 33, 831
Denmark .. .78 322,140 .74 203, 336 .72 347,976 || Bweden.___ 1. 65 G681, 450 1.59 276 1.59 T68, 447
Dominican Republﬁ:_ .05 20, 650 .05 19, 820 .05 24,165 Syrla ________ .08 , D40 .08 31, 712 .08 38, 664
il 04 16, 520 .04 15, 856 .05 24,165 || Thafland. . .18 74, 340 .18 71, 352 18 80, 994
47 194,110 .40 158, 560 .40 193, Rk .65 450 .85 257, 660 .60 B33, 477
06 24,780 .06 23, 784 .06 098 || Ukrainian 8, 8. L8s 776, 440 2,00 792, 800 2,02 976, 266
.10 41, 300 .12 47, 568 12 57,006 || Union of South
5.75| 2,374,750 5.90 | 2,338, 760 G. 23 3, 010, 959 Afdens o .78 322,140 .78 309, 192 .18 376, 974
0.2 86,730 | 021 83, 244 0.2 106,326 || United Kingdom. . 0.80 | 4,047, 400 8.85 508, 140 8, 55 4,132, 215
07 28, 910 07 27,748 07 33, 831 United State; 33.33 | 13, 765, 290 33.33 | 13,212,012 | 33.33 16, 108, 389
.4 16, 520 .04 15, 856 S04 4, 332 .18 74, 3 .18 71, 352 .18 86,
.4 16, 520 « 4 15, B56 .04 14.15 5,843,950 | 15.08 'y 15.28 7,384,824
.04 16, 520 . 15, 856 .04 «39 161, 070 44 174, 416 .47 227, 151
3.40 | 1,404,200 3.30 | 1,308,120 3.25 1,570,725 || Yemen. .. .ccoeeeee-- .04 16, 520 JO4 15, .04 19, 332
60 247,800 56 221, 981 . 56 270, Yugoslavia. . oo ceee o . 181, 720 .44 174, 416 .40 193, 320
.28 115, 840 25 99, 100 .30 144, 990
12 44, 560 » 11 43, 604 .13 62, 820 g ) S 100. 00 |141, 300, 000 | 100.00 |39, 640, 000 | 100.00 | 2 48, 330, 000
~17 70, 210 i G7, 388 AT 82, 161 .
1 60 members. determined: Aunstrin, Alba B‘utgar!n Cambodia, on, Finland, Hungary,
:5‘3 memﬁrs. New members admitted in D ber 1955; not yet Ireland, Italy, Jordan, L nmhl pal, Porwgal&g] pnin.

i

\
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, if the
joint resolution we are now considering
is passed, we will automatically have
abandoned the proposition that many of
us have advanced in the past, to decrease
the amounts of our contributions per-
centagewise, or at least, to hold them at
present levels. The total amount of the
contribution that is now assessed against
the United States for the Food and Agri-
culture Organization of the United Na-
tions is $2 million. Percentagewise we
are now furnishing 31.5 percent. If we
increase the amount to $3 million, as is
being asked in the joint resolution, it is
entirely possible that the amount of the
contribution percentagewise will be
much greater than the overall limita-
tion on contributions of 3315 percent,
the goal toward which we have been aim-
ing for several years.

If with our contribution of $2 million,
we have now reached the percentagewise
level of 3115 percent, then with $3 mil-
lion the percentage may well climb to
37 or 38 percent of the total.

Therefore the suggestion I would make
is that instead of fixing the amount at so
many millions of dollars for the Food
and Agriculture Organization and the
International Labor Organization, we
limit, percentagewise, the amounts to be
contributed. The amount, as I have in-
dicated, that we are contributing to the
Food and Agriculture Organization is
3115 percent. With respect to ILO, we
are now contributing 25 vercent. The
limitation that is now on the statute
books is $1,750,000. If we raise the
amount to $3 million, it is entirely pos-
sible that our contribution will be in
excess of the overall limitation on U. N.
contributions of 3314 percent which is
certainly an ample burden for us to bear.
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I do not wish tc withdraw from any
of these organizations. However, I do
believe that our contributions should be
within reason, and that if increased ex-
penditures are necessary, that other na-
tions should contribute a pro rata share
of those increases.

With respect to all these organizations,
our contribution is far in excess of that
of any other country in the world.

For example, the contribution we are
making to the Organization of American
States is in the neighborhood of G6 per-
cent of the total budget. In the United
Nations, in connection with the tech-
nical aid program, we have been con-
tributing as much as 65 percent for that
program. That is entirely aside from
any amount that we contribute directly
to the various nations of the world
through our own technical aid and mu-
tual assistance programs,

As was stated by my distinguished
friend, the Senator from California [Mr.
Knowrann], instead of increasing the
amounts percentagewise, it strikes me
that we should let them stand where
they are or fix a ceiling of, at the maxi-
mum, 331 percent.

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

3 Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The distinguished
Senator from Louisiana has made what
I believe to be a very meritorious and
worthwhile suggestion. I have dis-
cussed the matter with the distinguished
minority leader and with the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. Smita], both of
whom are members of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and they have pro-
posed the possibility of offering an

amendment from the committee which
would read as follows:

BSec. 2, Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 1 of this act, the payments by the
United States to the Food and Agriculture
Organization and to the International Labor
Organization shall not exceed 3315 percent
of the total assessed budgets of those organ-
izations.

That does not mean that that per-
centage should be reached automatically,
but it does set a ceiling. Of course, it
would be the intent of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and especially of the
Committee on Appropriations, of which
the Senator from Louisiana is a member,
as well as of Congress as a whole, to
make certain that our requirements be
held down to the most reasonable mini-
mum.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator con-
cedes that if we should put a limitation
of $3 million instead of the $2 million in
the joint resolution, it would be entirely
possible that the amount we might con-
tribute to the Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization would be in excess of 331
percent.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. The same would be
true with respect to the International
Labor Organization.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. As a maftter of fact
it is probable that such would be the
situation if we raised the contribution
from $1,750,000 to $3 million.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I believe the Sen-
ator’s point is a good one. If we had
a dollar limitation alone, it might
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have—depending on what the size of the
budget was—the tendency to do what
the Senator suggests. I think the
amendment which the Senator from
Montana has suggested would at least
keep the figures from getting out of
line with the other percentages.

I thoroughly agree with the Senator—
I do not know whether he was in the
Chamber when I spoke on this subject
earlier today—that we must make a
close study of the situation to determine
if we cannot get the percentages to move
downward, instead of upward. At least
the amendment would tend fo keep
them in conformity with the efforts
which Congress has heretofore made,
to keep the top limitation at 3315 per-
cent.

Mr. ELLENDER. The purpose of the
amendment I offered is to fix the per-
centagewise contribution at its present
level. However, I realize that it may be
a little difficult to do that. Instead of
using dollar figures, the Senator would
limit the amount percentagewise to
make the amount not over 33% percent,
the eeiling which we have been trying to
apply with respect to other organiza-
tions. Is that correct?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would say that
that would be correct. However, I am
inclined to believe—and I would also
wish to check the matter with our
staff—that unless we add a dollar
amount, the problem would not be
solved, because there is already a dol-
lar restriction in effect. Therefore, it
seems to me that the suggestion of the
Senator from Montana, to let the dol-
lar figure stand but to provide also that
in no event shall the amount exceed
33%; percent, would take care of the
situation at both ends.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as I
stated earlier, the Senate should not
abandon the idea of not increasing the
amounts, percentagewise, of our contri-
butions to these agencies; on the con-
trary, we should adopt those limitations.
In the past 4 or 5 year the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee has been able to
considerably reduce the amounts we
have been confributing to various inter-
national organizations, and particularly
with reference to the specialized agen-
cies of United Nations. If the amend-
ment which I have proposed should be
adopted, it would mean that the amount
could be increased—that is, if the agency
budget were inereased—but, percentage-
wise, our contributions would remain
fixed at the present levels. With respect
to the International Labor Organization,
it would remain at 25 percent, and with
respect to the Food and Agriculture Or-
ganization, it would remain at 311 per-
cent, if my amendment should be
adopted.

Mr. President, I hesitate to take a
backward step, but rather than passing
a bill under which it may be possible to
go above the 3314 percent which has
been our goal, I would much prefer that
the measure be amended as suggested
by the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana, to limit the amount percentage-
wise, so that in no event can either of
those organizations obtain a larger con-
tribution for this Nation than 335 per-
cent of the total agency budget.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Louisiana yield to me
for the purpose of submitting an
amendment and asking that it be read?

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ENOWLAND. In view of the fact
that the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Louisiana is pending, it
might be well if the Senator would tem-
porarily withdraw his amendment. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana, which would be placed at the
end of the joint resolution, would fix
the maximum at 3315 percent.

Mr. ELLENDER. As the Senator
knows, I am a fair compromiser. I
should like to see my amendment adopt-
ed, of course, but, with so many appar-
ently against it, I shall withdraw it with
the understanding that a limitation will
be imposed, as was suggested by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Montana, so
that the amounts to be contributed can-
not exceed 3314 percent of the budgets.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think the lan-
guage is very clear, because it is proposed
to add section 2, reading as follows:

Notwithstanding the provisions of section 1
of this act, the payments by the United
Btates to the Food and Agricultural Organi-
zation and to the International Labor Organ=-
ization will not exceed 33145 percent of the
total assessed budgets of those organizations.

Mr. ELLENDER. With the under-
standing that the amendment will be
offered and adopted, I shall withdraw my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Louisiana is withdrawn. The Senator
from Montana has an amendment at the
desk, which the clerk will state.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of
the joint resolution, it is proposed to add
the following new section:

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 1 of this act, the payments by the
United States to the Food and Agricultural
Organization and to the International Labor
Organization shall not exceed 331; percent of
the total assessed budgets of those organi-
zations,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Montana yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I think the amend-
ment is a wise one, but I wish to be cer-
tain as to what is proposed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. We are now pro-
posing to fix a percentage ceiling, a ques-
tion which has been discussed among the
members of the committee. We think it
is quite agreeable and is probably the
best compromise which can be reached
at this time,

It means, of course, that, if necessary,
in the case of the ILO the amount could
be raised from approximately 25 percent
to as much as 335 percent. As I recall,
the amount contributed for FAO is now
approximately 31.5 percent. I think it
should be satisfactory to all concerned.

Mr. LEHMAN. As I understand, if in
the event of the allocation to this country
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of its share the expenditure for IL.O were
raised to 33%; percent, which is provided
for by the amendment of the Senator
from Montana, there would be sufficient
money——

Mr. MANSFIELD., There would be
more than sufficient money so far as the
dollar amount is concerned, but that
would be a matter for the Committee on
Appropriations to decide, based on the
facts made available to them as to how
much would or would not be appropri-
ated to these subsidiary organizations.

Mr. LEHMAN. The reason why I
press the question is because in the state-
ment submitted by the Department of
State, explaining the reasons for the
proposed legislation in great detail, I
find the last paragraph reads as follows:

If the present ceiling of $1,750,000 re-
mains, the United States will have little or
no flexibility for negotiation, particularly as
regards the assessment scale when this issue
is considered by the governing body in No-
vember. The Department of State and the
Department of Labor believe that the United
States would be in a better position to ob-
tain a reasonable solution on this issue, and
on other financial and substantive issues, if
this Government were not forced to take a
completely negative stand on these matters.
The proposed increase in the statutory ceil-
ing to 83 million would provide the flexibility
which is required.

I have never been a delegate to the
meetings of the ILO or the FAO, but I
have been a delegate to the World
Health Organization. The same ques-
tion arose in 1951 or 1952. We wanted it
to have a certain amount of flexibility
and the arrangement which was made
was in the interest of this country. But
there was no limitation. i

Mr. MANSFIELD. The proposal has
been discussed, has been agreed on, and
has been considered as containing much
in the way of merit.

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator
from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD],

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I wish
to call up my amendment and ask that
it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Ohio will be stated.

The LecrstaTIvE CLErk. It is pro-
posed, on rage 2, line 5, to change the
period to a comma, and insert the fol-
lowing: “and by inserting before the
semicolon at the end of such subsection
a colon and the following: ‘Provided,
however, That no sums in excess of
$1,750,000 shall be appropriated to de-
fray the expenses of the International
Labor Organization for any calendar
year after the calendar year 1956, if dur-
ing the preceding calendar year dele-
gates allegedly representing employers
and employees in the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics or in any nation
dominated by the foreign government
controlling the world Communist move-
ment were permitted to vote in the Inter-
national Labor Conference or in other
meetings held under the auspices of the
International Labor Organization'.”
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Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, in
support of the amendment, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed at the end
of my remarks an article entitled “How
Useful Is the ILO?” written by George
Sokolsky, and published in the Washing-
ton Post and Times Herald of January 5,
1956. The article points out the need
for the amendment.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I am
fearful of the amendment which has just
been offered by the Senator from Mon-
tana, because it is an open invitation to
increase our confribution to the amount
set forth as the maximum. I feel quite
assured that that is what ultimately
would happen. Furthermore, I am sup-
ported in this position by the American
delegations to both the FAO and ILO.
They voted against the increases which
are here provided for.

Senate Joint Resolution 97 would:

Pirst. Increase the ceiling on United
States annual contributions to the Food
and Agriculture Organization from §$2
million to $3 million; and

Second. Increase the ceiling on United
-States annual contributions to the Inter-
national Labor Organization from $1,-
750,000 to £3,000,000.

I do not oppose the recommended in-
crease in the statutory ceiling on con-
tributions to the FAO. To the best of
my knowledge and belief, FAO has done
a good job. Our participation in that
U. N. agency is relatively noncontrover-
sial. FAO assessments on the United
States for the calendar year 1956 may
exceed the existing ceiling figure.

I may say, in connection with the
Food and Agricultural Organization, that
much has been done by private organi-
zations throughout the country, by
voluntary contribution, to promote the
building up of productivity in the vari-
ous countries of the world where there
is great need for food and agricultural
production.

Entirely different considerations arise
with respect to the ceiling on contribu-
tions to the International Labor Organi-
zation. First, continued participation
by the United States in ILO is a highly
controversial issue. And, secondly, the
committee report indicates that the ILO
ceiling will not be pierced until the cal-
endar year 1957. Accordingly, I believe
that the Senate should amend Senate
Joint Resolution 97 by striking out sub-
section (b) concerned with United States
contributions to the ILO.

I am advised that no public hearings
were held by the committee in regard to
the increased appropriations. There are
very important organizations in the
country which are entitled to have and
ought to have a voice. They should be
heard, and a record ought to be made,
It is my understanding that conferences
were held in executive session between
the committee and representatives of the
State Department and, perhaps, of the
Department of Labor, in regard to the
increased contribution, all of which will
be paid by the taxpayers of the United
States.

If the pending resolution is limited to
the Food and Agriculture Organization,
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the Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tee can then make a full investigation
of the International Labor Organization,
No hearings have been held on Senate
Joint Resolution 97. It is an original
joint resolution reported favorably from
the committee at the request of the
State, Agriculture, and Labor Depart-
ments,

Why should we authorize the spend-
ing of more money for the Infernational
Labor Organization when public hear-
ings on the question have not been held,
when the need for increased funds will
not arise before the calendar year 1957,
and when United States participation in
the ILO is a matter of growing public
concern? The Senate should amend
Senate Joint Resolution 97 by striking
therefrom subsection (b), page 2, lines 1
through 5.

If Senate Joint Resolution 97 is not so
amended, the Senate must face this
question: Why should the International
Labor Organization be rewarded for an
intolerable act of Communist appease=
ment? I refer to the action of the ILO
Conference in 1955 which seated em-
ployer and employee representatives
from Communist eountries and granted
them voting privileges. If the ceiling
on United States contributions to the
ILO is raised, the following condition
should be imposed:

Provided, however, That no sums In excess
of $1,750,000 shall be appropriated to defray
the expenses of the International Labor Or-
ganization for any calendar year after the
calendar year 1956, if during the preceding
calendar year delegates allegedly represent-
ing employers and employees in the Union
of Soviet Soclallst Republics or in any na-
tion dominated by the foreign government
controlling the world Communist movement
were permitted to vote in the International
Labor Conference or in other meetings held
under the auspices of the International Labor
Organization.

Each member of ILO is represented by
four delegates. Under the ILO constitu-
tion, 2 delegates represent government;
1 delegate represents employees; and 1
delegate represents the employers of his
country. Under this tripartite arrange-
ment the nongovernment delegates must
be free of government dictation; that is,
they must be truly representative of free,
voluntary associations of employers and
employees.

The United States employer delegate
is nominated by the National Association
of Manufacturers and by the TUnited
States Chamber of Commerce. The
United States employee delegate is nomi-
nated by the AFL-CIO. The two Gov-
ernment delegates are nominated by the
Secretary of Labor.

At the ILO Conference in Geneva in
1955, so-called employer and employee
representatives from Communist coun-
tries were seated and granted voting
privileges, The United States Govern-
ment and employee delegates protested
this action but bowed to the will of the
majority. In contrast to this rather
feeble protest, the United States em-
ployer delegate, Mr. W. L. McGrath, of
Cincinnati, Ohio, refused to sit with so-
called employer representatives from
Communist Russia and its satellites.
Had he done so, he would have declared,
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in effect, that employer associations in
Communist countries are free and vol-
untary associations; that their repre-
sentatives have just as much right to
participate in ILO deliberations as em-
ployer delegates from the free nations
of the world. In other words, Mr. Mec-
Grath stood on principle. He refused to
act out a lie. The question now is: Will
Congress support his stand? I hope so.

Why should the Senate reward the ILO
by raising the statutory ceiling on United
States contributions from $1,750,000 a
year to $3 million a year? I shall not
vote for this increase unless its effective-
ness is conditioned on the ILO unseat-
ing so-called employer and employee rep-
resentatives from Communist countries.
In addition, I hope Congress will take a
new look at the ILO technical assistance
program and at all other U. N. techni-
cal assistance programs in which Com-
munist “experts” are financed—directly
or indirectly, in whole or in part—with
the dollars of American taxpayers.

It is perfectly proper for President
Eisenhower to sit at the conference table
with Bulganin or for Secretary Dulles
to meet with Molotov. No matter how
much we despise the fact, the fact is
that Bulganin and Molotov represent
the Government of Communist Russia.
Moreover, except for the slim hope of rev-
olution in Russia, the only alternative
to war is patient negotiation with the
rulers of the EKremlin. I believe that
both President Eisenhower and Secretary
Dulles should be commended for their
efforts along this line.

Although heads of government must
maintain diplomatiec intercourse, this
does not mean that the great organiza-
tions of American business and labor
must stultify themselves by having their
representatives treat so-called employer
and employee representatives from Com-
munist Russia as coequals. These phony
delegates from Communist Russia do not
resemble free employers or free em-
ployees any more than Outer Mongolia
resembles a sovereign nation.

We have been told that the United
States must continue to be a member of
the ILO no matter how that Organiza-
tion handles the Communist issue. We
have been told that this must be done in
the interest of universality. So far as I
can tell, universality in internationalist
lingo usually means that honorable en
and free nations should abandon their
prineiples for the privilege of associating
in the same club with Communists,
atheists, and barbarians. That is what
the argument for universality in the In-
ternational Labor Organization really
means.

The National Association of Manufac-
turers and the United States Chamber
of Commerce have voted for employer
participation in the International Labor
Organization for 1 more year. Accord-
ing to my information, the United States
employer delegate will not sit in com-
mittees in Geneva with Communist
agents masquerading as representatives
of free employers. Both the NAM and
the chamber have asked the President to
appoint a commission to study the ques-
tion of further participation by the
United States in ILO. The concern of
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American business organizations is re-
flected in the following resolution adopt-
ed by the United States Chamber of
Commerce on January 28, 1956:

‘Whereas the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States reaflirms its belief in the fun-
damental objectives of the original constitu-
tion of the International Labor Organization
which were:

“Universal and lasting peace can be estab-
lished only if it is based upon social justice.

“Conditions of labor exist involving such
injustice, hardship and privation to large
numbers of people as to produce unrest so
great that the peace and harmony of the
world are imperiled.”

Whereas since 1934 we have cooperated and
participated in the efforts of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization to effectuate these
prineiples; _

Whereas our participation has convinced
us that the International Labor Organization
is not accomplishing these objectives, but in-
stead has shown that—

1. The activities of the International La-
bor Organization have gone far afield from
the original concept of the achievement of
social justice within the field of labor-man-
agement relations;

2. There has been undue interference with
the internal affairs of nations, beyond the
proper scope of international agreement;

3. The International Labor Organization
is being used as a propaganda forum for
statlem and soclalism;

4. The technical-assistance program has
been subverted to the distribution of statist
and Socialist ideologies and propaganda;

b. The tripartite system of representation
by Government, employer and worker dele-
gates is a failure;

6. The entry of the Soviet Union and its
eatellites into the International Labor Organ-
ization has made a mockery of free and in-
dependent employer and worker representa-
tion;

7. By and large the staff of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization is nonobjective and
dangerously devoted to the accomplishment
of statist and Socialist ideologies;

8. The proper functions of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization are now or could
be performed by various other agencies now
in existence;

Therefore, the Chamber of Commerce of
the United States is convinced that con-
tinued support of the International Labor
Organization by the taxpayers and by the
Government of the United States should be
questioned seriously at this time, and recom-
mends—

1. That the executive department should
reexamine the activities of the International
Labor Organization;

2. That there should be an immediate and
thorough congressional investigation of the
activities and structure of the International
Labor Organization, to determine whether
the United States should continue its sup-
port of and participation in this organiza-
tion;

3, That, pending such investigation and
subsequent decision, the United States
should not increase its financial support er
participation; and

4. Pending this investigation and decision
at the request of representatives of the
United States Government, the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States will again
participate in the nomination of employer
delegations to the International Labor Or-
ganization for the year 1956.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScoTT
in the chair). Does the Senator from
Ohio yield to the Senator from Cali-
fornia?

Mr. BRICKER. I yield.
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Mr. RNOWLAND. I think the Sen-
ator is making a very important and very
powerful argument. I wish to explore
with him precisely the meaning of his
amendment. As I understand the view-
point of the Senator and of the organ-
izations to which he has referred, it is
that presumably the ILO was to consist
of certain delegates representing govern-
ments as governments, certain delegates
representing employers as employers, en-
tirely independent of governments, and
certain delegates representing labor
movements which were free labor move-
ments, independent of either employers
or governments. Is that the concept the
Senator has of what ILO should be and
what he believes was the original intent?

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator from
California, the distinguished minority
leader, is exactly right. That was the
original concept of the International
Labor Organization when we joined it
and in its early days. Much could be
accomplished if it were actually organ-
ized in that way; but last year, over the
protest of the American delegation, and
I think the delegation as a whole, the
representatives of labor, of industry, and
of government in Russia were seated,
with four votes, just as the United States
had. That means Soviet Russia has four
times as many votes on one side as we
have, because they all vote as a unit.
They do not represent free employers,
because there is no such thing in Russia
as free employers.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Or free labor.

Mr. BRICKER. And they do not rep-
resent free labor, because there is no
such thing in Russia as freedom of labor,
as we understand it, and as the original
concept of the International Labor Or-
ganization contemplated.

Mr. ENOWLAND. That is what I un-
derstood the Senator’s point to be. Now
I am trying to find out for the RECORD
the meaning of the Senator’'s amend-
ment, if the Senator does not object to
this interruption.

Mr. BRICKER. No.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The amendment
reads as follows:

Provided, however, That no sums in excess
of $1,750,000—

I may say parenthetically that is the
limit now in eflect.

Mr. BRICKER. That is right.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The amendment
continues:
shall be appropriated to defray the expenses
of the International Labor Orgamzatlon for

any calendar year after the calendar year
19566—

So this would not apply until the sub-
sequent year.

Mr. BRICKER. That is correct, and
it is not needed in 1956, anyway.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I continue to read
from the amendment:

, if during the preceding calendar year dele-
gates allegedly representing employers and
employees in the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics or in any nation dominated by the
foreign government controlling the world
Communist movement were permitted to vote
in the International Labor Conference or
in other meetings held under the auspices of
the International Labor Organization.
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‘What I am trying to do is get the Sen=
ator’s intent. It would still be possible
for the representatives of Government to
be seated, but only so long as they were
not masquerading as delegates purport-
ing to represent free employees, free
labor, or free employers, neither one of
which exists in the Soviet Union or under
the Communist union. Am I correct?

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator is correct
in that interpretation. In other words,
the amendment would hold the appro-
priations for the years ahead to what
they are at the present time, without in-
creasing them—the vote now being com-
pletely unbalanced in favor of the Soviet
philosophy—until the things asked for
could be accomplished, and until there
could be a hearing by the Foreign Rela- -
tions Committee of the Senate in regard
to this very important field, so that there
might be a reappraisal of our position,
and representatives from industry and
labor might be questioned by the com-
mittee. That could be done in the next
year, and no harm would be caused, be-
cause the ceiling would not be pierced
until 1957.

Furthermore, I suggest that the execu-
tive department completely reexamine
its position, so that the United States
delegates and free employees and free
employers may know exactly where it
stands with regard to the International
Labor Organization. At the present time
it is working on treaties and executive
agreements to be entered into, many of
which are opposed to our concept of free
employers and free employees and the
private enterprise system of our people
and Government; and many of which
tend toward the socialization of the
country, which many of us fear at this
time, under the leadership of the radi-
cals, Socialists, Communists, and the to-
talitarians who now dominate, in voting
power, the philosophy and the actions of
the International Labor Organization.

Mr, ENOWLAND., . In effect, the mes~
sage which might go out behind the Iron
Curtain might very well be that what
we were doing was looking after the in-
terests of a real free labor movement
behind the Iron Curtain, and whenever
they had that opportunity they would
be able to be represented in the Inter-
national Labor Organization. Is that
the Senator's point?

Mr. BRICKER. The Senator is ex-
actly correct. If we were to increase
the amount, it would be a source of en-
couragement to Soviet Russia, because it
would dominate the activities. It would
have a single voice in four votes, and we
would be at a disadvantage.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Ohio yield again at
this point?

Mr. BRICKER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. If the Senator
from Ohio has the answer to the ques-
tion I have in mind, I shall be glad to
have him state it. Let us consider one
of the countries—there are several of
them—in which, although there is not
a totalitarian dictatorship, in the sense
that such a dictatorship exists in the
Soviet Union, nevertheless, any sem-
blance of a free labor movement or of
free employers, for that matter, has been
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completely eliminated, although the gov-
ernment is freely elected by the people,
even though they may be under a So-
cialist system, as we understand it, under
which there is a large degree of govern-
ment ownership. In such a case, of
course, there would still be a free labor
movement, presumably.

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; to a degree,
although not to the degree in which it
exists in the United States.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Of course. Never-
theless, to that extent they would be
independent.

Mr. BRICKER. Yes; and they could
objectively approach their responsi-
bilities.

Mr. ENOWLAND. That is correct.
I presume that in such instances the
railroads, the mines, and so forth, would
be government owned and government
operated, but certain businesses would
be privately owned. In the case of such
a country, what has been the custom in
the TLO? Does such a country have in
the ILO one representative from the
state-owned industries and another rep-
resentative from the privately owned
industries?

Mr. BRICKER. I do not know. It
may be that that information is in the
possession of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. I judge that the staff of the
committee would have the information.

In my opinion such a country’'s two
delegates would represent its govern-
ment, and there would not be an addi-
tional delegate to represent the free em-
ployers, for in cace there were a delegate
representing the free employers, the
country would have in the ILO three
representatives, instead of two. Atleast,
if the original plan of the ILO were fol-
lowed in that case, that would be the
situation.

Mr. President, American labor leaders
seem to favor continued participation in
IL.O, notwithstanding ILO recognition
of Communist agents as representatives
of free associations of employees behind
the Iron Curtain. I do not understand

- such a position. Consistently, and to
their great credit, leaders of American
labor unions have fought the Commu-
nist-dominated World Federation of
Trade Unions—WPFTU—and have joined
with free trade unionists abroad to cre-
ate the International Confederation of

- Free Trade Unions.

For American labor, the question of
continued United States’ participation in
the ILO presents this issue: Shall rep-

resentatives of free American labor deal .

on a bhasis of equality with phony em-
ployee representatives from Communist
Russia and her satellites? When a
Member of Congress suggested to Mr.
George Meany that he get all maritime
unions, ineluding Harry Bridges’ long-
shoreman’s union, together on industry
problems, Meany declared that the AFL-
. CIO have no intention of sitting down
“with Commies and gangsters”—Sea-
farers’ Log, February 17, 1856.

That is the issue in connection with
the International Labor Organization at
this very moment, Mr. President.

Delegates representing the Govern-
ment of the United States also protested
the seating of so-called employer and
employee representatives from Commu-
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nist countries. For example, Mr. War-
ren Burger, then Assistant Attorney
General of the United States, said at the
1954 ILO Conference:

Every step which the majority report asks
you to take toward accepting employer's or
worker’s delegates who are completely con-
trolled by a government is a step towards
changing the essential nature of the ILO. It
is precisely because the United States Gov-
ernment does not want this to happen that
we raise our voice today in warning.

Gov. Arthur B. Langlie, of Washing-
ton, said:

We are confronted with a bloec of 7 Iron
Curtain countries, 7 countries who do not
know the meaning of freedom—7 countries
whose 28 ILO representatives function as 1.
There is ample evidence to show that the
delegates sent to this peaceful forum from
these countries do not conform with the
spirit of this organization.

It is plainly ridiculous to speak of “work-
er's” representatives or “employer's” repre-
sentatives from these countries.

In other words, the official position of
representatives of the United States Gov-
ernment at the 1954 conference was that
Communist “employer’” and “worker”
delegates are mere mouthpieces of gov-
ernment, and are, therefore, ineligible
under the ILO constitution to vote in
ILO meetings. The ILO has not finally
ruled on the eligibility of Communist
“employer” and “worker” delegates to
participate in the work of the Organiza-
tion. That is one more reason why the
Senate of the United States should not
now raise the ceiling on appropriations
to the ILO.

If United States labor, business, and
Government delegates to the ILO do not
stand firm on this Communist issue, they
will approve by their deeds the following
statement from Trud, published by the
Central Headquarters of the Soviet Trade
Union Organization:

In the course of recent years, hundreds
of workers' delegations and people of dif-
ferent political or religious convictions have
visited the Soviet Union. All are agreed in
finding that there is full freedom of asso-
clation in the U. 8. 8. R. The Soviet unions
are the center of organization for millions
of workers and employees, constituted on a
basis ‘of freely acquired consent. They re-
flect the inflexible will of the workers of our
country to build up the splendid organiza-
tion of Communist society. They protect the
interests of the workers and the employees
and seek to improve their lving and work-
ing conditions. The administration of social
insurance, to which the Soviet Government
subscribes millions of rubles, is in their
hands. In the Socialist countries, where the
power lies in the hands of the people, there
are and could be no breaches of trade union
rights or liberties; antilabor or antidemo-
cratic laws, such as the infamous Taft-
Hartley Act, laid down by the reactionary

bosses of the International Confederation of

Free Trade Unions, cannot exist.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I strongly
urge the Senate to take one of the fol-
lowing courses of action: .

First. Eeep the statutory ceiling fo
the ILO at its present figure, pending
hearings on the advisability of raising
the ceiling and on the desirability of
continued United States participation;
or

Second. Make any @ increase in the
statutory ceiling contingent on ILO re-
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jection of Communist agents as bona
fide employer and worker delegates.
This is the effect of the amendment to
Senate Joint Resolution 97 which I pro-
posed on January 12, 1956.

Mr. President, I think my amendment
should be willingly accepted by the For-
eign Relations Committee. The com-
mittee members know as well as I do
that we are completely out of sympathy
with the position taken by the Commu-
nist governments of the world in regard
to employer-employee relationships. As
a matter of fact, in the Communist coun-
tries there are no such relationships; all
such relationships are completely elimi-
nated, and all employee groups are dic-
tated to by the governments controlling
those countries at the time. So it would
stultify the position of free business and
free labor in the United States, as well
as the position of our Government itself,
if our representatives to the ILO were to
sit around the conference table with rep-
resentatives of the Communist countries,
for the consideration of the very im-
portant matters connected with em-
ployer-labor relationships. At such a
conference our delegates would be great-
ly out-numbered and out-voted by the
delegates representing the Communist
governments, just as our representatives
to the ILO now are out-numbered and
out-voted in connection with the posi-
tions the Soviet and Communist govern-
ments take, whereas we should be able
to oppose them effectively.

Mr. President, the way for the United
States to take affirmative steps in the
best interests of free labor and free busi-
ness is for us to say that we are not going
to increase by 1 cent the United States’
contribution to the International Labor
Organization, for which we are now pay-
ing more than our share, until the For-
eign Relations Committee of the Senate
hold a public hearing on this subject,
s0 that, first, the American people will be
able to know what the issues are; and,
second, until the representatives of those
tyrannical governments are excluded
from the consideration of the rights and
relationships of free workers and free
business in the world. k

[From the Washington Post and Times

Herald of January 5, 1956]
THESE DAYS
(By George Sokolsky)
HOW USEFUL IS THE ILO?

The United States has become a member
of a large number of international organi-
zations in addition to the United Natlons.
Most of these organizations come quite ex-
pensive because the United States quota
usually runs to about one-third of the
budget. It is difficult to assess the value of
all these international efforts; some are use-
ful, others are only continuous.

The International Labor Organization is
one of the least useful and effective. Because
of the increase of government-owned enter-
prises throughout the world, the nature of

- employment has changed in many countries

to such a degree that slavery has been re-
stored. The ILO was established during a
capitalistic era; much of the world is now
socialistic. v

As the American employer representative,
W. L. McGrath, of Cincinnati, says in his
report:

“At annual ILO conferences Communist
orators, outnumbering .ours in the ratio of
32 to 4, will tell the representatives of €9
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nations about the decadence of the free-en-
terprise system, the superiority of the Com-
munist system, the exploitation of the work-
ingman by the American capitaliets, and
our greed and desire for war. These speeches
will be reprinted by the ILO and circulated
all over the world. One cannot imagine a
better ready-made vehicle for the promotion
of Communist indoctrination. Do we want
to continue to finance this Communist op-
eration?”

To many careless readers throughout the
world, such publication by an international
body will give the impression that the ma-
terial is not Russian propaganda, but is the
conclusion reached and assented to by the
body.

MecGrath objected to seating the Russian
employer delegates, As all industry in Soviet
Russia is owned by the Government, who are
these employers? How, in a country which
forbids private ownership of an industry, can
there be an employer?

This may not be an exciting argument, ex-
cept that the reason for the existence of the
ILO is to have government, employers, and
labor-union heads meet together to lay down
certain policies concerning labor and work-
ing conditions on a universal basis. That
this cannot be accomplished with the vari-
eties of standards of living in the various
countries is obvious from the small accom-
plishments of the ILO, but the excuse that is
being given for its continued existence is
that it is useful to have such a cooperative
body.

In fact, the Marxian alm of Soviet Russia
is to abolish the private ownership of enter-
prise throughout the world so that employers
will not be permitted anywhere. Why then
does such a country hold membership in an
international organization which recognizes
the right of an employer to exist, to hire
labor and to bargain with a free labor union?

McGrath says:

“If we are simply to accept the present
situation in the ILO, the end result is, to my
mind, inevitable. The Communists, with 8
nations to our 1, and 32 votes to our 4, will
remain firmly entrenched and will progres-
sively dominate the ILO. It will become
merely an international forum for the dis-
semination of Communist propaganda, fi-
nanced to at least 25 percent by the tax-
payers of the United States. In fact, at its
next session, our Congress will be asked to
raise the ceiling for the United States con-
tribution to the ILO from §1,750,000 a year
to $3 million a year.”

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
dislike very much to disagree with my
good friend, the distinguished Senator
from Ohio; and I dislike it the more be-
cause there is a good deal of truth and
merit in what he says. However, I in-
vite his attention to the fact that finan-
cially the ILO is operated on a calendar-
year basis, Its appropriations are effec-
tive on the first of Januaf'y each year.

It is true, as the distinguished Senator
from Ohio has said, that there have
been no public hearings on the pending
joint resolution; but, as I recall—and I
should like to be corrected if I am mis-
taken—the reason why there were no
public hearings is that there were no
requests on the part of anyone to come
before the committee at that time.

I point out to the senior Senator from
Ohio that the administration sent to
the committez representatives of the
State and Labor Departments, and that
those representatives were quite urgent
in their request to us that we report the
joint resolution favorably. It was re-
ported unanimously from the Foreign
Relations Committee.
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The Senator :rom Ohio has mentioned
something about our being outvoted. I
do not believe that is exactly true, be-
cause while there are eight Communist
countries in the ILO, they have, as I
understand, 32 votes out of a total of
284 votes. I think we ought to recognize
the fact that we are in a pretty tough
scrap with communism and with the
Soviet Union.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr, BRICKER. How many votes has
the United States?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Four, as I under-
stand.

It is my feeling that we should remain
in an organization of this sort and not
get out, because if we were to show our
pique, if we were to refuse the necessary
funds, and refuse to cooperate with
other freedom-minded members of the
organization, I feel that the end result
would be the creation of a vacuum into
which the Soviet Union and its satellites
would move. I think we ought to recog-
nize the fact that, while it is true that
so-called employee and employer dele-
gates are fictions so far as the Soviet
Union is concerned, nevertheless, at the
present time the ILO does have a com-
mittee looking into this particular sub-
ject and trying to find out what can be
done to bring about a clear declaration
regarding the Soviet Union and its cap-
tive states, so that this myth or fiction
of so-called employer and employee
delegates can be done away with. :

I think the Senator from Ohio made
a sound suggestion when he said that
the President should create a commis-
sion to study the question of further
participation by the United States in
the ILO, based upon the arguments ad-
vanced. It is my hope that the joint
resolution will be passed without the
amendment of the Senator from Ohio,
that the President will appoint a com-
mission, and that we can go along, in
the interest of harmony in this country
between labor, management, and Gov-
ernment, because I understand that the
National Association of Manufacturers
and the United States Chamber of Com-
merce have nominated their delegate for
this year. It seems to me that what we
should do is to fight out the issue in this
particular Organization, and not back
out and allow the Soviet Union and its
captive states to come in. So I sin-
cerely hope that, even though there is a
great deal of merit in what the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Ohio has
said in offering his amendment, the joint
resolution will be approved as it is, and
that we shall proceed to work out some
of the details later.

Inasmuch as the Government is in
the process of appointing its delegates;
inasmuch as the AFL-CIO is participat-
ing; and inasmuch as employers have
appointed their delegate, let us go ahead
and give this program a chance. Let us
try to do what we can by fighting within
the Organization, instead of trying to
withdraw and allowing the Soviet Union
and its satellites to take over.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
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yihl’g' MANSFIELD, I am delighted to
eld.

_ Mr. KNOWLAND. As I understand
the amendment of the Senator from
Ohio—and I must say that during the
course of the discussion today I have
somewhat changed my views with re-
spect to it, in the light of the statement
of the Senator from Ohio—he is not
proposing that the United States with-
draw from the organization. So I do
not believe that point is at issue. Cer-
tainly he is not proposing that we with=
draw at this time. While some people
on the outside had suggested that possi-
bility at one time, and while it may still
be suggested by our former representa-
tives in the ILO, that is not the issue
before the Senate today.

We have adopted an amendment
which increases the amounts for the
Food and Agricultural Organization up
to the maximum of 3315 percent. By
that amendment, as I view the legisla-
tive picture, we have contingently in-
crez;sed the ILO amount up to 3315 per-
cent.

The continguency or proviso in the
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Ohio is that that not be done
until two things have happened—first,
until the Senate and the executive
branch of the Government shall have had
an opportunity to review the situation
growing out of the action by the ILO
in obviously going counter to what had
been the original intent, of having repre-
sentatives of free labor, free employers,
and the Government, rather than to
have the Government unilaterally vot-
ing for all three when, in fact, free labor
and free employers are nonexistent.

Secondly, after the executive branch
and the Congress shall have had an op-
portunity to study the problem, our rep-
resentatives will still be on hand, as the
Senator from Montana points out, to
carry on the battle, to see if the problem
cannot be solved within the ILO itself.

If that can be done, the Congress of
the United States will certainly be in a
position next January to act. The con-
tingency will be removed, because if the
ILO solves the problem, the amendment
of the Senator from Ohio will not ap-
ply. If, on the other hand, despite non-
action by the ILO, hearings bring out
the desirability of continuing in the Or-
ganization on the basis of a contribu-
tion of 335 percent, at that point the
Senate and the House could, in effect,
strike out the proviso.

I must say, in all fairness both to the
Senate and to the distinguished Senator
from Montana, that I do not purport, as
minority leader, to speak for the admin-
istration in this connection. I agree with
the Senator that the administration
made it very clear before the committee
that it thought the amount should be
increased; and the Senator is quite prop-
erly carrying out the mandate of the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

However, on my own responsibility,
let me say that I think the arguments
which have been made by the Senator
from Ohio are very persuasive. I believe
that a question of moral principle is in-
volved. I believe that at some point we
shall have to draw the line and say that
we cannot continue to have the Soviet
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Government, in effect, making a dead
letter of what has been the intent and
the normal practice, of having free la-
bor and free industry represented.

As a result of the discussion foday, I
have personally come to the conclusion
that I will support the amendment of
the Senator from Ohio to the pending
joint resolution.

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

Mr., MANSFIELD. I should like to
answer the distinguished minority leader
first before I yield to the Senator from
New ¥York. I ean well understand the
reasons for the consideration given by
the Senator from California to the sug-
gestions of the Senator from Ohio. Itis
true, of course, that the so-called em-
ployee and employer delegates represent-
ing the Sovieft Unicn in the IL.O are
phonies and myths, and that it is all a
fiction, and does not stand up. However,
I would like to point out to the Senate
that the issue of the Soviet Union em-
ployer and worker representfation in the
11O became acute at the ILO Conference
in 1954. At that time, the United States
Government, employer, and worker dele-
gates all supported challenges that had
been filed to the Soviet employer and
worker delegates on the grounds that
they were in fact representatives of the
Soviet Government and not of free em-
ployers and free workers. Nonetheless,
the Soviet were seated.

Subsequently, in March 1955, the ILO
governing body appointed a committee,
headed by Lord Arnold D. McNair,
former president of the International
Court of Justice, to study the question
of the freedom of employer and worker
organizations in each of the ILO mem-
ber countries. That committee made a
voluminous report shortly before the
March 1956 meeting of the governing
body. Because of the shortness of time,
the governing body decided fo postpone
full discussion of the problem until its
November 1956 meeting. In the mean-
time, however, the governing body is pro-
posing that the ILO Conferenee in June
discuss the gquestion, not with the pur-
pose of taking formal decisions, but in
order to give the governing body the ben-
efit of the delegates’ views.

The problem is by no means so simple
as it might appear. There is reason to
hope that in time it ean be worked out to
our satisfaction, but the approach em-
bodied in this amendment will certainly
not contribute to such a solution.

1 should like respectfully to suggest to
the Senate that at this time the amend-
ment be rejected, and that the joint
resolution be passed as it is. In the
meantime, we should follow the sugges-
tion of the Senator from Ohio that the
President set up a commission, that the
Committee on Foreign Relation consider
the matter and hold public hearings—
which I must insist again have not been
requested up to this time—and that the
ILO itself, through a subcommittee, keep
looking into this question, so that there
may be demolished the myth of Soviet
employer and employee represenfation.
Of course, there are other things o be
considered also.
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Mr. KNOWLAND., MrPresident, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MANSPFIELD. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to say
{o the Senator from Montana that his
arguments would be quite persuasive if
the Senator from Ohio or any other
Senator had suggested that either the
United States withdraw at this time un-
der those circumstances, or indeed. if an
amendment had been offered which
would cut the amounts which the United
States is now contributing to ILO. But
that is not the situation which eonfronts
us. In either case the Senator’s argu-
ments would be persuasive under the
present circumstances, and such an
amendment could properly be rejected
by the Senate,

However, the situation confronting
us—and what I say now is in addition
to the statement made earlier—is that
for the first time the Senate is being
asked affirmatively to put what may be
termed its stamp of endorsement upon
the changed condition in the ILO, and
to indicate what might be considered to
be full approval of the action which has
been taken.

It seems to me that there is an entirely
different situation confronting us in view
of the event which took place a year or
so ago. As the Senator has pointed out,
a committee has been appointed, which
is to make its report in March of this
year, and the matter is to be considered
presumably in June and perhaps in No-
vember, or whenever the organization
next meets. Therefore it seems to me
that under those circumstances—and I
admit this is true in the present silua-
tion, as it is in the case of many other
issues which come before the Senate—
there is ample room for an honest dif-
ference of opinion on this subject. No
one can speak dogmatically on it and
insist that his solution is the proper one.
However, it seems to me, in view of the
facts which have been presented—the
outline by the Senator from Ohio, and
the fact that it is not being proposed
that we withdraw from the organization,
or that we so much as cut a single penny
ifrom our contribution—that there is
certainly great concern felt, not only
among the employers of our country but
also among our labor organizations as
well. Although cur labor organizations
feel very strongly that we should not
withdraw from ILO, I do not believe any
inference should be left that the Amer-
jcan Federation of Labor—if I know that
organization and Mr. Meany, or even
the CIO organization, or any other la-
bor organization—believes that the
method of letting the Soviet Govern-
ment or any other Communist gevern-
ment represent both its employers and
its employees is the right approach to
the situation. On the contrary, they
would be very adamant in opposing such
an approach.

Therefore, it seems to me that, under
the circumstances, the Senate would be
justified in accepting the amendment of
the Senator from Ohie. It is for those

reasons—and I must say that it has been

brought out by discussion here today,

-and I am not speaking as a party leader,

but only on my own responsibility—that
I feel there are strong reasons to sup-
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port the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As the Senator
from California has said, there are two
sides to every question, and there is room
for an honest difference of opinion.

- However, I feel that if we pass the joint

resolution as is, what we will be doing
will be to back up the employer and em-
ployee delegates representing our coun-
try. Certainly there is no reason why the
situation should be regarded as being as
dangerous as some people think it is.
If the commission the Senator from Ohio
has suggested is appointed, if the com-
mittee appointed by ILO itself looks into
the matter, and if perhaps also the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations looks info
it—especially if the committee were to
hold public hearings and look into the
n_mtter—plus the constant watchdog at-
titude of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, I think we would probably be in a
begter position next year to find out how
this matter is coming out and what would
be the best way to ficht against some
things we do not like at this time.

However, as I say, and as the minority
leader says, it is purely a matter of
opinion.

Mr. LEHMAN. I rise to support the

position . taken by the  distinguished
Senatfor from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].
It seems to me we ought to pass the joint
resolution as it reads in its amended
form, although I sympathize with the
suggestion made by the Senator from
Ohio that the matter be studied and in-
vestigated by the administration, by the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and by
the ILO itself. Certainly no harm would
come from passing the joint resolution
as it reads in amended form. There will
be ample opportunity to take action next
year if it is eonsidered desirable, as nec-
essary to do so.
I wish to point ouf that nothing dan-
gerous has developed in connection with
this entire situation. I wish to read
from a statement submitted by the De-
partment of State, which explains the
joint resolution and states the reason for
the support of the- joint resolution by
the Department of State. It reads as
follows: i

Since 1950, there have been significant
developments in the ILO program which
have inereased the costs of the Organiza-

tlon. Four ILO coperaticnal fleld officea have

been established on a regional basis to per-
mit more eflective assistance to govern-
‘ments in meefing problems in such fields as
manpower utilization, industrial safety, ad-

‘ministration of labor standards, social secu-

rity, ete. In addition, the ILO has been in-
strumental in exposing violations of basic
rights of labor, particularly in Iron Curtain

_countries, and in promoting and strengthen-

ing democratic institutions among workers.
Jointly with the United Nations, the ILO has
carried on a worldwide investigation of the
use of forced labor for purposes of political
coercion or for the fulfillment of the eco-
nomic plans of a State. This investigation
has done much to dispel the Soviet fiction
of the “workers' paradise” in the minds of
those whom the Soviets are most anxious
to influence. In regard to freedom of associ-
ation, the ILO has brought to publie atten-
tion specific, documented cases of govern-

.mental control or domination of worker or-
‘ganizations in & number of countries for

political purposes. At the same time, care-
ful screening procedures are employed to
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weed out allegations which are propagandis-
tic, maliclous and unsubstantiated.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
what the ILO has accomplished along
the lines of breaking down and refuting
false statements and false propaganda
is highly important. I think we would
be making a serious mistake if we should
undertake to give the impression that
we are seeking to take unilateral action.
The voting strength of the Soviet bloc
in ILO, I believe, represents numerically
one-seventh or one-eighth of the voting
strength of the non-Communist coun-
tries having membership in the ILO, I
consider the ILO highly important and
effective. This organization has done
much to break down the myths and the
false propaganda employed by the Com-
munists regarding the position of labor
in Communist countries and in refuting
the claim that they represent demo-
cratie principles. We all know that such
a claim is completely untrue. I think the
work of ILO is tremendously important
and we must not handicap it.

I do not believe the resolution as it
now stands, with the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Montana,
would in any way jeopardize the rights
of this country which are already recog=
nized by the representatives who have
been selected to sit as members of the
United States delegation in the ILO. I
hope the resclution as amended by the
Senator from Montana will be agreed to.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I
should like to say, further, that if there
has been anything' accomplished in
breaking down, as the Senator from New
York has said, the myth of Soviet im-
perialism and the lack of freedom of
labor and business in communistic coun-
tries, it has been done without their
participation, because up to this time
they have not been members at all of the
Organization. So that any work that
has been done has been done on the part
of the other nations before the Soviet
Republic was represented.

The Senator from New York says that
the Organization has only one-eighth of
the voting power of the other nations
represented ; but when we add to that the
fact that there are totalitarian countries
which do not agree with us with respect
to the right of labor and business to be
free and to bargain collectively, and the
like, I might point out the fact that the
Soviet countries have eight times as
many votes in this Organization as has
the United States. Furthermore, if we
increase the appropriation, what the
Senate will be doing is saying to repre-
sentatives. who have voted against us
that we are going to increase the amount,
willy-nilly, and, in fact, it will weaken
our position when we come to confer with
employer and employee delegations. It
will weaken the hands of the United
States representatives in carrying out
the plan and purpose of maybe getiing
rid of the captive representatives who
will vote against us on every possible oc~
casion. It will further nullify the effec-
tiveness of the ILO in calling to the at=
tention of the world the default in the
Soviet system of imperialistic control
and domination of the rights of labor in
those countries and the complete ser-
vility of their people.
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Mr. President, I have searched the rec-
ords to find out what justification there
is for the increase. There was no testi-
mony, so far as I know, concerning it.
There is certainly nothing in the report
to justify it except the vote of the ILO
Council itself asking that the United
States increase its appropriation. It
may be that since Soviet Russia and her
satellites are in the Organization, they
want their share of clerks and stenog-
raphers, their share of propagandists in
the ILO, so that they may multiply their
influence and say to the United States
and other countries and to the Organiza-
tion itself, “We are in now, and we are
entitled to an appropriation proportion=
ate to the number of employees of the

‘Organization who are sympathetic to our

philosophy and who will agree with us
when our representatives vofe.”

I do not know what the justification is,
except that they voted for it against the
vote of the representatives of the United

States Government, United States busi-

ness, and United States labor.

So, Mr. President, I think my amend-
ment should be agreed to. There should
be a full record of what justification
there may be for it, and then let our

-representatives try to work out, with the

strength of the position of the Senate
behind them, the proper place for Rus-
sian labor and Russian business in the

councils of the ILO,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the distinguished acting majority leader

permit me to ask a question?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. ENOWLAND. The hour is get-
ting late, and I think the Senator may
have given some consideration to a
recess, under the previous order. I have
understood, from previous conversation
with the Senator, that he did not intend
to ask for a vote this evening on the ques-
tion, and that, according to the earlier
announcement by the distinguished ma-

Jjority leader, the senior Senator from

Texas [Mr. Jornson], when the Senate
concluded its labors today, it would go
over until Wednesday. So I was won-
dering, in order that Senators may be on
notice, whether we might have a yea-
and-nay vote ordered, the vote to be
taken when the Senate assembles on
Wednesday.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the yeas and nays may be or=-
dered on the pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection? The Chair hears none, and

.the yeas and nays are ordered.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
President, it has been my purpose to
make a statement supporting the posi-
tion of the Senator from Montana on the
joint resolution. When the Senate
agreed to the amendment which was
stimulated by the suggestion of the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],

-most of the argument I had intended to

make has been taken care of.

The matter which the Senator from
Ohio brings up is of great interest to me,
and I sympathize with the sentiments
he has so ably expressed, but I wish to

‘make the RECOrD clear on this point. :
In my judgment, the ILO has done one
‘of the most important international jobs
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since we began work of this kind. It
antedates the United Nations, as the
Senator from Ohio knows. I have dis-
cussed it with the Labor Department
representatives, including the Secretary
of Labor, and it is perfectly. clear that
if we take any steps which may sabotage
this work entirely, we may destroy one
of the best instruments we have for in-
ternational understanding.

Although one can understand the
natural reaction of many people who say
that we should refuse to participate with
Soviet bloc countries in organizations
such as the ILO, I feel strongly that it
would be a mistake for us to act on such
an impulse. Aft this time, with the Rus-
sians shifting the emphasis in their tac-
tics in the cold war, it is particularly
important that we do not quit the field
and give them the battle by default.

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

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. I yield.

Mr. BRICKER. I may suggest to the
Senator that that was not the import of
my amendment at all.

Mr, SMITH of New Jersey. I under=
stand. However, I want to make it clear
that I do not believe we should do any=

thing which would in any way jeopard=

ize the position of the ILO.

I wish also to make this point: It has
been said that we are outvoted in the
ILO by the Communists.  Eight Soviet
bloec countries are members of the ILO,
and they have 4 votes apiece, or a total
of 32 votes. The United States also has
4 votes—2 for our Government delegates
and 1 each for our employer and worker
delegates. But besides the Soviet bloc
and the United States, there are 62 other
members of the ILO, also with 4 votes
each. Of the 284 votes in the ILO, the
Soviet bloc has 32, and the free world
has 252.

I have had the responsibility of being
a delegate to the United Nations. The

very question which the Senator from

Ohio has raised today comes up all the
time with regard to United Nations votes.

‘We are in a very difficult position there,

with our limited vote in the Assembly.
The United States has only one vote in
the Assembly. But the vast majority of
the members have been loyal to the
United States leadership in opposing the
attemptls made by the Soviet bloe to out-
vote us. Therefore, I have such faith in
the justice of our cause as to be confi-
dent that by strong and vigorous leader=
ship we can continue to win an over=
whelming majority of the 252 non-Com-
munist votes in the ILO,

It has also been said that the ILO is a

forum for the propagation of commu-

nism. Every single day I was in attend-
ance at the U. N. Assembly the Commu-
nists had propaganda efforts under way.
Of course, the Communists attempt to
use the ILO as a propaganda sounding
board, just as they attempt to use every
other international organization. But
so far, in the ILO, they have had little
success. The fact is that far from being
‘a forum for the propagation of commu-
nism, the ILO is a forum for the exposure
of communism.

Through its careful, meticulously fac-
‘tual studies of forced labor, the ILO has
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shown up the Soviet bloc as one big con-
centration camp, instead of as the work-
ers’ paradise that Moscow propagand=-
ists try to picture.

At the moment, we are on top of the
situation. Through its participation in
the United Nations Expanded Technical
Assistance Program, and through its reg-
ular activities, as well, the ILO has made
a real contribution to increasing worker
productivity and improving managerial
skill not only in Western Europe but also
in the underdeveloped countries.

This, it seems to me, is one of the most
valuable services which the ILO per-
forms, and one which redounds mark-
edly to the interest of the United States.
It is the kind of positive approach which
can be extremely effective over a period
of years and will help the labor situation
in the United States. It is one of the
reasons why our big labor organizations
have been so strongly in support of the
continuation of the ILO.

I regret that I was unable personally
to attend as a delegate, when the Sec-
retary of Labor asked me some time ago.

The senior Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives] attended last year. I regret
that he is not present today to relate his
experience, but he has said that he was
convinced of the value of the Organiza-
tion and that nothing should be done
to undermine its effectiveness. I am not
certain that the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Ohig would result in under-
mining the effectiveness of the Organiza=
tion, but we should think the matter
through very carefully to see whether
we should not give a vote of confidence
to our colleagues in the ILO, and the
nations supporting our point of view,
and not try to tie them down by some
mandate from Congress at a time when
we have heretofore, in a general way,
accepted our share of what the whole
group decided would be the budget for
the year.

I am simply suggesting this because it
seems to me that if there is any implica-
tion that we do not trust our colleagues,
we may lose some of the support we have
had so effectively right up to this time.
I believe, as the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MansrieLp] has said—and I sup-
port his position—that it would be wise
for us this year to create a new ceiling.

The resolution will not increase the
amount in one big jump; it will simply
place a new ceiling on the amount and
will give our representatives in the ILO,
and our representatives in the United
Nations, who are supporting the ILO
representatives, the flexibility and ability
to negotiate for the kind of budget which
will be decided upon for the coming
years.

All the proposal really amounts to is
the giving of our representatives the
freedom to work with those who have
worked with us before, without saying to
them, “We are imposing this mandate
upon you because you are not behaving
yourselves. This is all you can do.”

Thus, I feel it would be wise to support
the proposal which has been made, by
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Mans-
FIELD], especially since the ceilings have
been set percentagewise. A maximum
of 3315 percent is all that we can pos-
sibly contribute; but at the same time
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we will be saying to our representatives,
“We shall trust you to handle the
matter.”

So I shall support the position of the
Senator from Montana in his able pre-
sentation of the case for the committee.
I say at the same time to the Senator
from Ohio that I think I agree with
the criticisms he has made about what is
going on. Nevertheless, I think we are
on top of the situation; and when we are
on top of it, I do not believe we should
tell our partners that we do not trust
them to play the game as they have
played it heretofore.

FIRST ANNIVERSARY OF AN-
NOUNCEMENT OF PROVED EFFI-
CACY OF SALK VACCINE

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I know that
the entire Congress and all the people
of the United States are very much in-
terested in the degree to which we may
be achieving success in wiping out polio-
myelitis in this country.

Last week marked the first anniver-
sary of the announcement of the proved
efficacy of the Salk vaccine. On this
anniversary Mr. Basil O'Connor, presi-
dent of the National Foundation for In-
fantile Paralysis, to whose valiant and
successful work in this field all of us
owe so much, issued a report addressed
to all physicians in the United States.

That report sums up the gratifying
opinion of the Foundation that paraly-
tic polio in the United States can be
cut in half in 1956 and practically elim-
inated in 1957. It carefully analyzes the
situation with respect to our current
knowledge of the production and utili-
zation of Salk vaccine and concludes that
the problem of preventing paralytic polio
is no longer a problem of medical science
but simply one of logistics. This being
so, Mr. Basil O'Connor explains in his
brief but careful and analytic report how
and when we can achieve the goal of
wiping out paralytic polio if all con-
cerned with achieving this objective put
forth carefully coordinated efforts in the
remaining months of this year.

I believe Mr. Basil O’Connor’s re-
port is of tremendous importance to all
of us, and I ask unanimous consent that
it be set forth at this point in the REcorb.

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

REPORT TO PHYSICIANS—CAN ParALYTIC PoLlO
BE PREVENTED IN 10577
(Statement by Basil O'Connor, president,

the National Foundation for Infantile

Paralysis)

Paralytic pollo in the United States can be
cut in half in the epldemic period in 1956
and can be reduced to a negligible amount in
1957 if there is a coordinated effort during
the remaining months of 1956 by all con-
cerned: the public, the public health serv-
ices, the doctors, and the manufacturers,
It may be properly assumed that such co-
ordination can be had.

The primary interest of the National Foun-
dation for Infantile Paralysis is to wipe out
paralytic polio. Everyone joins in that wish.
If it is possible to accomplish that result, all
people would unquestionably be willing to
do thelr part to bring it about. Any sugges-
tion or plan as to how that end may be
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reached ought to be carefully examined and
recelve full consideration.

The program needed to accomplish the
desired result can be divided into two time
periods—i{rom now through July 10, 1958,
called the first period—and from July 10,
1966 through December 31, 1956, called the
second period.

The manufacturers of Salk vaccine esti-
mate that between March 1, 1956 and Decem-
ber 31, 1856, they will produce 203 million
cubic centimeters of vaccine. It is estimated
that 82 million of these 203 million cubic
centimeters will be produced between March
1, 19566 and July 10, 1956, and 111 million
cubic centimeters between July 10, 1956 and
December 31, 1956,

The manufacturers have had 1 year's ex-
perience in producing vaccine. One has a
right to use their estimates of production for
purposes of calculation. Using their esti-
mates, the problem of preventing paralytic
polio becomes one of logistics and not one of
medical sclence.

To reduce paralytic polio in 1957 to a neg-
ligible amount, an effort should first be made
to immunize those groups which have the
highest incidence rate of paralytic polio.
Eighty percent of our paralytic polio is in
the 0 to 19 age group and pregnant women.
The first period of the plan should be devoted
to immunizing these groups.

"~ In the age group 0 to 19 inclusive there are
61 million individuals.

In the pregnant women group there are 4
million women.

These two groups make a total of 65 million
Individuals.

In these two groups we have 80 percent of
our paralytic polio.

Assuming an 80-percent acceptance of the
vaccine this would mean that 52 million of
the 65 million in these 2 groups would receive
the vaccine. On a 90 percent effective bhasis
this would likewise mean preventing at least
50 percent of all paralytic polio that might
otherwise occur in the epidemic season of
1056. Immunizing such a large number in
the groups having the highest incidence rate
of paralytic polio should have the effect of
reducing paralytic polio in the nonvacei-
nated.

The present estimates of the manufac-
turers making Salk vaccine Indicate that be-
tween now and July 10, 1956, there will be
enough vaccine to give 2 shots to the 52
million available individuals in these 2
groups. This would require a total of 104
million euble centimeters of vaccine.

Between April 12, 1955, and March 1, 1956,
42 million cubic centimeters of vaceine were
released for use. This vaccine has either been
used or is available for use within these
two groups.

The manufacturers estimate that between
March 1, 1856, and June 25, 1856, they will
produce 92 million cubie centimeters of vac-

cine. The estimated monthly rate of this

production is as follows:
Cubie

centimeters

March £ 12, 811, 272

April 19, 242, 626

May 18, 930, 750

Py FeT s Sllee S SRS S 40,821, 240

Total 91, 805, 928

The 42 million cubic centimeters of vac-
cine actually released between April 12, 1955,
and March 1, 1956, and the estimated pro-
duction of 92 million cubic centimeters be-
tween March 1, 1956, and June 25, 1956, total
134 million cubic centimeters of vaccine
avallable between April 12, 1955, and July 10,
1956, or enough to give 67 million people 2
shots of waccine. This is 15 million more
people than those considered available for
vaccine in the 0 to 19 group and pregnant
women group, which total 52 million. This
indicates a safety margin of 30 million cubic
centimeters, over and above the number of
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cubic centimeters required for 2 shots for the
available in 0 to 19 and pregnant women
groups.

It seems proper to conclude that by July 10,
1956, there will have been manufactured and
released for use adequate vaccine to give 2
shots to all available in the 2 groups referred
to and thus reduce by at least one-half the
incidence of paralytic polio in the epidemic
period of 1956.

Of the 42 million cuble centimeters of vac-
cine already released, probably 20 million
have been used to give 10 million individuals
in these 2 groups 2 shots each, leaving 22
million cubic centimeters which have been
used or are available for use to give 1 shot to
22 million of the 52 million In these 2 groups,
leaving 20 million in this group who have not
received any shots. These 20 million could
be given 1 shot from the March and April
production totaling 32 million cubic centime-
ters, leaving 12 million cubic centimeters
which could be used as second shots for those
in the 22 million group who had received 1
shot. This would leave 30 million yet to re-
ceive a second shot and these could be taken
care of by the May production of 19 million
cubic centimeters and the production of the
first 2 weeks in June which totals 18 million
cubic centimeters. There would still remain
an excess of 30 million cubic centimeters
from the production to June 25 after giving
the 52 million avallables in both groups 2
sghots of vaccine.

With reference to the second period, July
10, 1956 to December 31, 1956, the manufac-
turers estimate they will produce 111 million
cubic centimeters of vaccine. The estimated
monthly rate of this production is as follows:

Cubic

centimeters

July---- 17, 500, 000
August._ -~ 18, 040, 000
September 18, 220, 000
October 19, 000, 000
November 19, 000, 000
December 19, 000, 000
Total 110, 760, 000

If we add to the total estimated produc-
tion for the last 6 months of 1956, namely
111 million cubic centimeters, the 30 million
cubic centimeters not used In the period
ending July 10, 1956, there is an estimated
141 million cubic centimeters available for
use during the period July 10, 1956, and
December 31, 1956, This would be ade-
quate to give the third shot to the 52
million in the two groups referred to herein
and two shots to approximately 45 million
additional persons—or a total of at least 2
shots to 97 million individuals out of a
total of 167 million in this country—or 80
percent of the population aged 0-45. Less
than 2 percent of all paralytic polio is in
the age groups over 45.

The job is a big one logistically, but it can
be done if all those interested cooperate fully.
In an effort of such public health signifi-
cance we can assume—

1. That the manufacturers will make every
effort to live up to their production esti-
mates;

2. That the United States Public Health
Service through the National Institutes of
Health will be ready to release promptly for
public use all properly manufactured vac-
cine presented to it;

3. That parents of children in the 0 to 19
group will have the vaccine given to their
children when and as it becomes available
and not wait until June when its adminis-
tration to such a large group will present
insuperable practical difficulties;

4. That local public health officials and
doctors will let the public know promptly
when vaccine is available; and

5. That doctors will not hold in reserve
vaccine for second shots, but will give one
shot to as many individuals as possible in

the two groups referred to, relying on the
second shot to be available before June 30,
1956.

There is every reason to expect that such
cooperation will be gladly given in view of
the importance of the result to be obtained.

To give 97 million people at least 2 shots
of Salk vaccine before December 31, 1956, is
not an impossibility but the logistics of such
an operation must be worked out by the
Public Health officials and the medical so-
ciety in each State on the basis of an emer-
gency health program.

The intelligent use in 1956 of the vac-
cine estimated to be available during that
year would indicate that cases of paralytic
polio in the United States in the year 1957
should be very few.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON ARRANGE-
MENTS FOR INAUGURATION OF
PRESIDENT-ELECT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Scorr in the chair). The Chair has
been requested by the Vice President to
announce the appointment by him of the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr., SPARK=-
MAN], and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Bripces]l as members on the
part of the Senate of the Joint Com-
mittee on Arrangements for the Inau-
guration of the President-elect of the
United States on January 21, 1957, au-
thorized by Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 64 of the &4th Congress.

RECESS TO WEDNESDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the order previously entered, I move
that the Senate now stand in recess until
Wednesday next, at 12 o’clock noon.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o'clock and 58 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess, the recess being, under
the order previously entered, until
Wednesday, April 18, 1956, at 12 o’clock
meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate April 16 (legislative day of
April 9, 1956) :

FEDERAL MARITIME BOARD

Clarence G. Morse, of California, to be a
member of the FPederal Maritime Board for a
term of 4 years expiring June 30, 1960, (Re-
appointment.)

MississiPPI RIVER COMMISSION

Harry L. Bolen, of Illinois, to be a mem-
ber of the Mississippi River Commission,
vice Eghert Alfred Smith, deceased.

IN THE COAST GUARD

The following-named persons to be cap-
tains in the United States Coast Guard:
William L. Maloney William D. Shields
Ralph R. Curry Chester L. Harding
Arthur L. Dickert Richard E, Morell
Clifford R. Maclean Aden C. Unger
Henry P, Stolfi Victor F. Tydlacka
George P. Eenney George I. Holt
Leonard T. Jones Simon R. SBands, Jr.
Searcy J. Lowrey Donald M. Morrison
Samuel L. Denty Philip A. Ovenden
George W. Dick Christopher C. Enapp
Charles B, Arrington  Joseph E, Madacey
Charles E. Brush James B. Rucker
Robert T. Alexander Henry U. Scholl
Edward A. Eve, Jr. Rufus E. Mroczkowskl
Eric A. Anderson Oscar C. B. Wev
Marion Amos Harold B. Roberts
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Ned W. Sprow
William I. Swanston
‘William E. Creedon
Henry A. Meyer

6347

Preston B. Mavor
Quentin M. Greeley
Charles P. Murphy
Richard C. Foutter

The following named persons to be com-
manders in the United States Coast Guard:

Edwin B. Ing
Donald V. Reardon
Toraly A. Berg
Winslow H. Buxton

Louis B. Eendall
John A. Fagan
Harold O. Rasmussen
Jesse E. Eastman

Lewis L. Whittemore Gorman W. Larsen

Arthur R. Hoglund
Harry C. Gifford

Sylvius Pellegrini
Robert B. Scott

Edmund B. Redington Charles P. McFaull

Robert W. Goehring
Wesley W. Wood
Felix 8. DeSoboll
John H. Phinney
Willlam A, McFaull
William E. Pratt
Harry L. Morgan
George 8. Beck

Lee O. Moyer

Vitus Q. Niebergall
John H. Cleary
Alfred W. Medcalf
John D. McCubbin
Earl C. Young
Elmer J. Bodenlos
John H. Holm
Joseph E. Mallett
Lawrence D. Connor
Ross P. Bullard
Isaac R, Boothby

Ralph M. West
Clifford A. Anderson
Robert Murdoch
Arthur E, Wilcox
Curtis A. Alexander
Charles E. Sharp
Gllbert Hincheliffe
George A. Butler
William C. Mahoney
John D. Hill

Julius Schuler
Lynn Parker

Louis A. Grundler
Julian J. Shingler
Ellie D. Baker
Byron 1. Reynolds
Francis B. Ford
Robert J. Ernst
Robert Flockhart
Edwin J. Lautermilch

Archibald H, McComb, Bertrand J. Henesey

Jr.

Claude G. Winstead

James B. McCarty, Jr. Thomas G. Byrne

Leonard E. Penso
Orvan R. Bmeder
Thomas P. McMaster
Paul E. Savonis
George C. Steinman
John W. Anderson
Ernest S. Rasmussen
Victor Pfeiffer
Arthur M. Vrooman
Bertram J. Tuckey
Leonard C. Walen
William L. Morrison
George J. Monteverdl
James M. Caulk
George M. Russell
William T. Coyle
Edwin W. Wickham
David W. Sinclair
Adam A, Klein
Edward E, Dickey
Robert R. Russell
John P. Fox

Leslie G. Haverland
George W. Nantau
Robert H. Burtt
Peter Snyder
Gustav E. Johansen
Theodore LeBlanc
Elvin C. Hawley
Emery H. Joyce
Casimer J. Bernas
William Barkalow
Douglas R. Shambeau
William D. Brimner
James L. Thompson
Paul H. Browne
Daniel C. Dickert
John H. Wildhack
Frank McLaughlin
Donald G. Elliott
Lloyd R. Morrison
Cyril L. Heyliger
Frank F. Elliott
Paul Olson

Edward W. Kirkpatrick Charles H. Freericks

Carl A. Anderson
Ellery H. Capen
Vincent H, Casey
Charles E, Masters, Jr.
Emilio G. Oliotti
Karl A. Bergman
James C. Campbell
William J. Willman
James N. Schrader
Harry F. Frazer
Benjamin Malloch
William J. Tracy
Viggo A. Madsen
Lester W. Raynes
Glenn W, Ellis
Charles C. Phillips
Francis J. Swan
George E. Ross
Martin Spain
George E. Holland

Newton W. Winberg
Eenneth H. Hellweg
Herbert J. Kelly
William 8. Vaughn
George W. Stedman,
Jr.
Joseph Mazzotta
Jonas T. Hagglove
Lionel H. DeSanty
Ashton H. Barnes
Thomas N. Eelley
Arthur M. Davison
Willlam R. Sayer
Joseph J. McClelland
Raymond G. Miller
John P. Latimer
Robert E. Hammond
Clyde R. Burton
Ottis T. Estes, Jr.
James F. Bills

Warner K. Thompson, Edwin C. Crosby

Jr.
Thomas MeCusker
Maurice D. Melanphy
Martin J, Dean
William R. Riedel
Mark L. Hocking
Clement B. Cozad
James H. McDowell
Fred M. Cronan
John R. Silliman

Ira H. McMullan

William C. Foster

James W. Palne

James A. Cornish

William K. Earle

Edward H. Houghtal-
ing

William D. Strauch,
Jr.

Robert F. Barber
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The following-named persons to be lleu-
tenant commanders in the United States

Coast Guard:

George H. Lawrence
Robert E. Emerson
Hersey O. Forehand,
Jr.
Sherman K. Frick
Marcus H. McGarity
John E. Day
Fletcher W. Brown, Jr.
Charles W. Scharft

Emerson Hayes, Jr.
John Wilfred McCurdy
William Kesler, Jr.
Willlam P. Williams
Edward A. Richardson
Warren P. Stevenson
Peter E. Gibney

Lewis R. Lavalley
James P. VanEtten

Charles M. Bhepard IIIJoseph R. Steele

Francis D. Heyward
Arthur C. Hoene, Jr.
Edward F. Cotter
Paul F. Foye
Raymond J. Perry
Ephraim P. Rivard
‘James V. DeBergh
Thomas F. Dunham,
Jr.
Francis J. Malloy
James W. Booze
Ernest R. Challender
James W. Conway
Claude W. Bailey
Andrew P. Hopewell
George W. McClure
Charles L. Turner
Btewart R. Graham
James F. Phair
Robert A. Copeland,
Jr.
Walter C. Bolton
Kenneth M. Bilder-
back
Clinton J. Maguire
Roger B. Clark
George W. Walker
Bruce W. Clark
Sldney K. Broussard
Louis J. Glatz
Frank D, Hilditch
Arthur M. Watson
Arthur H. Sheppard
Raymond W. Siegel
Harry A. Solberg
Robert O. Bracken
John W. Hume
Herbert Krause
Errol H. Seegers

Edward M. F. Kirchner
Mitchell A. Perry
Garth H. Read
William E. Dennis
Robert J. Loforte
Owen W. Siler
Arthur Hancock
Richard A. Pasciutl
William S. Allan, Jr.
Robert B. Moore
‘Wallace C. Dahlgren
Harry H. Carter
Bernard E. Eolkhorst
Donald M. Reed
George W. Sohm
Carl L. Parrott
Frederick J. Hancox
Robert A. Adams
William M. Benkert
Robert A. Schulz
Warren E. Rast
Curtis J. Eelly
Austin F. Hubbard
Ward R. Emigh
William J. Zinck
Richard E. Hoover
William N. Banks
Keith Low

Daniel J. Sealabrini
Edward R. Tharp
Wilired N. Derby, Jr,
Alden E. Lewis
Robert T. Norris
Frank B. Carter
Frank M. Fisher, Jr.
Rufus 8. Drury

John J. Doherty
David L. Davies, Jr.
Donald A. Caswell

Forrest H. Willoughby Donald J. P, Evans
Robert D. Burkheimer Lewis F. Lovell

Jack E. Forrester
Lewis R. Davison
John H. Hawley
Carol L. Mason
Franklin A. Colburn
Robert 8. Wilson

David C. Kierbow
Lloyd M. Logan
Albert 8. Frevola
Edwin J. Brummeler
Nathan L. Fendig
Edwin 8. Radford

Charles BE. MacDowell Andrew J. Grogard

Elmer P. Mathison
Warren C. Mitchell

Clyde J. Miller
Alfred J. Unger

Henry A. Campbell, Jr.John M. Nagy

Armand J. Bush
Lester A. Levine
John J. Omeara
Glenn O. Thompson

Jason 8. Kobler

William H. E. Schroe~
der

Robert E. Foley

Arthur F. HeffelfingerJames D, Doyle

Eugene F. Walsh
Lloyd E. Franke
Samuel E. Taylor
Richard C. Wilkle
George A. Philbrick
George J. Bodie

James E. Fleming
David R. Permar
Harry G. Kosky
Neale O. Westfall
Edward P. Sawyer
Henry E. Steel

Henry W. Stinson, Jr.Francis J. Mann

Earl E. Broussard
John F. Fitzgerald

Norman L. Miley

The following-named persons to be lieu-
tenants in the United States Coast Guard:

Orville C. Hinnen
Byron M. Wineke
Adam Stanzak
Paul A, Berg

Olaf T. Sturdy
Thomas B. Prather
James G. Cowart
Ronald S. Erueger
Harry 8. Raleigh

Leo J. A. King

Henry J. Pfeiffer
Thomas C. Pennock
Hugh E. McCullough
Alvin J. Boxwell
Francis Twarog
‘Willard E. Carlson
Hugh J. LeBlanc
Thurston L. Willis

Bernard B. Wood
David T. Haislip

Robert L. Davis, Jr.
Glenn R. Taylor

Btanley L, Waltzfelder Walter F. Guy

Harold D. Muth
Samuel W. Branin
Jack E. Stewart
James C. Boteler
Richard L, Huxtable
John Vukie
Norman P. Weinert
James A. Emery
Owen B. Smith
Paul L. Anderson
‘William C. Carber
Rubin E. Young, Jr.
Fred J. Michalson
Richard C. Green
James B, Reynolds
Wesley J. Quamme
William C. Akers
Philip S. Bell
Donald D. Davison
Ivan C. McLean
Edward G. Taylor
Franklin F. Bohlk
Louis E. Price
Jerry Komorech
John W. Cherry
Vincent J. Wernig
James C. Norman
Franklin J. Miller
Russell W. Lentner
Harold A, French
William H. Yates
Sam Pisiechio
Robert D. Parkhurst
Otto F. Unsinn
Walter O. Henry
Verne D. Finks

Warren S, Petterson
Harold E. DeLong
William C. Wallace
Henry G. Cassel
Raymond M. Miller
Hardy M. Willis
Fred E. Wilson
Clarence G. Porter
Leroy Flatt

Charles R. Howell
Robert E. Bracken
William A. Mayberry
Rollin T. Young
Cornelius G. Farley
Francis L. Brittan
Phillp A. Hogue
Eugene Carlson, Jr.
Paul Richard Happel
Edric 8. Bates

John William Yager
Thomas W. Wolfe
Gerard J. Perron
Elliot 8. Shafer
Robert E. Ogin
Samuel R. Early
Nelson W. Allen
Roger J. Dahlby
Charles A, Haley
Everett B. Kopp
Edward P. Boyle
William M. Barney
William C. Behan
Edward F. Oliver
Willlam L. Russon, Jr.
Edwin Lee Enowles
Robert E. Wolfard

William L. Aitkenhead nfichael J. Holland

Charles F. Baker
James P. Btewart
James H. Swint
BShirl J. Stephany
George F. Rodgers
Leslie D. High
George H. P. Bursley
Frank E. Parker
Leland C. Batdorf

John F, Mundy, Jr.
Frank E. McLean
Roland P. Amateis, Jr.
Roy M. Wimer

Robert F. Hornbeck
Robert H. Scarborough
Roland J. Frappler
Edward J. Gelssler
Thomas L. Wakefield

Willlam F. Tighe, Jr. jonn H. Hedetniemi

Bruce H. Edwards
Roy K, Angell

Robert C. Erulish
William J. EKirkley

Willlam C. Jefferies
John C. Parker
Edward G. Ware
Dale J. Henderson

Edward E. Chambers py.egeriok C. Thomas

Robert W. Johnson

Charles Scot Marple

Wilfred F. Raes
Albert H. Clough
Randolph Ross, Jr,
Robert W. Smith
David E. Perkins

Kenneth B. Hofstra
Edward O. Wille
Robert H. Sabin
John F. O'Connell
Emmett G. McCarthy
Robert H. Werthman
Leonard M. Unterein

Robertson P. O. Dins- Edgar W. Dorr

more
Alfred J. Tatman
Malcolm E, Clark

Joseph C. Fox, Jr.
Nathaniel F. Main
Vincent J. Mitchell

Richard M. Under-pichard T. Houlette

wood, Jr.
Charles M. Mayes
Dan Rayacich
David P. Bates, Jr.

Andrew B. Skucy
Thomas C. Duncan, Jr.
Adam 8. Zabinski
William J, Brasier

Rudolph E. Lenczyk gdqwin Allen Schmidt
William L. Faulken- arthyr G. Taylor

berry
Donald €. Davis
John H. Bruce

Richard S. Wohlge-
muth
Walter E. Johnson

James H. MacDonald Rogg Lynn Moore

Donald R. Vaughn
Thomas W. Powers
Archibald B. How

Herbert H. Sharpe, Jr.

Michael B. Lemly

Glenn M. Loboudger

John E. V. Mwrray

Vincent A. Boguckl

Robert A. Lee

Lloyd W. Goddu, Jr.

Donald J, McCann
Edward D. Cassidy
John B. Hayes

Harry A. Davenport
III
John D. Crowley
Virgil W. Rinehart
Robert E. Dolliver
Robert 8. Hall
Robert W. Durfey
Robert J. Boshak
William P. Butler, Jr,
Luigi Colucclello
Robert F. Goebel
Edward L. Haufl
Robert A. Duin

‘Ralph C. Hill
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Alfred Prunski Clarence R. Hallberg
James B. Brook Darrel W. Starr
William H. Fitzgerald, John K. Byerlein

Jr. Joseph C. Dorsky
James R. Hope Thomas T. Wetmore
Herbert E. Lindemann III
Philippe C. Gaucher Norman P. Ensrud
George Schmidt James T. Clune
Stuart S. Beckwith Charles B. Hathaway
Carl 8. Mathews Donald M. Chapman
Wayne E. Caldwell Leroy Reinburg, Jr.
Samuel M. Moore III 'Walter C. Ochman
Stuart T. Scharfen- Maxwell S. Charleston

stein Paul W. Tifft, Jr.
Bernie E. Thompson William R. Weadon
Harry F. Gregg Henry J. Burness
Howard W. Pagel Raymond C. Hertica
Robert B, Walsh

The following-named persons to be leu-
tenants (junior grade) in the United States
Coast Guard:

Anthony A. Allogglo William L. King
Paul T. Anderson ‘Walter W. Kohl, Jr.
‘Warren D. Andrews Willlam E. Lehr, Jr.
Darrell L. Babcock Charles W. Linn
Eenneth E. Barrett Herbert G. Lipsett
Laurence O. Bates Richard V. Littlefield
Murray W. Boggs, Jr. Roger L. Madson
Paul H. Breed Max S. Maire

Dan H. Briganti Graeme Mann

Roger A. Britt William D. Markle, Jr.
William B. Clark Charles W. Matherly
Dan A. Colussy, Jr. Charles E. Mathieu
James H. Conrad Charles F. Merritt
Edmund L. Cope Roger W. Mowell
Charles L. Crane, Jr. Edward Nelson, Jr.
Calvin E. Crouch Harry J. Oldford, Jr.
Richard P. Cueroni  Hal F. Olgon

Edwin H. Daniels Walter E. Paulsen
Ted O. DeYoung ‘Harris A. Pledger, Jr.
Richard A. Donnelly, .william P. Rellly
Vaughan W. Driggers Dean A, Ridyard
James R. Erwin Arthur P. Roberts
George Everett Ernest E. Rowland, Jr.
Edward C. Farmer, Jr.william Russell
Rolland A. Faucher EKeith B Schumacher
Henry C. Fisher Thomas M. Sing
Jerome V. Flanagan ponald W. Smith
Thomas J. Flood William E. Smith
Galloway B. Foster  artnur Solvang
Walter D. Fox Nathaniel C. Spada-
Frank A. Frauenfelder  gopm

Donald D. Garnett
Gregory C. Gaski F"g"rmc C. Sponholz,

James E. Grabb ;

Charles G. Stadlander
George K. Greiner, Jr. Raymond L. Stevens
Donald Grim Albert C, Stirling

D ; 1
Donald C. Hintze N::;;iaﬁ _ft ;y'::::er
Roger A. Holmes Eugene F. Trainor
David G. Howland Alfred H. Walter
Bernard A. Hoyland  ggbert E. L. West
Robert E. Iden Lloyd O. Westphal
James C. Irwin Theodore J. Wojnar
James A, Kearney Glenn F. Young

Joseph M. Kelly David T. Zurzuski, Jr.
Marinus F. Eeyzer

The following-named persons to be ensigns
in the United States Coast Guard:

Michael Abarbanell

Ernest Charles Allen

Gilbert Lawrence Aumon

John Donat Basque

Don Stewart Bellis

Neal Hugh Bernard Benjamin

Robert Allan Biller

Richard Andrew Blackford

Lawrence Franeis Bond

Robert Loring Bristol

William Jasper Brogdon, Jr,

Gilbert Edward Brown, Jr.

John Lavelle Callahan

Donald Thompson Campbell

Joseph Canzoneri

Norman Edgar Cutts

John Edward DeCarteret

Alan Charles Dempsey

William Manlove Devlin
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John Richard Ehrmann
Charles Wesley Faircloth
Whliam Murray Flanders
Donald Lee Frantz

Bruce Stephen Gathy
Robert Gillespie

Wesley Goodwin

James Arthur Granger
Basil Davis Harrington
Roger Putnam Hartgen
Lynn Neal Hein

Paul Dana Henneberry
Willlam Gardner Hicks
Arthur Klaus Hounslea
Floyd Dore Hunter
Vernon Costen Jones

Kirk Robert Kellogg
Robert Joseph Ketchel
Bruce James Kichline
Laurence Crawford Kindbom
Thomas Wightman Kirkpatrick
Ronald Charles EKollmeyer
Richard Jay Kyte

Norman Burleigh Lynch
John Neil MacDonald
Ernest George Marsh
Robert Emmett McEew
James Irving McLeaish
Robert Garland McMahan
LeRoy Clifford Melberg, Jr.
William Firman Merlin
William Bryan Mohin
Charles Edward Moorhead, Jr.
Parker Dennis Morris
George Robert OberholtZer
Richard Duane Olsen
Lawrence Joseph O'Pezio
Kennard Miller Palfrey, Jr.
David Clyatt Pendergrass, Jr.
Robert Ira Plattus

Donald LeRoy Prince
Edward Joseph Quinn
George Leith Rettle

James Edward Rivard, Jr.
Barry Christie Roberts
William Fitch Roland
James Joseph Rooney IIT
Richard Ignatius Rybacki
Richard Eugene Sardeson
Thomas Patrick Schaefer
Benjamin Eeith Schaeffer
Brinton Roger Shannon
Clifton Raymond Smith
Joseph Francls Smith
Bruce Lee Solomon

John Gerard Stanley

Earl Lorain Sullivan, Jr.
David Arthur Sumi
Arnold Swagerty

Donald Melvin Taub

Paul Thomas Thevenin
Robert Richard Tutt
George Francis Viveiros, Jr.
Arthur Henry Wagner
James Weiskittel

Walter Willlam White
Raymond Earl Womack
Joseph Henry Wubbold IIT

CONFIRMATIONS
Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate April 16 (legislative day of

April 9), 1956:
Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT

Maurice E. Stans, of Illinois, to be Deputy

Postmaster General.
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Ignatious E. Self, Decatur.
Lee J. Ledbetter, Troy.
ARKANSAS
Teddy E. Miller, McCrory.
CALIFORNIA

Raymond E. Balch, Angwin.
Alan H. Miller, Belmont.

Elmo Nicoll, Ben Lomond.

Esther M. Dauer, Biola.

William B. Evans, Bridgeport.
Jule M. Ashworth, Calistoga.
Chester G. Umberham, El Modeno.
Walter J. Wieger, Grass Valley.
Etta A. Y. Wilbanks, Lebec.

Olsen O. Wheeler, Loma Linda.
Doris L. Johnson, Madison.

James W. Bristow, Mentone.
Thelma E. Jacobs, Parker Dam.
Dick A. Willey, Pollock Pines.
Juanita A. Lombardi, Rockaway Beach.
Russell K. Bates, San Bernardino,
Lowell B. Chapman, San Pedro.
Charles E. Louk, Sierra Madre.
Alfred H. Willhoit, Templeton, .

Mary Eleanor Lennie, Thousand Palms.

Axel A. Granstrom, Weed.
Robert L. Reifel, Willows.

COLORADO
Foster A. Rose, Elizabeth.
William L. Robbins, Grover.
Earl K. Downing, Littleton.
Robert A, Clark, Mead.

Ira G. Cook, Milliken.

CONNECTICUT
Leroy M. Beaujon, Canaan.
Milford L. Carson, Enfield.
Frank A. Lattanzi, New Haven.
Wesley J. Gilbert, New Preston.
Joseph P. LeVasseur, Rocky Hill.
George A. Lamb, Sharon.
Norma E. Schaefer, Weatogue.

FLORIDA
Alfred R. Dickey, Auburndale.
Ray L. Mercer, Bunnell,
Sidney Pennington Smith, Everglades.
James R. Harris, Plant City.

GEORGIA

Scott Walters, Sr., East Point.
James Harold Carlyle, Jr., Norcross,

ILLINOIS
Samuel W. Goers, Altamont.
James Haney, Arthur.

Clyde C. Norton, Cordova.
Robert W. Miller, Du Quoin,
Merle L. Miller, Fairview.
Patricia Ann Higar, German Valley,
Harvey Ellet Calame, Godfrey.
Karl Max Hoover, Lovington.
Paul O. Davis, Mason.

John R. Simpson, Park Ridge.
Milo L. Pearson, Pleasant Hill,
George Harlin Sloan, Rankin,
Paul J. Michael, Somonauk.
Frank P. Campbell, Techny.
Delbert R. Britt, Ullin.

INDIANA
Marcus O. Lane, English.

IOWA

Robert E. Shultz, Allison.
Louis E. Pfaff, Aureila,
George L. Beeler, Bellevue.
George E. Jenlson, Belmond.
Herbert G. Martin, Clermont.
Maurice M. Neal, Dexter,
Hollis E. Scott, Elkhart.
Charles E. Powers, Exira.
Charles H. Worsley, Farnhamville,
Alexander W. Mihm, Fort Atkinson.
Russell H. Oviatt, Goldfield.
Emory A. Smith, Lakota.
Donald Lyle Youngers, Le Claire.
John N. Moore, Leon.
Clark M. Sexton, Oakville.
Joseph A. Nowatzke, Panama.
Clifton Lee Schmidt, Rockford.
Doris N. Hatheway, Sabula.
Eugene M. Clark, Stockport.
KANSAS
Charles E. Brown, Glasco.

Helen G. Lacy, Humboldt.
Henry Michel, Lakin,
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Elery N. Stevens, Lane.
Mabelle E. Mettling, Lewls.
Arline D. Wright, Maple Hill.
Lowell E. Sohm, Otis.
John M. Hampton, Parker.
Harold B. Vernon, Simpson.
Glen G. Shook, Virgil.
LOUISIANA
Laurence M. Carmadelle, Barataria.
Effie E. Bickham, Blanchard.
John N. F. Martin, Kenner.
Michael J. Byrne, Marrero.
Homer M. Delacroix, Jr.,
Carey O. Fairbanks, Sicily Island.
Homer B. Roark, West Monroe,

MAINE

Wilbur F, Moulton, Limerick.

Richmond 8. Hooper, York.
MARYLAND

Gertrude E. Grabis, Byrans Road.

James F. Wallace, Jr., Easton.

Edgar Marine Belt, Hampstead.

Willilam C. Coakley, Havre de Grace,

Samuel Ahmuty, Jr., Odenton.

MASSACHUSETTS
Norma G. Scothorne, Accord.
Beatrice M. O'Brien, Ballard, Vale.
Albert Foster, East Freetown.
Merle L. Hunt, Hudson.
Jean T. Nelson, Ocean Bluff.
John Wesley Warren, Sheffield.

MICHIGAN

Earl M. Halsey, Almont.

Jeannette J. Reider, Big Bay.
Harold W. Bobb, Genesee.

Clarence L. Meredith, Hudson.
Russell J. Strazzulla, Newport.
George P. Donner, Jr., Spring Lake.
Earl L. Gray, Willilamsburg.

MISSISSIFPT
James A. Fellows, McComb.
Ethelyn B. Weldy, McLain.
Herman Alexander Smith, Ripley.

MISSOURT

Linne O. Stemmons, Avilla.

Winston H. Watt, Bosworth.

Lessie H. Bray, Clarksdale.

Harry F. Rickhoff, New Florence.

Delvan M. Mahurin, Novinger.
NEBRASKA

Wayne A. Shaneyfelt, Aurora.

Jack K. Pugh, Bradshaw.

Lloyd E. Scheer, Cook.

Eugene L. Tarr, Gothenburg.

Wilmer R. McConnell, Imperial.

Lawrence L. Valentine, McCool Junction.

Elmer E. Kasper, Prague.

NEVADA
Frank M. Compston, Jr., Yerington.
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Lauretta L. Sumner, Grasmere.
Carrie 8. McDonald, Harrisville,

NEW JERSEY
Elmer Stanton Holmes, Jr., Avalon.
Moses N. Strader, Newton.
Elizabeth K. Simpson, Saddle River.
Holloway W. Case, Sussex.

NEW MEXICO
Edward M. Berardinelli, Santa Fe.
NEW YORK
Howard E. Guinnip, Angelica.
Viola M. Comstock, Sodus Point.
OHIO

Helen E. Smith, Adelphi.
Richard J. Gamble, Alliance,
Earl A. Smith, Berlin Center.
John Clifton Richards, Delaware.
Robert E. Trout, Edison.

Nicholas W. Smith, Elyria,

Mary E, Ayres, Goshen.
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Roland M. Dorr, Eensington.
Oliver Wolcott, Eent.
Robert J, House, Killbuck.
Ernest L. McConnell, Kirkersville,
John W. Meadows, Lucasville.
Arthur R. Miller, Madison.
Bernard W. Ifiand, Metamora.
Glenn W, Duffy, Morristown.
Samuel H. Wolf, New Paris.
Albert F. Warnecke, Ottoville.
Murry N. Johnson, Pataskala.
Margaret L. Hess, Petersburg.
John F. Crawford, Sardinia.
Virgil O, Hutchison, Smithville.
William O. Ochsner, Strongville,
Richard A. Campbell, Sylvania.
William Paul Wilcoxon, Uhrichsville.
Edward J. Oswald, Unionport.
Seth W. Huntley, Vinton.
Harold D. Brenneman, Warsaw.,
Clark Wickensimer, Washington Court
House.
Everett J. Pearson, West Milton.

OREGON
Clarence A. Christlanson, Cornelius.
Lyle B. Dannen, Halsey.

Mpyrtle E. Gibbs, Long Creek.

Ruth E. McLeod, Maupin.

Wayne E. Dexter, Scappoose,

PENNSYLVANIA

Francis E, Redding, McSherrystown.
Wilbur M. Hall, Montgomery.

BOUTH CAROLINA

Nellie E. Hodge, Alcolu.

John W, Stevenson, Carlisle.
Sara M. Campbell, Clio.

John M. Harrelson, Drayton.
Joseph W. Milling, Jr., Ridgeway.
B. George Price III, Walterboro,

TENNESSEE
Cordie L. Majors, Ramer.

VEEMONT

Perley C. Bralnerd, Bradford.

Roy H. Jarvis, Grafton.

Ralph S. Nealy, Jericho.

Kenneth H, Neill, Johnson.

Ballou L. Towne, Morrisville.

Alice P, Waterman, North Thetford.

VIRGINIA

Merrel M. Nash, Jr., Bayside.
Mary G. Arnold, Bishop.
Emerson N. Lamb, Blue Ridge.
Radford C. Montgomery, Buchanan.
Ivan L. Potts, Colonial Heights.
Daniel Jackson Kilby, Culpeper.
Ray W. Redd, Draper.

Thomas E. Caldwell, Fincastle,
Allen S. Trevvett, Glenallen.
Harry H. Elmberly, Jr., Hampton.
John H. Norris, Jr., Kinsale.
Robert H, Sipe, McGaheysville.
Elna T. Gooding, Oakton.

Fred M. Mullins, Pound.

Irving L. Wood, Ridgeway.

Nancy E. Wood, Rock Castle,
Francis A. Holdren, Vinton.

WISCONSIN

Jean E. Herschleb, Arlington,
Helen G. Elus, Armstrong Creek.
Glenn W. Meyer, Birnamwood.
Martin N. Ross, Cambria,

John A. Wimme, Nelsonville.
George W. Gessert, Plymouth.

WYOMING
Emilene A. Weisenberger, Bairoil.
Virginia C. Bennion, Cokeville.
Priscilla Butwell, Frontier,
Dale E. Howery, LaGrange.
Harry L. Estes, Thermopolis.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monpay, ApriL 16, 1956

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend Myron C. Cole, D. D,
First Christian Church, Portland, Oreg.,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, in whom we live and
move and have our being, grant Thy
divine benediction upon us. As the build-
ers of a great nation, we have inherited
that which is truth, beauty, and good-
ness; therefore, impel us ever forward
with the motives upon which our Nation
was founded and that which will make
America great.

Our Heavenly Father, forgive us where
we err. Let us not indulge in pious
phrases, but let us be ever bound to-
gether in the search for the truth which
makes men free and we will give Thee
the honor and the glory.

We pray for the leaders of our Nation.
Bestow upon them honor, integrity, and
all that which is of Thy nature and will
bring Thy will upon the earth.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, April 12, 1956, was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi=
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, who also informed
the House that on the following dates
the President approved and signed bills
and a joint resolution of the House of
the following titles:

On April 6, 1866:

H.R.374. An act to authorize the adjust-
ment and clarification of ownership to cer-
tain lands within the Stanislaus National
Forest, Tuolumne County, Calif., and for
other purposes;

H.R. 1082, An act for the relief of Golda
1. Stegner;

H.R. 1856. An act to amend the act ap-
proved April 24, 1950, entitled “An act to
facilitate and simplify the work of the For-
est Service, and for other purposes”;

H. R.2046. An act for the relief of Eugene
Dus;

H.R. 3233. An act to amend title 18 of the
United States Code, so as to make it a crim-
inal offense to move or travel in interstate
commerce with Intent to avold prosecution,
or custody or confinement after conviction,
for arson;

H. R. 5889, An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain lands of the United States
to the town of Savannah Beach, Tybee Island,
Ga.;

H.R. 6461. An act to amend section 73 (i)
of the Hawaiilan Organic Act;

H.R. 6463. An act to ratify and confirm
section 4539, Revised Laws of Hawaii, 1945,
section 1 (b), Act 12, Sessions Laws of Ha-
wall, 1851, and the sales of public lands con-
summated pursuant to the terms of said
statutes;

H.R. 6574. An act to amend section 2 of
title IV of the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide additional revenue for the District of
Columbia, and for other purposes,” approved
August 17, 1837 (50 Stat. 680), as amended;

H. R. 6625. An act to provide for the trans-
fer of title to certain land and the improve-
ments thereon to the Pueblo of San Lorenzo

April 16

(Pueblo of Picurls), in New Mexico, and for
other purposes;

H. R. 6807. An act to authorize the amend-
ment of certain patents of Government lands
containing restrictions as to use of such
lands in the Territory of Hawali;

H. R. 6808. An act to amend section 73 (1)
of the Hawaiian Organic Act;

H.R. 6824, An act to authorize the amend-
ment of the restrictive covemant on land
patent No. 10,410, issued to Keoshi Mat-
sunaga, his heirs or assigns, on July 20, 1936,
and covering lot 48 of Ponahawal house
lots, situated in the county of Hawail, T. H.;

H.R. 7236. An act to amend section 8 (b)
of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot=-
ment Act with respect to water conservation
practices;

H. R. 8100. An act to authorize the loan of
two submarines to the Government of Brazil;
and

H. J.Res. 112, Joint resolution to release
reversionary right to improvements on a
3-acre tract in Orangeburg County, S. C.

On April 9, 1956:

H.R.1892. An act for the relief of Dr. Lu
Ho Tung and his wife, Ching-hsi (nee Tsao)
Tung.

On April 10, 1956:

H.R. 1005. An act for the relief of Alice
Duckett;

H.R. 1485. An act for the relief of Joseph
J. Porter;

H.R. 1667. An act for the relief of Liese-
lotte Boehme; and

H. R. 4039. An act for the relief of Julian,
Dolores, Roldan, and Julian, Jr., Lizardo,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed a bill and a con-
current resolution of the following titles,
in which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

5. 3481. An act to amend the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1946, as amended, and for other
purposes; and

S. Con, Res. 36. Concurrent resolution re-
quiring conference reports to be accompanied
by statements signed by a majority of the
managers of each House.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
rzquested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing ‘title:

H.R.4909. An act relative to the conscli-
dation of the National Tax Association, a
corporation, organized under the laws of the
District of Columbia, with the Tax Institute,
Inc, a corporation organized under the
membership corporations law of the State
of New York, in accordance with the appli-
cable provisions of the membership corpora-
tions law of the State of New York.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.10004. An act making supplemental

appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1956, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the foregoing bill, and requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr.
CHAVEZ, Mr, ELLENDER, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr.
SALTONSTALL, and Mr. Youne to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.
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