10756

debate were sufficiently prolonged to enable

_the American public to become fully in-
formed as to the merits or demerits of the
proposed legislation and to transmit their
sentiments to their representatives in the
Senate. In the very nature of things there
is not as much opporfunity for this formula-
tion of informed and considered public opin-
ion in connection with the passage of legis-
lation in the House of Representatives, but
this opportunity should by all means be
preserved in the Senate.

MINORITY OF SENATORS MAY ACTUALLY REPRE-~
SENT MAJORITY OF CITIZENS

A minority of Senators may actually be
representative of a large majority of Ameri-
can citizens and of American territory. For
example, there are 10 States having a com-
bined total of only 20 United States Sena-
tors, and yet these 10 States have a combined
population constituting a substantial ma-
jority of all the citizens of the United States
of America, and also a majority of territory.
Even as it stands now, the rule is fraught
with some danger of unduly stifling debate;
but this danger certainly should not be in-
creased, as it would be, by a weakening modi-
fication of the rule by the pending reso-
Tutlons.
PRESENT RULE HAS NOT KILLED PERMANENTLY

ANY MERITORIOUS LEGISLATION

Of all the legislation that has failed of
passage at one time or another in the United
States Senate, because of unlimited debate,
very few measures have failed of ultimate
enactment. In fact, the few that have
failed permanently were those that were of
such a& vicious type, fraught with such
genuine peril to our American system of
government, that they fully deserved the

- defeat they experienced.

SENATE EXPECTED TO BE MORE DELIBERATE THAN
THE HOUSE

In view of the important differences in
size, basis of representation, terms of office,
times of election, prerogatives and func-
tions, the Senate was designed and intended
to operate quite differently from the House.

" 1t is not unreasonable to say that the Senate
was intentionally created of such size and
type ns to make sure that many things
hastily approved by the House would not re-
ceive the approval of the Senate.

Elected entlrely every 2 years, the House
is fresh from the people and, quite naturally,
reflects the current popular sentiment of the
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people at the moment, But the Senate,
elected by thirds over a period of 6 years,
represents a much broader span of public
opinion. Consequently, from the very be-
ginning of our Government, the Senate has
been expected to be more deliberate than
the House; ordinarily to concur in House
action but just as properly to refuse con-
currence when any sizeable segment of the
Senate has reasonable doubt of the long
range wisdom of House action.

MORE DELIBERATE SENATE ACTS AS BULWARK
AGAINST EXECUTIVE DOMINATION

While the House and the Senate are of
equal dignity, there are many important
functions performed solely by the Senate;
for example, the confirmation of executive
appointments and ratification of interna-
tional treaties. If limitation of debate could
be brought about by less than the con-
curring vote now required, it is conceivable
that the Senate might not be able to dis-
charge its important functions as intel-
ligently as it should, and as it now does.

‘The smaller size, staggered changes of per-
sonnel and representation on the basis of
individual States rather than population, all
combine to show that the Senate was con-
sclously designed to act also as a safeguard
against Executive domination. Otherwize,
why is it that the Senate, rather than the
‘House, must approve or reject important of-
ficlal appointments made by the President?
Obviously because—ordinarily although not
always—the majority of the House is more
apt to be of the same political party or
governmental persuasion as the President.
Thus, ordinarily, the House is more Hkely to
go along with Presidential policy. The Sen-
ate, however, being more removed from the
popular pressures and changing passions of
the day, is more apt to apply its own de-
liberate judgment. And whenever neces-
sary, in the interests of constitutional gov-
ernment, the Senate is expected to act as a
deterrent and checkmate against hasty ac-
tion—regardless of whether that action
originates in the House or in the Senate.

It has been true in the past, and may well
be so in the future, that it is a minority of
both parties in the Senate that must be
counted upon as the last bulwark against
improper, harmful legislation. And this bul-
wark should not be destroyed or weakened,
regardless of how high and noble the motives
of the proponents may be.
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HISTORY WARNS OF DANGER OF BARE MAJORITIES

With no reflection upon anyone, let us
remember that most of the foreign tyrants
of the past have acquired absolute and
despotic power on the temporary but surging -
wave of popular sentiment of the day, al-
legedly to promote social welfare and so-
called civil rights, ete. Few indeed would
have succeeded in their autocratic seizures
if their countries had been blessed with a
legislative body with the courage, power,
and deliberative character of the United
States Benate. In the few instances where
there was indeed a legislative body at all
comparable to our Senate, the first step of
the tyrant and his cohorts was to suspend
or repeal all rules which permitted anything
less than an absolute majority to oppose him.
Of course, it may be saild that such a thing
could never happen here. Well, that same
thing was said, and believed, in every country
before it succumbed to the tyranny of a
dictator.

WHY WEAKEN MINORITY IN THE SENATE TO
STRENGTHEN MINORITY OUTSIDE?

It is a strange and paradoxical thing that
many of the leading proponents of cloture,
who seek to make it possible to stifle the voice
of substantial minorities in the United States
Senate, appear to be doing so principaily in
the hope of thereby bringing about the pas-
eage of pending legisiation, allegedly designed
to protect miscellaneous minorities of people
here and there in the United States outside
the Senate. It would seem that Senators
should be at least equally zealous in pro-
tecting the rights of their fellow Members
of what has well been described as the most
august deliberative body in the world as
they are in seeking to set up a vast bureauc-
racy of Federal inguisitors and prosecutors
to ferret out and punish fancied grievances
of a comparatively few individuals,

RULE XXII HAS PROVEN ITS VALUE TO PUBLIC
WELFARE AND SHOULD NOT BE WEAKENED

Rule XXII has had considerably more than
a century of useful life and it would not be
for the hest interest of the United States
and its people, or of our American form of
government, to emasculate or otherwise
weaken this ruie.

The modification and weakening of the
rule would bring about far greater bitter-
ness and resentment than whatever may be
occasionally aroused by the operation of the
rule as it mow

SENATE
Tuvespay, JuLy 2, 1957

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.
~ Rev. Robert Theron Browne, associate
minister, First Methodist Church, Hous=
ton, Tex., offered the following prayer:

Eternal Father, give us grateful
hearts for this moment when a nation
prays. May we beg to offer our thanks
simply, and without pretense, for the
high calling that unites us in the cause
of freedom.

At the approach of the sacred day
upon which that liberty was conceived,
prepare in us a clean heart, O God, that
we may by Thy help receive so grea*
an inheritance with high resolve that it
shall never be lost.

May all that is done in this Chamber
cause all our country to hear a resound-
ing note of freedom.

By Thy grace, may our ideals concern-
ing justice fall into a more sober per-
spective, and may we discover that we
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have been led by Thy hand through diffi-
cult hours of discussion.

‘We pray in Thy holy name, for Thou
art the power and the glory. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Journal of the
proceedings of Monday, July 1, 1957, was
approved, and its reading was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on July 1, 1957, the President had
approved and signed the act (S. 768) to
designate the east 14th Street higchway
bridge over the Potomac River at 14th
Street in the District of Columbia as the
Rochambeau Memorial Bridge.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills of
the Senate, each with an amendment, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

$.609. An act to amend the act of June
24, 1036, as amended (relating to the col-
lection and publication of peanut statistics),
to delete the requirement for reports from
persons owning or operating peanut picking
or threshing machines, and for other pur-
poses; and

S.1054. An act to extend the times for
commencing and completing the construc-
tion of a toll bridge across the Ralny River
at or near Baudette, Minn.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following hills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.1058. An act to preserve the key
deer and other wildlife resources in the
Florida Keys by the establishment of a Na-

tional Eey Deer Refuge in the State of
Florida;
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H. R. 2170. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to consummate de-
sirable land exchanges;

H. R. 3071. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to enter into and to
execute amendatory contract with the
Northport Irrigation District, Nebraska;

H. R. 3358. An act to supplement the land
grant provisions of the Alaska Mental
Health Enabling Act;

H. R. 3604. An act to amend section 831
of title 5 of the Canal Zone Code to make it
a felony to injure or destroy works, property,
or material of communication, power, light-
ing, control, or signal lines, stations, or
systems, and for other purposes;

H.R.4115. An act to authorize the con-
veyance of certain lands in Shiloh National
Military Park to the State of Tennessee for
the relocation of highways, and for other

purposes;

H.R.5810. An act to provide reimburse-
ment to the tribal council of the Cheyenne
River Sioux Reservation In accordance with
the act of September 3, 1954;

H.R. 5953. An act to provide for the con-
struction of sewer and water facilities for
the Elko Indian colony, Nevada;

H. R.6182. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property of the
United States to the former owners thereof;

H.R. 6710. An act relating to Canal Zone
money orders which remain unpaid;

H.R.7383. An act to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes;

H.R.7540. An act to amend Public Law
815, 81st Congress, relating to school con-
struction in federally affected areas, to make
its provisions applicable to Wake Island;

H. R. 7T734. An act to exempt certain teach-~
ers in the Canal Zone public schools from
prohibitions against the holding of dual
offices and the receipt of double salaries;

H.R.7864. An act to amend the act of
May 4, 1056 (70 Stat. 130), relating to the
establishment of public recreational facilities
in Alaska;

H.R. 7T807. An act relating to contracts for
the conduct of contract postal stations, and
for other purposes;

H.R.7910. An act to revise the laws re-
lating to the handling of short paid and un-
deliverable mail, and for other purposes;

H. R. B005. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of an interest of the United States
in and to fissionable materials in a tract of
land in the county of Cook, and State of
Illinois;

H. R. 8053. An act to authorize funds avail-
able for construction of Indian health facili-
ties to be used to assist in the construction
of community hospitals which will serve In-
dians and non-Indians; and

H.R.8195. An act to facilitate the pay-
ment of Government checks, and for other

purposes.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the following
concurrent resolutions, in which it re-
guested the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 135. Concurrent resolution to
print as a House document the publication
Guide to Bubversive Organizations and Pub-
lications and to provide for the printing of
additional copies; and

H. Con. Res. 136. Concurrent resclution to
print as a House document volumes I and II
of the publication Soviet Total War and to
provide for the printing of additional copiles.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED OR PLACED
ON CALENDAR
The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred or plac-
ed on the calendar, as indicated:

H.R.1058. An act to preserve the key deer
and other wildlife resources in the Florida
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Eeys by the establishment of a National Eey
Deer Refuge in the State of Florida; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

H.R.2170. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to consummate desirable
land exchanges;

H.R.3071. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to enter into and to exe-
cute amendatory contract with the Northport
Irrigation District, Nebraska;

H. R. 3358. An act to supplement the land-
grant provisions of the Alaska Mental Health
Enabling Act;

H.R.4115. An aet to authorize the con-
veyance of certain lands in Shiloh National
Military Park to the State of Tennessee for
the relocation of highways, and for other
purposes; and

H.R.7864. An act to amend the act of
May 4, 1856 (70 Stat. 130), relating to the
establishment of public recreational facili-
ties in Alaska; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

H.R.3604. An act to amend section 831
of title 5 of the Canal Zone Code to make
it a felony to injure or destroy works, prop-
erty, or material of communication, power,
lighting, control, or signal lines, stations,
or systems, and for other purposes;

H.R.6710. An act relating to Canal Zone
money orders which remain unpaid; and

H. R. T734. An act to exempt certain teach-
ers in the Canal Zone public schools from
prohibitions against the holding of dual
offices and the receipt of double salaries; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.5810. An act to provide reimburse-
ment to the tribal council of the Cheyenne
River Sioux Reservation in accordance with
the act of September 3, 1954; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 5953. An act to provide for the con-
struction of sewer and water facilities for the
Elko Indian colony, Nevada,

H.R.75640. An act to amend Public Law
815, 81st Congress, relating to school con-
struction in federally aflected areas, to make
its provisions applicable to Wake Island; and

H.R.8053. An act to authorize funds
avallable for construction of Indian health
facilities to be used to assist in the con-
struction of community hospitals which will
serve Indians and non-Indians; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

H.R.6182. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of certain real property of the
United States to the former owners thereof;
and

H. R. 8005. An act to provide for the con-
veyance of an interest of the United States
in and to fissionable materials in a tract of
land in the county of Cook, and State of
Illinois; to the Committee on Government
Operations,

H.R.7383. An act to amend the Atomiec
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes; placed on the calendar,

H. R. T907. An act relating to contracts for
the conduct of contract postal stations, and
for other purposes; and

H. R.7910. An act to revise the laws relat-
ing to the handling of short paid and unde-
liverable mail, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS
REFERRED

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

H. Con. Res. 135. Concurrent resolution to
print as a House document the publication
Guide to Subversive Organigations and Pub-
lications and to provide for the printing of
additional copies.

“House Concurrent Resolution 135

*Resolved by the House of Repr tatives
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tion entitled ‘Guide to Subversive Organiza-
tions and Publications’ prepared by the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities, House of
Representatives, 84th Congress, 2d session, be
printed as a House document; and that there
be printed 60,000 additional copies of said
document, of which 40,000 copies shall be for
the use of said committee and 20,000 copies to
be prorated to the Members of the House of
Representatives for a period of 90 days after
which time the unused balance shall revert
to the Committee on Un-American Activi-
tles.”

H. Con. Res. 136. Concurrent resolution to
print as a House document volumes I and II
of the publication Soviet Total War and
to provide for the printing of additional
copies.

“House Concurrent Resolution 136

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
{the Senate concurring), That volumes I and
II of the publication entitled ‘Soviet Total
War' prepared by the Committee on Un-
American Activities, House of Representa-
tives, 84th Congress, 2d session, be printed as
a House document; and that there be printed
5,000 additional copies each of volumes I
and II for the use of said committee.”

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the following com-
mittees and subcommittee were au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate today:

The Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

The Committee on Foreign Relations.

The subcommittee considering changes
in rule XXII of the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the rule, there will be the usual
morning hour, for the introduction of
bills and the transaction of other routine
business. In that connection, I ask
unanimous consent that statements be
limited to 3 minutes.

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

AUTHORIZATION FOR DISPOSAL OF
CERTAIN UNCOMPLETED VESSELS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before
the Senate a letter from the Acting Sec-
retary of the Navy, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to authorize the
disposal of certain uncompleted vessels,
which, with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

The petition of Roger Revelle, of La Jolla,
Calif., praying for the enactment of legis-
lation to construct a geophysical institute
in the Territory of Hawail; to the Committee
on Appropriations. -

A resolution adopted by the Northwest
Texas Annual Conference of the Methodist
Church, at Amarillo, Tex., favoring the en-

t t of legislation to prohibit the ad-

(the Senate concurring), That the publica-

vertising of alcoholic beverages in interstate
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commerce; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce,
By Mr. FLANDERS:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Vermont; to the Committee on
Armed Services:

«Joint resolution relating to trial of United
States military forces abroad

“Whereas the members of our Armed Forces
serving abroad, their civilian components,
and the dependents of each, are now subject
to the ecriminal jurisdiction of more than
50 countries in which they may be on duty,
by reason of the NATO Status of Forces
Treaty, the administrative agreement with
Japan, and executive agreements with other
nations; and

“Whereas these agreements penalize our
servicemen for foreign service by depriving
them of many of the rights granted by our
Constitution, which they are sworn to de-
fend; and

“Whereas it is dificult for any serviceman
accused of transgression in a foreign coun-
try to receive a fair and impartial trial be-
cause of the varying systems of jurispru-
dence which make it dificult for him to re-
ceive the protection of all of the rights and
guaranties which our Constitution gives to
every citizen, and because of the prejudice
and animosity sometimes existing against
our men; and

“Whereas legislation has been Intreduced
in both the Senate and House of Repre-
gentatives of the United States to direct the
President to seek a modification of all such
azreements so that the United States may
regain exclusive jurisdiction over the mem-
bers of its Armed Forces for all purposes:
Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the senate and house of
representatives, That the members of this
body deplore the arrangements now exist-
ing which make service in our Armed Forces
abroad a hazard by depriving our servicemen,
their civilian components, and dependents
of each ,of the rights and guaranties of our
Constitution when they are stationed in
other lands; and be it further

“Resolved, That we respectfully urge the
Congress of the United States to immediately
enact the legislation now pending or similar
legislation which will secure a modification
of the provisions of the NATO Status of
Forces Treaty and all other agreements
which surrender to foreign nations criminal
jurisdiction over our servicemen; and be it
further

“Resolved, That the general assembly ex-
press its belief that all United States service
personnel stationed abroad should be tried
by United States military tribunals under
the Uniform Code of Military Justice for
any offense committed on foreign soil and
respectfully urge the President of the United
States, by negotiation, and the Senate and
House of Representatives of the United
States by legislation directing such negotia-
tion, to immediately seek a modification of
all existing agreements with foreign nations
s0 that the United States may regain crimi-
nal jurisdiction over its Armed Forces; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the secretary of state send
a copy of this resolution to Hon. GEoree D.
AmREN, Hon. RarpH E. FLANDERsS, and Hon.
WINsTON L. PROUTY.”

RESOLUTION OF FLORIDA STATE
LEGISLATURE

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of .myself and my colleague, the
junior Senator from Florida [Mr.
SMATHERS], I present for appropriate ref-
erence, and ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp, House Me-
morial 1579 of the Florida Legislature,
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regular session 1957, memorializing and
requesting the Congress of the United
States to take the necessary action to
have the Department of the Interior co-
operate and aid in preventing forest-fire
hazards in Wakulla County, Fla., in
which the Apalachicola National Forest
is located.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, and, under the
rule, ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

House Memorial 1579

Memorlal to Congress of the United States of
America requesting aid and cooperation
from the United States Department of the
Interior to prevent forest-fire hazards in
Wakulla County, Fla., in the national forest
located therein

Whereas the year 1956 was one of the driest
in the history of Florida, resulting in a drop
of the natural water table and in Wakulla
County, Fla., Lost Creek and the Sopchoppy
River have become extremely low; and

Whereas there are thousands of acres of
forest land, including the Apalachicola Na-
tional Forest located in this area, which are
now in a very bad position due to the fall of
these rivers and if fire broke out in this
area it would cause great damage to the forest
and threaten life; and

Whereas the best solution, it appears, is
to construct a series of spillway dams across
these rivers to back up the waters of these
rivers and raise the natural water table and
assure water for fighting forest fires as well as
maintaining natural fire breaks and reducing
the hazard; and

Whereas the Apalachicola National Forest
being involved, makes it necessary to consult
the United States Government before such a
cooperative plan can be worked out: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of
Florida—

Secrion 1. The Congress of the United
States of America is memorialized and re-
quested to take the necessary action to have
the Department of the Interior cooperate
and aid in this forest-fire prevention
measure,

Src. 2. A copy of this memorial shall be
gent by the secretary of state of the State
of Florida to: (1) the Honorable Bos SikEs,
Congressman from Florida, (2) the Hon-
orable SrEssarp HoLLAND, Senator from Flor-
ida, (3) the Honorable GEORGE A. SMATHERS,
Senator from Florida, (4) United States Sec-
retary of the Interior.

Filed in office, secretary of state, June 20,
1967,

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF IN-
CREASED POSTAGE RATES

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
received a resolution adopted by the Wis-
consin Rural Letter Carriers’ Associa-
tion, favoring an increase in postage
rates.

As we know, the House Post Office and
Civil Service Committee has reported
out a bill, H. R. 5836, for increased rates
on first-, second-, and third-class mail,
as well as on books.

‘While the Senate is awaiting action by
the House on this revenue legislation, I
would invite the attention of my col-
leagues, as well as the House members,
to this grassroots “voice of support” for
increased rates.

We will want, of course, to take a fair,
openminded look at these proposals,
As we recognize, there is a real need to
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modernize our postage rates in relation
to today’s actual increased costs of
operation by the Post Office Department.
Naturally, we will also want to give con-
sideration to the effects that increased
rates would have on specific groups of
“mail users.”

I feel there need be no basic inconsist-
ency between the needs of the public, to
avoid a huge postal deficit, and the needs
of specific segments of private enter-
prise which rely heavily on fair mail
rates for service purposes. These two
basic interests can be and must be recon-
ciled.

So that the sentiments of the fine Wis-
consin Rural Letter Carriers Association
may be considered, I request unanimous
consent to have the resolution printed in
the RECORD.

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

WiscoNsiN RURAL LETTER
CARRIERS' ASSOCIATION,
Bowler, Wis., June 26, 1957.

Dear Mr. WiLEY: The resolution listed be-
low was passed at our annual State conven-
tion just completed, at Green Bay, and as
per the same the secretary has been in-
structed to send a copy of said resolution to
each of you.

No. 10. Whereas the Post Office Department
has operated in a deficit and the Postmaster
General has repeatedly asked for a postage
rate increase, be it resolved that the Wiscon-
sin Rural Letter Carriers’ Association go on
record as favoring an increase in rates, and
that a copy of this resolution be sent to the
Wisconsin Senators and Congressmen.

We do hope that some sort of an increase
bill can be passed soon, to put postage rates
on a 1957 basis.

Many thanks for anything you can do
on this.

Respectfully yours,
MELVIN LEMXE,
State Secretary, Wisconsin RLCA.

RESOLUTIONS OF DATRYLAND
POWER COOPERATIVE, LA
CROSSE, WIS.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have
just received a series of resolutions
adopted at a membership meeting of the
vast Dairyland Power Cooperative, of
La Crosse, Wis.

The first resolution of the Dairyland
Power Co-op expresses the deep interest
in the maintenance of stable and fair
REA interest rates.

As we know, the REA—over the
years—has helped tremendously in the
development of rural America.

The REA lines have brought electricity
to our farms, giving our rural folks light,
electricity, and power—and thus access
to the comforts and conveniences of
modern living enjoyed by their city
cousins,

The maintenance of this service—at
fair and reasonable rates, of course. is
of great importance to all of agriculture,
As we are all aware, the farmer is still
not receiving a proportionate share of
the national income,

Consequently, I think it is highly im-
portant to take a careful look at any
legislation—such as the proposals to in-
crease REA interest rates—which might,
in turn, result in an even greater strain
on farm income.



1957

The second resolution by this fine
co-op recognizes the need for pushing
ahead with our atomic program, a
matter for which I for one have previ-
ously definitely voted.

The prospect of Ilow-cost power
through early development of atomic
powerplants brightens the future, not
only of agriculture, but the whole coun-
try—and the world,

Consequently, I am glad to have heard
the *“voice” of the Dairyland Power
Co-op, as it expresses its interest in the
Federal Government assuming a vital
role in the atomic development program.

The third resolution expresses the ap-
proval and endorsement by Dairyland
Power Cooperative’s board of directors
of the legislation for Federal construc-
tion of a high dam at Hells Canyon.

As a cosponsor of 8. 555—which for-
tunately has just passed the Senate—
of course, I am glad to have this ap-
proval of the Senate action.

Moreover, I invite the attention of the
Members of the House, and especially of
the Irrigation Subcommittee of the
House Interstate Committee, as. it takes
up consideration of Hells Canyon today,
to this resolution.

Because the Dairyland Power Coop-
erative, along with others in the coopera-
tive movement, speaks strongly in behalf
of rural Wisconsin and America, I be-
lieve these resolutions deserve the ut-
most consideration.

I ask unanimous consent to have these
resolutions printed in the REcorp.

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

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED AT THE MEMBERSHIP
MEETING OF THE DAIRYLAND POWER COOPER-
ATIVE HELD JUNE 5, 1857, AT LA CrossE, Wis.

STABLE AND FAIR REA INTEREST RATES

Resolved, That the delegates to the Dairy-
land Power Cooperative assembled in its an-
nual meeting approve and endorse the re-
marks and position stated by President John
E. Olson in his report to the members, relat-
ing to interest rates, as follows:

“Another controversy shaping up is over
REA interest rates. You are all familiar with
this issue, When the REA program was es-
tablished, interest rates were legislated which
would provide that they equal the average
cost of money to the Government on long-
term borrowings. In 1944, because of the red
tape involved in establishing each new ad-
vance of REA loan funds at a different rate of
interest, the Pace Act was passed pegging fu-
ture interest rates at 2 percent. This 2-per-
cent rate was established based upon a long-
term average rate of interest cost to the Gov-
ernment. The Pace Act was a revision of the
REA Act which recognized the 8 years of REA
experience and was calculated to project the
REA program into the future on a long-range
basls. In addition to establishing a perma-
nent 2-percent interest rate, the Pace Act
changed the amortization period from 25 to
35 years. At the moment of the adoption of
the Pace Act money was costing the Govern-
ment considerably less than 2 percent, and
on the average has been less than 2 percent
since then. As a matter of fact, the Govern-
ment has made a profit of $47 million on REA
loans as of the end of 1956.

‘‘However, during the past 3 years as a re-
sult of the hard-money policy of the national
administration, interest rates have tempo-
rarily, at least, increased above 2 percent.
Judging from history, 1t is doubtful that such
hard-money policy will be permanent. At any
rate, the temporary effects of such political
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expediencles are not a proper justification for
upsetting the long-range REA program.

““As you might expect, the hue and cry was
immediately set up by those wishing to em-~
barrass REA, that interest rates should be in-
creased. We recognize that loans at 2 per-
cent today are causing withdrawals from
that $47 million profit made by the Govern-
ment on previous REA loans. But we must
recognize, too, that REA loans are and must
be long-term loans. There may be with-
drawals, and there may be increases over the
years in the profit made by the Government
on & permanent 2-percent interest rate on
REA loans. However, we supported the Pace
Act In recognition of this fact of life, and we
fully expect that the Congress will recognize
that in the long run the 2-percent rate is a
valid one in protecting the interest of all
taxpayers.

“Where does this hue and cry come from?
Certalnly not from those interested in the
welfare of our rural citizens. Certainly it
does not come from those who have seen and
appreciate the transformation that coopera-
tive rural electrification has brought to rural
America. Certainly not from the average
taxpayer who recognizes that programs, such
as the REA program, are bullding the eco-
nomic power of millions more Americans to
help them contribute toward the cost of gov-
ernment,

“Each and every member cooperative and
Dairyland has a great stake in the outcome
of this issue. Two percent interest on prin-
cipal over a 35-year period amounts to a very
large interest bill. For the calendar years of
1955 and 1956, for instance, Dairyland’s ex-
pense for interest amounted to more than 13
percent of total operating expenses.”

ATOMIC ENERGY

Whereas the dedicated purpose of Dairy-
land Power Cooperative to improve the
standard of living of rural people will be
advanced and nurtured by the early de-
velopment of low-cost fuel through the use
of atomic energy, and

Whereas the Federal Government has al-
ready invested $16 billion in the develop-
ment of the use of atomic energy, and is in
the most advantageous position to immedi-
ately proceed with the final development of
atomic energy in the generation of electricity
on a basis that will make such processes
freely available to all types of organizations
generating electricity on a fair and equal
basis, regardless of size or financial ability
of such organizations, and

Whereas it is our judgment that it is the
responsibility of Congress to carry on a posi-
tive action program for the research, de-
velopment and production of electricity from
atomic fuel under direct government man-
date and under legislation authorizing suf-
ficient funds to build and operate a number
of wvariable sized generating stations
throughout the United States and to con-
tinue their operation until the desired com-
petitive price status of the energy produced
has been attained: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Dairyland Power Co-
operative go on record urging Congress to
enact into law Senate bill 151 and H. R. 2154,
which would permit and enable the govern-
ment to face up to its responsibility to the
people of making finally avallable processes
for the generation of electricity from atomic
energy.

DEVELOPMENT OF HELLS CANYON ON THE SNAKE
RIVER

Resolved, That the delegates to the Dairy-
land Power Cooperative assembled in its an-
nual meeting approve and endorse the res-
olution of the board of directors relating to
Hells Canyon adopted at its meeting of April
18, 1957, as follows:

Whereas the Congress of the United States
will act at its present session on authorizing
legislation to construct a high dam at Hells
Canyon on the Snake River; and
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‘Whereas the proper legislative test to apply
to any project like the proposed high Hells
Canyon Dam is whether it will provide for
the fullest proper use of natural resources
and whether private interests are willing and
able to do the job as well as can be done by
Federal development; and

Whereas the Federal Power Commission
has granted a license to Idaho Power Co. for
construction of small, low dams as an alter-
native to a single high Federal dam despite
the findings of its hearing examiner, after a
year of hearings, that the best development
in the public interest would be a single high
dam such as proposed in Hells Canyon leg-
islation; and

Whereas we heartily concur with the ex-
aminer that a high dam providing 2,880,000
more acre-feet of storage for flood control,
that would provide almost 40 percent more
power; that would permit ultimate sale of
the power at less than half the cost compared
to projects authorized by the Federal Power
Commission, is clearly a superior project in
the public interest, particularly because it
would be part of a long term integrated de-
velopment of the Snake River; and

Whereas the examiner’s reason for recoms
mending approval of a Federal Power Com-
mission license for private development was
only because he personally didn’t think Con-
gress would authorize promptly the Federal
development; and

Whereas Wisconsin, Minnesota, Illinois,
and Iowa farmers, as well as farmers in 11
other Midwestern States would realize a sav-
ing of approximately $8.40 per ton In their
purchase of plant food as a result of a major
development of the phosphate resources of
this area which would utilize the low-cost
power from a Federal dam, but could not
practically utilize higher cost power and
lesser available capacity from private de-
velopment; and

Whereas in 1957, 16 farmer-owned co-
operative organizations serving the plant
food needs of 2 million farmer-patrons in
15 Midwest States have already started de-
velopment of the phosphate resources of this
area but find the cost of concentrating su-
perphosphates at the plant cost $2.10 per
ton more for each additional mill in kilowatt
hour cost and the difference between cost of
power available from Federal development
average 3 mills compared to 7 mills from
private development; and

Whereas low cost power would increase the
percentage of estimated phosphate deposits
feasible for development by more than 300
percent, and such differentials in both price
and avallable supply may often determine
whether or not a farmer can afford to follow
good soil conservation practices; and

Whereas Idaho Power Co. already has ap-
plications pending for rapld tax writeoifs
on 2 of its proposed 3 small dams which at
6 percent over 50 years would yield a total
subsidy at the expense of taxpayers of more
than $325 million or roughly the cost of the
Federal high dam, with the further expecta-
tion that a similar subsidy will be applied
for if it should build the third dam it pro-
poses; and

Whereas the private development repre-
sents partial, plecemeal and less than maxi-
mum integration of the potential of our
great American water resources at ultimately
much greater cost to the taxpayers of the
Nation; and

Whereas this stretch of the Snake River
represents the greatest remaining potential
dam site in the Nation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we, the members of the
board of directors of Dairyland Power Co-
operative, which serves more than 90,000
rural families with their wholesale electric
power needs in the States of Wisconsin,
Iowa, Minnesota, and Illinois, do hereby
strongly urge that our representatives in the
Senate of the United States Congress, and
our Representatives in the House of Repre-
sentatives in our United States Congress, do
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actively support enabling and authorizing
legislation to provide for the construction of
the high Federal dam at Hells Canyon under
auspices of the United States and that con-
struction be authorized with the least pos-
sible delay.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. NEUBERGER, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, without
amendment:

H.R.4830. An act to authorize revision of
the tribal roll of the eastern band of Chero-
kee Indians, North Carolina, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 570).

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

8. 977. A bill to suspend and to modify the
application of the excess land provisions of
the Federal reclamation laws to lands in the
East Bench unit of the Missouri River Basin
project (Rept. No. 574).

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Finance, with amendments:

8. 2080. A bill relating to the computation
of annual income for the purpose of pay-
ment of pension for non-service-connected
disability or death in certain cases (Rept.
No. 571).

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

8. 1869, A bill to amend the Tennessee
Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 575).

INCREASED EXPENDITURES BY
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELA-
TIONS

Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, reported the follow-
ing original resolution (S. Res. 152)
authorizing an increase in expenditures
for the Committee on Foreign Relations,
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration:

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign
Relations is authorized to expend from the
contingent fund of the Senate, during the
85th Congress, for the purposes specified in
section 134 (a) of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act of 19486, $10,000 in addition to the
amount authorized in such section,

PAYMENT TO GOVERNMENT OF
DENMARK

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, from the
Committee on Foreign Relations, I re-
port an original bill to authorize a pay-
ment to the Government of Denmark,
and I submit a report (No. 572) thereon.

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

The bill (S. 2448) to authorize a pay-
ment to the Government of Denmark
was read twice by iis title and placed on
the calendar.

CONTINUANCE OF EFFECTIVENESS
OF MISSING PERSONS ACT

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Armed Services, I re-
port an original bill to extend the effec-
tiveness of the Missing Persons Act, as
extended, until April 1, 1958, and I sub-
mit a report (No. §73) thereon.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received and the bill will be placed
on the calendar.

The bill (S. 2449) to extend the effec-
tiveness of the Missing Persons Act, as
extended, until April 1, 1958, was read
twice by its title and placed on the calen-
dar.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. POTTER:

5.2436. A bill to amend subsection (f) (1)
of section 209 of the Highway Revenue Act
of 1956 (70 Stat. 387); to the Committee on
Finance.

5.2437, A bill for the relief of Douglas
Eeddy; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. CLARK (by request):

5.2438. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Business Corporation Act; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

§.2439. A bill for the rellef of Evangelia
Margarita Novak; and

S5.2440. A bill for the relief of Siegbert
Haja; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HRUSEKA:

5.2441. A bill to amend the act of March
4, 1933, to extend by 10 years the period pre-
scribed for determining the rates of toll to
be charged for use of the bridge across the
Missouri River near Rulo, Nebr.; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. HILL:

5.2442. A bill for the relief of Willlam 5.
Sherrill; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr, YOUNG:

5.2443. A bill to permit certain veterans
to waive entitlement to insurance benefits
under title II of the Social Security Act in
order to preserve their rights to receive dis-
ability pensions under laws administered by
the Veterans' Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Finance,

By Mr. AIEEN:

S.2444. A bill to authorize cooperative as-
sociations of producers to bargain with pur-
chasers singly or in groups and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota:

5.2445. A bill to extend for 2 months the
time during which annual assessment work
on mining claims held by location may be
made; and

5.2446. A bill to authorize the partition
or sale of inherited interests in allotted In-
dian lands in South Dakota, to provide for
an interim trust patent, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request) :

5. 2447. A bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Interior to undertake con-
tinuing studies of the effects of insecticides,
herbicides, and fungicides upon fish and
wildlife for the purpose of preventing losses
of those invaluable matural resources fol-
lowing spraying and to provide basic data
on the various chemical controls so that
forests, croplands, and marshes can be
sprayed with minimum losses of fish and
wildlife; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. GREEN:

5.2448, A bill to authorize & payment to
the Government of Denmark; placed on the
calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. GREEN when he
reported the above bill, which appear under
the heading “Reports of Committees.”)

July 2

By Mr. RUSSELL:

5. 2449, A bill to extend the effectiveness
of the Missing Persons Act, as extended.
until April 1, 1958; placed on the calendar.

(See the remarks of Mr. RusseLL when he
reported the above bill, which appear under
the heading “Reports of Committees.”)

By Mr. JACKSON:

8. 2450. A bill for the relief of Luther Joe
Bracey (Choi Myung Dal);

S.2451. A bill for the relief of Berta Irene
Heurung (Hahn Myo Soon); and

8.2452. A bill for the relief of Lou Jean
Clark (Whang Marion); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCOTT:

5.2453. A bill for the relief of Emile

Zaidan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

e —

RESOLUTIONS

The following resolutions were re-
ported or submitted, and referred as in-
dicated:

Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on For-
eign Relations, reported an original resolu-
tion (S. Res. 152) authorizing an increase in
expenditures for the Committee on Foreign
Relations, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in full,
which appears under the heading “Reports
of Committees.”)

Mr. KENNEDY submitted a resolution
(S. Res. 153) to express Senate opinion
relative to the establishment of inde-
pendence of Algeria, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

(See resolution printed in full when
submitted by Mr. KEnNNEDY, which ap-
pears under a separate heading.)

AMENDMENT OF HIGHWAY
REVENUE ACT OF 1956

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a bill to amend subsection (f) (1) of
section 209 of the Highway Revenue Act
of 1956.

The bill would, if enacted, make it
reasonably clear that funds in the high-
way trust fund shall not be used for the
purpose of enforcing the Bacon-Davis
provisions of the Highway Revenue Act.
The reason for my introducing the bill
is not that I am opposed to the Bacon-
Davis provisions, because the contrary
is true. I supported the Bacon-Davis
provisions and they should be carried
out; but they should be carried out by
direct appropriation rather than by dip-
ping into the highway trust fund for that
purpose.

If we allowed the Department of Labor
to dip its hands into the highway trust
fund to carry out the provisions of the
Davis-Bacon Act, we would be giving the
Department of the Treasury, and other
Government agencies which may have
some dealings with the Interstate High-
way System, the same privilege. There=
fore, I sincerely hope the bhill will re-
ceive favorable action, so that next year
there will be no doubt that the Congress
will be saying, “We have confidence in
the highway trust fund.”

1 send the bill to the desk and ask that
it be appropriately referred.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 2436) to amend subsection
(f) (1) of section 209 of the Highway
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Revenue Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 387, in-
troduced by Mr. PoTTER, was received,

read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN WORKS
OF IMPROVEMENT IN NIAGARA
RIVER—AMENDMENTS

Mr. CLARK (for himself, Mr. LAUSCHE,
and Mr, NEUBERGER) submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to the bill (S. 2406) to authorize
the construction of certain works of im-
provement in the Niagara River for power
and other purposes, which were ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY
ACT, RELATING TO RETROACTIV-
ITY OF CERTAIN APPLICATIONS—
AMENDMENT

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I submit
an amendment which I intend to propose
to the bill (H. R. 6191) to amend title
II of the Social Security Act, as amend-
ed, to extend the period during which
an application for a disability determina-
tion is granted full retroactivity, and for
other purposes.

When social security coverage was ex-
tended on a volunteer local option basis
to municipal employees, policemen, and
firemen positions which were covered by
State or a local retirement system were,
at the insistence of national groups rep-
resenting policemen and firemen, specif-
ically excluded by law from social se-
curity coverage. Since the 1954 amend-
ments, special legislation has been en-
acted which modifies this original ex-
clusion to allow social security coverage
for policemen and firemen of the States
of North Carolina, South Carolina,
Florida, Oregon, and South Dakota.

The purpose of my amendment is to
include the State of Michigan among
those States in which social security cov-
erage for policemen and firemen is al-
lowed. .

The exclusion of all police and fire po-
sitions works a very definite hardship on
firemen and policemen in some of our
smaller cities and villages where local
retirement systems are deemed inade-
quate. Generally firemen and policemen
are the only ones in municipalities who
are excluded from social security cover-
age.

My amendment would not only remove
the bar to the coverage of individuals in
police and fire positions ip the State of
Michigan, but would permit optional
treatment of police positions, fire posi-
tions, or a combination of these positions,
as a separate retirement system for ref-
erendum purposes. With the opportu-
nity for separate referendums by these
groups of employees, it appears that the
interests of policemen and firemen are
adequately protected, and at the same
time opportunity is given for social secur-
ity coverage, if desired.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and lie on
the table.
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ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD

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

By Mr, YARBOROUGH:

Address delivered by him to the Texas
Press Association State convention, San An-
tonio, Tex., June 29, 1957.

By Mr. REVERCOMB:

Address delivered by him before State con-
vention of Veterans of Foreign Wars, at
Clarksburg, W. Va., June 21, 1957.

By Mr. CASE of New Jersey:

Address delivered by Senator Javirs at Col=
gate University conference on American for-
eign policy, Hamilton, N. ¥,, July 1, 1957.

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

Radio dialog entitled “Labor Answers Your
Questions,” program No. 9, entitled “Labor’'s
New Broom," between A. J. Hayes, Senator
Douglas, and Senator Morse.

By Mr. KUCHEL:

Letter dated May 31, 1857, addressed to
him by Hon. Herbert Brownell, Jr., Attor-
ney General of the United States, relative to
Senate bill 83, the administration’'s civil-
rights program.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON S. 420, TO
PROVIDE FOR THE APPOINTMENT
OF ADDITIONAL CIRCUIT AND
DISTRICT JUDGES

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, on behalf of the Subcom-
mittee on Improvements in Judicial
Machinery of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, I desire to give notice that a
public hearing has been scheduled for
Wednesday, July 10, 1957, at 10: 30 a. m.,
in. 424 Senate Office Building, on S. 420,
to provide for the appointment of addi-
tional circuit and district judges, and
for other purposes. At the indicated
time and place all persons interested in
the proposed legislation may make such
representations as may be pertinent.

The subcommittee consists of the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
LAN]1, the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'ManoNeEY], the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Warkinsl, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal, and myself, as
chairman.

NONFERROUS METAL PRICES

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
today’s issue of the Wall Street Journal,
I notice an item having to do with non-
ferrous metal prices. The article reads
as follows:

Nonferrous metal prices continued under
pressure. Zine was reduced a half cent a
pound to 10 cents, East St. Louis. This rep-
resented a 3';-cent drop since May 6 and
was the lowest level reached in more than
8 years. In London, spot copper receded
to a 4-year low at 26.96 cents a pound.
Weakness in London was followed by a half
cent drop in the domestie price for custom
smelter copper, which fell to 287, cents.

Mr. President, I think the attention of
the Congress should be ealled to the fact
that the mining industry in the United
States is in a very serious condition at
the present time. Within the past sev-
eral days the American Smelting and
Refining Co. has closed three zinc mines
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in the Western States. This morning
we find that zine has reached its lowest
price in 3 years, and that the price of
copper is at a 4-year low—well below 30
cents.

I hope the House Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee will take cognizance of these
facts, because if some action is not
taken to impose a tariff or excise tax on
the imports of metals I am sure the
American metal-mining industry will be
in a most difficult situation. I make
these remarks at this time to indicate
that something will have to be done if
the American mining industry is to be
saved,

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp, as
a part of my remarks, an article con-
cerning the drop in the prices of metals,
as published in the Wall Street Journal
of July 2, 1957.

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

Zinc Price Cur 1IN UNITED STATES—COPPER
Orr Here, Asroap—Domestic ZiNc Hits
10 CeENTs A Pounp; LoNpow CoOPPER FALLS
T0 Low SINCE 1953—RHODESIAN QUOTATION
LowWER
The price of zinc dropped in this country

yesterday and copper’s price fell here and

abroad.

The domestic price for zinc was reduced
a half a cent a pound to 10 cents, East
8t. Louils, the lowest in more than 3 years;
the price for Rhodesian copper was cut 114
cents a pound; copper's quotation on the
London Metal Exchange hit its lowest point
in almost 4 years; and custom smelter copper
was lowered a half cent a pound.

The zinc price cut was started by a leading
custom smelter, Other custom firms and
producers of the metal did not follow imme-
diately. It was indicated, however, that sim-
ilar action would be taken shortly.

The last change in zine’s price was a half-
cent cut, June 19, to 10, cents a pound.
The metal has dropped 3%; cents since May
6 from the 1314 -cent quotation that had held
since early January 1956.

The new 10-cent price tag is the lowest
zine has been quoted since March 26, 1954,
when it was 834 cents.

Zinec's price break stems from world over-
production, sharply curtailed demand, and
reduced Government purchases of zinc
through its domestic buying program and its
barter deals for foreign-origin zinc and lead
in return for surplus agricultural products.

Trade sources report the Government under
its latest monthly purchase program took
about the same tonnages of zinc and lead as
it did under May purchases, when it stepped
up buying over the low rate of earlier months
this year. Miners of these metals, however,
said the amounts accepted still fell far short
of absorbing surpluses.

THE FISCAL SITUATION

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, from the
press of last evening I observe that some
of our friends on the other side of the
aisle describe themselves as being
shocked at the manner in which the
newspapers have attributed political mo=-
tives to the inquiry before the Senate
Finance Committee. I venture to say,
Mr. President, that they are no more
shocked than are millions of people who
are the savers of this country, and who
for the first time in a long, long while are
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getting some recognition of a favorable
nature.

I hold in my hand an editorial dealing
to some extent with this problem. It is
entitled “Dollars and Sense,” and was

published in the Washington Post of*

June 29. The editorial begins with the
following:

After all the recent nonsense from some
of the more politically minded members of
the Byrd committee, the sober report on
inflation of the congressional Joint Eco-
nomle Subcommittee is refreshing indeed.

Then the editorial proceeds to deal
with that subject in a very interesting
fashion.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed at this point in the
RECORD, as a part of my remarks.

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

[From the Washington Post of June 29, 1957]
DOLLARS AND SENSE

After all the recent nonsense from some of
the more politically minded members of the
Byrd committee, the sober report on infla-
tion of the congressional Joint Economic Sub-
committee is refreshing indeed. In general,
if not in detall, it supports the so-called
tight-money policies which the administra-
tion has adopted in an effort, not altogether
successful, to curb inflation. It puts the
big budget problem in useful perspective by
observing that most of the cuts Congress
has made in the 1958 estimates will not pro-
duce real savings. It notes, indeed, that
merely continuing present programs * * *
may well result in rising levels of Federal
spending over the next several years.

The report also points out, however, that
the economy's growth seems 1llkely to be
sustained in the foreseeable future so that
even existing Federal tax rates will produce
about $3 billion more each year. The prob-
lem is to see that Federal spending, if it
must rise, goes up at a slower pace. And the
politically (and technically) difficult problem
before Congress is to apply surpluses in
proper proportion between tax adjustments
and debt reduction so that saving 1s en=
couraged and inflation further dampened.

Spending reductions of one to two billion
dollars—even if real and not merely apparent
as has been the case in the recent budget-
trimming exerclses—would not suffice to
allow a tax cut, or to ease materially the
overall inflationary tendencies of the econ=-
omy. If there is to be any hope of a tax cut
in 1958—and the subcommittee certainly
eays nothing to suggest that one will be pos-
sible—it Hes in economy efforts that are con-
cerned with something more than mere
elimination of waste and inefficiency, the
subcommittee believes.

It declares close review of the substance
of present programs, prospects for their fu-
ture expansion or contraction, and their con-
tributions to the Nation’s economic progress
“compared with private uses of the resources
they command” will be necessary to effiect
major reductions in Federal expenditures.
We have quoted what we regard as the key
part of this statement. So long as the budget
is balanced, spending reductions below that
level will not necessarily ease inflationary
pressures if the reductions are passed on in
tax cuts. For Iif the money thus preserved
for the private sector of the economy were
used merely to augment the demand for
goods and services that are in short supply,
and if the budget cuts were in items such as
slum clearance, school construction, or other
programs that may contribute to economic
‘growth and stability (even Indirectly), the
net effect of such cuts could add to infla-
t.onary pressures,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Here is a useful place for Senator BYrp’s
Finance Committee to begin if it wishes to
get on with a serlous study. Let it try to
make a qualitative appraisal of the various
kinds of Federal and private spending with
respect to the end results on economic growth
and savings. Let it endeavor to see whether
a sort of handbook for real Federal econo-
mizing might be developed that would enable
Congress to discriminate more wisely in its
effort to draw the purse strings tighter.

Such a study could get into the difficult
subject which the President dealt with, in
somewhat superficial fashion, before the
conference of governors: The return to the
States of more responsibilities and of the
taxes to meet them. Some Government pro-
grams no doubt are cheaper if carried out
centrally, others might be less expensive if
done at the State level. Similarly, private
organizations might take over some Federal
aspects of redevelopment, for example, and
do it cheaper, or it might cost more. All of
this is pretty much unexplored territory, but
the rewards of Investigating it might be
vastly greater than continuing blind thrusts
at big Federal spending per se.

THE EASY-MONEY FALLACY

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, on yester-
day there was published in the daily
CONGRESSIONAL REcoORD an article dealing
with economic matters, from the cur-
rent issue of the Guaranty Survey, a
monthly publication of the Guaranty
Trust Co., of New York. The article is
entitled “The Easy-Money Fallacy.” It
is one of the most concise and effective
articles in connection with the question
of interest rates and monetary policy I
have ever read. I hope Senators and
others who read the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp will have an opportunity to refer
to the article, which, as I have said, was
published in yesterday's daily REcCORD,
where it was inserted by Representative
Ray, of New York.

Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senafor
from Connecticut.

HOW FARMERS MAEKE HAY

Mr. BUSH., Mr. President, I hold in
my hand a brief article entitled, “How
Farmers Make Hay,” which was pub-
lished in Forfune magazine of July 1957.
The burden of the article is that
some of the REA cooperatives are in very
fine financial condition, and that what
they are doing with their surplus funds
is to invest them in Government bonds
at 314 percent. In other words, they are
borrowing money from the Treasury at
2 percent, and then are lending it back
to Uncle Sam at 34 percent. The arti-
cle sets forth the fallacy of that kind
of operation. I ask unanimous consent
that the article be printed at this point
in the REecorp, as a part of my remarks.

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

How FarMERS MARE HaY

Any city slicker who would like a short
course in the art of thimblerigging the
United States Government is hereby advised
to spend a little time down on the farm.
One intriguing avenue into the United
States Treasury has been uncovered by the
House Appropriations Committee, which
found that some farmers whose crops had
failed in 1956 were being solaced by the
Government, not once, but twice. First,
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these farmers were recompensed under the
Federal crop insurance program. And sec-
ond, they collected money under the soil-
bank program—for not harvesting their
crops. (They were able to do this only in
1956, because the act specified that for this
first year of the soll-bank program any
farmer could be eligible for payments if he
did not harvest his crops. In the future,
only nonplanters will be eligible.)

A more durable, and yet more devious,
method of separating the Treasury from its
folding money was described to the House of
Representatives a few weeks ago, by an urban
legislator named FrRaANK J, BECKER. Con-
gressman Becker, a New York Republican,
was complaining about a bill that would in-
crease by $179 million the amount the Rural
Electrification Administration could borrow
from the Treasury. Like several other Fed-
eral agencies (e. g., the Small Business Ad-
ministration), REA borrows from the Treas-
ury at a fixed rate—Iin this case only 2 per-
cent. The money it borrows is wused to
finance rural cooperatives that supply elec-
tricity to farmers.

What incensed Congressman BECKER Was
his discovery that the great majority of the
cooperatives are today in fine financial shape,
and in many cases have good-sized reserves
that are being invested in long-term Govern-
ment bonds. In other words, the REA coop-
eratives borrow from the Treasury at 2 per-
cent and lend money back to it at 3.25 per-
cent—the current rate on long-term issues.
For an operation that is not much different
from arbitrage, this is a handsome differ-
ential, and its natural that the REA, and
rural legislators, are all in favor of the status
quo. Under the status quo, it appears, there
is no way to make rich cooperatives, the ones
with reserves, lend directly to the needy co-
operatives. The latter must go to the REA,
which in turn goes to the Treasury, for the
2-percent money.

Last month the administration made an
effort to take the Treasury off this hook by
sending Congress a bill that would have the
Treasury charge Interest rates in line with its
own borrowing costs. But rural legislators,
as well as spokesmen for other special inter-
ests, are likely to give this hill a hard time,
Perhaps the best way for the Government
to handle its relations with farmers would
be to look into a suggestion made, half seri-
ously, by Congressman Howarp BMITH of
Virginia. Several months ago he proposed
the complete liquidation of the Agriculture
Department, including, presumably, the REA,
Then, SmrrH suggested, the Department's
money—over $5 million spent in fiscal 1857—
could be distributed directly to United
States farmers. With the overhead cut
down, the payments could be larger. And
the farmers would not have to do so much
finagling for their money.

COMMISSION ON REVISION OF COM-
PENSATION SYSTEM FOR CIVILIAN
SALARIED EMPLOYEES—ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, on
June 18 the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr, Crarx] introduced, on be-
half of himself and the junior Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], a bill
(S. 2317) to establish a commission to
study and revise the present compensa-
tion system for civilian employees of the
Federal Government, to amend the com-
pensation schedule of the Classification
Act of 1949, and for other purposes. The
bill would carry out the three major rec-
ommendations on compensation for
civilian employees, as made by the Cor-
diner committee. The junior Senator
from Pennsylvania has very graciously
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permitted me to become a cosponsor of
the bill; and I ask unanimous consent
that my name be listed as a cosponsor.

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

COMFENSATION FOR CIVILIAN
EMPLOYEES

Mr. MORTON. Mr, President, I am
delighted to associate myself with the
sponsorship of Senate bill 2317.

The Cordiner committee was estab-
lished by Defense Secretary Wilson to
advise him on the adjustments that
might be needed in the present provisions
for compensating officer, enlisted, and
civilian personnel in order to attract and
retain the competent professional, tech-
nical, managerial, and combat personnel
required by our defense activities. Vol-
ume II of the committee’s report deals
with civilian personnel. It is to this por-
tion of the report that Senate bill 2317
is directed.

In my opinion, the Cordiner commit-
tee’s greatest contributions regarding the
compensation system for our Federal em-~
ployees were—

First. Outlining the prineiples of a
modern system of compensation, and

Second. Pointing out the way in which
those principles can be put into effect.

To quote the committee’s report—

Any sound, modern compensation must
embody the following principles. It must—

1. Adjust to market rates by particular
skilis.

2. React to changes in the general econ-
omy.

3. Maintain internal alinement.

4, Provide flexibility to accommodate in-
dividual worth.

5. Provide fiexibility to meet unusual en-
vironment and work situations.

These are the principles upon which a
successful compensation system today is
based. Mr. Cordiner, president of Gen-
eral Electric, and his committee com-
posed of leading industrialists and pub-
lic members are thoroughly familiar with
the application of these principles in
non-Government activities. They feel
the principles car, and must be, applied
in the compensation system for Federal
white-collar employees. Sodo I.

The committee recognized the com-
plexity of the problem, and pointed out
a practical means of arriving at a sat-
isfactory and lasting solution. It pro-
posed that a commission be established
to overhaul the Classification Aect and
to report its recommendations to the
Congress and the President. This com-
mission would be composed of legislative
branch, executive branch, and public
members. This membership provides
representation from Congress which
must act upon its recommendations,
representatives from the executive
branch which must administer the sys-
tem, and representatives from the pub-
lic which these Federal employees serve,
and which must foot the bill.

Section 1 of S. 2317 establishes this
proposed commission, It is this section
of the bill in which I have particular in-
terest. I recognize the importance of
the other two sections of the bill, how-
ever, I believe the Senate Post Office and
Civil Service Committee, of which I am

a member, will come to grips ‘with the
problems of immediate pay adjustments
and more top level positions through
other pending legislative proposals.

Mr, President, compensation for Fed-
eral employees is a matter which is above
partisan politics. I believe the Congress
should, and will, treat it that way by en-
acting section 1 of S. 2317 authorizing
the establishment of a commission to
study the pay of our civilian employees
on an overall basis and from a long-
range viewpoint. The pending pay bills
are stopgap measures, at best. A more
permanent solution must be found, and
I am convinced S. 2317 provides the best
possible approach to that end.

FEDERAL AID FOR SCHOOL
CONSTRUCTION

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, some
weeks ago, in anticipation of the consid-
eration by the Senate of proposed legis-
lation authorizing the use of Federal
funds for school construction, I asked
the governors of the 48 States to share
with me any comments or opinions they
might have on this highly controversial
issue, Twenty-seven governors very
graciously responded, and of these,
twelve expressed unequivocal opposition
to Federal aid for school construction;
two were opposed with qualification. Six
favored without qualification; five fav-
ored with qualification. Two governors
responded with no comment.

I have made a digest of the responses
from these governors, which in all prob-
ability will be of significant interest to
the Members of the Senate and the
House of Representatives alike. I there-
fore ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the results of this survey be
printed in the body of the REcorp at this
point.

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

- FEDERAL AID ForR ScHOOL CONSTRUCTION—

RESULTS OF POLL OF (GOVERNORS OF THE 48
STATES CONDUCTED BY SENATOR JOHN MAR-
SHALL BUTLER (REPUBLICAN OF MARY~
LAND) —DIGEST OF 27 REPLIES

THOSE IN OPPOSITION

California, Gov. Goodwin J. Enight:

*“I am firmly of the belief that the States
and their political subdivisions should make
full effort to finance and control their own
systems of public education, and that we
should look to the Federal Government for
aid in school construction only to the extent
that States and their local school jurisdie-
tions are economically unable to provide
adequate school facilities.

“In my opinion, we should be very careful
to avoid establishing any form of Federal
financial aid to our school system which
would bring with it Federal control of
education.”

Delaware, Gov. J. Caleb Boggs: “From a
purely State point of view I believe that
Delaware could well do without Federal aid
for school construction and meet its own
problem successfully as it has been doing.
Our State always comes out very poorly due
to the criteria used in determination of Fed-
eral allocations.”

Florida;! Gov. LeRoy Collins:

“Public education is one of those fields
which I regard as a primary responsibility of
State and local governments. My concern

3 Opposed with qualification.
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has been not so much with the Federal Gov-
ernment entering this fleld but what I regard
as the fallure of many State and local gov-
ernments to provide adequately for public
schools and, thereby, abandoning responsi-
bilities which properly are theirs,

“We in Florida are determined that we
shall meet our responsibilities in the field of
public education, and we are devising meth-
ods which will make this possible.

“Should a new Federal assistance program
be developed by the Congress, doubtless
Florida will accept the advantages offered
along with our sister States. As a State,
however, we prefer for the Federal Govern-
ment to help us to help ourselves. We can
finance our schools and our school building
program when we can go into the market for
loans that are perfectly sound and find a
lender who will buy our securities for a
reasonable rate of interest.”

Georgia, Gov. Marvin Grifin: “I am un=
alterably opposed to any Federal invasion,
encroachment or infringement of the fun-
damental right and obligation of the indi-
vidual States to provide, supervise and con-
trol the education of their children.”

Illinols, Gov. William G. Btratton: “I can
speak only for Illinols. I think in view of
what has been done in this State that there’s
absolutely no necessity for Federal aid. It
is possible that in other States a need exists,
But it is my feeling, particularly about class-
rooms, that there have bheen ideal or wishful
estimates. I think the original figures sent
out from Washington 2 or 3 years ago were,
from a practical standpoint, exaggerated.”

Indiana, Gov. Harold W. Handley:

“Hooslers feel that they can builld better
schools for less money. * * * Moreover, they
resent and fear any intrusion by the Federal
Government, both because it is unduly ex-
pensive and roundabout, and also because it
would result in curtallment of complete lo-
cal control, * * *

«“This opposition also has been manifest
by the Indiana Legislature regarding par-
ticipation in a Federal library program. The
majority of members of both political par-
tles in both houses have consistently voted
for home rule.”

Iowa,! Gov. Herschel C. Loveless: “In view
of the present status of legislation on this
matter, I do not feel that I could make any
comment which would cover all eventuali-
tles, It is quite clear in my own mind that
there are some provisions which have been
at least discussed, which would make such
aid unacceptable.”

Montana, Gov. J. Hugo Aronson: “Mon-
tana has no proven need for Federal aid for
school construction. Nineteen hundred and
fifty-seven legislature made no provision for
State matching funds should Federal legis-
lation pass Montana people show every in=-
dication of building necessary bulldings."

Nebraska, Goy. Victor E. Anderson: “I
would like to state that there does not seem
to be any critical need in Nebraska for this
program, nor am I aware of any classroom
shortage in this area. Generally, the people
of Nebraska are opposed to Federal aid to
education in any form."”

South Carolina, Gov. George B. Timmer=
man, Jr.: “We in South Carolina are opposed
to Federal aid for education. It is folly to
think that Federal aid will not mean addi-
tional taxation.

*“It is inconceivable that the Federal Gov=-
ernment would cut its vast expenditures for
national defense, foreign air, public wel-
fare assistance, and debt service which is
cannot cut, in order to return money to the
States for local school purposes.”

South Dakota, Gov. Joe Foss: “Please be
advised that South Dakota, as in other States,
is confronted with the problem of fast-ex-
panding school enrollments and lack of
funds. However, I believe our communities

1 Opposed with qualification.
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are dolnz & good job of keeping pace with
the school construction needs. * * *

“I believe our citizens realize that class-
room space must be made avallable to our
growing school population, and I am con-
fident the challenge will be met.”

Texas, Gov. Price Danlel: “As a member

of the United States Senate, I oppose gen-
eral Federal aid for education and school
construction because I think this is a re-
sponsibility the States and local govern-
ments can and should bear. Operation of
our public schools is a last bulwark of local
self-government. Dependence on Federal
money would result ultimately in Federal
controls.”

Virginia, Gov. Thos. B. Stanley:

“There 18 need of some additlonal class-
soom facilities in Virginia but these needs
can be met by the resources of our own lo=-
calities and there is no basis whatsoever for
Federal intervention In this field. Experi-
ence has shown that ‘Federal aid’ is a mis-
nomer In that an excesslve percentage of
revenue Is dissipated In administration and,
in addition, control, and restrictions are at-
tached to the expenditure of the money
which are unnecessary and ofttimes objec-
tionable,

“My Judgment Is that Federal ald would
not be a service to public education but a
hindrance, and would result in unnecessary
additional cost to the taxpayers of the re-
spective States.”

Wyoming, Gov. Milward L. Simpson:

*“If there ever was a clear mandate against
Federal aid to schools, this is it. We do not
need any more Federal ald to education. It
invites Federal control and Federal control is
the death knell to local control of our public-
school system. Many see magic in the words,
“Federal aid.' It is an alluring phrase, actu-
ally intended to give the impression that
big brother ‘Uncle Sam' is saving the educa-
tional systems of the poor, beleagured, help-
less little States. Federal ald actually means
that we raise our taxes to send our money to
‘Washington; then raise some more taxes to
mateh the amount we have already sent to
Wi n in order to get back the amount
we originally sent, less of course, an addi-
tional 40-percent cost of administering Fed-
eral controls.

“We have met and will continue to meet
our obligations to our schools. Education
of our youth is not only a responsibility.
It is a sacred trust.”

THOSE IN FAVOR

Arizona, Gov. Ernest W. McFarland: The
Arizona White House Conference on Educa-
tion recommends: “The principle of Federal
aid to education is approved by specific vote
of the conference members."

Kentucky, Gov. Albert B. Chandler: “Een-
{ucky would certainly participate in a Fed-
eral program for schoolhouse construction
and we do not fear Federal interference with
our school system * * * the time has come
for the Congress to act instead of finding
excuses for falling to do its plain duty for
the boys and girls of America.”

Louisiana?® Gov. Earl K. Long: “Any Fed-
eral ald that might be provided should be
abeolutely free of Federal control or any
phase of Federal administration. This mat-
ter should be left to the States and local
school systems.”

Michigan, Gov. G. Mennen Williams: “In
short, we feel that Federal aid to education
is of such vital necessity that we are desir=
ous of seeing a start made as quickly as pos-
sible, We quite agree with the philosophy
behind Senator PATRICK V, McNamagra’s bill;
i. e, that we should start immediately and
then perhaps iron out the formula contro-
versy at a later date.”

New Hampshire? Gov. Lane Dwinell: “I
believe New Hampshire should accept Fed-
eral ald for construction purposes only, pro-

*Favored with gualification.
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vided such ald does not Involve Federal in-
terference with educational policies at State
or loecal levels."

New York,® Gov. Averell Harriman: *Of the
bills presently being considered by the House
‘Committee on Education and Labor on the
subject of Federal aid to education, it is
my view that H. R. 1, introduced by Con-
gressman KELLEY, is in several respects su-
perior to the administration bill, H. R. 3986.
* * * The Eelley bill is also preferable in
permitting matching of Federal funds by
funds expendesd by the school districts them-
selves. * * * Any Federal-ald bill should, of
course, provide that control of education
should remain with the- States.”

North Carolina,® Gov. Luther H. Hodges:

“The need for school construction in
North Carolina is genuine. We belleve that
a Federal-ald program for school construc-
tion would be & constructive investment in
the lives and the future of our children. At
the same time, we believe strongly that the
operation and control of our schools and
our school policies should rest at the local
and State levels.”

July 2

Pennsylvania, Gov. George M. Leader: “It
would certalnly be to our advantage to par-
ticipate in any assistance program enacted
by the 85th Congress.”

Rhode Island, Gov. Dennis J. Roberts:
“Although Rhode. Island under the present
method of distribution of funds contained
in H, R. 1, amended will receive the smallest
amount per school age child of any State,
we feel that this legislation is vital if we
are to continue to be able to house our
school children adeqguately.”

Washington, Gov. Albert D. Rosellini: “I
wish to express the view of this State’s ad-
ministration that we are in favor of Fed-
eral aid to carry out a program of adequate
classroom facilities for public schools,”

West Virginia,* Gov. Cecll H. Underwood:
“West Virginia school buildings needs are
many. While I have been rather vitally op=-
posed to Federal grants-in-aid to the operat-
ing schocl program, I support aid to bulld-
ing construction.”

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS, NO POSITION

Maryland, Gov. Theodore R. McKeldin.
New Jersey, Gov. Robert B. Meyner.

How Stales would fare under administration’s school construction bill

For every
dollar of
Federal allot- | Estimated tax-| Net gainor taxes paid,
ment payments loss this much
school
money
Etates in opposition:
California. .. — $14, 180,000 $20,280,000 | —$15, 100, 000 $0. 18
3R TS Ut AR N N SRR 381, 000 1, 750, 000 —1, 368, 000 22
Florida ! : 309, 000 5, 531, 000 <778, 000 1.14
Georgia % 11, 926, 000 3, 937, 000 =7, 989. 000 3.03
11,125, 090 23, 499, 000 =12, 374, 000 AT
8, 021, 000 7. 156, 000 865, 000 1.12
&, 813, 000 3, 947, 000 1, 876, 000 1.48
1, 405, 000 §37,000 468, 1. 50
H56, 000 2, 625, 000 -+231. 000 L9
8, 727, 000 1, 812, 000 -6, 815, 000 4,82
1, 881, 006 719, 600 =1, 162, 000 2.02
19, 842, 000 13, 437, 000 -6, 405, 000 148
9, 23& 000 4, 500, 000 4, 775, 000 2.06
Wy " . 674, 000 469, 000 205, 000 144
Blates in favor: 3

ylitodssl 2, 524, 000 1, 281, 000 41, 243, 000 1.97
Kentucky 8, 417, 000 2,037, 000 <5, BE0, 000 3.0
s e i RRUMELY, ShT 9, 204, A, 344, 000 =5, 860, 000 2.75
Michigan_ .~~~ & % 12,102, 000 16, 813, 000 —4, 741, 000 T2
New H. L e I RO . e 1,074, 0600 937, 000 --137, 000 115
Noew York?e = 4 15, 765, 000 48, 122, 000 =332, 357, 000 L33
North Caroling 1. 14,515, 000 4,125,000 | ~-10, 480, D00 3. 58
Fennsylvania. . 18, 803, 000 22, 499, 000 =3, 696, 000 .5
Rhode Island._ . 836, 000 1, 156, 0G0 =7, ol
Washington. 4, 208, 000 4, 781, 000 — 183, 000 0
West Virginia 2 6, 659, 000 1, 437, 000 +4, 762, 000 3.46

1 Opposed with qualifieation,
¥ Favored with qualifieation.

TAX JUSTICE FOR THE
EMPLOYED

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was
pleased to note two items in today’s mails
point up an important issue of legislation
which the Senate and House face, and to
which I have repeatedly referred.

It is the issue of helping self-employed
Americans to provide for their own re-
tirement in later years by permitting
them, in effect, to build up a nest egg on
which tax rates are deferred.

This is commeonly known as the Jen-
kins-Keogh legislation, in honor of the
two distinguished Members of the House
of Representatives Ways and Means
Committee who have worked long and
hard and well for this objective.

ARTICLE IN WISCONSIN MEDICAL SOCIETY
FORUM 3

The first item which I noted was a fine
article in the current June issue of the
Medical Forum, published by the Wiscon-

SELF-

*Favored with qualification,

sin Medical Society in Madison. It was
written on this topic by the Honorabile
F. Joseph Donohue, former Commission-
er of the District of Columbia here, and
now national chairman of the American
Thrift Assembly.

This is the assembly of 21 national or-
ganizations of the self-employed—doc-
tors, lawyers, accountants, and others—
who have for the first time banded to-
gether to seek tax justice in this respect.

Simultaneously, I received a copy of an
open letter to the distinguished chairman
of the Senate Banking Committee, our
colleague from Arkansas, Mr. FULERIGHT.
This open letter was written by Mr. Lu-
cius S. Smith, secretary of the American
Thrift Assembly.

Both of these messages point up the
need for the Jenkins-Keogh bill.

INSURANCE PROVISION IN 1957 BILL

~ Tam glad to say that this bill has been
constantly improved so as to answer any

2 Favored with qualification.
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previous obections to it. As Mr. Donohue
noted in his article: _

One of the biggest Improvements in the
1957 bill is that you are permitted to invest
in life insurance. You could let your pres-
ent life policies constitute your retirement
plan. Or you could buy new insurance for
this purpose.

INVESTMENT AND DEFLATIONARY EFFECTS

In other words, the self-employed will
be provided a sound variety of modus op-
erandi to look after themselves in later
years, rather than relying on Uncle Sam.

Likewise, the bill would have the effect
of inereasing the pool of capital available
for sound long-time investment in our
expanding economy. Thus, too, it would
decrease present inflationary pressures
which arise from the fact that the self-
employed feel they might as well spend
their present earnings which Uncle Sam
will get otherwise, in high tax rates.

HOPED FOR AGREEMENT BY TREASURY

It is my earnest hope that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury-designate, Robert
Anderson, and his associates, will now
take a sympathetic and understanding
view of this legislation in the interest of
fair tax treatment of these self-em-
ployed.

President Eisenhower has long since
endorsed the principle of this legislation.

Of course, we realistically concede that
with America’s budget situation still ad-
mittedly very tight, even the deferral of
tax revenue, such as this legislation pro-
poses, becames a matter of deep signifi-
cance to the Treasury.

Nevertheless, I hope that our budgetary
situation will be such that our colleagues
on the Ways and Means Committee will
see their way clear toward sympatheti-
cally reappraising this legislation and
sending it to the full House of Repre-
sentatives for action so that we in the
Senate, in turn, can take it up.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of both items to which I have referred
be printed at this point in the body of
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the ifems

were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:

Your Herr Is NEEDED—THE JENKINS KEOGH
Ficar Can BE Won

(By F. Joseph Donochue, chairman of the

association's committee on retirement

benefits and national chalrman of the

Amerlean Thrift Assembly, Inc.)

While President Eilsenhower was speaking
at his press conference April 3, Under See-
retary of the Treasury W. Randolph Burgess
told the Benate Finance Committee the
budget could be substantially cut and taxes
could be reduced next year. Burgess said
the budget could be cut by two or three
billion dollars.

Speaker of the House Sam RAYBURN, com-
menting on the President’s tax statement,
said, “We're going to make some reviews,
Whether we will act or not this year. I don’t
know. If there is a tax cut, Congress will
make it—and it's a Democratic Congress.”

These statements coming at the time when
the combined voices of self-employed citizens
all through the United States are mounting a
demand for enactment of the long-overdue
Jenkins-Eeogh bill, hold out the hope that
the principle of tax deferment for individual
retirement savings now can be realized.

This is the considered opinion of those ofl

us who are working for the American Thrift
Assembly on behalf of fair tax legislation
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that will give the self-employed the op-
portunity to save a small part of their own
money for their own retirement—{for family
and old age—before taxes take most of what
they earn. The American Thrift Assembly
was incorporated early in 1957 in the Dis-
trict of Columbia to pool the leadership of a
number of national associations whose mem-
bers work for themselves and thus are in-
eligible, under present tax laws, to set up
individual retirement programs similar to
tax-sheltered pension plans available to
those who work for others.

The spokesmen include the following offl-
cers of American Thrift Assembly, Inc.: John
C. Williamson, a realtor, vice chalrman: Mor-
ris B. Harriton, a certified public account-
ant, treasurer; Lucius B. Smith III, a public
relations consultant, secretary; Ralph E.
Becker, a lawyer, counsel; and the following
members of the board of directors: Floyd
‘W. Pillars, oral surgeon; William M. Black,
managing partner of a leading firm of certi-
fied public accountants; Leon Chatelain, Jr.,
architect; David B. Allman, presldent-elect
of the American Medical Association; Les-
ter H, Sugarman, doctor of optometry; Wil-
liam J. Barnes, a patent lawyer; Brig. Gen.
W. O. Kester; H. Walter Graves, realtor;
George H. Frates, druggist; Carl R. Stalger,
tax accountant; Neva B. Talley, lawyer;
John C. Davis, executive director of National
Small Businessmen's Association; and R. C.
Vogt, a professional engineer.

GROUPS LISTED

Altogether, we represent and speak for the
following associations: Amerlcan Assocla-
tion of Medical Clinics, American Bar Asso-
clation, American College of Radiology,
American Dental Association, American In-
stitute of Accountants, American Institute
of Architects, American Medical Association,
American Optometric. Assoclation, American
Patent Law Assoclation, American Society of
Composers, Authors and Publishers, Ameri-
can Veterinary Medical Association, Artist's
Managers Guild, Authors League, Maritime
Law Assoclation of the United States, Na-
tional Assoclation Real Estate Boards, Na-
tional Assoclatlon of Retail Druggists,
National Assoclation of Women Lawyers,
National Funeral Director Association, Na-
tional Small Businessmen’s Association,
National Society of Professional Englneers,
National Society of Public Accountants,
National Assoclation of Tax Accountants, and
more than 1,500 regional, State, and local
assoclations and socleties.

Of course, it ought to be pointed out that
there are observers who continue to doubt
that we can push the Jenkins-Keogh bill
through Congress this year. They point out:
(1) The administration continues to be re-
luctant about the bill, While it is true that
President Eisenhower has given verbal sup-
port to the idea of tax equity for the self-
employed, he apparently has been reluctant
to oppose Becretary Humphrey's considered
Judgment that the bill, if enacted, would cost
the Government an estimated one hundred
to two hundred million dollars a year in
revenue. (2) The bill is unpopular with
many politically powerful elements. From
the start it has been called a rich man’s bill
and the label has stuck, even though the
major beneficiaries would actually be millions
of small-business men and their families,

HOPES HIGH

Despite such admitted handicaps, op=
timism is running high at 1025 Connectlcut
Avenue, Washington, D. C., where ATA is
leaving no stone unturned in its all-out
campaign to win support.

. Most lawyers now. are generally familiar
with the provisions of H. R. 8 and 10, as intro-
duced In the House this session. Briefly, the
Jenkins-EKeogh bill would permit any person
who has self-employment income to put part
of his earnings before taxes into a retire-
ment fund. Maximum permissible deduc-
tion: 10 percent of your annual net earnings
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from self-employment, up to a limit of §5,000.
Total amount you could deduct over your
lifetime: $100,000. If you are an older law-
yer, with less time to accumulate a retire-
ment fund, the bill would allow you to set
aside more than the prescribed 10 percent a
year. You have a wide choice of invest-
ments, For example, you can arrange your
own retirement plan or you can join one
arranged by a bar association. Any such
plan would have to be administered by a
bank or insurance company, which would
invest your savings in securities, the earnings
of which would not be taxed, but would be
reinvested for you automatically.

One of the biggest improvements in the
1957 bill is that you are permitted to invest
in life Insurance. You could let your present
life policies constitute your retirement plan.
Or you could buy new insurance for this
purpose.

Few lawyers realize how much of a tax
advantage employed persons now enjoy over
self-employed in the matter of retirement
savings. A finaneial editor of the New York
Times recently pointed out the difference by
means of the following comparison:

Suppose a 40-year-old married man with
2 children wants a retirement plan that
will let him retire at 65 on about 36 percent
of his present $10,000 income. To guarantee
him that much retirement income for life,
an insurance company has to charge a $1,600
annual premium for the next 25 years.

If the man is employed, the actual cost of
such a plan to his employer (who can deduct
such annual premiums before paying taxes)
totals only about $18,000 over the 25 years.
If a man is self-employed, he can't deduct
his annual premiums before taxes; so he has
to earn $2,050 in order to have $1,600 of
after-tax money for his premium. His actual
cost for the 25 years will total more than
$51,000.

The difference between the two totals is a
whopping $32,000. That is how much a self-
employed man is penalized if he earns $10,000
a year. If he earns more, the inequity be-
comes even greater. For example, a salaried
person whose income is $25,000, would find
the above program would cost his employer
a total of $18,000. Its cost to a self-employed
man with the same income, $152,000, is more
than the typical self-employed man could
hope to get back in retirement benefits. For,
at 65, he would have a life expectancy of
15 years, and if he lived just that long he
would get retirement benefits totaling only
$135,000.

This is the sort of inequity the Jenkins-
Keogh bill is designed to correct.

Will tax deferment for self-employed sav-
ings cause the Treasury Department to lose
money? Estimates vary, but it seems un-
likely that tax deferrals would exceed $100
million in revenue in the first year. Actu-
ally, it seems reasonable to believe that the
Treasury ought to back the Jenkins-Keogh
on its merits, for three reasons: (1) Its de-
flationary impact. Long-term savings on
the order suggested by $100 million in taxes
would reduce inflationary pressures. (2)
New capital for sources of production. The
volume of these savings (invested in trust,
insurance, bonds, etc.) would Increase the
supply of investment eapital, hence produc-
tivity—thus creating new tax revenues. (3)
Tax paid on withdrawals. Income taxes
ultimately are paid when savings are taken
down at retirement age.

AMERICAN THRIFT ASSEMBLY

FOR 10 MmLLION SELF-EMPLOYED,
: Washington, D, C., June 27, 1957,
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT, -

Chairman, Committee on Banking and
Currency, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEwaTOR FULBRIGHT: Thank you for
yours of June 18 asking for an explanation
of our position on H. R. § and 10.
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Today there are approximately 15 million
Americans whose total annual compensation
includes valuable fringe benefits on which a
good part of the income tax they normally
would have to pay is deferred. There are 10
million Americans who pay the full tax load
each year on all of their earnings. What
accounts for this separate treatment by the
Internal Revenue Service—many people, in=-
cluding high Government officials, call it dis-
crimination—of two major cross sections of
the gainfully employed public?

The answer bolls down to this: In 1942 the
Congress supplemented the Social Security
Act to encourage corporations and their em-
ployees to set up pension funds under pref-
erential tax treatment. President Dwight D.
Eisenhower described that amendment in his
campalgn for election in 1852: “When this
legislation was being considered, self-
employed citizens were evidently forgotten.”

The explanation is as simple as that. Ap-
parently by oversight, our present income-tax
law discriminates against the man or woman
who works for himself or herself in favor of
the employee who is given a tax-free retire-
ment plan by his employer. The self-
employed, being his own boss, cannot be his
own employee. So when it comes to setting
up a private pension plan, the factor of self-
reliance—once prized heavily in America as a
cardinal virtue—weighs increasingly against
nearly 10 million citizens ranging from ac-
countants and farmers to tractor salesmen
and undertakers who find it virtually impos-
sible in these high-cost, shrinking-dollar
days to save up the kind of money after
taxes it takes to fund even a meager retire-
ment plan.

When H. R. 9 and H. R. 10 come before the
Committee on Ways and Means, we hope
they will act to report this legislation to the
House of Representatives for full considera-
tion and that the House will approve the
bill and gend it on to the Senate. In one
form or another, the legislation proposed
in these bills has been before the commit-
tee a long time now. In all candor, the is-
sue ought to be accorded a full and open
test, once and for all.

This seems especially true in view of the
fact that the vast majority of the House
has expressed itself in recent months as
favorable to these measures.

The Department of the Treasury, of
course, continues to oppose this legislation
for fear someone may open the door to tax
reduction. But to what degree should
Treasury's officials sway the judgment of the
Nation's lawmakers in terminating the in-
equity that inspired these bills?

What weight should be assigned an ob-
viously pro forma objection when it is un-
derstood the Treasury can assume no less
rigid a posture in the present climate?

After all, H. R. 9 and H. R. 10 do not
reduce taxes. We have here a proposal for
deferment of a very little amount of tax
revenue—for what purpose? To save for old
age. The current reductions in appropria-
tions will more than provide the margin
within which Treasury can absorb the very
modest temporary deferral of revenues con-
templated in this legislation. And these
bills provide for rapid and orderly recoup-
ment of the taxes deferred.

The fact is, the administration has shot
the ground from under any serious consid-
eration of Treasury’s pro forma opposition
with three statements:

1. In 1852, President Eisenhower said: “I
think something ought to be done to help
(the self-employed) to help themselves by
allowing a reasonable tax deduction for
money put aside by them for their own sav-
ings, * * * If I amr elected, I will favor leg-
islation along these lines.”

2. In 1855, the Treasury Department tes-
tifiled: “Tax rellef seems most clearly indi-
cated for self-employed individuals who do
not have even potential tax benefits under

existing law in providing themselves with re=-
tirement income. * * * It is the Treasury
Department’s view that the net effect of the
present law is to give substantial potential
tax advantages to employees who are cov=
ered by qualified pension plans over self-
employed individuals. * * * When general
tax relief is possible * * * the Department
would be sympathetic to a limited form of
special allowances to self-employed indi-
viduals."”

3. On April 8, 1957, Under Secretary of the
Treasury W. Randolph Burgess told the Sen-
ate Finance Committee the budget could be
cut substantially and taxes reduced next
year.

According to the Treasury Department’s
own statements, it clearly is time for the
Committee and Ways and Means to call up
H. R. 9 and H. R. 10 for full consideration
by the B5th Congress.

There no longer can be any doubt that
the self-employed are looking to the 85th
Congress to eliminate the diserimination in
the tax-on-total-compensation that gives
benefits to one class of Americans—the cor-
porate employee—to the disadvantage of an
entire cross-section of fellow citizens.

The fact that the volume of savings that
will ensue will function as a needed brake
on inflation, and the fact that taxes are not
cut but deferred in an orderly and self-re-
liant program for old age integrity, merit
serious consideration now.

Sincerely,
Lucius 8. Smrrsr IIT,
Secrelary, American Thrift Assembly.

ANALYSIS OF EISENHOWER
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, as
so often happens, Mr. Walter Lippmann
has described clearly and succinctly
what it is that afflicts this administra-
tion—unreadiness and indecision. Com-
ing from any other source, this analysis
of President Eisenhower’s administra-
tion might be called partisan. Coming
from Mr. Lippmann, it is an objective,
penetrating study based upon decades of
observation and a profound understand-
ing of human affairs, especially govern-
mental affairs of this eountry.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article from this morning’s
Washington Post and Times Herald may
be printed in the REcorp at this point.

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

[From the Washington Post and Times
Herald of July 2, 1957]
UNREADINESS AND INDECISION
(By Walter Lippmann)

There is a remarkable resemblance be-
tween General Eisenhower's handling of the
disarmament negotiations and his handling
of the budget. In both cases, that is to
say, he has launched a proposal and em-
barked on a course, not having made up his
mind about just where he wished to go.
The deliberation, the weighing of alterna-
tives, the hard work of making a firm deci-
sion, would in an orderly and rational con-
duct of Government have preceded the
presentation of the budget and the sending

of Mr. Stassen to London to negotiate with
Mr. Zorin.

But in the case of the budget, it took
nearly 2 months before it was reasonably
clear whether the Chlef Executive was for
or against the executive budget. Only after
much confusion and controversy did the
President begin to make clear where he
stood. In the case of disarmament, it has
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now transpired that he started the diplo-
matic exchanges with no real agreement
within his own official family, with no ade-
quate understanding with our allies, and
with his own mind still fluid. During the
past few weeks, with Mr. Stassen abroad
in London to speak for him, the President
has acted the part, not of a statesman who
has a policy but of a puzzled man who is
thinking out loud.

No doubt the problems of disarmament
are extraordinarily complicated. They are
fraught with uncertainty and with risk, and
there is an awful responsibility on one who,
like the President, must make the final deci-
sions. But there is no reason why he had to
enter into the negotiations or why he had to
send Mr. Stassen to face Mr. Zorin, until he
knew for certain whether he was in favor of
reaching the kind of agreement that might
conceivably be possible. He should have
waited until he was ready. There was no
use talking with the Russians if the Presi-
dent himself had not yet thought through
his policy, no use if high officials in Wash-
ington were convinced that they must nul-
lify what Mr. Stassen was supposed to do.

In the field of diplomacy, this has been
like committing unprepared troops to a
great battle, while the generals have not yet
arranged for thelr supplies or ceased to argue
with one another about the objectives of the
battle. This is the way to demoralize an
army and during the past week there has
been a very considerable demoralization in
Washington. The greatest doubt has been
ralsed as to whether the President wants an
agreement, or whether he could now per-
suade the Senate to ratify an agreement.

Mr. Gromyko 1s wrong in saying, as he did
last week, that the United States is using
the disarmament talks as a screen conceal-
ing its striving to continue and intensify the
arms race. The truth is that the United
States is not really using the disarmament
talks at all because the President and his
administration have a policy to which some
are opposed, and about which the rest are
not convinced.

Unless the President can find some way
to clarify and then to make firm the Ameri-
can position, we shall find ourselves with a
treaty that the President does not really
want, or with one that the Senate will reject.
In either event, we shall bring down upon
ourselves the onus of blocking the path to a
limitation of armaments.

I have heard it said that this will not
happen because if and when Mr. Stassen
really starts to negotiate about the details
with Mr. Zorin, he will find the Soviet Union
is quite unwilling to reach a good agreement
about inspection and control. That may
well be true if the negotiations are genuine.
But if we remain in our present position,
where the probabilities are against the rati-
fication of a disarmament agreement, the
Soviet Union can go very far in its offers
without running the risk of having to make
good on them,

We had better assume that the Russians
do want an agreement, and that they are
prepared to pay & considerable, though not
an enormous, price for it. We had better
assume, too, that we shall have ourselves Lo
clear up the confusion in our own position,
and that we must not count upon the un-
reasonableness of the Russians to save us
from the consequences of our uncertainty
and indecision.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
the morning hour concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, CUR=
TIS in the chair). Is there further morn-
ililg b;l.lzsiness? If not, morning business is
closed.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I suggest the ab-
senee of a quorum.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the

1.
m}\t[r. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, and withdrawing
the nominations of William W. Boyd, to
be postmaster at Sherrodsville, Ohio;
Franklin B. Spriggs, to be postmaster at
Arnold, Md.: Edith M. Casey, to be post-
master at New Caney, Tex.; Wesley D.
Banks, to be postmaster at St. Matthews,
8. C.; Jackson T. Potter, to be postmaster
at Winnabow, N. C.; Blaine E. Moyer, to
be postmaster at Kreamer, Pa.; Ted M.
Anderson, to be postmaster at Batesville,
Ark.: and Evelyn R. Howard, to be post-
master at Montmorenci, Ind., which
nominating messages were referred to
the appropriate committees.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Neil H. Jacoby, of California, to be the
representative on the Economic and Soclal
Councll of the United Nations, vice John C.
Baker;

Vinton Chapin, of New Hampshire, a For-
eign Service officer of the class of career min-
ister, to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary to Luxembourg;

W. Randolph Burgess, of Maryland, to be
the permanent representative on the Council
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
with the rank and status of Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary, vice
George W. Perkins; and

Maxwell H. Gluck, of Eentucky, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
to Ceylon,

THE AUSTRIAN BONDS AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of Executive H, the Austrian
bonds agreement.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate, as in Committee of the Whole,
proceeded to consider the agreement,
Executive H (85th Cong., 1st sess.),
between the United States and the Re-
public of Austria regarding certain bonds
of Austrian issue denominated in dollars,
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together with a related protocol, both
signed at Washington on November 21,
1856, which was read the second time, as
follows:

ACREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AND THE REFUBLIC OF AUSTRIA RE-
GARDING CERTAIN BONDS OF AUSTRIAN ISSUE
DENOMINATED IN DOLLARS
Whereas there are outstanding several ls-

sues of bearer bonds of Austrian debtors

(both public and private) denominated in

American dollars which are payable in the

United States and for which there are cor-

porate trustees, flscal agents, or paying

agents in the United States (which bonds
are herein called “Austrian dollar bonds");
and

Whereas a certaln number of these bonds
were acquired by or on behalf of the issuers
for eventual retirement, or immediately be-
fore or during World War II were acquired by
or on behalf of the German Reich (Deutsches

Reich), the Reichsbank, the Konversion Kas-

so fuer Deutsche Auslandsschulden, or the

Deutsche Golddiskontbank, which bonds were

not reintroduced into circulation by or on

behalf of the issuer, the Government of Ger=
many, or one of its sald agencles; and

Whereas the bonds in question were never
canceled In any way or presented for cancel-
lation on the official records of the trustees,
fiscal agents, or paying agents, and therefore
appear on their face to be valid obligations
and are carried on such records as still out-
standing; and

‘Whereas many of these bonds were stolen
or disappeared in Germany or Austria during
the hostilities of World War II or immedi-
ately thereafter; and

Whereas some or all of the varlous bonds
described above may have fallen unlawfully
into the hands of persons who will seek to
negotiate them or to make claim against the
debtors, trustees, fiscal agents, or paying
agents, or otherwise profit from their illegal
acquisition; and

Whereas any payment on those bonds
which are now held unlawfully would neces-
earily reduce the amount of foreign exchange
or other funds available to make payments
to legitimate holders, a large number of
whom are nationals of the United States;
and

Whereas any payment on those bonds
which are now unlawfully held after having
been acquired for eventual retirement, and
which no longer represent valid and proper
obligations of the Issuer, would also be
inequitable to the Austrian debtors; and

‘Whereas the free and open trading in the

United States of all Austrian dollar bonds is

impeded by the uncertainties arising from

the situation described above; and
‘Whereas pursuant to Austrian Law No. 22
of December 16, 1853, the Government of

Austria on various dates in 1954, commenc-

ing on February 1, published in the “Amts-

blatt zur Wiener Zeitung" lists of numbers
of the Austrian dollar bonds as recited in
annex A of this agreement; and

Whereas Austrian Law No. 22 provided in
effect that bonds of the type described in
the second recital shall be deemed extin-
guished provided that such publication is
made, but that holders thereof deeming

. themselves aggrieved shall have the right to

present their claims to the Austrian courts
within prescribed periods upon the expira-
tion of which their claims would be barred;
and

Whereas it is the desire of the contracting
parties that all holders of Austrian dollar
bonds who deem themselves aggrieved by
the Austrian legislation referred to above
shall have an adequate opportunity, in addi-
tion to that already provided by law, to pre-
sent their clalms before an approprlate and
convenient tribunal; and

Whereas for the reasons set forth above it
is desirable that reasonable periods of limita-
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tion be provided for the assertion of such
claims, upon the expiration of which the
bonds listed in annex A shall no longer be
enforceable; and

Whereas 1t is desirable to establish a proper
basis and appropriate procedures for accom-
plishing the foregoing objectives;

Now, therefore, the United States of
America and the Republic of Austrla have
agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

1. The two Governments hereby establish
jointly a Tribunal for Austrian Dollar Bonds,
bereinafter referred to as the Tribunal.

2, The Tribunal shall consist of two mem-
bers and a Chairman. One member shall be
appointed by the Government of the United
States, the other member by the Government
of Austria, and the Chairman (a citizen of
the United States) by agreement between
the two Governments.

ARTICLE IT

1. Holders of any bonds listed in annex A
who claim such bonds were improperly de-
clared invalid may submit them, for a de=
termination of their rights to valid bonds,
to the Tribunal within 18 months from the
first publication of the notice prescribed in
article XII of this agreement or such further
time as may be provided pursuant to article
XV. A holder who submits a bond to the
Tribunal shall submit therewith evidence to
establish that such bond meets the require-
ments of paragraph 2 (a) or 2 (b) of this
article.

2. If, upon consideration, all of the pertl-
nent evidence submitted by the holder or
otherwise received by the Tribunal with re-
spect to any bond submitted to it pursuant
to paragraph 1, the Tribunal is satisfied
either—

(a) that, on January 1, 1945, the bond was
located outside the borders of Austria and
Germany as they existed on December 31,
1937, or

(b) that the bond was acquired by the
holder prior to January 1, 1945, or in a chaln
of lawful acquisitions traced back to the
owner of such bond on January 1, 1945, pro-
vided that the bond had not been acquired
by or on behalf of the issuer or by the Gov-
ernment of Germany or one of its agencies,
referred to in the second paragraph of the
preamble, unless such bond was reintroduced
into circulation prior to May 8, 1945, by or
on bzhalf of the issue, the Government of
Germany orf one of its aforementioned
agencies,
the Tribunal shall make a finding to that
effect and shall certify the holder of such
bond to be entitled to a valid bond of the
same issue and denomination bearing a
gerial number not appearing in the list con-
tained in annex A hereof and having at-
tached thereto coupons of the same pay-
ment dates as those submitted to the holder.
A copy of such certificate shall forthwith
be furnished to the bondholder and the
issuer. Upon such certification, the issuer
shall, within such time and in such manner
as the Tribunal may determine, cause such
valid bond to be dalivered to the Tribunal
in exchange for the bond submitted to the
Tribunal, and the Tribunal shall deliver such
valid bond to the holder.

3. If, upon consideration of the evidence
before it, the Tribunal is not satisfied that
the requirements of paragraph 2 (a) or 2 (b)
have been met, it shall make a finding to
that effect and notify all parties in writing
of such finding and the reasons therefor,
The Tribunal shall thereupon promptly re-
turn the bond to its holder.

ARTICLE III

All decisions and findings of the Tribunal
shall be by joint action of its two members
if they are in agreement. If they are not in
agreement, they shall refer the matter to the
Chairman, whose decision or finding In such
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case shall constitute the decision or finding
of the Tribunal,

ARTICLE IV

The seat of the Tribunal shall be in New
York City in the State of New York. The
Tribunal shall maintain an office at which
there shall be a duly appointed agent of the
members and the Chairman for service of
process in the cases referred to in article
VIII. The Tribunal may, in view of excep-
tional circumstances, hold sessions else~
where.

ARTICLE V

The Tribunal shall adopt reasonable reg-
ulations and procedures for the determina-
tion of cases with regard to bonds submitted
to it.

ARTICLE VI

1. The Tribunal shall promptly notify the
parties in interest whenever a bond listed
in annex A has been submitted for a de-
termination of the holder's rights. The is-
suer shall be given an opportunity to be
heard and to present evidence.

2. For the determination of the issues re-
ferred to in article II the Tribunal may make
such investigation as it considers necessary
to ascertain the facts. If such an investiga-
tion is made, the Tribunal shall reduce the
results thereof to writing which shall con-
stitute part of the record. Both parties
shall be given a reasonable opportunity to
rebut any evidence resulting from such
investigation.

3. The Tribunal before making any finding
under paragraphs 2 or 3 of article II shall
notify the parties in writing of its proposed
finding and the evidence upon which it is
based and give them reasonable opportunity
to submit additional evidence.

4, The Tribunal shall not be bound by
technical rules of evidence and shall accept
any evidence submitted to it which it deems
to have probative value regarding the situa-
tlons described in paragraph 2 of article II.
In particular, and without limiting the gen-
erality of the foregoing, the Tribunal may ac=-
cept bank statements, statements of security
brokers or dealers, and affidavits. Witnesses
before the Tribunal may be sworn.

5. The Tribunal may request additional
evidence beyond that submitted to it.

6. The Tribunal may hold hearings on its
own motion and it shall hold hearings at the
request of any party in interest.

ARTICLE VII

1. An invalidation decree by an Austrian
court with respect to any bond shall be con-
sidered by the Tribunal:

(a) in the case of a holder claiming under
paragraph 2 (a) of article II, as evidence,
that such bond was inside Austria or Ger-
many on January 1, 1945;

(b) in the case of a holder claiming under
paragraph 2 (b) of article II, as evidence,
that such bond was acquired by or on behalf
of the issuer, or by the Government of Ger-
many or one of its agencles before January 1,
1945, and was not reintroduced into circula-
tion prior to May 8, 1945, by or on behalf of
the issuer, the Government of Germany or
one of the aforementioned agencies.

2. In ‘the absence of other evidence such
invalidation decree shall be controlling. If,
however, other evidence is submitted or re-
celved, the decree shall be given only the
welght which the circumstances surrounding
its entry justify in the Tribunal's judgment.

ARTICLE VIII

The members of the Tribunal are author-
ized and bound not to claim any immunity
from service of process issuing from any
United States distriet court in proceedings
brought to any holder of a bond listed in
annex A to determine whether the require-
ments of article II have been met. Such
proceedings must be brought within 4 months
after a registered letter giving notice of the
determination of the Tribunal has been
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mailed to the claimant at the last address
furnished by him to the Tribunal. The Tri-
bunal shall notify the issuer of the pendency
of such action by registered mail. The mem=-
bers of the Tribunal, including the chairman,
will comply with any judgment, order or
decree that such court may issue in such
proceedings. A certificate issued by the Tri-
bunal pursuant to any such judgment, order
or decree shall have the same effect as a
certificate issued pursuant to paragraph 2
of article IL.
ARTICLE IX

All rights of enforcement of the bonds
listed in annex A shall be barred:

(a) if submitted to the Tribunal, 18
months after final determination of the Tri-
bunal under article II or after final declsion
by the court in proceedings referred to in
article VIII, or

{b) eighteen months after the first publi-
cation of the notice prescribed in article
XII, or

(c) eighteen months after the original
maturity date of the bond,
whichever is later, unless such time is ex-
tended by the two governments in accordance
with article XV,

ARTICLE X

All holders of bonds submitted to the Tri-
bunal in accordance with article II shall be
informed of the provisions of articles II, IV,
VI, VII, VIII, and IX.

ARTICLE XI

1. Former holders of any bond listed in
annex A or their successors in interest as
determined by the present Austrian resti-
tution laws may apply to the Restitution
Commission at the Landesgericht for Civil
Matters at Vienna for a decree agalnst the
bond debtor to the effect that they were
deprived of their bond within the meaning
of the Austrian restitution laws. This ap-

plication and a second application for the-

issuance of a valld bond as provided in
paragraph 8 of this article shall be filed
jointly and no later than 18 months from
the first publication of the notice pre-
scribed in article XII of this agreement or
such further time as may be provided pur=
suant to article XV.

2, In determining whether the applicant
was deprived of his bond within the mean-
ing of the Austrian restitution laws it shall
be immaterial whether the act of depriva-
tion took place in or outside Austria.

3. If the Restltution Commission finds
that the applicant was deprived of his bond
within the meaning of the Austrian restitu-
tion laws it shall certify this fact in its
decree and, pursuant to the second appli-
cation, it shall adjudge the bond issuer
liable to issue to the applicant within 80
days from the date of the decree a valid
bond which shall bear a different serial
number and which shall be equivalent in
every respect to the bond of which the ap-
plicant has been deprived; the second ap-
plication shall be denied, however, to the
extent that payments were made by the
bond debtor in accordance with regulations
in force at the time and accepted by the
creditor.

4, Neither the issuance of bonds of the
Reichsanleihe 1938, series II, by way of ex-
change in accordance with .the offer of
indemnification of the German Reich Gov-
ernment made to owners of Austrian bonds,
of October 25, 1938, nor the issuance be-
tween March 8, 1938, and April 8, 1045, of
reichsmark bonds by Austrian corporate or
municipal debtors in exchange for dollar
bonds will, for the purposes of this article,
be considered as having deprived the former
owner of his bonds within the meaning of
the Austrian restitution laws unless the
exchange was brought about by direct du-
ress against the former owner.
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ARTICLE XIT

1. In order to assure that holders of bonds
listed in annex A, as well as former holders
of such bonds and their successors in inter-
est, are given timely and adequate notifica-
tion of such action as is required of them
to secure a determination of their rights un-
der this agreement, the Government of Aus-
tria shall cause publication of an appropriate
notice. The notice shall state the name of
the issuer and trustee or fiscal agent and
a description of the issue of each of the
bond issues referred to in annex A. The
notice shall also recite that certain bonds
of the issues so listed have been invalidated
by decrees of Austrian courts in proceedings
duly brought for that purpose, or by statu-
tory law of Austria. It shall state from
whom information may be obtained regard-
ing the specific serial numbers of the bonds
so invalldated and it shall set forth the
procedure whereby holders of such bonds
and former holders or their successors may
have their rights determined and, in ap-
propriate cases, receive valid bonds, and it
shall state the time limit within which
claimants must act. The exact contents of
the notice and its size and form shall be
subject to approval by the Government of
the United States prior to its publication
pursuant to paragraph 2 of this article.

2. Publication of the notice shall begin
simultaneously within 1 month from the
entry into force of this agreement in at least
15 newspapers or financial journals in the
United States and In 5 newspapers or finan-
cial journals in EBurope. The selection of
these newspapers and financial journals shall
be subject to the approval of the Govern-
ment of the United States. Publication of
the notice shall be made on 3 different dates,
within a period of 90 days.

3. The notice shall be published again on
3 different dates in 3 newspapers or financial
journals having a general circulation in the
United States, the last publication to be not
later than 1 month before the expiration of
the 18-month period prescribed in article II,
paragraph 1, and article XI, paragraph 1.

ARTICLE XIII

1. The Government of Austria agrees to
pay the entire cost of implementing the pro-
cedure prescribed by this agreement for the
determination of the rights of holders of
bonds listed in annex A including, in par-
ticular (but without limiting the generality
of this provision) :

(a) the costs of giving notice as required
by article XII, including the costs of print-
ing and widespread distribution of the lists
of bonds involved;

(b) the compensation of the members of
the Tribunal and of its Chairman, as agreed
upon between the two Governments;

(c) office rent, salaries of employees, and
other necessary expenses of the tribunal.

2. The Government of Austria agrees to
pay to any holder of a bond listed in annex
A who is found as a result of proceedings re-
ferred to in article II or article VIII to be
entitled to a valid bond an allowance for
legal and other expenses in the amount of 10
percent of the face amount of the bond.

3. The Government of Austria agrees that
it will make available for transfer the dollar
exchange necessary to effectuate the pay-
ments of its obligations under this article as
they become due.

4. The Government of Austria agrees that,
upon request of any interested person to the
Austrian Embassy, Washington, D. C., or the
Austrian Consulate General, New York, N. Y,,
information regarding bonds listed in annex
A, including the specific serial numbers, will
be made available. ;

ARTICLE XIV

1. The term “bond” or *"bonds” In this
agreement shall be deemed to include the
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appurtenant coupon or coupons of such
“bond" or “bonds.”

2. The term “party in interest” in this
agreement shall be deemed to include the
issuer of bonds involved, any trustee, any
paying or fiscal agent with respect to such
bonds, and any party who either holds a bond
listed in annex A or who may be liable on
such bond,

ARTICLE XV

The Government of Austria agrees that if
appropriate representation is made by the
Government of the United States that the
operation of this agreement appears likely
to impose undue hardships upon the United
States or its natlonals, or nationals of other
countries, or otherwise proves to be imprac-
ticable or unworkable, the Government of
Austria will take action to eliminate such
hardships or make the program practicable or
workable. In particular, and without limit-
ing the generality of the foregoing, the 18-
month period for the filing of claims de-
scribed in article II, paragraph 1, and in
article XI, paragraph 1, shall be extended
if the Government of the United States so
requests before the end of the 18-month
period.

ARTICLE XVI

1. The present agreement shall be ratified
and the instruments of ratification shall be
exchanged at Vienna as soon as possible.

2. The agreement shall enter into force on
the date of the exchange of ratifications.

In witness whereof, the undersigned rep-
resentatives duly authorized thereto by their
respective Governments have signed this
agreement.

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the
English and German language, both texts
being equally authentic, this 21st day of
November 1956.

For the United States of America:

[sEAL] HEeRBERT HOOVER, Jr.

For the Republic of Austria:

[sEAL] LeopoLD FIGL.

L] - - - *

ProToCOL

At the time of the signing of the agree-
ment between the United States of America
and the Republic of Austria regarding cer-
tain bonds of Austrian issue denominated in
dollars, the undersigned plenipotentiaries,
duly authorized thereto by their respective
Governments, have agreed on the following
interpretations of the aforesaid agreement:

1. The agencies of the Government of the
German Reich mentioned in article II, para-
graph 2, item (b) and in article VII, para-
graph 1, item (b) are in particular con-
sidered to be the agencies mentioned in the
second paragraph of the preamble.

2. The Federal Republic of Germany is to
be considered & party in interest in the
meaning of article VI, paragraph 1, if and in-
sofar it has assumed obligations under the
agreement on German external debts,
signed at London February 27, 1853, to ef-
fect payments due in respect of bonds which
are presented.

3. The issuance of bonds of the Reichsan-
leihe 1038, series II, by way of exchange in
accordance with the offer of indemnification

~of the German Reich Government made to
owners of Austrian bonds, of October 25,
1938, will not, for the purposes of article XI,
be considered expropriation within the
meaning of the Austrian restitution laws,
unless the exchange was brought about by
direct duress against the former owner,

4. The measures reserved by article XV,
except the extension of the deadline pro-
vided by the second sentence, require the
consent of the German Federal Government
insofar as such measures affect obligations
of the Federal Republic of Germany.

This protocol shall constitute an integral

part of the agreement to which it relates____
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and shall be ratified together with that
agreement. 1 \

In witness whereof, the undersigned rep-
resentatives duly authorized thereto by their
respective Governments have signed this
protocol,

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the
English and German language, both texts
being equally authentic, this 21st day of
November, 1956.

For the United States of America:

[sEAL] HeRBERT HOOVER, Jr.

For the Republic of Austria:

[sEAL] Leorord FIGL,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of Members of the Sen-
ate I wish to say that at the conclusion
of the remarks of the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations [Mr.
GreEN], and any other remarks pertinent
to the treaty, I intend to suggest the
absence of a quorum.

Mr. GREEN obtained the floor.

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

Mr. GREEN. I yield to the Senatecr
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
the resolution of ratification I ask for
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GREEN. Mr, President, the
agreement now before the Senate be-
tween the United States and Austria,
which was signed on November 25, 1956,
creates a procedure under which the
holders of certain dollar bonds issued by
the Government of Austria prior to the
Second World War may establish the
validity of their bonds.

The problem dealt with in this agree-
ment arises from the fact that a great
many bonds which had been acquired by
the issuing authority for eventual re-
tirement were looted by Soviet military
forces after the occupation of Austria.
In consequence of such seizures, quanti-
ties of these bonds are believed to have
come into the hands of individuals who
might seek either to negotiate them or
to claim payment from the issuing au-
thorities. By the terms of the bond in-
dentures, these retired bonds could only
be canceled by the trustees or paying
agents in the United States. This pro-
cedure was rendered impracticable by the
disruption of transportation facilities
during the war. Since they could not be
canceled as paid in Austria, they appear,
on their face, as valid securities. From
this arose the possibility that the issuing
authority might be compelled to make a
double payment on the bonds.

To protect itself against this contin-
gency, the Austrian Government pub-
lished the numbers of the looted bonds,
declaring them to be invalid under Aus-
trian law No. 22 of December 15, 1953.
Pending a solution of the problem, no
payments are being made by the issuers
to any holders of bonds, including those
owned by residents of the United States.

The pending agreement permits bond-
holders who believe their securities to
have been erroneously included on the
lists published by Austria an opportunity
to present their claims within a reason-
able period of time to an American-Aus=-
trian tribunal sitting in New York City.
Should the tribunal find against the
bondholder he may have the question
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considered by a United States district
court, In the event of a decision by
that court favorable to the bondholder,
he will be given valid bonds in exchange
for those erroneously listed.

This agreement is similar in purpose
with that concluded by the United States
with the Federal Republic of Germany
in 1953, to which the Senate gave its ap-
proval on July 13, 1953—volume 4, United
States Treaties and Other Agreements,
page T97.

The entire cost of implementing the
procedure under the pending agreement
will be defrayed by the Austrian Govern-
ment—article XIII. Legal expenses of
holders whose bonds are validated will
be reimbursed on the basis of 10 percent
of the face value of the bonds.

United States business circles which
are most directly concerned with the
agreement have warmly endorsed it. It
also has the support of the Securities
and Exchange Commission and the
Bondholders Protective Couneil.

Mr. President, it is important not only
for the American bondholder, but for
Austrian eredit in the international com-
munity, that Austria be in a position to
resume payment on obligations on which
she has been in default. The Austrian
bonds agreement will permit a normaliz-
ing of transactions in Austrian securities,
and thereby contribute to the economic
stabilization of that country,

I therefore urge the Members of the
Senate to give their approval to the pend-
ing treaty.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

If there be no objection, the treaty will
be considered as having passed through
its several parliamentary stages up to
the point of consideration of the resolu=
tion of ratification, which will be read.

The resolution of ratification was
read, as follows:

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators pres-
ent concurring therein), That the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the ratification of Execu-
tive H, 85th Congress, 1st session, the agree-
ment between the United States and the
Republic of Austria regarding certain bonds
of Austrian issue denominated in dollars, to-
gether with a related protocol, both signed
at Washington on November 21, 1956.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the ratification of the treaty?
On this question the yeas and nays have
beﬁn ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senators from New Mexico [Mr.
AnDpErsoN and Mr. CHavez], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr, CHURCHI, the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAND], the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS],
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON],
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the Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNa-
MmARAl, the Senator from West Virginia
{Mr. Neery], and the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O’'MaAHONEY] are absent
on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY] is
absent because of illness.

I also announce, if present and voting,
all of the Senators listed above would
each vote ‘‘yea.”

Mr. DIRESEN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripges], the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives], and the Semator from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer] are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN=-
NER] and the Senator from Kansas [Mr,
ScHOEPPEL] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaronE] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]
is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Ives],
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. JENNER],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lancer], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaronNe], the Senator from Jowa [Mr.
MarTivi, and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScaoErPEL] would each vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas T8,
nays 0, as follows:

YEAS—T78

Alken Fulbright Mundt
Allott Goldwater Murray
Barrett Gore Neuberger
Beall Green Pastore
Bennett Hayden Payne
Bible Hickenlooper Potter
Bricker Hin Purtell
Bush Holland Revercomb
Butler Hruska Robertson
Byrd Humphrey Russell
Capehart Jackson Saltonstall
Carlson Javits Scott
Carroll Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Case, N. J. Kefauver 8mith, Maine
Case, S.Dak. Kennedy Smith, N, J.
Clark Kerr Sparkman
Cooper Enowland Stennis
Cotton Kuchel Symington

Lausche Talmadge
Dirksen Long Thurmond
Douglas Magnuson Thye
Dworshak Mansfield Watkins
Ellender Martin, Pa. Wiley
Ervin McClellan Williams
Flanders Morse Yarborough
Frear Morton Young

NOT VOTING—17

Anderson Ives McNamara
Bridges Jenmer Monroney
Chavesz Johnson, Tex. Neely
Church Langer O'Mahoney
Eastland Malone Schoeppel
Hennings Martin, Iowa

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two-
thirds of the Senators present having
voted in the affirmative, the resolution
of ratification is agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask that the President be notified of the
adoption of the resolution of ratification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the President will be
notified.

NOMINATIONS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
since the Senate is in executive session,
I ask that it proceed to the considera-
tion of the nominations on the Executive
Calendar.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nominations on the calendar will be
stated.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Robert Bernerd Anderson, of New
York, to be Secretary of the Treasury.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Albina R. Cermak, of Cleveland, Ohio,
to be collector of customs in Customs
Collection District No. 41, with head-
quarters at Cleveland, Ohio.

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

COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Albert Cole, of Massachusetts, to be
Comptroller of Customs, with head-
quarters at Boston, Mass.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask that the President be notified forth-
with of the confirmation of these nomi-
nations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President will be immediately notified of
the nominations this day confirmed.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
S2nate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT APPROPRI-
ATIONS, 1958

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business will not come before
the Senate until 1 o’clock.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
resume the consideration of Calendar
No. 551, H. R. 7665, the Department of
Defense appropriation bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the pending business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7665) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958,
and for other purposes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
should like to make two techniecal
changes on page 4 of my amendment
designated “7-1-57-C"” to the Defense
Department appropriation bill. The
changes are as follows:

In line 4, after the words “supporting
of,” insert “2 or more.”
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In line 10, after the words “supporting
of,” insert “additional.”

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment as modified be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

On page 5, line 17, strike out “$3,123,000,-
000" and Insert in lieu thereof “$3,113,000,-
000",

On page 8, line 4, strike out *“$3,291,3586,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$3,145,200,-
ooo™.

On page 8, line 21, strike out $217,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$197,000,000".

On page 10, line 2, strike out “$360,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$320,000,000".

On page 10, line 12, strike out “$400,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof *“$392,000,000".

On page 10, lines 22 and 23, strike out
;3390,000" and insert in lieu thereof “$225,-

On page 11, line 6, strike out *$5,500,000"
and insert In lleu thereof *$5,000,000".

On page 12, lines 17 and 18, strike out
“$2,307,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“$2,295,000,000".

On page 14, line 3, strike out “$88,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“&87,000,000".

On page 14, lines 12 and 13, strike out
““$634,600,000" and insert in lieu thereof
“$630,000,000",

On page 14, lines 19 and 20, strike out
“$23,500,000" and insert in lieu thereof
“$23,200,000".

On page 15, line 18, strike out “$182,500,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$178,000,000".

On page 16, line 6, strike out “$1,912.000,-
33{(}]: and insert in lieu thereof *“§1,812,000,-

On page 16, line 186, strike out *“$868,500,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$853,500,000".

On page 17, line 12, strike out *§1,609,-
000,000 and insert in lieu thereof “$1,534,-
000,000".

On page 18, line 1, strike out “$823,000,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$820,000,000".

On page 18, line 20, strike out “£211,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$176,000,000",

On page 19, line 6, strike out *“$166,000,-
ggg’ and insert in lieu thereof ‘“‘$164,000,~

On page 19, line 15, strike out “$86,700,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “£85,200,000".

On page 20, line 2, strike out “'$136,630,-
000’ and insert in lieu thereof *“$134,630,000",

On page 20, line 7, strike out “§505,000,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$495,000,000".

On page 20, line 21, strike out “£306,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof *“£300,000,000",

On page 21, line 12, strike out “8108,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$107,000,000",

On page 22, line 8, strike out “$8,126,000,-
%: and insert in lieu thereof “$5,864,000,-

On page 22, line 16, strike out “$1,246,-
500,000 and insert in lieu thereof “$1,146,-
500,000".

On page 23, line 1, strike out “661,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$649,000,000".

On page 25, line 2, strike out *“$4,103,903 -
000" and insert in Meu thereof “$4,062,120,~
000",

On page 26, line 16, strike out “$3,836,«
600,000 and insert in lieu thereof *“$3,801,-
600,000

On page 26, line 25, strike out “$57,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$55,000,000".

On page 8, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

“COMBAT UNITS

"For expenses Incldent to the arming,
equipping, and supporting of 2 or more com-
bat units of the Army utilizing nonnuclear
firepower; $425,000,000.”
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On page 14, between lines 13 and 14, in-
gert the following:
“COMBAT UNITS, MARINE CORPS
“For expenses incident to the arming,
equipping, and supporting of additional
combat units of the Marine Corps utilizing
nonnuclear firepower; $75,000,000."”

CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, for the
first time since I have been a Member
of the Senate, I respectfully request that
I be not interrupted in the course of my
prepared discussion. I shail be happy to
vield to any Senator who wishes to dis-
cuss any phase of my remarks when I
have finished.

In the course of the discussion of the
so-called civil-rights bill when it was sent
directly to the calendar I touched upon
the propaganda campaign to deceive the
American people as to the true purposes
and effect of that measure. I charged
that an effort was being made to sail this
bill through the Senate under the false
colors of a moderate bill to assure and
protect the voting rights of American cit-
izens, while obscuring the larger pur-
poses of the bill.

I said then, Mr. President, and I re-
assert now that the bill is cunningly
designed to vest in the Attorney General
unprecedented power to bring to bear the
whole might of the Federal Government,
including the Armed Forces if necessary,
to force a commingling of white and
Negro children in the State-supported
public schools of the South.

Indeed, Mr. President, the unusual
powers of this bill could be utilized to
force the white people of the South at
the point of a Federal bayonet to con-
form to almost any conceivable edict di-
rected at the destruction of any of the
local eustoms, laws, or practices separat-
ing the races in order to enforce a com-
mingling of the races throughout the
social order of the South.

This campaign of misrepresentation
took shape even before the Senate took
the unusual action of placing the bill di-
rectly on the calendar without committee
consideration.

Proponents of the bill prepared the
way for that action by speeches in which
they consistently referred to it as a meas-
ure to assure the right to vote. The
press, the radio, and television consist-
ently parroted this propaganda line.

On the day following Senate action, I
took occasion to listen to a number of
radio and television broadcasts pur-
poriing to describe the bill and discuss
the Senate action of bypassing the
committee. Everyone that I heard re-
ferred to it as only a “moderate bill to
assure voting rights for all citizens.”

The great organs of thc national press
chorused this flagrant misrepresenta-
tion of the true character of the bill. As
a sample, let me read extracts from an
editorial carried by the New York Herald
Tribune on Thursday, June 20, discuss-
ing the action taken in the Senate:

As Mr. Eisenhower said again at his news
conference yesterday, the desired bill is
moderate. Certainly there should be no
alarm about a proposal for insuring the con-

stitutionally guaranteed right of every qual-
ified citizen to participate in national elec-
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tions. But this is precisely what the
southern legislators do not want, and they
are resisting it with all their skills of
obstruction.

Most of them, of course, are not quite so
blunt as to contend that the Negro has no
business voting. Yet, as every one knows,
there is an effective system of discrimination
and intimidation in large parts of the South
which keeps the Negro from exercising his
electoral privilege, and since this exists con-
trary to the Constitution, it seems only logi=-
cal that this undemoecratic denial should be
stopped. The only way to do it is to estab-
lish practical means of enforcement. What
the Administration proposes is injunctive
relief by the courts in all violations or
threats of violation of this most basic of all
civil rights.

Why this should be so objectionable is
hard to understand except on the ground
that the South, or at least its constituted
leadership, is congenitally opposed to the
proposition that all citizens are enitled to
equal rights.

It is noteworthy that this supposedly
respectable publication carried the con-
spiracy of silence as to the true pur-
poses of the bill over to its news columns.
It did not mention in the news the fact
that it was charged repeatedly on the
floor of the Senate that the proponents
of the bill were talking about voting
rights, while thinking about integrating
schools, and that one of the most emi-
nent lawyers supporting the bill had
admitted on the floor of the Senate that
the Attorney General could apply this
measure to an enforced commingling of
the races in the public schools.

The eminent New York Times in its
discussion of the Senate action con-
cluded its editorial with the following
description of the bill:

But quite apart from these political cur-
rents, there is a basic morality in this mat-
ter. It lies in the fact that the civil rights
bill as passed by the House is, as President
Eisenhower said, a "moderate, decent” meas-
ure, directed not against the South, but to
freedom of the ballot for all Americans.

Newsweek, which styles itself as the
magazine of news significance, limited its
description of the bill to this statement:

Under the administration’s civil-rights
bill, the Attorney General would be given
the power to seek an injunction in a Federal
court against anyone who interfered with
anyone else's right to vote. Those who vio-
lated the injunction would face charges of
contempt of court.

Mr. President, I have always consid-
ered the Christian Science Monitor to
be the most objective of our great na-
tional newspapers. But even the Moni-
tor cautiously participated in the cam-
paign in its editorial dealing with the
Senate action by describing the bill as
“a plan to permit the Attorney General
to obtain injunctions to prevent such
things as denial of voting rights to
Negroes.”

These are samples of the misrepre-
sentation of the scope and extent of the
sweeping powers of this bill that came
to my attention in the course of my daily
reading. They are fair samples of the
movemeni designed to inflame public
sentiment in the rest of the Nation
against the white people of the South
and their representatives in the Con-
gress, in order to force passage of the
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bill before the people generally under=
stand all of its terms.

In my opinion, Mr. President, this
campaign of deception as to what this
bill proposes to accomplish constitutes
an abuse of the constitutional guaranty
of freedom of the press. It is as great
an abuse of that constitutional right as
abuses being practiced to deny to any
segment of our population the constitu-
tional right to exercise the franchise.

It is a much more widespread abuse,
for in this country today there are very
fied under State law to vote find that
right improperly limited or circum-
scribed. I can speak of personal knowl-
edge of the condition in my own State.
Within recent months, at a primary in
our capital city, a Negro citizen was re-
elected over a single white opponent to
serve in an important office, by a city-
wide primary vote, in a southern city
where the colored population constitutes
only about 30 percent of the total.

There is a very simple reason, Mr.
President, for this studied misrepresen-
tation of the sweeping powers to punish
the South, as proposed by this bill. Let
me say in passing that in all of its im-
plications it is as much of an actual force
bill as the measures proposed by Sumner
and Stevens in reconstruction days in
their avowed drive “to put black heels
on white necks.” The powers are there,
even though more cunningly contrived
than the forthright legislation aimed at
the South in the tragic era of recon-
struction.

The simple reason for confining the
description to a voting bill is that the
American people generally are opposed
to any denial of the right of ballot to
any qualified citizen. It is easy to array
them in support of a bill represented as
confined to this purpose.

The more sweeping powers which this
bill gives to the Attorney General, to
exercise his will, are obscured because
in this country outside the South there
are millions of people who would not ap-
prove of another reconstruction at bay-
onet point of a peaceful and patriotic
South.

There are many people in every State
of the Union, including thousands who
do not favor the social order which exists
in the Southern States, who would not
approve the use of their tax money to
throw the whole might of the Federal
Government, including the military
forces, behind a force law designed to
compel the intermingling of the races
in the public schools and in all public
places of entertainment in the Southern
States.

There are many Americans every-
where who would look askance at deny-
ing the white people of the South the
ordinary rights guaranteed all Amer-
icans everywhere, as is proposed in this
cunningly contrived bill.

There are many Americans who know
that constitutional guaranties cannot be
denied to the white South without en-
dangering the loss of those guaranties
by all the people of this Nation.

There are others who do not believe
in indicting and convicting the whole
people of a great section of this land
on the charge, unsupported by evidence,
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that all of them would forswear them-

selves as jurors.

Now, Mr. President, I shall under-
take to examine some aspects of this
measure, so glibly advertised as a mod-
erate bill to assure the right to vote.
I shall undertake to do so in language
which the layman can understand. I
shall cite sections of the code, in order
that my brethren of the bar may have
the opportunity to study what I believe
to be the most classic example of cun-
ning draftsmanship ever presented to
the American Congress.

My, President, let us go first to the
one part of the bill which does deal
with voting rights. It is appropriate
that the part of this drastic bill which
deals solely with voting rights should be
part IV of a 4-part bill. Weighed against
the important and far-reaching effect
of the other provisions of the bill, it
is meet and proper that the voting pro-
vision should be the last part of the
bill, even though it is the only one that
has been emphasized in the presenta-
tion of this wickedly designed measure
to the American people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that part IV of the proposed law
may be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, part IV was
ordered fo be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Part IV—To ProvIDE MEANS oF FURTHER SE-
CURING AND PROTECTING THE RIGHT To
VoTe
SEC. 131. Section 2004 of the Revised Stat-

utes (42 U. 8. C. 1971), is amended as follows:

(a) Amend the catch line of sald section
to read, “Voting rights.”

{b) Designate its present text with the
subsection symbol “(a).”

(e) Add, immediately following the pres-
ent text, three new subsections to read as
follows:

“(b) No person, whether acting under
color of law or otherwise, shall intimidate,
threaten, coerce, or attempt to intimidate,
threaten, or coerce any other person for the
purpose of interfering with the right of such
other person to vote as he may choose, or of
causing such other person to vote for, or not
to vote for, any candidate for the office of
President, Vice President, presidential elec-
tor, Member of the Senate, or Member of the
House of Representatives, Delegates or Com=-
missioners from the Territories or posses-
sions, at any general, special, or primary
election held solely or in part for the purpose
of selecting or electing any such candidate.

“(e) Whenever any person has engaged or
is about to engage in any act or practice
which would deprive any other person of
any right or privilege secured by subsection
(a) or (b), the Attorney General may insti-
tute for the United States, or in the name of
the United States but for the benefit of the
real party in interest, a civil action or other
proper proceeding for redress, or preventive
relief, including an application for a perma-
nent or temporary injunction, restraining
order, or other order. In any proceeding
hereunder the United States shall be liable
for costs the same as a private person.

“(d) The district courts of the United
States shall have jurisdiction of proceedings

Instituted pursuant to this section and shall
exercise the same without regard to whether
the party agegrieved shall have exhausted
any administrative or other remedies that
may be provided by law.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, part
IV undoubtedly deals with voting rights.
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I shall not at this time discuss the full
effect of this language. At an appro-
priate time I shall undertake to show
that there are already on the statutes
of the United States any number of laws
to assure the right to vote, including
criminal statutes which punish by fine
and imprisonment any person who inter-
feres with that right.

Leaving part IV, the voting part, I
shall now proceed to that section of the
bill which clearly stamps it as a force bill
of unprecedented powers aimed at the
white South. I shall demonstrate by
explaining part III of the bill that the
talk about voting rights is a smokescreen
to obscure the unlimited grant of powers
to the Attorney General of the United
States to govern by injunction and Fed-
eral bayonet. This section of the bill
strikes at our whole theory of a gov-
ernment of law and proposes to create
a government of men. It grants to one
man or to men sweeping powers to deny
individual rights by wholesale and to jail
and imprison peaceful American citizens
according to the whim or caprice of the
man or men exercising the power.

The heart of this bill is found in part
III. Part III is the most cunningly de-
vised and contrived piece of legislation
I have ever seen. It is the ultimate in the
technique of legislative draftsmanship
to obscure purpose while creating and
conferring power. By a process of
amending one statute or existing law by
reference and taking this statute or law
and incorporating it, by reference to a
number, into another law, without any-
where spelling out the total effect of the
proposed law in express terms, it cun-
ningly obscures its real scope and pur-

pose.

When I was engaged in the active
practice of law I thought I was a fair
lawyer, but it has taken me a great deal
of study to comprehend thoroughly the
full magnitude of the objectives of the
drafters of this part of the bhill.

I understand it completely now. I
unhesitatingly assert that part III of the
bill was deliberately drawn to enable the
use of the military forces to destroy the
system of separation of the races in the
Southern States at the point of a bay-
onet, if it should be found necessary to
take this step.

I assert that this bill vests in one man,
the Attorney General of the United
States, greater powers over the American
people than any other man, including
any President elected by the people, has
ever possessed.

This part of the bill is a potential in-
strument of tyranny and persecution.
It can be used to jail and imprison
American citizens and to deny them ele-
mental rights inherent to all our people
if it accords with the political inclina-
tions of any Attorney General who
possesses the confidence of the President.

Let us now proceed to consider the
provisions of this bill and then discuss
the ways by which it may be applied.
Part III of the bill seeks to amend exist-
ing law known as section 1980 of the
Revised Statutes—title 42, United States
Code, section 1985. The existing law
which is amended by refererce has three
paragraphs. The pertinent paragraph
to this discussion is the third.
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Mr. President, at this juncture I ask
unanimous consent that part III of the
proposed legislation be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

ParT III—To STRENGTHEN THE CIVIL RIGHTS
STATUTES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

Sec. 121. Section 1980 of the Revised Stat-
utes (42 U. 8. C. 1985) is amended by add-
ing thereto two paragraphs to be designated
“Fourth” and “Fifth" and to read as follows:

“Fourth. Whenever any persons have en-
practices which would give rise to a cause of
gaged or are about to engage in any acts or
action pursuant to paragraphs First, Second,
or Third, the Attorney General may institute
for the United States, or in the name of the
United States but for the benefit of the real
party in interest, a civil action or other proper
proceeding for redress, or preventive rellef,
including an application for a permanent or
temporary injunction, restraining order, or
other order.

“Fifth. The district courts of the United
States shall have jurlsdiction of proceedings
instituted pursuant to this section and shall
exercise the same without regard to whether
the party aggrieved shall have exhausted any
administrative or other remedies that may be
provided by law.”

Sec. 122, Bection 1343 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended as follows:

(a) Amend the catch line of said section
to read *§ 1343. Civil rights and elective
franchise.

(b) Delete the period at the end of para-
graph (3) and insert in lieu thereof a semi-
colon.

(c) Add a paragraph, as follows:

“(4) To recover damages or to secure equi-
table or other relief under any act of Con-
gress providing for the protection of civil
rights, including the right to vote.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, any
lawyer who is interested in all the legal
ramifications will be interested in read-
ing all of the present section 1985 of title
42 of the United States Code. It is one
of the old reconstruction laws. Its
criminal counterpart was declared un-
constitutional by the Supreme Court de-
cision, stating that the law was enacted
by an impassioned Congress operating on
the theory that the Southern States were
conguered provinces,

To explain more easily what this bill
seeks, I now read the pertinent part of
the already existing law which the bill
seeks to amend. I shall omit, and the
asterisks will indicate the omission of any
redundant or immaterial language which
is likely to confuse the explanation. This
is the existing law which part IIT seeks
to amend:

Suesec. 3. If two or more persons in any
State * * * conspire * * * for the purpose
of depriving either directly or indirectly any
person or class of persons of the equal pro-
tection of the laws or of equal privileges and
immunities under the law * * * in any case
of conspiracy set forth in this section if one
or more persons engaged therein do or cause
to be done any act in furtherance of the ob-
ject of such conspiracy whereby another is
* * * deprived of having and exercising any
right or privilege of a citizen of the United
States, the party so injured or deprived may
have an action for the recovery of damages
occasioned by such * * * deprivation against
any one or more of the conspirators.

It will be seen that this section of ex-
isting law, which the bill seeks to amend,
establishes the right of any individual
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citizen injured under the terms of the
statute to sue other individuals for dam-~
ages in the courts.

Let me point out that there are a num-
ber of criminal laws or statutes which
deal with any interferences with the
rights of any citizen and make sub-
ject to criminal prosecution anyone who
interferes with thoese rights.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have incorporated in the REcorp
two illustrations of existing statutes
which deal with crimes in this category
which are made liable to suits for
damages in the law which I have read.
They are found in title 18, secticns 241
and 242 of the code, and I ask that they
be printed in the Recorp without my
reading them.

There being no cbjection, the sec-
tions of the code were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Title 18, United States Code, section 241:

CONSPIRACY AGAINST RIGHTS OF CITIZENS

If two or more persons conspire to injure,
oppress, threaten, or intimidate any eitizen
in the free exercise or enjoyment of any
right or privilege secured to him by the
Constitution or laws of the United States,
or because of his having so exercised the
same; or

If two or more persons go in disguise on
the highway, or on the premises of another,
with intent te prevent or hinder his free
exercise or enjoyment of any right or privi-
lege so secured—

They shall be fined not more than $5,000
or imprisoned not more than 10 years, or
both (June 25, 1948, ch. 645, sec. 1, 62 Stat.
696) .

Title 18, United States Code, section 242:
DEPRIVATION OF RIGHTS UNDER COLOR OF LAW

Whoever, under color of any law, statute,
ordinance, regulation, or custom, willfully
subjects any inhabitant of any State, Terri-
tory, or district to the deprivation of any
rights, privileges, or immunities secured or
protected by the Constitution or laws of the
United States, or to different punishments,
pains, or penalties, on account of such in-
habitant being an alien, or by reason of his
color, or race, then are prescribed for the
punishment of citizens, shall be fined not
more than 1,000 or imprisoned not more
than 1 year, or both (June.25, 1948, ch, 645,
sec. 1, 62 Stat. 696).

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Attorney General of the United States
does not ordinarily participate in eivil
suits for damages between individual
citizens of the United States. His pri-
mary duty is to enforce the penal or
criminal laws passed by the Congress,
In studying this matter, I was greatly
puzzled by the fact that this preposed
new law, which gave the Attorney Gen-
eral the power to sue, in the name of the
United States, at the expense of the
American taxpayer, in ecivil aetions
should have been included in and made
a part of the old law defining a tort ac-
tion or a suit for damages when there
were so many criminal statutes available.

I of course apprehended that the bill
wotld be far-reaching in its effects. This
bill would autherize the Aftorney Gen-
eral to bring suits whether the aggrieved
party wished him fo sue er not. It has
always been the duty of the Attormey
General to prosecute for criminal viola-
tions whether the agsrieved party de-
sired a prosecution to be entered or not,
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but it is wnusual for him to seek powers
under a damage suit law when there
were so many other clearer statutes, in-
cluding eriminal statutes, available for
use in seeking civil injunctions if that
ﬁguld be & necessary or proper proceed-

I knew that under the clever wording
of this seetion injunection suits could re-
sult in the jailing of American citizens
for an indeterminate period without the
henefit of jury trial. I soon found that
the proposed act struek down all Federal
and State administrative or other rem-
edies that must ordinarily be pursued by
private citizens.

But it was difficult to dig out the pur-
pose of the draftsman in using this par-
ticular law, which defines not a crime,
but a cause of action or case for dam-
ﬁfg as the base for this far-reaching

Mr. President, I now undertake to
show that the real purpose of this bill
is to enforece judicial law dealing with
separation of the races in the Southern
States. Let me explain that judicial
law is law that is written by the courts
rather than by the Congress.

‘We have had an unusual spate of judi-
cial law recently. The present Supreme
Court is writing more judicial lIaw than
the Congress is making through the
ordinary process of legislation.

I shall resist the temptation to deal
with some of the recent excursions of the
Supreme Court into the legislative field
which we had heretofore considered as
reserved to the Congress.

For the purposes of this exposé, I must
say that we can expeet the present occu-
panis of the marble building constructed
to house a Supreme Court of the United
States to go to any requested length to
make the white people of the Southern
States conform to their psychologically
inspired and supported decisions as to
gehat the social order of the South should

With this I return te the subtle cun-
ning of the draftsman of this act in
seeking to use a law authorizing a suit
for damages between individual Ameri-
cans as a vehicle to vest these vast
powers in the Attorney General. I as-
sert, Mr. President, that this bill was
specifically drawn in this peculiar fash-
ion so as to authorize the use of the
military forces of the United States
against the white people of the South to
compel them, if necessary at bayonet
point, to do away with any separation of
the raees in any phase of public life. To
prove that assertion to any fair-minded
man, I shall now read the provisions of
sectionr 1993 of title 42 of the United
States Code, as follows:

Title 42, United States Code, section 1993:

ATD OF MILITARY AND NAVAL FORCES

It shall be lawful for the President of the
United States, or such person as he may
empower for that purpose, to employ such
part of the land or naval forces of the
United States, or of the milita, as may be
necessary to aid in the execution of judicial
process issued under sections 1981-1983 or
1985-1992 of this title, or as shall be neces~
sary to prevent the violation and enforce the
due executionr of the provisions of sections
1961-1983, and 1985-1004 of this title (Re-
vised Statutes, sec. 1988).
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Mark well, Mr. President, that section
1985, the old reconstruction law creat-—
ing the right to sue for damages, is spe-
cifically mentioned in this authorization
of the use of military forces, whereas it
is not mentioned in any of the other
statutes describing a erime or any eivil
action that might lie in a case of this
kind. None of these oither statutes on
which the Attorney General would ordi-
narily rely are mentioned in this see-
tion of the code, providing for the use of
military forces. The devious purpose in
undertaking to have the Congress legis~
late by reference and cross reference,
and by numbers of references to sec~-
tions of the code, was to tie this whole
proposition into a law aufthorizing the
use of troops to integrate southern
schoels, and not for the purpose of as-
suring the right of any citizen of this
country to vote.

I might point out that the voting sec-
tion of the code is not tied in with the
use of military forces, whereas that see-
tion whieh will be utilized to forece the
mixing of the races in the schoels and
in the publie places of amusement is tied
in with the statute authorizing the use
of military forces,

Mr. President, if the Supreme Court so
determines—and who can doubt their
intent—that the separate hotels, eating
places, and places of amusement for the
two races in the South constitute a
denial of egual privileges and immu-
nities under the old law, this great power
can be applied throughout the South.

I say, Mr. President, that no one, cer-
tainly, would doubt that the Supreme
Court would make that holding, particu-
larly in view of their holding in the
Stephen Girard will ease. Girard had
left a will leaving money for the educa~
tion of white orphan children, but the
Court, in effect exhuming a man who
had been dead for more than 100 years,
went so far in that case as to say that
because the trustees happened to be
city trustees in Philadelphia that pro-
vision of the will not binding, without
regard to his intent. Mr. Girard could
not will his money as he wanted to, but
it was necessary to admit Negro children
to this private school because the trus-—
tees happened to be eity cfficials in the
city of Philadelphia.

All the public eating places, the swim-
ming pools, and the hotels which operate
in the Southern States hold licenses
from either the State or the mmunicipal-
ity. That gives the court a much firmer
base for such a ruling than they had i
the Girard case.

Under this bill, if the Attorney General
should contend that separate eating
places, places of amusement, and the like
in the South, licensed by State or mu—
nicipal Iaw, constituted a denial of equal
privileges and immunities, he could move
in with all the vast powers of this bill,
even if the person denied aceommoda-
tion or admission did not requesi him to
do so and was oppesed to his taking that
action. The whife people who operated
the places of amusement eould be jailed
without benefit of jury trial and kept in
jail until they either rotted or until they
conformed to the ediet to integrate their
plaees of business. Fhere is no Hmit on
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the punishment for contempt. A person
convicted of contempt of court stays in
jail until he purges himself of the con-
tempt.

If a group of white people were to
gather in front of the restaurant or thea-
ter or other place of amusement after its
operators had been jailed, and there pro-
tested and resisted the commingling of
the races in such places, the Attorney
General could invoke the use of the mili-
tary and naval forces of the United States
to subdue, suppress, arrest, and jail ev-
ery person who so gathered to protest
and resist the commingling of races on
the ground that they were guilty of con-
spiracy. That could be done if this bill
should ever be enacted into law in its
present form.

I have already said that the widely
advertised voting section of the bill is
not even remotely tied in with the use
of military forces. The school enforce-
ment section is. That affords a meas=-
ure of the true importance of the vot-
ing right clause, as compared to the
power sought to integrate the schools
and destroy the separate system for the
races on which the social order of the
Southern States is built.

Who can doubt for a moment that
some Attorney General, yielding to the
demands of such organizations as the
NAACP and the ADA, who have been
most zealous in pushing this proposal,
would move into the South to compel
the communities to integrate white and
Negro children in the schools?

If that were done, town meetings
would be held, of the white citizens of
those communities. They have already
taxed or obligated themselves for bond
issues to establish separate and equal
schools for the children of the two races,
as the law specifically provided for near-
ly 100 years.

_At the outset of such a meeting the
Attorney General and the courts might
recognize the right of the participating
citizens to peaceable assemblage, and
to petition for the redress of grievances.
However, it is certain that there would
be many at the meeting who would ad-
vocate closing the schools rather than
commingling their children.

What would happen then? If certain
citizens should vote to close the schools,
would they not all become subject to the
conspiracy statute, and liable to being
gathered up and jailed for violating
the Attorney General's writ?

This purported moderate bill would
give to the Attorney General the au-
thority to apply these vast powers in
the community, on his own volition and
indiscriminately, even, as I have said,
if all the people of both races residing
in the community should oppose the use
of Federal power and military might.

Part III is the heart, soul, and body
of this so-called moderate measure. I
assert that any fair-minded lawer who
studies the cross references must con-
clude that it could result in placing
many southern communities under mar-
tial law if they should fail to submit
to what they regard as the destruction
of their society at the time and in the
manner demanded by whoever might be
gtt:‘t;l;g as Attorney General of the United

S.
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If this be a moderate bill, just what
would be embraced within a drastic bill?
I suppose some persons would regard
it as a proper law to require all southern
white people opposed to forecible race
mixing to wear a tag, to declare all those
tagged to be wild animals, and prescribe
a year-round open season on such per-
sons, with an annual bag limit of 24
white males and 12 white females.

I shall not elaborate at this time upon
the policy which the bill proposes to es-
tablish, of saddling the American tax-
payer with lawyers’' fees and costs of
litigation in innumerable cases between
individual citizens.

Neither shall I deal today with the
ingenious method employed in the pro-
posed legislation to abolish the right of
trial by jury.

I shall not dwell on the fact that the
bill is a gratuitous insult to the integrity
of every white southern citizen. With-
out exception, it indicts and convicts
them all on the unsupported charge that
southern jurors will not do their duty,
but will forswear themselves in any case
in which the rights of a Negro citizen
are involved. Such indictment and con-
viction are without evidence to support
them.

I should also like to note that this
charge is most vigorously and frequently
voiced by citizens who represent areas
where there has admittedly been, within
recent years, a complete breakdown of
the processes of law and order. It has
come from communities which have
seen periods of domination by gangsters
and racketeers, communities which have
passed through the experience of having
all their mediums of law enforcement
and their public officials subservient to
gang leaders.

What I say now is in no sense a threat.
I speak in a spirit of great sadness. If
Congress is driven to pass this bill in its
present form, it will cause unspeakable
confusion, bitterness, and bloodshed in
a great section of our common country.
If it is proposed to move into the South
in this fashion, the concentration camps
may as well be prepared now, because
there will not be enough jails to hold the
people of the South who will oppose the
use of raw Federal power forecibly to
commingle white and Negro children in
the same schools and places of public
entertainment.

I suppose that we may now expect to
be told that President Eisenhower be-
lieves in moderation, and that he would
not use the provisions of this bill to
send the military forces into the South-
ern States to compel southern white
people to conform to the views of the
present Supreme Court and of other sec-
tions of the United States as to their
social order, which, by custom and State
law, has always required separate schools,
eating places, swimming pools, hotels,
and the like, for the two races.

I would be less than frank if I did not
say that I doubt very much whether the
full implications of the bill have ever
been explained to President Eisenhower.
I base that statement on my analysis of
his answers to questions at press confer-
ences relating to this measure. At first
he apparently did not know that it would
abolish the right of trial by jury. Some-
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one must have referred him to a com-
ment President Taft had made with re-
spect to contempt of court. He used
that comment in another press confer-
ence. Let me say in passing that I doubt
whether any lawyer would insist on a
jury trial for a contempt which was com-
mitted in the presence of the court.

Without regard to what may be con-
tended as to the uses to which the bill,
if enacted, might be put, this is supposed
to be a government of law and not a
government of men. Jefferson said:

In questions of power, let no more be
said of confidence in man,

Any idea of legislating and passing
permanent statutes on the basis of the
statement of intentions of any man, how-
ever great, fair, and just, who may hap-
pen to occupy the White House is wholly
contrary to our entire system of govern-
ment. Irepeat that if this bill is used to
the utmost, neither Sumner nor Stevens,
in the persecution of the South in the
12 tragic years of reconstruction, ever
cooked up any such devil’s broth as is
g{ﬁposed in this misnamed civil-rights

I make this statement today because
I know that if any statement is made
after a motion is made to proceed to the
consideration of the bill, it will be cloud-
ed by cries of “Southern filibuster,”
which will ring throughout the land from
the moment the motion is made.

Several years ago I was asked, with
respect to a prolonged discussion on a
certain bill, whether or not it constituted
a filibuster. I think I coined the ex-
pression that it was “a lengthy educa-
tional campaign.”

So far as this bill is concerned, in view
of the campaign of misrepresentation
which has been waged, it seems highly
probable that we shall be largely con-
fined to the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as our
medium to attempt to disseminate the
truth about the measure. The circula-
tion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is lim-
ited, and we shall require a long time
to get the facts across to the country.
I hope that our colleagues will not be
intolerant of us as we seek to discharge
our duty to the American people of our
States who have honored us by sending
us here, even as the people of other
States have honored other Senators.

I say to all the other Members of this
body: If there should ever be presented
here a bill which proposed to deal so
harshly with the people of their States
as this bill would deal with the people
of my State, if they did not fight it to
the very death, they would be unworthy
of the people who sent them here.

If it is ever proposed to use the mili-
tary forces of this Nation to compel the
people represented by other Senators to
conform their lives and social order to
the views of the rest of the country, those
Senators need not be afraid of the word
filibuster or of attempting to exercise
all their rights under the rules. I hope
that no one who lives outside the South
will ever be faced with the experience
that lies before us. However, if there
should ever be presented a measure
which would deal so harshly with the
people of other parts of our country as
this bill deals with the people of the
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South, and at the time I am a Member
of the Senate, I hope Providence will
give me the strength and the courage to
stand by their side, even if the great ma-
jority of the people of my State should
happen to favor a measure so unfair.

Mr, , there are millions of
God-fearing, law-abiding citizens in the
Southern States whe believe as strongly
in their right to send their children to.
schools attended by children of their
own race, as the victims of destroyed
Lidice or the Hungarians who fell in the
streets of Budapest believed in the rights
for which they died.

The soeial order of the South, with the
separation of the races in the South, was
accepted and profected by the laws of
the land for nearly a hundred years. It
is the only system the present genera-
tion has ever known. It was overturned
in the twinkling of an eye, not by an act
of Congress, after debate and explana-
tion, but by action ef the Supreme Court
in striking down long-established law.

Mr. President, it is a monstrous pro-
posal to establish the power fo bring the
military forces of the United States to
bear against the white South, fo compel
them to change at once a way of life long
supported by law and the only one under
which our people have ever lived.

It is a tragic fact that the misrepre-
sentation of the South and the southern
people should have assumed such pro-
portions in this country. Nowhere in
our history has any minority group in
this country—with the possible exception
of the persecution of the Mormons in the
19th century—been subject to a cam-
paign which compares to that being
waged against the white people of the
South today.

‘We have become mere pawns in a game
of power politics. Other minority groups
have apparently convinced the leaders
of both political parties that the presi-
dential election of 1960 will go to the po-
litical party willing to go the furthest in
the drive fo humiliate and punish the
white South.

I say, Mr. President, that the white
people of the Southern States deserve
better at the hands of their fellow Amer-
icans of all races than to be subjected
to the treatment which will inevitably
follow if the bill is enacted in its present
form.

Since Appomattox, this couniry has
engaged in four wars in which the sons
of the South have sealed the compact of
reunion with their blood. Nearly every
conceivable eharge has been broughit
against us except that we are a cowardly
people. I thank God I have not heard
that charge. I would not resort to in-
vidious comparisons, but I refer the Sen-
ate to the list of those who have won
the Congressional Medal of Honor, the
Distinguished Service Cross, and all the
other decorations which are given for
bravery in action—yes; and to the cas~
wualty lists—for evidence that the South
has done her part in the armed services
of the United States when our commen
country has been threatened.

Mr. President, politicians may be
stampeded into supporting proposed
legislation of this type. Pressures may
be brought to bear that can compel
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those who eontrol radie and television to
distort and misrepresent. Buf, Mr.
President, I have an abiding faith in the
gense of fairness of all the American
people when they know the facts. Be-
fore the ocutrage possible in this bill is
inflicted wpon a helpless people, I shall
demand an amendment which will sub-
mit this issue to the American people in a
national referendum.

It may be said that there may not be
any precedent for such action, but there
is eertainly no worthy precedent for the
disasters that the enactment of this bill
in its present form are certain to bring.

I conecede that it will be difficult to get
the facts about this bill to all the Ameri-
can people under present conditions, but
we will undertake to do it by word of
mouth, if we must, and if that is the only
way available to us.

If they understand it, the American
people will reject this proposition over-
whelmingly at the polls in any fair pleb-
iscite. Pressure groups cannot work
kboth sides of the street where the whole
people are involved, as they can when
they deal in terms of the number of
votes they can deliver in given wards,
counties, and States to the holders of
public office.

This is not a partisan question. It is
not one to be decided in terms of who
will be elected to Congress, or governor
of a State, or even President of all these
United States. If is a problem that goes
to the peace and tranquillity of our
whole land.

The South was finally freed of the
bayonet rule of reconstruction days
through the efforts of northern men.
There was less bitterness and hate be-
tween the soldiers than between the
civilians in the War Between the States.
Northerners who had been subjected to
the waving of the bloedy shirt came
South in the ferces of occupation. They
found the truth about the South, and
their hearts were touched with compas-
sion at the treatment accorded their
late enemies during the reconstruction
era, It was really the veterans of the
war and those who served in the forces
who occupied the South for 12 years who
finally broke the chains forged for the
South by Sumner and Stevens.

I am not afraid to have this issue sub-
mitted to the people of the North and
West in a clearcut and fairly presented
plebiscite. I shall appeal to my col-
leagues at the proper time to let the
whole people of this country pass upon
this question before millions of white
people in the South are subjected to the
outrageous and un-American treatment
contemplated by this bill.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Iyield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first I
wish to commend highly the Senator
from Georgia for his very fine analysis
of this complicated and far-reaching bill.
I certainly agree with him that it was
put together by a man who is well versed
in the law and who is very, very clever.
The arrangement of the sections exposes
the very drastic and far-reaching terms
in the bill, as contrasted with the wide
publicity going forth throughout the
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land that it is a moderate bill, drawn
honesitly by men of good will.

About 2 months ago I heard a Member
of the Senate, a very eonservative man,
not from the South, honestly tell a na-
tionwide television audience that this was
a very moderate bill. I am certain that
when he reads the Semator’s speech, he
will change his mind, because his mind
is open on other points the Senator from
Georgia has raised.

I wish to comment especially upon
what the Senator said with reference tao
the schools. The facts he has related
and the conclusions he has drawn are
most unfortunately true concerning the
problem relating to our schools. I heard
a distinguished Member of the Senate
last evening, on a national television pro-
gram, advocate Federal aid for publie
schools, and in the same breath very hon-
estly state that he was backing the civil-
rights bill about which the Senator from
Georgia has spoken. With a great un-
derstanding of his sincerity, I thought it
was tragic that our ceolleague did not
realize that he was supporting a bill
whieh would destroy the public schools in
the South.,

As the Senator from Georgia has
pointed out, the social order and the
habits of the people of the South—the
only ones we know—are so embedded in
their life, that to attempt to disrupt and
change them through the medium of
their schools, or in any other way, will
destroy the instrumentalities of service
to the people, rather than accomplish
a desirable result.

So, with great appreciation and a
thankful heart, I commend the Sena-
tor for his very clear way of bringing
out this point in language that, as he
said, a man on the street can and will
understand. I believe the Senator’s
speech will be a landmark, a turning
point, in connection with this very much
agitated but greatly misunderstood na-
tional problem.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. ERVIN. I compliment the able
and distinguished Senator from Georgia
for pointing out in such a direct manmer
the fallacy which is being perpetrated
upon the American people in reference
to the so-called civil-rights bill, namely,
that it is merely a vofing rights bill. As
the Senator from Georgia has so well
demonstrated the bill covers every con-
ceivable field of civil righfs, including
that of the integration of the schools.

I ask the Senator from Georgia if
part III does not amend title 42, section
1985, subsection 3, which provides,
among other things, that the Attorney
General may bring suits under the bill in
eonnection with any conspiracy, either
consummated or nonconsummated, to
deprive any person of the equal protec-
tion of the laws under the 14th amend-
ment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Isam not so much
concerned about the equal protection to
which the Senator refers as I am about
the language that secks to assure equal
immunities and privileges. That is the
language that will be used to strike down
any semblance of separation of races in
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public places, including places of enter-
tainment, restaurants, hotels, and swim-
ming pools, throughout the South, wher=
ever the license is obtained from a mu-
nicipality or a State.

Mr. ERVIN. I call the attention of
the Senator from Georgia and of the
Senate as a whole to the provision with
reference to the equal protection of the
laws clause. We are told daily by edi-
torials, by columnists, by radio, and by
television, that the bill is nothing except
a simple voting rights bill. The extreme
coverage of the one clause about equal
protection of the laws is very well illus-
trated by the latest general treatise upon
American law. I hold in my hand vol-
ume 16A of Corpus Juris Secundum.

I point out to the Senator from Geor=
gia, to the Senate as a whole, and, if it
is possible to do so, the press and
other communications® media through-
out the country, that this general trea-
tise discusses in general terms what
would be covered by one simple clause of
the bill. It takes from page 296 through
page 536 of this volume of this general
treatise of the law merely to state in a
general way the subjects concerning
which the Attorney General would be
empowered to litigate at the taxpayers’
expense under one little clause of one of
the statutes which the bill seeks to
amend. In other words, 240 pages of
small type are required merely to set
forth in a most cursory fashion the hun-
dreds of topics of the law which, under
the bill, the Attorney General would
have power to litigate at the expense of
the taxpayers.

As I have said before, the bill would
place in the hands of the Attorney Gen-
eral powers which would be appropriate,
perhaps, for a commissar of justice in a
totalitarian state, but which are wholly
unfit for the chief law officer of a Re-
public which boasts that it is a govern-
ment of laws rather than a government
of man.

I thank the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. RUSSELL., I thank the distin-
guished Senator from North Carolina
for his observations. I have been tre-
mendously impressed by his knowledge
of this subject. I consider the minority
views which he filed when the bill was
reported by the subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary to be the
finest document of its kind I have seen
during my tenure in the Senate. It is
completely unanswerable.

Mr. ERVIN. I thank the able and
distinguished Senator from Georgia for
his generous remarks concerning the
minority views.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia. I should
like to comment briefly, if I may, on two
aspects of the able and splendid pres-
entation which has just been made by
the distinguished Senator from Georgia,
and to congratulite him warmly upon
his speech.

The first comment is with reference to
the fact that, search as one might, it is
almost impossible to find in the pages
of the metropolitan press of the North
and East any recognition at all of the fact
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that anything except voting rights and
the proclaimed protection of voting
rights is embraced within the bill.

I have scanned daily the pages of the
New York Times and the New York
Herald Tribune and have not found in
the editorial comments of those two
newspapers anything to indicate or give
warning to the readers that anything
more than voting rights and their pro-
tection is involved in the so-called civil-
rights bill. But I did find one brief and
fair news dispatch by a correspondent
who, I think, is one of the most eminent
assigned to Washington, namely, Mr.
William S. White, of the New York
Times.

In a special dispatch to the New York
Times, Mr. White was fair enough, in
stating the news, to give a story on the
bill which I should like to read into the
RECORD, because it is “the voice of one
erying in the wilderness,” so far as the
reportorial staffs and the editorial staffs
of these two great newspapers are con-
cerned, insofar as the Senator from
Florida has been able to discover from
scanning them. This is what Mr. White
said:

The bill approved by the House would em-
power the Department of Justice to obtain
injunctions from Federal judges against vio-
lations or threatened violations of civil
rights—such as the right to vote or the right
to attend a raclally integrated school.

Those refusing to obey such injunctions
could be fined or imprisoned by the judge
for contempt of court without a jury trial.

I hope the Senator from Georgia will
not feel it is inappropriate for me to
call attention to this one distinguished
aberration from the rule of nonreport-
ing which seems to have been so fully
followed by most of the reporters and
most of the editorialists in the two pa-
pers mentioned, and in general in the
great and powerful newspapers of the
North and the East.

Since Mr. White was frank enough
to say, “Those refusing to obey such
injunctions could be fined or impris-
oned by the judge for contempt of court
without a jury trial,” and since just prior
to that he had specially mentioned ‘“‘the
right to attend a racially integrated
school,” as one of the rights affected, I
think it is appropriate to say, and I hope
the press of this great area, the most
populated area of the Nation, will be
fair enough to cover it, that, in the opin-
ion of many who have studied this ques-
tion most carefully, there is just one
perfectly legal, perfectly constitutional
remedy which is available in the event
the fight is carried far enough to force
attendance at integrated schools. That
last-ditch remedy is the abandonment
by a State of the public-school system.
I have not approved that particular
step, drastic as it is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brere in the chair). The hour of 1
o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays
before the Senate the unfinished busi-
ness, which will be stated by title.

The LecIistaTIVE CLERk. A bill (S.
944) to amend the act of August 30,
1954, entitled “An act to authorize and
direct the construction of bridges over
the Potomac River, and for other pur=
poses.”
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business be temporarily laid aside,
and that Calendar No. 551, House bill
7665, making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense, for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1958, and for other pur-
poses, be made the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
point I am trying to make clear—a point
well known to the distinguished Senator
from Georgia [Mr. Russernl—is that
there is a perfect constitutional remedy
against enforced public-school integra-
tion, drastic though that remedy may
be, which is the abandonment of the
public-school system. The point is,
further, that various sovereign States
of the area of the Nation that is so grave-
ly affected by this problem have, through
their legislatures, and in some instances
by means of almost unanimous votes,
taken that step, and have provided, in a
perfectly constitutional, perfectly legal
way, that if this bill is pushed upon
them—that is to say, the bill which
would integrate their schools—they will
abandon their public-school systems.

I wonder whether the distinguished
Senator from Georgia feels that suffi-
cient prominence has been given to the
fact that great sovereign States, thus
clothed with a perfect constitutional
remedy, have clearly pointed to the fact
that that is the course they will follow,
if they are forced to do so, in this great
battle.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, my
State happens to be one of those which
have adopted in their constitutions pro-
visions prohibiting the use of any State
funds for a racially integrated school.
But even if that provision were not in
the constitution of my State, there would
be very few communities in my State
where a public school which was inte-
grated would be permitted to operate.

I may say that on the day, I believe,
when the Supreme Court handed down
its decision, I stated then that that de-
cision could well result in the destruction
of the system of public education in
many of the States. There is no question
in my mind that throughout the South
there are vast areas where the people
would overwhelmingly prefer to have no
public schools at all, rather than have
integrated schools.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
from Georgia have in his mind any
doubt at all as to the complete consti-
tutionality of that course of action, if it
were adopted by a State?

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course there is no
doubt in my mind about its constitu-
tionality; but in view of the great hue
and cry to make the people of the South
conform, there might be set up some
military government or rule of martial
law which would attempt to enforce such
a system, However, I do not think such
an attempt would contribute anything
to the cause of public education.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have never felt
that the present lack of sympathy and
lack of understanding would ever go that
far.
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Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Florida has more confidence in the sit-
uation than I have. I have no doubt
that if this bill in its present shape is
enacted into law, it will be so utilized.

Mr. HOLLAND. My feeling is that,
regardless of what may be planned by
some in Government, the people of the
United States would never permit any-
thing so drastic to be done.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is why I state
that I insist that this question be sub-
mitted to a referendum of all the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. HOLLAND. I think the Senator
from Georgia is very wise in his demand
in this matter.

The next thing I wish to ask the Sena-
tor from Georgia is this: In the event
the public schools are abandoned—as
I think they can be abandoned, without
auestion—then, because of that faect,
those who have sufficient means will be
able to send their children to private
schools. But other people of both
colors—those who do not have sufficient
means—will be forced to accept some in-
ferior form of education, or none at all,
for their children. Can the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia think of
anything in the world which would be
more disruptive of unity in the country
and would be more calculated to create
class consciousness and class strife than
to have the children of parents who were
‘able to provide them with a private-
school education more or less the only
group of children to be given any sub-
stantial educational opportunities?

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, I agree with
the Senator from Florida in making that
statement, The saddest aspect of this
entire matter has been the fact that this
decision has, almost overnight, destroyed
the vast reservoir of understanding and
-good will which had been patiently built
up between the people of the two races
in the South, who emerged from a state
of two races, one in slavery and the other
free, to a state of emancipation.

We in the Southern States have passed
through an experience which I some-
times doubt very much that many of our
colleagues understand. Eighty years
seems to be a lifetime, in the life of one
man; but it is but a day in the life of a
great country or in the building of great
civilizations. In that period of time, no
other similar races have made so much
progress in being able to live together
and understand each other, and in
undertaking to support each other and
help each other. But I say with great
sadness that much of that desirable re-
lationship, which had been patiently
constructed over a long period of time,
has now been stricken down; and we
have almost reached a situation where
the avenues of communication between
those of good will in both races are prac-
tically closed.

Mr. HOLLAND. T certainly agree
with the distinguished Senator from
Georgia.

I should like to make a further point,
if I may: Those who prate about how the
proposed law will do away with the in-
equity in voting, overlook the fact that
the greatest group of both white and
colored citizens now prevented from
voting is so prevented by the poll-tax
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laws of only five States, There is no
approach whatever, in the measure now
proposed, to the correction of that situ-
ation.

The Senafor from Georgia knows, of
course, that over a period of years the
Senator from Florida, sometimes joined
by as many as 11 other Senators from
the South, has been trying to submit to
the States an amendment to the Federal
Constitution under which the require-
ment of the payment of a poll tax as a
prerequisite for voting for Federal offi-
cials—for President, Vice President, Sen-
ators, and Representatives—would be
forever prohibited. One of the blind
spots—and it is a very large blind spot—
that seems to bhe almost a disease on the
part of those who are sponsoring the
legislation now proposed is, it seems to
me, that they fail to see that it makes no
effort at all to approach the freeing from
that situation of hundreds of thousands
of citizens, both white and colored, in the
five States where that requirement still
prevails.

The State of Georgia, so ably repre-
sented, in part, by the distinguished
senior Senator from Georgia, is not one
of those States, because some years ago,
of its own volition, it took the step which
did away with the poll-tax requirement,
not only in connection with voting for
Federal officials, but also in connection
with voting for all types of officials, down
to the local level

Does not the Senator from Georgia
think that those who claim that this bill
is a great potent piece of proposed legis-
lation to protect voting rights, must have
their tongues in their cheeks, when they
know, and have had it called frequently
to their attention, that there are those
who are trying to approach the problem
directly, legally, and constitutionally, and
in accord, for instance, with the provi-
sions of a recent Republican national
platform, by presenting a proposed con-
stitutional amendment on the question I
have described?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am
very happy to bear testimony, from per-
sonal knowledge, to the great diligence
and the earnest efforts of the distin-
guished senior Senator from Florida [Mr.
Horranp] to secure the presentation to
the States of a constitutional amendment
which would forever wipe out the poll
tax. He has labored on that well, both
in season and out of season.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly appreciate that expression by the
Senator from Georgia.

I should like to ask him an additional
question, if I may. Do those who spon-
sor this measure upon the ground that it
will protect voting rights, approach the
question in any such way as to give im-
proved voting rights to those who are
unable to pay their poll taxes, in the
States which still require the payment
of the poll tax?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I can-
not answer that question as to every
community in all the States, but as for
my own State I know that the percent-

‘age of the Negroes of my State who voted

increased tremendously after the aboli-
tion of the poll tax, and the registration
records of the State will reflect that fact.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that
that remedlal legislation released many,
many thousands of white people to par-
ticipate in voting in the State so ably rep-
resented by the distinguished Senator?

- Mr. RUSSELL. Iwillsay,in all frank-

ness, that was true to a lesser degree, be-
cause more white people kept up with
their payments and were more inter-
ested in exercising their right of suf-
frage; but the passage of the law un-
doubtedly opened up the registration
rolls and brought about an increase in
the number of participants in our elec~
tions.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator,
That was our experience in Florida,
Participation in elections became imme-
diately greater on the part of both white
and colored people upon the enactment
of our State legislation, similar to that
enacted in Georgia, to which the Senator
from Georgia has already referred. It
has been passing strange to think that in
all this effort there has been no consid-
eration whatever given to the fact that
the proposed legislation does not touch
the greatest pool of nonparticipating
citizens, those who do not participate in
elections, that we have anywhere,
namely, those who are prohibited, under
present poll tax laws, from voting for
their President, Vice President, Sena-
tors, and Representatives.

I thank the Senator and compliment
him warmly for his splendid and schol-
arly speech.

Mr. THURMOND and Mr, HILL ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Georgia yield; and, if
so, to whom?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield first to the
Senator from South Carolina. Then I
shall yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. THURMOND. I wish to com-
mend the Senator from Georgia for the
excellent address he has made, which
has been a magnificent contribution to
this subject. I hope every Member of
the Senate will read it carefully.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. HILL. As the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia knows, he and I have
served in this body for a good many
years, and we have been priviliced to
hear many able addresses, and some fine
constitutional arguments delivered in
this body. I unhesitatingly say that
I have never heard a calmer, a more
judicious, a more logically and cogently
reasoned, and a more masterful exposé
of any bill than the distinguished Sena-
tor from Georgia has made of House bill
6127 in the address he has delivered be-
fore the Senate this morning. He has
demonstrated clearly and convincingly
that this bill is not, as it has been rep-
resented throughout the country to be, a
moderate piece of proposed legislation,
but that it is most drastie, contrary to
our long-established concept of the
American Federal system, and repugnant
to our great basic Anglo-Saxon jurispru-
dence and judicial procedures for which,
down through the years, men have
fought and suffered in order to preserve
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the individual liberties and rights of
citizens.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am most grateful to
the distinguished Senator for his very
complimentary references, I am even
more grateful for the friendship which
causes the Senator to look at me through
eyes of bias and therefore to overvalue
my efforts, but I thank the Senator.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll——

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his request?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I will
withhold my request for a quorum until
the Senator from Massachusetts is rec-
ognized, and then I shall renew my re-
quest.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
for the purpose of permitting the Sena-
tor to suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the Houss
had passed, without amendment, the fol-
lowing bills of the Senate:

8.528. An act for the relief of Nicolaos
Papathanasiou;
S.1169. An act for the relief of Herbert C.

8.1212. An act for the relief of Evangelos
Demetre Kargiotis; and

S.1352. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain real property of the United
States to the Fairview Cemetery Association,
Inc.,, Wahpeton, N. Dak.

The message also announced that the
House had severally agreed to the
amendment of the Senate to the follow-
ing bills and joint resolution of the
House:

H.R.3558. An act for the relief of Ernest

gler;

H.R.4158. An act for the relief of Z. A.
Hardee; and

H.J.Res. 288. Joint resolution to wailve
certain provisions of sectlon 212 (a) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act in behalf
©of certain aliens.

The message further announced that
the House had severally agreed to the
amendments of the Senate to the follow-
ing bill and joint resolutions of the
House:

H.R.5728. An act to clarify the general
powers, increase the borrowing authority,
and authorize the deferment of interest pay-
ments on borrowings of the St. Lawrence
£eaway Development Corporation;

H.J.Res, 200. Joint resolution for the re-
lef of certain aliens; and

H. J. Res. 307. Joint resolution for the re-
lief of certain aliens.

-
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

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

8.45. An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell to the village of Cen=-
tral, State of New Mexico, certain lands ad-
ministered by him formerly part of the Fort
Bayard Military Reservation, N. Mex.;

5.808. An act to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to quitclaim all
interest of the United States in and to a
certain parcel of land in Indiana to the board
of trustees for the Vincennes University, Vin-
cennes, Ind.;

5. 886. An act to provide transportation on
Canadian vessels between ports in south-
eastern Alaska, and between Hyder, Alaska,
and other points in southeastern Alaska or
the continental United States, either di-
rectly or via a foreign port, or for any part
of the transportation;

5.837. An act to amend section 4 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended;

8.1141. An act to authorize and direct the
Administrator of General Services to donate
to the Philippine Republic certain records
cgptured from the Insurrectos during 1899-—
1903;

S.1386. An act to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 10, 1890 (26 Stat. 222),
relating to the admission into the Union of
the State of Wyoming by providing for the
use of public lands granted to said State for
the purpose of construction, reconstruction,
repair, renovation, furnishing, equipment, or
other permanent improvement of public
buildings at the capital of sald State;

S.1412. An act to amend section 2 (b)
of the Performance Rating Act of 1950, as
amended;

5.1794. An act to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 3, 1800 (26 Stat. 215), re-
lating to the admission into the Union of the
State of Idaho by providing for the use of
public lands granted therein for the pur-
pose of construction, reconstruction, repair,
renovation, furnishings, equipment, or other
permanent improvements of public buildings
at the capital; and

S.1808. An act to amend the Sockeye
Salmon Fishery Act of 1947.

————Ere——

STATUS OF FORCES POLICY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Massachusetts yield to me
briefly?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the Sena-
tor from New York for 3 minutes. Then
I shall yield to the Senator from Illinois
for 3 minutes. Then I shall yield to the
Senator from Arizona in order that he
may make an insertion in the REcORD.
Then I must say I shall not be able to
yield further.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Massachu-
setts shall not lose the floor during the
time he is yielding to me, the Senator
from Illinois, and the Senator from Ari-
zona. .

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, an effort
by the United States to abrogate the
Status of Forces agreements made by
us with 54 friendly countries which is
now threatened would be a serious re-
versal of our foreign policy and would
seriously jeopardize our own security.
This is a very vital and pertinent issue,

July 2

since it will be considered by the other
body of Congress shortly.

Should the United States abrogate
such agreements, it would drastically
reverse its Status of Forces policy by de-
priving foreign countries of criminal ju-
risdiction over military personnel, re-
gardless of whether or not the crime
was committed in the performance of
official duty. I have been concerned
with the impact which the Reynolds case
in Formosa and the Girard case in Japan
would have on public opinion and the
possible demand for unrealistic and un-
justifiable changes in our Status of
Forces agreements.

Mr. President, we need to understand
that these agreements maintain the es-
sential objectives of our foreign policy
and are but a recognition of the inde-
pendence and dignity of friendly for-
eign nations within whose borders we
station troops, not only for the added
protection of such nations but equally
for our own national security.

The line of distinection in jurisdiction
should be kept clear, Mr. President, as
between a member of the Armed Forces
who is on a post or a station or on
duty—he is answerable only to the
United States—or being off duty in the
civilian stream of a particular coun-
try—when he may be answerable for a
crime to the host country provided his
essential rights are safeguarded.

Mr. President, in the Girard case I
feel this distinction was not maintained,
but that the requirement of our treaty
with Japan for negotiations on the sub-
ject where negotiations were not in order
led us into a situation where public
opinion in Japan was as strong for turn-
ing Girard over to the authorities there
as our public opinion was against it. I
have urged renegotiation of this agree-
ment with Japan and I urge renegotia-
tion of any similar agreement which can
get us into that kind of a situation. But
abrogation of these treaties would be a
disservice to our foreign policy and
would jeopardize our own security as
well as that of the Free World. Abro-
gation of these treaties will not advance
the cause that many well intentioned
people see in such abrogation but will
have just the opposite effect.

Mr. President, unusual cases should
not be permitted to make kad law, and
we should not strike a disastrous blow
to our own status as a leading power
in defense of the Free World.

Mr. President, we would be playing di-
rectly into the hands of the men in the
Kremlin, whose prime article of faith
is to get the United States out of these
overseas bases were we to abrocate the
Status of Forces Agreement. For years
the men in the Kremlin have, in vain,
threatened and cajoled the powers where
these bases have been located, includ-
ing threats of atomic bombardment, to
get the United States out. It is our
duty to resist this effort.

Our agreements call for the locating
of troops in friendly countries, all with
their consent and approval, and at their
invitation. This is the very opposite of
the system the Soviet Union uses in the
military occupaiion of its satellites. How
long can our arrangements last if we
deny these countries jurisdiction over a
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rape, a theft, or a hit-and-run auto acei-
dent committed by a United States sol=
dier on leave? How long will their own
local public opinion tolerate it?

Mr., President, if we wiped out the
Status of Forces law instead of admini-
stering it with eclarity and courage—
which ean avoid injustices or offense to
United States sensibilities—we would be
jeopardizing the continuance of our
overseas bases. We would be playing di-
rectly into the hands of the men in the
Kremlin whose prime article of faith is
to get us out of such bases and who have
vainly threatened and cajoled the powers
where they have been located for years
now—including threats of atomic bom-
bardment. It is our duty to resist this
well-nigh fatal error.

Our Status of Forces treaties and
agreements with the 54 friendly coun-
tries call for loeating our troops in these
countries, all with their consent and
approval, and at their invitation. How
long can this last if we deny them juris-
diction over a rape, a theft, or a hit-
and-run auto accident committed by a
United States soldier on leave—how long
will their own local public opinion tol-
erate it? Now let us look at how this
jurisdiction has been used:

Since these treaties and agreements
have been in effect, about 32,000 United
States personnel have been charged with
off-duty crimes abroad. In 23,000 of
these ecases, the foreign government
waived their jurisdiction and the soldiers
were turned over to United States
authorities for discipline. About 9,000
have faced foreign courts since 1953. Of
these, 305 have been sent to prison for
crimes ranging from homicide and rape
to manslaughter and hit-and-run acci-
dents, Eighty-three were still in prison
as of November 30, 1956. As aginst this,
let us note that there were over 5,000
traffic accidents involving United States
personnel in Europe alone in 1956.

What are safeguards of United States
troops tried in foreign jurisdiction?
When tried by local courts, United States
troops have many protections: They
include the right to a speedy trial, infor-
mation on charges, the right to face
accusers, the furnishing of interpreters,
also the United States Government is on
the defendant’s side. It gets him a
lawyer and pays the legal fees, stations
United States representatives to observe
the trial, and inspects conditions in the
prison to which any American is
sentenced,

Certainly, there is no neglect of Ameri-
can personnel nor turning them over
wholesale to the tender mercies of any
foreign court. This is again provided we
can have the lines clear in terms of cases
on posts or stations when on or off duty.
I think it is very essential that the basic
foreign policy involved be plain to all
of us before there be some hasty, ill-
advised action prejudicial to our foreign
policy and our national security.

I thank the Senator for yielding to
me.

Mr., KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
vield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLAs].
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I
wish to thank the Senaftor from Massa-
chusetts for yielding to me.

Mr. President, I think it is not neces-
sary for me to emphasize my respect for
the Senator from Georgia [Mr, RusseLL]
and my real friendship for the people of
the South. The comments of the Sena-
tor from Georgia, however, do call for
some immediate reply.

The Senator from Georgia very ably
shifted the focus of his speech away from
protection of the right to vote to the
alleged horrible consequences which he
declared might come from part III of
the bill, H. R. 6127.

I think it is very important that we
keep a proper sense of emphasis in this
discussion of the proposed civil rights
bill and realize that the primary purpose
of those who are supporting this civil
rights legislation is to throw added Fed-
eral protection around the right to vote.
This is certainly one of the most funda-
mental of American rights. And this
right is now denied over a considerable
section of this country, primarily in the
South, and denied not merely by the im-
position of a poll tax, but by the striking
of Negroes from voting registers on
arbitrary grounds and the exercising of
social, economie, and in some cases
physical coercion against the exercise of
voting rights by the Negroes.

What we are attempting to do in the
civil rights bill is to give to the Attorney
General and to the Department of Jus-
tice powers to bring civil actions to pre-
vent such violations from occurring.
We do this, of course, through the time-
tried method of equity, the granting of
injunctions by the courts if the facts
support the injunctions, to restrain im-
proper acts from being committed.
That is about all there is to it.

Our primary aim is to prevent these
deprivations of constitutional rights be-
fore they occur, rather than mete out
punishment after the event.

So far as the argument of the Sena-
tor from Georgia against part III of the
hill is concerned, may I say that no new
rights are created by part III. Those
rights dealt with in part III have already
been granted by the Constitution and
by previous acts of Congress, going back
in some cases to 1871 and in other cases
even prior to that.

All that is done to provide a new
remedy for protecting those rights, to
give to the Attorney General the power
to bring suits to prevent these viola-
tions from occurring rather than to
resort to criminal action after they have
have occurred.

So far as the use of Federal troops
by the President is concerned, a sub-
ject which the Senator from Georgia
brought into the discussion with such
dire warnings, that power has existed
in the United States by statute since
1795, at the time of the Whisky Rebel-
lion, and since 1870, when the Force
Act was passed. But that power has
never been exercised by this Govern-
ment, since 1877, and we pray God it
never will be exercised.

It is not the intention or thought of
those advocating this civil rights legis-
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lation to be unjust to the South. We
believe in national unity. We welcome
all the magnificent contributions which
the people of the South have made, and
we hope that we may all go forward in
a spirit of unity together, to remove
the real abuses which exist in Ameri-
can life.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for yielding to me.

Mr. KENNEDY, I yield a half min-
ute to the Senator from Arizona.

ST. COLUMBAN NURSING NUNS IN
EKOREA

Mr., GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
while it is my understanding that the
Department of Defense has specifically
ruled against the granting of APO priv-
ileges for commercial, benevolent, and
religious organizations, my attention has
been called to a situation involving the
St. Columban nursing nuns in Korea,
whose efforts, I believe, fully justify an
exception to this policy, in order that
they might receive the medical and drug
supplies which they so urgently need in
fulfillment of their work in caring for
the sick at their hospital and lepro-
sarium in Mokpo, Korea.

For the information of the Senate,
and in order to acquaint my colleagues
with the effort in which I am engaged
in behalf of this deserving order, I ask
unanimous consent that there be print-
ed, at this point in my remarks, the
text of a letter on this subject which
I have addressed to the Secretary of
Defense.

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

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1957,
The Honorable CHARLES E, WILSON,
Secretary of Defense, Department of De=
jense, Washington, D. C.

DEeAR MR. SECRETARY: While I am aware of
the Defense Department's decision against
the granting of AFO privileges for commer=-
cial, benevolent, and religious organizations,
I am nevertheless prompted to write to you
concerning a case which I regard as extremely
meritorious, and in the hope that it may be
possible, in some way, to lift the ban on this
privilege with respect to the St. Columban
nursing nuns in Korea.

By way of background, the Most Reverend
Harold W. Henry, Roman Catholic bishop of
EKwangju, Korea, has set up and operates
at Mokpo, Eorea, a hospital and leprosarium,
and at Chunchon, Korea, a dispensary, which
facilities are available to people of all creeds.

In this work in Korea, Bishop Henry is
assisted by 12 5t. Columban nuns, 6 of whom
are citizens of the United States. These
nuns nurse the sick and lepers, and the
bishop desires to obtain APO mailing ad-
dresses for them in order that they may re-
ceive from the United States medicines, sur-
gical supplies, and related materials, by di-
rect order or by gift. Bishop Henry has an
APO malling address, APO 102, San Francisco,
for first-class mail only. This APO address
is shared by the Sisters, but in order to re-
ceive the medical supplies which they so
urgently need an extension of this privilege
would have to be obtained.

Surely, in view of the nature of thelr medi-
cal work, these Sisters are invaluable to our
country and to the entire Free World in the
struggle against communism. These same
Sisters gave medical care to General Doo-
little's group, which first bombed Tokyo, In
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their hospital at Nancheng, China. In re-
taliation, the Japanese destroyed all their
bulldings and confiscated and destroyed all
their medical supplies and food. The Sisters
have never asked for compensation and prob-
ably never will; but, in consideration of their
sacrifice for members of the Armed Forces,
the granting of this extremely minor privilege
seems only just.

The Sisters of St. Columban require the
use of an APO address for the receipt of
critical drugs and medical supplies only. At
times, with the hundreds of patients to whom
they are giving courses of medieation, they
run short of these necessary drugs. Una-
voidable delays and pilferage are experienced
when shipment is via regular channels,
These delays cause the stoppage of treatment
for long periods of time, in some instances
for months, thereby rendering ineffective
previous treatments.

In view of the foregoing, I am certain that
you will understand that the use of the APO
privilege is a vital necessity, and I greatly
hope that it will be possible for you to take
the required steps to grant this privilege to
these deserving Sisters.

With kindest regards, I am,

Bincerely,
BARRY GOLDWATER,

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1 thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts.
Mr, KENNEDY. I yield to the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DirxseN] for 1 minute.

THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1957

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened very attentively to the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia [Mr,
RusseLr]. Seldom in my long legislative
experience have I seen within the frame
of a single speech so many ghosts dis-
covered under the same bed, but I am
confident that if the civil rights bill is
enacted the heavens will not be rent
asunder, the waters will not part, the
earth will not rock and roll, and we will
go on, s we always have, and add to the
course of our progress the protection and
the safeguarding of the rights of citizens
of the United States, because the 14th
amendment to the Constitution makes
all native born and naturalized citizens,
and those subject to its jurisdiction, citi-
zens not only of the State where they
reside but citizens of the United States.

The civil rights bill, which will be un-
der consideration soon, is concerned
with only one thing, and that is the
proper safeguarding of the citizens of
our common country.

IMPERIALISM—THE ENEMY OF
FREEDOM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
most powerful single force in the world
today is neither communism nor capital-
ism, neither the H-bomb nor the guided
missile—it is man’s eternal desire to be
free and independent. The great enemy
of that tremendous force of freedom is
called, for want of a more precise term,
imperialism—and today that means
Soviet imperialism and, whether we like
it or not, and though they are not to be
equated, Western imperialism.

Thus the single most important test of
American foreign policy today is how we
meet the challenge of imperialism, what
we do to further man’s desire to be free.
On this test more than any other, this
‘Nation shall be critically judged by the
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uncommitted millions in Asia and Afriea,
and anxiously watched by the still hope-
ful lovers of freedom behind the Iron
Curtain. If we fail to meet the challenge
of either Soviet or Western imperialism,
then no amount of foreign aid, no ag-
grandizement of armaments, no new
pacts or doctrines or high-level confer-
ences can prevent further setbacks to
our course and to our security.

I am concerned today that we are fail-
ing to meet the challenge of imperial-
ism—on both counts—and thus failing
in our responsibilities to the Free World.
I propose, therefore, as the Senate and
the Nation prepare to commemorate the
181st anniversary of man’s noblest ex-
pression against political repression, to
begin a two-part series of speeches, ex-
amining America’s role in the continuing
struggles for independence that strain
today against the forces of imperialism
within both the Soviet and Western
worlds. My intention is to talk not of
general principles, but of specific cases—
to propose not partisan criticisms but
what I hope will be constructive solu-
tions.

There are many cases of the clash be-
tween independence and imperialism in
the Soviet world that demand our atten-
tlon. One, above all the rest, is criti-
cally outstanding today—Poland.

The Secretary of State, in his morning
news conference, speaking on this sub-
ject, suggested that, if people want to
do something about the examples of
colonialism, they should consider such
examples as Soviet-ruled Lithuania and
the satellite countries of Czechoslovakia,
Poland, and others.

I agree with him. For that reason,
within 2 weeks I hope to speak upon an
issue which I think stands above all the
others, namely, the country of Poland.

There are many cases of the clash be-
tween independence and imperialism in
the Western World that demand our
attention. But again, one, above all the
rest, is critically outstanding today—
Algeria.

I shall speak this afternoon of our
failures and of our future in Algeria and
North Africa—and I shall speak of
Poland in a later address to this body.

I. ALGERIA, FRANCE, AND THE UNITED STATES

Mr, President, the war in Algeria con-
fronts the United States with its most
critical diplomatic impasse since the
crisis in Indochina—and yet we have not
only failed to meet the problem forth-
rightly and effectively, we have refused
to even recognize that it is our problem
at all. No issue poses a more difficult
challenge to our foreign-policy makers—
and no issue has been more woefully
neglected. Though I am somewhat
reluctant to undertake the kind of pub-
lic review of this case which I had
hoped—when I first began an infensive
study of the problem 15 months ago—
that the State Department might pro-
vide to the Congress and people, the
Senate is, in my opinion, entitled to
receive the answers to the basic questions
involved in this crisis. .

I am even more reluctant to appear
critical of our oldest and first ally, whose
assistance in our own war for inde-
pendence will never be forgoiten and
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whose role in the course of world events
has traditionally been one of construc-
tive leadership and cooperation. I do
not want our policy to be anti-French
any more than I want it to be anti-
nationalist—and I am convinced that
growing numbers of the French people,
whose patience and endurance we must
all salute, are coming to realize that the
views expressed in this speech are, in the
long run, in their own best interest.

I say nothing today that has not been
said by responsible leaders of French
opinion and by a growing number of the
French people themselves.

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. KENNEDY.
tor from Montana.

Mr, MANSFIELD. The distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts is making a
speech which, I am quite certain, will
receive a great deal of earnest and de-
liberate consideration. It will not be an
easy speech, I am sure, but I think it
will be a candid speech, and I hope it
will be recognized in the spirit in which
it is meant.

The Senator from Massachusetts is
correct when he refers to France as our
oldest and first ally. We all know that
of all the major nations of the world,
the one major nation with which we have
not gone to war is the Republic of
France. We know that there were more
French soldiers than American with
Washington’s Army at Yorktown. We
know that behind the Continental Army
was the fleet of Admiral de Grasse, and
behind the fleet of De Grasse was the
French treasury. So we are indebted to
the French for a great many things
which they have done to help us. We
are grateful for their enduring friend-
ship down through the decades since
independence.

I have examined a copy of the Sena-
tor's speech, with respect to which I
hope to make comments from time to
time, if the Senator will permit. At the
very beginning, let me say that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is to be com-
mended for laying the cards on the table
and showing the picture as he sees it, in
the hope that something constructive
will be the result.

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate what
the Senator from Montana has said.
The basic theme which I shall attempt
to develop is that unless the French are
willing to make some concessions and
adjustments in their basic policy toward
Algeria today—and I hope they will do
so—any hope that the French will oc-
cupy in North Africa a position of any
real constructive value to France will,
in my judgment, disappear.

So I believe that in the true sense of
the word—at least, that is my inten-
tion—this is a speech from a friend of
France, in what I consider to be the
best interest of France as well as the
best interest of the United States and
Africa.

Mr. MANSFIELD. As I have said, it
is a speech which is not easy to make.

Mr. KEENNEDY. The Senator from
Montana and I discussed a similar prob-
lem in the case of Indochina. As of to-
day, it is my opinion that the best in-
tests of both the French and the United

I yield fo the Sena-
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States will be served by speaking frankly
on this guestion.
IS ALGERIA OF CONCERN TO THE UNITED
STATES?

American and French diplomats, it
must be noted at the outset, have joined
in saying for several years that Algeria
is not even a proper subject for American
foreign policy debates or world considera-
tion—that it is wholly a matter of in-
ternal French concern, a provincial up-
rising, a crisis which will respond satis-
factorily to local anesthesia. But what-
ever the original truth of these clichés
may have been, the blunt facts of the
matter today are that the changing face
of African nationalism, and the ever-
widening byproducts of the growing
crisis, have made Algeria a matter of in-
ternational, and conseguently American,
concern.

The war in Algeria, engaging more
than 400,000 French soldiers, has
stripped the continental forces of NATO
to the bone. It has dimmed Western
hopes for a European common market,
and seriously compromised the liberaliz-
ing reforms of OEEC, by causing France
to impose new import restrictions under
a wartime economy. It has repeatedly
been appealed for discussion to the
United Nations, where our equivocal re-
marks and opposition to its consideration
have damaged our leadership and pres-
tige in that body. It has undermined
our relations with Tunisia and Morocco,
who naturally have a sense of common
cause with the aims of Algerian leaders,
and who have felt proper grievance that
our economic and military base settle-
ments have heretofore required clearance
with a French Government now taking
economic reprisal for their assistance to
Algerian nationalism.

It has diluted the effective strength cf
the Eisenhower doctrine for the Middle
Fast, and our foreign aid and informa-
tion programs. It has endangered the
continuation of some of our most strate-
gic airbases, and threatened our geo-
graphical advantages over the Commu-
nist orbit. It has affected our standing
in the eyes of the Free World, our leader-
ship in the fight to keep that world free,
our prestige, and our security; as well as
our moral leadership in the fight against
Soviet imperialism in the countries be-
hind the Iron Curtain. It has furnished
powerful ammunition to anti-Western
propagandists throughout Asia and the
Middle East—and will be the most
troublesome item facing the October con-
ference in Accra of the free nations of
Africa, who hope, by easing the transi-
tion to independence of other African
colonies, to seek common paths by which
that great continent can remain alined
with the West.

Finally, the war in Algeria has steadily
drained the manpower, the resources,
and the spirit of one of our oldest and
most important allies—a nation whose
strength is absolutely vital to the Free
World, but who has been forced by this
exhausting conflict to postpone new re-
forms and social services at home, to
choke important new plans for economic
and political development in French
West Africa, the Sahara, and in a united
Europe, to face a consolidated domestic
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Communist movement at a time when
communism is in retreat elsewhere in
Europe, to stifle free journalism and
criticism, and to release the anger and
frustrations of its people in perpetual
governmental instability and in a pre-
cipitous attack on Suez.

No, Algeria is no longer a problem for
the French alone—nor will it ever be
again. And though their sensitivity to
its consideration by this Nation or the
U. N. is understandable, a full and frank
discussion of an issue so critical to our
interests as well as theirs ought to be
valued on both sides of an Atlantic alli-
ance that has any real meaning and
solidarity.

This is not to say that there is any
value in the kind of discussion which has
characterized earlier United States con-
sideration of this and similar problems—
tepid encouragement and moralizations
to both sides, cautious neutrality on all
real issues, and a restatement of our ob-
vious dependence upon our European
friends, our obvious dedication neverthe-
less to the principles of self-determina-
tion, and our obvious desire not to be-
come involved. We have deceived our-
selves into believing that we have thus
pleased both sides and displeased no one
with this head-in-the-sands policy—
when, in truth, we have earned the sus-
picion of all.

I8 AN EARLY RESOLUTION LIKELY WITHOUT

TUNITED STATES ACTION?

It is time, therefore, that we came to
grips with the real issues which confront
us in Algeria—the issues which can no
longer be avoided in the U. N. or in
NATO—issues which become more and
more difficult of solution, as a bitter war
seemingly without end destroys, one by
one, the ever fewer bridgeheads of rea-
sonable settlement that remain. With
each month the situation becomes more
taut, the extremists gain more and more
power on both the French and Algerian
sides. The government recently in-
vested by the French Assembly is pre-
sided over by a Premier clearly identi-
fied with a policy of no valid or workable
concessions; and his cabinet, though
resting on a balance of parties similar to
its predecessor, has been purged of all
members associated in any way with a
policy of negotiation in Algeria, The
French Government, regardless of the
personality of its leadership, seems weld-
ed to the same rigid formulas that have
governed its actions in Algeria for so
long; and the only sign of hope is a more
articulate concern for a settlement
among independent thinkers in France,
a notable example being the well-rea-
soned volume recently published by M.
Raymond Aron entitled “The Algerian
Tragedy.”

M. Aron, the leading political com-
mentator of the conservative Le Figaro,
urged the constitution of an Algerian
state as the best choice of evils. But
the prospects for such a settlement being
offered or accepted by his own govern-
ment are already remote, if the record
of past failures at negotiation is any in-
dication. In February 1956 Premier Mol-
let, pelted with tomatoes and bricks, bent
to the fury of a French mob in Algiers
and replaced the prospective French Res-
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ident Minister suspected of leaning to-
ward an early settlement. Last fall,
when Mollet himself aughorized French
emissaries to hold cease-fire discussions
with the nationalists in Rome and else-
where, and encouraged discussion on the
matter between the rebels and the Tu-
nisian and Moroccan Governments, key
Algerian rebel leaders were taken captive
by the French while in air transit be-
tween Rabat and Tunis during the course
of these meetings. This step, taken on
the apparent initiative of the French
Minister of Defense and the Resident
Minister, and, in fact, without even the
knowledge of the Prime Minister, Mr.
Mollet, himself, not only collapsed all
hopes for a cease fire, but also had the
most unfavorable repercussions for
France in all the uncommitted world.

After the passions of Suez had sub-
sided, Prime Minister Bourguiba, of Tu=-
nisia, again attempted to find some com-
mon ground; and with much effort per-
suaded nationalist representatives to ac-
cept the principle of internationally con-
trolled elections, subject to safeguards,
if the French would abide by the results.
But again M. Mollett pulled the rug out
from under these efforts; and more re-
cently even M. Bourguiba has been alien-
ated by the French action arbitrarily
cutting off economic grants to Tunisia.
Another violent demonstration has re-
cently been promised if the present un-
compromising Minister Resident, Robert
Lacoste, is replaced with a moderate. An
extremist French organization in Algiers
which pillories M. Mendes-France and
moderate reform advocates is actually
subsidized by Lacoste and the Govern-
ment. And French policy continues to
insist that neither negotiations nor elec-
tions can take place until the hostilities
have ceased—a commitment, as I shall
discuss further in a moment, which only
renders less likely both negotiations and
the termination of hostilities, just as it
did in Indochina.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I note that in the
course of the Senator’s remarks he re-
fers to a statement made by M. Aron,
who urged the constitution of an Al-
gerian state. Can the Senator tell us
whether any offers, firm or otherwise,
have been made in recent years by any
French Government which would seek to
bring about some sort of concordat be-
tween the Republic of France and Al-
geria in the form of a federation, con-
federation, or commonwealth?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator from
Montana knows that at the meeting of
the Socialist Party during the past week=-
end the Socialist Party, in whose mem-
bership there are strong minority feel-
ings, nevertheless voted to support Guy
Mollet’s policy, which regards Algeria as
an integral part of metropolitan France,
and which calls for a cease fire and a dis-
armament of the rebels, and then a dis-
cussion of the problem.

The party refuses to agree with M.
Aron and refuses, also, to recognize the
facts of life; instead, it states that Al-
geria is an integral part of metropolitan
France and that it should not be re-
garded as an independent entity.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. KENNERY. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that
some months ago, at any rate, perhaps
not over a year ago, Marshal Juin him-
self had suggested that some sort of com-
monwealth or federation status should be
set up in Algeria to govern its relations
with France?

Mr. EENNEDY. There is no doubt
that Marshal Juin, who was regarded at
one time as an adamant opponent of
Moroccan independence, has come to the
realization that the present policy of the
French Government in Algeria is bank-
rupt. On Monday the New York Times,
in an article from Toulouse, France, in
discussing the meeting of the French So-
cialists which was held there stated:

Those who favored public recognition of
Algeria's right to independence were in reality
expressing the growing but still mostly pri-
vate attitude of many Frenchmen who fear
the political consequences of such a position
if they were to assume it publicly.

It seems to me that public opinion in
France is slowly moving toward recogni-
tion of the facts of life that Algeria is not
realistically integral to France. Never-
theless, the party still follows the policy
of M. Mollet, who regards Algeria as an
integral part of metropolitan France.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is, then, a
continuation of that expensive policy.
Speaking of expense, the Senator from
Massachusetts mentioned the fact that
France has in effect denuded its NATO
commitments in order to maintain itself
in Algeria to the extent of 400,000 men.
Before Mr. Mollet resigned, he issued a
statement—I wish I had a copy of it be-
fore me—to the effect that at one time
there were 700,000 men in Algeria.

Again speaking of the expense, there
is the matter of taxation on the French
people at home.

Even while France was in undisputed
control of Moroceco, Tunisia, and Algeria,
she had to spend large sums of money in
order to keep going the economies of
those three areas. Now, of course, she
has to expend a great deal more because
of the Algerian situation,

In France it now costs in excess of a
dollar for a gallon of gasoline, The so-
called luxury and excise taxes have been
increased. Other commitments have
been made which are a burden on the
French people because of the adventure
in which France has engaged in Algeria.

I do not wish to interrupt the Sena-
tor’s speech further, although there are
some questions I should like to ask him
with regard to what he said about France
regarding Algeria as an integral part
of metropolitan France.

Mr. EENNEDY. Ishould like to quote
further from the New York Times ar-
ticle, in referring to the policy of the
Socialist Party of Mr. Mollet:

The longstanding French offer of a cease-
fire has been maintained, and as soon as
calm 1s restored elections would be held.
A definite statute would then be negotiated
with elected representatives of the people of

Algeria, which is considered part of metro-
politan France.
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The story then goes on to state:

Until then a provisional statute giving the
Moslems a greater volce in local, regional,
and, later on, territorywide affairs would be
put into effect. Independence is absolutely
barred.

The story continues:

The Government depends for its existence
on the support and participation of the
Socialists. If they had voted decisive
changes in Algerian policy, the coalition of
Soclalists and radicals would have collapsed,
precipitating a new governmental crisis.

In other words, this refusal to face
the facts of life is considered essential
to maintain the present governmental
structure. All through the meeting of
the Socialist Party during the past few
days there were strong currents of feel-
ing that a change was necessary.

The fact of the matter is that, al-
though the French claim, on the one
hand, that Algeria is an integral part of
metropolitan France, the French have
never truly recognized Algerians as
French citizens. If they permitted all
Algerians to vote as French citizens, over
cne-sixth of all the representatives in
the French Assembly would be from
Algeria, The fact is that of approxi-
mately 625 representatives, they have
allowed to Algeria a total of 30. Fur-
thermore, they have denied the Algerians
the social, political, and economic bene-
fits that acerue to citizens who live in
metropolitan France.

In 1936, when Premier Leon Blum put
forth his proposals to gradually integrate
Algeria and give the Algerians French
citizenship and French nationality, the
French citizens of Algeria revolted. A
reasonable compromise, which I am cer-
tain would have been accepted by the
Algerians as far back as 1936, was re-
jected by the French who lived in Alge-
ria. It is that attitude which prevents
any really constructive policy from be-
ing developed today.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Massachusetts anticipated one of my
questions, namely, the agreement made
by France that Algeria, as an integrated
part of the metropolitan area, would ob-
tain for its citizens the rights of French
citizenship. Had that agreement been
followed out—I believe it was De Gaulle
who, in 1947, issued the latest decree to
the effect that the Algerians should be
considered as full French -citizens—it
would, as the Senator from Massachu-
setts has indicated, have meant the addi-
tion of between 100 and 120 deputies to
the French Parliament. If, to these were
added the other deputies from overseas
this would prove to be a very strong
bloe. The Communist deputies, in be-
tween, could well exercise a dominant
influence. It would not be beyond rea-
son to assume that, under certain condi-
tions, metropolitan France itself could be
governed by an assembly the majority of
whom were overseas deputies. Is not
that correct?

Mr. EENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect. Moreover, the French made some
concessions in 1947 which provided for
the setting up of a bicameral legislature
based on two electorates in Algeria.

Although the French population is
considered as being a million, if they
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were counted strictly the number might
be found to be as low as 700,000. Egual
voting rights have not been given to the
whole Algerian population of more than
8 million. The Blum bill provided that
full citizenship should be given to a
slowly growing base, beginning with
those who made special contributions to
the state, in the army, for example.
But it was agreed in the French colony
in Algeria that even this would not be
acceptable. All the French mayors of
Algeria banded together and offered
their collective resignations and made
a formal protest. Seventy-five thou-
sand out of a total population of 8 mil-
lion were given French voting rights.

On the one hand, there is the French
claim that its policies protect metro-
politan France. On the other hand, the
French in Algeria refuse to accept the
responsibility which such a point of view
entails,

It is for that reason I contend that
France, as a practical matter, has,
through these statements, recognized
Algeria as an independent entity. In
my opinion, the situation should be
treated in that light, and France should
carry on negotiations with the National-
ists on that basis. Until that is done,
obviously the situation will continue to
deteriorate.

WHAT IS THE AMERICAN RECORD ON ALGERIA?

This dismal recital is of particular
importance to us in the Senate, and to
the Foreign Relations Subcommittee on
U. N. Affairs which I have the honor to
serve as chairman, because of the atti-
tude toward the Algerian question which
has been adopted throughout this period
by our spokesmen in Washington, Paris,
and U. N. headquarters. Instead of con-
tributing our efforts to a cease-fire and
settlement, American military equip-
ment—particularly helicopters, pur-
chased in this country, which the na-
tives especially fear and hate—has been
used against the rebels. Instead of rec-
ognizing that Algeria is the greatest
unsolved problem of Western diplomacy
in North Africa today, our special emis-
sary to that area this year, the distin-
guished Vice President, failed even to
mention this sensitive issue in his report.

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

Mr. KENNEDY, Iyield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am glad that the
Senator from Massachusetts is talking
along the lines he is. I was somewhat
annoyed when I could not go ahead with
the defense appropriation bill. In that
bill, which is now pending before the
Senate, military aid is provided for
France. I want that aid to be used for
the purposes it is supposed to serve, but
not for the purpeses of killing Algerians
in North Africa.

Mr. EENNEDY, As the Senator from
New Mexico knows, because of the up-
rising in Algeria, the French have been
forced to denude their NATO defenses
and transfer nearly all of their men to
Algeria, in order to maintain public or-
der in Algeria, which represents a dissi-
pation of NATO’s strength and lessens
the effectiveness of our help in building
NATO strength.
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Mr. CHAVEZ. I want the French to
have wholehearted support in North
Africa, but I do not want 1 penny of the
millions of dollars appropriated in this
bill to be used there in order to main-
tain colonialism in north Africa.

Mr. KENNEDY. I agree with the Sen-
ator.

Instead of recognizing France's refusal
to bargain in good faith with nationalist
leaders or to grant the reforms earlier
promised, our Ambassador to the U. N.,
Mr. Lodge, in his statement this year as
previously, and our former Ambassa-
dor to Paris, Mr. Dillon, in his state-
ment last year apparently representing
the highest administration policy, both
expressed firm faith in the French Gov-
ernment’s handling of the entire matter.
I do not criticize them as individuals, be-
cause they were representing the high-
est administration policy.

In his statement Ambassador Dillon
recalled with pride that “the United
States has consistently supported France
when North Afriean subjects have been
discussed in the United Nations”; and
that American military equipment—par-
ticularly helicopters—had been made
available for use against native groups in
Algeria.

The United States—

Ambassador Dillon emphasized—
stands solemnly behind France in her search
Tor a liberal and equitable solution of the
problems in Algeria.

Our proud anticolonialist tradition, he
said, does not place the Algerian prob-
lem in the same camp as Tunisia and
Moroceo.

Naturally the French were delighted
with Ambassador Dillon’s statement.
Premier Mollet expressed his nation’s
pleasure at having the United States “at
her side at this moment.” Le Monde de-
scribed it as “a vietory of the pro-French
camp in the State Department over the
champions of anticolonialism and ap-
peasement of the Arabs.” But the leader
of the national Algerian movement, un-
der house arrest in France, expressed his
dismay that the United States had de-
parted from its democratic traditions to
ally itself with French colonialism and
to favor “the military reconquest of Al-
geria at the expense of the self-determi-
nation of peoples.”

Similarly, when in 1955 the U. N. steer-
ing committee was asked to place the
issue on the agenda of the General As-
sembly, and our Ambassador to the U. N.
insisted that Algeria was so much an
integral part of the French Republic
that the matter could not properly be
discussed by an international body, an
Algerian spokesman commented that his
people were “at a loss to understand why
the United States should identify itself
with a policy of colonial repression and
bias contrary to American political tra-
ditions and interests.”

The General Assembly, as the Senate
will recall, overruled the committee’s de-
cision and placed the question of Algeria
on the agenda, causing the French dele-
gates to walk out of the Assembly, the
United States again voting against dis-
cussion of the issue. Two months later,
of course, the matter was dropped and
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the French returned. In the 1956-57
session the United States again labored
to bring about a compromise resolution
postponing U. N. consideration for at
least a year until the French had settled
the matter as they saw fit.

This is not a record to view with pride
as Independence Day approaches. No
matter how complex the problems posed
by the Algerian issue may be, the record
of the United States in this case is, as
elsewhere, a retreat from the principles
of independence and anticolonialism,
regardless of what diplomatic niceties,
legal technicalities, or even strategic
considerations are offered in ifs defense.
The record is even more dismal when
put in the perspective of our consistent
refusal over a period of several years to
support U. N. consideration of the Tuni-
sian and Moroccan questions.

HOW SERIOUS ARE THE OBSTACLES TO AN

ALGERIAN SOLUTION?

I realize that no magic touchstone of
“anticolonialism™
tremendous obstacles which must con-
front any early settlement giving to the
Algerians the right of self-determina-
tion, and which must distinguish them
from the Tunisians or Moroccans. But
let us consider the long-range signifi-
cance of these objections and obstacles,
to determine whether our State Depart-
ment should remain bound by them.

First. The first obstacle is the asser-
tion that Algeria is legally an integral
part of mefropolitan France and could
no more be cut loose than Texas could
be severed from the United States, an
argument used not only by France but
by American spokesmen claiming con-
cern over any U. N. precedent affecting
our own internal affairs. Bul this ob-
jection has been largely defeated by the
French themselves, as I shall discuss in
a moment, as well as by the pace of de-
velopments which have forced Algeria
to become an international issue, as I
have already pointed out. I believe it
will be the most important issue on the
agenda of the United Nations this fall.

Second. The second hurdle is posed
by the unusually large and justifiably
alarmed French population in Algeria,
who fear for their rights as French citi-
zens, their property, and their lives, and
who compare their situation to that of
American colonists who drove back the
native Indians. Their problem, in my
opinion, is one deserving of special recog-
nition in a final settlement in Algeria,
but it does not reduce the necessity to
move forward quickly toward such a set-
tlement. On the contrary, the danger
to their rights and safety increases the
longer such a settlement—which in the
end is inevitable—is postponed.

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

Mr. KENNEDY, Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is very correct
in pointing out the extremely large
French population in Algeria. Am I cor-
rect in stating that many of those fam-
ilies go back more than four generations?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MANSFIELD. They have a vested
interest, so to spealk, because they have

can overcome the .
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raised their children there. Some of the
greatest leaders of France, both in the
Assembly and in the army, and in the
other branches of the government, as
well, have come from Algeria. So there
must be a recognition of the fact that
there is an excess of 1 million French
citizens, as such—although I believe
many of them are Maltese, Italian, or
Spanish, as well as French; but they
have the right of French citizenship—
who have rights there which must be
considered and settled, in connection
tvith any solution of the Algerian ques-
ion.

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes:; I do not believe
that when the settlement is made, any
French there should be driven out or
should have their property expropriated.
I believe their special status, as a mi-
nority, must be recognized—a minority
which will become further diminished
because of the steep Algerian birth rate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then the Senator
from Massachusetts is saying that, so
long as the Algerian situation remains
unsettled, the danger to the rights of
those pezople substantially increases.

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. I do not think
there is any doubt about that, after
World War II, had the French proposed
a federal solution, it would have been
acceptable even to the more extreme Al-
gerian nationalists. But what was ac-
ceptable then is not acceptable today;
and what is acceptable today will not be
acceptable 2 years from now.

Third. The next objection most fre-
quently raised is the aid and comfort
which any reasonable settlement would
give to the extremists, terrorists, and
sabateurs that permeate the nationalist
movement, to the Communist, Egyptian,
and other outside antiwestern provoe-
ateurs that have clearly achieved some
success in penetrating the movement.
Terrorism must be combated, not con-
doned, it is said; it is not right to “ne-
gotiate with murderers.” Yet once
again this is a problem which neither
postponement nor attempted conquest
can solve. The fever chart of every suc-
cessful revolution—including, of course,
the French—reveals a rising tempera-
ture of terrorism and counterterrorism;
but this does not of itself invalidate the
legitimate goals that fired the original
revolution. Most political revolutions—
including our own—have been buoyed hy
outside aid in men, weapons, and ideas.
Instead of abandoning African national-
ism to the antiwestern agitators and
Soviet agents who hope to ecapture its
leadership, the United States, a product
of political revolution, must redouble its
efforts to earn the respect and friendship
of nationalist leaders.

Fourth. Finally, objection is raised to
negotiating with a nationalist movement
that lacks a single cohesive point of lead-
ership, foeus, and direction, as the Tu-
nisians had with Rabib Bourguiba, or as
the Moroeccans certainly had after the
foolish and self-defeating deposition of
Sultan Ben Youssef in 1953—now Mo~
hammed V of Morocco. The lack, more-
over, of complete racial homogeneity
among the African Algerians has been
reflected in cleavages in the nationalist
forces. The Algerians are not yet ready
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to rule their own country, it is said, on &
genuine and permanent basis, without
the trained leaders and experts every
modern state requires. But these ob-
jections come with ill grace from a
French Government that has deliberately
stifled educational opportunities for Al-
gerian natives, jailed, exiled or executed
their leaders, and outlawed their political
parties and activities. The same objec-
tions were heard in the cases of Tunisia
and Morocco—where self-government
has brought neither economic chaos, ra-
“cial terrorism, or political anarchy; and
the problem of the plural society, more-
over is now the general, and not the
exceptional, case in Africa.

Should we antagonize our French al-
lies over Algeria? The most important
reason we have sided with the French
in Algeria and north Africa is our reluc-
tance to antagonize a traditional friend
and important ally in her hour of crisis.
We have been understandingly troubled
by France’s alarmist responses to all
prospects for negotiations, by her warn-
ing that the only possible consesquences
are political and economic ruin, “the
suitcase or the coffin.”

Yet, did we not learn in Indochina,
where we delayed action as the result of
similar warnings, that we might have
served both the French and our own
‘causes infinitely better, had we taken
a more firm stand much earlier than we
did? Did that tragic episode not teach
us that, whether France likes it or not,
admits it or not, or has our support or
not, their overseas territories are sconer
or later, one by one, inevitably going to
break free and look with suspicion on the
‘Western nations who impeded their steps
to independence? In the words of
Turgot:

/ Colonies are like fruit which cling to the
tree only till they ripen.

I want to emphasize that I do not fail
to appreciate the difficulties of our hard-
pressed French allies. It staggers the
imagination to realize that France is one
nation that has been in a continuous
state of war since 1939—against the Axis,
then in Syria, in Indochina, in Morocco,
in Tunisia, in Algeria. It has naturally
not been easy for most Frenchmen to
watch the successive withdrawals from
Damascus, Hanoi, Saigon, Pondicherry,
“Tunis, and Rabat. With each departure
a grand myth has been more and more
deflated. But the problem is no longer to
save a myth of French empire. The
problem is to save the French nation, as
well as free Africa.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Scorr in the chair). Does the Senator
from Massachusetts yield to the Senator
from New York?

Mr. EENNEDY. T yield.

. Mr, JAVITS. I think the Senator
from Massachusetts has put his finger
on the critical point of this particular
situation, in his forthright and well-
documented speech. Yesterday I looked
through an advance copy of his speech.
I had the privilege of making the open-
ing address at the Colzate Foreign Policy
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Forum in my own State, and there I
discussed, in part, the same matter.

As a result, I should like to ask a ques-
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts:

‘Is it not a fact that the political realities

in France appear to indicate that some
means somewhere must be found to deal
with a situation in which, apparently,
the internal stresses in France are such
that the government there seemingly
cannot deal with it until such time as
it may be too late to deal with it really
effectively?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator from
New York is correct. I believe that if
3 years ago the French had made a
reasonable concession, there is no doubt
that a reasonable solution could have
been found, and would have protected
French interests. I think such a solu-
tion could well have been found then,
but it becomes more and more difficult
to do so as the months pass.

Furthermore, the point will be made
in the United Nations meeting this fall
that the United States really put off the
matter last February, because the French
argued for further time. The fact is
that the situation has deteriorated since
the United Nations met, and therefore
the United States will be met with a
strong resolution proposing that the
United States and the other members of
the United Nations recognize the fact
that Algeria is attempting to obtain the
right of independent existence. I hope
before that time the French will put forth
a proposal; and I suggest that with the
help of Habib Bourguiba and the Sultan
of Morocco and the good offices of NATO,
a solution recognizing the rights of both
parties can be put forward.

Mr. JAVITS. One would get the feel-
ing, if reading the Senator’'s speech with
certain glasses, that there are overtones
of criticism of the administration im-
plied in it. EKnowing, as both of us do,
that the bipartisan foreign policy has
had the greatest amount of success, will
the Senator from Massachusetis agree
with me that it is perfectly possible to
lay that aside and to forget about criti-
cizing anyone, and to ask the United
States to take the position that, having
tried and tried again and having played
along with the French, on the theory
that the United Nations which has been
referred to should not have the matter
under consideration, as being one of do-
mestic jurisdiction, now the time has
come when the United States cannot let
the U. N. stand aside any longer. That
can be the position of the United
States—namely, that having done the
best we could with an ally, by waiting
and waiting, the United States now feels
that in the overall interest of interna-
tional peace, some mediation from an
international body must ensue.

Mr. KENNEDY. I am suggesting that
United States policy in this area is sub-
ject to criticism. But unfortunately that

policy has been entrusted to this admin-

istration and this Secretary of State.
But when I spoke in 1953 and 1954 in
this body, in discussing the question of

Indochina, I was extremely critical of

the policy the Democratic administra-
tion had practiced on that question for
a period of 7 years. Moreover, I also
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wish to state that the Democratic ad-
ministration’s position on Morocco, as
the United States defined that position
in the United Nations before 1953, was
not altogether a happy one, either. So
my criticisms are not meant to be parti-

‘san, but are meant only to indicate that

United States policy in that area in the
last 3 years had been unfortunate; and
in that connection I am obliged to men-
tion the names of Mr. Lodge, Mr. Dillon,
and the Secretary of State. I have been
critical of the position of the United
States regarding this situation since
1946—particularly, the desire of the
United States to maintain its friendship
with the French, the Belgians, and the
Portuguese, all of whom have colonial
possessions, and at the same time to
maintain friendship with the colonial
peoples themselves. So my criticism is
not meant to be a partisan one, but is
meant only to indicate that I believe our
policy has failed.

Mr. JAVITS. Let me state the mat-
ter affirmatively, Mr. President: Our
Government needs—not to step back-
ward—only to take the very honest po-
sition that now, having tried and tried
to make progress along a certain line,
now that the situation has become
nearly impossible in terms of the main-
tenance of international peace, some-
thing else must be done.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for yielding to me,

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
from New York, and I appreciate what
he has said.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Iyield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it ought to
be emphasized that the Senator from
Massachusetts has always been biparti-
san in his discussions of foreign policy,
and has never endeavored to use his
speeches for partisan purposes. I think,
however, that what he is ealling to the
Senate’s attention today has been a per-
ennial problem since the end of the See-
ond World War. We are caught between
our friends and allies on one side and
colonial or semicolonial people on the
other. In order to placate both and
keep the friendship of both, we find our-
selves in difficulty. On that basis, the
Senator from Massachusetts this after-
noon is performing a service in trying
to cut a swath through the mist and haze
surrounding this particular situation. I
wish to commend him.

Mr. EENNEDY. I made mention of
Mr. Dillon’s speech of March 1956. I
assume he was our agent, and he put us
on the side of France. I quote him:

Ever since I have been here in Paris my
Government has loyally supported the
French Government in its search for solu-
tions to north African problems, solutions
that will make possible long-term close co-
operation between France and the Moslem

communities of Tunisia, Morocco, and Alge-
ria.

The United States has consistently sup-
ported France when north African subjects
have been discussed in the United Nations.
The most recent instance was our strong
support last fall of the position that Algeria
is an internal French problem and there-
fore not appropriate for discussion by the
United Nations.
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In addition, when last year the important
question of helicopters was brought to our
attention we responded promptly and fa=
vorably to the requests of the French Gov=
ernment,

I feel that policy which these state-
ments characterize is outdated. I donot
want to be partisan or captious, but it is
American policy; therefore I am criti-
cizing it.

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

Mr, KENNEDY, I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the comments made by
the distinguished junior Senator from
Montana. I remind him that the junior
Senator from Massachusetts, as I recall,
back in 1953, in the first year he was in
. the Senate, pointed very effectively to
the failure of French policy in dealing
with this same general problem, in Indo-
china. I recall that the counsel he gave
to the Senate at that time proved to be
wise counsel.

Mr. KENNEDY. I appreciate that
statement.

Mr. JACKSON. What is regrettable is
that we continue to make the same mis-
take over and over again. I realize, as
the junior Senator from Montana
pointed out so effectively a moment ago,
that we are caught in a difficult situation.

As we approach July 4, it would be well
for all Americans to bear in mind that
this country had more friends, more al-
lies, and better standing in the world
when it exported only one thing, and that
was freedom. This export started with
our great Revolution of 1776. What the
junior Senator from Massachusetts is
saying today certainly underlines the im-
portance of assisting all people who de-
sire the very thing we desired in 1776.
What the junior Senator from Massa-
chusetts has to say is in the interest of
our national security and in the interest
of the preservation of the free countries
of the world.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
very much for his statement.

Mr. President, no amount of mutual
politeness, wishful thinking, nostalgia, or
regret should blind either France or the
United States to the fact that, if France
and the West at large are to have a con-
tinuing influence in North Africa—and I
certainly favor a continuation of French
influence in that area—then the essential
first step is the independence of Algeria
along the lines of Morocco and Tunisia.
If concrete steps are taken in this direc-
tion, then there may yet be a French
North Africa. Short of this step, there
will inevitably only be a hollow memory
and a desolate failure. As Mr. David
Schoenbrun, in his recent excellent vol-
ume “‘As France Goes,"” cogently argues:

France must either gamble on the friend-
ship of a free North Africa or get out of
North Africa completely. It should be evi-
dent after the Egyptian flasco that France
cannot impose her will upon some 22 million
Africans indefinitely. Sooner or later the
French will have to recognize the existence
of an Algerian state. The sooner, the cheap-
er in terms of men, money, and a chance to
salvage something from the wreckage of the
French Union,

Indeed, the one ray of hope that
emerges from this otherwise dark picture
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is the indication that the French have
acknowledged the bankruptcy in their
Algerian policy, however they may resent
our saying so, by legislating extremely
far-reaching and generous measures for
greater self-government in French West
Africa. Here, under the guidance of
M. Felix Houphouet-Boigny, the first
Negro cabinet minister in French his-
tory, the French Government took sig-
nificant action by establishing a single
college electoral system, which Algeria
has never had, and, by providing uni-
versal suffrage, a wide measure of
decentralized government, and internal
self-control. Here realistic forward steps
are being taken to fuse nationalist as-
pirations into a gradual and measur-
able evolution of political freedom.

WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED IN INDOCHINA,

TUNISIA, AND MOROCCO?

Not only the French, however, needed
to be convinced of the ultimate futility
and cost of an Algerian-type struggle.
The United States and other Western
allies poured money and material into
Indochina in a hopeless attempt to save
for the French a land that did not want
to be saved, in a war in which the enemy
was both everywhere and nowhere at the
same time, as I pointed out to the Con-
gress on several occasions. We accepted
for years the predictions that victory was
just around the corner, the promises that
Indochina would soon be set free, the
arguments that this was a question for
the French alone.

And even after we had witnessed the
tragic consequences of our vacillation, in
terms not only of Communist gains but
the decimation of French military
strength and political effectiveness, we
still listened to the same predictions, the
same promises, and the same arguments
in Tunisia and Morocco. The strong
prowestern bent in each of these coun-
tries today, despite beguiling offers from
the Communist East, is a tribute to the
leadership of such men as Prime Minis-
ter Bourguiba, whose years in French
confinement never dimmed his apprecia~
tion of Western democratic values.

THE FRENCH RECORD IN TUNISIA AND MOROCCO

Certainly the French ecannot claim
sole credit for this pro-Western orienta-
tion. Although in Tunisia, and even
more in Morocco, which has a far more
diversified and flexible economy, the
French left impressive testimony of eco-
nomic achievement, the fruits of this
progress were by no means equitably
distributed through the native popula=-
tions; and there was almost no parallel
growth of educational and political op-
portunity. Though a nationalist polit-
ical party—the Istiglal in Morocco and
the Neo-Destour in Tunisia—gathered
force in each country, they were cramped
by close French surveillance, by long
periods of illegality, by the arrest, isola-
tion, or imprisonment of almost every
important political leader, and by a lack
of opportunity to share real political
responsibility. Trade unions, which in
Africa provide one of the best pools of
political experience, were given little
freedom for development.

In the years after the Second World
War a succession of military com-
manders and resident-generals in both

10785

Tunis and Rabat seemed to look upon
their missions in North Africa as pri-
marily concerned with public order, the
suppression of dissent by force, and the
plugging up of nationalist outlets. The
Istiglal Party was suppressed outright
from 1952 to 1954, while no effective
Moroccan press was allowed to publish
outside of French and Spanish re-
straint. Literacy was as low as 10 per=-
cent among Moroccans, only somewhat
higher among Tunisians.

Two years prior to the achievement
of Moroccan independence, the French
exiled the Sultan and replaced him with
the puppet Ben Arafa, the mere creature
of the French and of El Glaoui, the
Pasha of Marrakesh, who had conspired
with Marshal Juin to depose the Sultan.
These crude steps, the attempt to im-
pose a military solution on Morocco and
the sabotage by the French Government
and ‘“colons” of the only genuine reform
effort of Resident General Grandval in
1955, in fact insured the independence of
Morocco. For opinion decisively rallied
to the side of the exiled Sultan, and the
French had increasing difficulty in deal-
ing with the Moroccan Army of Libera-
tion and the underground tactics of the
Istiglal Party.

In Tunisia the garrison policy of the
French was not quite as vindictive and
thorough—but no real concessions were
made, and the leader of the Tunisian
Neo-Destour Party, Bourguiba, was kept
in isolation.

THE UNITED STATES RECORD ON TUNISIA AND
MOROCCO

Unfortunately, the Tunisians and the
Moroccans also know they owe little, if
anything, to the United States for their
new-found freedom. To be sure, we
hedged our consistent backing of the
French position with occasional 'pieties
about ultimate self-government and
hopes for just solutions. And, fortu-
nately, our Government did not offer rec-
ognition to the French-sponsored Ben
Arafa after the deposition of Sultan Ben
Youssef, with whom President Roosevelt
had conferred at the time of the Casa-
blanca Conference. But in the series of
discussions which began in 1951 in the
United Nations over Morocco and Tu-
nisia, the United States, in vote after
vote, under both Democratic and Re=-
publican administrations, argued either
that the U. N. had no real competence
to deal with these issues, or, affer this
argument' had petrified, that to do so
would only inflame the situation. In
short, on every single U. N. vote con=-
cerning the issues of Morocco and Tu-
nisia, we failed to vote against the French
and with the so-called anticolonial na-
tions of Asia and Africa even once.

TUNISIA, MOROCCO, AND THE WEST TODAY

Fortunately for the United States and
France, and in spite of—not because of—
our past records, neither Tunisia nor Mo=
rocco has a natural proclivity toward
either Moscow, Peking, or Cairo today.
But it is apparent, nevertheless, that the
latter constitute possible alternate mag-
nets if the Western nations become too
parental or tyrannical. In Tunisia, the
political opposition to Premier Bourgu-
iba, led by the self-exiled Salah Ben
Youssef, is clearly seeking to mobilize the
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support of the Egyptian and Russian
Governments. In Morocco the more re-
actionary and traditionalist forees, which
could come to power if the present West=
ern-minded government fails, seems to be
groping for support in Caire, and prob-
ably Mescow as well, and we in this coun-
try are finally fully aware of the fact that
Russia possesses an effective repertoire
of economic inducements and political
tricks; that Egypt appeals persuasively,
in the name of African nationalism, for
unity against the West; and that Red
China offers nations emerging from a
eolonial state a ready answer on how to
achieve quickly the transition from
economic backwardness fto economic
strength.

United States policies in these areas—
to provide an effective alternative teo
these forces, who aided Tunisian and
Morocecan independence while we re-
mained silent—cannot be tied any longer
to the French, who seek to make their
economic aid and political negotiations
dependent upon the recipient’s attitude
toward Algeria. We cannot temporize
as long as we did last year over emer-
gency wheat to Tunisia. We cannot
offer these struggling nations economic
aid so far below their needs, so small a
fraction of what we offered some of their
less needy, less democratic, and less
friendly neighbors that even so stanch
a friend as Premier Bourguiba was forced
to reject Ambassador Richards’ original
offer—just as he had rejected an offer
of Soviet aid more than 30 times as
great. In Moroceo, too, our aid has fallen
short of the new nation’s basic needs.

We must, on the other hand, avoid
the temptation to imitate the Commu-
nists by promising these new nations
automatic remedies and quick cures for
economic distress—which lead only too
rea to gathering disillusionment.
But we can realistically contribute to
those programs which will generate gen-
uine economic strength as well as give
relief from famine, drought, and catas-
trophe. The further use of agricultural
surpluses, and the new revolving loan
fund making possible long-term plan-
ning and commitment, should be espe-
cially well-suited to the requirements of
Moroceo and Tunisia, which have moved
beyond the point of most underdevel-
oped states but not yet attained the
strength of most Western economies.

Another step which we can take im-
mediately, of the highest priority yet
small in cost, is to step up considerably
the number of young people of North
Africa who have so far come to the
United States for higher education and
technical training, and to increase our
own educational and training missions
in that area. The building up of a na-
tional civil service, a managerial talent,
and a pool of skilled tradesmen and pro-
fessionals is an immediate prerequisite
for these countries—and the addition of
even a few trained administrators, engi-
neers, doctors, and educators will pay off
many times over in progress, stahility,
and good will.

In these ways, we can help fulfill a
great and promising opportunity to show
the world that a new nation, with an
Arab heritage, can establish itself in the
Western tradition and successfully with-
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stand beoth the pull toward Arab feudal-
ism and fanaticism and the pull toward
Communist authoritarianism.
WHAT ARE THE FRENCH ELEMENTS OF A
SETTLEMENT IN ALGERIA?

The lessons of Tunisia and Morocco,
like the lesson of Indochina before them,
constitute, I hope, the final evidence of
the futility of the present French course
in Algeria and the danger of the present
frozen American posture. Prompt set-
tlement is am urgent necessity—tor
north Africa, for France, for the United
States, NATO, and the Western World.
Yet what are the elements of “settle-
ment” put forward from time to time by
the French, in which we have placed our
faith? They are three: First, military
reconquest or pacification; second, social
and economic reform; and third, politi-
cal union with France.

I respectfully suggest that these three
elements represent no settlement at all,
that the continual emphasis upon them
is only postponing, not hastening, the
day of final reckoning. Permit me to
examine each point briefly.

First is the French insistence upon
pacification of the area, in reality recon-
quest, before further talks proceed, a
policy which only makes both settlement
and a cease-fire less likely. For it en-
courages the Nationalists to assume that
they can play a game of endurance in
which the patience and tenacity of
French politicians will finally snap as
they did regarding Indochina in 1954.
The so-called pacification policy of M.
Lacoste does consist of more imaginative
measures than simple military repres-
sion, since it attempts to combine the
elimination of rebel and terrorist activity
in individual leealities with measures of
social reform and reconstruction. But
the rebellion is now too contagious to be
treated by pacification methods, even if
the French could afford to increase sub-
stantially the manpower already poured
into the area, and despite the steady
stream of optimistic French commu-
niques.

For, as General Wingate wisely pointed
out in the last war, “Given a population
favorable to penetration, a thousand
resolute and well-armed men can para-
lyze for an indefinite period the opera-
tions of a hundred thousand”; and this
is precisely what has happened in Al-
geria. The French tend to look at the
Algerian rebel problem in terms of a mil-
itary chessboard, when in fact each iden-
tifiable rebel has behind him the silent
or half-articulate support of many other
Algerians. Thus, nearly half a millon
valiant French soldiers face an enemy
with no organized forces, no acceptable
strategy, no military installations, and
no identifiable lines of supply. They
themselves fight not with the zeal with
which they defend their own Hberty, but
fight in vain—and it has throughout his-
tory been in vain to curb the liberty of
another people.

The United States, contributing to
French military strength and refusing to
urge mediation of a cease-fire, has ap-
parently swallowed the long series of
counterstatements offered by the French
suggesting why the war in Algeria did
not end long ago. From time to time we
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have been told that the war was being
kept alive only because of interference
and meddling by Colonel Nasser, that the
rebellion was active only to gain the at-
tention of the United Nations, or because
of help from Morocco and Tunisia, or be-
cause of unwarranted interference by
American shirtsleeve diplomats and
journalists, or finally hecause of Russian
and Communist meddling in Algeria.
None of these explanations which seek to
make outsiders the real agents of the
Algerian rebellion carries much convic-
tion any longer, even to the French, as
shown in the multiplicity of recent at-
tempts to suppress local critical news-
paper and public comment.

Second, the French have continued
to tell the U. N. of their present and
proposed economic and social reforms in
Algeria, promising a better life for all if
they can ever end the fighting. It is true
that the French have finally opened up
greater employment opportunities for the
Moslems, have expropriated some land
for redistribution, and have made some
efforts to increase wages of agricultural
workers. But the tardiness of these re-
forms, and the narrowmindedness of the
French minority in Algeria which over
more than 20 years defeated the reform
efforts of the few liberal ministers, have
permitted the wave of nationalism to
move so far, and to take root so deeply,
that these palliative efforts are too little
and too late for a situation of now eon-
vulsive proportions., We must, I am
afraid, accept the lesson of all nationalist
movements that economic and social re-
forms, even if honestly sponsored and
effectively administered, do not selve or
satisfy the quest for freedom. Most peo-
ples, in fact, appear willing to pay a price
in economiec progress in order o achieve
political independence.

Third and finally, the French concep-
tion of settlement has stubbornly ad-
hered to the concept of Algerian incor-
poration within France itself. This area,
it should be recalled, was taken only by
the French a little more than a century
ago—the southern desert area has always
been governed from Paris like a crown
colony—and although the populous and
fertile northern coastland was legally
made a part of France in 1871, native
Algerians were not made French citizens
until 1947.
made to cement French control rather
than to grant equality, for at the same
time a system of electoral representa-
tion in the French National Assembly
and Algerian Assembly was established
giving equal power to 2 strictly sep-
arated electoral groups—1 consisting
of over T million Algerians and the other
consisting of some 1 million French colo-
nials, Only 75,000 African Algerians
had full voting rights—and only 30 seats
from Algeria, mostly filled by French pol-
iticians, were elected to the French Na-
tional Assembly. Even those seats are
vacant now, of course, the 1956 elections
not having been extended to erisis-torn
Algeria.

The result of this gap between word
and deed, and the continued reluctance
of the French to permit more than spas-
modic and slight reforms at the expense
of vested interests in Franee and Algeria,
has been to alienate most sections of Al-

-

Even then, that move was °
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gerian opinion so that assimilation is
now a fruitless line of effort. There has
been a progressive increase in the num-
ber of African Algerians, once commit=
ted to a program of integration with
France, who have recanted and joined
the movement of independence—the
most notable instance being that of
Ferhat Abbas, one of the ablest nation-
alist leaders, who long argued for the as-
similationist approach and did not
wholly despair of such a settlement until
shortly before 1956, when he joined the
National Liberation Front.

Had there been consistent progress in
extending to all Algerians political equal-
ity and opportunity, so that over a real-
izable period of time there would have
been a common standard of French cit-
izenship, and had a steady effort been
made to enlarge the political rights
which were at least inherent in the 1947
statute for Algeria, it is possible that a
responsible solution could have been
reached. As late as 2 years ago a prom-
ise—with a specific date tag on it—that
would have given genuinely equal voting
rights to the French National Assembly,
and at least parity in Algerian municipal
government, might well have won gen-
eral Moslem support. But the French
were unwilling to see as many as 100
Moslem deputies in Parliament and to
provide—at a cost no greater than the
present Algerian war—common social
services and education. And it is this
failure on the part of the French to ac-
cept the consequences of their own con-
ception that has closed the door forever
on the possibility of a true French Union,
and made Algeria irreversibly an aspect
of the broader search for political inde-
pendence in Africa. Moreover, nation-
alism in Africa cannot be evaluated
purely in terms of the historical and legal
niceties argued by the French, and thus
far accepted by the State Department.
National self-identification frequently
takes place by quick combustion which
the rain of repression simply cannot ex-
tinguish, especially in an area where
there is a common Islamic heritage and
where most people—including Algeria’s
closest neighbors in Tunisia, Morocco,
and Libya—have all gained political in-
dependence. New nationhood is re-
corded in quick succession—Ghana yes-
terday, Nigeria perhaps tomorrow, and
colonies in central Africa moving into
dominion status. Whatever the history
and lawbooks may say, we cannot evade
the evidence of our own time especially
we in the Americas whose own experi-
ences furnish a model from which many
of these new nations draw inspiration.
WHAT COURSE SHOULD THE UNITED STATES ADOPT

IN ALGERIA?

And thus I return, Mr, President, to
the point at which I began this analysis.
The time has come when our Govern-
ment must recognize, that this is no
longer a French problem alone; and that
the time has passed, where a series of
piecemeal adjustments, or even a last
attempt to incorporate Algeria fully
within France, can succeed. The time
has come for the United States to face
the harsh realities of the situation and
to fulfill its responsibilities as leader of
the Free World—in the U. N., in NATO,
in the administration of our aid pro-
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grams and in the exercise of our di-
plomacy—in shaping a course toward
political independence for Algeria.

It should not be the purpose of our
Government to impose a solution on
either side, but to make a contribution
toward breaking the vicious circle in
which the Algerian controversy whirls.

Nor do I insist that the cumbersome
procedures of the U. N. are necessarily
best adapted to the settlement of a dis-
pute of this sort. But, direct United
Nations recommendation and action
would be preferable to the current lack
of - treatment the problem is receiving;
and in any event, when the case appears
on the U. N. agenda again, the United
States must drastically revise the Dillon-
Lodge position in which our policy has
been corseted too long.

Moreover, though the resolution which
was adopted at the last session in general
gave backing to the French efforts to
localize the dispute, there was nonethe-
less a proviso—a proviso which served to
put France on a probationary status and
warn that measurable progress would
have to be shown by the next meeting
of the Assembly. We have now come
nearly to the halfway point of this in-
terim period, and the situation has only
further deteriorated. To prevent a still
more difficult situation in the fall session,
our State Department should now be
seeking ways of breaking the present
stalemate. And I am asking this body,
as it has successfully done before in
cases of Indonesia and Indochina, to
offer guidance to the administration and
leadership to the world on this crucial
issue.

I am submitting today a resolution
which I believe outlines the best hopes
for peace and settlement in Algeria. It
urges, in brief, that the President and
Secretary of State be strongly encour-
aged to place the influence of the United
States behind efforts, either through the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization or
good offices of the Prime Minister of
Tunisia and the Sultan of Morocco, to
achieve a solution which will recognize
the independent personality of Algeria
and establish the basis for a settlement
interdependent with France and the
neighboring nations.

This resolution conveys my conviction
that it should not be impossible to break
a deadlock in a matter of such close con-
cern to NATO and to mediatory forces in
the rest of North Africa. The Govern-
ments of Tunisia and Morocco, neither
members of the Arab League and each
concerned to continue Western connec-
tions, provide the best hope, and indeed,
they furnished such help, as already
noted, last summer and early fall. Two
weeks ago M. Bourguiba again made an
appeal for an Algerian solution within
an overall French oriented north Afri-
can federation. Even the Indian Gov-
ernment, often assumed to be spokes-
man of nationalism for nationalism’s
sake, offered last summer to act as a pos-
sible intermediary in a solution which
would grant political independence to
Algeria but confirm special protections
for French citizens and to place Algeria
in a special economic federation with
France.
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Neither reasonable mediators nor rea-
sonable grounds for mediation are im-
possible to find. The problem in Algeria
is to devise a framework of political in-
dependence which combines close eco-
nomic interdependence with France.
This is not an illusory goal. Algerian
Nationalist leaders are mostly French
speaking; Algeria has an inherent inter-
est in continued economiec and cultural
ties with France as well as in Western
aid generally. But these natural links
with France will ebb away if a change is
not soon made. Last November, when
Algeria was under U. N. consideration,
Premier Bourguiba expressed the an-
guish which afflicts the responsible na-
tionalist of North Africa on the Algerian
question:

The vote of free Tunisia will be against
France, but it would be a mistake to believe
that we are happy about this conflict. I had
hoped sincerely that Tunisia would be a
bridge between the Occident and the Orient
and that our first independent vote would
have been in favor of France. Although
that has proved to be impossible I still can-
not bring myself to despair, for the first time
in my life, of the wisdom of the French
people and their government. The day may
perhaps yet come, if the government of the
Republic acts swiftly enough, when French
civillzation will be truly defended in world
council by the leaders of a French North
African confederation,

The United States must be prepared
to lend all efforts to such a settlement,
and to assist in the economic problems
which will flow from it. This is not a
burden which we lightly or gladly as-
sume, But our efforts in no other en-
deavor are more important in terms of
once again seizing the initiative in for-
eign affairs, demonstrating our adher-
ence to the principles of national inde-
pendence and winning the respect of
those long suspicious of our negative and
vacillating record on colonial issues, .

It is particularly important, inasmuch
as Hungary will be a primary issue at
the United Nations meeting this fall,
that the United States clear the air and
take a clear position on this issue, on
which we have been vulnerable in the
past. And we must make it abundantly
clear to the French as well as the North
Africans that we seek no economic ad-
vantages for ourselves in that area, no
opportunities to replace French eco-
nomic ties or exploit African resources.

If we are to secure the friendship of the

.Arab, the African, and the Asian—and

we must, despite what Mr. Dulles says
about our not being in-a popularity con-
test—we cannot hope to accomplish it
solely by means of billion-dollar foreign
aid programs. We cannot win their
hearts by making them dependent upon
our handouts. Nor can we keep them
free by selling them free enterprise, by
describing the perils of communism or
the prosperity of the United States, or
limiting our dealings to military pacts.
No, the strength of our appeal to these
key populations—and it is rightfully our
appeal, and not that of the Commu-
nists—lies in our traditional and deeply
felt philosophy of freedom and inde=-
pendence for all peoples everywhere.
Perhaps it is already too late for the
United States to save the West from
total catastrophe in Algeria. Perhaps it
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js too late to abandon our negative
policies on these issues, to repudiate
the decades of anti-Western suspicion,
to press firmly but boldly for a new gen-
eration of friendship among equal and
independent states. But we dare not fail
to make the effort.
Men's hearts wait upon us—

Said Woodrow Wilson in 1913—

Men’s lives hang in the balance; men's
hopes call upon us to say what we will do.
Who shall live up to the great trust? Who
dares fail to try?

Mr. President, I submit for appro-
priate reference a resolution on the
subject which I have discussed today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be received and appropri-
ately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 153), sub-
mitted by Mr. Kexnepy, was referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations, as
follows:

Resolved, That taking cognizance of the
war in Algeria, its repression of legitimate
nationalist aspirations, its growing contami-
nation of good relations between the new
states of North Africa and the West, its
widening erosion of the effective strength
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization,
the mounting imternational concern it has
aroused in the United Nations, the President
and Secretary of State be, and hereby are,
strongly encouraged to place the influence
of the United States behind efforts, either
through the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation or through the good offices of the
Prime Minister of Tunisia and the Sultan of
Moaroceco, to achieve a solution which will
recognize the independent perscnality of
Algeria and establish the basis for a settle-
ment interdependent with France and the
neighbering nations; and be it further

Resolved, That, if no substantial progress
has been noted by the time of the next
United Nations General Assembly session,
the United States support an international
effort to derive for Algeria the basls for an
ordinary achlevement of independence.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. T yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish again to
commend the distinguished Senator from
Massachusefts for making both a can-
did and a courageous speech.

I was much impressed with one of his
last paragraphs, which contains a sen-
tence reading as follows:

And we must make it abundantly clear
to the French as well as the North Africans
that we seek no economic advantages faor
ourselves in that area, mo opportunities to
replace French economic ties or explolt Afri-
can resources.,

Previously the Senator had mentioned
‘the fact that he hoped seme sort of in-
terdependent relationship between Al-
geria and France would develop. Iam in
full accord with the views of the dis-
tinguished Senator relative to inferde-
pendence between the two areas, and the
fact that we have no economic aspira-
tions in North Africa.

I point out that the Senator made his
gpeech on the eve of our Independence
Day, which comes on July 4. It may be
coincidental, but the French Independ-
ence Day happens to come on July 14,
‘Bastille Day. I hope the French Govern-
‘ment and the French people will realize
the spirit in which this speech was made,
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and become aware of the fact that we
wish nothing for ourselves, but only a
reasonable, decent, and lasting solution
to the present French-Algerian crisis.

Mr. EENNEDY. I thank the Senator.
I think he has said in a few sentences
what I have been attempting to argue.
He has touched the heart of the matter,
and I appreciate what he has said.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Iyield.

Mr. CARROLL. I wish to associate
myself withh the remarks of the distin=-
guished Senator from Montana K [Mr.
MansrFIELD] in congratulating the junior
Senator from Massachusetts [(Mr. Ken-
nEDY] for a very fine, thought-provoking
speech.

All through the speech he emphasizes
the importance—to use the words of
the Senator from Massachusetts—of the
prineiple that it is man’s eternal desire
to be free and independent. If we can-
not understand that, we cannot under-
stand the forces of social revolution
which have been sweeping the world
since the end of World War II.

Enormous sums of money have been
spent to prevent Soviet economic, po-
litieal, and military penetration. But
we ourselves, as has been ably set forth
by the distinguished Senator from Mas~
sachusetts, have a great task to per-
form.

I shall be very happy to join with the
Senator from Massachusetts in helping
to have his resolution adopted. Those
of us who served in World War II im
Africa could sense then—although we
knew little about the history, customs,
or traditions of the area—what the Al-
gerians were thinking., They want to be
free and independent, and we should
help them to reach their goal without
offending our great friends, the French.
As the Senator has so ably pointed out,
the French have strong ties with those
people. I do not like to use the term
“political bungling,” but there has cer-
tainly been great political ineptness on
our part in the solution of this most
important problem.

Again I thank the Senator from Mas-
sachusefts for a very penetrating and
thought-provoking speech. I hope it
will be read by all Members of the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator.
I think this question affects France
very vitally.

An article written by Jacques Jean
Servan-Schreiber and published in
L'Express, a French weekly paper, after
he had eoncluded his military duty in
Algeria, brought out the faet that the
French pelicy in that area was endan-
gering France’s position in the whole of
North Africa.

Particularly in view of the discovery
of oil in the desert of Algeria, Africa will
play an important part in national af-
fairs in the next 10 years. If seems to
me to be vitally important that France
and the United States should clear the
air and realize that this quesfion will
inevitably arise. If the freedom of those
people is won against the consistent op-
position of the United States we shall
have no right to claim close ties with
them in the future. We did not suppert
Tunisia and Morocco, but we have been
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fortunate in that those governments
have been prowesterm

I think it is vitally important that we
elarify our own position with respect to
Algeria. French opinion is bubbling up
under the artificial parliamentary situa-
tion. I think many French people
realize the importance of redefining the
Algerian .question.

Mr. CARROLL. Can the Senator tell
us what progress has been made in
Tunisia and Moroceo? How are they
getting along?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Tunisians have
recently broken off their economic aid
ties with the French, because of what is
happening in Algeria. As I have said,
Prime Minister Bourguiba was the first
Arab leader to support the Eisenhower
doetrine. When Ambassador Richards
went there he offered only $3 milliom,
with eertain limitations, on certain types
of aid, for whieh the Tunisians asked.
We were afraid of alienating the French.

This question involves the entire strug-
gle against communism in that area.
These countries are moving ahead.
They desire cooperation with us. If we
could grasp the nettle today, a moderate
nationalist government could take over
in Algeria. The longer the present situ-
ation continues, the easier it will be for
the extremists to take over.

Every French soldier who goes to fight
in Algeria is given a booklet. On the
front of the booklet is a statement by an
Algerian leader in the 1930's in which
he affirmed his belief that Algeria was
not entitled to independent nationality,
but rather that Algerians were French
citizens.

The situation deteriorates so fast that
moderate people become exiremists, ex-
tremists become revelutionaries, and
revelutionaries become Communists. I
think time is running out.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr, President, will
the Senafor yield further?

Mr. KENNEDY, I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. In view of the very
excellent presentation made today by the
Senator from Massachusetts, and based
on our general knowledge of the situa-
tion, is there any doubt that we must
make a complete reappraisal of the situ-
ation with reference to Algeria?

Mr. KENNEDY. That is particuarly
true, I will say to the Senator from Colo-
rado, when this, guestion comes before
the United Nations. At the time when
we try to make our record on Hungary,
we will be faced with this problem. How
can we expect any recognition of our
position on Hungary if we take an am-
biguous position on Algeria?

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. I should like to join my
colleagues in paying tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
for the splendid address he made this
afternoon. I had an opportunity yester-
day to read the text of his address,
which he had made available to me, and
thus to study it very carefully. I find
myself in complete agreement with the
points he has made. I would be happy
to join him in supporting the resolution
he has submitted.
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I believe, also, it is high time that we
had at the executive level a reappraisal
of our relations with France on the ques-
tion of Algeria. As the Senator has
pointed out, we must remain on friendly
terms with our allies, particularly with
our oldest ally, the Republic of France.
We know how important that friendship
has been in the past and how important
it will probably be in the future.

However, there comes a time when it
is necessary to call a spade a spade. We
have seen Indochina fall while we re-
mained supine, or at least failed to give
support to France when it was needed,
although we offered support to France
when it was no longer of any use to them.

1 feel very strongly that the future of
Algeria lies in political freedom, with
some economic interdependence with
France. So long as there is no political
freedom, the present conditions will con-
tinue, which is not in the best interest of
the United States or of the Free World.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania. Iwas a bit disturbed
that the Secretary of State should link
the situation in Algeria with Soviet im-
perialism. Nevertheless, it is difficult to
have our position in that regard recog-
nized on a moral basis until we have
cleared our position on this moral ques-
tion.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to
join the Senator from Pennsylvania in
what he said to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. The Senator from Massachu-
setts was kind enough to send his col-
leagues advance copies of the text of his
speech. I gained a great deal from it. I
am a Member of the Senate who is con-
cerned with committees which deal al-
most exclusively with domestic problems,
such as natural resources, wildlife, agri-
culture, and so forth. When a Senator
delivers an address such as the Senator
from Massachusetts has delivered today,
it is of special service to Senators like
myself.

As I sat on the floor of the Senate and,
for a part of the time, in the Presiding
Officer’s chair, during the course of the
speech, I came to realize a situation
which until now was rather vaguely and
dimly known to me.

When the Senator from Massachusetts
talks about our own traditions of freedom
and the need of America to cast its influ-
ence on the side of freedom, he is stating
a great truth. I have long supported
closer union within the Atlantic commu-
nity of democracies which share this tra-
dition. But I do not see how we can sup-
port our allies—at least without our
making known our position and exerting
moral suasion upon them—in continuing
outdated colonial policies if we wish to
hold ourselves up to the world as an ex-
ample of liberty and freedom. As the
Senator from Massachusetts has cor-
rectly said, we must disassociate our-
selves from colonialism.

In conclusion—and I should like to say
to the Senator from Massachusetts that
this thought came to me last night while
I was reading his very effective and able
address—I wonder if we in our country

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

might not set an example to France to
give self-government and freedom to Al-
geria by granting self-government this
year to Alaska and Hawaii as equal States
of the Union, and in that way show
France and the world that America not
only preaches democracy but practices
democracy as well,

Mr. KENNEDY. I believe that would
have a beneficial influence. However, I
do not equate what is happening in Rus-
sia with what France is doing in Algeria.
Neither do I equate the situation of Al-
geria with that of Alaska and Hawaii, I
am sure the Senator does not do so
either.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I do not. Never-
theless, all through the world there runs
the search for freedom and liberty. It
may be more evident in one place than in
another, but it all concerns the great
question of self-government. While it
may be a matter of degree, wherever
American influence is felt, either under
its own flag, or in the form of indicating
our views to those under other flags, that
influence should be exercised on the side
of self-government.

Mr. EENNEDY. Of course, the Alas-
kans and Hawaiians want to make their
ties more intimate, which is not the situ-
ation with reference to the Algerians.
Nevertheless, it is an expression of a
people.

Mr. COOPER. Mor. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Ishould like to express
appreciation of the important speech the
Senator from Massachusetts has made.
It was a clear exposition of a difficult
problem. Although he has spoken of a
specific situation, in doing so he has
pointed out a dilemma of our country.
It is the problem of maintaining unity
with our allies in the crisis we have faced
since World War II, and at the same
time maintaining our traditional posi-
tion against anticolonialism and for
independence.

I know he would not want his speech
to obscure the fine and magnificent rec-
ord in its full perspective, of the United
States against colonialism. In every
situation in which our country had full
power to act as in the case of the Phil-
ippines, Puerto Rico, and Cuba, its deci-
sion was against colonialism, and for
independence and self-determination.

Further, I am sure the Senator will
remember that since World War II, we
have given our support to India and
Indonesia and other countries in their
struggle for independence. In the
United Nations we have supported the
gradual movement toward independence
of former colonies—among them Libya
and Eritrea. It is also fair to point out
that even when other countries have
claimed complete jurisdiction and as-
serted that any consideration by the
United Nations of the claims of peoples
under their governmental control, was
an interference in their internal affairs,
as in the case of the apartheid in South
Afriea, the United States and its repre-
sentatives in the U. N. have spoken out.
Nevertheless, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has pointed out the more diffi-
cult situation that obtains in respect of
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Algeria, because of the close relationship
and friendship of the United States with
France, and the common effort we have
made against what we consider the
greatest threat to freedom and self-de-
termination by the people of the world,
and at times we appear equivocal in our
position against colonialism.

There is a policy of gradualism toward
independence of course, which the
United Nations has recognized, and fol-
lowed in the case of the former Italian
colonies. Former colonial countries
agreed in that case, with gradualism.
Great Britain pursues such policy of
gradual development of its colonies to-
ward independence., I would suggest to
my distinguished friend that when we
support the policy of gradualism our test
ought to be, whether it is actually a
process toward independence or a cloak
to deny independence. I believe that
the Senator is suggesting that we use our
good office toward a solution of this
problem before it passes beyond the
possibility of solution.

Mr. KENNEDY. I think there is much
in what the Senator says. Mr. Dillon
and Mr. Lodge are in very difficult, sensi-
tive positions, and are confronted with
conflicting pressures.

We want to maintain our traditional
policy of friendship with the people who
are fighting for independence. At the
same time, we have close ties upon which
our military security depends, and we
owe loyalty to those with whom we are
allied. So if I have criticized them, it
was not without full recognition of their
problems and recognition of the fact
that from 1945 to 1952, on the guestion
of Indochina and other questions, Amer-
ican representatives, who were Demo~
crats, faced the same problem and, in
my opinion, did not at that time take
a firm enough position. I criticize them,
as I am criticizing the present leadership.

The only point I am attempting to
make is that I do not think that, since
the last United Nations meeting, the sit-
uation in Algeria has visibly moved for-
ward toward a rational settlement. It
seems to me that French policy in that
area is almost stagnant, and I think sub-
stantial elements of French opinion rec-
ognize that fact.

I suggest that by the time of the
United Nations meeting next fall this
matter will confront us again. I think
the situation is continuing to deteriorate.
No progress has been made in the past
year. Action was deferred before on the
assumption that progress would be made.
Since no progress has been made, what
are we going fo do? I am attempting to
indicate that France and the United
States will have to take a new look.

In March 1957 the New York Times
quoted Robert Lacoste, the French Min-
ister residing in Algeria as reporting to
the French Cabinet that the rebellion-
torn north African area would be paci-
fled in 3 months. That was written in
March of this year.

I could show the Senator headlines in
the newspapers of 1947, 1948, 1949, and
1950 concerning Indochina. This sit-
uation will not end under present con-
ditions. Mr. Lacoste has been reeycling
similar periodic predictions since he took



10790

office early in 1956, and his predecessors
did likewise.

Mr. COOPER. I was not bringing
Into question the facts the Senator has
stated; I was simply trying to point out
that on the whole our record through-
out the years regarding colonialism,
and the support of countries seeking in-
dependence has been good, and that our
leaders and our representative in the
United Nations deal with a sensitive issue
regarding Algeria. I agree with the
Senator that our past record does not
relieve us from taking a new look and
making new determinations of poliey.

I know, as_ does the Senator from
Massachusetts, that the movement to-
ward independence throughout the
world will never be stopped. It is nec-
essary that this country associate itself
with others in seeking constructive so-
lutions in countries which move toward
independence. I must say that I think
this is an extremely difficult problem so
far as Algeria is concerned.

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator
from Kentueky. I think it is fortunate
that independence is the strongest force,
because ultimately the only force which
will bring the Soviet Union down will be
the desire of the people for independ-
ence, the desire not only of the people
who live in the Soviet Union itself, but
also the people who live under the con-
trol of the Soviet Government.

So recognizing independence as a force,
I think we should turn it to our own
advantage; and we can do that best,
I think, by clarifying our own position.

I thank the Senator from Kentucky.
I know of no Member of the Senate who
has, during the past 10 years, under both
Republican and Democratic administra-
tions, taken a more objective, more ex-
perienced look at all of our foreign policy
problems, or who has rendered more dis-
tinguished service in that fleld, than has
the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator.
There is one other point which I think
should be reiterated. The Senator from
Massachusetts has stated it in prineciple.
That is, our tradition of influence in the
world depends upon our support of free-
dom and our belief in freedom at home
as well as abroad. I think we will deny
our tradition unless we continue to asso-
ciate ourselves constructively with the
great movement for independence which
is now in progress throughout the world.

Mr. KENNEDY, 1 thank the Senator.
I agree with him wholeheartedly.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I de-
sire to make some reply to the statement
of my distinguished friend from Massa=
chusetts, but I understand that the Sen=-
ator from Louisiana desires to make a
10-minute speech.

Mr. LONG. It will be approximately
10 minutes; yes.

Mr, DIRKSEN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I wish to make some re-
sponse to the remarks of my distin-
guished friend, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

First, I pay him the honor of stating
to him that I have read his speech twice
before today, and I also listened to most
of it when it was delivered today.

Mr. President, I suppose it can be ac-
curately said that history seems to run
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either in cycles or in parallels. The ad-
dress delivered by my distinguished
friend, the Senator from Massachusetts,
reminds me of what happened on the
floor of the Senate almost 4 years ago to
this very day. I recall rather vividly
having been in the Orient, to visit such
areas as Indochina and elsewhere, with
another distinguished Member of this
body, the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson]. In those countries we made
some sustained observations, and then
returned to the United States, and re-
ported to the President of the United
States.

I recall the breakfast meeting at which
the report was made. I said, “Mr. Presi-
dent, what they need in Cambodia, what
they need particularly in Indochina'—
now South Vietnam—*is independence,
because it is only the fire of independ-
ence that so stirs people to fight for
something in the nature of a homeland
and for the freedom which is so dear
to the human heart.”

I think some representations were
made at that time, rather informally,
but when the foreign aid bill was con-
sidered—and I had some share in its
preparation—I made a suggestion to my
colleagues, which finally eventuated on
the floor of the Senate in the form of an
amendment. The interesting thing
about it was that it was an amendment
submitted finally by our distinguished
friend from Massachusetts. The day
was July 1, 1953, and the lanzuage of the
amendment, which is to be found in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 99, part 6,
page 7787, read as follows:

Provided, That the expenditure and dis-
tribution of the funds, equipment, mate-
rials, and services authorized under this or
any other section of this act on behalf of
the Associated States of Cambodia, Laos, and
Vietnam, to the extent that it is feasible
and does not interfere with the achieve-
ment of the purposes set forth in this act,
shall be administered in such a way as to
encourage through all available means the
freedom and the independence desired by
the peoples of the Associated States, in-
cluding the intensification of the military
training of the Vietnamese,

It was 4 years ago yesterday that the
amendment was offered on the Senate
floor. The vote on it was 17 to 64. I
shared the conviction and the zeal of my
distinguished friend from Massachu-
setts. I was one of the 17 who voted
for it. So I shall let the history books
indicate how I felt about it, and, as a
matter of fact, how I feel about it even
now. But one of the things that made
a deep impression 4 years ago yester-
day was the address delivered by the
former distinguished Senator from
Georgia, Senator George. He is no
longer a Member of this body, but I re-
call his eloguence, and I recall his per-
suasion, and I recall what a deep effect
his statement had on this body, for when
we got through on the Kennedy amend-
ment, it had been defeated by a vote of
64 to 17. One of the first things Sena-
tor George said was this:

Much as I am concerned about what goes
on in the East, and in the Far East, I am
still concerned about what goes on in West=
ern Europe. If France should not decline to
accept further assistance, or if France should
be forced to take a polltical action which
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she is not yet able to take because of the
conditions which we would impose upon her
by this or some similar amendment, then I
think it would be very difficult to prevent
the NATO organization from falling apart.

I recall the solicitude of the Senator
from Georgia on that occasion, and how
he expressed his interest in France, and
how vital it was, not only to NATO but
to the security of the United States of
America. I think it is one of the first
things we must keep in mind in connec-
tion with what I am sure the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts
knows to be the delicate problem with
which the Republic of France contends
in Algeria.

Sometimes parallels are drawn be-
tween Algeria and Tunisia. I doubt
whether they are parallel. In the case
of Tunisia, there were leaders with
whom we could work. There was the
Bey of Tunis and the present Prime Min-
ister Bourguiba, men of character and of
intellectual resource, with whom we
could deal, and who could act as a
nucleus.

In the case of Morocco, we had the
Sultan. In the case of Vietnam we had
the Chief of Staff, Ngo Dinh Diem, a man
of resolute purpose, character, and in-
tellectual resource, who had much to do
with keeping that country together, and
with sponging out the divergent groups
that menaced the peace of Vietnam, and
so gave it stability and brought it into
the sunlight of independence and free-
dom.

I think our record in this whole field
is pretty good. Sometimes the diplo-
matic hand is not too apparent to the
eye, but I think in the case of Tunisia,
in the case of Vietnam, in the case of
Cambodia, in the case of Laos, a great
deal of work has been done. That, I
think, is equally true in the case of the
very delicate situation that prevails in
Algeria at the present time.

I am rather concerned about the im-
pact on the thinking in France. Do we
worsen the situation or do we improve it
if we adopt the resolution which has been
offered by our distinguished friend from
Massachusetts? I think I ocught to read
into the REcorp at least one paragraph
of the resolution, because it contains
this phrase. This is the salient para-
graph:

The President and Secretary of State be
and hereby are strongly encouraged to place
the influence of the United States behind
efforts, either through the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization or through the good of-
fices of the Prime Minister of Tunisia and
the Sultan of Morocco, to achieve a solution
which will recognize the independent per=
sonality of Algeria and establish the basis
for a settlement interdependent with France
and the neighboring nations; be it further

Resolved, That, if no substantial progress
has been noted by the time of the next
United Natlons General Assembly session,
the United States support an international
effort to derive for Algeria the basis for an
orderly achievement of independence.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ., May I ask the Sena-
tor what is wrong with that?

Mr, DIRKSEN. There is nothing par-
ticularly wrong with it, except—and I
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shall be very candid about it, Mr. Presi-
dent—I think that there is a disposition
on the part of the United States Senate
as a body ofttimes to move too far
and to embarrass the efforts of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of State and
those engaged in diplomacy in this very
field. Who can doubt the Secretary of
State has gone far in this field already?
He was in Paris in May, conferring with
Mr. Mollet. Christian Pineau was be-
fore the United Nations General Assem-
bly in January of this year. I am not
prepared to say whether the suggestions
which have been made about a cease-fire,
about free elections, and so forth are
sufficient, but I do say that this adminis-
tration is not wanting in diligence and
zeal in that field. While we do not al-
ways see the hand, while it is not always
apparent what is being done, T must add
this is the kind of work that is not neces-
sarily effectuated with a brass band.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. MORTON. The Senator has
mentioned six countries that were either
colonial countries or had a semicolonial
status at the end of World War II. Five
of those countries are now independent.
That is a pretty good record. Tunisia,
Moroceo, Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam
have all achieved their independence.

Mr. DIRKESEN. That is true.

Mr. MORTON. The Senator has men-
tioned the fact that this kind of work is
not always effectuated with a brass band.
Certainly, our Department of State has
been working, through diplomatic chan-
nels, with the French and with the peo-
ple of the countries affected in an effort
to achieve independence. I was an officer
in the Department of State in the tragic
times of the difficuliies in southeast Asia.
It was a matter of daily concern to the
officers of that Department, from the
Secretary on down, that the three coun-
tries in that area should achieve their
independence. But in solving that prob-
lem it was felt we should not kick one
of our strongest NATO allies in Europe
out the window. -

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. EKENNEDY. I should first like to
point cut to the Senator, with reference
to the three leaders who have been men-
tioned—Diem, the Sultan of Morocco,
and Bourguiba—that Bourguiba had
been in a French jail several times; that
the Sultan of Morocco was only brought
back from forced exile only when the
situation became intolerable and that
Mr. Diem lived in this country for years,
and when he returned in some obscurity,
I think was quite properly supported by
the United States even against the judg-
ment of the French.

So I do not believe we have observed in
those instances leaders who had the sup-
port of the French in their move to win
independence. These people were
brought in only when there was no other
alternative.

I have no doubf that it is possible to
find responsible leaders in Algeria, but
the longer the problem persists the more
difficult it will be to find responsible
leaders in Algeria,
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The Senator may remember that I
thought we might adopt the amendment,
in previous debate, until Senator GEORGE,
with all his influence, “lowered the
boom.” The Senator will remember that
in his speech Senator George said:

If France is forced to withdraw from Indo-
china, or if she voluntarily withdraws from
Indochina, what assurance have we that
Indochina will not itself fall a victim to Red
China?

In fact, because of the recognition of
the rights of the people of those areas,
I think, Indochina did not fall a victim
to Red China. Both under the military
diplomacy of Mendés-France and the
defeat at Dienbienphu, the French
were forced to withdraw, but if they had
stayed there another year or two, I
have no doubt in my mind that Ho Chi
Minh, the Communist leader in the fight
against France, would have dominated
the entire country. We were fortunate
that there was brought into play an
unusual personality in the person of
Diem.

I do not wish to be harsh or unfair,
but I do not think we are moving ahead,
or that the French are moving ahead.
Since the United Nations meeting last
winter there has not been appreciable
progress. We are going to be faced with
very difficult decisions. I would like to
see the French, as well as the United
States, use their time before the next
U. N. debate in an effort to move to new
ground, and to recognize the fact that
Algeria is entitled to independence. If
it were obtained I hope Algeria would
continue to maintain constitutional ties,
or at least close connections, with
France.

I am aware of the fact that the pros-
pects for the adoption of my resolution
are rather dubious, but it indicates, at
least in my judgment, the hope that the
people of North Africa, the people in-
volved, will realize that the people of
the United States are interested in them.
I hope this action will bring some atten-
tion to the matter from the people of
France. There are many people in
France, I think, who feel as I do, that
the time has come for France to make a
substantial change in its present policy.
That is all I hope to accomplish, or to
have an influence in accomplishing.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I wish
to add one comment from the statement
of Senator George, which I thought was
particularly persuasive. He said:

Mr. President, it is known in the State
Department, it is known in the executive
offices of this Government, it is known by
all of us who have tried to keep abreast
of what is going on in Indochina, that a
great effort has been made to bring France
herself to a decision which would obviate
the necessity of this kind of amendment or
resolution,

What Senator George meant to point
out was that an effort was in progress,
and that they were sensitive to the inde-
pendence issue in Asia.

I observed the situation there. Any-
one who visited with the leaders in In-
dochina, Cambodia, and elsewhere
could not have failed to sense the feeling
of the people. The distinguished Sena-
tor from Montana must have appreci-
ated it when he was there,

-
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As an “eager beaver” I came back to
put some steam behind the effort in that
regard. But I realize there is such a
thing as patience in this field of en-
deavor, if we are going to accomplish
the greatest amount of good.

In further comment on the observa-
tion which the Senator from Massachu-
setts made a moment ago, the strong
leaders in Algeria have not yet come for-
ward. If we suppose independence
were granted tomorrow, would it even-
tuate in anarchy, in civil war and blood-
shed? The resulting condition might be
infinitely more aggravated than what
obtains at the present time, bad as it is.
I do not condone it. I do not apologize
for it. I think if is a terrible thing, and
that a solution ultimately must be forth-
coming. But I do not believe there has
been laches; I do not believe there has
been negligence; I do not believe there
has been a lack of diligence on the part
of this Government or its official and
responsible officers.

Mr. KENNEDY and Mr. MANSFIELD
addressed the Chair.

Mr. DIRKSEN. After I have made
one other comment I will yield.

I noticed in the Senator's statement
the observation that the Vice Presi-
dent did not comment on this matter in
his formal report. However, I can say
to the Senator that the Vice President
did comment at length in a confidential
report which he made on this subject.
He was exercising caution, and I think
the necessary prudence, because of the
delicacy of the situation that was in-
volved.

I now yield to the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. _

Mr. KENNEDY. I will say to the Sen-
ator that one of the reasons why the
amendment was defeated in 1953 was
that the word was passed on the floor of
the Senate that in about 2 weeks—it may
have been July 6, but at least within 2
weeks—the French Government would
come forward with substantial conces-
sions to the Nationalists in Indochina.
As I remember, in July, of 1953, they did
make some proposals, which were com-
pletely inadequate to meet the situation.

I must say that when the Senator was
younger, more youthful and vibrant——

Mr. DIRKSEN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. He favored this type
of amendment, but now the responsibil-
ity has sobered him.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The responsibility
and 4 years have sobered me.

Mr. KENNEDY. I am not sure I
might not argue the same way if I were
the Senator from Illinois, but my view
is that progress is never made unless
there is some incentive, some pushing
and goading toward progress.

I believe we should not let this fizht go
on simply among the Algerians, Tu-
nisians, Moroccans, Egyptians, Commu-
nists, pro-Arab groups, and antiwestern
groups. I think we in the United States
should usefully join this debate. I think
it will pay dividends to us in the years
ahead, when Algeria ultimately receives
independence, as I am confident it will.
I believe Algeria will receive independ-
ence, whether the policy I have sug-
gested is followed, or whether the policy
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of the French Government is followed.
Ultimately, Algeria will be independent.
I hope they will look to the West with
favor, and acknowledge us, because I
trust we will take a strong stand in their
favor.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. DIRKSEN. First, by way of com-
ment, Mr. President, I should like to say
to my distinguished friend from Boston
that at his age I would have been a mem-
ber of the Boston Tea Party, I am sure,
and I am not so sure that I would not be
foday, even though a little older.

Now I should like to stress the impor-
tance of France in the NATO line and
the importance of France to the security
of the United States. If there is any
doubt about it, all anyone has to do is to
go there and count the air bases we use
and all the facilities we have. France
has been our oldest ally I think, and
that merits consideration on our part,
and a caution as to the delicacy of the
problem which confronts France at the
present time. She is wrestling with it.

I do not care to pass judgment on
whether or not what is happening at the
moment is right or wrong. At least
France has come to grips with the prob-
lem; and so have we.

I think as responsible leadership de-
velops in Algeria, as it has in Tunisia
and in Morocco, swifter progress will be
made. In view of the fact that repre-
sentations have already been made to
the United Nations, I think that situa-
tion must be taken into account.

So, Mr. President, what we deal with
in a resolution of this kind is its impact
upon the thinking of people in another
country. We forget that so easily.

I remember introducing a bill in the
House of Representatives to increase the
quota for India under our naturaliza-
tion acts, and when I went to Delhi,
there was my name in 3-inch headlines
on the front page of all the daily news-
papers in India. It showed that they
kept abreast of what was going on here.

Of course, at a time when they are
wrestling with a complicated problem, I
think we ought to be very careful not to
step on their toes.

Also we should constantly emphasize
the fact that the executive branch—the
President, as the conductor of our for-
eign policy, and the Secretary of State
as his right hand—are certainly not in-
sensible of the problems which confront
us.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY. I am reminded that
the Senator and I cosponsored a resolu-
tion for freedom for a united Ireland, so
I should like to know how the Senator
squares that action with his opposition
to the present resolution.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Nothing ever haunted
me so much as did that resolution, be-
cause everyone thought I was an Irish-
man from County Kildare. I am afraid
there is not a teaspoonful of Irish blood
in me; yet I was the author of a resolu-
tion for an undivided Ireland.

My distinguished friend from Massa-
chusetts joined me in that effort. We
secured 17 sponsors and cosponsors—to
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correspond with the 17th of March which
is the memorial day of the great patron
saint of Ireland. So we carried on; and
even though we received no sympathetic
hearing on the part of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, we put our best foot
forward. )

I believe that those people have the
right, under those circumstances, to de-
termine their undivided destiny. All the
counties of Ireland except six share in a
certain type of independence. I believe
it is up to them, by plebiscite, to deter-
mine whether or not the six counties
should be taken into the Republic of
Ireland.

I see my distinguished friend from
Montana [Mr. MansrFierLp! smiling. As
a good Irishman, he joined us in support-
ing the resolution to which reference
has been made.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to my distin-
guished friend from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am not Irish, but I
am sympathetic to both South Ireland
and North Ireland. What is the differ-
ence between obtaining freedom for
North Ireland or South Ireland, and ob=-
tained freedom for Algeria?

Mr. DIRKSEN. From the standpoint
of the people, there is not the slightest
difference, whether they be Algerians or
Irish, whether they be Orangemen in
Belfast, or, for that matter, whether
they be Negroes in our own country who
are seeking full citizenship.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I go along with the
Senator in that philosophy, but the reso-
lution before us deals with the Algerians.
Is the Senator against freedom for the
Algerians, merely because the French
wish to retain Algeria as a colony?

Mr. DIRKSEN. There is not a particle
of difference. What I am trying to point
out, in response to the able and well-
reasoned speech of the Senator from
Massachusetts, is that the Vice Presi-
dent, the President, the Secretary of
State, and the State Department are not
lacking in zeal in dealing with this ques-
tion. We must always bear in mind the
necessity for cautious prudence when
we are dealing with a sovereign country
like France, which insists that Algiers
is a part of metropolitan France. I do
not necessarily have to concede that
argument, but the contention is made.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am in favor of cau-
tion. I am in favor of the State De-
partment, the President, and the Vice
President being cautious. However,
they come and go; but freedom must be
forever.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is true.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I have the greatest re-
spect for the Secretary of State, for the
President, and for the Vice President.
But we are now discussing the question
of freedom, which must be eternal. In
this instance what is wrong with the res-
olution of the Senator from Massachu-
setts?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I read the resolution
a moment ago. I shall reread the mid-
dle paragraph, because it is rather sig-
nificant.

5 I;Ir. CHAVEZ, I may be a little
ull———
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Mr. DIRKSEN. My friend is just as
sharp as a southwestern cactus.

Mr. CHAVEZ. And my friend is as
sharp as an Illinois porcupine, [Laugh-
ter.]

Mr. DIRKSEN. I read the middle
paragraph of the resolution:

The President and Secretary of State be
and hereby are authorized and strongly en-
couraged to place the influence of the United
States behind efforts, either through the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization or
through the good offices of the Prime Minis-
ter of Tunisia and the Sultan of Moroeco, to
achieve a solution which will recognize the
independent personality of Algeria and es-
tablish the basis for a settlement interde-

‘pendent with France and the neighboring

nations,

Suppose the Senator from New Mexico
were a Frenchman, a French leader in
Algeria. How would he feel, in view of
the fact that there is no suggestion in
the resolution that independence ought
to be achieved through the Governmeng
of the Republic of France?

Mr. CHAVEZ. Iwould feel like Wash-
ington crossing the Delaware. I would
feel exactly as did those who fought for
the independence of this Nation as
against the EKing of England. He
thought everything was wrong, but the
American colonists did not think so.

Mr. DIRKSEN., I am sure I do not
know how George Washington felt when
he was crossing the Delaware, except
that it must have been cold.

Let me read the last paragraph of the
resolution. If we fail to achieve free-
dom for Algeria through the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization or through
the good offices of the Prime Minister of
Tunisia and the Sultan of Morocco, this
is the alternative method:

That, if no substantial progress has been
noted by the time of the next United Na-
tions General Assembly session, the United
States support an international effort to de-
rive for Algeria the basis for an orderly
achievement of independence.

I am for independence, but we are
dealing with another country.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think it is good Amer-
ican policy to be for independence.

Mr. DIRKSEN. This territory is re-
garded as a part of metropolitan France.
I do not wish to offend our French
friends.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The French claim ju-
risdiction over this territory. However,
theirs is the power of might, and not
the power of liberty and freedom.

Mr, DIRESEN. I share the convic-
tion of my good friend from Massa~
chusetts, but I believe that in this rather
fitful and feverish world there should
be caution on the part of this country
in assuming additional grave responsi-
pilities. These things must be accom=-
plished in a proper way. The maximum
of patience must be exercised when we
are dealing with anything so explosive.
We might inherit a condition of com-
plete anarchy in Algeria. How might it
be controlled? That is the point I seek
to emphasize.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the distin-
ggisthed former Assistant Secretary of
State. ;
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Mr. MORTON. I take this opportuni-
ty to commend the distinguished Sena-
tor from Massachusetts for bringing this
subject before the Senate today. Un-
doubtedly it was a tremendous effort for
him to prepare the address which he de-
livered today. I think it has been stim-
ulating, and that it will be of great serv-
ice.

I do not wish to take the time of the
Senate at this point to comment in de-
tail. I know that the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CrAVEz] wishes to make
progress in the consideration of the de-
fense appropriation bill.

I should like to make three brief ob-
servations. First, upon reading the ad-
dress of the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts—and I read it before I
heard it—I was impressed with the fact
that there is a tendency to underesti-
mate the difficulties which the French
people face politically.

Second, I think there is perhaps some
underemphasis of the serious efforts be-
ing made by the French Government,
and especially by Guy Mollet, to bring
this matter to some resolution.

Third, I am noft sure in my own
mind—and I assure the Senator from
Massachusetts that I have an open
mind—that the formula which he sug-
gests would be the most helpful in this
dilemma.

I thank the Senator from Illinois for
yielding to me. .

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, be-
fore yielding the floor, I salute my friend
from Massachusetts for his able dis-
course in the interest of human freedom
and independence, on the eve of our own
great Independence Day, in the hope
that we can move forward and help
other people to achieve the same golden
goal. At the same time, we should be
mindful of the approach and the tech-
niques which are necessary in order to
achieve the objective at the earliest pos-
sible time, so that the situation will not
be worsened and our responsibilities
from here on aggravated.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the dis-
cussion this afternoon has been helpful
and beneficial. :

I wish to commend the Senator from
Massachusetts for making the speech he
made today, not that I agree with every
aspect of it; at least he laid the cards
on the table, and they are there for all
to see. I commend him for submitting
the resolution. I do not know how far
it will get, but I am quife certain that it
will be given serious consideration in
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
If something does come out of the com-
mittee, it may be somewhat different
from what he has offered.

We have been following a course of
casution for a long time in this par-
ticular matter. I find no blame with the
position of the State Department or the
administration, because what is happen-
ing under the present administration
also happened under previous Demo-
cratic administrations, We have been
caught in the middle. We have friends
on both sides. We have tried to placate
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both sides. We have tried fo keep
friendships on both sides.

Somebody had to say something. It
is entirely proper that the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts should
make the speech he has made this after-
noon. I am very happy that the assist=-
ant minority leader, the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirksEN] made his re-
marks, and that our friends, the senior
and junior Senators from Kentucky,
made their statements and expressed
their feelings with respect to what the
Senator from Massachusetts had to say.

Therefore I hope that on the basis of
the candid and courageous statement
made by the Senator from Massachu-
setts, his speech will be understood in
its proper perspective. I am sure he
is not trying to tell the French Gov-
ernment or the French people what
to do.

Perhaps what he did this afternoon
was something which the French peo-
ple themselves have been unable to do,
because of lack of decisiveness, and per-
haps because of extreme caution, which
has characterized the Government in re-
cent years.

However I point out that perhaps it
is not a question of independence for
Algeria. The Senator from Massachu-
setts has stressed the idea of interde-
pendence. One of the great generals
of France, Marshal Juin, has come forth
with the idea of a federation or a com-
monwealth status for Algeria. Although
it is primarily a French-Algerian ques-
tion, it is a question which, if not set-
tled, is bound to affect the international
relations of other parts of the world,
and is something whieh is bound to af-
fect us considerably. Therefore I hope
that not only the Government of France
and the people of France, but that the
State Department and the administra-
tion also, will accept what the Senator
from Massachusetts has stated-in the
spirit in which it was said, and I express
the hope that out of this debate there
may come a solution acceptable to all
sides.

tMr. KENNEDY. I thank the Sen-
ator.

THE LOUISIANA DISASTER

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, on Thurs-
day morning the most destructive hurri-
cane in 30 years struck the Louisiana
coast, The full fury of the blast struck
the shore of Cameron Parish at 8 a. m.,
several hours before it had been antiei-
pated. The tidal wave accompanying
the blast was approximately 13 feet above
sea level. In the city of Cameron, at an
elevation of approximately 4 feet above
sea level and located about 4 or 5 miles
from the Gulf of Mexico, the surging
current was about 9 feet deep.

In effect, the storm simply made the
low marshland prairies a part of the
Gulf of Mexico. Human bodies were
washed as far as 18 miles inland.

At the time the storm struck, all com-
munications with the coastal area were
destroyed. Telephones and radio facili-
ties at the coast were knocked out by
power failure; radios in patrol cars were
submerged; and radio towers further in-
land were destroyed.
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It was more than 24 hours from the
time the storm struck until contact was
reestablished and relief was able to reach
the coastal towns.

The press of the Nation has informed
Americans of the devastation and suffer-
ing that accompanied this hurricane.

We are grieved and shocked by the
tremendous loss of life and property that
has resulted from these hurricane winds
and the tidal wave that came in their
wake,

For several days, now, our people, aided
by eivil defense and other emergency
forces, have been seeking stranded sur-
vivors, treating their wounded, and ac-
counting for their dead and missing in
an area estimated to be 95 percent de-
stroyed.

Deaths are estimated to exceed more
than 500 in number and the number con-
tinues to rise as helicopters and airplanes
search the marshlands for bodies.

For several days burials awaited the
construction and arrival of caskets.
Bodies have heen preserved by refrigera-
tion until proper funerals can be ar-
ranged. Stark human tragedies have
been so tremendous that we have not
yvet attempted to assess our property
damage.

The coastal towns of Cameron, Grand
Chenier, Creole, and Pecan Island are
practically destroyed. The total popuia-
tion of these towns was about 2,500.
Latest estimates indicate that approxi-
mately 20 percent of their population is
dead. Ohers are threatened with dis-
ease and aftereffects of the storm.

Reports of courage, valor, and per=-
sonal sacrifices, as well as pitiful unsuc-
cessful efforts to save loved ones—the
types of things that reach the headlines
of newspapers on ordinary days—were
so commonplace that they were little
noticed.

Cattle have perished by the tens of
thousands. Livestock and poultry have
been destroyed in untold quantities.
Damage to homes and other structures
has run into a great many millions of
dollars. Rice fields have been flooded by
ruinous salt water. The fresh water
supply for these crops was cut off by
destruction of the power supply for deep
wells.

Other cities, towns, and villages have
suffered major damage. In Lake Charles
the majority of homes sustained dam-
age. In the small city of Eunice, more
than a million dollars of storm dam-
age was sustained. In its first inven-
tory, the oil industry assessed its dam-
age in excess of $10 million., Consid-
erable damage has been reported in
Lafayette, Morgan City, Opelousas, and
other cities and towns removed from the
immediate vicinity of the tragedy-
stricken area. Little has been said or
printed about these inland property
damages hecause of the overshadowing
tragedies on the coast.

The hundreds of dead and missing,
and the thousands of homeless, cause us
to ask whether our Nation can render
more effective and direct assistance to
the victims of this tragedy.

The work of rehabilitation in Louisi-
ana will be long and tortuous. Those on
whom this hurricane struck with such
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devastating force are frontiersmen who
have struggled against the cruelest of
the elements for a lifetime. Had it been
otherwise, they would have been less re-
luctant to abandon their homes and
their earthly possessions to seek greater
personal safety, thus reducing the death
toll.

They will again rebuild their homes
and communities and make their con-
tribution to the greatness of their na-
tion. It is because they are such peo-
ple that I urge this Government to
exert every possible means in assist-
ing the citizens of Cameron, Creole,
Grand Chenier, Pecan Island, and near-
by settlements during this initial period
of almost complete helplessness.

Tomorrow, I will go into this area, and
personally will attempt to assess the
magnitude of the damages, and will con-
fer with those who are in charge of re-
habilitation, to see what can most ef-
fectively be done to restore these peo-
ple to a normal way of life in the least
possible time.

The National Guard, the Civil De-
fense Administration, and the Red Cross
are providing emergency aid. The Small
Business Administration and the Farm-
ers Home Administration will lend
money and, help on liberal terms, at
low interest rates, to help persons re-
build their businesses and their homes.
The Federal Housing Administration
will also insure loans for rebuilding
housing for as much as 100 percent of
the cost of the homes.

The Department of Agriculture will
make available surplus foodstuffs for
human consumption, and also to help
save the livestock.

The Army engineers, the General
Services Administration, the Public
Roads Administration, and others will
help from the Federal level to bring or-
der out of chaos.

Every department of our State gov-
ernment will assist wherever possible.
Tocal citizens from nearby communi-
ties are volunteering generous aid.

In spite of all this, however, the sur-
vivors of the hurricane disaster will find
themselves deeply in debt for many years
to come, in order to regain their homes
and property values that were lost in
the storm on Thursday.

Already we have seen encugh to agree
upon the wisdom of the many provisions
Congress has made to assist in this type
of emergency. Few Members of this
body or of the House of Representatives
would care to backtrack on the estab-
lished measures presently available. Ob-
viously, more is needed.

A few days ago the House of Repre-
sentatives eliminated from the budget
funds for flood insurance, and today we
see by the press that the Federal Flood
Indemnity Administration closed shop
without issuing a single policy. That
penny-wise, pound-foolish mistake
should be corrected as soon as possible.
Thereafter, we should explore the possi-
bility of direct Federal grants in situa-
tions where insurance fails to provide an
adequate answer.

Furthermore, Federal activities in re-
sisting beach erosion should be expand-
ed to assist State and local governments
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to maintain the beaches of the Nation.
This problem is beyond the ability of a
single individual or any group of in-
dividuals acting together. Our beaches
and shorelines are a great national as-
set. Properly developed, they furnish
recreational facilities for the enjoy-
ment and the benefit of the entire Na-
tion. If we are to develop them prop-
erly and to protect those who live in
the area, we must find ways of insuring
their investment and to protect the
shoreline from the encroachment of the
sea. In these fields, much remains to be
done.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. Presidenf, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
NamarA in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Louisiana yield to the Senator
from Connecticut?

Mr. LONG. 1 yield.

Mr. BUSH. I wish to say to the Sen-
ator from Louisiana that I have listened
with great sympathy and understanding
to the remarks he has made regarding
the disaster which has occurred in Lou-
isiana, because it was only 2 years ago
that in the State of Connecticut and else-
where in New England there was a sim-
ilar, if not quite so severe, disaster. I
have an especial interest in the matter,
because at Eastertime I told the Senator
from Louisiana that I was going to visit
that area, and I did; and I went to
Cameron, which was struck so severely;
I visited Cameron because my son was in
business there. The part of his busi-
ness which was established in Cameron
was completely washed out by the flood.
However, that reference is purely inci-
dental to the statement I wish to make
to the Senator from Louisiana,

In addition fo offering my own sym-
pathy and the sympathy of all the people
of my State, I should like to say to the
Senator from Louisiana and to all those
who may hear his statement today or
who may read it in the press or elsewhere
that the President of the United States
has called upon the people of the country
to respond to the appeal of the Amer-
ican National Red Cross for assistance
in the face of this great disaster. From
my own certain knowledge and my own
observations and experience, I know that
nothing else which can be done at pres-
ent by persons not connected with the
Government or not connected with the
actual relief work on the ground can be
so useful or so helpful as to support the
appeal for funds by the President of the
United States so as to enable the Amer-
ican National Red Cross to lend relief
and comfort and assistance in the re-
habilitation of stricken people in the
State of Louisiana.

One is apt to think of the American
National Red Cross as an organization
which, when disaster strikes, takes to
the stricken area a coffee wagon which
serves coffee and doughnuts, and also
establishes a first-aid station to distrib-
ute band-aids, and so forth. However,
as a matter of fact, the initial work in
dealing with an emergency or great dis-
aster of this kind is but a very small
part of the work the American National
Red Cross does and has done during the
years, in connection with great disasters
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in various localities. More than 90 per-
ment of the money the Red Cross spends
under these circumstances goes to what
the Senator from Louisiana has called
rehabilitation. The great problem be-
fore the people of Cameron and the sur-
rounding area is not to bandage the
wounds, but to try to rehabilitate the
people, so that they can, as the Senator
from Louisiana has said, rebuild their
homes and rebuild their lives. That is
what the disaster fund of the American
National Red Cross must help them to do.
It is the only grant-in-aid money which
can be given today to the people in that
disaster area.

The Senator from Louisiana has made
a very fine presentation in recounting
the agencies of the French Government
which are available under these circum-
stances; and they will—as they have
over the years, in various places—render
very valuable service to the Senator's
State. But in order for some of the
persons in the disaster area to obtain
loans, some equity money must be avail-
able; and the American National Red
Cross is in a position to supply that
money, as it has done in hundreds and
hundreds of cases in the New England
States and elsewhere in the Nation, as I
particularly saw done in my own State
in 1955. -

S0 I join the Senator from Louisiana
in appealing to the people of the United
States for sympathy, understanding, and
action in connection with the disaster;
and I desire to state that the one thing
anyone can do, if he wishes to be helpful
at this stage of the game, is to contribute
to the American National Red Cross.

Mr. LONG. I thank the Senator from
Connecticut. As he well knows, the Red
Cross is doing a very fine job and is as-
sisting; and we are grateful for all the
assistance it is able to render.

Mr. BUSH. I have made this com-
ment because I happen to know that the
Red Cross is nearly broke, insofar as
funds for this kind of service are con-
cerned. Those funds have been ex-
hausted, due to the rather unusual num-
ber and extent of the disasters which
have occurred in the past several years.
Knowing that, and knowing the urgency
of the need for free funds of that kind,
which can be given away, I have taken
the liberty of asking the Senator from
Louisiana to yield to me on this occasion.

Mr. LONG. I certainly urge that
those who can do so—and certainly I,
myself, shall make a contribution to the
Red Cross.

As I have stated, there is much more
which can be done at the Government
level, and I hope the Government will
do all it can. I also hope the Congress
will help improve the laws, so as to take
care of such emergencies more ade-
quately in the future.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I hap-
pen to be chairman of the Committee
on Public Works. Many Senators speak
about insurance or about what the Red
Cross and other agencies should do. Of
course such activities are entirely proper.
All of us are sympathetic and all of us
shed tears—as we should—because of
the terrible disaster which has occurred
in Louisiana. However, in many in-
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stances such disasters should not oceur.
Instead of providing insurance or shed-
ding tears of sympathy, the disasters
should be prevented. The disaster
which occurred in Connecticut or the
disaster which occurred elsewhere in the
New England area could have been pre-
vented if the flood had been prevented.

In the case of the recent disaster in
Louisiana, we sympathize very greatly.
We wish to do the right thing, and we
should contribute to the Red Cross or to
any other agency which will help pro-
vide some kind of relief.

However, the principal thing is to pre-
vent such occurrences in the future.
That is the chief type of insurance we
can provide. If we do that, I think we
shall be doing the best we can, so far as
the Government is concerned,

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
LavuscHE in the chair) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

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

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT APPROPRI-
ATIONS, 1958

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bhill (H. R. 7665) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958,
and for other purposes.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLaARk in the chair), The Secretary will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, I
desire to discuss an amendment which
it is my intention to offer to the bill. The
purpose of the amendment is to save a
little money by carrying out the unifica-
tion of the armed services as originally
planned, at least with respect to the pro-
curement functions of the Department
of Defense.

The bill before the Senate provides
appropriations in the amount of $34,-
534,229,000. I know the country is fully
aware of what a billion dollars is. But
sometimes I wonder whether Congress
understands that a billion dollars is a
thousand million dollars, and that $34
billion is 34 thousand million dollars.

If every person on the floor of the Sen-
ate this afternoon and every person in
the gallery had a million dollars which
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he could contribute as a free gift to the
Treasury of the United States to reduce
the national debt, it would not make a
dent in that debt.

DEBET WAS REDUCED AFTER WORLD WAR IT

The debt of the United States is ap=
proximately $275 billion, It has been
hovering around that figure ever since,
at the conclusion of World War II, the
then President of the United States or-
dered that the entire $20 billion which
had been raised by the people of the
United States to purchase the last war
bond issue should be applied upon the
payment of the national debt. That re-
duced the debt, at the end of World War
II, from about $295 billion—almost $300
billion—to $275 billion. There it has
stood year after year. Congress has
from time to time passed temporary pro=
visions allowing the Government to in-
crease the debt above $275 billion, upon
certain conditions that reductions should
be made.

THIS IS LARGEST BUDGET EVER PRESENTED EXCEPT
IN WARTIME

But this is the fact: We are dealing
with a budget which is the largest
budget ever presented to Congress by
the Executive when the Nation was not
involved in a shooting war. The amount
provided in the Defense appropriation
bill is as I have said, $34,534,229,000.
MUTUAL SECURITY AND DEFENSE COSTS TOTAL

ABOUT $43 BILLION

When we shall have passed the appro-
priation bill to implement the Mutual
Security Act, when that authorization
law shall have been enacted, the total
for mutual security and major defense
will amount to about $43 billion. That
will be more than 60 percent of the en-
tire expenditures of the Government of
the United States for all other purposes.
O’MAHONEY RIDER TO 1953 APPROPRIATIONS BILL

WAS NOT ENFORCED

While the committee had the pending
measure under consideration, I con-
ferred with members of the task force of
the Hoover Commission on the reorgani-
zation of the Government, and I read
the speech of the majority leader in the
House of Representatives, Representa-
tive McCormack, of Massachusetts,
about the lack of enforcement of a pro-
vision of law of which I was the author
back in 1952, and which was designed
to bring about the unification of the pro-
curement aectivities for common use
items by all of the Department of De-
fense. So I yielded to the suggestions
which came from the Hoover Commis-
sion to seek to strengthen that section
of the law.

I am referring to section 638 of the
Defense Appropriation Act of 1953. The
purpose of that section was to provide
that the materials needed by each
branch of the defense forces, and which
were used by all of them, should be pur-
chased noncompetitively by a single pur-
chasing agent, and that the wvarious
branches of the Department of Defense
should not be competing with one
another.

This amendment is a modification of
the 1953 rider endorsed by the Hoover
Commission.
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So the amendment which I offered to
the Committee on Appropriations this
year was a modification which was en-
dorsed by the Hoover Commission. I
gave notice yesterday that it would be
my intention, on behalf of myself, of the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLasl,
and of the Senator from Colorado [Mr.

Carrorr], to offer that amendment
today.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iyield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from
Wyoming knows well that I joined in
offering the original amendment sug-
gested by the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator from
New Mexico was kind enough to do that.
I know that the Senator from New Mex-
ico gave his valuable aid and assistance
to the consideration of that measure.

Mr. CHAVEZ. But I discovered then,
as a practical proposition, that notwith-
standing the fact that the committee was
most anxious to cooperate and agree with
the suggestion, it would be legislation on
an appropriation bill.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There is no doubt
of that.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes, there is no doubt
about it. So I suggest that the proposal
be brought up through the proper stand-
ing committee of the Senate. I am most
sympathetic with the Senator from Wyo-
ming, and I would like to go along; but
I regref, so far as the appropriation bill
is concerned, I cannot do so.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
can understand why the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions has reached that conclusion. But
after the committee acted, there came to
my attention two startling reports which
indicate very clearly the need of reform
in the purchasing activities of the various
defense agencies; and I wish to call thosz
facts to the attention of the entire
Senate.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doesthe
Senator from Wyoming yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. THYE. I hold in my hand a copy
of the amendment proposed by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming, and
cosponsored by the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucras] and the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. CarrorL]. I wonder how
many additional persons the Department
of Defense will employ if the amendment
is enacted into law.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do mnot think
there will be any real increase in the
personnel of the Department of Defense.
If the Senator from Minnesota will per-
mit me to continue, before interrogating
me about the details regarding the
amendment, I wish to discuss the situa-
tion which exists. After I have done so,
I think possibly he may be willing to con-
cede that there is a real basis for calling
the matter to the attention of the Sen-
ate at this time.

I am grateful to the Senator from
Minnesota, because he was a member of
the Defense Appropriations Subcommit-
tee in 1952, when I offered the original
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legislative rider, now known as section
638 of the Defense Appropriation Act of
1953 ; and he was one of those who helped
to bring about its enactment. So Il am
grateful to him for that aid. If he will
permit me to have an opportunity to lay
before the Senate the additional facts
which have come to my attention, I be-
lieve he may be willing to support the
amendment at this time.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I do not
wish to intrude—

Mr. OMAHONEY. The
from Minnesota never intrudes.

Mr. THYE. But I should like to ask
several questions.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Will the Senator
from Minnesota withhold his questions
until I have presented the facts I have
obtained?

Mr. THYE. Of course, I shall listen
with interest to the presentation the
Senator from Wyoming will make, just
as—as a member of the Appropriations
Subeommittee—I have attended quite a
number of the sessions of the commit-
tee, in connection with the appropria-
tions for the armed services. I am vi-
tally interested in these matters.

The present amendment of the Sena-
tor from Wyoming, identified as
“7-1-5T7-A,” interests me very much, and
I have tried to study it very carefully.
I am alarmed at what we might find to
be an additional appendix to an already
huge Depariment of Defense; I believe
that is what is likely to happen as a re-
sult of the amendment, if it is enacted
into law. Certainly most additions of
that sort are not needed; and I am
afraid that the addition proposed in this
case would be found to be a nuisance,
rather than a service, to the Depart-
ment of Defense.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
the Senator from Minnesota is disturbed
ahout what he calls the appendix. Iam
disturbed about the cancer which is
eating into the ecapital funds of the
people of the United States, by means of
the waste, extravagance, and competi-
tion among departments which should
not be competing with one another.
That process is resulting in the wasting
of billions of dollars. I think I shall be
able to demonstrate that to the Senator
from Minnesota before I conclude my
remarks. Perhaps then he will join me
in attacking the cancer, instead of the
appendix.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wpyoming is
most persuasive, but he is not sufficiently
persuasive to convince me that there is
a cancerous sore in the administrative
functioning of the Department of
Defense. I think the Department has
been administered quite efficiently, un-
der the direction of Charles Wilson and
his civilian assistants. I believe there
have been able civilian officials who have
worked with the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
as well. I do not know where we can
find betier heads for the various divi-
sions of either the Navy, the Air Force,
or the Army.

So I shall listen with interest to the
presentation the Senator from Wyo-
ming will make, just as I have attended
many of the committee sessions.

Senator
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‘Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
am always happy to yield to the Senator
from Minnesota, even when he an-
nounces his conclusion before he hears
the evidence. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
report which was submitted to the
House of Representatives on June 10 of
this year. It is a report on the measure
to continue in effect the provisions of
title II of the First War Powers Act,
1941, That measure, which would ex-
tend for an additional year the provi-
sions of title IT of the First War Powers
Act, came to the Senate only last week.
It was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, the committee which in the
past has handled such measures. I was
amazed when the chairman of the com-
mittee handed the report to me and ask
me to submit to him an opinion regard-
ing it.

In order to save time, I shall read
only excerpts from the report. On the
first pege I read the following:

Under the provisions of title II, the Presi-
dent may authorize any department or
agency of the Government exerclsing func-
tions in connection with the prosecution
of the national defense effort to enter into
contracts and into amendments or modifica-
tions of contracts and to make advance,
progress, and other payments thereon, with-
out regard to the provisions of the law re-
lating to the making, performance, amend-
ment, or modification of contracts, when-
ever he deems such action would facilitate
the national defense, subject, however, to
the additlonal provisions set forth in title
II.

WAR POWERS ACT WAS PASSED AS A WAR
MEASURE

The original act was passed in 1941,
Its purpose was to facilitate the pros-
ecution of the Second World War, and
it authorized the waiver of certain very
essential housekeeping provisions to pro-
tect the money of the people of the
United States and to prevent waste and
extravagance in the wvarious depart-
ments. When Congress passed that law,
granting that waiver, it was guided by
the belief that it was better to risk such
waste and extravagance than to be too
late in arming the Nation. But at the
present time the United States is not
engaged in a shooting war, and at pres-
ent there is no need for the haste that
was needed after the hombs fell on Pearl
Harbor. At present there is no need for
the sudden appropriation of huge sums
of money or to allow the Department of
Defense to have discretion regarding how
the money will be spent wisely. There-
fore, why should the Congress now do
what the Department of Defense re-
quests? The United States is not now
engaged in wer. Why should the Con-
gress provide that the Department of
Defense may enter into contracts and
amendments or modifications of con-
tracts now existing, and may make ad-
vance payments, progress payments,
and other payments thereon, without
regard to the provisions of the laws
which. require competitive bidding and
require publication and notice with re-
spect to all expenditures?

The requirement to obey those laws
is forgiven, because, in the second para-
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graph of page 2 of the report we find the
following language:

The continuation of the eflectiveness of
these emergency powers has been and will
continue to be of important assistance to
the authorized departments and agencies
of the Government in the prosecution of
the national mobilization program.

EMERGENCY POWERS ARE NOT NEEDED NOW

What mobilization program is meant?
Why is emergency power needed? We
are not in an emergency. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury appears before
the Finance Committee and says that
under his administration the national
debt has been decreased. It hasnot been
decreased. The chairman of that com-
rmiittee, the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, made it clear, in his interroga-
tion of the Secretary of the Treasury,
that the national debt is not being re-
duced. Why is it necessary to have
emergency powers in current procure-
ment activities?

I read now from the report:

Under the act, executive departments and
agencies are empowered to amend or modi-
fy Government contracts without additional
consideration.

The contract has been made. The
consideration has been fixed. The De-
partment of Defense may modify the
contract, increasing it without addi-
tional consideration to the Government
of the United States. How can we de-
fend the handling of the financial af-
fairs of the United States in such a
loose and extravagant manner? I read
again from the report:

Mistakes and ambiguities in contracts may
be rectified, and indemnity payments may
be guaranteed for otherwise noninsurable
risks.

WE MUST EXAMINE CAREFULLY EXPENDITURES
OF ¥FUNDS )

When the Defense Dzpartment comes
before the Congress and asks for the
continuation of emergency powers deal-
ing with the expenditure of funds which
are necessary, it compels us to exam-
ine closely the manner in which expen-
ditures are made.

The report continues:

Title II was reactivated for the Eorean
emergency by the act of January 12, 1951.
WAR POWERS ACT WAS NOT IN FORCE BETWEEN

WORLD WAR II AND KEOREAN WAR

Notice the word “reaciivated.” That
means that prior to the Korean emer-
gency the War Powers Act had come to
an end, but because we were engaged in
another shooting emergency, title II was
reactivated. Then the report proceeds:

In each Congress thereafter it has been
extended. This legislation provides for a
1-year extension of the automatic termi-
nation date to June 30, 1958. Of course, in
addition to the termination date, there
remains the possibility of title IT terminat-
ing at any time Congress by concurrent
resolution or the President designates.

NO HEARING WAS HELD IN ACT EXTENSION

In the same report, there is a letter
addressed to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, Mr. RAYBURN, by Mr.
W. B. Franke, Acting Secretary of the
Navy. There is a copy of the bill to
dmend the act of January 12, 1851, as
amended. We find a letter from Mr.
Joseph Campbell, Comptroller General



1957

of the United States, to the chairman of
the House Judiciary Committee, Mr.

ELLER. We find a letter from Wendell

. Barnes, Administrator of the General
Services Administration, to the chair-
man of the House Committee on the
Judiciary. We find another letter from
the General Services Administration to
the chairman of the House Committee
on the Judiciary. All those letters are
contained in the House report. They
express no opposition to the extension of
the act. But the significant thing is
that no hearing was held by the Judi-
ciary Committee of the House. Not a
word of testimony was taken. Not a
single question was asked by a Repre-
sentative, and the extension of these
emergency powers was approved in au-
tomatic fashion by the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the report from
which I have been reading be printed in
the REcorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

HEBERT REPORT CITES WASTE AND EXTRAVAGANCE
IN SPENDING

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I had scarcely
read the report on the extension of the
War Powers Act when all the New York
and Washington Sunday papers carried
the account of the report submitted by
Representative F. Epwarp HEBERT, of
Louisiana, chairman of the Subcommit-
tee for Special Investigations of the
Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives. This is the
same Representative HEBErRT who was
head of one of the committees that made
the studies which resulted in the adop-
tion of what has been called the
O'Mahoney rider in 1952, which has de-
signed to bring about unification of the
procurement services,

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douc-
1as] yesterday gave the Senate a very
clear and extensive review of what has
been reported to the Congress and the
country by Representative HEBERT'S
study. I shall not find it necessary to
read further in extenso from the report,
but there are several extracts which
ought to be made a part of this Recorb.

I read from the first page of the study.
It bears the page No. 639 in the sub-
committee proceedings No. 3, under
the authority of House Resolution 67. I
recommend that every person who de-
sires to have an understanding of how
the money of the people is being ex-
pended wastefully and extravagantly se-
cure a copy of this special report and
read it with attention. I read this para-
graph:

On December 16, 1950, President Truman
declared a national emergency because of
Eorean hostilitles. Thereupon the Secre-
tary of Defense directed the military depart-
ments procure by “negotiation" without re-
gard to the provisions of the act relating to
advertised sealed bidding or the other 16
exceptions in the act. Hostilities in Korea
were terminated on July 27, 1958. But the
Presidential proclamation of a national
err;erdgency has not been modified or re-
voked.
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PEOPLE'S MONEY IS STILL BEING SPENT
WASTEFULLY

The authority under which these
emergency powers were granted has not
been modified or revoked, and the money
of the people of the United States is still
being spent in the extravagant but nec-
essary way that Congress felt could not
be avoided during World War II.

On the second page of this document
appears a table, to which the Senator
from Illinois alluded, and I think in-
serted in the REcoORD, yesterday. This
table is a comparison of procurement by
negotiation versus advertised competi-
tive bidding during the period January
1, 1956, through September 1956, by
dollar value and number of contracts
under the Armed Services Procurement
Act of 1947.

OVER 80 PERCENT OF OUR MILITARY CONTRACTS
WERE NEGOTIATED, NOT ADVERTISED, IN 19856
The negotiated contracts during that

périod from January 1 to September 30,

1956, amounted in dollar value to $12,-

716,085,000. The advertised contracts

amounted to only $1,111,727,000. In

cther words, the percentage of nego-
tiated contracts, by dollar volume, was

91.96 percent as compared to 8.04 per-

cent for advertised contracts under the

normal law of the Government of the

United States.

By number of contracts in the same
period, the negotiated contracts num-
bered 2,731,151, and the advertised con-
tracts numbered only 214,136. In other
words, by number 92.73 percent were
negotiated contracts and only 7.27 per-
cent were advertised contracts.

RESULT IS CONCENTRATION OF CONTRACTS IN

FEW LARGE COMPANIES

Is it any wonder that there is a con-
centration of Government contracts in
the hands of a comparatively small
number of large companies? Is it any
wonder that small companies are finding
it difficult to get contracts?

The contracts are not advertised, and
after they have been awarded they can
be changed until the 30th of June 1958,
when the extension of the War Powers
Act will expire. It remains to be seen
what Congress at this session will do
about that extension.

RECOMMENDS THAT ACT NOT BE EXTENDED

For my part, I submitted my report to
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary of the Senate and recom-
mended that the act should not be ex-
tended. Perhaps I should read that let-
ter into the Recorp at this point. It is
addressed to the Honorable James O.
EasTrAND, and is dated July 1, 1957.

Dgear Jim: You will remember that on Fri-
day last you requested me to look into the
extension of title II of the First War Powers
Act of 1941 which has passed the House and
is now pending before the Judiciary Com-
mittee. Title II of the act is a broad delega-
tion of authority to the President or any
department or agency of the Government
performing functions for the prosecution of
the defense effort and should not, in my
opinion, be approved by the Senate commit~
tee without a hearing.

By Executive Order No. 10210 of February
2, 1951 (16 P. R. 1049), the powers granted
by the act were delegated to the Secretary of
Defense. Paragraph 4 of this order recites
that the Department may “amend or settle
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claims under contracts heretofore or here-
after made, * * * may make advance,
progress, and other payments upon such
contracts of any per centum of the contract
price—"

I ask Senators to note the words “any
per centum.”

I continue to read the letter:

“and may enter into agreements with con-
tractors or obligors, modifying or releasing
accrued obligations of any sort.”

This latter grant of power is so broad that
it is defined in the Executive order so as to
include “accrued Hquidated damages or lia-
bility under surety or other bonds."

More than that, amendments and modifi-
cations of contracts may be made “with or
without consideration.”

Equally important is the fact that para-
graph 5 of the Executive order provides that
advertising, competitive bidding, and bid,
payments, performance, or other bonds or
other forms of security need not be required.

Imagine! The Defense Department
demands continued authority to make
contracts without any obligation to re-
quire security and performance bonds.

In a special report of the Subcommittee
for Special Investigations of the House Com-~
mittee on Armed Services, of which Congress-
man F. Epwarp HEserT, of Louisiana, is chair-
man, the charge is made that over 90 percent
of the military business is now being con-
ducted by secret negotiations without com=-
petitive bidding. It is stated that during
9 months of the year 19566 expenditures
amounting to more than $5.3 billlon were
contracted on the basis of the Korean na-
tional emergency procurement of December
16, 1950, although this basis had been set
aside by Armed Services Procurement Regu-
lation 3-201.2 (b).

Mr. CASE of South Dakofa. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen=-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Is the
Senatfor able to state whether or not the
figure cited, of ninety-some percent of
the procurement by negotiation, is lim-
ited to the procurement of supplies and
weapons systems, or whether it includes
construetion?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think it applies
to all expenditures.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I doubt
that it applies to construction. I know,
in working on the military construction
items, we had some discussion of that
point.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me read what
the report of the House committee said
on that very point. It is very important.
I know only what I read in the reports
of Senate and House committees, and in
the newspapers, what I hear on the radio,
and what I see on television. I was not
there when the report was written.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. A para-
graph is carried in the annual military
construction bill which is directly on this
point.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wish to read ex-
actly what the House committee said.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. There
are some exceptions provided for, and I
should like to know if the exception
clause is used to such an extent that
90 percent is accomplished without com-
petitive bidding. I will be surprised if
that is true.
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. I will read from
the summary and conclusions drawn by
the House committee, from page 683 of
the report I have already mentioned.
This is the paragraph from which I took
the language that I put into the letter
to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
EASTLAND] :

In 8 months of 1956, notwithstanding the
Armed Services Procurement Regulation
3-201.2 (b), 38.94 percent of Department of
Defense dollars amounting to $5,312,5615,000
was contracted for, using as the legal basis
the Korean national emergency proclamation
of December 16, 1950. That was 84,410 con-
tracts. This action was taken after the in-
formation given to the committee in Janu-
ary 1856.

I invite the Senator's attention to this
language, from page 682:

We note that the Armed Services Procure-
ment Act became effective in May 1948, and
was suspended in December 1850. It had a
little over 2 years of actual usage. Since the
suspension and the directive of the Depart-
ment of Defense of October 28, 1955, effec-
tive January 1, 1856, adherence to the
language of the act was enjoined and simu-
lated by regulation. The reports which we
have published herein show that this regu-
lation has been wholly ineffective, that it is
in fact being flouted, and that still more
than 90 percent of the purchases are accom-
plished almost in defiance of the act.

That is the 90 percent to which I re-
ferred in my letter to the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, and it ob-
viously relates to purchases, and prob=
ably does not involve construction.

I note that under the heading “table
A” there is 2 table entitled “Construc-
tion Program, 2304 (¢) Included,” which
lists the Corps of Engineers and the
Bureau of Yards and Docks of the Navy.
The table refers to construction. I am
happy to be able to say to the Senator
that, so far as the construction program
is concerned, the negotiated contracts
for both services amount to 28.67 per-
cent, and the number of advertised con-
tracts for construction to 71.33 percent.
So while, with respect to purchases, the
90 percent plus figure applies, it does not
apply with respect to construction.

However, I submit that when 28.67
percent of the construction program
for both the Army and Navy is carried
on by negotiated bids, there is reason
for concern by the Congress. The
amendment which I am offering, how-
ever, does not refer to construction. It
rvefers to the procurement of items of
common need in all the services of the
Department of Defense.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. T think
a useful purpose has been served by
having this point clarified.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think so.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I agree
with the Senator that even if 28 percent
of the contracts for construction are
accomplished by negotiation, that, of
itself, warrants concern. I mention the
matter at this time because I note the
presence in the Chamber of the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
StenmMis]l. As he knows, yesterday
afternoon when we were going over cer-
tain provisions in the military construe=
tion bill, we discussed this particular
point. We were wondering if the lan-
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guage should not be tightened in order
to restrict the exceptions which have
been permitted under statutory law,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am glad the
Senator has addressed these questions to
me, because I think it is important that
the committee should consider this sub-
ject.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I would
have been shocked if the 90-percent
figure could have been applied to con-
struction.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. But is it not
shocking that the figure of 90-percent
plus is the figure for procurement of
common use items?

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. It is cer-
tainly far too high. I hope the appro-
priate subcommittee of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee will go into the subject,
just as our subcommittee has gone into
the subject of construction.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have been hop-
ing that the Appropriations Committee,
first, and then the Senate, would adopt
my amendment, so that there would be
opportunity to go into the subject now
instead of later.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I think
it is understandable that there may be
certain instances in which we are deal-
ing with construction, such as the Dew
Line, or similar construction in a for-
eign country, with respect to which it
might be found that negotiation would
be the only way a contract could be ac-
complished. Even in that field, speak-
ing on the basis of my own personal
studies of this subject, going back to
1953, when our subcommittee inspected
certain construction overseas, we
thought there had been entirely too
much negotiation of contracts.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I know by ex-
perience how diligent the Senator from
South Dakota has been in the examina-
tion of requests from the Department of
Defense for appropriations.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Concerning the ques-
tion raised by the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Casel, with
reference to military construction and
whether or not there were competitive
bids, let me say that we have before our
subcommittee certain figures which
were furnished quite recently by the
Assistant Secretary of Defense, Mr.
Bryant. I know that the figures were
carefully collected, and I feel that they
are correct.

Mr. Bryant made the statement in our
hearing that, as of December 31, 1956,
for the preceding calendar year con-
tracts had been let for military construec-
tion totaling $1,169,066,300. We were
informed that contracts representing 93
percent of that sum were formally let on
competitive bids.

As the Senator from South Dakota
has said, there is in the military con-
struction bill a section providing that
construction contracts must be let by
competitive bids. That provision was
carried in the bill last year, and it will
be in the bill which will be presented in
a few days.
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There is also included the qualifying
language “wherever practicable.” We
have been checking that feature since
this subject was under discussion yester-
day afternoon. I am told that that
language covers only projects which, for
security reasons, are on a secret basis,
and that otherwise competitive bidding
is used.

I furnish that information for the
benefit of the Senator from Wyoming
and the information of the Senate. I do
not believe that the figures which I have
given coincide with others which have
been quoted. However, this information
comes from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, and it covers construction. The
information was given in his recent ap-
pearance before our committee,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The figures which
the Senator from Mississippi has just
given, as he says, do not apply to the
same period mentioned in the House
committee report. In this report con-
struction contracts issued during the 9-
month period in 1956, from the first of
January of that year to the end of Sep-
tember, amounted to $1,385,220,000 for
the Corps of Engineers, and $510,859,-
000 for the Bureau of Yards and Docks
of the Navy.

For the Corps of Engineers the per=
centages were 25.99 percent by negotia-
tion, and 74.01 percent by advertising
for bids. For the Navy, Bureau of Yards
and Docks, 35.92 percent by negotiation,
and 64.08 percent by advertising for bids.
Again I call attention to the fact that
the amendment which is now before the
Senate does not deal with construction,
but with procurement.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am glad to yield.

Mr, CASE of South Dakota. Do those
percentages apply to numbers of con-
tracts or to dollar values?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I gave both. I
gave the percentages as to dollar value
and as to numbers of contracts.

Before the Senator came on the floor
Iread the percentages by number of con-
tracts. These appear on page 641 of the
report of the Subcommittee for Special
Investigations of the House. I recom-
mend a copy of the report to the Sena-
tor. The total number of contracts
issued during this period, the same 9=
month period, was 2,945,287,

Negotiated were 2,731,151; advertised
were only 214,136, a percentage of 92.73
percent for the negotiated contracts, and
only 7.27 percent for the advertised con-
tracts.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Of course,
the Senator, in using the 90-percent
figure, is going back to procurement
purchases.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, yes; of course.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. And the
Senator is not dealing with construction.

Mr., O'MAHONEY. Oh, yes. In the
same tables are figures for the construc-
tion program. There the total percent-
age for construction was 73.02 percent,
for both the Army and the Navy, by
negotiation, and the advertised portion
was 26.98 percent.

The Senator will note that there is a
great difference between what the Corps
of Engineers was doing and what the



1957

Bureau of Yards and Docks of the Navy
was doing. With respect to the Corps
of Engineers, 76.67 percent of their con-
traects were negotiated, and only 23.33
percent were advertised; whereas, with
respect to the Navy, 22.24 percent were
negotiated, and 77.76 percent were
advertised.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I sup-
pose, to follow that situation through,
we ought to have a hearing at which the
representatives would go into the nature
of those contracts. The Bureau of Yards
and Docks does have the responsibility
of the construction for the Air Force in
Spain. Normally our overseas const.uc-
tion has been done by the Corps of Army
Engineers. However, following the ex-
perience we had in Africa, which was
brought to the attention of the Senate
in 1953, the Bureau of Yards and Docks
of the Navy have been given the respon-
sibility for the construction jobs in
Spain.

NEGOTIATION IS NOT WAY TO TRANSACT PUBLIC
BUSINESS

Mr., O'MAHONEY. I am notf discuss-
ing the construction., I am discussing
procurement. I wish to read from page
333 of the report a very interesting com-
ment of the House subcommittee:

The Deputy Director of Procurement for
the Air Force calls negotiation “an art,”
where meaning may be “conveyed by the
bilnking of an eye or the shading of a state-
ment."

That is not the way—

Says the committee—

to transact the public business. We con-
demn execessive use of negotiation. We con-
demn it as a breeding place for suspicion and
fraud. We condemn it as a shield for mis-
chief. We accept it only when no other
course is possible in order to make certain
that which was before uncertain.

I do not believe anyone can disagree
with that effective statement of the
House special investigations committee,

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I wish to
associate myself with the Senator from
‘Wyoming in saying that I am sure no
Member of Congress defends negotia-
tion where the obtaining of a bid is pos-
sible and practical.

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

Mr, OMAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. THYE. I, too, wish to be very
emphatic in my statement that I do not
condone entering into contracts by nego-
tiation if competitive bids can be called
for. I have always had the impression
that the military operated under com-
petitive bid system in all instances——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator sees
the record now and realizes that that is
not the case,

Mr. THYE. Yes. It has been my un-
derstanding that these contracts have al-
ways heen subject to bids, unless it was a
classified construction or something that
involved classified maiter.

NEGOTIATION HAS BECOME SUBSTITUTE FOR

COMPETITIVE ADVERTISING BIDS

Mr. O'MAHONEY., I regret to say
that the investigating subcommittee of
the House has not come to that con-
clusion. It has come to the completely
contrary conclusion, that purchasing is
going on under the emergency procla-
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mation made specifically for the Korean
emergency, although the emergency does
not exist, and that negotiation of con-
struction and purchases has by far be-
come a substitute for competitive adver-
tising bids.

On page 683 the subcommittee stated:

‘We call attention to the power delegated
to Congress by the Constitution in section 8
of article I: “To make Rules for the Govern-
ment and Regulation of the land and naval
Forces;”

Yet, today, there is in fact no law specifi-
cally dealing with the method of purchasing
by the military departments as intended by
the Congress when 1t passed the Armed Serv-
ices Procurement Act of 1947,

HOUSE COMMITTEE UNANIMOUS IN REPORTING
WASTEFUL PROCEDURES

That is the record before us. That is
the reason why I have ventured to take
the time of the Senate this afternoon to
urge consideration of the amendment.
It is a matter of paramount importance.
We talk about balancing the budget. We
talk about saving the money of the tax-
payers. We talk about our desire to be
careful in the use of the funds that
belong to the people of the United States.
Yet the cold facts before us are indispu-
table, with no contrary views by any
minority of the committee. The whole
committee joined in the report. Let me
read the names of the members of the
committee. There are no minority
views. The Subcommittee for Special
Investigations consisted of F. Epwarp
HeeerT, Louisiana, chairman; OVERTON
Brooks, Louisiana; L. MENDEL RIVERS,
South Carolina; O. C. FisHER, Texas;
PorTER HaRrDY, JR., Virginia; GEorGe P.
MirLer, California; Witriam E. Hess,
Ohio; LeoNn H. Gavin, Pennsylvania;
Pavr CuonwmineaaM, Iowa; WiLriam H.
Bates, Massachusetts; FRANK C. OSMERS,
JRr., New Jersey; ex officio, CarL VINSON,
Georgia, and LesLie C. ARenDs, Illinois.
UNIFORM REGULATIONS FOR PROCUREMENT

NEEDED

On page 690, we find this quotation:
In the course of this report, we have had
occasion to comment upon the variety of
regulations, instructions, and directives is-
sued for the guidance of contracting officers.
The Department of Defense, we feel, was
charged with introducing harmony and con-
sistency into the national defense system.
Without laboring the point, it is our belief
that the Secretary of Defense must, by law,
be directed to undertake the establishment
of uniform regulations dealing with the
whole subject of procurement, and eliminate
the confusing, overlapping, and unnecessary
deparimental directives, instructions, and

regulations in so many fields.
AMENDMENT CALLS FOR FULLY

SUPPLY SYSTEM
That is precisely what the amendment
offered by the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Dovucras], the Senator from Colorado

[Mr. CARROLL], and myself would do. It

would provide the following objectives.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming desire fo call
up his amendment?
Mr. O'MAHONEY. In a moment.

. First, the amendment directs the Sec-
retary of Defense to take action to
achieve economy, efficiency, and effec-
tiveness in the noncombatant areas
within and among the agencies of the
Department of Defense,
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Second, the Secretary of Defense is
given the authority to organize and re-
organize the noncombat functions and
operations so as to accomplish the pur-
poses of the act.

Third, the Secretary is authorized to
transfer such property, records, person-
nel, and funds, and so forth, as may be
required to accomplish the purposes of
the act. For example, the various stock
fund operations may be merged where
they duplicate or overlap.

Fourth, subsection (b) of the amend-
ment deals specifically with the supply
management area and is an expansion of
my original amendment. It calls for a
fully integrated supply system and re-
quires the President to submit his recom-
mendations to this effect to Congress
within 180 days after the enactment of
the act.

The proposal calls for a ecivilian-
managed agency to be under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of Defense. The
agency will not be a fourth department
as such; it will serve all departments
and should be in the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense and be responsive to the
Secretary of Defense for supply and
logistics.

PREFERMENT GIVEN TO BLACKLISTED CONTRACTOR

That, Mr. President, is the purpose of
the amendment. I wish, however, to call
attention to a statement which was
issued by the able and distinguished
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN], who is the chairman of the
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions, and also the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.
This is an extraordinary revelation of
preferment given to a blacklisted con-
tractor. Iam reading, now,the words of
the Senator from Arkansas in the re-
lease which he issued for Sunday morn-
ing, June 30, 1957:

The staff of the Senate Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations has made a pre-
liminary inquiry concerning the sale of de-
militarized surplus combat vehicles by the
Army to the United Auto Parts Co.,, Inc.,
of Kansas City, Mo, and its affiliate, the
Texarkana Truck Parts Co., Texarkana, Tex.,
and the subsequent resale of those vehicles,
remilitarized, to the Government of France
by the purchaser at an exorbitant profit.

In the spring of 1954, United Auto Parts
Co., Inc., and its affiliate, Texarkana Truck
Parts Co., purchased 379 of these surplus
armored cars from the Army Ordnance at the
Red River Arsenal, at Texarkana, Tex. They
paid an average price of $375 per wvehicle,
At the time of the purchase of these vehicles,
certain demilitarization provisions, as well
as certain scrap warranties were stipulated
in the contract of sale. The Army did in
fact cut out a piece of the turret and remove
part of the armor plate from these cars.
United Auto Parts Co., Inc, rebuilt these
light armored cars to military specifications
despite the provisions in the contract. They
then sold 350 rebuilt combat vehicles to the
French Government at the average price of
$3,675 per vehicle. They thus realized a total
income of $1,286,250 from this sale to France.
The original purchase price from the Army
was approximately $140,000.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr., DOUGLAS. The Senafor from
Wyoming has just read some shocking
and scandalous figures.
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Mr, O'MAHONEY. On the authority
of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Mc-
CLELLAN].

Mr. DOUGLAS. If France needed
those vehicles, as I assume France did,
why should not those orders have been
placed with the United States Govern-
ment and the armored cars sent directly
to France under military aid and mutual
security?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. We have a law on
the statute books providing for mutual
security and providing for military
grants and military aid. Of course it
could be done. The Senate has already
passed a new authorization bill for the
same purpose. The House is about to
act upon it. Of course it could be done.
But instead of doing so, it appears from
the rest of the statement that these
contractors, who had been blacklisted
because of a former performance——

Mr. DOUGLAS, That is, blacklisted
by whom? =

Mr. O'MAHONEY. By the Army.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And then the Army
sold the cars to the contractor at a price
of a little more than $300 a car, and the
contractor immediately sold them to
France for over $3,000 a car.

Mr. OMAHONEY. The sales price to
France was $3,576 each. The price at
which the Government of the United
States sold the cars to the United Auto
Parts Co., Inc., was $375 a vehicle.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Commit-
tee on Government Operations indicate
who authorized that sale?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The statement
does not appear to contain that infor-
mation. The concluding paragraph
reads as follows:

As a result of the aforementioned trans-
actions, many questions have arisen, the an-
swers to which this subcommittee seeks.
However, during the course of our prelim-
inary inguiry, a civil complaint was filed
by the Department of Justice in the United
States District Court for the Western Dis-
trict of Missouri against United Auto Parts
Co., Inc., and certain of its officers to recover
double damages of $1,172,741.50 in connec-
tion with the sale of these particular re-
militarized armored cars to France. This
civil action embraces in essence the matters
I have related. The subcommittee, not
wishing to interfere with this action brought
by the executive branch of the Government,
has deferred its investigation until such
time as the civil suit filed by the Depart-
ment of Justice has been resolved.

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

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am glad to yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Must not the Army,
when it sold the armored cars to this
company, have known that the cars
would be purchased only for resale?
One does not buy armored cars in such
quantities as this for domestic use. It
was military equipment; is not that
correct?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think it was the
suspicion of the committee that that was
known to the Department of the Army
when the cars were declared surplus.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But instead of the
cars being sold or given directly to our
ally under mutual security, they were
sold to a dealer who had been blacklisted
for improper dealings with the Govern-
ment, and the company resold them for
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ten times the purchase price and made
more than a million dollars profit.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Let me read to
the Senator another paragraph from the
statement:

In the fall of 1954, United Auto Parts Co.,
Inc., was placed on the suspended bidders
list by the Department of the Army for a
totally unrelated transaction. Since that
time, all of its affiliates, including American
Auto Parts Co., have been placed on the
suspended list.

In the spring of 1956, application was made
by the French Government for an export
license to ship 350 of these remilitarized
vehicles to Algiers, Algeria. The Department
of Defense objected to granting of this li-
cense because United Auto Parts Co., Inc.,
had acquired these cars in a demilitarized
state and rearming them would be contrary
to the Department of Defense and Depsrt-
ment of the Army directives.

Now listen to this:
STATE DEPARTMENT KNEW WHAT WAS GOING ON

The State Department at this time was
well aware that this company was the seller
of the cars to France and was on the sus-
pended list, The Defense Department, at
the specific request of the Department of
State, removed its objection and the cars
were shipped to Algeria.

In 1955, despite the fact that they were on
the Army's suspended bidders list, United
Auto Parts Co,, Inc., was successfully award-
ed two contracts for miscellaneous truck
parts by the Army at Red River Arsenal,
Texarkana, Tex.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire statement be printed
at this point in the REcorbp.

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

SENATOR MCCLELLAN'S STATEMENT

Senator JoHN L. McCreELraw (Democrat,
of Arkansas) chairman of the Senate Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, an-
nounced:

“The staff of the Senate Permanent Sub-
committee on Investigations has made a
preliminary inquiry concerning the sale of
demilitarized surplus combat vehicles by
the Army to the United Auto Parts Co., Inc.,
Eansas City, Mo.,, and its affiliate, the Tex-
arkana Truck Parts Co., Texarkana, Tex,, and
the subsequent resale of these vehicles, re-
militarized, to the Government of France
by the purchaser at an exorbitant profit.

“In the spring of 1954, United Auto Parts
Co., Inc., and its affiliate, Texarkana Truck
Parts Co., purchased 379 of these surplus
armored cars from the Army Ordnance at
the Red River Arsenal at Texarkana, Tex.
They paid an average price of $375 per ve-
hicle. At the time of the purchase of these
vehicles, certain demilitarization provisions,
as well as certain scrap warranties, were
stipulated in the contract of sale. The Army
did in fact cut out a piece of the turret and
remove part of the armor plate from these
cars. United Auto Parts Co., Inc., rebuilt
these light armored cars to military specifi-
cations despite the provisions in the con-
tract. They then sold 350 rebuilt combat
vehicles to the French Government at the
average price of $3,675 per vehicle. They
thus realized a total income of $1,286,250
from this sale to France. The original pur-
chase price from the Army was approxi-
mately $140,000.

“In the fall of 1954, United Auto Parts
Co., Inc., was placed on the suspended bid-
ders list by the Department of the Army
for a totally unrelated transaction. Since
that time, all of its affiliates, including
American Auto Parts Co. have been placed
on the suspended list.
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“In the spring of 1956, application was
made by the French Government for an ex-
port license to ship 350 of these remilitarized
vehicles to Algiers, Algeria. The Depart-
ment of Defense objected to granting of this
license because United Auto Parts Co., Inc.,
had acquired these cars in a demilitarized
state and rearming them would be contrary
to the Department of Defense and Depart-
ment of the Army directives. The State De-
partment at this time was well aware that
this company was the seller of the cars to
France and was on the suspended list. The
Defense Department, at the specific request
of the Department of State, removed its ob-
Jection and the cars were shipped to Algeria.

“In 1956, despite the fact that they were
on the Army’'s suspended bidders list, United
Auto Parts Co., Inc, was successfully
awarded two conftracts for miscellaneous
truck parts by the Army at Red River Ar-
senal, Texarkana, Tex.

“On July 6, 1956, while on this suspended
bidders list, American Auto Parts Co., an
affiliate of United Auto Parts Co., Inc., was
awarded a contract by General Services Ad-
ministration for the purchase of a surplus
armorplate plant at Gary, Ind. The amount
of this transaction was $3,260,000.

“In July 1956, the manager of Texarkana
Truck Parts Co., realizing his firm was on the
suspended bidders list. sent his secretary to
Red River Arsenal to submit a bid in her
own name. The secretary was successful in
purchasing two trucks which were paid for
by the Texarkana Truck Parts Co.

“As a result of the aforementioned trans-
actions, many questions have arisen, the an-
swers to which this subcommittee seeks.
However, during the course of our prelimi-
nary inquiry, a civil complaint was filed by
the Department of Justice in the United
States District Court for the Western District
of Missouri against United Auto Parts Co,,
Ine., and certain of its officers to recover
double damages of $1,172,741.50 in connec-
tion with the sale of these particular remili-
tarized armored cars to France. This civil
action embraces in essence the matters I
have related. The subcommittee, not wish-
ing to interfere with this action brought by
the executive branch of the Government, has
deferred its investigation until such time as
the civil suit filed by the Department of
Justice has been resolved.”

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am
sure that the Senator from Wyoming
agrees with me that apparently this is
one of the most scandalous transactions
of which American history has record.
SUCH SCANDALOUS TRANSACTIONS RESULT FROM

NEGOTIATING PROCEDURE

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is amazing be-
vond belief. But this is the sort of thing
which occurs under the shield of secrecy
which is afforded by the practice of nego-
tiating contracts, instead of letting con-
tracts openly, by competitive bidding, as
the law requires. I am amazed at what
has been revealed to me.

I say to the Senate this afternoon I
have produced evidence regarding the
request of the Department of Defense for
an extension for another year of the pro-
visions of title II of the First War Powers
Act of 1941. Certainly there is no rea-
son to do that except to provide the right
to award negotiated contracts and to
amend such contracts and to waive
liquidated damages.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I hope the Senator
from Wyoming will use his great influ-
ence both in the Judiciary Committee
and in the Senate to prevent the exten-
sion of that act, thus preventing grant-
ing authority to negotiate contracts.
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Mr. OMAHONEY. I have already
made that recommendation to the chair-
man of the Judiciary Commitiee. In
that connection, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my letter to him
be printed at this point in the Recorp.

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

JoLy 1, 1957.
The Honorable JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Judiciary Committee, United
States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Jiv: You will remember that on
Friday last you requested me to look into
the extension of title II of the First War
Powers Act of 1941 which has passed the
House and is now pending before the Judi-
ciary Committee, Title II of the act is a
broad delegation of authority to the Presi-
dent or any department or agency of the
Government performing functions for the
prosecution of the defense effort and should
not, in my opinion, be approved by the
Senate committee without a hearing.

By Executive Order No. 10210 of February
2, 1951 (16 F. R. 1049) the powers granted
by the act were delegated to the Secretary
of Defense. Paragraph 4 of this order recites
that the Department may “amend or settle
claims under contracts heretofore or here-
after made * * * may make advances,
progress, and other payments upon such
contracts of any percent of the contract
price * * * and may enter into agreements
with contractors or obligors, modifying or
releasing accrued obligations of any sort.”

This latter grant of power is so broad that
-it is defined in the Executive order so as
to include “accrued liguidated damages or
liability under surety or other bonds.”

More than that, amendments and modi-
fications of contracts may be made “with
or without consideration.” .

Equally important is the fact that para-
graph 5 of the Executive order provides that
advertising, competitive bidding, and bid,
payments, performance, of other bonds or
other forms of security need not be required.

In a special report of the Subcommittee
for Special Investigations of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services, of which Con-
gressman F. Epwarp HeserT, of Loulsiana, is
chairman, the charge is made that over 90
percent of the military business is now being
conducted by secret mnegotiations without
competitive bidding. It is stated that dur-
ing 9 months of the year 1956 expenditures
amounting to more than $5.3 billion were
contracted on the basis of the Korean na-
tional emergency procurement of December
18, 1950, although this basis had been set
aside by armed services procurement regu-
lation 3-201.2 (b).

It would appear by this report that under
the cover of secrecy favored contractors may
be receiving substantial awards without
competitive bidding which, of course, results
in excluding many contractors from par-
ticipation in the awards of the Department
of Defense.

In the light of the report of the Subcom-
mittee for BSpeclal Investigations of the
House Armed Services Committee and in the
light of the fact that no hearings were
held in the Judiciary Committee of the
House on the bill extending title II of the
First War Powers Act of 1941, I most
earnestly recommend that no action be
taken by the Senate Judiclary Committee
without hearings.

Sincerely yours,
JosepH C. O'MAHONEY.

EVIDENCE POINTS TO NEED FOR AMENDMENT

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
have called attention to the three items
of solid proof of waste, extravagance,
and recklessness in the handling of the
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property and the money of the people
of the United States: First, in connec-
tion with the request for the extension
of title IT of the War Powers Emergency
Act, when there is no emergency of such
a character as would authorize the ex-
tension of those powers; and, second,
I have called attention to the report of
the special investigating committee of
the House Armed Services Committee,
on the waste in the procurement activi-
ties of the Department of Defense and
the terrific favoritism which is extended
in connection with the negotiation of
contracts, instead of having the con-
tracts subject to ' competitive bidding;
and, finally, I have submitted the state-
ment of the chairman of the Govern-
ment Operations Committee with re-
spect to the sale of military trucks to a
purchaser who is on the suspended list,
and who, after purchasing the trucks
for $375 each, sold them to the Govern-
ment of France for $3,675 each, after
doing some work upon them.

Mr. President, it seems to me that
this evidence makes it coneclusive that
the Senator who is in charge of the bill
should at least take the amendment to
conference.

FORMER PRESIDENT HOOVER ENDORSES
AMENDMENT

I now walk amiably over to the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SavrTonsTALL], the acting
minority leader. He is a member of the
Appropriations Committee, and he is also
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. In my experience when I was
a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, he was a dilizent member of that
committee, in seeking to save money for
the people of the United States. I beg
him now to join with the Hoover Com-
mission in recommending the taking of
the action I now propose. I now stand
on the Republican side of the aisle. Mr.
Hoover, who was once a Republican
President, would, if he were a Member of
the Senate, stand on this side of the
aisle; and I tender to the Senator from
Massachusetts the request of Herbert
Hoover, formerly President of the United
States, to do something about the enact-
ment of this amendment.

SUPPORT COMES FROM INDUSTRY, BUSINESS,
THE MILITARY, AND PROFESSIONS

I should like to read to the Members
of the Senate from the list of persons
who have endorsed this proposed legis-
lation. It has awakened a great deal of
interest on the part of persons who
should know about this matter. This is
a list of industrialists, business, mili-
tary, and professional men from the
membership of the task forces of the
Hoover Commission who support a sep-
arate, integrated supply system for the
Department of Defense, under civilian
control, and reporting to the Secretary
of Defense. That is what I propose. I
now read from the list:

Joseph P. Binns, New York, executive:
colonel, Army Air Force in World War II:
chief of supply and service, ATC of the Army
Air Force in Europe; now vice president,
Hilton Hotels Corp.

George C. Bralnard, Cleveland, Ohilo, ex-
ecutive; served with Army Ordnance de-
partment in both world wars; later with
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Office of Production Management and War
Production Board; now chairman of the ex-
ecutive committee, Addressograph-Multi-
graph Corp.

Howard Bruce, Baltimore, director of mate«
riel, Army Service Forces, World War II:
Deputy Administrator, Economic Coopera-
tion Administration, chairman of the board,
Worthington Corp., New York.

Michael DeBakey, Houston, Tex., surgeon;
formerly surgeon in chief, Jefferson Davis
Hospital and Methodist Hospital, Houston;
consultant to Veterans’ Administration;
colonel, Medical Corps, United States Army,
World War II, now chairman, department of
surgery, Baylor University, College of Medi-
cine.

Frank M. Folsom, New York, executive;
formerly vice president and director, Mont-
gomery Ward & Co.; during World War II
served as member of National Defense Coun-
cil and as special assistant to the Under
Secretary of the Navy; formerly president
and now chairman of the executive commit-
tee, Radio Corporation of America.

Paul Grady, New York, certified public
accountant; served on various committees
of the American Institute of Accountants;
during World War II served in Navy Depart-
ment in development of the Navy's Cost In-
spection Service; now partner in firm of
Price Waterhouse & Co.

Leroy D. Greene, Bethlehem, Pa.: execu-
tive; formerly with Bethlehem Steel Co.:
member of Somervell mission to Europe on
disposition of war scrap; also member of
ECA missions in 1948 and 1949 looking
into disposition of German scrap; consultant
to Office of Defense Mobilization.

Joseph B. Hall, Cincinnati, Ohio; execu-
tive; member, Business Advisory Counecil,
Department of Commerce; former chairman,
Commercial Activities Advisory Committee
on Fiscal Organization and Procedures, De-
partment of Defense; now president of the
Kroger Co.

Clifford E. Hicks, New York, civil engineer:
former member, Munitions Board Storage
and Handling Industry Advisory Committee,
Now president, New York Dock Co. and New
York Dock Railway.

Charles R. Hook, Middletown, Ohio, execu-
tive; chairman, ARMCO Steel Corp. Served
in Department of Defense and other Gov-
ernment activities during World War II:
member, Business Advisory Council, Depart-
ment of Commerce.

Mervin J. Kelly, Short Mills, N. J., re-
search engineer; formerly physicist with
Western Electric Co.; served on varlous gov-
ernmental committees: formerly physicist,
now president, Bell Telephone Laboratories.

Arthur F. King, S8an Francisco, Calif., pub-
lisher; formerly with McGraw-Hill Publish-
ing Co.; now president, King Publications.

John R, Lotz, New York, executive; former
chairman of board, Stone & Webster Engi-
neering Corp.; Industrial Advisory Commit-
tee for revision of reparations and disman-
tling plants in Germany; retained by Secre-
tary of War to report on impact and repara-
tions on Japan, and by Government of Iran
to study necessity for and implementation
of its 7-year development plan.

George Houk Mead, Dayton, Ohlo, execu-
tive; member and chairman, Business Ad-
visory Counecil, Department of Commerce;
various Government boards and commissions
during World War I1I; member, first Hoover
Commission; now chalrman of the board,
Mead Corp.

Ben Moreell, Pittsburgh, Pa., civil engineer.
Admiral United States Navy (retired); served
in Navy from 1917 to 1947, during World
War II, chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks,
and employed in many other Government
activities; now chairman of the board, Jones
& Laughlin Steel Corp.

Mr. President, I shall not read further
from the list; instead, I ask unanimous
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consent that the entire list of these per-

sons, who have endorsed this amend-

ment, be printed at this point in the

RECORD.

There being no okjection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

INDUSTRIALISTS, BUSINESS, MILITARY, AND PrO-
FESSIONAL MEN FroM THE MEMBERSHIP OF
THE TasK FORCEsS oF THE HOOVER COMMIS-
s1oN WHO SUPFORTED A SEPARATE INTE-
GRATED SUPFLY SYSTEM FOR THE DEPARTMENT
or DEFENSE—UNDER CIVILIAN CONTROL AND
REPORTING TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
Joseph P. Binns! New York, executive;

colonel, Army Air Force in World War II;

Chief of Supply and Service, ATC of the Army

Alr Force in Europe; now vice president,

Hilton Hotels, Corp.

George C. Brainard, Cleveland, Chio; exec-
utive; served with Army Ordnance Depart-
ment in both World Wars; later with Ofiice
of Production Management and War Pro-
duction Board; now chairman of the execu-
tive committee, Addressograph-Multigraph

Howard Bruce, Baltimore, director of mate=-
riel, Army Service Forces, World War II; Dep-
uty Administrator, Economic Cooperation
Administration; chairman of the board,
Worthington Corp, New York.

Michael DeBakey, Houston, Tex., surgeon;
formerly surgeon-in-chief, Jefferson Davis
Hospital and Methodist Hospital, Houston;
consultant to Veterans’ Administration; col-
onel, Medical Corps, United States Army,
World War II; now chairman, Department of
Surgery, Baylor University, College of Med-
icine.

Frank M. Folsom, New York, executive;
formerly vice president and director, Mont-
gomery Ward & Co.; during World War II
served as member of National Defense Coun-
cil and as special Assistant to the Under Sec-
retary of the Navy; formerly president and
now chairman of the executive committes,
Radlo Corporation of America.

Paul Grady,' New York, certified public ac-
countant; served on various committees of
the American Institute of Accountants; dur-
ing World War II served in Navy Department
in development of the Navy's Cost Inspection
Service; now partner in firm of Price Water-
house & Co.

Leroy D. Greene, Bethlehem, Pa., executive;
formerly with Bethlehem Steel Co.; member
of Somervell Mission to Europe on disposition
of war scrap; also member of ECA missions
in 1948 and 1549 looking into disposition of
German scrap; consultant to Office of Defense
Mobilization.

Joseph B, Hall,! Cincinnati, Ohio, execu-
tive; member, Business Advisory Council, De-
partment of Commerce; former Chalrman,
Commercial Activities Advisory Committee
on Fiscal Organization and Procedures, De-
partment of Defense; now president of the
KEroger Co.

Clifford E. Hicks, New York, civil engineer;
former member, Munitions Board Storage
and Handling Industry Advisory Committee;
now president, New York Dock Co., and New
York Dock Railway.

Charles R, Hook,! Middletown, Ohio, exec-
utive; chalrman, ARMCO Steel Corp.; served
in Department of Defense and other Govern-
ment activities during World War II; mem-
ber, Business Advisory Council, Department
of Commerce.

Mervin J. Kelly,! Short Hills, N. J., research
engineer; formerly physicist with Western
Electric Co.; served on various governmental
committees; formerly physicist, now presi=
dent, Bell Telephone Lahboratories.

Arthur F, King, San Francisco, Calif., pub-
lisher; formerly with McGraw-Hill Publish-
ing Co.; now president, King Publications.

1 Task force chalrman, second Hoover Com-
mission.
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John R. Lotz New York, executive; for-
mer chairman of board, Stone & Webster
Englneering Corp.; Industrial Advisory Com-
mittee for reyision of reparations and dis-
mantling plants in Germany; retained by
Secretary of War to report on impact of repa-
rations on Japan, and by Government of Iran
to study necessity for and implementation of
its 7-year development plan.

George Houk Mead, Dayton, Ohio, execu-
tive; member and Chalrman, Business Ad-
visory Council, Department of Commerce;
various Government boards and commissions
during World War II; member, first Hoover
Commission; now chairman of the board,
Mead Corp.

Ben Moreell,! Pittsburgh, Pa., civil engi-
neer, admiral United States Navy (retired);
served in Navy from 1917 to 1947; during
World War II, Chief, Bureau of Yards and
Docks, and employed in many other Govern-
ment activities; now chairman of the hoard,
Jones & Laughlin Steel Corp.

Frank H. Neely, Atlanta, Ga., formerly with
Westinghouse Electric & Manufacturing Co.;
now chairman of the board of Rich's in At-
lanta; chairman, Federal Reserve Bank of
Atlanta.

Willard S. Paul, lieutenant general United
States Army (retired); served in World War I;
later Adjutant General's Department; World
War II, commander 26th Infantry Division;
Deputy Chief of Staff, European theater;
assistant Chief of Staff, Director Personnel,
General Siafl; now president, Gettysburg
College.

Thomas R, Reid,! executive; presently di-
rector of civic affairs, Ford Motor Co.; for-
mer Chairman, Surplus Manpower Commit-
tee, Office of Defense Mobilization.

Franz Schnelder, New York, executive; for-
merly finaneial editor of New York Post.
Berved in the Army during World War I, was
Deputy Administrator of War Shipping Ad-
ministration during World War II; special
advisor to the Director of the Office of War
Mobilization. Now executive vice president
of Newmont Mining Corp.

Perry M. Shoemaker! Summit, N. J., rall-
road executive; with Pennsylvania, Erie and
New Haven Rallroads until 1941; now presi-
dent, Lackawanna Railroad.

J. Harold Stewart,! Boston, Mass., certified
public accountant; past president of Mas-
sachusetts Society of Certified Public Ac-
countants and of American Institute of Ac-
countants; during World War II, Chairman,
Committee on Cost Principles, Joint Contract
Termination Board, and later Assistant Di-
rector, Office of Contract Settlement.

Robert W. Wolcott,! Paoli, Pa., manufac-
turer; president, Lukens Steel Co., 1925-49;
now, chairman of the board; director, Ameri-
can Iron & Steel Institute; member of the
Industrial Committee, Iron and Steel Divi-
sion, War Production Board, and also laison
representative, Department of Commerce
during World War II.

Robert E. Wood,! Chicago, Ill., executive;
director of Panama Rallway and Chief Quar-
termaster General of the Army in construe-
tion of the Panamal Canal, 1905-15; Acting
Quartermaster General, United States Army,
during World War I, until recently, chalr-
man of the board, Sears, Roebuck & Co.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wyoming yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Corron in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Wyoming yield to the Senator
from Ohio?

Mr, OMAHONEY. I yield. )

Mr. LAUSCHE. I wish to commend
the Senator from Wyoming for his very
forceful presentation of the various rea-
sons why a reformation should be made

iTask force chairman, second Hoover Com=
mlssion.
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in the purchasing program of the de-
fense agencies of the United States.

I listened with interest to the names
the Senator from Wyoming read from
the list he held in his hand. The name
of Charles Hook, president of Armco
Steel Corporation, was mentioned. I
think it is very significant that he has
given his support to the recommenda-
tion of the Hoover Commission. May I
point out that Charles Hook, of Ohio,
was one of the leaders in the provision
of funds for Members on the other side
of the aisle who were running for election
at the last election. I have in my hand
a telegram from a Mr. Shoemaker, and
I shall read it:

This afternoon Senate will be considering
amendment by O'MaHoNEY to defense ap-
propriation act, which would have the effect
of encouraging integration of supply or-
ganizations under a plan presented by the
President. This would be an encouraging
step toward economy without affecting se-
curity. I urge your favorable support.

(Signed) P. M. SHOEMAKER,
Vice Chairman of the Committee of
Hoover Commission Task Force
Members.

I do not think it would be amiss if I
mention to my colleagues that one of
the cries throughout the country a few
years ago, with tremendous applause
being given to the effort everywhere, was
that raised by those who wanted econ-
omy in Government that the recom-
mendations of the Hoover Commission
be adopted.

I attended a meeting in Cleveland at
which former President Hoover spoke.
That meeting had in attendance per-
sons who did not subscribe to what was
being done by the administration which
was then in power, but wanted economy
in Government. I was there as a sort
of intruder, but I listened to the argu-
ment, and I subscribed to it. There had
to be reformations made, and the pro-
posal of the distinguished Senator deals
with out of those recommendations.

If I may say a further word, I listened
to the fine presentation made by the
Senator from 1Illinois [Mr. DougLasl
yesterday, and I should like to add some-
thing to it. In the purchasing of mate-
rial by Government, not only is honesty
required, but, over and above that, there
must be maintained an atmosphere of
unimpeachabiilty, Government pur-
chases must be above reproach. It is
not enough that there merely be honesty.
Every circumstance which leads to sus-
picion must be removed.

May I ask my distinguished colleagues,
Why has there been adopted a universal
program throughout the 48 States,
throughout every municipality in the
country, requiring that the government
be foreadvised, that there shall be ad-
vertising for competitive bids, and that
the award shall be made to the lowest
and best bidder? I humbly submit that
is the distillate of many years of expe-
rience in Government, and out of it has
come the declaration that any purchase
made by the government must be under
public competitive bidding.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Purchases must
be under public scrutiny all the time,
or else the danger of corruption enters.

Mr. LAUSCHE. And it does enter. 1
need not mention to my colleagues who
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are present the tremendous forces that
operate upon purchasing agents. There
are political bosses, there are contrib-
utors to political campaigns, there are
friends of purchasing agents. Then we
have purchasing agents who have be-
come tired and sick and cynical.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., Then we have ne-
gotiated contracts.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Superimposed upon
all that we have the evils that flow from
negotiated contracts. This very morn-
ing I had a conference in the outer room
regarding a complaint made by the Ae-
ronca Aireraft Co., of Middletown, Ohio.
A negotiated contract had been made.
The company complained that it was
discriminated against. When one begins
to analyze a negotiated contract, one
needs all of the wisdom of Solomon, for
many nebulous reasons are given why
a bid is denied, and those reasons can-
not be traced to ascertain their sound-
ness. There will be suspicion. I know
from my own experience as Governor
of Ohio that I wanted competitive bid-
ding, not only to maintain unimpeach-
ability, but I wanted it for my own pro-
tection.

I wish to say to my colleagues, with
the prospect that nothing will come of
this discussion, that we are going to pay
the price, and there will be regret for
the failure to recognize that the dis-
tillate which has come down to us from
yvears and years of experience has now
been repudiated.

I have respect for the President. I
have respect for the men in charge of
his departments. But I say to my col-
leagues, in fairness to them, the process
of buying materials under negotiations
ought to be brought to an end, and I
will gladly give my support to the pro-
posal made by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming who has been pre-
senting his cause this afternoon.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I very much ap-
preciate the comments of the Senator
from Ohio. He has made a distin-
guished career as Governor of the State
of Ohio by observing the principles of
probity and integrity in the administra-
tion of public funds. In his long career
he has set an example which should be
followed by the Department of Defense.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Isnotone of the most
discouraging features of this whole mat-
ter the fact that in January, 1956, the
Assistant Secretary for purchase told the
Hébert committee that the Department
of Defense intended to reduce the num-
ber of negotiated contracts to the lowest
possible number, and the Hébert com-
mittee apparently thought the Depart-
ment was going to do it; but when the
committee checked into it, it found that
in the 9 months following the promise,
negotiated contracts formed 92 percent
of the dollar value of the purchases and
contracts obtained through competitive
bids only 8 percent, whereas before the
promise had been made the percentages
were, respectively, 93 percent and 7 per-
cent. In other words, this pledge of re-
form did not take place. The Depart-
ment reformed in about the same way
Rip Van Winkle reformed when he said,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

“We won't count this time.” Then the
Department went off on another round
of purchases.

Mr. CHAVEZ.
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. 1Iyield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O’'MAHONEY] is so cor-
rect. The Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LavuscHE]l is so correct. The Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DovcLas] is so correct.

The chairman of the committee which
reported this bill to the Senate believes
exactly as the three Senators I have
mentioned helieve, but we are faced with
a situation. I wish we could reform the
Department. As a matter of fact, 93
percent of the purchases made by the
Department of Defense are under nego-
tiated contracts. I think that is wrong.
I personally believe we should have a
system under which the Department
would have to call for bids.

I will go beyond what the three Sena-
tors have said. I know, and I mean it
when I say it, that some of those who
make the purchases for the Government
later go to work for those from whom
they purchase, after they are retired.
I do not like that.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is mak=
ing a very interesting statement.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I make that statement.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Isthe Senator saying
that the procurement officers of the De-
partment of Defense, when they resign or
retire from the Department, go to work
for the firms to whom they have let the
contracts?

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator can in-
vestigate that and will find in many in-
stances it is correct. They do. I do not
like it. I wish I could do something
about it.

Not only that, but I will tell the Sena-
tor from Illinois a little something dif-
ferent, to show him that I am on his
side. A general or an admiral will retire
from the military service, and as a civil-
ian he will go to work for the Govern-
ment, probably at a higher salary than
before. I do not like that.

The Senator would be surprised to
know how many admirals and how many
generals are now working as civilian em-
ployees for the United States Govern-
ment. I do not know what I can do
about it. I am merely trying to present
a bill to carry on a necessary function.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
may I say to the Senator, carrying on
the development of this argument, that
the Senator, every member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and every
other Member of the Senate can do
something about the situation. Senators
must realize that when so large a pro-
portion of the defense contracts are let
by negotiation it adds to inflation. This
administration is against inflation. The
Democrats are against inflation. The
country is against inflation. Let us stop
infiation, with regard to the expenditure
of 60 percent of the total budget, by
adapting the recommendation made by
the Hoover Commission.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. President, will the
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Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to join the
Senator from Wyoming in expressing the
hope that we can insert a provision in
this bill which will provide for ecompeti-
tive bidding. I am not sure the Senator
does not have a point as to the estab-
lishment of the commission. After the
Senator’s amendment has been acted
upon, I intend to offer an amendment
which will be applicable to all the funds
appropriated by the bill. My amend-
ment will read:

Provided, however, That none of the funds
appropriated in this act shall be used except
that, so far as practicable, all contracts shall
be awarded on a competitive basis to the
lowest responsible bidder.

The phrase “so far as practicable”
means to exempt only those contracts
which it would not be in the interest of
national defense to try to award on a
competitive bid basis. There are cer-
tain instances as to which there is not
a competitive supply of services or goods.
In other instances, by and large, if there
is a competitive supply of other goods
or services and the amendment would
provide that the contracts must go to the
lowest responsible bidder. The word
used is “shall.”

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, let
me say to the Senator from Delaware
that he is marching in the right direc-
tion, but he is carrying the wrong gun.
The amendment which he intends to
offer is not self-enforcing. The amend-
ment we offer, with the support of
the Hoover Commission, is self-enforec-
ing, because it creates a central body
under the Secretary of Defense which
will have charge of the whole purchasing
area.

Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. CHAVEZ
addressed the Chair.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Iyield to the Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS. What I am suggest-
ing is this: Whether we establish a cen-
tral buying authority or whether we do
not——

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I do not wish to
establish a commission. I merely wish
to create a branch of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, made up of eivil-
ians, who will have the duty to conduct
a central unified purchasing agency for
all three branches of the military
services.

Mr., WILLIAMS. I agree with the
Senator from Wyoming that there is
merit to that proposal, but the point I
make is that, even with the establish-
ment of such a procurement agency, I
think it would also be well for the Con-
gress to go on record that it is the inten-
tion of Congress that the Department
should award contracts to the lowest
responsible bidder as obtained on a com-
petitive-bid basis.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I wish to urge
the Senator from Delaware to join me in
securing the competitive bidding system
by voting for the amendment we have
offered for and on behalf of the Hoover
Commission.

Mr. THYE and Mr. CHAVEZ ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield; and, if
so, to whom?
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Mr. O'MAHONEY.
at the moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming declines to yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I want to get this
into the Recorp at the logical time.

1 have here a letter written on the let-
terhead of Herbert Hoover, at the Mark
Hopkins Hotel, San Francisco, Calif.,
June 19, 1957. He states:

My DEAR SENATOR—

I wish to read the letfer on the Re-
publican side of the Chamber.

My Dear SENATOR: As the former Chairman
of the Commission on Organization of the
Executive Branch of the Government, I am
happy that you have undertaken a renewed
effort to secure the unification of what we
call the "Common Use Business Services of
the Department of Defense.”

I welcome the glance of the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]
over my shoulder, and I will point out to
him the signature of his former Presi-
dent—my former President, also.

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

Mr. OMAHONEY. Let me finish the
letter.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I wouldnot look
over the Senator’'s shoulder if he were
not sitting in my seat.

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am standing.
The Senator did look over my shoulder
at my invitation.

The second paragraph reads:

Certainly the present setup is one of the
most unjustifiable wastes in the executlve
department—and it has been the object of
‘congressional action ever since the original
unification law was enacted. I mneed not
make any arguments for it with you.

Yours faithfully,

I decline fo yield

HerserT HOOVER,

I do not know whom he had in mind
when he said he did not have to argue
with me about it. I know some Members
of the Senate with whom it is necessary
to argue in support of the amendment.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen=
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator {from
Wyoming is not the only Senator who
wishes to save money.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iknow that. The
Senator from New Mexico, I think, has
indicated that desire in his career.

Mr. CHAVEZ, The only preposition
I wish to state is this: The Senator from
Wyoming has read the letter from former
President Hoover. I respect former
President Hoover, too, but I did not vote
for him in 1932.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Neither didI.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I did not think the
Senafor from Wyoming did. I merely
wanted to get that admission.

Mr. WILEY. Both Senatorsare taking
guidance now, though,

Mr. CHAVEZ. I would answer that
suggestion, if I did not like the Senator
from Wisconsin so much.,

At the moment we are trying to pass
@ bill to appropriate money for the De-
fense Department. Irrespective of my
desire to do everything the Senator from
‘Wyoming wishes to do—and I would like
to do it—it cannot be done in this bill,
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and no one knows that better than does
the Senator from Wyoming. I should
like to do it, but it cannot be done.

If we want to do what the Senator
from Wyoming wishes to do, why can
we not introduce a legislative measure
and do it as it should be done? I would
be willing to: be on his side. I know
about the waste. By looking at yester-
day’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD one can
learn a great deal about waste. I know
that my good friend from Wyoming will
agree to that statement.

No one admires General Twining more
than I do, He is a good man. He has
contributed a lifetime of service to the
defense of the country. He was retiring
from the position of Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, and a party was held for him
at Andrews Field, at a cost of $4,300. No
one begrudges him that; but we are talk-
ing about economy. Then it was neces-
sary to put on an air show, at a cost of
$400,000 for gasoline and oil. I would do
anything for General Twining, but I
think that was a waste. It is a waste
when we think we must spend $400,000
or more for gasoline and fuel in order to
pay our respecis to a good citizen and
a good soldier.

Mr. President, we are nof trying Gen-
eral Twining. We want to save money.
We want the Air Force to know it. The
only reason I referred to those figures
was that I wanted the Defense Depart-
ment to realize that, even in paying re-
spect to General Eisenhower, it would be
wasteful to bring airplanes from the
Pacific coast to fly over Andrews Field.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from New Mexico know the cost of the
big aerial review staged in honor of
former Secretary Talbott, who was be-
ing forcea out of the Air Force on good
grounds, and whe was then given what,
up to that time, was the biggest review
in the history of the armed services?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am sorry to say that
I cannot tell the Senator. However, I
will say that if the Air Force ever had a
friend, if the Air Force ever had some-
one who really believed in it, and I am
not talking about dollars and cents, it
was Secretary Talbott.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That reply is not
quite responsive to the guestion.

Mr. CHAVEZ. If I were not ignorant
of the amount spent, I would teil the
Senator.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Was it not very close
to the cost of the Twining review?
bal:ldr CHAVEZ. If it was, it was just as

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad the Sena-
tor from New Mexico did not say it was
just as good.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, WriLeyl,
my able and genial friend and colleague
on the Judiciary Committee, has asked
me what the recommendations of the
Hoover Commission were. I have before
me the report of the Task Force on Food
and Clothing, issued in April 1955. That
is a very lengthy document, and too
long, of course, to read at this point.

I have before me also House Report
No. 2013, the report of the Commission
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on Organization of the Executive Branch
of the Government, which filed its 15th
intermediate report on April 18, 1956.
In this document, on pages 2 and 3,
there are set forth some of the recom-
mendations of the Hoover Commission.
They are extensive recommendations.
However, I will say to the Senator that
the amendment which I have offered on
behalf of my colleagues and myself has
been reviewed by the Hoover task force.
As will be seen from the letter which I
have read into the the Recosp, it has the
endorsement of the former President
himself.

There are many other remarks which
might be made. I do not desire to oc-
cupy the floor further in setting forth
the details. I have before me a general
summary of the report.

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

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I wish to associate
myself with the very fine statement
made by the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming. I am happy to be associated
with him in support of this amendment,
and also to support the arguments made
by the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr.
LAUSCHE].

The same thing is happening in Colo-
rado that has been happening in Ohio.
Study groups of businessmen have been
examining the Hoover Commission re-
ports. In Colorado there is a disinter-
ested, nonpartisan group of men at work
studying these problems. Their recom-
mendations are along the lines of the
amendment of the Senator from Wyo-
ming.

Yesterday when I put a question to
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
distinguished senior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cuaavezl, I wished to ascer-
tain the amount of money being appro-
priated. Of course, the reports disclose
that. However, the purpose of my ques-
tioning was to find out what group in
the Congress—whether it be the Appro-
priations Committees or the Armed
Services Committees—should control ex-
penditures by the military amounting to
$35 billion. Do we confess to the people
of the country that we have lost control
of this enormous sum?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. We must, unless
we take some action like this.

Mr. CARROLL. It seems to me that
this is only the first step in a series of
actions we in the Congress must take.
Nevertheless it is a very important first
step. The distinguished Senator from
Wyoming made a statement about infla-
tion. What could feed infiation more
than a runaway segment of our budget
amounting to $35 billion? Have we not
lost control of one-half of the whole
United States Government budget? And
that’s what the military budget amounts
to, one-half of our whole budget. Fur-
thermore it looks to me as though we
have lost control of a great segment of
our economy. That has caused an infla-
tion in the military budget and hence has
inflated our entire economy. I am
speaking of the “administrated price”
industries. The distinguished Senator
from Wyoming has been chairman of a
very important Senate subcommittee in-
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vestigating the price raises by giant oil
corporations of the Nation. During the
investigation we found that giant United
States corporations are not truly in a
competitive market; they are in a mar-
ket in which they themselves “adminis-
ter”, that is “arbitrarily fix” the prices.
In other words, prices are not deter=
mined by consumer demand. They are
“rigged.” In this manner, by constant
and unnecessary price increases on basic
commeoedities like oil, chemicals and steel,
the giant corporations fan the fires of
inflation throughout the Nation. For
example, during the investigation of the
oil price increases we had the testimony
of Admiral Lattu with respect to oil pur-
chases by the United States Navy. We
discussed Navy purchases of $1 billion
worth of petroleum products. We were
told that the recent price increases will
cost the Government almost $100,000.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., The exact testi-
mony of Admiral Lattu is, as I recall it,
that the increase added to the budget for
1958 at least $84 million, which was not
even contemplated for the purchase of
oil products when the President sent his
budget message to Congress.

Mr. CARROLL. That is correct. The
other day a warning came to us, cer-
tainly not from a partisan source—the
former Secretary of the Treasury—that
the recent increase in the price of steel
will set off another inflationary spiral,
the effect of which cannot be gaged at
this moment. Certainly it will affect
the $35 billion military budget. It em-
phasizes more and more, I say to the
distinguished Senator from Wpyoming,
the absolute necessity of having a cen-
tral procurement agency to bring some
kind of order and economy purchasing
by the Government in the area where it
spends the most money—the Defense
Department. X

It is absolutely essential that we have
such an agency in the military estab-
lished. Perhaps we cannot accomplish
it with an amendment in this way, but
we must at least make an attempt in
this way. I believe this amendment can
be properly included in the bill, although
I know it is a little more difficult to do
it in that fashion. Nevertheless, we must
make the record. I commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming and
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
for making this fight during the past
2 days in order to alert the people about
what is going on in the Defense Estab-
lishment, and to alert the people with
respect to the giant corporations of this
country—oil, steel, chemical—as to what
these corporations are doing and how
they are wantonly and heedlessly fanning
the fires of inflation in this Nation with
indiscriminate and unwarranted rigged
prices.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Colorado for his statement,
which is an accurate description of the
situation in which we find ourselves.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iyield.

Mr, WILEY. I, too, have listened to
the remarks of the Senator from Wyo-
ming. As I understand the statute at
the present time, the wvarious depart-
ments are getting their equipment by
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way of competitive bidding. Is that cor-
Tect?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No. The normal
law calls for competitive bidding, but
that law was set aside by the War Powers
Act of 1941, That War Powers Act ex-
pired on the 30th of June last. Unless
it is renewed, the war powers that were
granted will no longer be in effect.

Mr. WILEY. Then my statement is
correct—that there is a requirement at
the present time for competitive bidding.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, But there are var-
ious provisions otherwise which permit
negotiated contracts.

Mr. WILEY. The Senator read from
a pamphlet containing recommendations
with relation to procurement by the
armed services. Did the recommenda-
tion include anything to the effect that
there should be established a procure-
ment agency which would purchase
equipment, such as airplanes, for exam=-
ple? I say that because I always ap-
proach a situation with stop, look, and
listen in my mind. Would airplanes, for
example, be included? E

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Combat equipment
is not included.

Mr. WILEY. Did the Hoover Com-
mission make any recommendation with
reference to combat equipment?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No; it did not.

Mr. WILEY. Butthe Senator’s amend-
ment would cover such equipment?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No. That part
was stricken from the amendment, of
which I gave notice yesterday that I
would offer today. That was in the orig-
inal print, but we eliminated it. :

Mr., WILEY. Does it refer to equip-
ment?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. We siruck that
language from the amendment.

Mr. WILEY. Then what would the
agency supervise?

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Common use
items, such as clothing, food, materials,
pencils. There is a large catalog of such
materials purchased by the Government
and then sold as surplus. I have the
catalog here.

Mr. WILEY. I am glad to take the
Senator’s word for it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I should like to
have the Senator see the size of it. The
Defense Department sets forth a list of
surplus supplies. This is the volume for
April 1957, I thumb it over for the Sen-
ator to see. It is an amazing list of
items which have been declared surplus
in April 1957, '

Mr. WILEY. They are declared sur-
plus, the Senator says. Does the Senator
mean that the Departments are buying
those supplies all over again?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. They are buying
and buying and buying; and declaring
surplus and declaring surplus and de-
claring surplus. That is what they are
doing.

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator from
Wyoming will yield to me I should like to
say that I can list some of the common
supply items which would be purchased
by the civilian management.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I would be very
happy to have the Senator do that. He
has the list on his desk.
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Mr. WILEY. I think it is a pretty
good characterization, and I have no
reason to go into it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Clothing, equipment,
subsistence, chemical supplies, engineer
supplies, general quartermaster supplies,
medical-dental supplies, signal supplies,
photographic material, ships’ repair
parts, general stores, ships’ stores, vehic=
ular equipment parts, general property,
possibly electronics parts, although this
is not certain, and so forth.

Mr. WILEY. What I have in mind is
this. It seems to me that we have heard
a great deal on the floor of the Senate
about the increased cost of equipjment.
It seems to me that those are the articles
in connection with the purchase of which
the Government should have the benefit
of civilian brains, to see that the Gov-
ernment is not “taken for a ride.” I
wonder what protection is afforded by
the Senator’s amendment.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It seemed to me
that in the drafting of the amendment
it would be going too far to take out of
the hands of the military the purchas-
ing of military items. The military of-
ficers have been educated and trained
to do that sort of work. They know
their job. They know about airplanes
and they know about submarines, We
do not want to take those things out of
their hands. Therefore we drafted an
amendment to deal with the simple
things, the common items of supply, the
items of common use.

Mr. WILEY. How much does it
amount to?

Mr. CHAVEZ. It amounts to plenty.

Mr. WILEY. How much, in round fig-
ures, out of the total we have been speak=
ing of?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I shall be happy
to give those figures, if the Senator will
yield.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In 1956 the pro-
curement for military functions in the
Department of Defense totaled about $14
billion. O©Of the $14 billion, $12.7 billion
was for the purchase of combat eguip-
ment; $1.3 billion was for noncombatant
procurement. Thus, between 85 and 90
percent, in 1956, would not come within
this amendment. This amendment
would apply to approximately 10 percent
of all the procurement in the Department
of Defense.

Mr. CHAVEZ. When we speak about
10 percent of procurement which the
Senator has in mind, that refers to oper-
ation and maintenance—to *groceries.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator is
correct. It is for quartermaster supplies,
such as clothing,

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct; it does
not refer to the procurement of arma-
ment—military procurement.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator is
correct. The Senator from Wyoming has
just stated that. But the amendment
would not apply to between 85 and 90
percent of the procurement.

So far as I am concerned—so far as
everyone is concerned—we want the con-
tracts to be negotiated just as rapidly
as they can be. I was just as shocked
at some of the revelations as the Senator
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said he was. But the amendment of the
Senator from Wyoming will not help that
situation one iota.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have made a hasty
computation. I will not vouch for the
precise accuracy of the figures. But I
have taken the material which I placed
in the Recorp yesterday at page 10631,
which the Senator from Massachusetts
can check.

The categories which I have read,
which would be susceptible to common
use purchases, comprise approximately
half of the amounts which will be put
into the so-called stock funds during the
coming year.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that very point?

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 yield.

Mr. WILEY. Now I am beginning to
get a little light. These are items as to
which a civilian would be specifically
informed and could provide guidance
and undoubtedly get a better price than
the ordinary military man.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct.

Mr, WILEY, The items which were
stricken from the amendment were the
items on which military men would be

experts.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct—
shells, munitions, rifles, guns, hand
grenades, airplanes, submarines.

Mr. AIKEN. And gasoline and oil?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Are we going to say
we should not go halfway simply be-
cause we do not go all the way?

Mr. WILEY. The Senator did not
understand my question. Does not the
Senator think that there should be some
kind of overall supervision of the mili-
tary personnel, who are in the habit of
spending?

Mr. DOUGLAS. T agree.

Mr. WILEY. I have known of in-
stances of those in the Department itself
having been told to give a certain con-
tract to so and so, instead of advertising
for competitive bids. That involves
military items, not simply foodstuffs and
articles of that kind.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think the Senator
from Ohio, in the statement which he
made earlier, indicated that there are a
number of things which must be fol-
lowed in connection with freely competi-
tive bids. For example, the figures on
the contracts must be stated in the
simplest specifications.

Mr. LAUSCHE. May I supplement
what I have said?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly.

Mr. LAUSCHE. We now have a sys-
tem under which the winds and ca-
prices, the loves and the hatreds, and the
political leanings of the purchasers are
the law. What are needed are clearly
defined laws and regulations which will
control.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming has the floor.
To whom does he yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield tothe Sen-
ator from Illinois, a cosponsor of my
amendment.

- Mr. CURTIS.
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator from

Illinois was about to make a comment.

Mr, President, will the
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Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from
Ohio has been correct in what he has
been saying. There should be simple
specifications, free and full advertising,
public opening of written bids, and
awards to the lowest responsible bidders.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Who can honestly op=
pose that? |

Mr. DOUGLAS. Apparently the De-
partment of Defense is opposing it. That
js one of the shocking things which is
taking place. They are fighting this pro-
posal for reform every inch of the way.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, May I comment
to the Senator now?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. During the pleas-
ant interlude, in which other Senators
have been discussing the question, I my-
self have been negotiating. I have been
negotiating with the chairman of the
subcommittee——

Mr. WILEY, Did the Senator get the
lowest price?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes, I have the
lowest price.

Mr. AIKEN. Did the Senator try com-
petitive bidding?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have consulted
also with the able acting minority lead-
er, the distinguished Senator from Mas=-
sachusetts [Mr. SavToNnsTALL], With
whom I was associated for many years
on the Committee on Appropriations.

I gave notice ynder rule 40 of my in-
tention to submit this amendment today,
because it contains, particularly in sec-
tion 1, a legislative provision, namely,
that which establishes an agency within
the office of the Secretary of Defense.

I am advised by the Senator from New
Mexico and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that if my sponsors and I will
agree to drop the first section, and to
modify our amendment, so as to insert,
on page 2, line 9, at the proper place in
the bill, a new section, which will be a
modification and an expansion of sec-
tion 638 of the Defense Appropriation
Act of 1953, they will be agreeable to
accepting the amendment.

This, I think, is substantial progress
along the lines for which we have been
battling, The Senator from New Mex-
ico tells me that he will wage a fight for
this expansion in the committee of con-
ference. I am confident that with the
reports which have been received and
which have been published by the com-
mittee in the House, the amendment will
be adopted by the House.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I was one of those who
sponsored a provision along that line.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., The Senator from
New Mexico was one of the effective
SPONSOrS.

Mr. CHAVEZ. But I know that legis-
lation cannot be included in an appro-
priation bill. So I have agreed with the
Senator that if he will strike the legis-
lative part of the amendment and sim-
ply offer the rest of it, I will be glad to
take the amendment to conference, and
I assure the Senator that we will fight
for that portion of it.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I yield to the Sen- .

ator from Vermont.
Mr, AIKEN. If the first section of
the amendment be deleted, what does
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the remainder of the amendment in-
struct the Secretary of Defense to do
that he is not supposed to do anyway?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is a strength-
ening of the existing law.

Mr. ATKEN. It is a reminder; that is
all; is it not? It simply reminds the
Secretary that he is supposed to do
what he ought to do.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is true; but
it gives him authority which he did not
have before the provision was originally
adopted.

Mr. ATKEN. But it does not require
competitive bidding.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No, it does not
go into that.

Mr. ATIKEN. It does not set up any
new agency to compete with General
Services Administration, does it?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It does not; no.
It provides:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Defense shall take such
actions as are necessary to achieve economy,
efficlency, and effectiveness in noncombatant
services, activities, and operations through
the elimination of overlapping, duplication,
and waste within and among the agencles
of the Department of Defense.

There is an explicit directive from
Congress to the Secretary of Defense ta
eliminate conflict among the three de-
partments under his jurisdiction.

Mr. AIKEN. He is supposed to do
that anyway, is he not?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. ORh, no; not until
the original O'Mahoney rider was
adopted. This proposal is progress
toward unification. The record already
made this afternoon shows conclusively
how the regulations which were adopted
at the beginning were afterward aban-
doned. This amendment indicates Con-
gressional intent.

Mr. ATKEN. I can see no special rea-
son for opposing the amendment as
modified. I could see a thoroughly good
reason for opposing the original pro-
posal of the Senator from Wyoming. In
fact, I do not want to see emphasis put
on competitive bidding and a tightening
of the restrictions for the purchasing of
pencils, while letting gasoline and oil go
free. I think the large items should be
subject to competitive bidding also.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I think the Sena-
tor is correct.

Mr. ATIKEN. I think we ought to ob-
tain all items as cheaply as possible.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY, I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am glad to
join in accepting the amendment. If
the Senator from Wyoming and his col-
leagues will strike out the first section,
I will do all I can to secure the adoption
of the amendment in the committee of
conference. I say this because I joined
with the Senator from Wyoming in 1952
in proposing the original section 638 as
it now is.

I may say to the Senator that this
section applies, as I have stated, to non-
combatant goods and to about 15 percent
of all the purchases.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I think it applies
to more than that.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. But we shall
not debate that point now. I am just
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as opposed as is the Senator from Wyo-
ming to the improper practices to which
reference has been made this afternoon.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course I real=
ize that.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I favor com-
petitive bidding.

I wish to point out that under the
amendment of the Senator from Wyo-
ming to the 1953 act, a number of things
have been accomplished.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I know it, and I
am glad to have the Senator from
Massachusetts state it for the record.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. The stock fund
which was set up as a result of the
amendment of the Senator from Wyo-
ming, was provided with appropriated
funds in the amount of $424 million.
Since that time $1,770,000,000, largely
generated through the sales of excess
stocks not requiring replacement, has
either been returned to the Treasury, or
at the direction of the Congress, has been
used to finance other activities of the
Department of Defense.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There has been
just a little backsliding.

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Under the pres-
ent system more than 3 million items
have been listed in one way, so that each
Department can understand the listing;
and a single manager system has been
established. It represents integration, in
the area assigned, of both operations and
organization, It includes many of the
quartermaster supplies to which refer-
ence has been made. In addition there is
the Interservice Supply Support arrange-
ment, so that if the Air Force, let us say,
has a jeep it does not need, and if the
Army needs another jeep, the Air Force
jeep can be supplied to the Army, and so
forth.

I am informed that 18 commodity co-
ordinating groups are established at the
present time, under the Interservice Sup-
ply Support arrangement, and that an-
other 13 are under study.

Finally, there is the procurement-as-
signment system. Under this program,
one of the military departments, through
its normal procurement system, pur-
chases all of a given class of technical
and commercial commodities for itself
and for other services.

When the Senator from Wyoming was
on the committee, we heard many times
about that program.

For instance, meat is purchased by the
Navy, and clothing is purchased by the
Army, or vice versa, for all three of the
services, So under the amendment of
the Senator from Wyoming, which was
section 638 of the 1953 act, those things
have been accomplished; and more can
be accomplished.

If the first section of the amendment
the Senator from Wyoming now proposes
is introduced as proposed legislation, it
should be referred to the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, and should be thor-
oughly studied in connection with the
other arrangements which already have
been made, so as to work it out in a prop-
er legislative way.

But I understand that that section has
now been eliminated from the amend-
ment. Therefore, I am glad to support
the modified amendment of the Senator
from Wyoming.
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts.
AMENDMENT IS MODIFIED

Mr. President, I announce that I am
modifying my amendment by eliminat-
ing the first part; namely, all the lan-
gauge on page 1 and all the language at
the top of page 2, through line 6. I now
modify the amendment in that way; and
the amendment, as modified, is submit-
ted by me, on behalf of myself, the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr, Dovucras], and
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Car-
rorL]l. In short, we now submit the re-
maining portions of the amendment,
which is offered as a modification of the
existing section 638 of the Defense De-
partment Appropriation Act of 1953.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment as modified will be stated.

The CuIieF CLERK. At the proper place
in the bill, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing new section.

Sec. 633. Section 638 of the Department
of Defense Appropriation Act, 1853, is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“Sec. 638. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary of Defense
shall take such actions as are necessary to
achieve economy, efficlency, and effectiveness
in noncombatant services, activities, and op-
erations through the elimination of overlap-
ping, duplication, and waste within and
among the agencies of the Department of
Defense.

“(b) The Secretary of Defense, In order to
provide for the effective accomplishment of
this section, is hereby authorized from time
to time to transfer, combine, and coordinate
noncombatant services, activities, and op-
erations within the Department of Defense.

“(c) The Secretary of Defense is further
authorized to transfer such property, records,
and personnel and such unexpended bal-
ances (available or to be made available) of
appropriations, allocations, and other funds
of the military departments, as he deems
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
section.”

Mr. ATEEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask
whether paragraph (b), which provides
that “the Secretary of Defense, in order
to provide for the effective accomplish-
ment of this section, is hereby author-
ized from time to time to transfer, com-
bine, and coordinate noncombatant
services, activities, and operations with-
in the Department of Defense” gives to
the Secretary of Defense the same
powers which now are vested in the
President of the United States.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No. It is not in-
tended to take away anything from the
President. This appropriation gives the
Secretary of Defense authority to do
what was originally provided in the
original section 638. Let me state that
an example is the combination, under
one agency, of the purchasing authority
for petroleum and petroleum products.
All that is handled now under the direc-
tion of Admiral Lattu. A similar com-
bination can be made for all the de-
partments which are buying common-
use items.

Mr, AIKEN. Then it does not give
to the Secretary of Defense powers
which he does not have at the present
time; is that correct?
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Mr., O'MAHONEY. At the moment
I do not have before me——

Mr. AIKEN, I mean does it vest in
the Secretary of Defense powers which
may now be vested solely in the Presi-
dent, for reorganization purposes?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
in that connection will the Senator from
Wyoming yield to me?

Mr., O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Examining very
hastily title II of Public Law 253, 80th
Congress, 1st session, which was Senate
bill 758, and now is chapter 343, I find
that section 202 deals with the Office of
the Secretary of Defense; and the first
item in section 202 (a) is—

(1) Establish general policles and pro-
grams for the National Military Establish-
ment and for all of the departments and
agencies therein.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the pending
amendment conflict in any way with the
powers which were given to the Presi-
dent, to enable him to reorganize the
Government by legislation enacted by
reason of the Hoover Commission ree-
ommendations referred to?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No; it does not.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Presiuent, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield to me?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. The amendment of the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming
grants to the Secretary of Defense broad
power to transfer property, records, per-
sonnel, and funds, without any restric-
tions or limitations, as he may deem
necessary in order to carry out the provi-
sions of this section. One of the objec~
tives of this section is to provide effec-
tiveness.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct,
and also to provide efficiency and
economy.

Mr, CURTIS. Then if the Secretary
of Defense says that a transfer of funds
will make something more effective, he
can make the transfer; is that correct?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The purpose of
the amendment is solely to provide uni-
fication, another step in the long process
of progress since the 1947 defense bill
was passed.

Mr. CURTIS. Iunderstand that. But
I wish to ask whether the authority of
the Secretary of Defense to transfer
funds is contingent upon a real and
present possibility of saving money.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Precisely, cer-
tainly.

Mr. CURTIS. And not on a theoreti-
cal saving which will occur at a future
time; is that correct?

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Yes, that is cor-
rect. This has been the result of the
studies made by at least five separate
Congressional committees, and those
finally made by the Hoover Commission,

Mr. CURTIS. I am aware of that.
But, after all, the Secretary of Defense
will be given rather broad authority to
transfer anything he wishes to transfer,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No; the amend-
ment is limited to the noncombatant
items, the items which have to do with
common use by the departments. It is
designed to do away with competition
among various branches of the same
agency.
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Mr. CURTIS. But is it the intention
that the Secretary cannot transfer funds
unless it is done to carry out a real and
immediate saving of money?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There is no pro-
hibition of that kind. The amendment
is designed to give him the authority to
bring about and to promote economy,
and it is so stated. One must rely upon
the integrity and intellizence of officials
to carry out an instruction of Congress.

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

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am looking now at
page 2, line 17, of the amendment of the
Senator, which reads:

The Secretary of Defense, in order to pro-
vide for the effective accomplishment of this
section is hereby authorized—

And so forth. Is not the word “au-
thorized” permissive? Could not the
Secretary do his own interpreting?
Should not the word be “shall” instead
of “authorized”?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I suggest to the
Senator that matter could well be taken
up in the conference.

Mr. CHAVEZ. We could take it up in
conference.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If the Senator
desires to change the word to “shall,” I
have no objection.

Mr. CHAVEZ, No. The only thing I
have in mind is this. I think I follow
what the Senator has in mind. How-
ever, when the word “authorized” is
used, it makes it permissive.

Mr., O'MAHONEY. The Senator is
quite right, but the first section reads:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the Secretary of Defense shall take such
actions as are necessary to achieve economy,
efficiency, and effectiveness in noncombatant
services—

And so forth; so that is the overriding
provision.

Mr. CHAVEZ. But the provision is
that in order to provide for the effective
accomplishment, the Secretary is au-
thorized. I was wondering if that would
carry out the purposes the Senator has
in mind?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. On the assump-
tion that the Secretary of Defense would
proceed in harmony with this directive
of Congress.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am willing to take
the amendment to conference.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. First of all, I wish
to associate myself with the efforts of the
Senator from Wyoming on this splendid
amendment. Some time ago, in the
Committee on Government Operations,
in the Subcommittee on Government
Reorganization, which deals with Hoover
Commission recommendations, the ques-
tion of Defense Department procure-
ment was gone into rather extensively.
At that time we had difficulty with the
Department of Defense on purchase
items exclusive of the needs of the com-
bat forces—that is, exclusive of military
equipment. It had been hoped some of
the purchasing might be placed in a
central purchasing administration, but
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to no avail. Then we considered the
possibility of more centralized purchas-
ing in the Defense Department, which
was tacitly agreed to, but it was found
wanting in terms of accomplishment.

I am particularly impressed with sec-
tion 638, which the Senator has just
read, where the mandate is laid down
that “the Secretary of Defense shall take
such actions as are necessary to achieve
economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in
noncombatant services.” That relates
to the preceding paragraphs, which re-
fers to duplication in procurement, and
sometimes duplication in actual serv-
ices.

If the proposal is properly adminis-
tered, which we have hope it will be,
it will result in substantial savings. I
think this is the way to save, rather than
to strike at the established system in
the hope that substantial cuts in ex-
penditures will be accomplished, because
the truth is that the departments will
request supplemental or additional ap-
propriations.

I commend the Senator. I shall vote
for the amendment. I think it is an
effort to effect economy in Government,
for which the Senator should be com-
mended.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sen-

ator.
ExHIBIT 1
ExTENDING TITLE II, FIRsT WAR POWERS ACT,
1941

Mr. FrAzIER, from the Committee on the
Judiclary, submitted the following report:

The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom
was referred the bill (H. R. 7536) to amend
the act of January 12, 1951, as amended, to
continue in effect the provisions of title II
of the First War Powers Act, 1941, having
considered the same, report favorably there-
on with amendments and recommend that
the bill do pass.

The amendments are as follows:

Page 1, line 4, strike out "1267" and sub-
stitute "“1257.”

Page 1, line 5, strike out *1959" and substl=
tute “1958.”

AMENDMENTS

The amendments are to correct the statute
citation and to limit the extension of title
II to 1 year.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The purpose of this legislation is to ex-
tend the termination date of title II of the
First War Powers Act of 1941 to June 30,
1958. Under present law title IT would ex-
pire oh June 30 of this year.

Under the provisions of title II, the Presi-
dent may authorize any department or agen-
cy of the Government exercising functions
in connection with the prosecution of the
national defense effort to enter into contracts
and into amendments or modifications of
contracts and to make advance, progress, and
other payments thereon, without regard to
the provisions of the law relating to the mak-
ing, performance, amendment, or modifica-
tion of contracts, whenever he deems such
action would facilitate the national defense,
subject, however, to the additional provi-
sions set forth in title II. Pursuant thereto
the President has conferred the powers au-
thorized in title II upon the heads of a num-
ber of executive departments and agencies,
including the Departments of Defense, Army,
Navy, Air Force, Commerce, Agriculture, and
Interior, the Atomic Energy Commission,
the National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nautics, the Government Printing Office, the
General Services Administration, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, and the Federal
Civil Defense Administrator.
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The continuation of the effectiveness of
these emergency powers has been and will
continue to be of important assistance to
the authorized departments and agencies of
the Government in the prosecution of the
national mobilization program, either in cur-
rent procurement activities or as standby
authority which may be exercised during a
period of exigency arising out of the defense
effort. Under the act, executive departments
and agencles are empowered to amend or
modify Government contracts without addi-
tional consideration, where, for example, an
actual or threatened loss on a defense con-
tract will impair the productive capacity of
a contractor whose continued existence is
needed for the national defense. Officials
likewise may make advance payments on
contracts to be executed in future or ex-
tend delivery dates where authorized. Mis-
takes and ambiguities in contracts may be
rectified, and indemnity payments may be
guaranteed for otherwise noninsurable risks.
Without this authority, it would be impos-
sible for the various procurement agencies
to use the special procurement technigues
required in situations of military or produc-
tion urgency, which other permanent laws
are not designed to afford.

Title II was reactivated for the Eorean
emergency by the act of January 12, 1951. In
each Congress thereafter it has been ex-
tended. This legislation provides for a 1-
year extension of the automatic termination
date to June 30, 1958. Of course, in addition
to the termination date there remains the
possibility of title II terminating at any time
Congress by concurrent resolution or the
President designate.

The executive communication from the
Department of the Navy and the depart-
mental reports on the bill are here inserted
and made a part of this report.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., May 9, 1957.
Hon. SaM RAYBURN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mr. SpEAKER: There is enclosed
& draft of legislation, to amend the act of
January 12, 1951, as amended, to continue
in effect the provisions of title II of the First
‘War Powers Act, 1941,

This proposal is a part of the Department
of Defense legislative program for 1957, and
the Bureau of the Budget has advised that
there would be no objection to its trans-
mittal to the Congress for consideration.
The Department of the Navy has been desig-
nated as the representative of the Depart-
ment of Defense for this legislation. It is
recommended that this proposal be enacted
by the Congress.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The proposed legislation would amend sec-
tion 2 of the act of January 12, 1951 (64 Stat.
1257; 50 U. 8. C. App. 611, Note), as amended,
80 as to continue in effect title II of the First
War Powers Act, 1941, for the duration of the
national emergency proclaimed by the Presi-
dent on December 16, 1950, or until June 30,
1958, whichever is earlier. Since reactiva-
tion of the basic law in 1951, title II thereof
relating to contracts has been successively
extended by the Congress to June 30, 1953
(Public Law 426, 82d Cong.), June 30, 1954
(Public Law 987, 83d Cong.), June 30, 1955
(Public Law 443, 83d Cong.) and June 30,
1957 (Public Law 58, 84th Cong.). These
extensions were in recognition of the need for
such emergency authority during periods of
continued international unrest.

Under the provisions of the expiring law
the President may authorize any Department
or agency of the Government exercising func-
tions in connection with the prosecution of
the national defense effort to enter into
contracts and into amendments or modifica=
tions of contracts and to make advance prog-
ress, and other payments thereon, without
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regard to other provisions of law relating to
contracts whenever he deems such action
would facilitate the national defense, subject
however to the additional provisions which
are set forth in title II of the First War Pow-
ers Act, 1941. Also by the authority of that
title, the Department of Defense is empow=
ered to amend contracts without considera-
tion. This includes the extension of the
time of performance of contracts and the
walver of liquidated damages and perform-
ance bonds by the United States.

The exercise of title II authority permits
defense agencies to make the necessary ad-
justments to assure the continued avail-
ability of essential productive capacity.
Without this authority, it will be impossible
to use the special procurement technigues
necessary and proper in situations of mili-
tary or production urgency, which other per-
manent laws are not designed to afford. By
virtue of title II of the First War Powers Act,
the Department of Defense is currently
authorized to make advance payments on
advertised contracts. Without the authority
granted by title II, the Department of De-
fense could make advance payments only on
negotiated contracts. This law is considered
to be vitally necessary in order to supplement
other contract authority and thus insure
uninterrupted performance of contracts to
facilitate the national defense.

The possibllity of abuse of the powers
granted by this law is greatly precluded by
safeguards contained in the statute itself.
Furthermore, the administration of the law
has been marked by close adherence to its
intended purposes. Within the Department
of Defense, title II authority has been used
only when “such action would facilitate the
national defense” and where normal pro-
curement methods and authority are deemed
inadequate to meet the situation.

It is considered that the reasons necessi-
tating past extensions of this authority pre-
vail in no less degree today. The continued
internal and international tensions in many
parts of the globe, particularly the Middle
East, and the importance of this law to the

‘readiness of our defense forces are believed
to well justify its extension as provided by
this proposal.

COST AND BUDGET DATA

The enactment of this legislation would
cause no apparent increase in budgetary re-
quirements insofar as the Department of
Defense is concerned.

Sincerely yours,
W. B. FRANKE,
Acting Secretary of the Navy.
“A bill to amend the act of January 12,

1951, as amended, to continue in effect the

provisions of title II of the First War

Powers Act, 1941

“Be it enacted, etc,, That section 2 of the
act of January 12, 1951 (64 Stat. 1267), as
amended, is further amended by striking out
‘1957 and inserting in lieu thereof ‘1859'."

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE
UNITED STATES,
Washington, May 23, 1957.
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives.

Dear Mr. CHamMmawN: Further reference is
made to your letter of May 20, 19567, request-
ing our views on H. R. 756386, a bill to amend
the act of January 12, 1951, as amended, to
continue in effect the provisions of title II
of the First War Powers Act, 1941.

Title II of the First War Powers Act gives
the President power to authorize any agency
of the Government which is exercising func-
tions connected with the national defense to
make or modify contracts without regard to
other laws relating to Government contracts
whenever such actlon will facilitate the na-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

tional defense. Advance and progress pay-
ments to contractors are also authorized.

When the last extension of title II was
being considered by the House Committee
on the Judiciary we reported to you in our
letter of March 16, 1955, B-100460, that in
view of the intended purpose of the title I
powers and the manner in which they were
being administered, we had no objection to
the extension. Since nothing has come to
out attention to change our views in the
matter, we likewise have no objection to its
extension as now proposed in H. R. 7536.

The statute citation in the bill should be
64 Statute 1257 rather than 64 Statute 1287.

Sincerely yours,
JosePH CAMPBELL,
Comptroller General of the United States,

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION,
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,
Washington, D. C., June 5, 1957,
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,

Chairman, Committee on the Judi-
ciary, House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear CONGRESSMAN CELLER: Further refer-
ence is made to your letter of May 20, 1957,
requesting the views of this agency on H. R.
7536, a bill to amend the act of January 12,
1951, as amended, to continue in effect the
provisions of title II of the First War Powers
Act, 1941,

Title II of the First War Powers Act, 1941,
authorizes Government agencies exercising
functions in connection with the national
defense *“to enter into contracts and into
amendments or modifications of contracts
* * * without regard to provisions of law
relating to the making, performance, amend-
ment or modification of contracts whenever
* * * such action would facilitate the na-
tional defense.” This legislation authorizes,
among other things, modification of con-
tracts without additional consideration and
thereby grants to the procurement agencies
a degree of flexibility in national defense pro-
curement activities which is said to be nec-
essary in the efficient as well as equitable
administration of a defense procurement
program.

H. R. 7536 would extend title II of the
First War Powers Act for a period of 2 years.
The Small Business Administration does not
oppose such an extension.

The Bureau of the Budget has no objec-
tion to the submission of this report.

Sincerely yours,
WENDELL B. BARNES,
Administrator.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D, C., June 5, 1957,
Hon. EMANUEL CELLER,

Chairman, Committee on the Judi-
ciary, House of Represeniatives,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: By letter dated May
20, 1957, you requested the views of the
General Services Administration on H. R.
7536, to amend the act of January 12, 1951,
as amended, to continue in effect the provi-
sions of title II of the First War Powers Act,
1941. It is noted that the citation on lines
3 and 4 of the bill should read " (64 Stat.
1267)."

In connection with the national defense
programs of this administration, we con-
sider that the authority provided by title II
of the First War Powers Act, 1941, as
amended, is essential to meet the varying
situations where more normal procurement
methods and authority are found to be in-
adequate. The proposal to have this au-
thority continued through June 30, 1959, is
both logical and desirable and is, therefore,
recommended.

No estimate of the probable cost of the
bill is avallable, but it is anticipated that
the enactment of this legislation would
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cause no increase in the budget require-
ments of this administration.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised
that there is no objection to the submission
of this report to your committee.

Sincerely yours,
FRANKLIN G. FLOETE,
Administrator.
CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIIT
of the House of Representatives, there is
printed below in roman type without
brackets existing law in which no change
is proposed by enactment of the bill as in-
troduced; present provisions proposed to be
stricken by the bill as introduced are en-
closed in black brackets, and new provisions
proposed to be inserted are shown in italic:
“ACT OF JANUARY 12, 1951 (PUBLIC LAW 921,

B1ST CONG. (64 STAT. 1257), AS AMENDED

- L * - L]

“Sec. 2, Title IT of such act, as amended,
shall remain in force during the national
emergency proclaimed by the President,
December 16, 1950, or until such earlier time
as the Congress by concurrent resolution or
the President may designate but in no event
beyond June 30, [1957] 1958."

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, be-
fore the final vote is taken on the re-
vised form of the O’Mahoney amend-
ment, I think I should add a word of
warning. The proposed wording is some-
what similar to the O'Mahoney amend-
ment of 1952, It does broaden the di-
rective given to the Secretary of Defense,
but it apparently does not make it man-
datory upon the Secretary of Defense to
install a system of centralized purchase
and storage of common-use items. It
merely gives a general directive to the
Secretary which he may carry out or
may disregard as he chooses. While the
amendment is an improvement over the
amendment offered in 1952, I am afraid
that on the basis of the experiencs which
we have had since 1952 it will be rela-
tively ineffective.

We have had this general language
now for 5 years, and the Secretary of De-
fense has chosen to disregard it. It is
obvious that the opposition to the
O’Mahoney amendment as originally
proposed this afternoon has come from
the Department of Defense, and that the
Senator from Wyoming, in order to
salvage something, has chosen to get as
much as he could. However, I think in
its fina! form the amendment is so water-
ed down that it can be—and I am afraid
it will be—disregarded by the Depart-
ment of Defense, and that next year we
will find ourselves in almost precisely
the same situation we are in this year.

I wish to congratulate the Senator
from Wyoming for the gallant fight
which he has made. I think he has been
compelled, largely by force of circum-
stances, to retreat from the field.

I hope the Department of Defense—I
know their representatives are here in
the gallery—will note the debate which
has occurred and report to their supe-
riors the clear opinion of the Senate in
this matter, and that we will get some
action. If we do not get action next year,
I think the temper of the Senate will be
such that when the Senator from Wyo-
ming offers a strong amendment again
neither the gates of hell, the opposition
of the Defense Department, nor points
of order will prevail against it.
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask that the amendment be submitted to
the judement of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the modified
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MaxoNeY] for himself
and other Senators.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to,

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. President,Isend
an amendment to the desk, and ask to
have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Cmier Crerx. It is proposed to
insert at the proper place the following:

Provided, however, That none of the funds
appropriated in this act shall be used except
that, so far as practicable, all contracts shall
be awarded on a competitive basis to the
lowest responsible bidder.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
purpose of the amendment is to require
that in all instances in the procurement
of goods or services under this act the
Secretary of Defense shall use the pro-
cedure of soliciting and accepting the
lowest responsible bid in all instances
where it would be practicable.

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

Mr., WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Who would determine
whether it would be practicable?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Secretary of
Defense.

Mr. CURTIS. It is not the intention
of the Senator that such authority shall
be vested in a lower official who is ac-
tually making the purchase; is it?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; it would be de-
termined by the Secretary of Defense.

The reason the provision granting
some discretionary authority is included
is that it is recognized that in the pro-
curement of certain items it would not
be practicable to solicit competitive bids.
Secret weapons might be involved which
it would not be desirable to advertise.
There might also be certain goods de-
sired to be purchased of which there
would not be a competitive supply. Bui
where there is a competitive supply,
either of services or of goods, the pur-
pose of the amendment, if adopted,
would be to instruct the Secretary of De-
fense that it was the will of the Congress
that he should use the competitive bid
basis for awarding the contracts and
that the contracts should go to the low-
est responsible bidders.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Would the adoption of
the amendment preclude the placing of
orders for any commodity in areas of
high unemployment, such as has been
the practice in the past few years?

Mr. WILLIAMS. The adoption of the
amendment would mean that the con-
tract must go to the lowest responsible
bidder except as the Secretary of
Defense——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
if the Senator will yield, I interpret the
Senator's amendment to read as far as
practicable, but as not changing the
present law with respect to defense areas
and other matters of that character.
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I understand the Senator’s amendment
to mean that a contract shall go to the
lowest bidder wherever that is practica-
ble in the Secretary’s opinion. The law
is very clear on that point. Some com-
modities can be negotiated for, as was
brought out this afternoon. A small
amount in the defense area in a certain
technical way, is negotiated for. There
is a bill now in Congress to end that,
anyway. The other contracts would be
let by competitive bidding.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator is cor-
rect. I have had several contractors
point out to me instances where they
have bid on goods or supplies which have
been in competitive supply, and there
were likewise instances in which con-
tractors were bidding on certain services
to be rendered wherein the Department
of Defense would solicit bids and then
negotiate with a contractor who had
one of the higher bids and then award
the contract on a negotiated basis. This
amendment provides that if goods or
services are in competitive supply, the
Department shall solicit competitive bids
and then award the contract to the
lowest responsible bidder. If the De-
partment wants to reject all bids, it
should do so, but then it should allow all
bidders to submit new bids. And then
award the contract to the lowest respon-
sible bidder.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I was
willing to accept the amendment a few
minutes ago. I accept the amendment,

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I expect-
ed the amendment to be accepted. I
should like to have the record show that
I do not approve or accept it, so far as
changing the present law is concerned,
so that it would preclude the placing of
orders in some areas where there is much
unemployment, even in these prosperous
days.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
WiLLiams].

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I eall
up my amendments 7-1-57-C, as modi-
fied this morning, and ask to have the
amendments considered en bloc as
amendments to the proposed Senate bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the amendments will be
printed in the RECORD.

The amendments submitted by Mr.
DoucrAs and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, are as follows:

On page 5, line 17, strike out *$3,123,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof *$3,113,-
000,000.”

On page 8, line 4, strike out “$3,291,356,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof *“§3,145,-
200,000.”

On page 8, line 21, strike out “$217,000,-
000" and insert in lleu thereof “$107,-
000,000.”

On page 10, line 2, strike out “$360,000,-
ggol)" and Insert in lleu thereof “$320,000,-

On page 10, line 12, strike out “$400,000,-
ggg‘:l and insert in lieu thereof “$382,000,-

On page 10, lines 22 and 23, strike out
;ggqg.uow' and insert in lieu thereof “$225,-
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On page 11, line 6, strike out "$5,500,-
000” and insert in lieu thereof *$5,000,000.”

On page 12, lines 17 and 18, strike out
“$2,307,000,000" and Insert in lieu thereof
'$2,295,000,000.”

On page 14, line 3, strike out ‘“$88,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$87,000,000."

On page 14, lines 12 and 13, strike out
“$634,600,000" and Iinsert in leu thereof
“'$630,000,000."

On page 14, lines 19 and 20, strike out
“$23,500,000"” and insert in lieu thereof “$23,-
200,000."

On page 15, line 18, strike out “$182,5600,~
000" and Insert in lieu thereof *“$178,000,-
000."

On page 16, line 6, strike out *'$1,912,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$1,812,000,~
On page 16, line 18, strike out '‘$868,-
500,000" and insert in lleu thereof “$853,-
500,000,

On page 17, line 12, strike out "$1,609,-
000,000" and insert in lieu thereof “$1,534,-
000,000."

On page 18, line 1, strike out “$823,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$820,000,-
000.”

On page 18, line 20, strike out “$211,000,~
000" and insert in leu thereof *“$176,000,-
000.”

On page 19, line 6, strike out “$166,000,000™
and insert in leu thereof “$164,000,000.”

On page 19, line 15, strike out “£86,700,000"
and insert in leu thereof “$85,200,000."

On page 20, line 2, strike out “$136,630,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$134,630 000."

On page 20, line 7, strike out “$505,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$495,000,000.”

On page 20, line 21, strike out “$306,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$300,000,000."

On page 21, line 12, strike out “$108,000,000"
and insert in lHeu thereof “$107,000,000."

On page 22, line 8 strike out "'$6,126,000,~
000" and insert in lien thereof “$5,864,000,-
000."

On page 22, line 186, strike out “$1,264,500,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “§1,146,5600,-
On page 23, line 1, strike out “$6861,000,000”
and insert in lleu thereof “$649,000,000."

On page 25, line 2, strike out "“$4,193 993,-
000" and insert in lleu thereof “$4,062,120,-
000."

On page 26, line 16, strike out “$3,836,600,~
000" and insert in leu thereof “$3,801,600,-
000.”"

On page 26, line 25, strike out “$57,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof *“$55,000,000."

On page 8, between lines 11 and 12 insert
the following:

“COMBAT UNITS

“For expenses incident to the arming,
equipping, and supporting two or more com-
bat divisions of the Army utilizing non-
nuclear firepower; $425,000,000."

On page 14, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following:

“COMBAT UNITS, MARINE CORPS

“For expenses incident to the arming,
equipping, and supporting of additional
combat units of the Marine Corps utilizing
nonnuclear firepower; $75,000,000.”

Mr, DOUGLAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendments be considered
en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DovugLasl that the
amendments be considered en bloc? The
Chair hears none, and the amendments
will be considered en bloc.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, I hope
we will have the yeas and nays on this
amendment. I do not see the distin-
guished acting majority leader in the
Chamber, but I hope we may have the
yeas and nays, and I now ask for them.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois asks for the yeas
and nays on his amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Presid-
ing Officer, and I thank my colleagues.

Mr. President, I am not going to argue
this amendment at any great length this
afternoon, because I spoke for some 3
hours on it yesterday, and filled 35
pages of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and
this material has been available today
for study by the Members of the Senate.

I think the material which was intro-
duced into the REecorp yesterday and
today proves very clearly that there are
enormous wastes in the Department of
Defense, wastes which far from having
been reduced in the last few years have
probably been increased. These are
wastes, as we pointed out, in an excessive
accumulation of stocks—$111 billion
worth of personal property scattered all
over the world, and supplies accumulat-
ing in central depots running close to
$51 billion, with additional supplies dis-
tributed to units in the field. There is a
huge wastage of material, gradually
moving towards obsolescence, which,
when it finally has to be sold, sells for
only a few cents on the dollar.

We can and should draw on the exist-
ing stocks, instead of acting like a group
of pack rats and still further filling up
depots.

In this connection, Mr. President, I
should like to invite the attention of the
Senate to what the Deputy Under Sec-
retary of the Army, Mr. Pearson, said
in 1953, where he is quoted on page 70
of the hearings of the Subcommittee of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions of the House of Representatives:

We spend $940 milllon a year operating
depots, pushing dead ducks around, instead
of using personnel in their capacities and
abilitles to handle live things and control
things in the way they should be controlled.

That was the statement made merely
for the Army. It could be duplicated
for the Air Force, for the Navy, and to
some degree, although to a lesser one, for
the Marine Corps. That was 4 years
ago. During these last 4 years condi-
tions have not improved; they have
grown worse. There is an enormous
waste in the accumulation of surplus
supplies.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a gquestion?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I should like to
ask the Senator if my understanding is
correct as to what the Senator said yes-
terday, that his amendments, considered
en bloe, would reduce the amount to be
appropriated in the bill by $1,058,504,000,
subject to a $500 million increase in the
Anrirg and the Marine Corps for combat
units.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In order to clear up
the uncertainty for the Senator from
Massachusetts, let me say that these
amendments would reduce the specified
appropriations to the amounts finally ap-
proved by the House, or $971 million
less than the amounts recommended by
the Senate Appropriations Committee,
We do not restore the Army and Marine
procurement items which the Senate

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

committee cut out. Then of that $971
million saving on individual items, $500
million would be appropriated for the
equipping and furnishing of additional
combat units, to be divided between the
Army and the Marine Corps in the ap-
proximate ratio of their present combat
strength.

Really, the proposal is a very simple
one. It proposes to cut the total appro-
priations by approximately $500 million
or, to be precise, by $471 million. Then,
of the $34 billion which would be ap-
propriated, $500 million would be ear-
marked for the equipping of additional
combat units to provide added protection
against the danger which is likely to
occur in the peripheral areas of the world
where the Communists will probably
start probing operations and where the
war will be of a limited and not a total
character.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. To make certain that
I understand the net result of the
amendment, if adopted the amendment
will restore the funds approved by the
House but add thereto $500 million, to
be assigned in equal proportions to the
Army and the Marine Corps for the im-
plementation of our forces to meet lim-
ited warfare?

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect, Instead of being an arithmetically
equal distribution between the Army and
the Marine Corps, it would be in pro-
portion to the existing combat strength;
17 Army divisions and 3 Marine divisions.

Mr. President, that is the amendment
which I am proposing, and I submit that
it is justified by the facts concerning
waste—waste of supplies, waste in nego-
tiated contracts, and waste in improper
items which are let under contracts,
many of which I referred to yesterday,
inecluding the celebrated diaper serv-
ice, which apparently we are furnish-
ing for certain Army personnel at Gov-
ernment expense. There are many other
wasteful and absurd items. In additien,
there is a fact that the Air Force could
certainly draw in its horns in connec-
t.iCII; with MATS and administrative air-
craft.

Fundamentally, what I am trying to
do is to effect economies and increase
national security at the same time. I
am attempting to take the $1 billion
out of waste, as a saving, and give half
of it to the taxpayers, and half of it to
increased national security. It is as
simple as that.

I see the representatives of the mili-
tary in the galleries smiling and laugh-
ing at my efforts. I suppose that it
their attitude as they look down upon
mere mortals here on the floor from
their lofty Olympian heights. That is
their privilegze. There is no law against
the military laughing. But I say this to
them in all sincerity, and with no malice
in my heart: You should get into the
game yourselves, and try to produce
more efficiency and security instead of
championing waste and luxury. It is,
however, no laughing matter when at-
tempts are made both to economize and
to increase the armed strength of the
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United States. Let the people ulti-
mately be the judges.

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I should like to ad-
dress a question also to the attention of
the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SaLTONSTALLI.

Yesterday I asked the chairman of the
subcommittee, the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] about the
amount of money——

Mr, SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inguiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it. r

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Did the Senator
from Illinois yield the floor?

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was ready to yield
the floor when the Senator from Colo-
rado asked me to yield. I do not wish
to evade answering his question.

, Mr. CARROLL. I believe that the
question of the transfer of funds involves
some $590 million. I wonder if the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois can tell
me how much money is in those funds?

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the stock funds?

Mr. CARROLL. Yes; in the stock
funds.

Mr. DOUGLAS. For the Army alone,
there is almost $7 billion in stock funds;
for the Navy, $1.4 billion; for the Marine
Corps, $393 million; for the Air Force,
$746 million. However, those are only
the stock funds. Behind them stand
enormous quantities of stock in a less
preferred position. As I say, the total
amount of all personal property is $111
billion, and the appropriated fund in-
ventories amount to $41.2 billion for all
services, plus the stock fund inventories
of $51 billion in all.

Mr. CARROLL. I understood the dis-
tinguished Senator’s remarks with refer-
ence to that enormous sum. That is why
I wished to address my remarks also to
the attention of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. The distin-
guished Senator from Illinois may not
have the figures at his finger tips.

How much money is there in unobli-
gated funds, money that is available to
the Military Establishment? Does the
Senator from Massachusetts have that
information?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I did not hear
the question.

Mr. CARROLL., How much money is
available to the Military Establishment
in unobligated funds, above the budget
we are now considering?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator
asks a very difficult question. The
budget presented by the committee
would call for appropriations of approx-
imately $34,534,000,000.

Mr. CARROLL. I understand that.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, There are cer-
tain funds carried over. The total obli=
gation availability will be $49,900,000,-
000, including military construction.
The Department will apportion during
the fiscal year 1958, for its program in
1958, approximately $46 billion, of
which there will be carried over approx-
imately $8 billion. I do not vouch for
the accuracy of those figures, but I
think they are reasonably accurate.
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Mr. CARROLL. If I correctly under-
stand what we are doing, an appropria-
tion of about $34 billion or $35 billion
is asked for.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct.

Mr. CARROLL. But there is another
pool of about $49 billion.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. DNo.
cludes the $34 billion.

‘Mr. CARROLL. Those are obligated
funds. Is there another fund called the
unobligated fund?

Mr, SALTONSTALL., No; that fizure
of $49.9 billion includes the unobligated
funds of $10.9 billion carried over into
fiscal year 1958. They will be used dur-
ing the fiscal year 1958, and there will
be certain unobligated funds ecarried
over into 1959.

The Senafor was formerly a Member
of the House. The House would not
stand for the principle of contract au-
thorization, so the House eliminated
that provision, in the exercise of its
power as the senior appropriating body.
What we do now is to say, “If you build
an aireraft carrier, that will require 4
or 5 years. We will appropriate the en-
tire sum, $200 million, the first year.”
That money is carried over as unex-
pended balances, but that does not
mean that it is not planned for. The
plans are all made, but the contracts are
not let until the time comes to let them.
That may be the third year after the
original appropriation. That is what is
meant by unocbligated balances. So an
unobligated balance is not an unplanned
balance. The Department knows where
the money is to go, but it is not yet
contracted for.

That in-

Mr. CARROLL. I thank the distin-.

guished Senator from Massachusetts. I
understand the situation generally to be
this:

If we appropriate the sum of $34 bil-
lion or $35 billion, the sum total avail-
able for expenditure will be about $49
billion, and the actual expenditure for
the next fiscal year will be approxi-
mately $46 billion.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. For the fiscal
vear 1958 there will be a total obliga-
tion availability of $49.900,000,000.

Mr. CARROLL. But the obligation in
the next fiscal year——

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The total
planned program for the fiscal year 1958
will amount to $46,684,000,000 leaving
a carryover or unobligated balance to
1959 of $8 billion. There is a carryover
this year of $10.9 billion. In other
words the Department will use almost
$3 billion of the unobligated balances
during the fiscal year 1958.

Mr. CARROLL. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. President I think the amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator from
Illinois cannot possibly be misconstrued
by anyone who wishes a strong national
security because the evidence now is clear
that with this appropriation with even
the small cut the Senator from Illinois
suggests to this body there would still be
$48.5 billion available; and I am con-
fident that the report of the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts is accurate.
Notwithstanding a planned obligation in
this fiscal year of some $46 billion there
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will still be a surplus—we can call it an
unobligated surplus—of $3 billion.

No one claims that such a cut as that
proposed by the Senator from Illinois
will injure national security, It is true—
and I am speaking now for myself—that
I do not want to put myself in the posi-
tion of saying that I know more than
the President of the United States or
the great military experts, but it seems
to me that there comes a time when we
must say to the military, who are ne-
gotiating contracts and spending great
wealth and revenue, “Take another look.
You can absorb the $437 million.”

We are not adopting the full House
cut. We want to eliminate waste and
overlapping and duplication. All we
want the military to do is to eliminate
some of the plush programs. From the
debate this afternoon it should be clear
to all concerned that the military will
no longer call the turn for Congress. We
must have economy. If security is in the
national interest so is economy in the
national interest. It has been said that
one of the most terrible problems we
faced 20 years ago was the problem of
unemployment. Today the counterpart
to that problem in our economy is infla-
tion. For 10 consecutive months we have
had an inflationary spiral moving up-
ward. I said to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming only a few minutes
ago that we saw what the giant oil cor-
porations have been doing. With just
one little inerease in the price of crude
oil they have added fuel to the fires of
inflation, which will have a billion-dollar
inflationary effect upon our economy.

The other day the United States
Steel Corp. increased the ton price of
steel. That will have a chain reaction
throughout the Nation's economy, like
the chain reaction which was triggered
by the giant oil corporations when they
raised the price of crude oil. We are
facing a very serious problem, the prob-
iem of inflation.

I therefore intend to support the
amendment, not because I substitute my
judgment for the judgment of the mili-
tary, but because the time has come
when we must begin to manifest some
desire for economy and the curbing of
wasteful expenditures in the Govern-
ment. The Senator's amendment stands
as an example of what we can do to fizht
inflation without injuring the national
security. I congratulate the Senator
from Illinois on the work he has done,

Mr, DOUGLAS. 1 thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing en bloc to the
amendments offered by the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, the
amendments of the Senator from Illinois
would reduce the bill by $971 million,
subject to a $500 million increase in the
Army and Marine Corps for combat
units.

It would cut under the House hill by
$87 million. The amendment would wipe
out all the inecreases which the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and the military leaders have testi-
fied are necessary to the security of our
Nation. The amendment would cut the
National Guard from 425,000 to 368,000.
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It would cut the organized Reserve by
20,000 6-month trainees. It would cut
the flight pay for Army aviator training.

It would reduce necessary research and
development in the three services. It
would eut out 11,000 Navy military per-
sonnel, or defer the promotion of 45,000
qualified personnel. It would reduce the
Navy aireraft procurement program. It
would eliminate two needed Navy ships.
It would stop the procurement of influ-
enza vaccine. We have been reading a
great deal recently about the influenza
epidemic in the Far East. The Douglas
amendment would stop the procurement
of influenza vaccine. It would cut the
procurement of spare parts for Air Force
aireraft. It would stretch out the guided
missile development program. B-52's
would be deprived of their support equip-
ment. Of course eventually guided mis-
siles will do the job, but until they are
available we will still need the B-52's.
The amendment would also eliminatea the
repair of crash-damaged aircraft. It
would also probably reduce the Air Force
from 925,000 to 910,000.

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

Mr. CHAVEZ. 1 yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The dire conse-
quences the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico has read off—and I am sure
this is not intentional on his part—are
the usual tactics of Government bureaus
when an appropriation is reduced. They
threaten to reduce services, rather than
to eliminate waste.

Is it not true, as the Senator from
Massachusetts has stated, that there are
reserve stocks of $50 billion unobligated
and unexpended? What the Senator
from Illinois is proposing is really only a
reduction of $471 million, or 1 percent
of this.

Is the Senator from New Mexico say-
ing that a reduction of 1 percent in the
available supplies which are now on
hand, not obligated and not expended,
will endanger the security of the United
States?

I think we are having this afternoon
a repetition of the Summerfield tactics,
a refusal to reduce waste and, instead,
a threat to reduce security, when waste
can be eliminated by the simple device
of pulling down these vast accumulating
stocks by 1 percent. It is the usual
threat that the departments make to
Congress.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I will tell the Senator
from Illinois what I think. In all sin-
cerity, I may say that I am not on Sum-
merfield's side. However, I believe, so
far as I am concerned, that the items
provided for in the bill are necessary for
national security.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But those items
would not have to be eliminated. That
is just the point.

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

Mr. CHAVEZ. 1 shall yield in a
moment. Does the Senator from Illi-
nois have something else to add?

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is all.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I stand by the figures
in the committee’s report.

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

Mr. CHAVEZ. 1 yield.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with
the Senator from New Mexico. I make
merely one addition to what he has so
ably pointed out. First, the figures he
has read concerning the reductions, if I
am correctly informed, were the work of
our staff in the Committee on Appropria-
tions, who were asked to analyze the bill
and the effect of the reductions proposed
by the amendments.

Second, what the Senator from New
Mexico has said has a cumulative effect.
The amendments eliminate what we
have been trying to do for the National
Guard and the Reserves; but, above all,
they unbalance the system of Army oper-
ation. They add to the number of com-
bat units, but reduce the maintenance
and operation funds with which the
additional combat units can operate.

The Senator from Illinois was a very
distinguished marine. I have the ut-
most respect for his combat service and
his other abilities. I am certain that
when I make the statement that more
than 60 percent of our Army today is
composed of combat troops, he will
agree that that is a figure whiech is sel-
dom reached in peacetime, or has never
before been reached, I believe, in peace-
time.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have finished
my statement. The Senator from New
Mexico has the floor.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico permit me
to reply to the Senator from Massachu-
setts?

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes, I will; but before
the Senator does so, I wish him to bear
in mind that if his amendments are
agreed to, they will cut the National
Guard from 425,000 to 368,000. If the
Senator wants to have that done, it is
all right with me.

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

Mr. CHAVEZ. In a moment. The
organized Reserve would be cut by 20,000
6-month troops. If the Senator wants
to do that, it is perfectly all right with
the Senator from New Mexico. His
amendment would cut the flight pay for
aviator training. If the Senator from
Illinois wants to do that, that is perfectly
all right with me, too.

I now yield to the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr., THYE. Mr. President, on the
subject of the National Guard, in the
committee we studied that question most
thoroughly. We obtained 211 the infor-
mation it was possible to get from the
National Guard Association as well as
from the individual officers of the Na-
tional Guard.

Mr.CHAVEZ. And also from the Pen-
tagon.

Mr. THYE. And from the Pentagon.

We increased the appropriation by $40
million. If we had not increased it, it
was a positive, proven fact that a reduc-
tion in the National Guard would be
made from a possible 400,000 to a lower
figure. It was for that reason that the
subcommittee increased the amount for
the National Guard, and the full com-
mittee supported the subcommittee when

CIII——680

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the question was put before the full
committee.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is why this item
is before the Senate.

Mr. THYE. The greatest military
strength at the lowest cost can be had
and can be maintained with the least
amount of disruption to the normal life
of the youth through the National Guard.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.

Mr, THYE. For that reason, I believe
it would be a serious mistake to reduce
the amount provided in the bill as an ap-
propriation for the National Guard.

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

Mr. CHAVEZ. 1 yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I ask the Sena-
tor from New Mexico if it is not true that
the Secretary of Defense has in practice
exercised broad powers not only to freeze
funds which have been appropriated, but
also to distribute funds within a given
service?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not understand
the Senator’'s question.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has not the Secretary
of Defense exercised the power not mere-
1y to freeze funds which Congress has ap-
propriated, but has also reappor-
tioned and reallocated funds within a
service or department?

Mr. CHAVEZ. He has no power what-
soever to transfer funds appropriated
for the National Guard.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He has exercised sim-
ilar powers in the past in transferring
funds from one purpose to another. It is
very strange that now it is suddenly dis-
covered he cannot do so.

Mr. CHAVEZ. No; I do not think he
has the power or the authority.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has he not done s0?

Mr. CHAVEZ, I have seen Govern-
ment officials do so many things that I
would not be surprised if he has.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Exactly so. Idonot
wish to prolong the debate, but the point
was raised by my good friend from Mas-
sachusetts, whom we all love and respect,
that the amendment would unbalance
the military forces because it would in-
crease combat forces and diminish the
funds for operation and maintenance,
and deserves to be answered.

The Department of Defense has al-
ready unbalanced the situation by de-
voting too much of the funds for opera-
tion and maintenance and not enough
funds for combat. An alteration of the
distribution of those funds would dis-
tinctly help the national defense. How
ridiculous to say we are unbalancing na-
tional defense by increasing combat
strength.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from Illi-
nois is a peaceful man.

Mr. DOUGLAS. At timesI am peace-
ful; but at times I am bellicose when I
see public funds wasted and national
security sacrificed.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I understand national
origins, so I accept it. We can be peace-
ful or otherwise. Nevertheless, we are
supposedly at peace, and not at war:

We are providing, or are trying fo
provide, in the best of faith, armed
services appropriations which will meet
the demands in case of an emergency.
If an emergency were to occur, the ap-
propriations would not be half enough.
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But we are trying to provide for the
security of the couniry as things are
now.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not wish to pro-
Jong the discussion and with this last
remark, I will stop. I agree that we are
in for a hard pull. But I submit that
the Nation needs combat troops more
than it needs diaper service for Army
personnel; more than it needs swimming
pools; more than it needs $500,000 mess-
halls; more than it needs free riders on
MATS; more than it needs $50 billion
worth of idle goods in the warehouses.

We should trim down to be a little
leaner. We should strip down more
than we are doing, and we should give
up some of the luxuries which appar-
ently the Pentagon holds more dear than
combat effectiveness. We should strive
instead for greater combat strength.

Mr. CHAVEZ, I assure the Senator
from Illinois that, so far as I am con-
cerned, as the chairman of the subcom-
mittee which handles the Defense De-
partment appropriation, I am not for
diaper service. I am for combat service.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We are paying for
diaper service now. I am proposing
that we turn some of the diaper money
into bullets.

Mr. CHAVEZ, I prefer bullets to
diapers.

Mr. President, I suggest that the Sen-
ate vote.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I suggest the
absence of a guorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
YARBOROUGH in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing en bloc
to the amendments of the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DoucLas]. On this question
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANEFIELD (when his name was
called), On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Sym-
meron], If the Senator from Missouri
were present, he would vote “nay.” If
I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnDERSON], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Crurca], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTLAND], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLericHT], the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Greenl, the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS],
the Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNSON],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
EKennepy], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. Murray]l, the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. NeeLvy], and the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] are
absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byro] is absent be-
cause of illness in his family.
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I also announce that the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. MonroNEY] is absent
because of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from Arkansas would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN-
son] is paired with the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel. If present and
voting, the Senator from Texas would
vote “nay,” and the Senator from Ore-
gon would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Montana [Mr, MUR-
RAY] is paired with the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Neeryl. If present
and voting, the Senator from Montana
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
West Virginia would vote “nay.”

I also anounce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. GREEN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr, HENnINGS], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. Kennepy], and the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY]
would each vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRESEN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripces], the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer]l, and the Senator
from Maine [Mr. PAYNE] are absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER] and the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
SCHOEPPEL] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
LoNE] is absent on official business.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younec] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Pa¥yne] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaroNE] is paired with the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. ScuoeprpeL]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Eansas would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 7,
nays 65, as follows:

YEAS—T
Carroll Johnston, S. C. Smathers
Douglas Lausche
Frear O'Mahoney
NAYS—65
Alken Flanders Mundt
Allott Goldwater Neuberger
Barrett Gore Pastore
Beall Hayden Potter
Bennett Hickenlooper Purtell
Bible Hill Revercomhb
Bricker Holland Robertson
Bush Hruska Russell
Butler Humphrey Saltonstall
Capehart Jackson Scott
Carlson Javits Smith, Maine
Case, N. J. KEefauver Smith, N. J.
Case, S.Dak, Kerr Sparkman
Chavez Enowland Stennis
Clark Kuchel Talmadge
Cooper Long Thurmond
Cotton Magnuson Thye
Curtls Martin, Towa Watkins
Dirksen Martin, Pa. Wiley
Dworshak McClellan Williams
Ellender McNamara Yarborough
in Morton
NOT VOTING—23
Anderson Fulbright Johnson, Tex,
Bridges Green Kennedy
Byrd Hennings Langer
Church Ives Malone
Eastland Jenner Mansfield
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Monroney Neely Symington
Morse Payne Young
Murray Schoeppel

So the amendments of Mr. DoucLas
were rejected en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment, and ask to
have it stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEcISLATIVE CLERK. On page 40,
line 8, it is proposed to strike out **$3,-
300,000,” and insert in lieu thereof “$3,-
000,000.””

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, in dis-
cussing the amendment now before the
Senate, I should also like to discuss a
couple of other items in the bill, to which
I shall not seek to offer amendments,
but I think, for the benefit of the Senate,
they should be discussed for a few
moments.

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

Mr. POTTER. I yield.

Mr., CHAVEZ., Can we not first take
action on the first amendment, and then
have the Senator follow with the others?

Mr. POTTER. If is my intention to
discuss the amendment, which will take
only a few moments, and then have the
Senate vote on the amendment, if it
cares to.

I think there is no Member of the Sen-
ate who wants to cut down on the
amount of hardware for the fighting
forces of our Nation or on the number
of those who serve in our fichting forces.

I am confident that every Senator who
has ever been in a military installation,
or who has ever served in one of the
branches of our armed services, must re-
alize that the nature of our defense
structure tends to be wasteful. There
is a tendency on the part of our mili-
tary leaders, because of the nature of
their profession and character of their
training, to be, let us say, lax with the
American dollar.

The amendment I propose is a minor
one, Actually, it will not save one nickel
in the appropriation bill. However, I
have here a list of the public relations
people working in our Defense Depart-
ment in the Washington area, which I
think is of interest in connection with
the amendment.

This proposal has nothing to do with
the wvarious public relations people
throughout the world who are connected
with the Department of Defense, but re-
fers only to those within the Washing-
ton area. Let me cite these figures. In
the Department of Defense, there is an
Assistant Secretary in charge of publie
affairs. Under him there are 32 civilian
professional personnel and 32 clerical
personnel. The military personnel, un-
der the Department of Defense in the
field of public relations, consist of 37
professional personnel and 11 clerical.

The civilian personnel public relations
people in the Department of the Army
are listed as 21 clerical. The military
personnel in the Department of the
Army, in the public relations field, are
listed as 15 professional and 8 clerical.

I could go down the list, Mr. President,
and cite example after example of what
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is, to me, a growing tendency on the part
of the military to expand its noncom-
batant forces.

I would be the first to admit that a
publie relations division in the Army and
the other services, or in the Department
of Defense, might be desirable. How=-
ever, when there are, in the Washington
area alone, nearly 150 public relations
people who are assigned to that duty, to
say nothing of the many hundreds who
are engaged in public relations work but
are not assigned to that duty on behalf
of the various services, I think in their
stead we could support almost a divi-
sion of men, and those men could be used
to a much better purpose in a military
assignment, which would be more bene-
ficial to the Nation.

What does my amendment propose?
Instead of a limitation of $3.2 million,
it would reduce that limitation by $300,-
000 to $3 million.

I have discussed this proposal with the
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Appropriations which con-
sidered this bill, and I have discussed
it in the committee. I hope the chair-
man of the committee, with his usual
graciousness, will see fit to accept this
amendment. However, before I relin-
quish the floor, if the chairman will do
that, there is another item which I
should like to bring to the attention of
the Senate.

Mr. President, in the House report on
this bill there are minority views pre-
sented by my colleague, Representative
GEeraALD Forp, 2 member of the Subcom-
mittee on Department of Defense Ap-
propriations on the other side of the
Capitol. In his minority views Repre-
sentative Forp cited an example of two
hospitals, one in the State of Massachu-
setts and one in the State of Arkansas.
It is stated that the Department of the
Army has twice said it could not use
these hospitals. Since that time the
Murphy Army Hospital in Massachu-
setts has been transferred for other use,
but the Army-Navy Hospital at Hot
Springs, Ark., has not. In the pending
bill there is a proviso on page 8 which
states that the Army shall not abandon
ﬂ’i Army-Navy Hospital at Hot Springs,

'K,

This is a small item, and I am most
reluctant to bring it to the attention of
the Senate, particularly because of my
good friend, a distinguished Member of
this body, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCrErLran], who has shown a
great deal of interest in the hospital. It
is, as the Senator states, one of the bet-
ter Army hospitals in the country.

The fact remains, Mr. President, that
the Army has not used the hospital,
which now costs, according to the testi-
mony of the Army, approximately a
half million dollars a year to maintain.
We could save a half million dollars if
this hospital were closed.

I am confident that this proviso could
be knocked out of the bill on a point of
order, as legislation on an appropria-
tion bill. I have discussed this matter
personally with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Arkansas, and I agree with him
that the military will be coming here
probably within a few weeks to present
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to the Congress a bill to provide for con-
struction of new hospitals all over the
country. If the Army cannot use this
hospital, then I think that the other
services, as well as the Army, when they
come before the committee—I believe
the chairman of the committee is the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEN-
nis]l—asking for new construction,
should be informed that every effort
should be made to utilize the hospital
at Hot Springs.

Because of the fact that the commit-
tee under the chairmanship of the Sena-
tor from Mississippi has not acted as yet,
and because this matter will be coming
before the Senate, I shall not at this
time make the point of order. However,
I would be remiss in my duty if I did
not point out to the Senate that if this
item is allowed to stand, and the same
conditions prevail this year as prevailed
last year, it will cost the taxpayers a
hali million dollars, which the Army
claims is not needed.

So in all deference, not wishing to
take more time of the Senate, I shall
not raise the point of order at this time.

I ask the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee [Mr. Cuavezl if he
would like to have me yield to him now,
so that action may be taken ocn my
amendment? If he would, I shall be
happy to do so.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I will be delighted to
have action taken on the amendment.

First, let me say to the Senator from
Michigan that I appreciate the fact that
he is not raising the point of order on
the provision relating to the hospital at
Hot Springs. It is true that it affects
directly the two Senators from Arkansas.
I do not represent the State of Arkansas.
However, I have been following this par-
ticular item for many years, and I am
most happy that the Senator from Mich-
izan is not raising a point of order.

With reference to the other item, a
reduction of $300,000 is involved in the
limitation figure carried in the bill. The
Senator from Michigan is & member of
the subcommittee. He participated in
the hearings. The Senator knows what
happened, just as well as do other Sena-
tors who participated. In view of the
overwhelming report of the subcommit-
tee to the full committee, and the report
of the full committee to the Senate, I
hope that the amendment of the Senator
from Michigan will be rejected.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I agree with what the Senator from New
Mexico has said. I should like to add—
and I hope he will agree with me—that
this amendment represents a cutback
on a limitation. It is not a cutback on
money, but a cutback on a limitation.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The essential
thing is to make certain that the De-
partment of Defense itself has an ap-
propriation of $450,000 to spend, and
that the proposed cut will be divided
among the 3 services. If it is done in
that way, I can see no harm in taking
the amendment to conference. How-
ever, I hope the item in the appropri-
ation for the Department of Defense it-
self will not be cut.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I do
not mind trying to agree, and I am
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usually very agreeable, especially where
the Senator from Massachusetts is con-
cerned.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. CHAVEZ. However, I do not like
to do anything contrary to the ex-
pressed will of the full commitiee.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, I do
not wish the impression to remain that
I did not bring the question up in com-
mittee when the bill was being marked
up before the full committee. As a
matter of fact, my amendment lost in
committee by only 1 or 2 votes. The
vote was close.

Mr. CHAVEZ. No. As I recollect, the
vote was 9 to 5. I may be mistaken.

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, this
amendment would not take away one
nickel from the appropriation bill. The
only thing it would do would be to take
$300,000 out of a $3,300,000 limitation.
It would reduce fthe limitation from
$3,300,000 to $3,000,000. I most respect-
fully say that in my judgment we do
not win wars with the vast propaganda
machine which we have in the Penta-
gon, The figures which I read, as to
the personnel assigned to the public-
relations field in the Pentagon for this
area alone, are astounding. I thought
I was being very cautious in seeking to
reduce the limitation by $300,000. As
a matter of fact, I would have preferred
a much deeper cut than that.

I sincerely hope that the chairman of
the subcommittee will accept my
amendment ‘and take it to conference.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Being an “easy mark,”
I shall do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michi-
gan [(Mr. PorTer].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Pennsylvania will be stated.

The CHiEr CLERK. On page 45, after
line 2, i% is proposed to insert a new sec-
tion, as follows:

Sec. 633. The Secretary of Defense shall,
insofar as practical and taking into consid-
eration the relative costs of various modes of
transportation, provide for the procurement
on an equitable basis of commercial trans-
portation services financed with funds ap-
propriated in this act.

Mr., CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I he-
lieve that the language in the bill would
carry out the purposes of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania.
Nevertheless, in order to be sure that
the purposes he has in mind will be
carried out, the chairman of the sub-
committee, with the consent of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts, will accept the
amendment.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I agree with what the Senator from
New Mexico has said. The substantial
language of the Senator’s amendment
is in the commitiee report. I do not
object to the amendment heing taken to
conference.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I thank
my distinguished friends on the majority
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and minority sides of the aisle for agree-
ing to this amendment, which merely
puts into legislative form what is already
in the report of the committee, and will
make it possible for the Department of
Defense to negotiate with commercial
carriers, so that some money can he
saved for the general taxpayers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. CLARK].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I send to
the desk and ask fto have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Idaho will be stated.

The CuHier CLErR. On page 45, be-
tween lines 2 and 3, it is proposed to
insert the following:

Sec. 633. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this act, the total amount appro-
priated pursuant to this act shall not ex-
ceed $34,351,537,770. The Secretary of De-
fense is authorized and directed within 60
days after the enactment of this act to de-
termine and to certify to the Sscretary of
the Treasury and the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget which of the appropriation
items shall be reduced, and the amount that
each shall be reduced, in order to effectuate
the reduction made by this act. Each appro-
priation item specified by the Secretary of
Defense in his certification is hereby reduced
by the amount of reduction specified by him
with respect to such item in such certifica-
tion; and the Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to make the neces-
sary entries on the books of the Treasury to
reflect such reductions.

On page 45, line 3, it is proposed to
strike out “633" and insert in lieu thereof
“634.”

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Mr. President, we
have had enlightening debate on the
provisions of the defense budget for
this fiscal year. Every Member of Con-
gress realizes the need for maintaining
a top Military Establishment at a time
when there are many crucial develop-
ments throughout the world.

During this debate there has been
some confusion, because we have been
dealing with potential cuts and actual
cuts from the budget was submitted by
the President to Congress last January,

I point out that it is difficult to make
recommendations for appropriations be-
low the budget figures, because the
President, after requesting a reexami-
nation and reappraisal of the budget
which he himself had submitted to the
Congress, made a reduction. The House,
in making its cut of more than $2.5 bil-
lion, provided for transfers from one
fund to another, with a deferment of
some of the programs from this year
until next year, with the result that,
while the report submitted by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations stated that
the hill, as reported, was below the
budget estimates by $1,593,771,000, the
same report points out that the bill
which is now before us provides for an
actual reduction of $164,294,000 under
appropriations for the fiscal year 1957.

Throughout this session there has
been a very decisive economy drive, be-
cause Members realize that, as we face
inflationary problems almost daily, every
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effort must be made to reduce Federal
spending; and that should be done on
the basis that we should not impair any
worthwhile services or objectives.

I had the staff of the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations prepare a
statement, which I hold in my hand,
showing an accurate report as to what
has been saved in various bills which
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have already been acted upon by both
Houses, or at least by the House of
Representatives.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the table printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

Comparison of appropriations, fiscal years 1957 and 1958

Increaso () or | Percentage
Appropriations, | Appropriations, | decrease (—), inerease or
fiscal year 1957 fiscal year 1958 1958 compared decrease,
with 1957 1057 and 1958
Agr $2, 026, 689, 968 lS&,ﬁﬁB 972,117 -+-$1, 642, 232, 189 -+81.0
Commeres 2 768, 535, 136 =170, 744, 011 —22.2
Defi 648, 523, 000 ’34,534 :mmn =104, 204, 000 -0 5
Dlstrlot of Columbla_ - - o eenaiannrasase 22, 558, 650 22, 504, 450 —54, 200 -0.2
1 Gover t matters 16, 007, 4756 16, 010, 370 2, 805 ‘

il dent 841, &5, 878, 877, 800 =016, 064, 026 =10.3
I 187, 456, 189, GO0 ~—16, 098, 100 -1.5
[.abor. Haalth Education, and Welfare..... 2, 884, 858, 181 2, 871, 182, 781 =13, 675, 400 —0.5
Legislative. 119, 048, 708 104, 840, 660 =14, 200, 138 —1L.9
State, Justice, and judidsry ................. 605, 765, 157 562, 891, 203 — 42, 873, 864 ~7.1
Treasury-Post Offiee. . oo oooooeeemoecoaaeee 3,634, 274,850 | 4,017, 927, 000 ~}-383, 652, 150 +10.6
Public works, 867, 335, 000 4 814, 813,023 — 52, 521, 977 . -1

* 1 Amount used is figure passed Senare f<|nm b1Il is still pending,

2 Amount used is figure reportad 0 Senal
? Includes supplemental Post Office,
& Amount is figure passed by House,

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I
call attention to the tabulation, which
shows a comparison, not with the budget,
but with the actual appropriations for
fiscal year 1957, and the percentage of
increase or decrease in the various ap-
propriation bills for 1958, compared with
1957—appropriations, not the budget
figures.

This is a very interesting document.
It shows that, with the exception of
the Department of Agriculture, where
there is an increase of 81 percent, largely
the result of the initiation of the soil-
bank program and because of the tre-
mendous expense involved in getting rid
of the surplus commodities under Pub-
lic Law 480 and other laws, and with
the exception of the Treasury and Post
Office appropriations—where there was
an increase of 10.6 percent, largely be-
cause the Post Office is a service depart-
ment and its appropriations are gov-
erned more or less by the requirements
of the services that must be rendered,
and which are outlined by the legisla-
tive branch—all the other departments
show a reduction.

For instance, the Commerce’ Depart-
ment appropriations are 22.2 percent
under the appropriations for 1957. In-
dependent offices show a reduction of
10.3 percent. Interior, 1.5 percent.
Labor, Health, Education, and Welfare,
where research funds were materially
increased, show a reduction of one-half
of 1 percent under the appropriations
for fiscal 1957. Even the legislative ap-
propriations show a reduction of 11.9
percent. State, Justice, and Judiciary
appropriations show a reduction of 7.1
percent. Public Works appropriations,
which have been acted upon by the
House—and the House figures are used
for this comparison purpose—show a re-
duction of 6.1 percent.

I am sure that everyone appreciates
the need of maintaining an efficient
Military Establishment. But that does
not mean that the Congress should take

any action which exempts from the
economy crusade the Defense Depart-
ment., During the debate we have heard
many charges made that in procure-
ment, largely on the basis of negotia-
tion instead of on the basis of competi-
tive bids, there has been great waste and
inefficiency.

In the Washington Post of this morn-
ing there appeared an article with the
headline “Procurement Scandal Re-=
ported Suppressed.” I shall read only a
few paragraphs from that article. I as-
sume the facts are correct, and possibly
the revelations will be made later. It
reads:

A report on profiteering by foreign sup-
pliers of the United States military services
has been suppressed here, it was learned
yesterday.

The reason for suppressing something of
this much interest to taxpayers was not im-
mediately determined.

But it was possible that the 1ld was kept
on this scandal in the hope of averting a
discussion of it while the Defense Depart-
ment appropriation bill and the foreign aid
bill are still in the congressional hopper.

Mr. President, I am not charging that
there has been any scandal. I am merely
pointing out that as we are making this
overall commitment for greater economy
and greater efficiency within the opera-
tions of the executive branch of the
Government—yes, even within the legis-
lative branch—we should expect whole-
hearted cooperation on the part of the
Defense Department. We are asking
them to absorb a reduction of exactly 1
percent, as compared with appropria-
tions made for the past fiscal year.

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

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is making
a very interesting and informative and,
I might add, impressive presentation. I
listened with a great deal of interest to
the percentage reductions which we have
been able to bring about through our
efforts in the Committee on Appropria-
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tions and on the floor of the Senate and
in the House of Representatives.

Do I understand the Senator correctly
to state that if his amendment is adopted
it would bring about a total reduction in
the national defense appropriation, as
against the budget requests, of 1 percent?

Mr. DWORSHAK. No; not with re-
spect to the budget requests, but a reduc-
tion of 1 percent under the appropria-
tions which were made a year ago for the
fiscal year 1957.

Mr. MUNDT. Would the reduction be
comparable with the other reductions
made in respect to other departments of
the Government?

Mr. DWORSHAK. The reductions for
the Department of Defense would be
much less.

Mr. MUNDT. Are these percentages
also related to the actual expenditures?

Mr. DWORSHAK. Yes. The table
from which I have been quoting the
figures shows the appropriations for
fiscal 1957, the appropriations for fiscal
1958, and, in the last column, the increase
or decrease percentagewise,

The reason the comparison is not made
with the budget figures is that the budget
may have some questionable request con-
tained in it, and may cover a great many
items which are not bona fide in every
respect. The Senator from Idaho has
pointed out that the bill before us is one
and a half billion dollars under the
budget estimate for 1958. That of course,
is more or less meaningless. The com-
mittee has done a fine job, and I know
the chairman of the subcommitiee, the
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CuaAvVEZ], and the ranking minority mem-
ber, the senior Senator from Massachu-
setts, [Mr. SavToNsTALL], have done out-
standing work.

On that basis I appeal to my col-
leagues to ask the Department of De-
fense to cooperate with Congress and
with the President. The President him-
self has asked for a reappraisal of the
spending program. Although some
Members of the Senate have envisioned
reductions in the 1958 budget of 4 or 5 or
6 billion dollars, it would appear now
that we will be fortunate indeed if we
can bring about a cut of approximately
$3 billion so far as the budget is con-
cerned.

I am not so much concerned about
cutting the figures in the budget. I
make the contention that if we are to
have any worthwhile economy enforced
on a logical basis for the fiscal year 1958,
it is not unreasonable to expect the De-
partment of Defense to reduce its ap-
propriations by 1 percent during the
next fiscal year. If that is unreason-
able, I wish someone would point out
to me in what way it is.

Mr. MUNDT. Speaking for myself
only, I think it is a very reasonable re-
quest. I voted against the amendment
offered by the senior Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. Doucras], because it seemed
to me that his proposed reduction was
too great and because it seemed to me
he had gone too far in reallocating the
funds within the Department of De-
fense in a manner which is probably
beyond the ability of anyone on the floor
of the Senate to do wisely. However, I
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understand that the Senator from Idaho
would leave it to the discretion of the
Department of Defense, through its Sec-
retary, to determine where this small
percentage reduction would actually be
made and how it would be distributed.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Yes. The com-
mittee has already reduced the appro-
priations by a little less than one-half
of 1 percent, and my amendment would
result in another reduction of about
$182 million, which, added to the cut
already made, would total exactly 1 per-
cent under the appropriations for fiscal
1957.

Mr. MUNDT. What the Senator from
Idaho is actually proposing is something
in the nature of a belt-tightening pro-
cedure, which would suggest, with the
voice of Congress behind it, that the
Department of Defense, along with all
other departments of Government, try
to get along with just a little less per-
sonnel here and there; avoid just a little
duplication here and there; perhaps in-
stead of sending 6 colonels to testify be-
fore the committee, riding in 6 auto-
mobiles, driven by 6 chauffeurs, that 3
colonels appear before the committee,
driven by 3 chauffeurs, riding in 3 auto-
mobiles; and make a little modest cut
here and elsewhere; and in that way
come within the 1 percent overall reduc-
tion. Is that correct?

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is the objec-
tive of the amendment. It is on the
basis that the Senator from Idaho rec-
ognizes the fact that the top officials, the
Secretary of Defense and the policy-
makers in that Department, are willing
to cooperate, and that these cuts can
be made. If similar or larger reductions
can be made in other departments of the
executive branch of the Government,
certainly it is reasonable to expect the
Defense Department to absorb just
1 percent reduction in its appropriations
during this fiscal year.

Mr. MUNDT, I certainly hope the
Senator will request the yeas and nays
on his amendment. I think it is an
amendment which will go far beyond the
amount of money saved by inducing the
sort of economy and reexamination in
the Pentagon which will be fruitful in
the months and years ahead.

Mr. DWORSHAEK. Mr, President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

Mr. DWORSHAK., I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. On the first page of
the report I note that the Senate bill
amounts to $34,534,229,000. How much
is deducted from that sum under the
Senator’s amendment?

Mr. DWORSHAK. About $182 mil-
lion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is that amount to
be in addition——

Mr. DWORSHAK. In addition to the
$164 million cut by the committee and
included in this bill.

Mr. ELLENDER. And the cut is to
be applied to the various sections or por-
tions of the military service, such as the
military or armed services?

Mr. DWORSHAK. The amendment
authorizes the Secretary of Defense
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within 60 days after the enactment of
the bill to determine and certify to the
Secretary of the Treasury and the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget
which of the appropriation items shall
be reduced and the amount that each
shall be reduced in order to effectuate
the reduction made by this cut.

The purpose of that is to give the
authority and discretionary power to
the Secretary. I am positive that no
meat-ax approach will be made, because
on the basis that it is possible to absorb
1 percent, that can be done in an or-
derly manner.

Mr. ELLENDER. In other words, it
would be up to the Army, the Navy, and
the Air Force to apply the cut wherever
they saw fit?

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correzt.

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

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield.

Mr. LONG. As I understand the sit-
uation, the Senate committee has re-
stored $971,500,000 of the reduction
made by the House.

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. After the Defense Depart-
ment has made its plea to restore as
much as possible and the committee has
gone along with the Department wher-
ever it could agree with them, the Sen-
ator is saying that out of that amount
we could very well save $182 million,
which is about one-half of 1 percent of
the total amount in the bill,

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is correct.

Mr. LONG. By doing so, we would
still have restored almost $800 million.
Is that correct?

Mr. DWORSHAK., That is correct.
It would be just under $800 million in ex-
cess of the amount in the House bill.

Mr. LONG. Then the Senator is say-
ing that the Defense Department is to be
instructed to look around to see how
they can make it possible to stay within
the extra $800 million.

Mr. DWORSHAK. That is the pur-
pose.

Mr. LONG. I must say that anyone
who is making any effort to do a real
housekeeping job in the Pentagon could
certainly see where that percentage
could be saved.

Mr. DWORSHAK. If not, we are cer-
tainly talking in a futile manner about
economy and efficiency.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, irre-
spective of the remarks being made, I
will accept the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Idaho and take it to con-
ference.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President,
like a good many of my colleagues, I
voted against the amendment offered by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr, DoucrLas]
because I thought it provided for too
drastic a cut in the bill. On the basis
of that, I question whether it is ad-
visable to rescind the order for the yeas
and nays at this time, because I think
Senators want an opportunity to go on
record for a reasonable reduction in the
appropriation for the Department of
Defense.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Buft the Senator
from New Mexico has accepted the
amendment.
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
most respectfully, I cannot agree with
the chairman of the subcommittee on
this point. What the amendment does
is to cut $182,691,230 from the budget.
That may be only one-half of 1 percent;
it is still a large sum of money. The
committee has apportioned very care-
fully all the money to be appropriated.
It has designated it to be applied where
it was felt it would do the most good and
where it would leave no one any discre=
tion. The committee placed on Con-
gress the responsibility for allocating
the money.

Now it is proposed to give the Secre-
tary of Defense discretion in absorbing
the proposed cut. I respect the Secre-
tary; I like him. I believe he does a
very good job. But he has been very
much criticized and we should not give
him diseretion to cut $182 million wher-
ever he pleases. By this amendment, we
would be giving the Secretary complete
discretion over what he shall do in eut-
ting back $182 million. I do not believe
we ought to do that.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Under the amend-
ment, would it be possible to apply the
$186 million to any single item?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It would.

Mr. STENNIS. Or to wipe out an
item of $50 million?

. Mr. SALTONSTALL. It would.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. EKNOWLAND. It would also be
possible under the amendment, would it
not, to strike out the item which has been
included for the National Guard, or to
strike out any other item?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Certainly. The
committee has done its job of allocating
funds and cutting appropriations where
it believes that should be done. We re-~
stored, as the Senator from California
has said, the funds for the National
Guard. We put back the funds for the
Reserve. We put back funds for certain
maintenance operations. We have cut
out certain other items. As the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. STeNNIs] has said,
the Secretary could make this cut in one
place, if he wanted to do so.

I have been a member of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations for 10 years. In
no appropriation bill that I know of have
we given authority to the head of a de-
partment to take a percentage of the
funds and, in a perfectly indiscriminate
way, to move the money around in the
department. The committee has al-
ready apportioned the money not to
exceed a certain amount.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, in
offering the amendment, I have demon-
strated more confidence and faith in the
integrity and fairness of the Secretary
of Defense, because I recognize that it
would be unreasonable and illogical to
make a meat ax cut in one depart-
ment.

The Senator from Idaho was very ac-
tive in the committee, as the Senator
from Massachusetts knows, in having
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funds added for the Reserves and the
National Guard.

Even after the application of the
amendment, if 1 percent were to be cut
from that increase, it would amount to
only $800,000. Surely the Senator from
Massachusetts will not stand here and
tell the Senate that whoever is serv-
ing as Secretary of Defense would defy
Congress by making ill-advised and in-
defensible euts and disrupting the De-
partment of Defense.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. We have not
given so much discretion to any Sec-
retary, in terms of dollars and cents,
since I have been a member of the
Committee on Appropriations; and, re-
member, we are talking about $182 mil-
Jon.

Mr. DWORSHAK. This amendment
merely sets a ceiling which would pro-
vide an overall cut of 1 percent as com-
pared with the appropriation made for
the fiscal year 1957. When other de-
partments are taking cuts up to 22
percent as compared with appropriations
for 1957, then we are not unreasonable
when we expect the Department of De-
fense to absorb only 1 percent.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In reply to the
Senator from Idaho, I may say that
the House reduced the budget estimate
$1,300,000,000, which reductions the
President has accepted, and then cut
$1,200,000,000 below that. What the

nate did was to restore a portion—
$971 million—of the $1,200,000,000. So
the net cut will be approximately $1,500,-
000,000.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Is it not true that
if my amendment is agreed to and the
1 percent cut is made, the bill will still
provide $770 million more than the
amount contained in the House bill?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It will contain
$789 million more than the House bill.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President I must op-
pose the amendment for the reasons that
the bill as reported to the Senate makes
appropriations of $1,593,771,000 less than
the amounts recommended by the Bureau
of the Budget, or the amounts contained
in the presidential budget transmitted to
the Congress. The bill as reported to the
Senate by the Appropriations Committee
of the Senate calls for appropriations of
$164,294,000 less than the appropriations
made for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year 1957. No member of the
Appropriations Committee has worked
more diligently on this bill than has the
chairman of the subcommitiee, the
senjor Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Cuavezl. He sat in the committee room
day after day, and took testimony from
the representatives of every division of
the Department of Defense. The Sena-
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. SavTon-
staLr] made a complete study of every
phase of this budget and of the military
appropriations. There was no day when
the Senator from Massachusetts and the
Senator from New Mexico were not to be
found sitting in the committee room, per-
mitting every member of the subcommit-
tee to interrogate any of the military of-
ficers who were there to testify or the
civilian secretaries. Every item of the
bill was examined most carefully by the
committee staff. Both the subcommit-
tee and the full committee have some of
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the most able staff members. Francis
Hewitt and Leonard Edwards were the
two regular members of the committee
staff who were assigned to the subcom-
mittee. They studied the bill from the
very first day when the bill came before
the subcommittee.

Therefore, Mr. President, I am un-
willing to vote for the amendment, which
provides a means of reducing the overall
amount, and leaves that to the discre-
tion or responsibility of one person. I
must oppose the amendment, because, as
I have stated, a most careful study has
been made of every item in the bill.

At the time when the budget request
came to the Congress, I stated that I be-
lieve it could be reduced by $1,500,000,000,
after a very careful study of the carry-
over, the unobligated balances, and the
requests on the part of the Military Es-
tablishment.

The total has now been reduced by the
Senate committee by more than $1,500,-
000,000. In its recommendations to the
full Senate, the committee has provided
for economy.

I repeat that the chairman of the sub-
committee, the senior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. Cravezl, has devoted day
after day and week after week, from the
early spring until now, to the considera-
tion of the bill; and he has given every
member of the subcommittee an oppor-
tunity to interrogate every witness who
appeared before the committee. The
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Sar-
TONSTALL] is one of the most able mem-
bers of the subcommittee, and he studied
these budgetary requests in detail and
dollarwise.

For those reasons, I must oppose the
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Minnesota yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Scorr in the chair). Does the Senator
from Minnesota yield to the Senafor
from New York?

Mr. THYE. I am delighted to yield.

Mr, JAVITS. I should like to ask a
question. Obviously the only effect of
the amendment will be upon the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate; it will
reduce the ceiling within which they will
negotiate with the conferees on the part
of the other body.

Can we ascertain from the chairman
or the ranking Republican member of
the subcommittee, or from any other
Senator who is likely to be a conferee,
just what the amendment is likely to
mean in the conference? I think we
should ascertain that, so we may vote
intelligently on the amendment.

Mr. THYE. In the first instance, the
subcommittee worked for many, many
weeks in the preparation of its recom-
mendations to the full committee. The
amount I have stated was recommended
by the subcommittee to the full commit-
tee, based on the best ability of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee. The full
committee, after considerable study and
consideration, decided on this amount;
and I do not believe the Senate should
now ask its conferees to go to confer-
ence with the responsibility of trying to
reallocate very nearly $200 million, as
involved in the amendment. I do not be=
lieve the conferees on the part of the
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Senate should be given that additional
responsibility. As matters now stand,
they will have sufficient responsibility.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona will state it.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I wish to ask the
Senator from New Mexico whether I am
correct in remembering that he, as chair-
man of the subcommittee, agreed to ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. CHAVEZ. 1 withdraw that.
[Laughter.]

Mr. McCLELLAN obtained the floor.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield to me?

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I am an
easy-going person. In order to try to
get along with other Senators, all of
whom are able, I did yield to the Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. DwoORrRSHAK], my
good friend, who is a member of the sub-
committee handling this bill. The idea
was to let him make his position clear.

Nevertheless, I still think the subcom-
mittee and the full committee have re-
ported to the Senate a good bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
desire to join the distinguished Senator
from Minnesota [Mr, Taye] in what he
has said regarding the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee and also
regarding the senior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], the rank-
ing Republican member, with respect to
their patience, their diligence, and their
fairness in their sincere effort to find the
correct answers to the perplexing prob-
lem of determining how much money the
Congress should appropriate for this
agency of the Government,

Mr. President, I hope I am on the side
of economy. I am sure I have voted that
way many times, during the course of our
deliberations with respect to the bill.

I did not vote for all the increases
which go into the $971,540,000, which is
the amount by which the Senate com-
mittee voted to increase the appropria-
tions voted by the House of Representa-
tives for the Department of Defense.

But there were many ifems for which
I believed an increased amount should
be provided, and as to which I believed
an increase was justified. I took into
account the practical fact, which is one
of the realities with which we deal, that
when the bill goes to conference, the
conferees on the part of the House will
wish to maintain the position previously
taken by the House. Likewise, the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate will
argue in behalf of the position taken by
the Senate. I know that the amounts
reported from the conference will rep-
resent a compromise. No Member of
the Senate expects the conferees on the
part of the House to agree to all the
increases voted by the Senate. By the
time the conferees have worked out the
conference report to the best of their
ability, as a result of a process of give
and take and the compromising of vari-
ous views, more than the 1 percent
will be saved. I have no doubt that
when the conference report comes to us,
it will provide for $180 million less.
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So I think the objective the Senator
from Idaho seeks to achieve is a worthy
one; but I believe it will be achieved
without having the Senate vote to dele-
gate this power to one man, so as to
enable him to eliminate any items he
wishes to eliminate.

The amendment would have greater
weight with me if it provided for a per-
centage cut all the way across the board.
But I cannot go along with a proposal
to permit the Secretary of Defense to
eliminate anything he might wish to
eliminate. He might decide to elimi-
nate the very things which I would wish
to fight for and defend.

8o, I believe the amendment proposes
the wrong way to go about the matter.
However, I commend the Senator from
Idaho for his objective.

Again I say that I think no Member
needs to be apprehensive that the $180
million will not be saved, as a result of
the conference report.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President, I pro-
pound a parliamentary inquiry. I un-
derstand the parliamentary situation is
that the chairman of the subcommittee
has accepted the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Idaho. The yeas and nays
have been ordered. I am sure the order
for the yeas and nays cannot be dis-
pentsed with except by unanimous con-
sent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
chairman of the subcommittee has not
accepted the amendment.

Mr, DIRKSEN. I thought I heard
him say he had accepted the amendment,

Mr. CHAVEZ. I withdrew it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, the Senator
withdrew it.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am a
little bit surprised at the trend that this
argument has taken, from the stand-
point of those who feel that this 1 percent
reduction should not be put in the De-
fense Department appropriation, and I
question their argument on both major
points. The first point is that this cut
would repose too much confidence in the
Secretary of Defense. If this is going to
be a vote of confidence in the Secretary
of Defense, I am going to vote in the
affirmative. I have confidence in him,
I have confidence that the administra-
tion of the cut of $182 million will be
wise, just as I have confidence in his
capacity to administer the multibillion-
dollar appropriation we are making
available to him.

I cannot even conceivably imagine
that Charlie Wilson, or anybody else in
that position, is going to engage in any
frivolous or capricious use of this right
to economize to the extent of 1 percent
by slapping Congress on the wrist or
picking out for a reduction some particu-
lar service or agency with respect to
which he knows the Congress has con-
sistently supported additional funds.

If this is going to be a vote of confi-
dence, I am for it. I am as confident
that he will administer wisely a cut of
$182 million as I am confident that he
will administer well the spending of
multibillion dollar appropriation we are
providing for him.

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

Mr, MUNDT,. I yield.
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Mr. BARRETT. Is it not a fact that
the cut proposed by the Senator from
Idaho is only one-half of 1 percent?

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct. The
other one-half of 1 percent reduction
was made by the committee.

As to the other argument which has
been implied, although not frankly
stated, that the amount proposed Has
been hiked a little bit beyond what the
committee normally would have pro-
vided, because it had to go $800 million
above the House figure, and it is thought
the House will be adamant, and the con-
ferees want some bargaining power, I
recognize that the Senate must face that
possibility.

However, I also think we have the re-
sponsibility of voting as to whether this
is the exact amount, to the dime or dol-
lar, which should be appropriated, or
whether, as individual Senators, we feel
that perhaps a total cut in the defense
appropriation of 1 penny out of $1, $1
out of $100, is justified, We talk about
and complain about and criticize the De-
fense Department, and ask for a greater
unification in procurement and speak for
more economy. I concur in what the
Senator from Wyoming has been saying
about that. By following such a policy,
we could perhaps economize to the ex-
tent of 3 percent, instead of 1 percent.
If we are going to back our speeches up
with some kind of convincing action,
then I think this inches along in the di-
rection in which the Senate should be
walking; we should take a little respon-
sibility and authority, and insist on some
economy in government including every
section of our Government.

I am not going to vote, on a rolleall,
for more money than apparently some
Senators feel the Defense Department
should have, so the Senate can bargain
with the House Members. Maybe the
House Members will not be in a bargain-
ing mood. Maybe they will yield. I do
not want to delegate my interest in
economy to the conference committee
nor to the House of Representatives.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the source of
the Senator’s information that the com-
mitte deliberately lifted the amount of
its recommendation in order to place
itself in a favorable position for bar-
gaining?

Mr. MUNDT. The source of my in-
formation is the colloquies which have
been participated in by Members on the
floor of the Senate tonight, some of
which were engaged in by some very dear
friends of mine. I heard them. The
Senator from Ohio heard them. That
is the conclusion I arrived at. If the
Senator from Ohio did not arrive at the
same conclusion, that is his privilege.

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield.

Mr. LONG. The statement has been
made that the Secretary of Defense
could make this cut applicable with re-
gard to any particular item. Is it not
also true that he does not have to spend
any money at all? Does the Senator
not remember the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON]
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providing $46 million for the Marine
Corps? That money was not spent.
During the Truman administration
Congress voted an extra $5 billion for
the Air Force. The Secretary of De-
fense impounded the money and declined
to spend it. Congress cannot make the
Secretary of Defense spend anything.

Mr. MUNDT. Of course, that is true,
and we would not force him to spend it
if we could. Certainly nobody would
want to put the Secretary of Defense in
chains and say that he had to spend
whatever we provided, even though the
weapons in question might be obsoles-
cent. We have to have confidence in our
Secretary of Defense. We have confi-
dence in his ability to spend billions of
dollars. I think we should have confi-
dence in him with regard to the item of
saving $182 million in this bill.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I
think we ought to take a good look at
what we are doing. Unless my figures
are inaccurate, the bill as reported to the
Senate by the Appropriations Commit-
tee, with the restoration which the com-
mittee in jts judgment recommended
after hearing testimony, and which was
less than the restoration asked for by the
executive branch of the Government, is
still under the budget request by $1,593,-
000,000, which is in the neighborhood of
3% to 4 percent under the budget esti-
mate.

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

Mr. ENOWLAND. T yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The actual figure is 4.4
percent under the budget.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I thank the Sena-
tor. I had made a rather rapid calcula-
tion. I thought the fizure was some-
where between 315 and 4 percent. I will
take the Senator’s figure. I assume the
staff has checked it. We have recom-
mended a bill which is 4.4 percent under
the budget estimate.

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

Mr. EKNOWLAND., I yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Does the Senator
from California concede that when the
bill was before the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee the Department of De-
fense asked for a restoration of only
$1,220 million, although the House had
cut the budget figure by $2,565 million.
No restoration of about $1,300 million
was asked for because it was admitted
that deferments could be made until the
next fiscal year, and that at least
$1,300 million did not reflect what might
be called bona fide reductions?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think it is fair
to say and for this I think Congress
is to be commended—that the executive
branch of the Government understood
the feeling in both the House and the
Senate, that items which they would like
to have had, and which in their original
recommendation they believed were de-
sirable and necessary in our defense pic-
ture, would have to be postponed. Con=-
sequently, the Department adhered to
those items which they felt had a pri-
ority of essentiality. Even then we did
not give them all the very high priority
items, but cut some of them rather sub-
stantially.
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Mr. DWORSHAK., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen=
ator from Idaho.

Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator from
California is correct in that regard, as
to the amount which was not requested
to be restored.

Is not the failure to ask for the full
restoration a result largely of a carry-
over? I am not sure exactly how much
the carryover is. It could be $6 billion,
$7 billion, or $8 billion. On that basis,
it was not necessary to ask for the full
restoration.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Of course, we can
get into a discussion of the carryover
problem, and we have discussed (it.
Actually, as the able and distinguished
member of the committee knows, the
Senate Appropriations Committee has
made a little different approach from
that taken by our colleagues in the
House. Nevertheless, the fact remains
that with the procedure which the Con-
gress has followed, the carryover funds
are commitfed. There are items on
order in the pipeline.

I think we all agree that with the new
missiles and with the new planes the
costs of defense have gone up greatly
from what they were even in World War
II. Items which we could purchase for
$1 million may today cost $2 million, or
perhaps even $3 million. It is possibly
frue they are not precisely the same
items, because we need different equip-
ment and faster equipment, but never-
theless the rough comparison of the sit-
uation shows that item after item for de=-
fense has gone up greatly in cost.

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

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I wish to sup-
plement what the Senator from Cali-
fornia has stated. $516 million in Army
procurement was put in the budget
roughly 18 months ago. When the time
came this spring for that expenditure,
the Army found it would not need the
$516 million, because the production
lines in those items were not ready.
Those production lines had not come
forward as fast as they had expected
them to. Therefore, considering the
money they had on hand, they did not
need the $516 million, because they
could not manufacture those goods as
planned.

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

Mr. ENOWLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.
~ Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I rose to
make practically the same statement as
that so ably made by the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SarToNsTALL], which
was that the President recommended
a revision of his budget request as sub-
mitted to Congress, to reduce it by
$516 million, just the same as was done
when the President came forth with a
reduced recommendation in the mutual
security or foreign-aid program.

The President has studied the budge-
tary requests, which he has submitted to
Congress, monthly, and of course we all
know that the Bureau of the Budget
recommendation is developed some 18
months in advance. In fact, the admin-
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istration is making studies for the 1958
budget request at the present time.

I think this administration, there-
fore—the President and the Bureau of
the Budget—have been most diligent in
their efforts to help Congress revise the
budget in view of the world situation
and the development of guided missiles,
which have permitied a review of our
air strength to determine what might be
saved in that particular portion of the
Department of Defense.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to thank
the Senator for his remarks.

Mr. HAYDEN and Mr. JAVITS ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield first to the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HayDEN],
and then I shall yield to the Senator
from New York [Mr. JaviTs].

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, T asked
the Senator from California to yield
for the purpose of suggesting a point of
order, I have examined the amend-
ment, and it appears to me the amend-
ment imposes conditions which are leg-
islative in character and not justified in
an appropriation bill. If such is the
case, it is my duty, as chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, to make
a point of order, and I do so.

I should like to have a ruling from
the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is ready to rule.

This amendment grants authority to
and directs the Secretary of Defense to
reduce the appropriations in the bill,
The imposition of additional duties or
conferring of authority upen an official
which he does not under the law pos-
sess constitutes legislation on an appro-
priation bill, and the Chair, therefore,
sustains the point of order.

The bill is open to further amend-
ment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the final
passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Cmier CLERk. On page 45, be-
tween lines 2 and 3, to insert the fol-
lowing:

Sec. 633. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this act, the total amount appro-
priated pursuant to this act shall not ex-
ceed $34,351,537,770.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. DWORSHAK].

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President,
the amendment has the same ceiling,
and provides for the same overall cut
of one-half percent in addition to that
already made, which would be an over-
all cut of 1 percent under the appro-
priations for fiscal year 1957. The
amendment deletes that portion of the
previous amendment which was ruled
out of order.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may make a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. DWORSHAK. I yield.

July 2

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on this amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Clerk will call the roll.

ghe Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
TOll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HorL-
LAND in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. DWoRrsHAK].

The yeas and nays were ordered.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! Vote!

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I shall
take only a minute. I had not intended
to participate in this debate, but the way
in which this matter has come before
us brings me to my feet, for this reason:
‘We either have respect for this bill and
its integrity or else it is wanting., If
we make this very small cut, we send
cur conferees into conference with the
feeling they should stand by everything
they have found by way of facts, borne
out by all the evidence they have taken,
but there are some small doubts. That
is what this action would mean.

Everyone knows very well that this bill
is going to be cut before it comes hack to
us by $180 million, but this action would
indicate we have some small doubts as
to what we have done. Speaking for
myself, it seems to me that the position
of the negotiators would be strength-
ened, and integrity given to them, by
showing that we have no doubts and
that we feel their findings of fact are
correct. If they have to make com-
promises, that is the fact of life.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Doss
the Senator from New York yield to the
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. JAVITS., I will yield in a mo-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator declines to yield.

Mr., JAVITS. This action represents
a doubt on our part. That is the way
this amendment appears to me.

Many of those who are defending this
budget have talked about “meat-ax
cuts.” I should like to know what the
definition of a meat-ax cut is, if it is
not an across-the-board reduction, re-
gerdless of where it comes from or what
it affects. .

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

Mr., JAVITS. 1 yield.

Mr. DWORSHAK. The sponsor of
the amendment did not have in mind
casting any reflection on his associates
on the Senate Committee on Appropri-
ations. I attended many of the hear-
ings and studied the bill. I am not at
liberty to disclose what took place in
executive session.

When a Senator proposes that a total
overall reduction of 1 percent be made,
certainly the Senator from New York is
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not justified in making the claim that a
meat-ax approach is being made.

As the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. MunpTl pointed out a few minutes
ago, this amendment is an expression of
confidence in the Secretary of Defense
and would accord to him the oppor-
tunity to absorb a small overall reduc-
tion, without jeopardizing or impairing
in the least any particular program
within the Department of Defense.

Mr. JAVITS. Let me say to the Sen-
ator that I am a lawyer, and I choose
my words very carefully. In the expres-
sions I used, the words “meoral integrity”
would have been very handy, but I did
not use them. I used the word “in-
tegrity.” I understand exactly what it
means, and I think the conferees do tco.

The word “integrity” as distinguished
from the expression “moral integrity”
means that the members of the commit-
tee had no mental reservations. I
thoroughly agree with my colleague that
they did not. I am confident they did
not. What it means is that we sustain
their findings upon the facts. That is
what I understand to be the meaning of
the word “integrity.” By voling against
the amendment, we enable the conferees
to go into conference, and say, “We be-
lieve in every one of these proposals we
are putting forward. We have no doubts
on the question. We are not soft.
Therefore, if we must negotiate, we
negotiate from strength.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. DwoRrRsHAK].

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the Senator from Ida-
ho a question.

The amount of the bill as it passed
the House was $33,562,725,000. If the
amendment of the Senator from Idaho
were adopted, what would be the differ-
ence between the bill accepted by the
Senate and the version accepted by the
House?

Mr. DWORSHAK. If this amendment
were adopted, it would restore between
$775 million and $800 million of the cut
made by the House.

Answering the question in another
way, it would reduce the total in the bill
as reported by the committee by approx-
imately $182 million, or ene-half of 1
percent under the appropriations for the
fiscal year 1957.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment cffered by the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. DworsHAK]. On this question the
veas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGg-
Ton]. I am informed that if he were
present and voting he would vote “nay.”
If I were at liberty to vote I would vote
“yea.” Therefore I withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AwpersoNi, the Senator from Mississippi
{Mr. Eastranp], the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLsricHT], the Senator
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from Rhode Island [Mr. Geeenl, the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS],
the Senator from Texas [(Mr. JosNsoN],
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
Kennepy], the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel, the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. Murray], the Senator from
West Virginia {Mr. Neeryl, and the
Senator from Missouri, [Mr. SyMING-
TON], are absent on official business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] is absent be-
cause of illness in his family.

I also announce that the Senatfor from
Oklahoma [Mr. MonNRrRONEY] is absent
because of illness.

On this vote the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Byro] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr. Joansow]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Virginia would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Texas would vote “nay.”

I also announce, if present and voting,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, FoL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Rhode Island,
[Mr. GreeN], the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. HeEnnings], the Senator from Mas-
sachusetis [Mr. KennNeny], the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MonroneYl, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
and the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. NEeLy] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Brinces], the Senator from New York
[Mr, Ives], the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Lancer], and the Senator
from Maine [Mr. PaynNe] are absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER], and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHoEPPEL] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr, Ma-
LonE] is absent on official business,

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] is detained on official busi-
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. ScHoErFPEL], would
vote “yea.”

The Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Marone] is paired with the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Pavwnel. If present and
voting, the Senafor from Nevada would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Maine
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 49, as follows:

YEAS—24
Allott Ellender Robertson
Barrett Goldwater Smathers
Bricker Hruska Smith, Maine
Butler Johnston, 8. C. Thurmond
Carroll Kefauver Watkins
Clrtis Lausche Williams
Douglas Long Yarborough
Dworshak Mundt Young
NAYS—49
Alken Gore Neuberger
Beall Hayden O'Mahoney
Bennett Hickenlooper  Pastore
Bible Hill Potter
Bush Holland Purtell
Capehart Humphrey Revercomb
Carison Jackson Russell
Case, N.J Javits Baltonstall
Case, 8. Dak Kerr t
Chavez Knowland Smith, N. J.
Church Kuchel Sparkman
Clark Magnuson Stennis
Martin, Towa
Cotton Martin, Pa. Thye
Dirksen McClellan Wiley
in MeNamura
Frear Morton
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NOT VOTING—22

Anderson Ives Morse
Bridges Jenner Murray
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Neely
Eastland Kennedy Payne
Filanders Langer Schoeppel
Fulbright Malone Symington
Green Mansfield
Hennings Monroney

So Mr. DworsHAK'S amendment was
rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
are no further amendments to be pro-
posed, the guestion is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and third
reading of the bill.

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
amendment which has just been offered
was a very modest one, and I am sorty
that it failed of adoption. I voted
against the Douglas amendment because
in my opinion it eliminated much that
was necessary and added almost a half
billion dollars which was not essential.

The “economy wave,” which engulfed
Capitol Hill since the President sub-
mitted to Congress the highest peace-
time budget in our history has appar-
ently dwindled to a faint ripple. Any
thought that this Congress was econ-
omy-minded disappeared when the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee acted on
the Defense bill for fiscal year 1958.

The commitiee restored $971,504,000
out of a possible requested restoration
of $1,220,171,000. The greatest amount
of money was added to the procurement
appropriations of the armed services,
which is the area in which the greatest
waste has oceurred, and I submit, will
continue to ocecur.

In increasing the appropriations for
Operations and Maintenanece, I feel that
the committee acted wisely since alil
three services pointed up the urgency of
their needs for funds for this purpose.
Had the committee acted otherwise, it
would have amounted to a substitution
of the committee’s judgment for the
judgment of our military leaders. This
would be dangerous. However, that
qualification does not hold true for the
restorations made in the procurement
appropriations.

For procurement in the armed services
the President submitted a budget re-
quest aggregating $11,950,000,000. This
amount, added to the unobligated bal-
ances available at the beginning of fiscal

.year 1958—balances which aggregate

approximately $10.9 billion—would have
given the Defense Department almost
$23 billion available for procurement in
the ensuing and subsequent fiscal years.
The services estimate that they will be
able to obligate approximately $14 bil-
lion of this amount in fiscal year 1958.
Therefore, they will carry over an esti-
mated $9 billion for use in fiscal year
1959.

Almost before the ink on the budget
document could completely dry, and
while the House was conducting its
hearings, the President advised Con-
gress that it could reduce the amount
requested for procurement in the armed
services by $596 million.

He pointed out that this reduction
could be specifically applied as follows:

Procurement and Production for
Army, $516 million, and for Marine
Corps, $80 million.
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The House, in marking up its bill, not
only complied with the President's de-
sire and made the cut he suggested, it
also proceeded to make some reductions
of its own. The House applied cuts
in the procurement appropriations
amounting to $774 million, as follows:
Procurement of ordnance and

ammunition, Navy-__._...__ $80, 000, 000
Aircraft and related procure-

ANt NBRVY et 120, 000, 000
Shipbuilding and conversion.. 120, 000, 000
Aireraft and related procure-

ment, Alr Poree. .- ccea 354, 000, 000
Procurement other than alr-

eraft, Alr Foree. - —aeee-n- 100, 000, 000

774, 000, 000

These reductions, made by the House,
were not made haphazardly. There was
no meat ax approach applied to the pro-
curement appropriations. Every reduc-
tion made by the House was justified.
The deductions were only made after a
careful study of the justifications and
the available evidence.

In the appropriation, procurement of
ordnance and ammunition—Navy, the
House cut $80 million.

This cut was based on the fact that the
Navy failed to consider a $10 million
reimbursement it would obtain from
MDAP—Military Defense Assistance
Procurement—and further, that the
Navy had underestimated the amount of
unobligated balances it would carry over
into fiscal 1959. Even if the Navy had
been correct in its estimate, it would
still have an unobligated balance in this
appropriation of $39.5 billion as of July
1, 1958.

In the appropriation, aireraft and re-
lated procurement, Navy, the House re-
duced the budget request by $120 mil-
lion. In making this reduction, two rea-
sons were advanced by the House:

First, the Navy, in determining its fi-
nancing requirements for fiscal year
1958, estimated it would have recoup-
‘ments in this appropriation, as a result
of repricings and deletions of items, ag-
gregating $165 million. Based on past
experiences the House felt that this
amount was underestimated by $70 mil-
lion.

Secondly, it was discovered in the
Navy's justifications that funds were
requested for the procurement of the
F4H1 and the F8U3, two all-weather
fighters. Both of these craft accomplish
the same mission, and therefore, it was
felt that the Navy should make a choice
and keep only one in production while
dropping the other, thereby reducing the
requirements for funds.

In the appropriation, shipbuilding and
conversion—Navy, the House reduction
from the budget request amounted to
$120 million. Basing its decision on past
experience, the House was of the opin-
ion that as a result of repricing, re-
coupments would be realized amounting
to $100 million. In addition to the sav-
ings of $100 million, it was felt that
some economy could be effected in the
administrative expenses of this appro-
priation.

The greatest reductions made by the
House in the procurement area took place
in the Air Force appropriations. Be-
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tween the two appropriations—aireraft
and related procurement and procure-
ment other than aircraft—a total of
$454 million was cut from the budget
request.

In the appropriation, Aireraft and Re-
lated Procurement, the Air Force esti-
mated that it would have recoupments
resulting from repricings and deletions
of items amounting to $1,060,600,000.
Just as in other appropriations of this
nature, the House was of the opinion
that this estimate was too low. It was
determined by the House that this
amount would approximate $1414,.-
600,000, or $354 million more than the
amount calculated by the Air Force.
From 1957 and prior years, the Air Force
had already recouped an amount approx-
imating $2.4 billion, and considering
this past experience, it would appear that
the House calculation is more likely to
be correct.

From the appropriation, procurement
other than aireraft in the Air Force, the
House reduced the budget request by
$100 million. This reduction was tied in
with the reduction made in the appropri-
ation, airceraft and related precurement.
The House felt, and rightly so, that since
there was going to be a lengthening of
the B-52 program, it should follow that
the need for support equipment would be
correspondingly reduced. Also, there
would be some recoupments during fiscal
year 1958 which would reduce the need
for new obligational authority.

It cannot be too strongly emphasized
that the reductions made by the House
in the procurement appropriations could
not and would not have any effect on our
national security. As was pointed out
earlier, the Armed Forces will have a
“kitty” amounting to $22 billion dollars,
even if the House reductions were per-
mitted to stand as reported. Notwith-
standing this fact the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee saw fit to restore a total
of $590 million or almost 80 percent of
the House cut, and thereby augment a
bank account that is already bulging at
the seams.

On the afternoon of June 20, Secre-
tary Douglas of the Air Force made a sec-
ond appearance before the Senate Ap-
propriations subcommittee and put forth
a special plea for the restoration of the
operation and maintenance funds that
had been cut by the House. He pointed
out that this item had top priority and
that if nothing else was restored, the
funds for operating and maintaining the
existing Air Force should be provided.
He proceeded to rank, on a priority basis,
his requests for restoration, and, out of
the five appropriations available to the
Air Force, he gave the lowest priority to
the appropriation—Aireraft and Related
Procurement. In fact, the feelings of
the Secrefary were expressed in an ar-
ticle that appeared in the Washington
Post on the morning of June 21, 1957, the
morning after the Secretary appeared
before the Defense Subcommittee of the
Senate Appropriations Committee and
made a special plea for the restoration
of funds for operation and maintenance.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article printed in the Recorp at this
point.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

AIR FORCE SECRETARY DOUGLAS WARNS PLANE
BUILDERS OF CUTBACKS

Leaders of the Nation’s alreraft industry
were called to the Pentagon yesterday and
given some bad news about the future.

Alr Force BSecretary James H. Douglas
bluntly told the plane builders that drastic
economy measures are coming and they will
have to “produce improved hardware at less
cost.” .

That means, he warned, that some plants
will be closed, industry payrolls will be re-
duced and some types of aircraft in develop-
ment and production must be dropped.

Pentagon officlals did not say so, but the
executives left the meeting with the distinet
impression that some of their companies
would not survive the coming cutbacks.

Over 100 representatives of the major air-
craft and allied industries came here at
Douglas’ call for a face-to-face talk on the
problems brought about by rising costs and
new spending ceilings imposed on the Armed
Forces. Included were the presidents of the
biggest aircraft manufacturing companies.

They already knew of the overall situation,
but Alr Force chlefs took this means to lay
the problem before them, dramatize the need
for change and ask for full cooperation.

“We have been in a period in which we
could do almost everything in development
and procurement that was desirable,” said
Douglas. “In the future we must be more
highly selective. * * *

““We are not at a point where we must ex-
ercise a great deal of ingenuity in order to
continue certain essentlal programs at a
relatively lower rate without unit cost be-
ing unacceptably high.”

Douglas, Assistant Air Force Secretary for
Materiel Dudley C. Sharp, Lt. Gen, Clarence
S. Irvine, deputy chief of staff for materiel,
and Mszj. Gen. David H. Baker, director of
procurement and production, Air Materlel
Command, spoke behind closed doors and
then answered questions. The Air Force re-
leased a summary of events afterward.

Answering a question from the floor, Doug-
las sald that the effects of a directive from
Defense Secretary Charles E. Wilson, ban-
ning “installment buying” of alreraft will not
be anywhere near as drastic as at first feared.

Earlier Douglas had told Congress that
some §4 billion in plane contracts would be
rescinded or stretched out under the crder,
But yesterday, he said that Pentagon chiefs
have placed a different interpretation on it
and relaxed it somewhat.

Nevertheless, the Air Force didn't mince
words in warning that belts must be tight-
ened in the future. Douglas sald that the
problem stems from imposing miscile pro-
grams on top of the aircraft modernization
program and the incresing cost of both.

Government spending ceilings to prevent
expanding costs from continuing have pro-
duced a “severe dollar pinch,” he said. In-
dustry must cooperate in “getting more dol-
lar value out of the funds now avallabie,”
he added.

None of the Air Force officials, it was sald,
mentioned specific plants to be closed, nor
plane types to be dropped. Eut Sharp de-
clared that these steps will be taken:

Overtime costs must be further reduced,
despite arguments that this sometimes pro-
duces greater efficiency.

Reduction and “streamlining” of engineer-
ing staffs. Some companies have built du-
plicate design staffs where they have several
plants building planes.

Planes must be simplified and parts stand-
ardized.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, the
Secretary of the Air Force had every
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reason to believe from the evidence pre-
sented to both the Senate and House
Appropriations Committees that restora-
tions in the aircraft and related pro-
curement appropriation could not be
expected. That is one reason why he
advised the aircraft companies to
tighten their belts. He was cognizant
of the fact that instead of the Air Force
position being strengthened before the
Senate subcommittee, it had actuaily
been weakened by the testimony devel-
oped there, on the recoupments made in
the Air Force.

In an endeavor to determine the ne-
cessity for the large amount of unobli-
gated carryovers in the procurement ap-
propriations of the armed services, the
staff of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee learned that for fiscal years 1956
and 1957 the Air Force had made re-
coupments amounting to 17.3 percent
of its procurement program. When
questioned about this matter, the Air
Force testified that anticipated recoup-
ments in fiscal year 1958 would not be
greater than 7 percent. Nevertheless,
a T-percent recoupment out of the 1958
program was not considered by the Air
Force in determining its financing re-
quirements for fiscal year 1958.

If the anticipated recoupment for fis-
cal year 1958 had been considered by
the Air Force, there could have heen a
reduction of $525 million over and above
the $354 million already deducted by
the House, which was concerned only
with recoupments from fiscal year 1957
and prior years. If recoupments in the
other procurement appropriations had
been fully considered, the Senate could
have reduced the total House allowance
by an additional amount approximating
$600 million.

Notwithstanding the evidence in-
cluded in the House hearings and re-
port, the priority ranking by the Secre-
tary of the Air Force of the appropria-
tion, aireraft and related procurement,
and the evidence advanced at our Sen-
ate hearings, our own Senate Appro-
priations Committee was undaunted in
its restoration of a total of $590 mil-
lion in the procurement accounts. Cer-
tainly, this is no more than a contribu-
tion to more waste, more duplication,
and even more {riplication in the armed
services. That is what prompts me to
say, Mr. President, that it appears that
the economy wave which threatened to
engulf us has now subsided, perhaps not
to return in the near future.

When the bill was under discussion,
I endeavored to cut it $3'% billion. I
said it could be cut by that amount
without in any way affecting the pro-
grams of the three services, or our na-
tional security.

During the last week I made every
effort before the committee and before
the subcommittee to reduce the bill by
almost a billion dollars under the House
figure.

Soon after the committee acted I went
to my office and started to prepare a few
amendments in order to carry out the
views I had expressed before the com-
mittee. I worked for about an hour and
then said to myself, “What's the use?”
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The Senate demonstrated just a few
minutes ago that I was correct.

When we tried to cut one-half of 1
percent from an appropriation bill of
$34 bhillion, the Senate voted in the
negative, by a vote of 2 to 1.

I was justified in not presenting the
amendments. The armed services in
their testimony before us stated that by
the end of next fiscal year they will
have on hand, unobligated, $8,700,000,000.
Every effort I made in committee, to
reduce this amount, failed,

I predict that at the end of fiscal year
1958 there will be over $10 billion in un-
obligated funds, or $1,300,000,000 more
than the Defense Department’s estimate.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE., The question Ishould
like to ask the Senator is of great im-
portance, because it will place in the
proper perspective the fiscal situation
which will prevail within the defense
forces at the conclusion of this day's
work. If the Senator from Louisiana
will ook at the hearings at page 378, in
columns 4, 5, and 6 under “Total Esti-
mated Obligational Availability,” he will
see that there will be available $51,712,-
000,000 for use by the defense forces in
the next fiscal year. Does the Senator
from Louisiana have the page to which I
have referred?

Mr. ELLENDER. T have.

Mr, LAUSCHE, There is an asterisk
there which suggests that one should
look at the footnotes at the end of the
table on page 383. It is asterisk No. 7.
The footnote under that asterisk shows
that undercharges between the different
division of the Defense Department cover
the sum of $1,200,000,000. That means
that there will be available for expendi-
ture in the next fiscal year $51,712,000,-
000, less $1,200,000. The total of the hill
as reported to the Senate by the commit-
tee is $34,534,000,000. That means, if
the figures which I have guoted are cor-
rect, that $15 billion of unobligated
money will be available to the defense
forces.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. 1yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL, I most respect-
fully eall the Senator's attention to the
fact that the fizures he is using are for
fiscal 1957, which is the year that has
just gone by.

Mr, LAUSCHE. I may say to the
Senator from Massachusetts that I pick-
ed up this column in aceord with answers
which he gave this afternoon to questions
put to him when other Senators were not
able to answer., A young women was sit-
ting at his side, aiding him in answering,
and he said the figure was $49 billion.

Mr. SALTONSTALIL. That is correct:
$49 billion for the fiscal year 1958; and
there was an unobligated balance at the
start of this fiscal year—which was yes-
terday—of $10,900,000,000. At the end
of this fiscal year—1 year from now—
there will be an unobligated balance of
$8 billion.

Mr. ELLENDER. The precise esti-
mate is $8,700,000,000. I am sure the
Senator remembers Secretary Wilson's
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memorandum of May 22, which had the
effect of withholding $500 million from
obligation in fiscal year 1957, thereby in-
creasing the wunobligated balances for
fiscal year 1958 by that amount.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Withheld $500
million; the Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I submit to my col-
leagues that they cannot lightly disre-
gard the fact of the unobligated sum
which passes into the year 1958 from the
year 1957, Many Senators who have
voted against the recommendations will
be charged with hampering the efforts
of our country. I may be one who will
be so charged. I have no fear about the
charge. I have had some contact with
the military. I respect them. They
have given of themselves liberally for
the defense of the country. But, with
due respect, I believe I can say, and can
have the subscription of many who have
been in contact with the military, that
their use of the dollar in war is ecarried
over into the semipeace period and into
the absolute peace period. Mr. Presi-
dent, we can cut this budget.

I suggest, further, although I have not
asked the question, as a culmination of
all the discussions had today, that it
appears to me as though we are going to
approve more than the commitiee rec-

ommended. Am I correct in that under-
standing?
Mr. ELLENDER. No. The total

amount which will be appropriated by
the Senate, if this bill passes without
amendment, is $34,534,229,000.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the present
status of the figures? Can the Senator
gm:n}J Massachusetts answer that ques-

on?

Mr. ELLENDER. Nothing has been
taken away thus far.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Not a dime has been
added by the Senate.

Mr. ELLENDER. And not a dime has
been taken off.

Mr. CHAVEZ. No.

Mr. LAUSCHE. In conclusion, I sub-
scribe to the words of the Senator from
Louisiana,. We are accepting in full
faith every word uttered to us by the
military. I have faith in them, but not
such faith that I would dismiss from my
own mind my own reason and my own
experience in dealing with the National
Guard of Ohio, and generally with the
military. I give my support to the state-
ments made by the Senator from Louisi-
ana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there further amendments to the bill?
If not, the question is on the third read-
ing of the bill.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Has the commit-
tee amendment on page 8 been adopted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
committee amendments have been.
adopted except the amendment on page
8, beginning with line 8 and ending with
line 11. That amendment was rejected,
according to the information given to
the Chair by the Parliamentarian.

Mr. McCLELLAN. May I inquire
about the amendment beginning with



10824

line 4, page 8, and extending through
line 72

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment beginning on line 4 and con-
tinuing through line 7 was agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Chair.
I do not wish fo argue the amendment;
but since some remarks were made in
opposition to the amendment this after-
noon, I simply wish to place in the
Recorp some documentary facts in sup-
port of the amendment, since it may go
to conference.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REcoRrp a telegram I received yesterday
from Colonel Westervelt, commanding
the Army-Navy Hospital at Hof Springs,
Ark.; a telegram I received yesterday
from Dr. Goode, manager of the Veter-
ans Hospital at Little Rock; and a tele-
gram I received yesterday from the
commanding officer of the Little Rock
Air Force Base.

There being no objection, the tele-
grams were ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

Hor SpriNgs, Ark., July 1, 1957.
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.»

In answer to your telephonic request there
are 94 patients in Army-Navy Hospital today.
Of these 60 are active duty Army personnel;
11 are active duty Air Force personnel, of
whom 10 are from Litfle Rock Air Base; 7
retired Army personnel; 2 retired United
States Navy Marine Corps; 14 dependents of
military personnel. Little Rock Air Force
Base has averaged approximately 7 active-
duty patients this hospital during past
year, Little Rock Air Force Base is send-
ing some patients to Veterans’ Administra-
tion facility in Little Rock and is sending
a considerable number of patients to vari-
ous Air Force Hospitals, among them prob-
ably Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport,
La., and Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita
Falls, Tex.

WESTERVELT,
Commanding, Army-Navy Hospital.

LrrTiE Rock, ARK., July 1, 1957.
Hon, JoHN L. McCLELLAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D, C.

Since the activation of the Jacksonville
Alr Force Base we have admitted 712 of their
servicemen as patients. An additional 1,234
have received treatment on an outpatient
basis. Our average daily patient load is
423,

DeLMAR GooDe, M. D.
Manager.

“WasHINGTON, D. C., July 1, 1957.
Senator Jory L. McCLELLAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Priority 0122402, action Senator JoHwN L.
McCLELLAN, care of Senate Chambers, United
States Senate, Washington, D. C., Informa-
tion Director of Legislative Liaison, Office
of Secretary of the Air Force, Washington,
D. C., CINCSAC, OFFUTT, AFB, Nebr.,, COM
AF 2, Barksdale AFB, La., unclas C-5818,
attn,, Chief of Stafl, Barksdale: Reference
your conversation with Colonel Strauss this
date. Medical records of this installation are
incomplete prior to January 1, 1956, disposi-
tion of patients during period from January
1, 1856, to this date was as follows: To
Veterans’ Administration Hospital, Little
Rock, Ark., 374; to Army and Navy Hospital,
Hot Springs, Ark., 179; to Sheppard AFB,
Tex., 61; to Lackland AFB, San Antonio, Tex.,
33; to Barksdale AFB, La., 0; to Memphis,
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Tenn., 0; to Wolters AFB, Tex., 0; to other
hospitals for specialized treatment such as
tubercular cases, etc., TIM of 2,089 patients
this station, 706 were assigned to hospitals
as indicated in foregoing with the remain=
ing 1,384 patients being treated at our sta-
tion dispensary.
COMADIV 825,
Little Rock AFB, Ark.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
call attention to the fact that while an
effort is being made to close the hos-
pital at Hot Springs, the Air Force Base
at Little Rock sent more than 700 pa-
tients to the veterans' hospital at Little
Rock, instead of using the Army-Navy
hospital, and paid $17.50 a day per pa-
tient for that service.

It has bypassed the hospital at Hot
Springs and has sent 61 patients to Shep-
pard Air Force Base, Tex., 350 miles
away.

It has sent 33 patients to Lackland
Air Force Base, 510 miles away. There
is a request now before Congress to
increase the facilities at that base by
500 beds.

I do not like to ask a favor for my
State, and I am not; but there is a re-
quest from the Army for 9 new instal-
lations or additions to hospital instal-
lations, estimated to cost $56,383,000.

From the Department of the Air
Force, there is a request for 12 new addi-
tions to installations in the United States
and 1 overseas. Those in the United
States total 1,790 beds, at a cost of $41,-
809,000,

There are pending before the Con-
gress requests from the Veterans' Ad-
ministration for 17 new facilities or ad-
ditions to facilities, to provide 10,970
beds. I do not know the cost involved;
but with the two inereases I have stated,
there are before the Congress requests
for over $150 million for the construc-
tion of new hospital facilities for these
agencies and services.

The hospital at Hot Springs, Ark., so
Senators will be told, when the witnesses
are pressed about the matter—and I
asked General Hays this question, and
he admitted it—is the best facility in
continental United States; only one bet-
ter one is owned by the Government,
and it is in Hawaii. The patients being
sent to hospitals by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration could very well be sent to
a hospital only 60 miles away. But
that hospital is being bypassed, and the
veterans are being sent 350 miles away
or more than 500 miles away.

When this measure is referred to as an
economy measure, I point out that the
economical way to proceed is to make
the agency use the existing facilities,
and to stop the construction of more.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I think
I know the subject to which the Senator
from Arkansas has been referring. Al-
though I do not come from Arkansas, I
ask why a new hospital should be built,
if an existing hospital is already avail-
able.

In other words, I am in favor of the
amendment to which the Senator from
Arkansas has referred.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the
witnesses were asked what they wished
to do with that hospital. They wish to
close it and put it in mothballs. Then
what will be done with it? It will be de-
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clared to be surplus. Then what will
happen to it? The Air Force and the
Army and the Navy and the Veterans’
Administration will say they do not want
it. Then what will be done with it? It
will be turned into a bat roost. What
will happen to it then? An effort will be
made to sell it. Who will wish to pay
anything for it?

I say that unless the hospital is oper-
ated as it should be, instead of being
turned into a bat roost, the Federal Gov-
ernment should deed it to the State of
Arkansas, and let the State of Arkansas
see what it can do with it, and thus in-
sure that the taxpayers who paid for the
construction of the hospital and paid
to equip it will get some benefit from it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Howrranp in the chair). The bill is open
to further amendment.

If there be no further amendment to
be proposed, the question is on the en-
grossment of the amendments and the
third reading of the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, be-
fore the final vote on the bill is taken,
let me say that in the light of the ar-
guments I have heard about the neces-
sity for economy, I should like to ask
one of the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee what the final vote was
in the committee on the bill, as reported
by the committee to the Senate. Will
the Senator from New Mexico please
reply?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I shall be glad to re-
ply. There was not a vote against it..

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
when the. Senate has before it a bill
with hearings comprising 1,574 pages:
and when, according to the statement
of the chairman of the subcommittee,
no votes were cast against the bill in
the committee, it appears to me that the
arguments which have been made in fa-
vor of the bill must be rather valid.

I am not saying there cannot be dif-
ferences of point of view regarding the
bill. Indeed there can be, and such dif-
ferences in point of view have been ex-
pressed.

In the case of a bill involving more
than $34 billion and the subject of hear-
ings which comprise more than 1,500
pages, and when the bill involves the
security of the country, I think it fair to
say that one should resolve his doubts
in favor of the action taken by the com-~
mittee,

The PRESIDING OFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question now is, Shall the bill pass?

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. An-
DERSON], the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr, EasTLAND ], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. GreEN], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. HeEnnings], the Senator
from Texas [Mr. Jounson], the Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. Kenneny], the
Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl, the
Senator from Montana [Mr, MURRAY],
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the Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
NeeLyl, and the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. SymincTON] are absent on official
business.

I further announce that the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. Byrp] is absent be-
cause of illness in his family.

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonroNEY] is absent because of illness.

I also announce, if present and voting,
all of the above listed Senators would
vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bringesl, the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives], the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. Lancer], and the Senator from
Maine [Mr. PaynNE] are absent because
of illness.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
~Er] and the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHoErPPEL] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Ma-
1onNE] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT-
1ER] and the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Franpers] are detained on official busi-
ness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Bringes[, the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN-
pERs], the Senator from New York [Mr.
Ives]l, the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
MaLonEel, the Senator from Maine [Mr.
Paynel, and the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. ScHoerPEL] would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 74,
nays 0, as follows:

YEAS—T4

Aiken Fulbright Mundt
Allott Goldwater Neuberger
Barrett Gore O'Mahoney
Beall Hayden Pastore
Bennett Hickenlooper Potter
Bible Hill Purtell
Bricker Holland Revercomb

ush Hruska Robertson
Capehart Humphrey Russell
Carlson Jackson Saltonstall
Carroll Javits Scott
Case, N.J Johnston, 8. C. Smathers
Case, 8. Dak Kefauver Smith, Maine
Chavez Eerr Smith, N. J.
Church EKnowland Sparkman
Clark EKuchel Stennis ~
Cooper Lausche Talmadge
Cotton Long Thurmond
Curtils Magnuson Thye
Dirksen Mansfield Watkins
Douglas Martin, Iowa  Wiley
Dworshak Martin, Pa. Williams
Ellender McClellan ‘Yarborough
Ervin McNamara Young
Frear Morton

NOT VOTING—21

Anderson Hennings Monroney
Bridges Ives Morse
Butler Jenner Murray
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Neely
Eastland Kennedy Payne
Flanders Langer Schoeppel
Green Malone Symington

So the bill (H. R. 7665) was passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate insist on its
amendments, request a conference with
the House of Representatives thereon,
and that the Chair appoint the confer-
ees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. CHAVEZ,
Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. RusseLL, Mr. HiLL, Mr.
BYRD, Mr. SALTONSTALL, Mr. BrIDGES, and
Mr. Younc conferees on the part of the
Senate.
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ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
NOON TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns tonight it adjourn to
meet at 12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
WEDNESDAY TO FRIDAY AND
FROM FRIDAY TO MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, I wish to
announce that the Senate will meet at
12 o'clock noon tomorrow, and the next
meeting will be on Friday. When the
Senate meets on Friday, it will convene
and adjourn. There will be no speeches
and no insertions in the RECORD.

So at this time I ask unanimous con-
sent that on Wednesday, July 3, 1957,
at the conclusion of its business on that
day the Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock
noon on Friday, July 5, 1957, and that
immediately upon the convening of the
Senate on that day the Presiding Officer
shall, without the transaction of any
business or debate, declare the Senate
adjourned until Monday, July 8, 1957,
at 12 o'clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Namara in the chair). Is there objec-
tion to the unanimous-consent request?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator
did not announce what the business for
tomorrow will be.
thn%r‘ MANSFIELD. I am coming to

at.

For tomorrow, in addition to the an-
nouncements made last night, the Sen-
ate will consider Calendar No. 462, H. R.
6191, amending the Social Security Act
relative to disability applications; and
Calendar No. 341, S. 943, to amend sec-
tion 218 (a) of the Interstate Com-
merce Act.

The Senate may consider Calendar
No. 576, S. 1386, relating to power
brakes on trains.

DELETION OF REQUIREMENT FOR
REPORTS FROM CERTAIN PER-
SONS RELATING TO COLLECTION
AND PUBLICATION OF PEANUT
STATISTICS

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
609) to amend the act of June 24, 1936,
as amended (relating to the collection
and publication of peanut statistics),
to delete the requirements for reports
from persons owning or operating pea-
nut picking or threshing machines, and
for other purposes, which was, to strike
out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

That the last sentence of section 1 of the
act of June 24, 1936 (ch. 745, 49 Stat. 1808;
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7 U. 8. C. 951), is amended to read as fol-
lows: “All reports shall be submitted month-
ly in each year, except as otherwise pre=-
scribed by the Secretary.”

Sgc. 2. Section 2 of sald act, as amended
(40 Stat. 1809; 52 Stat, 349; 7 U. 8. C. 952),
is repealed.

Sec. 3. Section 3 of said act, as amended (49
Stat. 1899; 52 Stat. 349; 7 U. 8. C. 953), is
amended to read as follows:

“It shall be the duty of each warehouse-
man, broker, cleaner, sheller, dealer, grow-
ers’' cooperative association, crusher, salter,
manufacturer of peanut products, and owner
other than the original producer of peanuts
to furnish reports, complete and correct to
the best of his knowledge, on the quantity
of peanuts and peanut oil received, pro-
cessed, shipped, and owned by him or in his
possession. Such reports, when and as re-
quested by the Secretary, shall be furnished
within the time prescribed and in accord-
ance with forms provided by him for the
purpose. Any person required by this act,
or the regulations promulgated thereunder,
to furnish reports or information, and any
officer, agent, or employee thereof, who shall
refuse to give such reports or information
or shall willfully give answers that are false
and misleading, shall be guilty of a misde-
meanor, and upon conviction thereof shall
be fined not less than $300 nor more than
$1,000, or imprisoned not more than 1 year,
or be subject to both such fine and impris-
onment.”

Mr., ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
have discussed the House amendment
with the distinguished majority leader
and with the distinguished minority
leader. They have no objection to the
immediate consideration of the amend-
ment. The House amendment is tech-
nical only. It eliminates the renumber-
ing of sections, which I understand will
make the job of the compilers of the
United States Code easier. The House
proposal is satisfactory to both the State
of Virginia and the State of Georgia.

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Louisiana.

The motion was agreed to.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR CON-
STRUCTION OF TOLL BRIDGE

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 1054) to extend the times for com-
mencing and completing the construe-
tion of a toll bridge across the Rainy
River at or near Baudette, Minn., which
was, after line 12, to insert:

8ec. 2. The amendments made by the first
section of this act shall take effect as of
June 15, 1857.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, the bill
would extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a
toll bridge across the Rainy River at or
near Baudette, Minn, The amendment
of the House would make the bill retro-
active to June 15, 1957. The majority
leader and the minority leader are
agreeable, and I move that the Senate
concur in the amendment of the House.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Minnesota.

The motion was agreed to.

CONSTRUCTION OF BRIDGES OVER
THE POTOMAC RIVER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business which will be stated
by title. y

The Lecrstative CreErx., A bill (8.
944) to amend the act of August 30,
1954, entitled “An act to authorize and
direct the construction of bridges over
the Potomac River, and for other pur-
poses.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
SENATE BILLS 2375 AND 2376

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, my
colleague, the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BenneErr] and I hereby request unani-
mous consent to add the names of sev-
eral Senators as cosponsors of 8. 2375
and S. 2376, bills to implement the Pres-
ident’s long-range minerals program.

Colleagues who have indicated their
desire to join as cosponsors of S. 2375
ineclude Senators ArrorT, BIBLE, CARL~
SON, CHURCH, GOLDWATER, KNOWLAND,
KucHEL, MacnUsoN, MaLoONE, and MUR-
RAY.

Senators desiring to join as cospon-
sors of S. 2376 include: Senators ALLoTT,
BI1sLE, CARrRLSON, CHURCH, GOLDWATER,
ENOWLAND, KEUCHEL, MAGNUSON, MALONE,
MONRONEY, ana MURRAY.

We are gratified at this display of bi-
partisan interest in this proposed legis-
lation, and invite any other of our col-
leagues who are interested to support
this highly desirable legislation and to
join us in urging expeditious action upon
it by the Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the names of the Senators
indicated will be placed on the bhills as
COSPONSOrS.

NEED FOR STABILIZING LEGISLA-
TION FOR DOMESTIC MINERALS
INDUSTRY

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, the
urgency of the need for stabilizing legis-
lation for our domestic minerals industry
was strongly pointed up in an article in
the financial pages of this morning’s
newspapers.

An Associated Press dispatch carried in
the Washington Post announced a fur-
ther reduction in the prices of copper
and zinc at the custom smelters.

The price of copper was reduced one-
half cent a pound to 284 cents, and the
price of zinc was cut the same amount to
the distressingly low price of 10 cents a
pound. As the article points out, this
gine price is some 315 cents below the
13%-cent price that was held from early
1956 until the decline started some 2
months ago.

Members of Congress from minerals-
producing States on both sides of the
aisle have petitioned the House Ways
and Means Committee to-schedule hear-
ings on the lead-zinc import tax pro-
posal, in an effort to assist this industry
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before widespread unemployment is
created in several producing sections of
the country. I sincerely hope that the
House committee can find a place in its
admittedly crowded calendar to schedule
these hearings and get this legislative
action underway while there is still an
opportunity to render first aid to ailing
domestic industry.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article from the Washington Post of July
2 printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

CorreR, ZINC PRICES REDUCED

New Yorx, July 1.—Nonferrous metal
prices weakened again today with reductions
of one-half cent a pound in custom smelters’
prices for copper and zinc.

The dip in copper to 2815 cents a pound
came after the Rhodeslan Selection Trust
announced a lowering of its price by 114
cents a pound to 2714 cents. This brings
the RST fixed price about in line with fluc-
tuations on the London Metal Exchange.

Major producers in this country held to
their recently established price of 201} cents
a pound for copper.

The cut in zine brought that metal’s price
to 10 cents a pound, some 3% cents below the
1315 -cent price that lasted from early 1956
until about 2 months ago. Other zinc sell-
ers were expected to follow the smelter
action.

AGREEMENT FOR COOFERATION
WITH THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF
GERMANY, IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SECTION 125 OF THE ATOMIC
ENERGY ACT

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp an agreement for coopera-
tion with the Federal Republic of Ger-
many on behalf of Berlin, together with
the accompanying correspondence. This
agreement was signed on June 28, 1957,
and was received at the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy on July 1. It is a
standard research agreement which pro-
vides for the lease of up to 6 kilograms
of uranium 235 contained in uranium
and enriched up to the maximum of 20
percent of U-235. ;

This agreement is entered into in ac-
cordance with section 125 of the Atomic
Energy Act, which was passed by the
Congress earlier this year, and signed by
the President on April 12 as Public Law
18 of the 85th Congress. In accordance
with the provisions of that public law,
the statutory guaranties are made by
the Senat of Berlin and are approved by
the British, French, and American com-
mandants.

There being no objection, the agree-
ment and accompanying correspondence
were ordered fo be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

UNITED STATES
AtoMmic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D, C., June 28, 1957.
Hon. CArL T. DURHAM,

Chairman, Joint Commitiee on Atomie
Energy, Congress of the United
States.

Dear Mr. DurmEam: In accordance with
sections 123c¢ and 125 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, there is submitted
with this letter:

1. An executed “Agreement for coopera=
tion between the Government of the United
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States of America and the Federal Republic
of Germany on behalf of Berlin concerning
civil uses of atomic energy” together with an
annex signed by the Berlin SBenat contain-
ing all of the guaranties prescribed by the
act.

2. A copy of the letter from the Allied
Commandants (Kommandatura) to the Ber-
lin Senat expressing nonocbjection to the
Senate’s signing of the annex containing all
of the guaranties prescribed by the act. The
Department of State has informed us that
this is the normal procedure by which the
commandants register approval to the ac-
tions of the Berlin Senat.

3. A letter dated June 25, 1957, from the
Commission to the President recommending
approval of the agreement.

4. A letter dated June 27, 1957, from the
President containing his determination that
it will promote and will not constitute an
unreasonable risk to the common defense
and security, approving the agreement, and
authorizing its execution.

In accordance with section 125 of the act,
Berlin is defined as the areas of Berlin over
which the Berlin Senat exercises jurisdic-
tion (the French, British, and American
sectors). This agreement, as executed,
makes cooperation possible between the
United States and Berlin on the design, con-
struction, and operation of research reactors,
including related health and safety prob-
lems; the use of such reactors in medlcal
therapy; and the use of radioactive isotopes
in blology, medicine, and agriculture and in-
dustry. Berlin, if it desires to do so, will be
able to engage United States companies to
construct research reactors, and private in-
dustry in the United States will be permitted
within the limits of the agreement, to render
other assistance to Berlin. No restricted
data will be communicated under this agree-
ment. The Atomic Energy Commission will
be able to lease to the Senat of Berlin up to
6 kilograms of contained U-235 at any one
time, plus additional quantity as, in the
opinion of the Commission is necessary to
permit the efficient and continuous operation
of the reactor or reactors while replaced fuel
elements are radioactively cooling in Berlin
or while fuel elements are in transit.

You will note that article V of the agree=
ment provides for the transfer of limited
amounts of speclal nuclear materials in-
cluding U-235, U-233, and plutonium for
defined research projects related to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy.

Article VIII of the proposed agreement
records the obligations undertaken by Ber-
lin to safeguard the special nuclear material
to be transferred by the Commission, and
article IX of the agreement and the annex
to the agreement contain the guaranties
prescribed by sections 123 and 125 of the
Atomiec Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

The agreement will enter Into force when
the Govermments of the United States and
the Federal Republic of Germany acting on
behalf of Berlin have exchanged notifica-
tions that the necessary statutory and con-
stitutional requirements have been fulfilled.

Sincerely,
Lewrs STtrAUSS, Chairman.

(Enclosures: 1. Agreement for cooperation
with the Government of the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany on behalf of Berlin (3 certi-
fled coples). 2. Letfer from Allied Comman-
dant to Berlin Senat (3 certified copies)
3, Letter from President to Commission (3
certified copies). 4. Letter from Commis-
sion to President (3 certified coples).)

JunEe 25, 1957.

Dear Mgr. PrRESIDENT: The Atomlic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed Agreement entitled
“Agreement for Cooperation between the
Government of the United States of America
and the Government of the Federal Republic
of Germany on Behalf of Berlin Concerning
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy,” and authorize
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its execution, For purposes of the Agree-
ment, Berlin is defined as the areas of Berlin
over which the Berlin Senat exercises
jurisdiction (the French, British and Amer-
ican sectors).

The Agreement has been negotiated by the
Atomic Energy Commission and the Depart-
ment of State pursuant to the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, and is, in the opin-
jon of the Commission an important and de=
sirable step in advancing the development
of the peaceful uses of atomic energy in
Berlin in accordance with the policy which
you have established. The Agreement would
permit cooperation between the United
States and Berlin with respect to the design,
construction and operation of research re-
actors, including related health and safety
problems; the use of such reactors in medical
therapy; and the use of radioactive isotopes
in biology, medicine, agriculture and indus-
try. As provided in section 125 of the
Atomic Energy Act as amended, the Berlin
Senat, with the approval of the Allied
Commandants, has made all of the guaran-
ties prescribed by this Act, and these guar-
anties are contained in the Agreement and
the Annex thereto.

No Restricted Data would be communi-
cated under this Agreement. The Commis=
sion is authorized to lease to the Senat of
Berlin up to 6 kilograms of contained U-235
in uranium enriched up to a maximum of
20 percent U-235 for use as reactor fuel,
You will note that article V of the agree-
ment would permit the Commission to
transfer limited quantities of special nu-
clear materials, including U-235, U-233 and
plutonium, for defined research projects re-
lated to the peaceful uses of atomic energy.
The Senat of Berlin, if it desires to do so,
may engage United States companies to con-
struct- research reactors, and private indus-
try in the United States will be able, under
the agreement, to render other assistance
to the Senat of Berlin,

Following your approval and subject to
the authorization requested the Agreement
will be formally executed by the appropriate
authorities of the Government of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany acting on behalf
of Berlin, and the United States and then
placed before the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy in compliance with section 123c of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,

Respectfully,
Lewis L. StrAuss, Chairman.

TaE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D. C.

The Honorable LEwis L. STRAUSS,
Chairman, Atomie Energy Commission,
Washington, D. C.
DeAr ME. STRAUSS: Under date of June 25,
1957, you informed me that the Atomic
Energy Commission has recommended that
I approve the proposed “Agreement for Co-
operation Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of the Federal Republic of Germany
on Behalf of Berlin Concerning Civil Uses
of Atomic Energy,” and authorize its execu=-
tion. For purposes of the agreement, Berlin
is defined as those areas of Berlin over which
the Berlin Senat exercises jurisdiction (the
French, British, and American sectors). The
agreement recites that Berlin desires to pur-
sue a research and development program
looking toward the realization of the peace-
ful and humanitarian uses of atomic energy
and desires to obtaln assistance from the
Government of the United States and United
States industry with respect to this program.
The recommended agreement has been re-
viewed. It calls for cooperation between the
Government of the United States and the
Senat of Berlin with respect to the design,
construction and operation of research re=
actors, including related health and safety
problems; the use of such reactors in medi-
cal therapy; and the use of radioactive iso=
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topes in biology, medicine, agriculture, and
industry. The agreement and annex thereto
contain all of the guaranties prescribed by
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.
No restricted data would be communicated
under the agreement. The Commission is
authorized to lease to the Senat of Berlin
up to 6 kilograms of contained U-235 in
uranium enriched up to a maximum of 20
percent U-235 for use as reactor fuel. In
addition, article V of the agreement would
permit the Commission to transfer limited
quantities of special nuclear materials, in-
cluding U-235, U-2383 and plutonium, for
defined research projects related to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy.

Pursuant to the provision of section 123
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amend-
ed, and upon the recommendation of the
Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby—

1. Determine that the performance of the
proposed agreement will promote and will
not constitute an unreasonable risk to the
common defense and security of the United
States; and 3

2. Approve the proposed agreement for co=
operation between the Government of the
United States and the Government of the
Federal Republic of Germany on behalf of
Berlin enclosed with your letter of June 25,
1857; and

3. Authorize the execution of the proposed
agreement for the Government of the United
States by appropriate authorities of the
Atomic Energy Commission and the Depart-
ment of State.

It is my hope that this agreement will mark
the beginning of a very productive program of
cooperation between the United States and
Berlin in the peaceful uses of atomic energy.

Sincerely,
DwicHT D. EISENHOWER,

AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY ON BEHALF
OF BERLIN CONCERNING CIvIL USES oOF
AToMIic ENERGY
‘Whereas the peaceful uses of atomic energy
hold great promise for all mankind; and
Whereas the Government of the United
States of America desires to cooperate with
Berlin in the development of such peaceful
uses of atomic energy; and
Whereas the design and development of
several types of research reactors are well
advanced; and

Whereas research reactors are useful in
the production of research quantities of
radioisotopes, in medical therapy and in
numerous other research activities and at
the same time are a means of affording
valuable training and experience in nuclear
science and engineering useful in the de-
velopment of other peaceful uses of atomic
energy including civilian nuclear power; and

Whereas Berlin desires to pursue a re-
search and development program looking
toward the realization of the peaceful and
humanitarian uses of atomic energy and
desires to obtain assistance from the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America
and United States industry with respect
to this program; and

Whereas the Government of the United

States of America, acting through the

United States Atomic Energy Commission,

desires to assist Berlin in such a program;

and
Whereas the Government of the Federal

Republic of Germany, as a party to this

agreement, is acting on behalf of Berlin;
The parties agree as follows:

ARTICLE I
For the purposes of this agreement:
(a) “Commission” means the TUnited

States Atomic Energy Commission or its

duly authorized representatives.
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(b) “Berlin” means those areas of Berlin
over which the Berlin Senat exercises juris-
diction (the French, British, and American
sectors).

(c) “Equipment and devices” means any
instrument or apparatus and includes re-
search reactors, as defined herein, and their
component parts.

(d) "“Research reactor” means a reactor
which is designed for the production of
neutrons and other radiations for general
research and development purposes, medical
therapy, or training in nuclear science and
engineering. The term does not cover power
reactors, power demonstration reactors, or
reactors designed primarily for the produc=
tion of special nuclear materials.

(e) The terms “restricted data,” “atomic
weapon,” and “special nuclear material” are
used in this agreement as defined in the
United States Atomic Energy Act of 1954.

ARTICLE IT

Restricted data ghall not be communicated
under this agreement, and no materials or
equipment and devices shall be transferred
and no services shall be furnished under
this agreement to the Senat of Berlin or
authorized persons under its jurisdiction If
the transfer of any such materials or equip-
ment and devices or the furnishing of any
such services involves the communication of
restricted data.

ARTICLE IIT

1. Subject to the provisions of article IT,
the Commission and the Senat of Berlin
will exchange information in the following
flelds:

(a) Design, construction, and operation
of research reactors and their use as research,
development, and engineering tools and in
medical therapy.

(b) Health and safety problems related to
the operation and use of research reactors.

(c) The use of radioactive isotopes in
physical and biological research, medical
therapy, agriculture, and industry.

2. The application or use of any informa-
tion or data of any kind whatsoever, includ-
ing design drawings and specifications, ex-
changed under this agreement shall be the
responsibility of the party which receives and
uses such information or data, and it is un-"
derstood that the other cooperating party
does not warrant the accuracy, completeness,
or suitability of such information or data
for any particular use or application.

ARTICLE IV

1. The Commission will lease to the Sen-
at of Berlin uranium enriched in the iso-
tope U-235, subject to the terms and con-
ditions provided herein, as may be required
as initial and replacement fuel in the opera-
tion of research reactors which the Senat
of Berlin, in consultation with the Commis=
slon, decides to construct and as required
in the agreed experiments related thereto.
Also, the Commission will lease to the Sen-
at of Berlin uranium enriched in the iso-
tope U-235, subject to the terms and con=-
ditions provided herein, as may be required
as initial and replacement fuel in the oper-
atlon of such research reactors as the Senat
of Berlin may, in consultation with the
Commission, decide to authorige private in-
dividuals or private organizations under its
Jurisdiction to construet and operate, pro=
vided the Senat of Berlin shall at all times
maintain sufficient control of the material
and the operation of the reactor to enable
the Senat of Berlin to comply with the
provisions of this agreement and the appli-
cable provisions of the lease arrangement.

2. The quantity of uranium enriched in
the isotope U-235 transferred by the Com-
mission under this article and in the custody
of the Senat of Berlin shall not at any
time be in excess of 6 Kkilograms of
contained U-235 in uranium enriched up to
& maximum of 20 percent U-235, plus such
additional quantity as, in the opinion of the
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Commission, 1s necessary to permit the effi-
cient and continuous operation of the re-
actor or reactors while replaced fuel elements
are radioactively cooling in Berlin or while
fuel elements are in transit, it being the in-
tent of the Commission to make possible the
maximum usefulness of the 6 kilograms of
sald material.

3. When any fuel elements containing
U-235 leased by the Commission require
replacement, they shall be returned to the
Commission and, except as may be agreed,
the form and content of the irradiated fuel
elements shall not be altered after their
removal from the reactor and prior to de-
livery to the Commission.

4. The lease of uranium enriched in the
isotope U—235 under this article shall be at
such charges and on such terms and condi-
tions with respect to shipment and delivery
25 may be mutually agreed and under the
conditions stated in articles VIII and IX.

ARTICLE V

Materials of interest In conmnection with
defined research projects related to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy undertaken
by the Senat of Berlin, or persons under
its jurisdiction, including source materials,
special nuclear materials, byproduct ma-
terial, other radioisotopes, and stable iso-
topes will be sold or otherwise transferred
to the Senat of Berlin by the Commis-
sion for research purposes In such quan-
tities and under such terms and condi-
tions as may be agreed when such materials
are not available commercially. In no case,
however, shall the quantity of special nu-
clear materinls under the jurisdiction of
the Senat of Berlin, by reason of trans-
fer of this article, be, at any one time, in
excess of 100 grams of contalned U-235, 10
grams of plutonium, and 10 grams of U-233.

ARTICLE VI

Subject to the availability of supply and
as may be mutually agreed, the Commission
will sell or lease, through such mesans as
it deems appropriate, to the Senat of Ber-
lin or authorized persons under its juris-
diction such reactor materials, other than
special nuclear materials, as are not ob-
tainable on the commercial market and
which are required in the construction and
operation of research reactors in Berlin.
The sale or lease of these materlals shall be
on such terms as may be agreed.

ARTICLE VII

It is contemplated that, as provided in
this article, private individuals and pri-
vate organizations in either the United
States of America or Berlin may deal di-
rectly with private individuals and pri-
vate organizations in other countries. Ac-
cordingly, with respect to the subjects of
agreed exchange of information as pro-
vided in article III, the Government of the
United States of America will permit per-
sons under its jurisdiction to transfer and
export materials, including equipment and
devices, to and perform services for the
Senat of Berlin and such persons under
its jJurisdiction as are authorized by the
Senat of Berlin to receive and possess such
materials and utilize such services, subject
to:

(a) The provisions of article II,

(b) Applicable laws, regulations, and -
cense requirements of the Government of
the United States and the Senat of Ber-

ARTICLE VIII

1. The Senat of Berlin will maintain such
safeguards as are necessary to assure that
the special nuclear materials received from
the Commission shall be used solely for the
purposes agreed in accordance with this
agreement and to assure the safekeeping of
this material.

2. The Senat of Berlin will maintain such
safeguards as are necessary to assure that
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all other reactor materials, including equip-
ment and devices, purchased in the United
States of America under this agreement by
the Senat of Berlin or authorized persons
under its jurisdiction shall be used solely for
the design, construction, and operation of
research reactors which the Senat of Ber-
1in decides to construct and operate and for
research in connection therewith, except as
may otherwise be agreed.

3. In regard to research reactors construct-
ed pursuant to this agreement, the Senat of
Berlin will maintain records relating to
power levels of operation and burnup of
reactor fuels and will make annual reports
to the Commission on these subjects. If the
Commission requests, the Senat of Berlin
will permit Commission representatives to
observe from time to time the condition and
use of any leased material and to observe
the performance of the reactor in which the
material is used.

4. Some atomic energy materials which
the Senat of Berlin may request the Com-
mission to provide in accordance with this
arrangement are harmful to persons and
property unless handled and used carefully.
After delivery of such materials to the Sen-
at of Berlin, the SBenat of Berlin shall bear
all responsibility, insofar as the Government
of the United States of America is concerned,
for the safe handling and use of such ma-
terials. With respect to any special nuclear
materials or fuel elements which the Com-
mission may, pursuant to this agreement,
lease to the Senat of Berlin or to any pri-
vate individual or private organization under
its jurisdiction, the Senat of Berlin shall
indemnify and save harmless. the Govern=
ment of the United States of America
against any and all liability (ineluding third-
party llability) from any cause whatsoever
arising out of the production or fabrication,
the ownership, the lease, and the possession
and use of such special nuclear materials or
fuel elements after delivery by the Commis-
slon to the Senat of Berlin or to any
authorized private individual or private or-
ganization under its jurisdiction.

ARTICLE IX

The Senat of Berlin guarantees, as pro-
vided in the annex hereto, that:

(a) Bafeguards provided in artlcle VIII
shall be maintained.

(b) No material, including equipment and
devices, transferred to the Senat of Berlin
or authorized persons under its jurisdiction,
pursuant to this agreement, by lease, sale, or
otherwise, will be used for atomic weapons
or for research on or development of atomic
weapons or for any other military purposes,
and that no such material, including equip-
ment and devices, will be transferred to un-
authorized persons or beyond the jurisdic-
tlon of the Senat of Berlin except as the
Commission may agree to such transfer to a
nation and then only if, in the opinion of
the Commission, such transfer falls within
the scope of an agreement for cooperation
between the United States and such nation.

ARTICLE X

At the expiration of this agreement or of
any extension thereof the Senat of Berlin
shall deliver to the United States of America
all fuel elements contalning reactor fuels
leased by the Commission and any other
Tuel materials leased by the Commission.
Such fuel elements and such fuel materials
shall be delivered to the Commission at the
expense of the Senat of Berlin and such
delivery shall be made under appropriate
safeguards agalnst radiation hazards while
in transit.

. ARTICLE XI

This agreement shall enter into force on
the date on which the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of the Federal Republic of Germany
have advised each other in writing that they
have complied with all statutory and con=
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stitutional requirements for the entry into
force of such agreement and shall remain in
force for a period of 5 years. BSuch advice
from the Government of the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany shall include a notification
that the Senat of Berlin has adopted the
provisions of this agreement and has made
the guaranties specified in article IX above,
as provided in the annex hereto, with the
approval of the Allied Commandants (Kom-
mandatura).

In witness whereof, the parties hereto
have caused this agreement to be executed
pursuant to duly constituted authority.

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the
English and German languages, both texts
being equally authentic, this 28th day of
June 1957.

For the Government of the United States
of America:

C. BureE ELBRICK,
LEwis L. STrAUSS.

For the Government of the Federal Re-

public of Germany:
% HemNg L. EREKELER.

—

ANNEX TO THE ACREEMENT FOR COOPERATION
BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE FEDERAL
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY ON BEHALF oF BEer-
LIN CoNCERNING CiviL Uses OF ATOMIC
ENERGY

With regard to the agreement for cooper-
ation between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the Federal Republic of Germany on behalf
of Berlin concerning civil uses of atomic
energy, signed

The Senat of Berlin accepts the provis
slons of the agreement and makes the fol-
lowing guaranties:

(a) The safeguards provided in article
VII1 thereof shall be maintained.

(b) No material, Including equipment
and devices, transferred to the Senat of
Berlin or authorized persons under its juris-
diction, pursuant to this agreement, by lease,
sale, or otherwise will be used for atomic
weapons or for research on or development
of atomic weapons or for any other mili-
tary purposes, and no such material, includ-
ing equipment and devices, will be trans-
ferred to unauthorized persons or beyond
Berlin, except as the Commission may agree
to such transfer to a nation and then only
if in the opinion of the Commission such
transfer falls within the scope of an agree-
ment for cooperation between the United
States and such nation.

In witness whereof, the Senat of Berlin
has caused this annex to be executed pur-
suant to duly constituted authority.

Done at Berlin, this 4th day of June 1957,

THE SENAT OF BERLIN,
Orro SuHR,
Dr. ELEIN.

ALLIED KOMMANDATURA BERLIN,
June 15, 1957.

Subject: Draft of a supplementary agree=

ment to be concluded between the Govern-

ment of the United States of America and

the Government of the German Federal

Republic (acting on behalf of Berlin) with

& view to cooperation in the field of peace-

ful use of atomic energy. Declaration of

Guaranties by the Berlin Senat.
To: The governing mayor, Berlin.
Reference. BK/L(67)17 of June 4, 1957.

DEar MR. MayYor: I have the honor to in-
form you that the Allied Kommandatura has
no objection to the implementation of the
above-mentioned agreement, presented in
the Senat's letter of May 16, 1957 (reference
Bund 28988-60-02), with the amendments
mentioned in the Senat’s letter of June 12,
1957 (reference Bund 2898-60-02).

The Allied Eommandatura reaffirms its
approval of the Declaration of Gumntiﬂ
executed by the Berlin Senat,
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The Allied Eommandatura also wishes to
remind you of the terms of BE/L(57)7, dated
January 26, 1957.

Yours sincerely,
G. DMITRIEFF,
Chairman Secretary.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was trans-
acted:

JOINT RESOLUTIONS OF ILLINOIS
LEGISLATURE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I pre-
sent a joint resolution adopted by the
Illinois Legislature on May 1, 1957, urg-
ing the enactment of legislation to bring
about a modification of the provisions of
the NATO status of forces treaties and
other agreements under which the crim-
inal jurisdiction over United States serv-
icemen, civilians, and dependents is
presently surrendered to foreign nations.
I ask unanimous consent that the joint
resolution be printed in the REcorp and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the joint res-
olution was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations, and, under the
rule, ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

Senate Joint Resolution 22

Whereas the members of our Armed Forces
serving abroad, their civilian components
and the dependents of each, are now subject
to the criminal jurisdiction of more than
50 countries in which they may be on
duty, by reason of the NATO Status of Forces
Treaty, the Administrative Agreement with
Japan and Executive agreements with other
nations; and

Whereas these agreements penalize our
servicemen for foreign service by depriving
them of many of the rights granted by our
Constitution, which they are sworn to de-
fend; and

Whereas 1t is impossible for any service-
man accused of transgression in a foreign
country to receive a fair and impartial trial
because of the varying systems of juris-
prudence which make it impossible for him
to receive the protection of all of the rights
and guaranties which our Constitution gives
to every citizen and because of the prejudice
and animosity sometimes existing against
members of our Armed Forces; and

‘Whereas legislation has been introduced
in both the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States to direct the
President to seek a modification of all such
agreements so that the United States may
regain exclusive jurisdiction over the mems=-
bers of its Armed Forces for all purposes, or
if such a modification is refused, then fo
terminate or denounce the agreements ac-
cording to the terms of each; Therefore be it

Resolved, By the Senate of the 70th Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of Illinois (the
House of Representatives concurring herein),
That the members of this general assembly
deplore the arrangements now existing which
make service in our Armed Forces abroad a
hazard by depriving our servicemen, their
civillan components and dependents of each,
of the rights and guaranties of our Consti-
tution when they are stationed in other
lands; that it is the sentiment of this gen-
eral assembly that all United States service
personnel stationed abroad should be tried
by United States military tribunals under
the Uniform Code of Milltary Justice faor
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any offense committed on forelgn soil; and
be it further

Resolved, That we respectfully request and
urge the President of the United States, by
negotiation, and the Benate and House of
Representatives of the United States, by
ernacting the legislation now pending or simi=-
lar legislation directing such negotiation,
to secure a modification or denunciation of
the provisions of the NATO Status of Forces
Treaty and all other agreements which sur-
render to foreign nations eriminal jurisdic-
tion over the United States Armed Forces,
their civilian components and the depend-
ents of each; and be it further

Resolved, That a suitable copy of this pre-
amble and resolution be forwarded by the
secretary of state to the President of the
United States and to the Members of the
United States Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives from Illinois,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I also
present a joint resolution adopted by the
T70th General Assembly of the State of
Illinois with reference to the definition of
children in the Social Security Act, and
the impact of this definition of benefits
available for children in those States like
Illinois which do not recognize the valid-
ity of common-law marriages. I ask
unanimous consent that the joint reso-
lution be printed in the Recorp and ap-
propriately referred.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was referred to the Committee
on Finance, and, under the rule, ordered
to be printed in the REcorD, as follows:

House Joint Resolution 29

Whereas the Soclal Security Act so defines
the term “children’ that in Illinois and many
other States which do not recognize the
validity of common-law marriages, social-
security survivorship benefits are denied to
children of a deceased father, who is a party
to a common-law marriage, although it can
be established that the father had lived with
the children, supported them, acknowledged
parentage on birth certificates, claimed them
for income-tax purposes, and in other ways
formally and informally acknowledged pa-
ternity of such children; and

Whereas there 1s a substantial number of
these children in this and other States who
are being deprived of benefits to which they
should be entlitled; and

Whereas in many cases the public aid and
assistance agencies of the State must provide
and care for these children at a cost to the
States of millions of dollars; and

Whereas the definition of “children” in
the Social Security Act should be so amended
as to prevent further injustice and financial
loss to these children, to enable them to
recelve the soclal-security survivorship bene-
fits to which they are entitled and to relieve
part of the financial burden which has been
placed on this and other States: Therefore
be it

Resolved by the House of Represeniatives
of the 70th General Assembly of the State
of Illinois (the Senate concurring herein),
That this general assembly respectfully re-
quest the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States to enact legislation
which will redefine the definition of “chil-
dren” in the Soclal Security Act so that chil=
dren‘'of common-law marriages may be per-
mitted to obtain survivorship benefits under
the Social Security Act upon the death of the
father of such children; and be it further

Resolved, That a suitable copy of this pre-
amble and resolution be forwarded by the
secretary of state to every Member of the
United States Senate and House of Repre=
senatives from Illinois.
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ADDITIONAL BILLS INTRODUCED

Additional bills were introduced, read
the first time, and, by unanimous con-
sent, the second time, and referred as
follows:

By Mr, HUMPHREY:

S.2454. A bill to provide that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall convey certaln land
to the village of New Richland, Minn.; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

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

By Mr. HICKENLOOPER:

8. 2455. A bill for the relief of Sari Roth-
mann;

S.2456, A bill for the relief of Michael
Carlyle Erickson;

S.2457. A bill for the relief of Lucy Irene
Henning; and

B8.2458. A bill for the relief of Victoria
V. P. Farhat; to the Commitiee on the
Judieiary.

By Mr. BRICKER (for himself and Mr.,
MAGNUSON) @

8.2459. A bill to amend section 402 of the
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

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

By Mr. DOUGLAS:

8.2460. A bill to authorize the transfer of
certain housing projects to the city of De-
catur, I1l., or to the Decatur Housing Au-
thority; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and
Mr. MCCLELLAN) :

S.2461, A bill to prohibit the unauthor-
ized disclosure of certain information by
members, officers, and employees of regu-
latory agencies of the Government; to the
Committee on the Judiciary. ]

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself, Mr.
McCLELLAN, and Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

S.2462, A bill to prohibit certain commu-
nications with respect to adjudicatory mat-
ters pending before Government agencies;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND
TO VILLAGE OF NEW RICHLAND,
MINN.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
pill which provides that the Secretary
of Agriculture shall convey certain land
to the village of New Richland, Minn.
This bill is a companion to H. R. 8385
introduced last week by Representative
AnpreseEN of Minnesota.

The village officials of New Richland
have requested legislation of this kind
so that the village may acquire from
the Federal Government an old hemp-
mill plant contiguous to the village.

Mr. President, I earnestly hope the
bill may receive favorable action during
the present session of Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2454) {o provide that the
Secretary of Agriculture shall convey
certain land to the village of New Rich-
land, Minn., introduced by Mr. Huom-
PHREY, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.
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AMENDMENT OF CIVIL AERO-
NAUTICS ACT OF 1938

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself, and the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
amend section 402 of the Civil Aeronau-
tics Act of 1938. I ask unanimous con=
sent that a statement, prepared by me,
relating to the bill, may be printed in
the REcCORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred: and, without objection, the
statement will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 2459) to amend section
402 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938,
jntroduced by Mr. Bricker (for himself
and Mr. BrICKER), was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

The statement presented by Mr.
BRICKER is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BRICKER

I have introduced, for appropriate refer-
ence, & bill to amend section 402 of the Civil
Aeronautics Act of 1938.

This bill sets forth the principles which
sghould govern the granting of air routes to
foreign airlines.

The bill also directs the Civil Aeronautics
Board to review annually the operations of
foreign airlines in order to assure itself that
these operations conform to the principles
set forth.

This proposed legislation is necessary be-
cause Congressional policy appears not to
have been followed by the Department of
State. The Congress stated in the Air Com-
merce Act of 1926 and the Civil Aeronautics
Act of 1938 the principles that should govern
the grant of air transport rights to foreign
airlines, but these have not governed in re-
cent agreements with Germany and the
Netherlands,

These grants have not only ignored the
principles announced by Congress in the
legislation referred to above, but they have
also ignored the principles which have been
stated by the executive branch as governing
these aviation agreements. In 1946 the ex-
ecutive branch entered an agreement with
the United Kingdom which set forth prin-
ciples to govern the operation of foreign air=
lines to this country, known as the Bermuda
agreement. Several of the routes granted to
the Dutch and the Germans, I am informed,
can be operated only in violation of those
principles.

The Congress of the United States has con-
stitutional responsibilities for the develop-
ment of an air transport system adequate to
the needs of foreign commerce, of the postal
service and of the national defense. The
Congress has relied on assurances by the
executive branch that it has followed prin-
ciples adopted in the statutes and in past
agreements, but recent activities of the De-
partment of State lead us to the reluctant
conclusion that the Congress must again
spell out its intent.

There is nothing new in the principles
that are here stated because they are the
substance of what has been written in more
than 45 bilateral agreements with foreign
countries since the Bermuda Agreement in
1946. The purpose of this bill, however, is
to write them into the statute to make un-
mistakably clear the intention of the Con-
gress that this policy be carried out in the
award of alr-route permits to foreign air
carriers. The United States, as the leader
of the Free World, has a duty both to itself
and to others to maintain a strong inter-
national alir-transportation system, at the
lowest possible cost to the taxpayer. Under
the American system, this should be accom-
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plished by private-enterprise companies
which pay salarles and wages commensurate
with the American standard of living. The
United States is committed to the Bermuda
principles and no feasible substitute has
been suggested, so this bill provides a means
by which the Civil Aeronautics Board can
glve them effect.

Having committed itself to the Bermuda
principles, the United States should see to
it that they are adhered to. The second
section of the bill gives the Clvil Aeronautics
Board additional tools to do the job. After
foreign airlines have been awarded a permit
to operate to the United States, some of
them are able to exploit the United States
traffic and thus gain advantages not contem-
plated in the agreement under which they
have been admitted, Since these airlines
do not file data with the Clvil Aeronautics
Board, the scope of their gains cannot readi-
ly be detected. Even when it becomes ap-
parent, the Clvil Aeronautics Board and
State Department do not feel obligated to
take action under the agreement.

The governments of foreign countries have
enforced the Bermuda principles to restrict
United States airlines; but, to my knowledge,
in no instance has our Government enforced
these prineciples.

Section 2 of the bill would require the
Board to review "from time to time and at
least annually * * *" all operations of for-
eign airlines to determine whether such
operations accord with the principles set
forth in section 1, and report to the Presi-
dent and the Congress *“the conclusion
reached by it on all such reviews and the
action taken or proposed to be taken in con=-
sequence thereof.” The Board is author-
ized to require foreign airlines to furnish
such records and statistics as will enable the
Board to carry out its duties under the bill.

This bill is the result of study and anal-
ysis begun 2 years ago when new routes were
granted to the German airline. The disap-
proval expressed by members and eommittees
of Congress at that time was ignored. In the
past several months, further disregard of
Congressional policy has made it imperative
that the Congress take further steps to car-
ry out its duties to promote an American
air-transportation system adequate to the
needs of our flag. This bill is offered to
start the further hearings and investigations
which are necessitated by the unjustified
generosity of the State Department in grant-
ing alr-transport routes.

PROHIBITION OF UNAUTHORIZED
DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION
IN ADJUDICATORY PROCEEDINGS
OF REGULATORY AGENCIES OF
THE GOVERNMENT

Mr. JACKSON. Mr, President, in
May and June of this year the Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga-
tions held a number of hearings con-
cerning a leak from the Civil Aeronau-
tics Board which resulted in abnormal
stock activity in Northeast Airlines on
August 3, 1956. The members of the
Civil Aeronautics Board met on the eve-
ning of August 2, 1956, and voted to
award the New York-Florida run to
Northeast Airlines. The decision was a
secret one. On August 3, 1956, some
24,000 shares of Northeast stock were
traded, whereas on the average day ap-
proximately 500 shares were traded.
This Subcommittee ascertained that

there were at least two leaks concern-
ing this secret decision. One witness,
a lawyer for Delta Airlines, testified that
he had received an anonymous tele=
phone call advising him of the vote.

July 2

This call was received late in the evening
of August 2. He related the news of
this award to certain people. As a re-
sult, stock was purchased early on
August 3. The subcommittee had evi-
dence that another probable leak was
the Executive Director of the CAB.

The hearings demonstrated a need for
legislation in two distinct areas; one
prohibiting the unauthorized disclosure
of certain information by employees of
these agencies in any adjudicatory pro-
ceeding, and the other, allowing the
members of the Board freedom from in-
fluence in making decisions in any ad-
judication.

There is no criminal penalty relating
to the willful disclosure of certain in-
formation by an employee of the CAB.
They do have an agency regulation
which prohibits the disclosure of such
information by any officer or employee.
James Durfee, the Chairman of the Civil
Aeronautics Board, testified that, de-
spite this regulation, leaks have been a
great source of trouble to his Board, and
he felt that this was a very serious re-
flection upon the integrity of his agency.
It is very interesting to note that, while
the subcommittee was in the process of
investigating the leaks concerning the
award of August 2, 1956, another leak
occurred in CAB in December of 1956,
involving an audit of Pan-American
Airways.

In connection with our investigation,
we heard testimony from Board mem-
bers of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, the Federal Communications
Commission, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the Federal Trade
Commission, and the Federal Power
Commission. It developed that all of
these agencies have some administrative
rule or regulation prohibiting the dis-
closure of certain information.

However, only one of these quasi-
judicial agencies—the Federal Trade
Commission—has a criminal provision
for improper disclosure of certain infor-
mation. Significantly, testimony from
officials of the Federal Trade Commission
indicated that they felt that this criminal
penalty had a very salutatory effect in
preventing leaks.

I feel very strongly that the rules and
regulations in these various agencies are
not adequate. As a matter of fact, all of
the agency representatives, who ap-
peared before us, voiced no objection to
legislation in this area, and some of the
witnesses felt that it would be most bene=
ficial. I am, therefore, introducing two
bills. The first bill would prohibit the
unauthorized disclosure of certain in-
formation in any adjudicatory proceed-
ing by members, officers, and employees
of regulatory agencies of the Govern-
ment.

Regarding the second bill, this sub-
committee ascertained by investigation
that there are no criminal penalties pro-
tecting the commissioners from attempts
to influence decisions in adjudicatory
matters. There are various agency rules
in existence which attempt to prohibit an
individual from engaging in such tac-
tics.

I feel that, in the exercise of their ju-
dicial functions, the members of the
boards of these regulatory agencies are
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entitled to the same immunity which, by
long-established custom and tradition, is
given to the judiciary. This immunity
will provide a better climate for these of-
ficers in reaching fair and just decisions.

Once again, the representatives of the
various agencies, who testified before this
subcommittee, voiced no objection to leg-
islation in this area.

The second bill I am introducing
merely prohibits anyone, with intent to
infiuence any adjudication, from mak-
ing any oral or written presentation on
any question of law or fact to any mem-
ber, officer, or employee, without giving
notice to all interested parties. The bill
in no way curtails any interested party
from presenting his views to the Com-
mission and to the board, providing that
all parties are first advised. It is only
fair and just because it relieves the com-
missioners from undue influence.

Mr. President, I send the bills to the
desk for appropriate reference and I
ask unanimous consent they lie on the
table until Monday next, so that any
Member of the Senate desiring to join
as a cosponsor of the bills may have the
opportunity to do so before that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
bills will lie on the desk until Monday
next, as requested by the Senator from
Washington.

The bills, introduced by Mr. JACKSON,
were received, read twice by their titles,
and referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary, as follows:

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and
Mr. McCLELLAN) :

$S.2461, A bill to prohibit the unauthor-
ized disclosure of certain information by
members, officers, and employees of regu-
latory agencies of the Government.

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself, Mr.
McCLELLAN, and Mr. YARBOROUGH) :

5.2462. A bill to prohibit certain com-
munications with respect to adjudicatory
matters pending before Government agen-
cles.

AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 223,
TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE,
RELATING TO PRODUCTION OF
STATEMENTS AND REPORTS OF
WITNESSES—AMENDMENT
Mr. BRICKER submitted an amend-

ment, intended to be proposed by him,

to the bill (S. 2377) to amend chapter

223, title 18, United States Code, to pro-

vide for the production of statements

and reports of witnesses, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

ADM. FELIX B, STUMP

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, it
is gratifying to me, as I am sure it is
to many citizens, to learn that this Na-
tion’s entire Far East military forces
have been placed under the command
of Adm. Felix B. Stump. Admiral Stump
is a native of the State of West Virginia.
Members of his family live there, and
we of our State take a natural pride in
the high position attained by him and
in the patriotic service he performs.

The importance of the new respon-
sibility which rests upon Admiral Stump
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is clearly evident from the fact that this
change places the Army, the Air Force,
and the naval forces in both the Asian
and Pacific theaters under the command
of one man. Thus Honolulu becomes
the command post of nearly one-half
million United States servicemen, more
than 7,000 planes, and 400 ships, on
guard between American and Commu-
nist coasts.

Admiral Stump’s command covers 75
million square miles. It is bordered by
8,000 miles of Communist coastline—
about 4 times the length of the Iron
Curtain in Europe. It takes in several
of the world’s most potentially explo-
sive areas, including Red China, Korea,
and Vietnam. It embraces such friendly
areas as Japan, Formosa, and the Philip-
pines.

In addition to commanding United
States forces in this vast area, Admiral
Stump will also direct the American
military advisory groups which handle
training for some 1.7 million trcops of
friendly Pacific nations. He is also top
United States military advisor in the
seven-nation Southeast Asia Treaty Or-
ganization.

I have been acquainted with this out-
standing West Virginian over a long pe-
riod of years, Mr. President, and I know
that our Pacific and Far Eastern forces
are in capable hands. Admiral Stump
is a plain-spoken American of rare abil-
ity and sterling character. He is not
only one of the Nation's outstanding
military men; he is also a diplomat of
fine ability. I have the utmost confi-
dence in his leadership in this strategic
position of grave responsibility.

Upon assuming this new command,
Admiral Stump was quoted by the press
as saying:

We have the forces now to contain an at-
tack that occurs anywhere in the world.

Enowing Admiral Stump as I do, I feel
that the American people can take a
large measure of comfort in that state-
ment. We hope and pray that this
country will never have occasion to use
this huge military force to resist aggres-
sion, but if forced to do so to protect our
land from enemy domination, we can
know that our Armed Forces, now un-
der the command of one man in that
area, are in capable hands.

TWO-PRICE WHEAT PLAN TO RE-
PLACE ACREAGE RESERVE OF
SOIL BANK

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, as
many of my constituents realize, I have
had grave misgivings for a considerable
length of time about the acreage-reserve
feature of the soil-bank program. Al-
though I support the conservation-
reserve phase of the program—with its
emphasis on grasses and trees and ponds
and other strengthening forces—I have
regretfully concluded that the acreage
reserve has not had a beneficial result.

Now this is confirmed by an illuminat-
ing article in the New York Times of
June 16, 1957, by J. H. Carmical, agri-
cultural expert for that great news-
paper.
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Mr. Carmical emphasizes that by tak-
ing many acres of wheat out of produc-
tion, the Government not only has failed
to control surpluses but, in addition,
numerous rural trading centers in
wheatgrowing areas have suffered a
drastic decline in trade and business.
All of this leads me to the conclusion
that, more than ever, a genuine trial is
merited for the two-price plan for
wheat, under which domestic wheat for
human consumption would have a sup-
ported price while the rest of the crop
would seek its own level in the world
market. Many Oregon wheatgrowers
support this proposal.

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of the article by Mr. Carmical ap-
pear in the body of the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp.

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

Som. BANK ProvES COSTLY IN. WHEAT
(By J. H. Carmical)

The difficulty of holding down the produc-
tion of wheat through the soil bank was illus-
trated in the June 1 report of the Department
of Agriculture.

Despite the fact that a little more than
one-fifth of the national allotment of 55 mil-
lion acres for this year's wheat crop was with-
drawn from cultivation by the soil bank, the
prospective yield was put at 971 million bush-
els, or only 2,7 percent less than the 897,-
207,000 bushels harvested in 1956.

Reflecting largely the plentiful moisture
in the last 2 months, the yleld from the win-
ter-wheat crop may be even greater than last
year's, despite the muech smaller acreage.
The total yield was forecast on June 1 at
735,720,000 bushels, and the average yield at
23.8 bushels an acre. Last year, winter-wheat
production amounted to 734,995,000 bushels,
and the acre-yield was 20.6 bushels.

BANK GOT THE POORER LAND

Another factor in the high acre-yleld is
that generally farmers reserved their most
fertile land for growing wheat and placed
their less productive acres in the soll bank,

Based on June 1 conditions, the spring-
wheat crop is estimated at 234,813,000 bush-
els, compared with 262,212,000 bushels last
year. The acreage is down almost 20 percent
from a year ago, but the crop is off to a good
start. Molsture is ample, and if conditions
continue favorable, many in the trade believe
that the yield may prove even greater than
now indicated.

Heavy rains, particularly in Kansas, may
hold back the winter-wheat harvest, and
some of it may be damaged by the excessive
moisture., But chances are that any losses
there will be more than offset by an improve-
ment in the spring crop. In fact, the next
report, as of July 1, may show some gain in
the total wheat estimate.

In an effort to prevent the further accumu-
lation of surpluses, the Department of Agri-
culture has contracted to pay farmers some
$231 million for withdrawing about 12 million
acres allotted to them for growing wheat.
With the crop now forecast at only 28 million
bushels below last year's, the cost to the Gov-
ernment may be figured at nearly $9 for
every bushel of wheat held off the market
through the soil bank. Of course the crop
might have been much larger than last year's
had it not been for the soil bank.

But the indirect cost to the economy of
the wheat belt is even more. In addition to
the loss in wheat proceeds from the land
placed in the soll bank, the growers bought
in their trading centers less of the equip-
ment and supplies necessary to the produc-
tion of wheat.
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The money paid by the Government went
to the landowner and not to the farmer who
may have rented the land in the past or the
laborer who may have seeded or harvested
it.

The prospects of a normal crop and a de-
cline in export demand already has resulted
in a drop in the price of wheat to nearly
30 cents a bushel below the loan level. Un-
less there is a sharp rise in prices within
the next few weeks, growers are bound to
put wheat into the Government loan at a
high rate. This would mean additional ex-
penditures by the Government, but the
losses would be small compared with the
cost of the reduction in surplus through the
soil bank.

The loan level on this year's crop is about
$2 a bushel at the farm, or $2.32 at Chicago.
The difference covers transportation costs.
However, recently the Department of Agri-
culture announced the 19568 loan rate at
about 22 cents a bushel below the present
rate, or at 756 percent of parity, which is the
lowest permissible under the law.

UNITED STATES DUE TO GET MORE

Because of the large surplus of wheat, the
price in the open market generally has held
Jjust below the loan level in recent years,
Now, with a reduction likely for the 1958
loan, lower rather than higher prices in the
open market seem likely for next year. Un-
der such circumstances, it is quite likely
that farmers this year will take full ad-
vantage of the loan, and that by the next
harvest virtually all the surplus wheat will
be controlled by the Government.

This would mean a tight market situation
from time- to time, but plenty of wheat
should be available at or near the loan level
both from the growers, who may find it to
their advantage to redeem their cereal, and
from the Government, which may dispose of
some of its huge holdings.

At present, there seems little likelihood
of any drastic change in the farm laws, Re-
cently, the House of Representatives ap-
proved a bill aimed at eliminating the soil-
bank program for next year, but the Senate
last week voted to restore it, The matter
now must be ironed out In conference, and
the belief is that the program will be con-
tinued.

REFERENDUM COMING UP

The national referendum to decide whether
the wheat growers want marketing quotas
next year is to be held this Thursday.

If marketing quotas are approved, as they
have been in the last 4 years, the price sup-
port for the 1958 crop will be at a $1.78
a bushel to producers who do not exceed
their farm acreage allotments. If the quotas
are turned down, price support will be avail-
able only 50 percent of parity, or $1.18 a
bushel.

Many farmers are dissatisfied with the
low support price and many in the trade
believe that the vote favoring marketing
quotas will not be as high as in past years,
However, the assurance of $1.78 a bushel
is so much better than £1.18, that the grow-
ers are expected to produce the necessary
two-thirds vote.

If farmers should reject marketing quotas
a rather serious price disturbance probably
would ensue. The carryover from previous
crops on July 1 is expected to be about
950 million bushels, with all except about 75
million bushels held by the Government.

Some of this wheat has been held for 2
years or more, and deterioration normally is
heavy after such a period. If wheat or any
other commodity held by the Government is
in danger of deteriorating rapidly, it may be
sold in the domestic market below the loan
level.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

In addition to the huge carryover, the pres-
ent crop will be in excess of requirements.
The domestic consumption in a season, July
1 to the following June 30, is about 600
million bushels, Exports for the coming
season are not expected to be more than
850 million bushels—probably less because
of the increase of production in Europe.
France is expected to reenter the export
market after being a large importer this
season.

Exports of wheat from the United States
this season are expected to be around 528
million bushels, the largest on record. This
stems in part from the poor yield in Europe
in 1956 and stockpiling by many countries
as a result of the Suez crisis,

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, July 2, 1957, he presented
to the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills:

5.45. An act to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to sell to the village of Central,
State of New Mexico, certain lands admin-
istered by him formerly part of the Fort
Bayard Military Reservation, N. Mex.;

5.806. An act to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to quitclaim all
interest of the United States in and to a
certain parcel of land in Indlana to the
board of trustees for the Vincennes Uni-
versity, Vincennes, Ind.;

S.886. An act to provide transportation on
Canadian vessels between ports in southeast-
ern Alaska, and between Hyder, Alaska, and
other points in southeastern Alaska or the
continental United States, either directly or
via a foreign port, or for any part of the
transportation;

S.9837. An act to amend section 4 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended;

5.1141. An act to authorize and direct the
Administrator of General Services to donate
to the Philippine Republic certain records
captured from the insurrectos during 1899-
1803;

5.1396. An act to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 10, 1890 (26 Stat. 222),
relating to the admission into the Union of
the State of Wyoming by providing for the
use of public lands granted to sald State for
the purpose of construction, reconstruction,
repair, renovation, furnishing equipment, or
other permanent improvement of public
buildings at the capital of said State;

S.1412, An act to amend section 2 (b) of
the Performance Rating Act of 1950, as
amended;

S.1794. An act to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 3, 1890 (26 Stat. 215),
relating to the admission into the Union of
the State of Idaho by providing for the use
of public lands granted therein for the pur-
pose of construction, reconstruction, repair,
renovation, furnishings, equipment, or other
permanent improvements of public build-
ings at the capital; and

S.1806. An act to amend the Sockeye
Salmon Fishery Act of 1947.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, pur-
suant to the order previously entered, I
move that the Senate adjourn until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed fo; and (at 9
o’clock and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate
adjourned, the adjournment being, un-
der the order previously entered, until
tomorrow, Wednesday, July 3, 1957, at
12 o’clock meridian,

July 2

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate July 2, 1957:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Don Paarlberg, of Indiana, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Agriculture, vice Earl L.
Butz, resigned.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Frederick W. Ford, of West Virginia, to be
a member of the Federal Communications
Commission for a term of 7 years from July 1,
1957, vice George C. McConnaughey, term
expired.

UnITED BTATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Alfred A. Arraj, of Colorado, to be United
States district judge for the district of Colo-
rado, vice Jean Sala Breitenstein, elevated.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

The following-named persons to the posi-
tions indicated:

Frank D. McSherry, of Oklahoma, to be
United States attorney for the eastern dis-
trict of Oklahoma for a term of 4 years.
(Reappointment.)

William M. Steger, of Texas, to be United
States attorney for the eastern district of
Texas for a term of 4 years. (Reappoint-
ment.)

James L. Guilmartin, of Florida, to be
United States attorney for the southern dis-
trict of Florida for a term of 4 years. (Re-
appointment.)

Charles W. Atkinson, of Arkansas, to be
United States attorney for the western dis-
trict of Arkansas for a term of 4 years. (Re-
appointment.)

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

Emerson Ferrell Ridgeway, of Florida, to
be United States marshal for the northern
district of Florida for a term of 4 years. He
is now serving in this office under an ap-
pointment which expires July 31, 1967,

CoOLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

Chester R. MacPhee, of California, to be
collector of customs in customs collection
district No. 28, with headquarters at San
Francisco, Calif. Reappointment.

Charles F. Brown, Jr., of Louisville, Ky., to
be collector of customs in customs collections
district No. 42, with headquarters at Louis-
ville, Ey. (Reappolntment.)

Frank Abelman, of Marquette, Mich., to be
collector of customs in customs collection
district No. 38, with headquarters at De-
troit, Mich, (Reappointment.)

POSTMASTERS

The following-named persons to be post-
masters:

ARKANSAS

Ferrell 8. Tucker, Caraway, Ark., in place
of Lee Rea, deceased.

Alvin M. Bridwell, Dumas, Ark. in place
of W. I. Fish, retired.

Elouise H. Cralg, Proctor, Ark., In place of
M. T. Akin, deceased.

CALIFORNTA

Arthur R. Olson, Hilmar, Calif., in place of
A, N. Renshaw, resigned.

George R, Jahnel, Lodi, Calif., in place of
J. W. Koenig, deceased.

Clarence W. Needham, Plymouth, Calif,,
in place of C. G. Nance, removed.

CONNECTICUT

Walter A. Rollinson, Dayville, Conn., in
place -of John Welsh, retired.

Willard C. Huntley, Old Lyme, Conn., in
place of N. C, Clark, resigned.

GEORGIA

Mary M. Pitts, Rabun Gap, Ga., In place of
Miriam Dickerson, retired.

Edward J. Snow, Sr., Rebecca, Ga., in place
of C, 8. Young, retired.
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HAWAIL
Irene R. Afflerback, Spreckelsville, Hawall,
In place of E. J. Freitas, retired.
ILLINOIS
Wayne W. Bird, Galatia, Ill.,, in place of
L. L. Riegel, retired.
Robert C. Peterson, Lynn Center, Ill, in
place of R. L. Peterson, retired.
Charles R. Simmons, Venice, Ill., in place
of D. J. Hallissey, deceased.
INDIANA
Harlan C. Pedlow, Bridgeport, Ind., in place
of L. L. Locke, retired.
Raymond P. Steele, Connersville, Ind., in
place of R. E. Nelson, deceased.
Paul R. Wadsworth, Rising Sun, Ind., In
place of C. E. Pendry, resigned.
Gerald J. McCarty, Union Mills, Ind., In
place of H, P, Childers, retired.

HANSAS

Hubert C. Holloway, Greensburg, Kans,, in
place of H. V. Luginbill, deceased.

MASSACHUSETTS

Russell G. McPhee, East Orleans, Mass., in
place of G. F. Mayo, retired.

MINNESOTA

Lawrence D. Murphy, Circle Pines, Minn.,
in place of F. S. Petersen, resigned.

MONTANA

John W. Loughnane, Belgrade, Mont., in
place of J. L. Weaver, deceased. .
NEBRASKA
Paul O. Davidson, Alexandria, Nebr.,, in
place of M. A. Brinegar, deceased.
Donald E. Adams, Cody, Nebr., in place of
M. S, Yancey, retired.
Lester E. Murrell, Oshkosh, Nebr., in place
of H. M. Morris, removed.
NEW JERSEY
Alexander Peter Campbell, Alpine, N. J.,
in place of V. M, Burkhardt, resigned.
Caroline K. Sheets, Bloomsbury, N. J., in
place of 8. E. Bellis, removed.
Robert Crater DeRemer, Glen Gardner,
N. J., in place of Nellie Potter, resigned.
Ralph B. Speler, Seaside Heights, N. J., in
place of A, W. Raymond, resigned.
Marjorie E. Houghtaling, Vernon, N. J,, in
place of A. E. Baldsin, deceased.
NEW YORE
Dorris S. Beaney, Hamlin, N. Y., in place of
E. M. Martin, removed.
Charles P. Stephenson, Morristown, N. Y.,
in place of C. E. Scott, retired.
NORTH CAROLINA
Wallace K. Crawford, Hayesville, N. C,, in
place of F. R. Jones, retired.
Wilton McRae, Maxton, N. C,, in place of
C. B. Williams, retired.
OHIO
Lawrence R. Hazen, Ashland, Ohlo, in place
of C. L. D. Hartsel, retired.
Alice R, Smith, Parkman, Ohio, in place of
H. P. Olmstead, retired.

OKLAHOMA

Lulu M. Klein, Butler, Okla., in place of

J. E. Gwinn, transferred.
PENNSYLVANIA

Harry O. Campsey, Jr., Claysville, Pa., in
place of M. D. Blayney, retired.

William J. Hlavats, Glassport, Pa., in place
of P. E. Hutton, retired.

Claude B. Faust, Macungie, Pa., in place of
F. E. Neumeyer, removed.

Henry L. Haines, Maytown, Pa., in place of
M. E. Culp, retired.

Edward J. Miller, Newry, Pa., in place of
Adam Hoover, retired.

Harold J. Niemeyer, Newtown Square, Pa,,
in place of 8. S. Broadbelt, retired.

Claude B. Arnold, Rome, Pa., in place of
R. K. Valentine, retired.
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RHODE ISLAND
Richard M. Stanton, Wood River Junction,
R. 1, in place of E. A. Hill, removed.
SE0UTH DAKOTA

Robert G. Chase, Parker, 8. Dak., In place
of G. L. Egan, retired.
TENNESSEE
Lee N. Ruch, Belvidere, Tenn., in place of
Clyde Zimmerman, transferred.
Charles Edwin Graves, Knoxville, Tenn., in
place of A. 8. Garrett, retired.
TEXAS
Ernest H. Butts, Annona, Tex., in place of
M. E. Russell, resigned.
John Sleeper, Sr., Elm Mott, Tex., in place
of T. P, Gassaway, retired.
Herman 8. Gray, Somerset, Tex., in place of
Walter Kurg, retired.
VERMONT

Glenn T. Foster, Weston, Vt.,, in place of
Raymond Taylor, retired.

VIRGINIA

Owen K. Blackburne, Lynchburg, Va., in
place of J. H, Coleman, retired.

WASHINGTON

Theodore H. Blermann, Lind, Wash,, in

place of C. E, Schutz, retired.
WEST VIRGINIA

Emil E. Frye, Chapmanville, W. Va,, in
place of D. R. Toney, removed.

Mary Virginia Earman, Harpers Ferry,
W. Va,, in place of M. E. Marquette, retired.

Elner F. Stutler, West Union, W. Va., in
place of Oma Corder, removed.

WISCONSIN

Charles A. Hall, Gresham, Wis., In place of
L. C. Mader, deceased.

Roger W. Most, Prescott, Wis., In place of
F. J. French, resigned.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate July 2, 1957:
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Robert Bernerd Anderson, of New York, to
be Secretary of the Treasury.
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS
Albina R. Cermak, of Cleveland, Ohio, to
be collector of customs in customs collec-
tion district No. 41, with headquarters at
Cleyveland, Ohio.
COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS
Alberi Cole, of Massachusetts, to be Comp-
troller of Customs, with headquarters at
Boston, Mass.

WITHDRAWALS

Executive mnominations withdrawn

from the Senate, July 2, 1957:
: POSTMASTERS

William W. Boyd, Sherrodsville, in the
State of Ohio.

Franklin B. Spriggs, Arnold, in the State
of Maryland.

Edith M. Casey, New Caney, In the State
of Texas.

Wesley D. Banks, 8t. Matthews, in the
State of South Caroclina.

Jackson T. Potter, Winnabow, in the State
of North Carolina.

Blaine E. Moyer, Kreamer, in the State of
Pennsylvania.

Ted M. Anderson, Batesville, in the State
of Arkansas.

Evelyn R. Howard, Montmorencl, in the
State of Indiana,
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

O Thou eternal and gracious spirit,
we know that for guidance and under-
standing, for patience and perseverance,
for joy and peace, we need the wisdom
and strength of the Lord God Almighty.

Grant that daily, in this Chamber, we
may bear witness that we are coveting
and cultivating earnestly those ideals
and principles which are curative and
creative in the building of a nobler civili-
zation.

Give us a glorious vision of the king-
dom of truth and righteousness and
may we make its consummation and
fulfillment the object of all our hopes
and labors.

Hear us in the name of the Captain of
our salvation. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved,

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
McBride, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

5. 2420. An act to extend the authority for
the enlistment of allens in the Regular Army,
and for other purposes.

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.5728. An act to clarify the general
powers, increase the borrowing authority,
and authorize the deferment of interest pay-
ments on borrowings of the St. Lawrence Sea-
way Development Corporation.

e ——————

COLOMEIA'S STORY

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, a nation
of 12 million inhabitants last May
emerged from 8 years of dictatorship
and is now on the road to democracy.
This nation, Colombia, from which I
lately returned, needs and deserves the
full and enthusiastic support of the
United States.

During the dictatorship, 200,000 Co-
lombians were killed. Yet the Conser-
vative and Liberal Parties united last
March -to organize passive resistance to
the dictator, Rojas Pinilla, and force his
downfall with a minimum of bloodshed,
Great credit must also be given to the
Colombian Catholic clergymen, espe-
cially to the courageous and distin-
guished Cardinal Luque, who dared pub-
licly to speak out against the dictator’s
crimes,
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The dictator is gone, The press, in-
cluding the egreat El Tiempo, is again
free. The political parties have agreed
to lay aside partisanship during the
transition period. The military junta
has declared itself to Le only an in-
terim government and has pledged that
free elections will be held in due course.

Dr. Eduardo Santos, former President
of Colombia and the owner of El Tiempo,
asked me fo tell Colombia’s story in the
United States, this story of a fine peo-
ple emerging from the degradation of
dictatorship into the dignity and de-
cency of democracy.

Mr. Speaker, it is in our best interest
and in conformity with our oldest tra-
ditions to foster democracy all over the
world. Certainly, in this crucial period
of transition in Colombia, we should
make haste to provide generous support:
moral, intellectual, and financial.

THE FARM PARITY PROGRAM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the reguest of the gentleman from
South Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, in
last Friday’s issue of the CONGRESSIONAL
REcoRrD, my distinguished colleague from
South Dakota [Mr. BErry], whom I had
notified T would speak today, charged
that the Democratic Congress, rather
than the Secretary of Agriculture, is re-
sponsible for the current crisis in agri-
culture. Said Mr. BERrY:

IT the Democratic Party really wants a
program of farm supports at 80 percent of
parity, they can pass a law providing sup-
ports at that level, and the Secretary of
Agriculture has no alternative, except to put
that law into effect.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there can be no
doubt of my South Dakota colleague’s
knowledge of Secretary Benson’s activi-
ties. Within the last 60 days the admin-
istrative assistants of two members of
my State's congressional delegation, in-
cluding Mr. BERRY’'s assistant, have
joined Mr. Benson’s personal staff. I do
not, therefore, question our colleague’s
ability to defend Mr. Benson, but I do
question his interpretations of who is
responsible for the failure of the 90 per-
cent of parity farm bill. It is difficult to
understand how our colleague could have
forgotien that only a year ago the Dem-
ocratic Congress passed a 90 percent of
parity farm bill.

Unfortunately, the President vetoed
that bill in spite of his 1952 pledge at
Brookings, S. Dak., that he would con-
tinue the Democratic 90 percent of par-
ity farm program. Now I am wondering
if our colleague can give us any reason
at all to think that the President has
had a change of heart and would now
sign farm legislation of the type he
vetoed last year. Just to keep the
record straight, it should be pointed out
that the Secretary of Agriculture is now
authorized by the Congress to set farm
price supports at 90 percent of parity.
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METALS CRISIS DEEPENS

Mr. EDMONDSON. WMr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this peint in the REcorp.

‘The SPEAKER. 1s there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr, EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, to-
day’s edition of the Wall Street Journal
carries news of continued worsening of
the already grave metals price situation
confronting our Nation’s miners, a situa-
tion which daily adds to the long list of
mine shutdowns across the Nation.

According to the Journal article, the
domestic price for zine in this country
has now fallen to 10 cents a pound, the
lowest price on zine since May of 1954.

Significantly, zine prices in this coun-
itry have fallen the disastrous total of
3' cents since May 6 of this year, one
of the most precipitous price declines
in history.

At the same time, and indicating the
scope of the problem, copper prices both
here and abread have fallen to the low-
est point in 4 years.

The Wall Street Journal says the zinec
price emergency stems from several
causes:

First. World overproduction,

Second. Sharply curtailed demand.

Third. Reduced Government pur-
chases of zinc through its domestic buy-
ing program and its barter deals for
foreign origin zinec and lead in return for
surpius agricultural produets.

An additional factoer within the United
States, not mentioned in the Journal, is
the continued heavy volume of imported
zine appearing upon the United States
market, which has been coming into our
country at a record-breaking rate for
many months.

This is a problem on which representa-
tives of mining States are urgently re-
questing consideration by the House
Ways and Means Committee, which has
before it a number of bills aimed at metal
import control or reduction.

Unless some action is taken soon, by
either the Congress or the administra-
tion, this Nation may soon be a world
power without a domestic metal mining
industry, and no world power in that
condition has ever survived as a world
power.

THE LATE GENERAL PIERRE
JACOBSEN

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, T ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection
tfo the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALTER, Mr. Speaker, it is my
sad duty to inform the House of the
sudden, tragic death of a great interna-
tional public official, Gen. Pierre Jacob-
sen, Deputy Director of the Intergovern-
mental Commitiee for European Migra=
tion, who was killed yesterday in Ge-
neva, Switzerland, when a train struck
his car at a grade crossing,

July 2

Many Members of the House knew
well Pierre Jacobsen and many of us who
had the privilege of working with him
since 1947 had become not only fond of
him but learned to admire his unusual
capabilities and his devotion to the high
office with which many nations had
unanimously entrusted him.

Pierre Jacobsen was a native of Den-
mark, where he was born in 1917. He ac-
quired French citizenship and served
with General de Ganulle’s resistance
forces with courage that became legen-
dary in the famous French Magquis.
He was raised to the rank of a General of
the French Army, the youngest French-
man ever to attain that rank.

At the end of the war, Pierre Jacobsen
joined the Internmational Refugee Or-
ganizaiion serving first in Germany and
then in Geneva, Switzerland. His great
heart and his enlightened humani-
tarianism was placed at the disposal of
the suffering masses of people known to
the world as displaced persons,

When we created the Intergovern-
mental Committee for European Migra-
tion in Brussels, Belgium, in 1951, we
were fortunate indeed to obtain the serv-
ices of Pierre Jacobsen. The 27 nations
which are now banded together in the
ICEM mourn the death of their great
servant and the refugees and migrants
of the whole world realize well what a
terrible loss they have suffered.

We, the Members of Congress who
have been associated with the interna-
tional migration movements realize that
we have lost not only a wonderful friend
and a great international official, but
also a human being whose departure will
deprive the world of a man who knew
what international eooperation is and
what are its responsibilities.

I wish to express my deepest sympathy
to the bereaved family of Pierre, and to
France and Denmark alike, two countries
which have lost a son and an adopted
son, respectively, a son who has added
to the glory of both countries.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WALTER. I yield to the gentle-~
man from Maryland.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to join with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania in his expression of sym-
pathy to the family of Pierre Jacobsen
and the expression of deep regret at his
loss. His loss is not only a great one to
his country but to the world. I had the
opportunity to meet Mr. Jacobsen on
several occasions. I was greatly im-
pressed with his ability and devotion to
duty. In these troublesome times the
world can ill afford to lose a statesman
of his character.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to-
night to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.
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ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY AND
MONDAY NEXT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet
on Friday next, and that when the House
meets on Friday next it adjourn to meet
the following Monday.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

FACILITATE THE PAYMENT OF
GOVERNMENT CHECKS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, T
ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the bill (S. 1799)
to faciltate the payment of Government
checks, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, an
identical bill, with the exception of one
amendment, passed the House on yester-
day under suspension of the rules. I
was not aware at the time that a similar
Senate bill was on the Speaker’s desk,
and that is the reason for this action. I
move to strike out all after the enacting
clause of the Senate bill and to substi-
tute therefor the text of the House bill
(H. R. 8195) as it passed the House on
yesterday.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause of
S. 1799 and insert the text of H. R. 8195 as
passed by the House.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOP-
MENT CORPORATION

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 5728) to
clarify the general powers, increase the
borrowing authority, and authorize the
deferment of interest payments on bor-
rowings of the St. Lawrence Seaway De=
velopment Corporation, with Senate
amendments thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 3, lines 1 and 2, strike out “two sen-
tences” and insert “sentence.”

Page 3, lines 8 and 9, strike out "If the
Secretary of the Treasury approves, the in-
terest on such bonds may be deferred.” and
insert *“The interest payments on such bonds
may be deferred with the approval of the
Secretary of the Treasury, but any interest
payments so deferred shall themselves bear
interest after June 30, 1960."
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

FOR THE RELIEF OF CERTAIN
ALIENS

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's desk the resolution (H. J. Res.
290) for the relief of certain aliens, with
Senate amendments thereto, and concur
in the Senate amendments.

. The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
on.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 1, line 7, after “Loucacos”, insert
“and."

Page 1, lines T and 8, strike out “Evangelos
Demetre Karglotis, and Hsun-Tiao Yang.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table,

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY
ACT

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the resolution (H. J. Res.
288) to waive certain provisions of sec-
tion 212 (a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act in behalf of certain aliens,
with a Senate amendment thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Page 2, line 17, strike out "Carapia Gaytin"
and Insert “Carapia-Gaytan."”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIENS

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 307) for the relief of certain aliens,
with Senate amendments thereto, and
concur in the Senate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 4, after line 16, insert:

“Sec, 7. For the purposes of the Immigra=
tion and Nationality Act, Eerttu Poutiainen
Mayblom shall be held and considered to
have been lawfully admitted to the United
States for permanent residence as of the
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date of the enactment of this act, upon pay-
ment of the required visa fee."

Page 4, after line 16, insert:

*BEc. 8. For the purposes of the Immigra-
tlon and Nationality Act, Paolina Toscano
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of August 18, 1925,
upon payment of the required visa fee.”

Page 4, after line 16, insert:

“SEc. 9. The Attorney General is author-
ized and directed to cancel any outstanding
orders and warrants of deportation, warrants
of arrest, and bonds, which may have is-
sued in the cases of John Willlam Forbes
Petch and Mrs. Tsuma Ueda. From and after
the date of the enactment of this act, the
said persons shall not again be subject to
deportation by reason of the same facts upon
which such deportation proceedings were
commenced or any such warrants and orders
have issued.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

FOR THE RELIEF OF ERNEST
HAGLER

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3558) for
the relief of Ernest Hagler, with a Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows: 2

Page 2, line 2, strike out “for’ and insert
;or t;o much thereof as may be necessary
or i

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was con=
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Z. A. HARDEE

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 4159) for
the relief of Z. A. Hardee, with a Senate
amendment thereto, and concur in the
Senate amendment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert "That notwithstanding any period
of limitatlons or lapse of time, claims for
credit or refund of overpayments of income
taxes for the taxable years 1945 through 1948
made by Z. A. Hardee, of Enfield, N. C., may
be filed at any time within 1 year after the
date of the enactment of this act. The pro-
visions of sections 322 (b) 3774, and 8776
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1839 shall
not apply to the refund or ecredit of any
overpayment of tax for which a claim for
credit or refund is filed under the authority
of this act within such 1-year period.”
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

The Senate amendment was concurred
in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORITY TO DECLARE RECESS
TO RECEIVE THE PRIME MINISTER
OF PAKISTAN

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that it may be
in order at any time on July 11, 1957,
for the Speaker to declare a recess for
the purpose of receiving the Prime Min-
ister of Pakistan.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PRIVATE CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Private Cal-
endar day. The Clerk will call the first
individual bill on the Private Calendar.

PETER V. BOSCH

The Clerk called the bill (S. 189) for
the relief of Peter V. Bosch.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. AVERY. Mr} Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

PHYLLIS L. WARE

The Clerk ealled the bhill (H. R. 2302)
for the relief of Phyllis L. Ware.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that this bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

RAMON TAVAREZ

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4335)
for the relief of Ramon Tavarez.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete,, That the Secretary of
the Treasury be, and he is hereby authorized
and directed to pay, out of any money In
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of $25,000 to Ramon Tavarez, of 25
Monument Walk, Fort Greene Project,
Brooklyn, New York City, N. Y., in full settle-
ment of all claims against the United States
for personal injuries, and all expenses inci-
dent thereto sustained as a result of the
shooting of the said Ramon Tavarez by a
guard on the United States maval base
(Enown as Ensenada Honda), Gelba, Puerto
Rico, on April 18, 1948. Such eclaim is not
cognizable under the Federal Tort Claims
Act: Provided, That no part of the amount
appropriated in this act in excess of 10 per-
ceni thereof shall be paid or delivered to or
recelved by any agent or attorney on ac-
count of services rendered in connection
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with this elaim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding. Any person vioclating the
provisions of this act shall be deemed guilty
of a misdemeanor and wupon econviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the fable.

ORVILLE G. EVERETT AND MRS.
AGNES H. EVERETT

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5288)
for the relief of Orville G. Everett and
Mrs. Agnes H. Everett.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc, That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Orville G. Everett
and Mrs., Agnes H. Everett, Vincennes, Ind.,
the sum of $5,000. Payment of such sum
shall be in full settlement of all claims of
the said Orville G. Everett and Mrs. Agnes
H. Everett on account of the death of their
son, Robert V. Everett, who was killed in
the course of his duties as a flight Instructor
at Riddle-McCay Training Field, Union City,
Tenn., on January 22, 1843, while instructing
an aviation cadet: Provided, That no part
of the amount appropriated in this act in
excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid
or delivered to or received by any agent or
attorney on account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person viclat-
ing the provisions of this act shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CERTAIN ALIENS

The Clerk called the joint resolution
{H. J. Res. 339) to waive certain provi-
sions of section 212 (a) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act in behalf of cer-
tain aliens.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the joint resolution, as follows:

Resolved, etc, That, notwithstanding the
provision of section 212 (a) (9) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Pletro Rosa and
Mrs. Elisabeth Ottilie Trout, nee Zirkenbach,
may be lssued visas and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if
they are found to be otherwise admissible
under the provisions of that act.

Sge. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9), (17), (19), and (31) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Fran-
cisco Ponce-Cruz may be lssued a visa and
admitted to the United States for perma-
nent residence if he is found to be otherwise
admissible under the provisions of that act.

Sec, 3. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (1) and (4) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, Peter Walsh may
be issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for per t resid if he is found
to be otherwise admissible under the pro-
visions of that act: Provided, That a sultable
and proper bond or undertaking, approved by
the Attorney General, be deposited as pre-
scribed by section 213 of the said act.

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of
gection 212 (a) (9), (12), (17), and (19), of
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the Ymmigration and Nationality Act, Mrs.
Alicia Romero de Ramirez may be issued a
visa and admitted to the United States for
permanent residence if she is found to be
otherwise admissible under the provisions
of that act.

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (31) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, Juan Perez-Ra-
mirez may be issued a visa and admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
if he is found to be otherwise admissible un-
der the provisions of that act.

Sec. 6. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (17) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Aet, Gerard Phillip
Dunn may be issued a visa and admitted to
the United States for permanent residence if
he is found to be otherwise admissible un-
der the provisions of that act.

Sec. 7. The exemptions provided for in this
act shall apply only to grounds for exclusion
of which the Departments of State and Jus-
tice had knowledge prior to the enactment of
this act.

With the following commitiee amend-
ments:

On page 1, line 4, after the name "“Pletro
Rosa” insert the following: “Fiorindo Fran-
cesco Nappo, Anthony Bauer, Leslie A, Stuart,
Antoine Hagenaars."

On page 1, line 10, after “(a)" strike out
u{g) o

On page 2, after line 11, insert new sec-
tions 4, 5, 6, and 7, to read as follows:

“SEC. 4. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (19) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Gumaro Rubalcava-Quez-
ada (also known as Gumero Rubalcava=
Quezada and Gelasio Juaregi-Lopez) may be
ifesued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent residence if he is found
to be otherwise admissible under the pro-
visions of that act.

“Sec. 5. Notwithstanding the provisions
of sectlon 212 (a) (9) and (19) of the Immi-
gration and Natlonality Act, Mrs. Maria
Guadalupe Aguilar-Buenrostro de Montano
{also known as Victoria Rosas de Montano)
and Eva Magalhaes y Aguirre (also known as
Eva Pugliese) may be issued visas and ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence if they are found to be otherwise
admissible under the provisions of that act.

“Sec. 6. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (23) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Maria Lelster
De Angelo may be issued a visa and admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence If she is found to be otherwise admis-
sible under the provisions of that act.

“SEC. 7. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Gisela Ilse Beyer may be
issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent residence if she is
found to be otherwise admissible under the
provisions of that act: Provided, That her
marriage to her United States citizen fiance,
Sgt. Alber M. Braga, shall have occurred
within 6 months after the enactment of this
act."”

On page 2, line 12, renumber “Sec. 4" to
read *“'Sec. 8."

On page 2, line 18, renumber “Sec. 5" to
read “SEc. 9.”

On page 2, line 23, renumber “Sec. 6" to
read “Sec. 10."

On page 3, after line 2, add a new section
11 to read as follows:

“SEC. 11. Notwithstanding the provisions
of section 212 (a) (17) and (81) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Antonio Her-
nandez-Gomez may be issued & visa and
admitted to the United States for perma-
nent residence if he is found to be otherwise
admissible under the provisions of that act.”

On page 3, line 3, renumber “Sec. 7.” to
read “SEec. 12."



1957

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
1;n:«l.;\;.lc)n to reconsider was laid on the

able.

HERBERT C. HELLER

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1169) for
the relief of Herbert C. Heller.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Civil Service
Commission is authorized and directed to
pay, out of the civil-service retirement and
disability fund, to Herbert C. Heller, of Wil-
ton, Conn., an amount equal to interest at
3 percent per annum compounded annually,
on the refund of retirement deductions
which was due him upon his separation from
Government service, from the date of such
separation to the date of payment of such
refund, such payment having been delayed
for a period of approximately 11 years be-
cause of an error in the computation of the
length of his allowable service.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

MALOWNEY REAL ESTATE CO., INC.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1339)
for the relief of the Malowney Real Es-
tate Co., Ine.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary
of the Treasury is authoriZed and directed
to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to the Malowney
Real Estate Co., Inc., of Springfield, Ohio,
the sum of $14,42528: Provided, That no
interest shall be pald on such sum. Pay-
ment of such sum shall be in full settle-
ment of all claims of the Malowney Real
Estate Co., Inc., against the United Btates,
for income taxes erroneously collected for
the years 19144 and 1945: Provided further,
That no part of the amount appropriated in
this act in excéss of 10 percent thereof
ghall be pald or delivered to or recelved
by any agent or attorney on account of serv-
ices rendered in connection with this claim,
and the same shall be unlawful, any con-
tract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any
person violating the provisions of this act
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding $1,000.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
WaLTER: On page 2, line 1, strike out “in
excess of 10 per centum thereof.”

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table,

was

FRANK A. SIMMONS

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2752)
for the relief of Frank A. Simmons.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That Frank A. Sim-
mons, chief boatswain, United States Navy,
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retired 326805, is hereby relieved of all lia-
bility to refund to the United States the
sum of $1,242.09. Such sum represents the
aggregate amount of overpayments of re-
tired pay by the United States to the said
Frank A. Simmons, contrary to law but
without fault on his part, for the period
from November 1, 1854, to April 19, 1955,
both dates inclusive, by reason of his receipt,
in good faith, of compensation incident to
his civillan employment at the Memorial
Golf Course, Marine Corps Air Station, El
Toro (Santa Ana), Calif., while in a retired
status. In the audit and settlement of the
accounts of any certifying or disbursing
officer of the United States, full credit shall
be allowed for all amounts for which liabil-
ity is relieved by this section.

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to the sald Frank A. Simmons,
a sum equal to the aggregate of all amounts
which have been repaid by him to the
United States, or which have been withheld
by the United States from amounts other-
wise due him from the United States, by
reason of the liabllity of which he is re-
lieved by the first section of this act: Pro-
vided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this section in excess of 10 per
centum thereof shal be paid or dslivered to
or received by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un=-
lawful, any contract to the contrary not-
withstanding. Any person violating the
provisions of this section shall be deemed
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic-
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not
exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

KENNETH F. AILES

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3344)
for the relief of Eenneth F. Ailes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That sections 15 to 20
of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act
are hereby waived in favor of Eenneth F.
Ailes, Vallejo, Calif., and his claim for com=-
pensation for personal injurles alleged to
have been sustained in or about February
or March 1947 while he was employed as a
sheet-metal worker by the Department of the
Navy at the naval operating base, Guam
(now naval base, Marianas), shall be acted
upon under the remaining provislons of
such act in the same manner as if such claim
had been timely filed, if such claim is filed
within 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this act: Provided, That no benefits
shall accrue by reason of the enactment of
this act for any perlod prior to its enactment,
except in the case of such medical or hos-
pitalization expenditures which may be
deemed reimbursable,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

ROBERT B. PETERMAN

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 5365)
for the relief of Robert B. Peterman,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc.,, That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money In the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated to Robert B. Peter-
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man, master sergeant, Unlted States Army,
retired (Army serial No. R-69117T), the sum
of 877.65. The payment of such sum shall
be in full settlement of all claims of the
sald Robert B. Peterman against the United
States on account of additional retired pay
due him for the period beginning June 1,
1942, and ending August 31, 1943, both dates
inclusive, his clalm therefor having been dis-
allowed because not received in the General
Accounting Office within 10 full years after
such claim first accrued: Provided, That no
part of the amount appropriated in this act
in excess of 10 percent thereof shall be paid
or delivered to or received by any agent or
attorney on account of services rendered in
connection with this elaim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating
the provisions of this act shall be deemed
gullty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not ex-
ceeding $1,000.

‘With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 2, line 4, strike out “in excess of 10
percent thereof.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

MICHAEL S. TILIMON

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6166)
for the relief of Michael S. Tilimon.

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

ARTHUR L. BORNSTEIN

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6530)
for the relief of Arthur L. Bornstein.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is hereby authorized and direct-
ed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, to Arthur L,
Bornstein, 25 Powellton Road, Dorchester,
Mass,, the sum of $1,764.93. Such sum repre-
sents reimbursement to the said Arthur L.
Bornstein for paying out of his own funds
Judgments rendered against him In courts
of Massachusetts, under date of August 3,
1956, arlsing out of an accident occurring
when he was performing his duties as a
motor vehicle operator in the post office
motor vehicle service at Boston, Mass.: Pro=
vided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this act
shall be deemed gullty of a misdemeanor and
upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any
sum not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon=«
sider was laid on the table,
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RAYMOND R. SANDERS VAN
SERVICE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6664)
for the relief of Raymond R. Sanders
Van Service.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury be, and he is hereby author-
ized and directed to pay, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated,
the sum of $150.50 to Raymond R. Sanders
Van Service, of Springfield, Mo, in full
settlement of all clalms against the United
States. Such sum represents the cost of
transportation charges for the moving of
the household goods of Alfred Wayne Chit-
tenden, United States Army, bill of lading
WQ 16050777 from Springfield, Mo., to Okla-
homa City, Okla., on November 23, 1943:
Provided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be pald or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemd guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 2, line 2, strike out “in excess of
10 percent thereof.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

WALTER H. BERRY

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6961)
for the relief of Walter H. Berry.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Walter H. Berry,
of Washington, Ind., the sum of §1,097.30, in
full satisfaction of his clalm against the
United States for salary for the period May
10, 1947, to September 2, 1947, during which
he was erroneously separated from his CAF-7
civil-service position at the United States
Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane, Ind.: Pro-
vided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated In this act in excess of 10 percent
thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re-
ceived by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwithstanding.
Any person violating the provisions of this
act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined
in any sum not exceeding $1,000.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 11, strike out “in excess of 10
per centum thereof.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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NICOLAOS PAPATHANASIOU

The Clerk called the bill (8. 528) for
the relief of Nicolaos Papathanasiou.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act Nico-
laos Papathanasiou shall be held and con-
sidered to have been lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence as of
the date of the enactment of this act, upon
payment of the required visa fee. Upon the
granting of permanent residence to such
alien as provided for in this act, the Secre-
tary of State shall instruct the proper quota-
control officer to deduct one number from
the appropriate quota for the first year that
such quota is available.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

LOUTFIE KALIL NOMA

The Clerk called the bill (5. 749) for
the relief of Loutfie Kalil Noma (also
known as Louifie Slemon Noma or
Loutfie Noama).

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Loutfie Kalil Noma (also known as Loutfie
Slemon Noma or Loutfie Noama) shall be
held and considered to have been lawfully
admitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment of
this act, upon payment of the required visa
fee. Upon the granting of permanent resi-
dence to such alien as provided for in this
act, the Secretary of State shall instruct the
proper quota-control officer to deduct one
number from the appropriate quota for the
first year that such quota is available.

Mr. WALTER. Myr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WALTER: Strike
out the period at the end of the bill, sub-
stituting a colon therefor, and add the fol-
lowlng: “Provided, That a suitable and
proper bond or undertaking, approved by the
Attorney General, be deposited as prescribed
by section 213 of the sald act.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EVANGELOS DEMETRE KARGIOTIS

The Clerk called the bill (8. 1212) for
the relief of Evangelos Demetre Kar-
giotis.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, for the purposes
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Evangelos Demetre Eargiotis shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully admit-
ted to the United States for permanent resi-
dence as of the date of the enactment of this
act, upon payment of the required visa fee.
Upon the granting of permanent residence
to such alien as provided for in this act, the
Secretary of State shall Instruct the proper
quota-control officer to deduct one number
from the appropriate quota for the first year
that such quota is available.
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The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

RICHARDSON CORP.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R, 1473)
for the relief of Richardson Corp.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury be, and he is hereby, author-
ized and directed to pay, out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the
sum of $2,601.10 to Richardson Corp,, of
Rochester, N. Y., in full settlement of all
claims against the United States. Such sum
represents drawback of tax on the distilled
spirits alleged to have been used {n the man-
ufacture of nonbeverage products during the
quarter April 1 to June 30, 1955: Provided,
That no part of the amount appropriated in
this act in excess of 10 percent thereof shail
be paid or delivered to or received by any
agent or attorney on account of services ren-
dered in connection with this claim, and the
same shall be unlawful, any contract to the
contrary notwithstanding. Any person vio-
lating the provisions of this act shall be
deemed gullty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

HARRY N. DUFF

The Clerk called the bill (H, R. 1695)
for the relief of Harry N. Duff.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, notwithstanding
the statute of limitation, jurisdiction is
hereby conferred upon the United States
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of Harry
N. Duff, of Denver, Colo., for injuries sus-
tained as the result of military service, and
his eligibility for retirement for physical dis-
ability. The court shall have such juris-
diction if sult is instituted within one year
after the date of the enactment of this act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

CARL J. WARNEKE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 3720)
for the relief of Carl J. Warneke.

There heing no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, notwithstanding
any statute of limitation, jurisdiction is
hereby conferred upon the United States
Court of Claims to hear, determine, and
render judgment upon the claim of Carl J.
Warneke, of Chicago, Ill., for disabilities sus-
tained as the result of exposure to mercury
and arsenic contact while working with the
War Production Board, Chicago, Ill., during
1944. Such suit may be instituted at any
time within 6 months after the date of en-
actment of this act: Provided, That pro-
ceedings for the determination of such
claim, and appeal from, and payment there-
on, shall be in the same manner as in the
case of claims over which the Court of Claims
has jurisdiction as now provided by law.
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The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the able.

REAL PROPERTY IN SAN JACINTO,
TEX.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4768)
to quiet title and possession with respect
to certain real property in the county of
San Jacinto, Tex.,, and authorizing
named parties to bring suit for title and
possession of same.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the United States
hereby release, remises, and quitclaims all
right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to the following described tracts of
land situated in the county of San Jacinto,
Tex., to the person or persons who would,
except for any claim of right, title, and inter-
est in and to such land on the part of the
United States, be entitled thereto under the
laws of the State of Texas: Provided, how-
ever, That if such persons are unable to
agree with the United States as to the title
to, and possession of, and the description of
the property to be quitclaimed by the
United States, jurisdiction is hereby con-
ferred on the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas, Houston
Division, to adjudicate such controversies,
and the parties hereinafter named in groups
1 through 6, respectively, are hereby granted
permission and authorized to bring suit or
sults in sald court against the United States
of America for the title and possession of,
and for damages to, the following described
tracts of land, numbered 1 through 6, re-
spectively, In the corresponding numerical
order:

GROUP ONE

G. A, Ott, F. M. (Marion) Ott, James E.
Faulkner, and Jeff Cochran.

GROUP TWO

T. R. (Tom) Bowen and wife, Mrs. T. R.
(Tom) Bowen, Sylvester Bowen, and James
E. Faulkner.

GROUP THREE

Elizabeth McMurrey, a feme sole, indlvid-
ually and as administratrix of the Estate of
V. W. McMurrey, deceased, and James E.
Faulkner,

GROUP FOUR

W. G. Mizell and wife, Mrs. W. G. Mizell,
and James E. Faulkner.

GROUP FIVE
Rachel Faulkner, James E. Faulkner, and
Elgin Matthews.
* GROUP SIX
Bevel Enloe, Ben Brown, Minnie Cherry
and husband, Manuel Cherry, B, E, Whitton,
J. F. Whitton, C. E. O'Briant, Barney
O'Briant, James Whitton, T. V. Yeager, Wil-
mer Yeager, Cassie Yeager, Giadys Lilley
and husband Alvin Lilley, George Enloe, Jim
Enloe, Ed Enloe, T. F. Enloe, Carrie Vickery
and husband J. A. Vickery, Della Ott and
husband G. A. Ott, Ernestine Puckett and
husband Floyd Puckett, Lucille Mosely and
husband Thosmas Mosely, Ethel Thomas
and husband Bruce Thomas, Helen Lilley
and husband Jamie Lilley, Birtie Lilley, a
feme sole, Udell McIlvain, Robble Alvin
(Mickey) McIlvain, Celestia Fowler and hus-
band J. C. Fowler, Sldney Whitmire, Clyde
Whitmire, Claude Whitmire, Dolly Grimme
and husband H. A. Grimme, Bonita Perdon
and husband Earl Perdon, R. L. Whitmire,
Rose McMillan, Lee McMillan, Odis Mat-
thews, Ruby Plander, George H. Plander,
Dorothy Plander, Eddle Plander, L. C. Mat-
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thews, Trulee Matthews, Arvil Matthews,
Jermina Blicham and husband Robert Gene
Blicham, Mrs. Dorothy Matthews, a feme
sole, Bobby Jean Matthews, David Matthews,
Jewell Edna Matthews, Annie Mae Shean,
L. D. Shean, Clareed Taylor, F. W. Taylor,
Pauline Taylor, W. H. Taylor, Ruth Driver,
Billey Driver, Margaret Simmons, W. F. Sim-
mons, J. V. Hickman, Elmer Hickman, Ernest
Hickman, and James E. Faulkner,

TRACT ONE

Being an undivided one-half interest in
that certain 160 acres of land, more or less,
in and a part of the James W. Robinson
league or survey, situated in San Jacinto
County, Tex,, described in a deed from H. W.
C. Bittick and wife A. B. (Bell) Bittick to
I. I. Ott, bearing date of October 7, 1897, and
recorded in volume Z, page 545, Deed Records
of San Jacinto County, Tex., and also that
land described in a deed from J. N. Bittick
and Alma Bittick to Clara Ott, dated No-
vember 2, 1903, and recorded in volume Z,
page 548, Deed Records of San Jacinto
County, Tex., and also that land deseribed
in a deed recorded in volume Z, page 544,
Deed Records of San Jacinto County, Tex.,
and in an instrument of conveyance from
G. A. Ott to James E. Faulkner and Jefl
Cochran, dated April 12, 1950, and recorded
in volume 56, pages 483, et seq., Deed Records
of San Jacinto County, Tex., to which deeds,
instruments and records reference is here
made for a full and complete description of
said land and for all purposes, such land
being more particularly deseribed by metes
and bounds as follows, to wit:

Beginning on the south boundary line of
said Robinson league T07 vrs from the south-
east corner of same, it being the southwest
corner of the J. 8. (A) Finn survey estab-
lished by retracing the boundaries originally
marked on the ground, a pine mkd X brs 8 44
W 6 vrs, & sweet gum brs W 84 vrs;

Thence S 401, W 750 vrs to a stake from
which a magnolia brs 8 25 E 4.2 vrs; another
brs N 41 W 5.4 vrs;

Thence north 401, W 920 vrs to a stake
from which a pin oak 20 in in dia brs 8. 53
E 3.2 vrs another 16 in in dia brs 8 27T W
3.2 vrs;

Thence north 491 E 530 vrs to west bank
of Winters Bayou a stake from which a syca-
more 6 in in dia brs S 70 W 5.8 vrs another
brs W 20 E 7.4 vrs:

Thence down and with the meanderings of
sald bayou, general course S 844 E 633 vrs
to a stake from which a sweet gum 18 in in
dia brs N 63 E 4.8 vrs and a magnolia 15 in
in dia brs S 69 E 8.6 vrs to a stake;

Thence S 66 E at 622 vrs intersected sald
league line a stake from which an ash 18
in in dia brs 8 53 W 5 vrs and a red oak 10
in in dia brs northwest 7.6 vrs;

Thence 5 4914 W with said Robinson league
or survey line to the place of beginning, con-
taining 160 acres of land, more or less.

TRACT TWO

That certain tract of land composing
thirty-two and one-tenth acres of land, be-
ing a part of the L. A. Gosse six hundred and
forty-acre survey situated in San Jacinto
County, Texas, in the New Hope community
about sixteen miles south of Coldsprings,
Texas, more particularly described by metes
and bounds as follows, to-wit:

Beginning at the southwest corner of said
L. A. Gosse survey, same being common with
the southeast corner of the Willlam Dobie
survey on the north boundary line of the
D. M. Bullock survey, an iron car axle stake
for corner from which a pine 3 in in dia mkd
X brs 8.9 W. 1.6 vrs, a sweet gum 3 in in dia
mkd X brs N. 62 W 2.1 vrs, a sweet gum 6 in
in dia mkd X brs N 18 E 2.5 vrs and a pine
6 in in dia mkd X brs E 3.9 vrs;

Thence N 2 W 204 vrs to a 1" X 8" iron
bar stake painted red for corner, from which
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a 50-inch black gum brs N 80 W. 43 vrs a
white oak 20 in in dia brs N 30 W 8 vrs and a
pine 4 in in dia brs 8 52 E 3.3 vrs;

Thence N 88 E along an old fence row at
889 vrs a stake for corner from which a 2 in
iron pipe painted red brs N 83 E 43 vrs, a
white oak 14 in in dia mkd X in fence corner
brs S 86 E 54 vrs, a 14 inch iron pine brs 8
85 E 6 vrs, a 3 inch pine brs N 24 E 2.3 wis;

Thence 8 2 E 207 vrs to a stake for corner
on the south boundary line of said L. A.
Gosse survey on the north boundary line
of the James Patterson survey (abstract No.
243), from which a sweet gum 20 in in dia
mkd X brs 8 10 W 2.7 vrs;

Thence West with sald Gosse south
boundary line, same being also the north
boundary line of said Patterson survey 97.2
vrs to the common corner of the David M.
Bullock survey and the James Patterson
survey on the South Gosse boundary line
(same being the NEC of sald Bullock survey
and the NWC of said Patterson survey) a
stake for such common corner from which a
pine 3 In in dia mkd X brs N 48!, W 1 vr; a
double Fork Pin Oak mkd XX brs 8 79 E
5 vwrs and a pin oak 3 in in dia mkd X
brs 8 1 W 14 vrs (old original witness and
bearing trees gone);

Thence continuing with said L. A. Gosse
South boundary line, same being common
with the David M. Bullock survey North
boundary line S 88 W 793 vrs to the place of
begluning, containing 32.1 acres of land.

TRACT THREE

Those certain tracts of land situated in
the BBB & C RR Co. Survey (Abst. No. 82)
and the George Taylor League or Survey
(Abst. No. 292) and being the same lands
conveyed to Jim McMurrey by G. I. Turnley,
by deeds dated July 9, 1917, March 1, 1918,
and March 6, 1918, respectively, and re=
corded In Volume 12, pages 247, 248, and 311,
respectively, of the Deed Records of San Ja-
cinto County, Texas;

Those two certain tracts conveyed to Jim
McMurrey by J. M. Hansbro under dates of
March 2, 1918, and April 13, 1918, recorded
in Volume 12, pages 251 and 241, respectively,
of the Deed Records of San Jacinto County,
Texas;

That certain tract of land described in a
deed of February 26, 1018, from L. T. Sloan
to Jim McMurrey, recorded in Volume 13,
page 246, Deed Records of San Jacinto
County, Texas;

That certain tract of land deseribed in a
deed of March 25, 1918, from C. W. Robinson
to Jim McMurrey, recorded In Volume 12,
page 346, Deed Records of San Jacinto
County, Texas;

That certain tract of land described in a
deed of April 2, 1918, from J. W. Merrell et
al, to Jim McMurrey, recorded in Volume 12,
page 844, Deed Records of San Jacinto
County, Texas;

That certain tract of land described In a
deed of record in Volume 12, page 401, Deed
Records of San Jacinto County, Texas, from
Helen M. Jessup et al. to Jim McMurrey.

Reference to above deeds and the records
thereof being here now made for a full and
complete description of saild land(s) and
Tor all legal purposes.

TRACT FOUR

Being 11.3 acres, more or less, out and a
part of the Wm. R. Goode League or Survey
(Abstract No. 136), more particularly de-
scribed by metes and bounds as follows,
to-wit:

Beginning at the Southwest corner of the
James Youngblood or what is known as the
Boyd or James Youngblood 180 acre tract
out of and a part of sald Wm. R. Goode Sur-
vey, and which corner is West 150 vrs and
North 75 vrs from the Northeast corner of
the L. R. Pearson 953 acre tract, and which
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is also an “L" corner of the Wm. R. Goode
Burvey, said corner being in an old field;

Thence north following the West line of
said 180 acre tract at 319 vrs pass the south-
east corner of said Youngblood 50 acre tract,
and the northeast corner of the Hiram Pur-
kerson 50 acre tract out of the sald 180 acre
tract, and continuing north at 849 vrs pass
the northeast corner of the Youngblood 50
acre tract at 1100 vrs to the old original
corner of the Boyd or James Younghlood 180
acre tract, a stake from which a gum 22 in
in dia brs S 40 E 12 vrs this point and corner
being the beginning point or corner of the
11.3 acres involved and described in Clause
No. 3701, styled “Foster Lumber Company vs.
W. G. Mizell” in the Distriet Court of San
Jacinto County, Texas, and therein decreed
{o the said W. G. Mizell;

Thence north 77 vrs to a stake from which
a pine 5 inches in diameter brs N 82 W 2 vrs
and a pine 5 in in dia brs 8 75 E 3.3 vrs,
this point being 149 vrs south of the south
line of the P. H, Cannon 963 acre tract out
of said Goode Burvey;

Thence east along and following the old
divisional line through the Goode survey
to a stake for corner on the West bank of the
Ban Jacinto River, from which a pin oak 20
in in dia brs S 35 W 6 vrs, this distance being
82014 vrs;

Thence south along the following the
meanders of sald River to the northeast cor-
ner of the old original Boyd or Younghblood
180 acre tract, a corner on the Bank of the
old River at the northeast corner of an old
field;

Thence west along and following the old
original north line of said Boyd or Young-
blood 180 acre tract 829 vrs to the place of
beginning, containing 11.3 acres of land, more
or less, and being the same land awarded
and decreed to the said W. G, Mizell and de-
scribed in a judgment rendered and entered
in cause No. 3701, styled “Foster Lumber
Company vs. W. G. Mizell” on the 16th day
of February, 1926, by the district court of
Ban Jacinto County, Texas, recorded in Vol-
ume J, pages 332, et seq., minutes of the
said District Court, reference to which is here
now made for all purposes.

TRACT FIVE

Being 494 acres of land, more or less, of
the Watson Estate, a part of the Vital Flores
League or Survey (Abst No. 14) situated
about 8 miles southwest of Coldsprings,
Texas, bounded on the Northwest by the
Grover Ellisor Estate (formerly the old John
Henry Kirby Tract), on the northeast by
the old R. D. Denson and Santa Fe Tie &
Lbr Co. (U. S. A.) tract, on the south and
southeast by the U, S. A. forest lands, and
on the west and southwest by the paved
farm-to-market road leading from Evergreen
to Cleveland, Texas farm road No, 2025, and
more particularly described by metes and
bounds as follows, to-wit:

Beginning at corner No. 7 of a 267 acre
(more or less) U. 8. A. forest tract known
as sald government’s tract “J13" being the
most northern corner of land formerly owned
by Lila Cochran and H. 8. Lilley, a 1'* iron
pipe stake for corner witnessed by marked
and blazed bearing trees; (sald corner being
on the common boundary line between said
Vital Flores and the James Rankin, Jr., sur-
veys);

Thence north 50 W with said Common
boundary line of and between said Flores
and Rankin surveys, it being the line, 723
vrs to the stake for corner from which a 20
in sweet gum mkd X brs 8. 31 W 10 vrs,
and a 10 In sweet gum mkd X brs S 83
W 6 vrs, and a 20 in forked pine mkd X

brs N 77 E 3 vrs, sald corner being common
with the most eastern or northeastern corner

of sald old Kirby (Ellisor) tract;

Thence S 40 W 415 vrs with the southeast
boundary line of said old Kirby (Ellisor)
tract, it being the line to stake for corner
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in the right-of-way of said Paved farm road,
same being a northern corner of the old
J. O. H. Bennett tract;

Thence 8 36 E with and down sald Farm
Road, it being the line 3456 vrs to a stake
for corner in the northwest boundary line
of said U, B. A. forest tract where same in-
tersects said road, said corner being N 77
E 240 vrs from corner 6 of sald U. 8. A,
“J13" tract, saild stake and corner being
witnessed by mkd and blazed bearing trees;

Thence N 77 E with the Northwest bound-
ary line of said U. 8. A. tract “J13" it being
the line 630 vrs to the place of beginning,
containing 49.4 acres, more or less.

TRACT SIX

An undivided one-half interest in the fol-
lowing 80 acres of land, more or less, being a
part of the James W, Robinson League or
survey, Abstract No. 45, situated in San
Jacinto County, Texas, more particularly
described by metes and bounds as follows:

Beginning at the southwest corner of a
32 acre tract owned or formerly owned by
A. J. Bruner, said corner being a 20 in black
gum mkd X;

Thence S 16 deg 54’ West along the south-
erly projection of the West line of the said
Bruner 32 acre tract, a distance of 473 vrs
to a point for the southwest corner of the
herein described tract;

Thence south 77 deg 52' East 953.3 vrs to
a point for corner;

Thence north 17 deg East 473 vrs to the
Southeast corner of the P. L. Robberson 32
acre tract, being a concrete monument
marked J-364 (or J-365) from which monu-
ment a 6" Pin Oak mkd U, 8. B, T. brs South
6 West 12.1 vrs and a 9'' pine mkd U. 8. B. T.
brs 8 72 W 20 vrs;

Thence north 72 deg 44’ West with the
south line of the said Robberson 32 acre
tract, 3856.4 vrs to the southwest corner of
same, being the southeast corner of the W. A,
Johnson 16 acre tract;

Thence north 78 deg 01" West with the
south line of sald W. A. Johnson 16 acre tract
and the south line of the aforesald Bruner
32 acre tract, a total distance of 568.7 vrs
to the place of beginning, containing 80 acres
of land, more or less,

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike the language contained in lines 3
to 9, inclusive, on page 1, and lines 1 through
13 on page 2 of the bill and insert: “That
jurisdiction is hereby conferred notwith-
standing the lapse of time, laches, or stat-
utes of limitation, on the United States
District Court for the Southern District of
Texas, Houston Division, to hear, determine,
and render judgment on the claims and con-
troversies of the parties hereinafter named
in groups 1 through 6, respectively, con-
cerning the title and possession of, and for
damages to the land included within the
following described tracts of land, num-
bered 1 through 6, respectively, in corre-
sponding numerical order; and those parties
are hereby granted permission and are au-
therized to bring sult or suits in sald court
against the United States of America for the
title and possession of, and for damages to
the land inecluded within the tracts de-
scribed herein.”

The committee
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table,

amendment was

FILOMENA AND EMIL FERRARA

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4174)
for the relief of Filomena and Emil
Ferrara.

July 2

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HEMPHILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

MAJ. HAROLD J. O'CONNELL

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 6492)
for the relief of Maj. Harold J. O'Con-~
nell.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be
passed over without prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.

WIDOW AND CHILDREN OF JOHN E.
DONAHUE

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 4986)
for the relief of the widow and children
of John E. Donahue.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That in the adminis-
tration of the Civil Service Retirement Act
of May 29, 1930 (as in effect on June 24,
1954), John E. Donahue, deceased, former
employee of the Department of Agriculture,
shall be deemed to have been retired on
June 24, 1954, pursuant to section 8 of such
act, and to have elected at such time, pur-
suant to section 4 (b) of such act, to receive
a reduced annuity and an annuity after
death payable to his widow, Mary E. Dona-
hue, The benefits payable to the widow and
children of John E. Donahue shall not be
paid unless an amount equal to the amount
paid from the civil service retirement and
disability fund pursuant to section 12 (f) of
the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29,
1930 (as in effect on June 24, 1954), on
account of the death of John E. Donahue, is
redeposited in such fund within 6 months
from the date of enactment of this act with
interest thereon at the rate of 3 percent
per annum for the period beginning on the
date on which such amount was paid from
such fund and ending on the date on which
such redeposit is made.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

MRS. LYMAN C. MURPHEY

The Clerk called the bill (H, R. 6528)
for the relief of Mrs. Lyman C. Murphey.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to Mrs. Lyman C.
Murphey, Avondale Estates, Ga., the wid-
ow of Lyman C. Murphey (Veterans' Admin-
istration claim No. XC3862082), a sum equal
to the amount which would have been paid
to, or on behalf of, the two minor children of
the said veteran for the period beginning
January 25, 1945, and ending March 8, 1953,
both dates inclusive, if a claim for pension,
by or on behalf of such minor children, had
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been filed with the Administrator of Veter-
ans’ Affalrs within 1 year after the death of
the sald Lyman C. Murphey, and had been
allowed: Provided, That no part of the
amount paid under this section in excess of
10 percent thereof shall be paid or delivered
to or received by any agent or attorney on
account of services rendered in connection
with this claim, and the same shall be un-
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith-
standing. Any person violating the provi-
slons of this act shall be deemed guilty of a
misdeameanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding
$1,000.

Sec. 2. The Adminlstrator of Veterans'
Affairs shall certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury the sum which is to be pald to Mrs.
Lyman C. Murphey under the first section of
this act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

LAND CONVEYANCE IN PRAIRIE
COUNTY, ARK.

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 2259)
to provide for the conveyance of all right,
title, and interest of the United States
to certain real property in Prairie Coun-
ty, Ark.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
Agriculture is hereby authorized and di-
rected, upon payment to the United States
of the sum of 8175, to convey to Clayton F.
Ames and Maxine R. Ames, his wife, of West
Memphis, Ark., all right, title, and in-
terest of the United States in and to the real
property part of the southeast quarter of the
southeast quarter of the northwest quarter,
section 17, township 4 north, range 4 west,
of the fifth principal meridian, in the north-
ern district of Prairie County, Ark., more
particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the quarter corner on the
north line of said section 17, which point
is the intersection of centerlines of an east
and west county road and a county road
bearing south 00 degrees 50 minutes west,
run thence south 00 degrees 50 minutes west
along the centerline of sald county road a
distance of 2,170.2 feet to the point of begin-
ning; run thence south 77 degrees 21 minutes
west a distance of 311.2 feet to the northeast
bank of Spring Lake; thence followng the
meander line of the northeast bank of Spring
Lake in a southerly direction to the point
of intersection with the south line of the
southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of
the northwest quarter of said section 17;
thence run easterly on the south line of the
southeast quarter of the southeast quarter
of the northwest quarter of said section 17 to
a point at the southeast corner of the north-
west quarter of said section 17; thence run
north on the east line of the southeast quar-
ter of the southeast quarter of the northwest
quarter of said section 17 to the point of
beginning.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 4, after the word “directed”,
insert “upon payment to the United States
of the sum of $175.”

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.
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GRANTING OF THE STATUS OF
PERMANENT RESIDENCE TO CER-
TAIN ALIENS

The Clerk called the resolution (H.
Con. Res. 194) approving the granting of
the status of permanent residence to
certain aliens.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the resolution, as follows:

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Con-
gress approves the granting of the status of
permanent residence in the case of each
alien hereinafter named, in which case the
Attorney General has determined that such
alien is qualified under the provisions of sec-
tion 6 of the Refugee Relief Act of 1953, as
amended (67 Stat, 403; 68 Stat, 1044):

A-8155735, Aikler, Mirko alias Emilio
Federico Alkler.

A-10170861, Apanowicz, Boleslaw.

A-10035418, Baldois, Marija.

A-9825049, Bonk, Pawel Frank or Paul
Bonk.

0300-462272, Chang, George Teh-Lai.

A-8888549, Chang, Sen Dou.

A-9694446, Chang, You Ding also known as
Ah Za Wang.

A-8205758, Chao, Beatrice Jung-Chuan,

A-6694109, Chen, Chi Ta.

A-6851660, Chen, Joseph Yeh also known
as Chang Bao Chen.

A-7202753, Cheng, Liang.

A-8103705, Chi, Li.

A-6457633, Chin, Ming Liang.

V-184874, Choy, Shih Hung.

A-T439685, Choy, Shew Ming Elp.

A-7835335, Ding, Joan Jo-An.

A-T7274682, Dunn, Sally Sung-Lih.

A-8933695, Gay, Ng Seow or Manuel Kaua.

A-7388015, Hildeshaim, Mojsze.

A-8846028, Hildeshaim, Ita.

A-8938343, Huang, May Sze-Chin,

E-094444, Kal, Choung.

A-6854733, Kao, Hslang-Sung.

A-8960635, Kao, Li-Nan Kwan.

A-9694263, Kilt, Low Ah.

A-6026549, Eing, Hslen Tsu.

T-1613805, King, Eosin Chu.

T-1613806, King, Linda.

A-10170902, Kolumbic, Viekoslav.,

A-10170901, Kolumbie, Stanislav.

A-T366623, Ku, Feng Shen,

A-9804796, Lau, Foo Kwal,

A-2201853, Lee, John Koo.

A-8891582, Lee, Ronald Shao Nan, also
known as Shao Nan Lee.

A-10130368, Li, Thomas Chang-Jen,

1300-128711, Low, James, also known as
Lau, Yuk.

A-9709772, Low, You, or Low Yow, or Low
Cheu.

A-8301804, Lusik, Valev Valentin.

0300-301304, Maerz, Alla.

E-094647, Nee, Fred, also known as Nee
Kao Hong.

A-B956186, Pettersson, Sing Ye, also known
as Sadie Sing Yee Pettersson (nee Romahn),
(nee Wong), Sing Yee.

A-9562348, Que, Cheng Sim,

A-8825046, Reichel, Stefan.

A-9542507, Slew, Wong.

A-8055441, Stark, Simon.

A-10052787, Bun, Chi Fong Tyen.

A-1006432, Sun, Eeh-John,

A-T7243268, Svagna, Silvo.

0300-457385, Tan, Annie Hsu.

A-T277350, Tang, Edward Yau Chien, for=
merly Wau Chien Tang.

A-T143030, Tawil, Esther.

A-6684206, Teng, Celia, or Celia Hsi-Lee
Tseng, or Celia Marie Teng.

A-T462147, Wu, Edith Hsiu-Hwel.

A-6699876, Wu, Irene Hsueh.

A6986541, Yu, Alex Shih-Ge.

A-10465773, Yung, Nee Shu.

A-10465771, Ming, Wen Lyna Hsu.

A-T7882493, Yung, Richard Chih Shin,
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E-084468, Chang, Ming Wah.

A-T174560, Chen, Ming Li.

A-7274978, Chu, David Bao-Shan,

A-10436781, Chu, Foong Nan.

A-T141139, Hsu, Immanuel C, ¥. also known
as Chung Yueh Hsu.

A-T118843, Huang, Siu-Lien.

0300-401127, Kai, Chan.

A-9562508, Kwee, Wah Kia.

A-7837182, Liu, Hsing Yueh (Fred).

A-6848619, Sun, Hen Teh.

A-6967368, Tao, Samuel Shao also known
as Shao Ming Tao.

A-T096300, Tso, Chih Hui or Sister Mary
Evangelist Tso.

A-6848002, Wang, Julla (nee Julia Chin
Yun Ho).

A-T356395, Geng, George Yuen-Hsioh.

A-10085249, Hsla, Chen.

173/427, Keung, Liu Chung.

A-8996626, Kolumbic, Kresimir.

173/426, Liu, Suey Har Lee.

173/428, Liu, Boy Foon (Betty).

173/429, Liu, Dung Koon (John).

173/430, Liu, Dung Non (Billy).

0300-288731, Liao, Suzanne also known as
Liao Kia-Pao.

A-10060260, Libe, Kalju.

A-T279631, Paszternak, Riza.

A-8000633, Shannir, Kasim Ismail.

0300467737, Tsing, Min-Ye.

0300-346587, Tsing, Su-Tsen.

A-6258475, Wang, James Chia-Fang.

0300-458459, Yang, Helen Cheng Chao,

0300-468334, Yen, Grace Chuin Ying.

0300-468332, Yen, Alice Hua Ying,

A-0946127, Yen, Yang-Chu James.

0300-459487, Behrs, Amalie formerly Ama=-
lie Eiviranna (nee Amalie Pavel).

A-10087975, Chien, Pien Kiang.

A-9783058, Chin, Chi Tien.

A-1693463, Fan, Paul Hsiu Tsu.

A-1003405, Fan, Joyce Sik-Ho Wang.

A-T396740, Hsu, David Pin.

A-T444631, Lee, Lester Shin Pel.

0300-462434, Liang, Maisie Mei-Hsl.

A-B703208, Lin, Sping.

A-T606419, Liu (Vera), Hsi Yen (nee Wong-
Quincey).

A-6271443, Liu, Vi Cheng.

A-9825070, Luzny, George.

A-T7286073, Mui, Daniel Fook Kee,

A-9825053, Pustulka, Boleslaw.

A-T7805943, Shane, Catherine Yen (nee
Shih-Ping Yen).

A-10401836, Sheng, Hung Tao.

A-9825073, Sokolowski, Witold Stanislaw.

A-T967355, Sung, Zel Ling.

A-8038957, Sung, Chi Wha (Gladys).

A-8038959, Sung, Chi Ming (Mary).

A-8038960, Sung, Chi Chang (John).

A-8132662, Sung, Chi Tak (James).

A-8038958, Sung, Chi Ching (Thomas).

A-10188700, Sung, Chi Ewan (William).

A-9825136, Trykowski, Jan Zygmunt,

A-8285563, Wai, Angli.

E-118826, Wal, Fong Yok also known as
Yok Wai Fong, Fong Yok Square.

A-9669272, Wee, Foo Kia.

A-8190602, Wee, Lee Sung.

A-T417146, Yang, Ah Poa.

A-10237804, Yee, Lee.

A-10088693, Yip, Kiu or Pip Kiu also
known as Wing Yip.

A-6040537, Balley, Flower also known as
Te Ling Chang and Chank Te Ling,

A-T190921, Cerny, Helena.

0300-371967, Chao, Tsung-Hu Lee also
known as Polly Tsung-Hu Lee Chao,

0300-381266, Chao, Grace Yao-Ping.

0300-371975, Chao, Faith Yao-¥Yu.

0300-371968, Chao, George Yao-Tung.

A-8103763, Cheng, Helen formerly Helen
Mien-Mien Yu.

A~6847996, Cheng, Lu I.

A-T952707, Genger, Josef,

A-6503242, Grabie, Majer.

A-T202660, Grable, Mariasza or Masha.

A-T7202661, Grabie, Morris or Mojsze Towia.

A-6405954, Hsu, Eugene (Ting Chen),

A-T057890, Hsu, Kenneth Jing-Hwa.
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A-7092721, Laing, Yung also known as
Laing Yung.

A-10073320, Lee, Dong Sep.

V-1505818, Ng, Seld Young also known as
Wu, Seid Young also known as Wu, Chung
Poh.

A-10138853, Sang, Mon Loy alias Wen Lal
Sung.

A-0015504, Seng, Foo Ah.

A-0084621, Sung, Woo Chen.

A-6848699, Tang, Philip Jen-Chien.

0300461961, Wang, Eleanor Bei-Lee.

A-T386139, Wang, Samuel Chia-Cheng.
~ A-D634988, Wee, Lee Sung.

A-6500397, Berger, Herman also known as
Mikulas Federwelsz,

A-T367968, Berger, Kalman.

A-8396664, Chen, Wen-Chao.

A-B845070, Chen, Mary Lilia (Ch'un Jen),
(nee Chao).

A-0634307, Juat, Tan Chin,

A-6953077, Langer, Abraham Leopold.

V-885058, Li, Hsien-Kuan Hugo.

V-885069, King, Wei-Lien.

T-357493, Lee, Barbara (Bei Bel).

0300-469249, L1, Tsung Jen.

A-10245429, Li, Teh-Chieh Kuo also known
&s Tah-Chieh EKuo.

A-10245428, Li, Jackson also known as Jee
Ben Li.

A-6848144, Loh, Yu-Cheng also known as
Eugene Loh.

A-8015357, Moh, Jim or James Chin,

A-10210252, Pao, Peter Sien-Kwel or Sien
Ewel Pao.

A-2023266, Suksdorf, Juri Johannes.

A-6404843, Tsal, Wu.

A-9825090, Witkowski, Stanislaw.

0300-376850, Yen, Flora Chow.

A-T7248479, Ching, Tao Pu.

A-9825103, Cielenkiewicz, Ryszard Emil.

A-10077721, Hop, Leung or Long Hop.

A-4949822, Ing, Wen Pei.

A-61T71332, Mo, Sung Shen.

A-5448785, Mo, Chen Wel.

E-094520, Ng, Hing also known as Wu Yu
Wah.

_ A-B091377, Pyn, Lee also known as Lee
Ping.

A-8803285, Yen, Esther Kwang Tzu.

A-6806304, Yu, Shih-Cheng also known as
Michael Shih-Cheng Yu.

A-6806306, Yu, Ya-Ming (nee Chai), also
Enown as Lucia ¥Ya-Ming Yu.

A-10625683, Chang, Fu Yun,

A-6848003, Chen, Yun Chieh or James Y.
Chen.

A-T805844, Dao, Therese Tsu-Yin.

A-8055411, Dembitzer, David.

0400-58439, Huang, Yu-Kuan (Chen Ching
Chen).

A-T7988129, Jakobovits, Vietor.

A-10130803, Kung, Edward Yen Chung.

A-T7364704, Lee, William Weil-Yen (Li, Wel-
Yen)., !

Al0075777, Liu, Ah Fong or Liu Ah Fong.

A-6847867, Loo, Shu Hsin or Mary Agnes
Loo or Agnes Shu-Hsin Jen.

0300461048, Lu, Nora Ellen.

0300-458204, Sze, Wu Fook.

A-6847791, Tung, Charles Pao-Chun also
known as Tung Pao-Chun.

0300-78518, Wu, Lily also known as Yu
Sue Wu also known as Oij Eng.

A-7028484, Wu, Judith also known as Teh
Jean Wu.

A-8106443, Chao, Yung Lai.

A-8955828, Chu, Hai-Chou.

0300433720, Huang, Wen Shan.

0300-456285, Huang, Lun Eun (nee
Cheng).

0300-456286, Huang, Yen Fu.

A-10237798, EKalnins, Arvids Bruno.

A-8712043, Lam, Jean Lu.

A-7897508, Lebovits, Laszlo.

A-7274352, Lin, Chun Chia.

A-9825086, Lojewski, Czeslaw Bogdan.

A-T7955278, Bun, Zee Ah. 4

A-10060602, Tsing, Jan Sing.

A-T418206, Yang, Sam Yuan-Chen.
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A-7805945, Wang, Helen, also known as
Mary Helen Therese Want.

A-6624719, Wang, Shou Ling also known as
Daniel Wang.

A-T8352589, Wu, Grace Ho-Lan or Grace Wu.

A-10035417, Balodis, Paulis Voldemars.

A-10073947, Behrsin, Roman.

A-10353028, Chang, Ta-Chung.

A-6848442, Chen, Shee-Ming or Chen Shee
Ming.

A-7286660, Chung, Lynn,

A-8065296, Gabor, Robert alias Robert
Goldstein.

A-B0B5287, Gabor, Elizabeth nee Fischer.

A-0825108, Jurkiewicz, Jerry formerly Jan
Jerzy Jurkiewlice.

A-T7560713, Koo, Hal-Chang Benjamin pres-
ently known as Benjamin Koo.

A-10075063, Lee, Esther Pel-Cheng Lim
formerly known as Esther Pei-Cheng Lim,

A-696T206, Ma, Chen-Luan.

A-9826075, Ptaszynski, Kazimierz.

0300-466218, Sing, Charles also known as
Wang Kao Chee also known as Wong Go Pse.

A-T319016, Stein, Stanley Marian.

E-118715, Taw, Ngiam Seng.

A-6448797, Wang, Philip Iching.

A-6975681, Yang, Thaddeus Wen-Hsien.

A-6855648, Yang, Grace EKwei-Ying (nee
Liu.)

A-T228327, Yung, Lydia Chih-Jui or Lydia
Yung.

A-8847641, Dan, John Si-Kiang.

A-6143220, Hsu, Charlotte Chien.

A-8845236, Loo, Jen Wan (Marle) (nee
Lee).

A-6818128, Lorincz, Jeno Eugene.

A-T364796, Muna, Nadeem Mitri.

A-10076751, Yin, Jen Ching or Charles Yin.

A-B967530, Zee, Chong Hung.

A-6224481, King, Glorla Euyang.

A-(G958561, Fu, Florence Luan-Fel,

A-6849456, Hwang, Ming Chao.

A-B0D4862, Janoyan, Hagop Apraham.

A-6142216, Lieu, Tse-Hsien.

0300-425030, Modzelewska, Jadwiga.

A-8106741, Modzelewski, Sgmunt Jan.

A-9029161, Nicolaou, Ion Dimitrios or John
Nicolau.

A-9541479, Tani, Johannes.

A-10416361, Weinberg, Hersel formerly Zvi
Weinberg.

A-9765919,
Cecco.

A-6986579, Yi, 8hu Ping.

0200-426380, You, Wong.

A-8102693, Anabtawi, Samir Nazmi.

A-11048303, Chu, Ting Chi.

A~-10237098, Chu, Grace Hsi.

A-T7983212, Chu, Rosalind,

A-10394745, Chu, Constance Pamela.

A-10237100, Chu, Kay.

A-10257554, Kovacs, Imre,

A-10259309, Zmurek, Andre Michael.

A-B217627, Zmurkowa, Irena Helena nee
Wasilkowska.

With the following committee amend-
ment: :

Page 3, line 10, strike out all of line 10.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

Cecco, Frank or Francesco

SYLVIA OTTILA TENYI

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1424)
for the relief of Sylvia Ottila Tenyi.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That, for the purposes
of section 205 (a) and section 203 (a) (3) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Sylvia
Ottila Tenyl shall be held and considered to
be the child of Irene Tenyl Petercsak as such
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term is defined in section 101 (b) (1) (A)
of the said act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert “That, for the purposes of
sections 203 (a) (3) and 205 of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Sylvia Ottila
Tenyl shall be held and considered to be the
child of Irene Tenyl Petercsak, a lawfully
resident alien of the United States.”

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

was

GILBERT B. MAR

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1677)
for the relief of Gilbert B. Mar.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 316 of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act relating to the re-
quired periods of residence and physical
presence within the United States, Gilbert
B. Mar may be naturalized at any time after
the date of the enactment of this act if
he is otherwise eligible for naturalization
under the Immigration and Nationality Act.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, line 3, strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert “That, for the
purposes of the Immigration and National-
ity Act, Gillbert B. Mar shall be held and
considered to have been lawfully admitted
to the United States for permanent resi-
dence as of September 22, 1948."

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.

ADMISSION IN THE UNITED STATES
OF CERTAIN ALIENS

The Clerk called the resolution (H. J.
Res. 373) to facilitate the admission
into the United States of certain aliens.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the resolution, as follows:

Resolved, etc.,, That, for the purposes of
section 101 (a) (27) (B) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, Clelia Cusano Puglia,
Magojl Nakashima, and Eiju Nakashima
shall be held to be classifiable as returning
resident aliens.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of the Immigra-
tlon and Nationality Act, Yotsu Yusawa
Heim shall be deemed to be a nonguota im-
migrant,

Sec. 3. For the purposes of sections 101
(a) (27) (A) and 206 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, Zmirah Mittelman
shall be held and considered to be the minor
alien child of Haim Mittelman, a citizen of
the United States.

Sec. 4. In the administration of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, Anna Marie
Deutch, the flancée of Edgar F. Sill, a citi-
zen of the United States, shall be eligible
for a visa as a nonimmigrant temporary
visitor for a period of 8 months: Provided,
That the administrative authorities find that
the sald Anna Marie Deutch is coming to the
United States with a bona fide intention of
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being married to the said Edgar F. Still and
that she is found otherwise admissible
under the immigration laws. In the event
the marriage between the above-named per-
sons does Dot occur within 3 months after
the entry of the said Anna Marie Deutch,
she shall be required to depart from the
United States and upon failure to do so shall
be deported in accordance with the provisions
of sections 242 and 243 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act. In the event that the
marriage between the above-named persons
shall oceur within 3 months after the entry
of the said Anna Marie Deutch, the At-
torney General is authorized and directed
to record the lawful admission for perma-
nent residence of the sald Anna Marie
Deutch as of the date of the payment by
her of the required visa fee.

Sec. 5. For the purposes of sections 203
(a) (2) and 205 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Anna Rossetti shall be held
and considered to be the mother of Mrs.
Leroy R. Kohne, a citizen of the United
States.

The resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN ALIENS

The Clerk called the resolution (H. J.
Res. 368) for the relief of certain aliens.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the resolution, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That, for the purposes of
the Immigration and Nationality Act, Guil-
lermina Peralta Anderson, Rodrigo Eulalio
Santa Ana-Alvarado, Rose Hannah Cox Fran-
sone (nee Garbutt), and Heleene Garbut
shall be held and considered to have been
lawfully admitted to the United States for
permanent residence as of the date of the
enactment of this act, upon payment of the
required visa fees.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, Juan Ysals-Mar-
tinez and Mrs. Inge Johnson shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment
of this act, upon payment of the required
visa fees, and upon compliance with such
conditions and controls which the Attorney
General, after consultation with the Sur-
geon General of the United States Public
Health Service, Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare may deem necessary to
impose: Provided, That, except in the case
of beneficiaries entitled to medical care under
the Dependents’ Medical Care Act (70
Stat. 250), suitable and proper bonds or
undertakings, approved by the Attorney Gen-
eral, be deposited as prescribed by section
213 of the Immigration and Nationality Act.

Sec. 3. For the purposes of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, Purificacion de
Peralta, Orletta Giardino, Irma Flora Bisses-
sar, Bessle Yu (nee Huang), Mohamed Abdul
Kerim, and Hans J. Bernick shall be held
and considered to have been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence as of the date of the enactment
of this act, upon payment of the required
visa fees: Provided, That a suitable and
proper bond or undertaking, approved by
the Attorney General, be deposited as pre-
seribed by section 213 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act in the case of Irma Flora
Bissessar. Upon the granting of permanent
residence to each alien as provided for in
this section of this act, if such alien was
classifiable as a quota immigrant at the time
of the enactment of this act, the Secretary
of State shall instruct the proper quota-con-
trol officer to reduce by one the quota for
fbe gquota area to which the allen is charge-
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able for the first year that such quota is
available.

SEc. 4. The Attorney General is authorized
and directed to cancel any outstanding orders
and warrants of deportation, warrant of
arrest, and bonds, which may have issued
in the case of Ludwik Ewasniewski. From
and after the date of the enactment of this
act, the said Ludwik Kwasniewski shall not
again be subject to deportation by reason
of the same facts upon which such deporta-
tion proceedings were commenced or any
such warrants and orders have issued.

The resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

WAVING CERTAIN PROVISIONS OF
SECTION 212 (A) OF THE IMMI-
GRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT
IN BEHALF OF CERTAIN ALIENS

The Clerk called the resolution (H. J.
Res. 367) to waive certain provisions of
section 212 (a) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act in behalf of certain
aliens.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the joint resolution, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That, notwithstanding the
provision of section 212 (a) (1) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Eva Glockner
may be issued a visa and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if she
is found to be otherwise admissible under the
provisions of that act: Provided, That a
suitable and proper bond or undertaking, ap-
proved by the Attorney General, be deposited
as prescribed by section 213 of the said act.

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (17) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act, Hjalmar Johan-
sen may be issued a visa and admitted to the
United States for permanent residence if he
is found to be otherwise admissible under the
provisions of that act.

Sec. 8. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9) and (12) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, Josefa Kujawa may
be issued a visa and admitted to the United
States for permanent residence if she is
found to be otherwise admissible under the
provisions of that act.

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Emmy B. Heinrichmeier, the
fiancée of Sgt. James W. Goetsch, a citizen
of the United States, shall be eligible for a
visa as a nonimmigrant temporary visitor for
a period of 3 months: Provided, That the
administrative authorities find that the said
Emmy B. Heinrichmeler is coming to the
United States with a bona fide intention of
being married to the said Sgt. James W,
Goetsch and that she is otherwise admissible
under the provislons of that act. In the
event the marriage between the above-named
persons does not oceur within 3 months after
the entry of the said Emmy B. Heinrichmeier,
she shall be required to depart from the
United States and upon failure to do so shall
be deported in accordance with the provisions
of sections 242 and 243 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act. In the event that the
marriage between the above-named persons
shall occur within 3 months after the entry
of the said Emmy B. Heinrichmeier, the At-
torney General is authorized and directed to
record the lawful admission for permanent
residence of the sald Emmy B. Heinrichmeier
as of the date of the payment by her of the
required visa fee.

Sec. 5. Notwithstanding the provision of
section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, Willem Fransen and Stefa-
nie Emilie Geiger Conrad may be issued visas
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and admitted to the TUnited States for
permanent residence if they are found to be
otherwise admissible under the provisions of
that act.

Sec. 6. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 212 (a) (9), (17), and (19) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act, Maria de
Jesus Alfaro de Martinez may be Issued a
visa and admitted to the United States for
permanent residence if she is found to be
otherwise admissible under the provisions of
that act.

Sec. 7. The exemptions provided for in this
act shall apply only to grounds for exclu-
sion of which the Department of State or the
Department of Justice had knowledge prior to
the enactment of this act.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 2, line 7, after the word "act”,
insert the following: “Christa Riblet (nee
Friese) and.”

On page 2, line 7, after the words “may
be issued”, strike out the words “a visa"
and insert in lieu therof “visas.”

On page 2, line 8, after the words “resi-
dence iI”, strike out “she is" and insert in
lieu thereof “they are.”

On page 3, line 10, after the name "Fran=-
sen', insert a comma and strike out the
word “and.”

On page 3, line 10, after the name “Con-
rad"”, insert the following: *and Bastiaan
Van Leeuwen."

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN REAL
PROPERTY OF THE UNITED
STATES TO THE FAIRVIEW CEME-
TERY ASSOCIATION, INC., WAHPE-
TON, N. DAK,

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1352) to
provide for the conveyance of certain
real property of the United States to the
Fairview Cemetery Association, Ine.,
Wahpeton, N, Dak.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of
the Interior shall convey to the Fairview
Cemetery Association, Inec., Wahpeton, N.
Dak., all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to the real property
described in section 2, together with all
improvements thereon upon payment by
such association te the United States of
the fair market value of the property as
determined by the Secretary of the Interior.

Sec. 2. The real property referred to in the
first section of this act is situated in the
county of Richland, State of North Dakota,
and Is more particularly described as follows:

North half of the southeast quarter of the
southeast quarter of section 6, township 132
north, range 47 west, fifth principal meridian,
comprising 20 acres.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

SALE OF CERTAIN LANDS OF THE
UNITED STATES IN WYOMING TO
BUD E. BURNAUGH

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1826)
to authorize the sale of certain lands of
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the United States in Wyoming to Bud E.
Burnaugh.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That Bud E. Burnaugh,
of Green River, Wyo., is hereby granted the
right to purchase the south half of the
southeast quarter of the southeast quarter
of the northeast guarter, section B, township
18 north, range 107 west, sixth principal
meridian, Wyoming, for a period of 1 year
beginning on the date of enactment of this
act. The sale authorized by this act shall
be made in accordance with the applicable
provisions of the act entitled “An act to
provide for the purchase of public lands for
home and other sites,” approved June 1,
1938, as amended (43 U. 8. C,, sec. 682a, and
the following).

The hill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

CLEARING TITLE TO CERTAIN
INDIAN LAND

The Clerk called the bill (H. R. 1259)
to clear the title to certain Indian land.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the United States
hereby disclalms on behalf of itself and
any Indian allottee, or his heirs or devisees,
any interest in the eighty-six and eight one-
hundredths acres of land in Miami County,
Kans., the title to which was quleted by
judgment of the district court of Miami
County, Eans,, in the case of Rutherford and
others against Wah-Pon-Ge-Quah and
others (No. 15734).

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table,

MORRIS B. WALLACH

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to return to the bill (H. R.
2674) for the relief of Morris B. Wal-
lach, and ask unanimous consent for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mary-
land?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, efe., That the Secretary of
Labor 1s hereby authorized and directed to
credit to the annual leave account of Mor-
ris B. Wallach, in addition any annual
leave to which he is entitled, 83 hours of
annual leave to remalin available until used.
Such amount of annual leave is equal to
so much of the annual leave accumulated
by Morris B. Wallach as an employee of
the Department of Labor in an overseas
position as was lost to him as the result of
& ruling of the Comptroller General.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

DEAUTHORIZATION OF CERTAIN
RIVERS AND HARBORS AND
FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and exfend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I
have today introduced a bill to deau-
thorize rivers and harbors and flood-
control projects which have been au-
thorized prior to 1946. This deauthor-
ization would apply only to those proj-
ects which have not been started, funds
have not been granted for either survey
or construction. The total estimated
cost for this group of projects is $4.9
billion, broken down according to proj-
ect classification as follows:

Number of
projects or
units

Total
estimated
cost

Classification

23
156
422

A i SRR SR RS, s01

$2, 560, 471, 000
1, 316, 351, 000
1, 043, 219, 000

4,920, 041, 000

The projects covered in the tabulation
were all authorized in 1946 and prior
years and have not been placed in a con-
struction status.

The Corps of Engineers has classified
the active projects as projects which
have some merit but no funds have been
appropriated to initiate construction.
Projects classified as deferred are the
ones where conditions have materially
changed and a restudy would be neces-
sary to establish their need and economic
justification under present conditions.
Projeets classified inactive are due to
changed conditions affecting their engi~
neering feasibility or economic justifica-
tion, all of which are very doubtful.

You will note the total number of
projects is 801, estimated cost $4,920,-
041,000. If at any time these projects
are deemed to be necessary it would be
very easy to have them reauthorized
providing the benefits of the cost ratio
are adequate and they are proven neces-
sary. The bill reads as follows:

That any authorization by the Congress
for the construction or planning of a proj-
ect Tor flood control or river and harbor im-
provements under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the Army shall expire (1) at
the end of the 10-year period beginning on
the date such construction or modification
was authorized by the Congress, or (2) on
the date of the enactment of this act, which-
ever is later, unless, before the expiration of
such 10-year period, or hefore the date of
the enactment of this act, whichever is ap-
plicable, funds are appropriated by the Con-
gress for the planning or construction of such
project.

If we of the Congress are sincere in
our attempt to stop spending we should
recognize that money cannot be appro-
priated for expenditures unless it has
been authorized. We should stop au-
thorizing new projects unless they are
absolutely necessary and essential and
deauthorize those which are not needed.

BACK TO THE CONSTITUTION

The SPEAKER. Under the previous
order of the House the gentleman from
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California [Mr. Rooseverr] is recog-
nized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, if
Congress is going to properly consider
the questions raised by the Supreme
Court in its recent decisions, legislation
which has been indicated by the
Supreme Court as necessary for
definiteness of purpose and as a guide to
the judieiary should be enacted and
undoubtedly will be. However, in our
hurry to act, we should not overlook the
fundamental principles touched by these
decisions. The problem is to achieve
needed national security without tram-
pling on the rights of individuals—rights
which so clearly mark democracy with
the stamp of freedom.

Because one’s own thoughts are often
better expressed by others, I am going
to ask unanimous consent at this point
to include in the Recorp the full repro-
duction of an editorial published in the
Christian Science Monitor on Wednes-
day, June 19, 1957. It embodies my own
thoughts and I cannot help but feel that
as we go forward to implement these
historic decisions of the Supreme Court,
we will all need the guidance of these
basic principles. Definite action is
necessary and desirable. Ill-considered
and unsound legislation will only raise
serious and more difficult problems for
the future.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the gentleman may extend the editorial
referred to.

There was no objection.

(The editorial referred to follows:)

BACK TO THE CONSTITUTION
1. IN REGARD FOR INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

One great concern of the framers of the
United States Constitution was that in set-
ting up a government strong enough to unite
and protect the people they should not create
an oppressor. For extra surety they added
the Bill of Rights to guard the citizen against
official tyranny. The latest Supreme Court
decisions remind us that to be effective their
work requires continued support by the peo=-
ple and the courts.

Three major rulings announced Monday
have one common denominator—they uphold
individual rights against all branches of the
Federal Government. Thorough understand-
ing of this should halt hasty misconceptions
that the Court is being "soft on Commu-
nists” or is moving “further the New
Deal road.” While liberals will hail the
Court's action, its opinions are basleally and
soundly conservative. For they mark an em-
phatic return to constitutional guarn.nt.les of
liberty.

The Court has restored a balance which
had been upset in recent years by the cold
war and popular fears for national security.
It was necessary to erect defenses against
subversion. But some of the weapons hur-
riedly shaped or recklessly wielded to save
America from communism were perilously
similar to totalitarian measures for enforc-
ing conformity, Emphasis on individual
rights is a fundamental opposition to totali-
tarian emphasis on the supremacy of the
state.

The Court is only saying that freedom can
be defended by methods of freedom—even
if that means granting new trials to Reds.
Public opinion in America has largely re-
covered from a period of hysteria, but the
Court is restoring the balance formally and
legally by going back to the Bill of Rights.

Similarly, it is plain that this latest expres-
slon of judicial leadership has no kinship
with New Deal federalism. For where that
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was all in the direction of extending Federal
powers these latest declsions limit and cen-
sure official Interference with individuals.
They do not throw down New Deal social
legislation. They simply say that civil lib«
erties must be safeguarded.

In a fourth decision the Court struck at a
State legislature's delegating general and
sweeping powers to investigate subversion.
But the main force of this striking series of
decisions is directed at Federal authorities.

The rulings are drawing some criticism as
crippling the Nation’s defenses against com-
munism. But justice and freedom are their
own best bulwarks against Red tyranny. And
success of the free-enterprise system is the
basic defense against communistic economic
theories. The FBI and the courts can deal
effectively with esplonage.

Congress retains investigating authority
fully adequate for legislation. And some of
the Congressmen who object to the decisions
might well reexamine their own aims in sup-
porting abuses which did not begin or end
with the McCarthy censure. Of course, no
branch of government takes kindly to cur-
tailment of its powers. But to set some lim-
its on usurpation is one reason constitutional
checks and balances exist. The Court's most
recent action will cause many an American
to be grateful that it has the independence
and the courage to call Congress and a for-
mer Secretary of State to book.

Jefferson, chief advocate of adding a “dec-
laration of rights,” declared that this would
give the Court a base for resisting not only
legislative or executive usurpation but also
mob pressures. The public in a hurry can be
very annoyed with the brakes the Court sup-
plies, as when it threw down 12 New Deal
projects in 3 years. Some portions of the
public have recently attacked the Court as
being an uncontrolled usurper itself, declar-
ing it has legislated States rights out the win-
dow. But historically there is no evidence
that the Court long thwarts the people's will.
It does, as In these cases, act as a brake and
balance wheel, and as a necessary guardian
of the Constitution.

II. IN THE LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL

“Congress shall make no law * * * abridg-
ing the freedom of speech or of the press;
or the right of the people peaceably to as-
semble.” So in part reads the first amend-
ment.

How this amendment might apply to the
rights of the individual as against the con-
cern of soclety with Communist conspiracy
has been a question to which only the Su-
preme Court could give a conclusive answer.
It has now done so—with respect to legisla-
tive investigations and to the Court’s appli-
cation of legislation, the Smith Act in
particular.

John T. Watkins, labor leader, had been
cited for contempt by the House Committee
on Un-American Activities for refusing to
name former assoclates who, he was con-
vinced, had severed communistic contacts.

In reversing his conviction the High Court
took account of the broad powers inherent
in investigation as a part of the legislative
process. But those powers are not unlimited.
Congress, it declares, has no power to expose
for exposure’'s sake. Investigations con-
ducted to punish are indefensible. Any
probing into the private affairs of individuals
must be clearly justified solely as an ad-
junct to the legislative process.

The first amendment, says the Court, can
be invoked where such justification is lack-
ing. But Congress by exercising a measure
of added care can get the information it
needs. That, says the tribunal, is a small
price to pay for preserving constitutional
government,

In ordering retrials of nine Communist
leaders and freeing five others the Supreme
Court helpfully sharpened the distinction
between advocacy as mere abstract doctrine
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and advocacy which incites to illegal ac-
tions. The first, says the Court, is within
the free speech protection of the first amend-
ment; as is the second, it refers to its 1950
ruling upholding conviction of the 11 top
Communist leaders.

It will be recalled the Court then pointed
out that the defendants’ advocacy was
coupled with their leadership of a highly
organized conspiracy, with rigidly disciplined
members subject to call * * * The lower
courts, it finds, in these latter cases did not
sufficiently differentiate for the jury which
kind of advocacy is forbidden by the law.

Thus as regards lawmaking and law-
interpreting the High Court has drawn
clearer lines around this area of freedom.

III, IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

The Court’s ruling that Asian expert John
Stewart Service was wrongfully discharged
from the State Department in 1851 hinges
on a technical point. But implicit in it is a
warning to the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment not to be swayed by the temper of
the moment to ignore rules it has set up to
safeguard the rights of its employees.

The Service case itsell goes beyond the
narrow point of law to which the Justices
limited their 8 to 0 decision.

Before being dismissed by Secretary of
State Dean Acheson, Mr, Service had under-
gone what amounted to septuple jeopardy.
In 1945 he was accused of violating the Es-
pionage Act in giving information to the
editor of Amerasia magazine. A grand jury
refused to indict him. Six times thereafter
he was cleared of risk charges, three times
by the State Department itself, three times
by the Loyalty Security Board of the Depart-
ment. Then the Loyalty Review Board of
the Civil Service Commission reversed the
last Loyalty Security Board clearance, find-
ing “reasonable doubt” of loyalty and rec-
ommending dismissal. Mr. Acheson imme-
diately complied.

A Federal distriet court opinion on an-
other case subsequently cut much of the
ground from under the Secretary of State's
action by ordering wiped from the record the
review board finding—which was Mr. Ache-
son's sole basis for dismissal.

But despite the reason for firing having
been expunged, the firing itself stood valid
until the current Supreme Court decision.
In this, Justice Harlan found that according
to the State Department's own rules the
Becretary of State might not countermand
a decision of the loyalty board which had
been upheld by the Deputy Under Secretary
of State,

Civil service regulations prevent the firing
of a Government servant on narrow political
grounds. The current Court decision backs
up the protection of a job special depart-
mental rules. Beyond this, the Service case
shows the need for what might be called
crisp executive procedures to assure that
security cases are given an impeccable initial
probe which either leads to discharge of an
employee or assurance against further inter-
ference short of the introduction of new
evidence.

THE PROBLEM OF RETAINING
SEILLED MILITARY PERSONNEL

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 5 minutes and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker,
throughout history many nations have
built mighty armies and naval armadas.
This country is no exception. But tra-
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ditionally during peacetime the United
States has maintained small military
forces and then mobilized as rapidly as
possible during periods of tension.

The rumbling of the Russian bear—
underscored by radioactive particles
drifting out of Siberia—has changed our
outlook. Advancing technology has
changed the very nature of global strat-
egy. The vapor trails left by supersonic
planes high over the polar icecap have
changed the timetable. Time and space
factors have been reduced sharply.

Concurrent with the dramatic changes
in technology, this country’s role in the
world political scene has changed. The
events of almost two decades of war have
catapulted this Nation into an inescap-
able position as the leader of one-half of
a divided world.

The keystone of the defense of the
Free World now rests on the ideological,
moral, economic, and military power of
this country. The defense forces of the
United States have assumed a new and
vital significance in world affairs.

It is now clearly apparent, or should
be, to everyone that the level of our
defense capability must be maintained
on a high plateau indefinitely. In doing
s0, our military forces must evolve rapid-
ly with—and often provide the incentive
for—the phenomenal technological pace
of the age.

It should not, therefore, be any sur-
prise that recent defense costs are un-
paralleled in our peacetime history. In
a rapidly rising economy the cost of de-
fense has increased geometrically.

The demands of this order of defense
on our national resources are enormous.
Obviously, if military capability of this
order must be maintained, then there
must be devoted to the task a full meas-
ure of talent for efficiency and economy
in its ecreation and employment.

We must, at any given moment, be
able to secure the maximum output from
the weapons in the arsenal. Equally im-
portant, this Nation cannot afford to
get less than the most for its defense
dollar.

Today we are not getting a full dol-
lar's worth of defense for each dollar
invested, and we are not getting—and
cannot get—maximum output from the
weapons on hand.

At a time when we should be leading
from a strong position, and at a time
when we should be keeping our guard
up, that guard is slipping dangerously
low. It is slipping because we just do
not have the proper balance between
the high-quality and fantastically com-
plex weapons, on the one hand, and the
qualitatively outstanding manpower re-
quired to maintain and operate that
equipment, on the other.

Let me cite the situation in just one
of our tremendously important elements
of defense: the Strategic Air Command.

The situation was outlined for my
benefit on several of my visits to SAC
Headquarters in Omaha last year. At
that time, I was fully informed of the
gravity of the situation with respect to
SAC’s manpower problem, which has
been recently emphasized by Gen. Curtis
E. ILeMay, commander of the Strategic
Air Command, in a memorandum to his
key officers. In it he said he wanted to
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make sure that there was no misunder-
standing about what his and his com-
mand’s problem was.

General LeMay said, “I consider the
most challenging and important problem
in the command today to be our failure
to retain our skilled personnel.”

This is why General LeMay is so wor=
ried.

He knows that the Strategic Air Com-
mand must be ready to go, at any time.
And I emphasize—at any time. SAC’s
crews must be ready and able to retaliate
on a moment’s notice. That means that
they must be fully capable of around-
the-clock operation. It also means that
they must be capable of operating their
equipment under any extreme of climatie
conditions, as the time and requirements
.may dictate.

He also knows that his ability to per-
form that mission is fading. He knows
it is fading, rather than increasing, be-
cause the gquality of the combat crew
force is regressing.

Here are the facts of this tragic situa-
tion:

SAC’s current requirement for officers
totals 29,500. The command now is
short 2,000 of those officers. This is a
pure quantitative shortage.

On the quality side—of the officers now
assigned to SAC—only 56 percent are
fully qualified to do their jobs.

This is the twofold officer problem in
SAC. First, a pure numerical shortage;
and, second, critical qualitative short-
comings. This is the situation which is
causing SAC's combat capability to slip
rather than increase as it should be doing
with the delivery of increasingly effec-
tive weapons.

In the combat crew force, one-fourth
of all the crews are not combat ready.
They are not ready because of inexperi-
ence resulting from instability. There
just are not enough career-minded young
officers willing to remain in the military
service long enough to attain the qualita-
tive standards required.

More than half of the combat crews in
SAC have at least one member who has
a fixed expected date of separation.
General LeMay is extremely concerned
because 1,230 of his vitally important
combat crews have officer members who
may soon leave the service.

He knows from experience that unless
there is an early and drastic change for
the better, he is going to lose the combat
capability of 923 crews by the end of this
year.

Specifically, SAC expects to lose 1,134
combat B-47 pilots and 688 observer-
navigators from its B-47 strike force by
the end of December 1958.

Mr. Speaker, I ask every Member of
this Congress to reflect seriously on this
important question. How can we logical-
1y authorize vast sums of money for new,
more effective and more complex bomb-
ers, tankers—and, soon, missiles—for the
Strategic Air Command, without also
giving General LeMay and the military
leadership the kinds of management tools
they must have to develop the human
element of defense on a par with the
weapons?

There is more than the B-47 force in-
volved here. With the B-47, SAC must
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maintain an aerial refueling capability
to get the intercontinental range they
need. Even the B-52 requires tanker
support,

In the SAC tanker force today, there
are 739 KC-97 tanker pilots who will he
lost during the next 2 years. Nearly 1,000
navigators/radar observers will be com-
pleting their trip on the training tread-
mill during that same period. These lat-
ter experts are the men who must first
guide the tankers to a pinpoint location
on the globe—and then guide the fuel-
thirsty bombers to that point and ar-
range for the contact to transmit the
range-giving fuel,

The impact of this mass exodus of
highly skilled and potentially career-
motivated group of officers on the ability
of SAC—our power-packed retaliatory
force—should be clear, It iscrippling.

But there is another factor here which
must be reckoned with. What is all of
this costing the American taxpayer?

Between January and the end of Octo-
ber of this year, SAC will have 3,033 of-
ficers eligible for separation. It is im-
portant to note that some 88 regular Air
Force officers, who will, based on previous
experience, resign their commissions, are
included in that total. Eighty-eight of-
ficers who have worked hard, and who
have indicated their desire to devote their
lives to this important task, will be driven
from the service.

In addition, 320 career Reserve officers
are expected to leave. The remaining
2,625 are young, vigorous, capable officers
who will not stay in uniform 1 day longer
than is required by law.

SAC estimates that it costs $200,000
to train an individual pilot or navigator.
This cost does not include the training
received after assigcnment to a SAC crew.

That means that by October of this
year $346 million worth of trained offi-
cers will leave SAC, which means that
the taxpayers of this Nation will be
spending another $346 million to train
their replacements.

Now, I waat to emphasize that I have
been talking about just one command
of the Air Force—just one component
of the military forees of the Nation—
and only about the officers in that com-
mand.

Geared together as a hard-hitting,
power-for-peace team, the global strike
force of the Air Force, the airborne pen-
tomie divisions of the Army, the nuclear-
powered submarines and supercarriers
of the Navy, the vertical envelopment
concepts of the Marine Corps, give this
Nation a military might such as we have
never known before. Never before has
any nation dedicated such overwhelming
strength so sincerely and expressly for
peace as has the United States.

To be effective, these forces must have
nothing less than qualitatively superior
management. In the military, that man-
agement comes from the officer corps.
The examples of what is happening in
SAC could be repeated almost verbatim
for every command in every service.

Mr. Speaker, we now have an oppor-
tunity to do something about this grave
national problem. We now have an op-
portunity to stop the tragie slippage in
our military preparedness program and
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simultaneously conserve billions of the
dollars now being wasted.

I am referring, of course, to the recom-
mendations of the Defense Advisory
Committee on Professional and Tech-
nical Compensation, commonly called
the Cordiner Committee. I am also re-
ferring to H. R. 7574, which I have in-
troduced to enact the modernized com-
pensation system, which is one part of
the Cordiner Committee's recommended
plan.

There seems to be a general belief that
this bill provides a general, across-the-
board pay raise for military personnel.
In connection with that belief, here is
what Mr. Cordiner said during his press
conference in Washington, D. C,, on
March 26:

Because of inadequate Information, many
people have been led to believe that the
Committee’s recommendations are nothing
more than a general pay raise for military
personnel, adding still more to the oppres-
sive costs of national defense and to the
current forces of inflation. Nothing could
be further from the truth, and nothing could
be further from the Committee objectives.

In support of Mr. Cordiner’s state-
ment, I have determined that only
slightly more than one-third of the
members of the military services—or
those with technical backgrounds—will
realize an immediate pay raise from this
law. The remaining two-thirds—com-
posed of nontechnical personnel—would
not change. In fact, approximately 22
percent of the military people would get
a pay cut if it were not for the traditional
saved-pay provision written into all mili-
tary pay laws.

Increases in pay which will acerue in
coming years under this law would go to
people who qualify for new and higher
rates of pay on the basis of outstanding
performance. Most certainly, these in-
creases for deserving people will be more
than offset by the resultant savings in
materiel, operating and training costs,
and the numbers of people required to
achieve a given level of national security.

If the recommendations of the com-
mittee and the legislation which would
enact the compensation portions of the
program are not in fact a pay raise, then
what are they?

The recommendations of the Cordiner
Committee, though dealing to a great
extent with compensation, in reality
constitute the basis for sweeping
changes in the management and de-
velopment of personnel in the military
services. These recommendations con-
stitute a fundamental design for putting
the Defense Establishment on a sound
business footing—on a modernized basis
so as to provide for markedly improved
productivity in the form of increased
defense capability—with fewer people
and at considerably less cost.

It is my personal opinion that the
compensation recommendation ad-
vanced by the Committee did not go far
enough. By the Committee’'s own ad-
mission, there was no effort whatsoever
to make overall adjustments in pay for
military personnel to reflect the in-
creases in living costs.

The Committee’s effort was devoted to
the task of overhauling the basis on
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which pay is awarded so that subsequent
actions might be taken intelligently to
make proper adjustments in the general
levels of compensation.

In his speech here in Washington on
Armed Forces Day, Mr. Cordiner said:

‘While I am personally convinced that any
human undertaking can be kept manageable
through proper organization and leadership,
I realize that the problems of national de-
fense pose unusual challenges to managerial
skill, both in the size of the operation and
in the number of factors that must be con-
gidered. This has not been fully recog-
nized by the public or by the Government,
because the top officers who must provide
leadership in this great operation—here in
Washington and in the field—are perhaps
the most underpaid executives in the Na-
tion. This must be obvious to everyone who
stops to think of the difficulty, scope, and re-
sponsibility of their work.

Mr. Speaker, my purpose here today
has been to focus attention on this im-
portant responsibility. I have endeav-
ored to point out the seriousness of the
manpower situation in one of our most
important defense commands, the Stra-
tegic Air Command, and to emphasize
how this problem is damaging our ca-
pacity to defend the Free World and, at
the same time, is causing defense costs
to be considerably higher than neces-
sary. My purpose here today is to urge
once again, as I have urged repeatedly
before, that early and earnest consid-
eration be given to this aggravating and
dangerous situation with a view toward
enacting the proposed legislation, H. R.
7574, as soon as possible since it is the
first step in providing the kind of mod-
ernized management tools required to
build an improved National Defense Es-
tablishment at a reduced cost to the
Nation.

H. R. 6017

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the RECOrD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
QOhio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, some
months ago I introduced H. R. 6017, a
bill designed to provide more jobs for
persons past middle age by offering em-
ployers a tax incentive to employ more
than the normal amount of persons past
that critical age.

I should like to bring to the attention
of the House the extreme importance of
this legislation and the critical need for
some positive action to be taken. The
current issue of Readers Digest contains
a very excellent article on the subject
of “Forty-Plus,” the problems of em-
ployment faced by persons past middle
age.

The discouragement, frustration, and
helplessness of our older unemployed is
one of the greatest social evils facing
American civilization. It is responsible
for the swollen unemployment and re-
lief rolls which we face in an era of pros-
perity.

1 should like to urge that hearings be
commenced on H. R. 6017 at the earliest
possible date.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. AsBerNETHY, for 30 minutes, on
Friday next.

Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes today, and if the time is not
used, to have her remarks extended in
the RECORD.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mrs. KEE.

Mr., WaLTER and to include an article
from the U. S. News & World Report.

Mr. DAGUE.

Mr, SAYLOR.

Mr. GRIFFIN.

Mr. Mirrer of Nebraska.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

B. 2420. An act to extend the authority for
the enlistment of aliens in the Regular Army,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S.45, An act to authorize the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell to the village of Cen-
tral, State of New Mexico, certain lands
administered by him formerly part of the
Fort Bayard Military Reservation, New
Mexico;

S.806. An act to authorize the Adminis-
trator of General Services to guitclaim all
interest of the United States in and to a
certain parcel of land in Indiana to the
board of trustees for the Vincennes Uni-
versity, Vincennes, Ind.;

8. B86. An act to provide transportation on
Canadian vessels between ports in southeast-
ern Alaska, and between Hyder, Alaska, and
oiher points in southeastern Alaska in the
continental United States, elther directly or
via a foretgn port, or for any part of the
transportation;

8.037. An act to amend section 4 of the
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended;

5.1141. An act to authorize and direct the
Administrator of General Services to donate
to the Philippine Republic certain records
captured from the insurrectors during 1899-
1903;

5.1306. An act to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 10, 1880 (26 Stat. 222),
relating to the admission into the Union of
the State of Wyoming by providing for the
use of public lands granted to said State
for the purpose of construction, reconstrue-
tion, repalr, renovation, furnishing equip-
ment, or other permanent improvement of
public buildings at the capital of said State;

S.1412. An act to amend section 2 (b) of
the Performance Rating Act of 1950, as
amended;

S.1794. An act to amend section 6 of the
act approved July 3, 1890 (6 Stat. 15),
relating to the admission into the Union
of the State of Idaho by providing for the
use of public lands granted therein for the
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purpose of construction, reconstruction, re-
pair, renovation, furnishings, equipment, or
other permanent improvements of public
buildings at the capital; and

S.1806. An act to amend the Sockeye Sal-
mon Fishery Act of 1947.

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to. Accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 33 minutes p. m.)
the House, pursuant to its previous order,
adjourned until Friday, July 5, 1957, at
12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1004. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of the Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to authorize the
disposal of certaln uncompleted vessels'; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1005. A letter from the Director, Interna-
tional Cooperation Administration, trans-
mitting an interim report for the fiscal year
1957 on major changes in the mutual-se-
curity program as required by section 513 of
Public Law 665, 83d Congress, pursuant to
rule XL of the Rules of the House of Repre-
sentatives; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules,
House Resolution 308. Resolution for con-
sideration of H. R. 4520, a bill to amend sec-
tion 401 (e) of the Civil Aeronautics Act
of 1938 in order to authorize permanent cer-
tification for certain air carriers operating
between the United States and Alaska; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 6798). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 309. Resolution for con-
sideration of H. R. 8240, a bill to authorize
certain construction at military installations,
and for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 680). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 310. Resolution for con-
sideration of H. R. 8364, a bill to further
amend the Reorganization Act of 1949, as
amended, so that such act will apply to reor=-
ganization plans transmitted to the Con-
gress at any time before June 1, 1959; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 681). Referred
to the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT, public bills
and resolutions were introduced and sev-
erally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H. R.B504. A bill to transfer certain prop-
erty and functions of the Housing and Home
Finance Administrator to the Secretary of
the Interior, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.
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By Mr. BROWN of Georgia:

H.R.8505. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act so as to permit the State
of Georgia to provide for the extension of
the insurance system established by such title
to service performed by certain policemen and
firemen in such State; to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

By Mr. KEAN:

H. R.8506. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to include the Delaware
River Port Authority and the Delaware River
Joint Toll Bridge Commission, corporate in-
strumentalities of the States of Pennsylvania
and New Jersey, and the Port of New York
Authority, a corporate instrumentality of the
States of New Jersey and New York; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KEOGH:

H. R.8507. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to include the Delaware
River Port Authority and the Delaware River
Joint Toll Bridge €ommission, corporate in-
strumentalities of the States of Pennsylvania
and New Jersey, and the Port of New York
Authority, a corporate instrumentality of the
States of New Jersey and New York; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. ENUTSON:

H.R.8508. A bill to provide that there

shall be two county committees elected un-
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der the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act for certain counties; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. McGREGOR:

H.R.8509. A bill to provide for the ex-
piration of certain authorizations by the
Congress for projects for flood control or
river and harbor improvements; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. McINTIRE:

H.R.8510. A bill to provide flexibility in
the operation of marketing agreement pro-
grams; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MURRAY:

H.R.8511. A bill to make uniform the
termination date for the wuse of officlal
frantks by former Members of Congress, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. PATTERSON:

H.R, 8512, A bill to amend section 510 of
the Mutual Security Act of 1854 to provide
for procurement of commodities under that
act within the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas:

H.R.8513. A bill to authorize the prepa-
ration of plans and specifications for the
construction of a bullding for a Natlonal
Air Museum for the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, and all other work incidental thereto;
to the Committee on Public Works.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURNS of Hawali:

H.R.8514. A bill for the relief of Hiroshi
Sato and his wife, Tarl Sato; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. DAGUE:

H. R, 8615. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ma-
sako Witmer; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. KILBURN:

H.R.8516. A bill for the relief of Roukous
Salimon Roukous; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MACHROWICZ:

H. R.8517. A bill for the relief of Armand
Tchilinguirian; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MERROW :

H.R.8518. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Celinda Shephard; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee:

H.R.8519. A bill for the relief of the law
firm of Prazier & Frazier; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ZABLOCEI:

H.R. 8520. A bill for the relief of Mara

Zorich; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

European Shoot Moth Infestation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT P. GRIFFIN

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, an emer-
gency condition now exists in National,
State, and private forests of lower Mich-
igan, and particularly in several coun-
ties of the Ninth Congressional District.

I bring this situation to the attention
of Members of the House not only as a
call for assistance, but also as a warning,
because the European shoot moth which
is threatening the northern Michigan
forests -also poses a threat, according to
the United States Department of Agri-
culture, throughout the general area
{rom Massachusetts south to Virginia,
and west to Illinois and Michigan, and
Nova Scotia, southern Ontario, and Brit-
ish Columbia.

Seriousness of the problem in my dis-
triet is evidenced by the following resolu-
tion which I have just received from the
board of supervisors of Wexford County:

Whereas the European shoot moth infes-
tation has developed into a serious menace
to the pine trees of northern Michigan and
has ruined hundreds of acres of plantations;
and

Whereas the menace has got beyond the
control of counties and individuals: There-
fore be it

Resolved, That the Federal share-the-cost
programs of ASCC and the soil-bank pro-
gram in the planting of pine trees planta-
tions be discontinued until such time as
there is control of the European shoot moth
and that all other possible funds be made
available for the control of this menace;
further be it

Resolved, That the Federal Government,
State government, and State highway de-

partment make an all-out effort in the con-
trol of said European shoot moth in their
respective plantations; and further be it

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
sent to Hon. RoperT P. GRIFFIN, United States
Representative, Hon. Charles A, Boyer, State
representative; Hon. John Minnema, State
senator, 27th District; and to the several
counties of the State of Michigan, asking
that they get behind this movement before
it is too late.

At a regular meeting of the Wexford
County Board of Supervisors the above reso-
lution was adopted by the following vote:
Yes 21; Absent 2,

WarLTeEr H, EDWARDS,
Wezford County Clerk.

Mr. Speaker, I have learned from Dr.
Richard E. McArdle, Chief of the Forest
Service of the United States Department
of Agriculture, that the European pine
shoot moth, an insect native to Europe
was introduced into the United States
accidentally and was first found in dam-
aging numbers aflecting Scotch pine
plantations on Long Island about 50
years ago.

Unusual habits of this shoot moth
make control of the pest very difficult.
The larvae are concealed within the tips
of the lateral twigs on the trees and are
vulnerable to insecticidal sprays only for
a short period in any given year. Time
of vulnerability in Michigan is right
now.

Studies of methods and materials for
effective control of the shoot moth have
been under way by several of the States
and by the Federal Government for the
past several years. In recognition of
the exceptional severity of the pest in-
festation in lower Michigan, the Forest
Service of the United States Department
of Agriculture is at present making a
study of the problem in the Cadillac
area.

Findings from this study will be uti-
lized in planning for control of the Eu-

ropean shoot moth throughout the wide=
spread area which it has infected.

In view of the seriousness of this sit-
uation, and the threat to thousands of
acres of national, State, and local for-
est lands, I plan to retwrn home for a
personal inspection, with regional offi-
cials of National and State forestry de-
partments of the infected area.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Euro-
pean shoot moth is so severe a threat
to this Nation’s great forests that all
possible action should be taken to stamp
it out immediately.

Veterans’ Administration Benefits Claims
May Need Judicial Court or Review
Action

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, there is
legislation pending before the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs on which I have
the good fortune to serve as a member,
which would provide for the defermina-
tion through judicial proceedings of
claims for compensation resulting from
disease or injury incurred in or aggra-
vated while serving in the active military
or naval service. I refer to H. R. 1006.

Similar to this bill in purpose is H. R.
834 and H. R. 4746. The first bill would
confer jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims to review claims for benefits un-
der laws administered by the Veterans'
Administration; the second bill would
confer jurisdiction upon the United
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States Court of Appeals for the District
of Columbia to review decisions for vet-
erans’ benefits. Both of these proposals
are pending before the Judiciary Com-
mittee and during the last Congress
hearings were held on similar measures.

I fear that unless we can experience
better decisions from the Board of Vet-
erans’ Appeals, it will be necessary to
take action to pass one of these measures
and provide judicial court or review of
decisions of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion.

Of course, I realize that this would
place quite a burden on the courts and it
might be necessary to set up a special
court comparable to the Tax Court. Iam
sure that all Members of Congress realize
that such a step might have to be taken
if more equitable decisions are not forth-
coming from the Veterans' Administra-
tion.

Keenotes

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ELIZABETH KEE

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mrs. KEE. Mr. Speaker, while the
rest of the country welcomes vacation
time, the only official indications of
summer’s arrival in Washington are the
weekend sunburns decorating distin-
guished noses at Monday session of the
Congress—they have usually faded from
view by Wednesday or thereabouts—and
the heat and humidity for which the
Nation’s Capital is noted. Nor does the
warmth occasionally generated under the
Capitol dome help the outdoor tempera-
ture very much, as Members of Congress
wrestle with national and international
problems in a world grown stranger and
stranger.

If that elusive individual, the so-called
average citizen—to whom politicians and
statisticians are so fond of referring, but
whom I have still to meet—begins to
feel more and more like Lewis Carroll's
famed Alice in Wonderland, in that
things keep getting curiouser and curi-
ouser—small wonder.

Today, the business executive and the
labor leader are being exhorted—ac-
cording to the President's latest press
conference—to serve as statesmen while
Government officials and Members of
Congress are called upon to act like
business executives and members of the
board of directors. i

Times are so good, we are told, that
inflation has become an alarming threat
to the national economy and the indi-
vidual’s pocketbook. Some Government
policies, it is acknowledged, are at fault
in bringing about this upward flight of
price pressures, but this is in part due,
the President is quoted, to the “delib-
erate policy to bring the farmer his own
share of the national income.”

Mr, Speaker, I am not certain that
I care too much for this explanation for
it would seem to me that our farmers
have enough of their own troubles with-
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out having to shoulder any of the blame
for our present runaway cost of living.
Based upon returns for the first quarter
of this year projected at the annual rate,
total net farm income will reach $11.7
billion in 1957. This represents a very
slight improvement over 1956, when it
was $11.6 billion, but is still a far cry
from the $16.1 billion reached in 1951
or the $15.1 billion total of 1952,

Moreover, it is to be noted that the
Secretary of Agriculture, in a recent
speech delivered in Knoxville, Tenn., is
quoted as still urging low-income farm
people to seek income opportunities off
the land.

A dollar—

Mr. Benson is quoted as stating—
will buy just as much health, just as much
education, just as much good llving if it is
earned in off-farm employment as if it is
earned growing crops or livestock.

This is like the old-fashioned recipe
for rabbit stew: “First catch the rabbit.”
These people have still to earn that
dollar in the highly skilled labor market
demanded today.

The Secretary should have added:
“That is, provided the skills used in
making the land produce on a farm can
be converted to making a machine pro-
duce in a factory.”

Entirely aside from the moot ques-
tion of whether we wish to see the Na-
tion's agriculture turned from the hands
of the small and independent farmer
and over to big business, General Motors-
type commercial propositions, it would
seem that either the farmer is being
blamed unjustifiably for our price rises,
or the administration's efforts to help
him are resulting in extremely costly
failures for the whole country.

On the other hand, is it not barely
possible, as businessmen in the Fifth
District of West Virginia have pointed
out, and as I duly reported in last week's
Keenotes, that, with interest payments
on the national debt more than double
what they were prior to 1953, and in-
terest rates on short-term Government
bonds up from 1 to 3 percent in the same
period, it is the administration itself
which is doing everything that will tend
to promote inflation?

One thing is certain. The average
citizen—whoever he is and wherever he
may be—and I strongly suspect he is
every one of us—is finding it more and
more difficult to accept as fact the state-
ment that he is enjoying his rightful
share in the general national prosperity.

Mr. Speaker, I have never been one
for statistics. Indeed, I have a tendency
to regard them with strong suspicion. I
know that if my net income is $50 per
week, while that of my right-hand
neighbor is $100 and my left-hand
neighbor is $150, the average net income
for all three of us is $100. But this does
not give me an extra $50 a week to
spend, nor does it stretch the dollars that
are in my pocket to meet the higher
prices I must pay for the necessities of
life my family must have to live.

Consequently, it is very difficult to
convince me that because the national
personal disposable income has increased
more than $32 billion since 1954, this
has put an extra dime in my pocket. No
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more has it benefited the retired worker
living on his OASI benefits, the retired
civil-service worker struggling along on
a pension geared to pre-World War II
prices, the white collar employee work-
ing on a fixed salary, the factory worker
who does not have a cost-of-living
escalator clause in ‘his union contract,
or the small-business man who has to
raise his retail prices to take care of his
inflated overhead costs.

Mr. Speaker, somewhere along the
line of our complex economic structure,
some of the cogs are not meshing as they
should. I am neither an economist nor
a statistician—and I only wish that I
were a financial wizard. But I do know
that the problem of halting inflation is
not one to be put upon the shoulders of
the business community or labor. The
business executive has a responsibility to
his stockholders and investors to show as
high a profit sheet as he can. The labor
leader has a duty to his union members
to secure for them the highest wages he
can procure at the bargaining table.

It is Government, both the executive
and legislative branches, which has the
great responsibility to look out for and
to promote the general welfare of all the
people and which, hence, must find the
means to establish a stable economy—to
check inflation—as it has the means to
prevent depression. Surely, we have not
lost our native ingenuity, our inventive-
ness, and our foresight to the extent that
we cannot cope with this problem with-
out passing the responsibility, the bur-
dent or the hardship along to any seg-
ment of our people.

Dulles Declares Our Independence

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. PAUL B. DAGUE

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, nothing
could have been more reassuring to
Americans who cherish the saered prin-
ciples upon which our Nation is built
than is Secretary Dulles' declaration that
we will have no traffic—commercial or
ideological—with the gangster nation
which is Communist China. And coming
on the eve of our National Day of Inde-
pendence, it serves to reaffirm our basic
renunciation of tyranny and our inde-
pendence of those other nations of the
so-called Western bloc who are prepared
to sell their birthright for the tempo-
rary and nebulous benefit of trade with
Peiping.

Our naivete and our unfamiliarity at
the time with communistic disregard for
truth and honor may explain away our
recognition of Communist Russia in
1933. After almost 25 years, however,
of lies and equivocation and with thou-
sands of our own boys lying dead, and
millions of other free peoples either dead
or enslaved, as the result of Communist
savagery, we cannot longer plead ignor-
ance of their aims and philosophy.
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In the first instance, it was only
through connivance on the part of Com~
munist sympthizers in our own Govern-
ment that the Chinese Reds were ele=-
vated to a place of dominance over Chi=
ang Kai-shek. And it was in Korea that
we saw the fiendish brutality and utter
ruthlessness of a murderous regime that
now seeks to do business with honest
people and through that avenue worm
its way into a place in the United Na-
tions.

We do not have to stretch our memory
very far to recall when it was thought
to be socially smart to trafiic with boot-
legeers and gangsters during the prohi-
bition era. Today it would appear that
there are those who like to think of
themselves as internationalists or one-
worlders who see nothing immoral in
trafficking with a group of international
gangsters who deny all Divine authority
and whose word is not worth the time it
takes to utter it. Indeed, Pope's Essay
on Man gives us the best possible sum-
mation of the attitude currently dis-
played by some people who should know
better:

Vice is a monster of so frightful mien,

As to be hated needs but to be seen;

Yet seen too oft, familiar with her face,

‘We first endure, then pity, then embrace.

Secretary Dulles has struck exactly
the right note for July 4, 1957. We de-
clared our independence of tyrants in
1776, and it is just as well that we re-
affirm our independence of some of our
so-called allies and let them know that
our honor is not an item that fluctuates
with the various winds—I repeat,
winds—of international economies.

As a matter of fact, I wish the Sec-
retary had gone one step further and
served notice on the world that when
Communist China takes her seat in the
United Nations she can have the seat
which will on that instant be vacated by
the United States.

Discussion on Hells Canyon

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. A. L. MILLER

OF NEBRASKA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, the Hells Canyon project has
been before the Congress since 1950. It
was defeated in the Senate last year by
a vote of 51 to 41. It passed the Senate
on June 21, 1957 by 45 to 38. The bill
has been heard several times before the
subcommittee in the House. In the 82d
Congress, controlled by the Democrats,
there was almost unanimous vote in the
committee to indefinitely postpone the
bill. During the 83d Congress, when I
was chairman of the Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee, there was no request
for a hearing. In the 84th Congress
there were rather lengthy hearings. The
printed record shows 523 pages. The
subcommittee finished hearings in the
85th Congress on July 2 and voted, 15
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to 12, to strike the enacting clause. I
believe the full committee will sustain
this action.

¥EDEEAL POWER COMMISSION

The Federal Power Commission, which
is an arm of the Congress, held hearings
of more than 1 year’s duration, covering
some 20,000 pages of testimony, on the
question of a high Hells Canyon Dam.
There has been much complaint about
the FPC and its action. The commitiee
should remember that the FPC—Federal
Power Commission—is a body created by
the Congress. The five members are ap-
pointed by the President on a bipartisan
basis and they must be approved by the
Senate.

There has been much spleen vented
against Mr. Kuykendall, a member of the
Commission. Some people blame him
for everything that has happened, I
would remind my colleagues that he is
but one member of this bipartisan board
that made the unanimous decision on
Hells Canyon.

Mr. Speaker, the FPC engineering staft
made a 44,000 man-hour study of the
entire Hells Canyon problem. The find-
ings were presented to the Commission
by the engineers with numerous sup-
porting exhibits. It seems to me there
is no agency in Government which is in
a better position to give a fair and im-
partial judgment, on all the guestions
raised, than the FPC. The five members
are a bipartisan group. They have no
ax to grind. Their only job is fo con-
sider, under the Federal Power Act,
which is the best plan for development.

No committee of Congress would have
the time or patience to hold such ex-
haustive hearings. It should be remem-
bered that after the board made its rul-
ing that the Idaho Power Co. should
have a license to build three dams on the
Snake River, those who opposed the li-
cense appealed to the Supreme Court to
overrule that decision. The courts, after
reviewing all of the evidence and facts
surrounding the case, ruled against those
who favor a high dam. The courts up-
held the right of the Federal Power Com-
mission to issue these licenses.

The FPC found the three dams li-
censed by the Commission to the Idaho
Power Co. will produce 767,000 depend-
able kilowatts. This figure compares to
785,000 kilowatts for the proposed Gov-
ernment dam. The Commission said,
“the ratio of power benefits to power
costs of the 3-dam plan is greater than
that of the 1-dam plan.”

The Idaho Power Co. has gone forward
under its license with the construction
of the Brownlee and Oxbow Dams and
will be producing power late in 1958.
They have spent or contracted to spend
up to this date about $50 million. Can-
cel their permits and the Government
would be liable and this would be added
to the cost of the high dam.

The Idaho Power Co. will do certain
things under the Hells Canyon scheme
at no expense to the United States.
They will not be reimbursed or will there
be an actual Federal tax loss. There are
funds for fish protection facilities.
There will be a million acre-feet of flood
control at no cost to the Government.
The Idaho Power Co. has gone ahead in
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good faith and spent nearly $50 million.
The people of the area are desperately in
need of power. They will be paying
taxes to the Federal Government over
a 50-year period of about $283,126,300.
The States of Idaho and Oregon over the
same time will receive $200 million in
taxes.
SIZE OF DAMS

If the Congress authorizes the high
Federal dam, certainly the Idahp Power
Co. would be in the Court of Claims for
damages.

Mr. Speaker, every Member of Con-
gress has received mail stating that the
Idaho Power Co. would be building three
runt or pygmy dams that would not
serve the purpose and use wisely the
water of the Snake River.

Well, let us look at these so-called
runt dams. The Brownlee that is now
nearly half completed is 395 feet high.
That is 107 feet higher than the Capitol
dome. The Oxbow which will be con-
structed next will be 205 feet high.
That is twice as high as the Bonnevyille
Dam. Hells Canyon, which is to be
built on about the same site as the pro-
posed Federal Hells Canyon, will be 320
feet high and that is about twice the
height of Niagara Falls. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, the so-called hydroelectrie
heads of the high dam and the three
proposed dams, according to the engi-
neers is 602 feet. They are exactly the
same. y

The three dams will produce about
the same amount of power as that pro-
duced by the one federally constructed
dam. These are electric power projects.
There is little or no irrigation or flood
control water in either the high dam or
the three-dam proposal.

TAX WRITEOFFS

There have been some harsh words said
about the so-called tax-write off pro-
visions given to the Idaho Power Co.
Personnally I have always been opposed
to these so-called “tax writeoffs.” How-
ever, there have been more than 21,000
such certificates issued in the last 10
years; 927 of the certificates were in the
power field. Every State has had tax
writeoffs except one. There is nothing
illegal, dishonest, or immoral about the
procedure. Indeed, if I were a stock=-
holder in the Idaho Power Co. and the
president and the board failed to take
advantage of the tax writeoffs, I would
want to get a new set of officers. This
tax writeoff has been blown up all out
of proportion. Quite a number of these
tax writeoffs were in the States of
Oregon and Washington. I did not hear
either the junior or senior Members of
the other body from Oregon complain
about the writeoffs in their own States.
It seems to be wrong only when it comes
to the State of Idaho. There certificates
were granted as a matter of public policy.
The policy was established by the Con-
gress itself. If the law is wrong it should
be corrected. The Congress is respon-
sible for that correction.

THE STORY OF LICENSES

There has been nothing sudden about
the granting of this license to the Idaho
Power Co. The first plans were made in
1946. They applied for permits in 1947,
That was 10 years ago. All of this was
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done up and above board. They made
formal application for a license, the first
in 1950 and again in 1953. Then, after
the longest hearings in history a bi-
partisan board issued the license. The
Commission said this when they issued
the license:

Most of what we have already said in-
dicates that the applicant's three-dam pro-
posal is best adapted to a comprehensive plan
of development as required by section 10 (a)
of the Federal Power Act.

That was the Commission’s findings.
It was in the public interest,
COURT DECISIONS

The opponents went to the United
States Court of Appeals twice and were
rejected. They carried their appeal to
the Supreme Court of the United States
on two occasions. Each time the courts,
after reviewing all of the evidence, held
that the licenses issued to the Idaho Pow-
er Co. were valid. The company under
these court decisions have proceeded
and will have the Brownlee Dam com-
pleted and producing power in 1958.
The Oxbow Dam will be completed in
1960 and, under their license provisions,
Hells Canyon should be completed in
1962.

COST OF DAMS

It has been estimated that the cost of
one high Federal dam would be about
$356 million, When the smaller dams
and power lines that must be built down-
stream to firm up the power are built,
the total cost would be $700 to $300
million. Four of the downstream dams
have not been authorized. The cost of
the three dams by the Idaho Power Co.
is about $133 million. They will pro-
duce about the same amount of power.

My colleagues should understand that
the Pacific Northwest, in the last 20
years, has received about one-fifth of
all moneys appropriated for reclama-
tion. I cannot believe that now we
should make available another $100 mil-
lion each year for 7 or 8 years to com-
plete this high Federal dam particularly
so when there is a private enterprise
group now constructing the needed pow-
er facilities.

PRIVATE VERSUS FEDERAL POWER

Some people seem to have the idea
that all electric power should be gen-
erated by the Government. That is a
mistaken idea. Public power should be
generated by the Government in areas
where private capital is not available.
There is no reason for the Government
to develop power projects unless those
projects are too big for the people to
handle.

Now let me state my policy so there
will be no misunderstanding. I am from
Nebraska, the only completely publie
power State in the country. I believe in
public power where public power is nec-
essary.

I know there are many sincere people
in the United States who feel that the
Federal Government should develop all
of the power sites now existing on the
rivers. They have a feeling that thesa
power sites and the water belong to the
people; that the Government ought to
build power units and then let private
power companies come and get the power.
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There are other sincere people who feel
the Government should go so far as to
build transmission lines for the power.
I respect their views. I would point out,
however, that if the Federal Government
should do this for power, why not for
steel, build the locomotives, control the
food, and all other private enterprise
systems now existing in the United
States. This would be socialism in full
swing.

In my opinion there is room enough in
this country for both private and public
power systems, Our America became
great because free men and women were
able to go ahead and do the things they
want to do with a minimum amount of
Government interference. In my hum-
ble opinion, our America cannot remain
great and sirong by expecting the Gov-
ernment to do so many things for peo-
ple that they could do for themselves.

I did support the great power network
on the Missouri and Colorado Rivers be-
cause private enterprise was not able to
develop these water sites. That is not
true of the Snake River. The Hells Can-
yon is far different than the Colorado
or Missouri Rivers. I would say that if
private capital were not available, then
the Government should step in.

Again Isay I believe in free enterprise,
one of the foundations of our American
way of life. I believe that people should
do things for themselves when it can be
done. I believe the Government should
aid the people-in projects which the peo-
ple cannot handle alone.

In Nebraska it would have been impos-
sible to construct the farflung network
of powerlines without Federal aid. We
have a great power system. The REA’s
have extended lines throughout the rural
areas so that practically every farmer
who wants power can have it. This was
done through Federal funds which are
now being repaid to the Government over
a period of years.

However, private capital is available in
the Hells Canyon case. In fact, private
capital is now being used in the construc-
tion of the first of three dams. There is,
then no concrete reason for the Govern-
ment to step in and furnish Federal
funds in competition with free enter-
prise.

I believe in projects which are an in-
vestment in the future of America. I
have endorsed and voted for many pub-
lic-power projects, irrigation projects,
flood-control projects, and others where
help from the Government is needed.

The high dam would take 6 to 8 years
for completion. What will the people of
the Northwest do for power in the in-
terim?

The Hells Canyon case should be re-
solved, once and for all time. There is
no sense in this continuing controversy
which is wasting time and inflaming
tempers. We have heard the argu-
ments—pro and con. The time has come
for decision.

Are we going to uphold the studied de-
cision of the Federal Power Commis-
sion? Do we believe in free enterprise
or are we going to demand the right to
socialize every segment of society? Why
should we spend $700 million of the peo-
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ple’s money when there is private money
to do the job?

Mr. Speaker, the Christian Science
Monitor of June 25 in an editorial en-
titled “Beyond the Bonds of Reason,”
said in part:

The Senators—many of them milling
around excitedly, shaking hands, slapping
backs, and otherwise congratulating each
other on a splendid victory they had just
won. And what was this great achlevement
40 Democrats and 5 Republicans were so
proud of? They had just voted to spend a
great deal of the taxpayer's money to do a
job already under way at no taxpayer's ex-
pense. Specifically, they had voted to build
a Federal dam at Hells Canyon, thereby
flaunting the considered opinion of the ad-
ministration, the Federal Power Commis-
slon, and indeed, of the Senate itself last
year. In the process they would wash out
the 3 dam sites, 2 for which the Idaho Power
Co. has already spent $18 million.

A few weeks ago the country listened
to Nikita Khrushchev, the Russian dic-
tator, who remarked that our grandchil-
dren would be living in a state of social-
ism. The actions of the 40 Democrats
and 5 Republicans in their vote on Hells
Canyon must have given the Russian dic-
tator a wry smile for here was socialism
in full action. If the Government is to
supply the electric energy for people why
not the automobiles, steel, coal, and our
food. That would be Rusisa and that
would be socialism.

COST AND SELLING PRICE OF FEDERAL POWER

Mr. Speaker, another unfortunate fea-
ture in the Pacific Northwest, and I have
studied this problem for several years, is
the fact that all Federal dams are selling
about half of their electric energy at less
than the cost of production. Many of
these contracts were entered into under
the Truman-Chapman-Strauss regime.
They are long-term contracts with no
right to the preference customer.

The sale of the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration for the fiscal year 1955-
1956 were as follows:

Total sales, 1955, 21,828,500,000 kilo-
watt-hours at an average per kilowatt-
hour of 2.34 mills.

In 1956, the total sales amounted to
25,973,700,000 kilowatt-hours at 2.32
mills.

The power developed at the high dam
will be sold at a cost to every State and
taxpayer in the Union. It will be a form
of subsidy. It is cheap Federal power
paying no taxes. The power will be sold
at less than the cost of production. This
4-mill power will be fed into the Bonne-
ville system where it is sold at an average
rate of about 2.4 mills.

In coneclusion, Mr. Speaker, to put a
stop to this hydroelectric construction
now under way, which would develop
more than one-half million kilowatts of
power, and add 1 million acre-feet of
flood control storage would be disastrous
to the Northwest. Much of this power
will be on the line in 1958. There is a
real shortage of power. Some of the
defense plants last year and even early
in this year, were closed down because
of a shortage of power. This additional
power is desperately needed now., It
will take from 6 to 8 years for any power
to develop out of the Federal high Hells
Canyon Dam.
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What will those who favor the Fed-
eral dam say to the farmers when they
lack power for pumping or for running
their farms? What will they say to the
laboring group when the factories are
shut down because they lack sufficient
power? Do they want to impose a shut-
down on this industrial and farm
growth making a delay of 6 to 8 years
before Federal power could possibly
come on the line? What will they say
about the great tax loss? These are a
few of the problems that the proponents
of the high dam should answer. They
should also tell the REA’s and farmers
under the Chapman-Strauss regime
why long term contracts were let to pri-
vate concerns at less than the cost of
production with no preference or with-
drawal clause for the power when
needed by the REA.

Mr. Speaker, I have gone into con-
siderable detail on the pros and cons of
the development of power on the Snake
River. In the past there has been much
emotion in trying to solve the problem.
I hope my colleagues will look at the
facts in cold, hard logic. When that is
done, there is little doubt but what they
and the country will come to the con-
clusion that the three dams to be built
by the Idaho Power Co. will best serve

" the interests of the Pacific Northwest.

Labor Answers Your Quesiions

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. PAUL H. DOUGLAS

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

~ Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ConcrEssioNAL Recorp the text of
a radio dialog between Mr. A. J. Hayes,
AFL-CIO vice president, and the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse] and myself.

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

LABOR ANSWERS YOUR QUESTIONS

(An AFL-CIO public service radio series,
program No. 9, Labor's New Broom, No. 1.
Guest, A, J. Hayes, chairman of the AFL—
CIO ethical practices committee, AFL—
CIO vice president, and president of the
International Association of Machinists.
Panel, Senator Paurn Doucras, of Illinois;
Senator WAYNE Momsg, of Oregon. Mod-~
erator, Harry W. Flannery. Running time,
13:30)

Mr, FLAnNERY. Labor answers your ques-
tions.

Labor is front-page news these days be-
cause of racketeering within the ranks of
labor. People are asking questions. They
want to know whether the Congressional
investigations help to clean out the rack-
eteers. They want to know whether many
labor officials are among the offenders. They
want to know what labor itself is doing
about it. -

In this program, labor answers your gues-
tions. Here to discuss the situation is the
chairman of the AFL-CIO ethical practices
committee and two Members of the United
States Senate who have been active in Con-
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gressional Investigation procedures. The
chairman of the AFL-CIO Ethical Practices
Committee is Al J. Hayes, who is also an
AFL~CIO vice president and the president
of the International Association of Machin-
ists. The Senators are Paun Doucras, of
Ilinois, and Wa¥YNE Morsg, of Oregon.

The broadcast comes from the office of
Senator DovueLas in the Senate Office Build-
ing here in Washington.

Mr. Hayes, will you begin by saying
whether Congressional investigations are
helpful or not helpful in carrying out the
AFL-CIO Ethical Practlces Codes.

Mr. Haves. Well, of course, Mr. Flannery,
in connection with Congressional investiga-
tions, organized labor is for democracy and
we are, therefore, for Congressional investi-
gations.

And we are no more opposed to Congres-
sional investigations in connection with the
affairs of labor unions than we are in con-
nection with any other matters that Con-
gress should properly investigate. With re-
gard to the investigation of practices in the
labor movement, we feel that the investiga-
tions thus far have been of material assist-
ance to us. We're convinced that even the
ethical practices committee and the AFL-CIO
council could not have brought out all of
the things that have been disclosed so far
by the Douglas committee and by the Mc-
Clellan committee.

I say that with some reservations, however,
where we are opposed to inquisitions. We
are opposed to Investigations that are not
objective, that are conducted for the purpose
of punitive legislation.

Mr. FLANNERY. Senator Douglas?

Senator DoucLas. Well, I'm very glad to
have Mr. Hayes say this because a Congres-
sional committee has two powers that a vol-
untary organization cannot have, namely, it
has the power of subpena, and it has the
power to put witnesses under oath; these are
great advantages. We found them to be very
helpful in our investigation of health and
welfare funds.

I do want to say, however, that any Con-
gressional committee should be very careful
of the rights of individuals whom they sum-
mon before them or who are reflected upon.
We followed the practice of sifting all evi-
dence in executive hearings before they were
brought out in public so that there would
not be indiscriminate name dropping and
indiscriminate smearing.

Secondly, if we found that someone was
going to be adversely reflected upon by the
testimony of another witness, we notified
him in advance that this was going to hap-
pen, and gave him a cordial invitation to ap-
pear with the right of making a statement
immediately following any adverse reflection
upon him. All witnesses were given the
right of counsel. And counsel were per-
mitted not merely to advise the witnesses,
but also to make statements in their own
behalf.

We've tried to make it possible for wit-
nesses who might be put on the spot to get
their story across to the public at the same
time that our questioning got across to the
publie, so that both sides would have the
right of equal access to public opinion.

Mr. FLANNERY. Senator Morse, I think
you've been rather active in connection with
procedures of these committees?

Senator Morse. Yes; I have, but before I
discuss that point I want to say something
personally to Al Hayes on this program. I
want to say that Al, you and George Meany
and the other officials of your great labor
organization, have performed some great
acts of labor statesmanship in recent
weeks in connection with the house cleaning
that you are carrying on within the ranks of
labor.

Senator Dovcras, Wayne, I want to join in
that and say that it is one of the most en-
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couraging developments in American life,
and I only wish that other groups would evi-
dence the same deeire for the good name of
their organizations and thelr professions
that the AFL-CIO has done.

Senator Morse. I know you share that
view, Paul, but I have said so many times on
the floor of the Benate and elsewhere in
America—that the democratic processes of
the American labor movement will take care
of the racketeering and the communism and
the crooks within the labor field—but that
we, the Congress, have the duty to help
strengthen your arm. And that’s why I
think these Congressional hearings are so
important. I'm glad to have you, Al, go on
this program and say to the American people
that labor welcomes these Congressional in-
vestigations. I knew that was your position,
but I agree with Paul and I agree with you
they should be conducted with fair pro-
cedure.

Now I want to make this point very quick=-
ly: For 10 years I have been urging some re-
forms in procedures of Congressional in-
vestigations, along the line of procedures
that Paur DovcLas in his investigation work
has voluntarily applied. But I think that
they ought to be required as a matter of
Senate rules.

And here they are very quickly:

Whenever a Senate committee brings a
charge against any person that involves an
allegation of crime, then, I think, certain
basic procedural guaranties should auto-
matically attach themselves to that hearing:

1 (as Paul indicated). The right to be rep-
resented by counsel.

2. The right to have a bill of particulars,
or in other words, an indictment; that some-
body not be hailed before a Senate commit-
tee for example and not know what he's in
there for until he gets in the committee
room.

3. The right to put on your case in your
defense in an orderly way with the assist-
ance of counsel, and not be interrupted by a
Senator when he sees he doesn’t llke the
answer he's getting, and stop you in the mid-
dle of a sentence and not even let you com-
plete your sentence. He should have the
right to put on—as we lawyers say—a case
in brief in an orderly fashion. And

4, The right to be confronted by your ac-
cusers and cross-examine them.

Now that’s been my criticisms of Congres-
slonal committee hearings and investigations
when charges of crime have been involved.
And I'm going to continue to fight for that
kind of reform.

Now having said that, I want to say that
at the beginning of the McClellan commit-
tee hearings I sald let’s have a thorough go-
ing investigation of corruption in American
unionism, and let the chips fall where they
may, but let me quickly add I also pointed
out when you get into any of these charges,
whether its racketeering or bribery or any
of the others, you've got to have two people
for racketeering and bribery; you've got to
have an employer on one side of the deal,
and a crooked labor leader on the other side
of the deal. And I've been urging an equal
investigation of the collusive activities of
crooked employers along with crooked labor
leaders.

Mr. FLANNERY. Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. Well, Senators, first of all let
me express my appreciation for the nice
things that you have said about the federa-
tion and some of us in the federation; we
certainly appreciate that. But I think that
I ought to add that while we are the first
to admit hat we need the aid and assistance
of investigating committees in order to fer-
ret out the things that are wrong in the
trade-union movement, I don't think we
ought to mislead the American public to
belleve that because of the disclosures thus
far in the Douglas investigation and the Mc-
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Clellan committee investigations, that the
entire labor movement is corrupt.

Senator DoUGLAS. No; no.

Mr. Haves. That is not true. The fact of
the matter is that only a very, very small
segment of some of the leadership in the
trade-union movement is currupt. Unfor-
tunately, the publicity that the disclosures
have received thus far has misled many of
the people and the public who have no other
source of knowledge to belleve that most of
the trade-union movement is corrupt. And
that isn't true. The publicity has not been
balanced off with information from the other
side of organized labor’s ledger; organized
labor has made a great contribution to our
society.

Senator Morse. But I would like to com-
ment on something else that Al Hayes said
earlier when you pointed out that only a
small percentage of labor leaders are in the
corrupt class, just as only a small percentage
of employer representatives are. I have said
s0 many times that 99 percent of labor lead-
ers and employer representatives are dedi-
cated men and women.,

I want to say a word now to representa-
tives of other groups listening to this pro-
gram—if you are a lawyer, if you are a doc-
tor, if you are a teacher, or farmer, business-
man, consumer generally. I'd have you al-
ways remember that your standard of living
that you enjoy today wouldn’t be what it is
if we hadn't had the great, free American
labor movement through our history; be-
cause the right of free men and women to
organize and bargain collectively for better
wages, hours and working conditions, in my
judgment, has been fundamental in the
raising of America's standard of living to
what it is today; because when you don't
have that kind of organization, you have
exploitation of the workers because of the
frailty of human nature that creeps into
employers. It's just to be expected and,
therefore, in spite of all this castigation la-
bor is getting these days, I am going to raise
my voice again in warning the American peo-
ple—watch out for an antilabor drive in this
country because it is not against labor alone,
it is against you no matter what economic
group you belong to.

Mr. Hayes. I might comment in connec-
tion with the statement that I made, and
that you just repeated, about not all labor
being corrupt, that the American public
probably doesn't know what these statistics
are: There are 136 unions affiliated with the
AFI~CIO, and those 136 national and inter-
national unions have 16,000 full-time paid
officers. In addition to that, there are more
than 60,000 officers of local unions, and of
this number, that does not include some
500,000 shop committeemen and stewards
and local representatives, but of this entire
number in the Douglas committee hearings
and the McClellan hearings thus far, testi-
mony has been submitted to indicate that
13 may be guilty of some wrongdoing. I am
sure that there are more than 13; but assum-
ing there are more, the significance is that
the 13 that have thus far had testimony
presented against them which indicates they
may be guilty, and the additional number
that there may be, is still a very, very smail
percentage of the total number of representa-
tives of the trade-union movement.

Senator MoRSE. Oh, I was just going to talk
with Paul on this m about the code
of ethical practices Al Hayes has laid in front
of us here this morning. I am going to put
them in the CoNGREsSIONAL RECORD today,
but I wish every American citizen could read
your own proposals, Al, for a code of ethical
practices, because 1t is clear proof of what
Paul and I have been saying: labor itself
will do a great housecleaning job once these
facts are brought to light.

Mr. FLANNERY. Thank vyou, gentlemen.
Because of time, we shall have to continue
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this discussion in another program. We
shall again present Al J. Hayes, president of
the International Association of Machinists,
vice president of the AFL—CIO, and chairman
of the AFIL—CIO ethical practices committee;
and Senators Wayne Morse, of Oregon, and
Paul Douglas, of Illinois. Next week, we will
discuss the AFL-CIO ethical practices codes
themselves. Copies of the AFL-CIO ethical
practices codes, now six in number, will be
mailed free to any interested listener. Just
write “codes” together with your name and
address on one side of a postal card and
mail to AFL-CIO Radio, Washington, D. C.
That's AFL-CIO Radlo, Washington, D. C.

Remember, next week, Mr. Hayes and
Senators Morse and Douglas discuss the
AFL-CIO's “new broom"—the ethical prac-
tices codes.

This is Harry W. Flannery speaking for
the American Federation of Labor and in-
viting you to be with us next week at this
same time to continue this discussion on
labor’s “new broom™ in the public service
series, presented with the cooperation of
this station, Labor Answers Your Questions.

Freedom of the Press

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. RALPH W. YARBORGUGH

OF TEXAS
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
have printed in the CoNcrEssroNAL REC-
orD an address delivered by me to the
Texas Press Association State Conven-
tion at San Antonio, Tex., on June 29,
1957.

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

FrEgpoM OF THE PRESS

(Address by Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, de-
livered to the Texas FPress Assoclation
State convention at San Antonio, Tex.,
June 29, 1857)

Members of the fourth estate, fellow Tex-
ans, I any very pleased that you asked me
to meet and talk with you here today. I
want you to share that pleasure, so let me
say, right here at the beginning, that I
didn't use to be in the newspaper game,
myself. This ocught to give you rellef, if not
a pleasurable feeling. I wunderstand from
my friends in your profession that this
makes me a rare specimen, if not a unique
one.

I do plead guilty to having earned my
first dollar turning an old Washington hand
press on the Chandler Times for my old
friend and your former president, R. T. Craig,
of Athens. But your profession requires
men of special training and I was never able
to qualify as a newspaperman.

I've been in Washington less than 60 days
but I've learned some new procedures and
had some old truths reaffirmed. Among these
old truths is the fact that Texas is fortunate
in having a Speaker in the chair of the
National House of Representatives. This
Texas Speaker is no ordinary Speaker; he
is longest in point of service of any of the
Bpeakers who have graced that chair. In
my opinion, Speaker Sam RavBurN is the
greatest Speaker of the House of Represent-
atives in the entire history of this Nation.
This is not merely the verdict of partisan
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politics. Impartial historians approve this
verdiet.

Historians have pronounced him the ablest
legislator ever developed by the American
legislative system. Sam RaYBURN is always
on the side of the people. His service to
Texas and the Nation would fill volumes and
in time these volumes will be written by
a grateful people.

And in the majority leader of the Sen-
ate, Lynpon Jomnsow, Texas has as able a
parliamentary leader as has ever represented
this State there. Energetic, astute, and re-
sourceful, he seems to be everywhere in the
Senate Chamber at the same time.

Texas is fortunate in having the leaders
of both Houses of Congress from this State.

I am especially pleased to be here with you
today, because you are meeting In San An-
tonio. This lovely eity is to me, as it is to all
Texans, a dear and special shrine. Here, we
Texans lost a battle, but won the time to
win freedom. From the ashes of the de-
voted dead of the Alamo, a new flame of lib-
erty fired the hearts that won liberty for
Texas.

Freedom is a curious commoditr. It must
be preserved over and over again—and in
many ways. Won at an Alamo, a San
Jacinto, a Yorktown on this day, it must be
resaved at a Marne, an Iwo Jima, a Normandy
beach, a 38th parallel on the next. And free-
dom must also be secured over again every
day, in a thousand and one ways in a thou-
sand and one places—mostly in ways far less
spectacular than In battles and wars.

Now I do not believe that freedom for all
is something distinct from freedom of ‘the
press. Rather, I believe that the ramparts
of freedom are continuous, and that a breach
anywhere is a threat to the whole citadel.

But I do believe, with Thomas Jefferson,
who said, “our liberty depends on freedom
of the press, and that cannot be limited with-
out being lost,” that the press has a special
function in the defense of freedom that has
to be exercised earlier and oftener than the
average citizen is called upon to exercise his.

As I gee it, the press’ theater of war for
the preservation of freedom is within the
hearts and minds of the people. It is not
the press’ function to fight the conventional
battles and wars, though it does much to
assure victory in them. Rather, the press’
function becomes supercritical—to use an
adjective of the bombmakers of the atomic
age—precisely at the moment when the ar-
tillery falls silent, the cruisers slip in to their
moorings and the bombers come in to their
landing places. .

Because this is true, freedom of the press
is always under attack. Those who would
take away all our freadoms have read Jefler-
son, too; they, also, have learned that the
place to begin to destroy our freedom is by
seeking to limit freedom of the press. Our
history is studded with examples:

You are all familiar with the martyrdom
of John Peter Zenger. You know that it
was not until 1721, when James Franklin
successfully launched the independent Hart-
ford Courant, that a newspaper could be
printed without being licensed by the Gov-
ernment and carrying on its masthead the
words: “Published by authority.”

You know that in 1798 the Federalists in
the Congress, angered by independent re-

of their activities, passed the Se-
dition Act, sending many a newsman to
prison for the free exercise of his pro-
fession.

Yes, as newspaper men and women, you ail
know all of the historic attempts at limit-
ing freedom of the press. But did you also
know that on June 21, 1957—a week ago yes-
terday—a presidential commission recom-
mended to the President and to the Con-
gress, legislation which, in my opinion, is a
dangerous to press freedom as the Sedition
Act?
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Buried in the 800-page report of the Presi-
dent's Commission on Government Secu-
rity—the Wright Commission—is this recom-
mendation to Congress:

“That Congress enact legislation making
it a crime for any person willfully to dis-
close without proper authorization, for any
purpose whatsoever, information classified
‘secret,’ ‘top secret,” knowing, or having rea-
sonable grounds to believe, such information
to have been so classified.”

The proposed bill would make disclosure a
felony punishable by up to 6 years in prison
and by a fine up to £10,000. These pen-
alties would apply to any person disclosing
information—the bill does not specifically
mention writers or editors or publishers—
even though his intentions are to help,
rather than to harm, his country.

The only test under the proposed bill is
whether the disclosed document had been
classified by a Government official.

Why did the Commission recommend this
bill? There already are laws under which
newspapers can be prosecuted for knowingly
publishing information harmful to the Na-
tion. The test of these existing laws is
whether there is intent to do harm to the
country, not whether a bureaucrat some-
where has decided a document should be
classified.

In my opinion, the proposed bill is an ex-
tension of a dangerous threat to freedom of
the press contained in a letter written on
May 17, 1954 by President Eisenhower to
Defense Secretary Charles Wilson.,

This letter, which I thought the press
never protested strongly enough, was writ-
ten during the Army-McCarthy hearings.
Its aim was to prevent Army Counsel John
Adams from testifying as to conversations
with Deputy Attorney General Willilam P.
Rogers and Assistant to the President Sher-
man Adams.

The letter was couched in very broad terms
and talked of the rights of the executive
branch of our Government to keep certain
things confidential. This was the place
where danger to the press lurked. Almost
immediately after the letter was written,
executive department agency heads in our
Federal Government began applying the
precedent set by the letter.

Budget Director Rowland Hughes, using
the precedent, refused to allow witnesses to
be questioned and certain papers to be pro-
duced in connection with handling of the
now-famed Dixon-Yates contract. Hughes,
citing the letter, sald records and conversa-
tions involved in reaching decizions within
his department were confidential.

Logically extended, the Eisenhower-Wilson
letter gave to the head of every executive
agency, and those acting for him, a precedent
for making confidential anything they
pleased to cover up.

Here was a parasol under which Govern=-
ment heads could stand any time an infor-
mation seeking reporter or, for that matter,
a congressional Investigating committee,
asked him questions.

Many times since the letter was written,
reporters and congressional investigators
have heard this phrase: “We consider that
information to be confidential under the
President’'s May 17, 1954, letter to Defense
Secretary Wilson.” Bureaucrats using this
phrase and its variations have not pleaded
that the Nation's security is involved or that
information-seekers were after loyalty files,
or diplomatic papers or so-called raw in-
vestigative files. They simply and arbltrarily
sald: “Confidential.”

This has caused a slowdown in the ability
of the Congress to secure information perti-
nent to its necessary Investigations. And
gentlemen, I believe you must face the fact
that when the power of the Congress to in-
vestigate is limited, so is the power of the
press to get answers to the questions it asks.
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No gquestion of the intent of President
Eisenhower is involved here. He stated that
the letter he wrote to Wilson would not be
used to cover up improper acts. But what
about our next President and the next and
the next?

No all-out fight was made by either the
press or the Congress to outlaw the precedent
set in the Eisenhower-Wilson letter, although
such a fight should have been made, on a
purely nonpartisan, nonpolitical basis.

And now, we are faced with the recom-
mendation of the Wright “Commission on
Government Securlty” of June 21, 1957.

Let us assunie that no fight is made against
this proposal, either. Let’s assume that it
has long been the law of our land. What
would have happened in the past few years,
had such a law been on our statute books?

Here are but a few of the storles of critical
national interest which you could never have
printed:

The story of the late Bert Andrews, of the
New York Herald Tribune, that Fresident
Franklin Roosevelt had agreed at Yalta to
allow entrance of the Ukraine and Bylorussia
to the United Nations. This story was pub-
lished and no one has ever questioned but
that its publication was in the Nation's best
interests.

The series of stories by Paul Anderson of
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch which led to the
full disclosure of the infamous Teapot Dome
scandals could not have been published, had
this proposal been our law.

Arthur Krock of the New York Times in the
early 1930's could not have printed stories in-
forming this Nation that its Government
intended to go off the gold standard and to
initiate the NRA.

The New York Times in 1945 printed a
series detalling the plans of the United
Btates, the Soviet Union, Great Britain and
France to form the United Nations. It
could not have done so, had this new pro-
posal been law.

I have already mentioned Dixon-Yates.
Had the new proposal been law, the Dixon-
Yates scandal would never have seen the
light of day. And there are many, many
others which I could cite. Had this recom-
mendation been law, the tax writeoff
granted Idaho Power Co. In the Hells Canyon
cases would have been completely hidden
from the publie.

At this point, I should like to make it
clear that I am not condemning the whole
report of the Commission on Security. Many
of its recommendations are admirable, no-
tably & prosal that henceforth persons
accused shall have the right to be confronted
by their accusers.

But the proposal that would allow bureau-
crats to cover their tracks—even their illegal
acts—by the simple process of stamping
*“classified” on a document, cannot be con-
demned strongly enough. It is dangerous,
not alone to the press, but to all of us bhe-
cause it strikes at the basic right of our
citizens to know what their Government is
doing. If enacted into law, it would form
perfect protection for a series of Dixon-Yates
and Idaho Power Co. deals—the sky would be
the limit and the people, the press and our
democratic way of life would be the losers.

This is a proposal that must be fought—
and that fight must be led by men like
yourselves. It is a primary duty of news-
papers to seek always for access to informa-
tion about our Government. The burden of
proof should always be on the Government
to prove why information should not be
made public. The press should never be
forced to prove why it is entitled to have
information about the Government. If the
press is ever forced into a position of having
to prove its right to access to Information,
the press will be throttled—and so will the
rest of us,
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May I now for a moment loock at the other
side of the press coin, the face of the coin
that is responsibility—responsibility to exer-
cise freedom?

Often, to us outside your profession, it
appears that editors and publishers in their
zeal to defend press freedom often overlook
abuses of that freedom.

From the outside, it seems that the man-
tle of press freedom has been stretched
rather wide at times. But, happily, I
think, most of the press is itself aware of
these shortcomings. I remember reading a
speech made by Henry Luce, publisher of
Time-Life-Fortune. He said: *“That free-
dom which we so unecritically demand is
often nothing more than freedom to pander.
If we pander to sensuality that is bad
enough. But there may be an even greater
danger in the fact that freedom of the
press is also freedom to pander to ignorance,
to pander to medlocrity, to pander to group
passions and prejudices, to pander to hatred
and meanness, to pander to all that is un-
lovely in a democracy.”

I know that you, yourselves, are aware
of the ease with which the trust that is
freedom of the press can be abused. The
selection of news to be included or omitted,
the treatment of facts in a news story, the
headlines given that story, the twist applied
by the choice of descriptive adjectives or
descriptive phrases—all these offer oppor-
tunities for distortion of the truth by the
press.

Perhaps this distortion is not always a sin
of commission. It may be the result of
ignorance or simply of carelessness, but the
result is the same. Sometimes it seems to
us who must read as we run that the tra-
ditional slogan, “all the news that’s fit to
print” has been altered to “all the news that
fits.”

I said at the beginning of this talk that I
believed the place where the press must fight
for the liberty of all of us is within the
hearts and minds of the people. I wish to
repeat this here, because I do not think that
this nation will perish when it loses its
fleets and its armies, but only when it loses
its certainty that its high mission and des-
tiny is linked with freedom and liberty—the
freedom and liberty for which Travis and
Bowle and their little band died not so very
far from this spot. If we lose that certainty,
that is the moment when we shall surrender,
not to Russian or Chinese invaders, but to
self-destructive panie.

To buttress this Nation against this danger
is the noble call of the journalist, the lawyer,
the statesman, the industrialists, the theo-
loglan, the educator—all of wus—doctor,
lawyer, merchant, chief.

There is no single repository of the peo-
ple's liberties; these liberties are not de-
pendent upon one class or one occupation,
but upon a general climate of opinion, what
the late Justice Holmes called: “a brooding
omnipresence in the sky" which is every-
where and nowhere. These liberties are
wrapped up in the beliefs and hopes of all
of us, sometimes vague and shapeless, some-
times clearly understood, always called forth
when, in Lincoln's words, “the mystic chords
of memory” call them forth, and appeal to
our better natures.

You here are the opinion-makers and
therefore must act always when freedom
and liberty is in peril—and not just your
freedom and liberty.

‘The press and the people will be free to-
gether or they will be enslaved and destroyed
together, for liberty like ours is indivisible.
Texas is a land of outspoken men, typified in
the press by men like H. M. Baggerly, Elton
Miller, Ernest Joinex, and Archer Fulling-
ham. I do not belleve the Texas press will
see this muzzle clamped over its sources of
news without protest. Yours is the oppor-

tunity to strike new blows for liberty in this
generation,
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Address by Hon. Chapman Revercomb,
of West Virginia, Before State Conven-
tion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Clarks-
burg, W. Va.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF
HON. CHAPMAN REVERCOMB
OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the ConcressioNalL REcorp the text
of an address delivered by me before the
State convention of the Veterans of For-
eign Wars at Clarksburg, W. Va,, on June
21, 1957.

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

ADDRESS BY SENATOR REVERCOMB BEFORE
StaTE CONVENTION OF THE VETERANS OF
ForerGN Wars, AT CLARKSBURG, W. Va,
June 21, 1957
I consider it a distinet honor to be in-

vited to meet with you on the occasion of

your 35th convention. The Veterans of

Foreign Wars has a long and distinguished

record of supporting those American prin-

ciples we all hold high. I congratulate you
on the significant part you have played in
public affairs. I applaud your labors for
improvements to your communities, your

Btate, and your Nation.

I speak to you today on a subject which I
consider of primary importance—America’s
security in the nuclear age.

There is no question in my mind but that
the Nation’'s security is still the No. 1
problem facing the Government at this time.
I need not remind this audience of the grave
responsibility that rests upon the United
States for I know of no group of Amerlcan
citizens more deeply conscious of the need
for strong defenses than those who are as-
sembled here. That responsibility is thrust
upon America because of our high concern
for the preservation of the kind of life which
has been our heritage and which you your-
selves have defended so vallantly.

The one question uppermost in our minds
today is: How can we best assure security
for ourselves and conditions that will lead
to peace in the world?

Disarmament talks are much in the news
and we all hope that something constructive
will come from these discussions. The
United States may well explore sound ways
to slow down the world armaments build-
up—but I say to you in all earnestness that
any agreements to this end can be achieved
only if all nations that may be arrayed
against each other willingly and sincerely
agree to limitations., Moreover, any such
agreements must carry assurance of a fool-
proof inspection.

I feel that such ironclad safeguards are
imperative for our own security. We cannot
afford to rok ourselves of the power to deter
aggression so long as there exists in the world
the present danger of destruction by an
enemy.

Much is being made today of the danger
of radiation fallout from nuclear explosions.
It is generally conceded, however, that ex-
plosions up to this time have resulted in
little danger. I think the scientists are
warning us of what may happen if there are
too many of these explosions. If such ex-
plosions occur to a point where the atmos-
phere would be saturated with fallout, un-
questionably there would be terrible danger,
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maybe destruction, to the human race. This
we must prevent.

At the same time, we must consider the
danger of annihilation by an enemy using
nuclear wea . Suppose this country
were to end all H-bomb tests. Could we
have any assurance whatsoever that a coun-
try which has violated agreement after
agreement in the past would abide by an
atomic limitation treaty unless there be an
ironclad system of international inspection?

We must seek every possible means of
averting war—but to stop further H-bomb
tests without assurance of controlled and
inspected disarmament could well spell
disaster.

I also call your attention to the proposal
being advanced in some quarters that this
country relax its present trade restrictions
with Communist China. This proposal, to
my mind, is a dangerous move and could
have serlous consequences in southeast Asia
and the Far East.

The Chinese Communists have not shown
the slightest sign of becoming peaceful.
Therefore, to add to their war potential by
enabling them to industrialize rapidly would
not only be a breach of faith with friendly
Asian countries which are resisting Commu-
nist domination, but it would also strengthen
a country whose Government is unfrlendly
to us. .

It is my conviction that our best assurance
of preventing a catastrophic war in the years
ahead lies in a strong defense force and real
military a'liances with friendly nations. If
the United States took any other course, I
Tear we would see one friendly nation after
another fall. And we know gquite well that,
left standing alone, this counry, with all its
power, resources, and industrial potential,
would have an exhausting experience to try
to remain a free nation for long. This, I
submit, is a harsh reality that must be faced,
for we cannot close our eyes to the fact that
this threat exists today.

Nearly every American is convinced, I be-
lieve, that the leaders of this country are
dedicated to the task of achieving conditions
in the world that will lead to peace. In his
second inaugural address, President Eisen-
hower sald it is our firm purpose to build a
peace with justice in a world where moral
law prevalls. I quote his words:

“The building of such a peace Is a bold
and solemn purpose. To proclaim it is easy;
to serve it will be hard, and to attain it we
must be aware of its Tull meaning and be
ready to pay its full price,”

The price we are paying for today’s peace
is high. More than 60 percent of the Federal
budget is for our protection. But the price
of war iIs many times higher. Not only in
dollars but in a far more priceless posses-
sion—the llves of Americans. I say to you in
all sincerity that we must not lessen our ef-
forts at a time when the Western World is
growing stronger and the danger of war seems
to be receding.

Our defense dollars, let us remember, are
being spent not only for our present pro-
tection but for insurance for the future. We
must think of them as buying time—time to
work toward easing the international ten-
sions, time to establish a more certain and
secure peace. But as long as there is loose
in the world a country or a power that would
destroy us we must remain geared to meet
it with force if need be. If we falter at tl s
point, or lessen our efforts, we run a grave
rick of losing everything we hold dear.

Therefore, in the interest of our own se-
curity and self-preservation, we must con-
tinue military alliances with friendly na-
tions. We should, I believe, out of necessity,
continue military aid to our allies but the
time has come when economic aid must be
placed on & loan basis.

It is heartening to me—and I know it must
be satisfylng to you—to know that the new
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Mutual Security Act passed by the Senate
provides for a development loan fund for
development assistance to those friendly

‘nations in need of economic help.

I have urged time and time again that
economic aid, when necessary to other lands,
be in the form of sound business loans—
and it must come as heartening news to
Americans throughout the length and
breadth of this land to know that at last
Congress is recogniring the fact that while
we want security, we also have a regard
for our own people, their property, and their
money. k

Direct military aid to allies will continue,
but loans to friendly nations requiring eco-
nomic development aid is far better than
grants, handouts, or glveaways. This is far
better for the American people, and it is
far better for the people receiving such as-
sistance. There is still contained In the
bill direct gifts in some instances—but a
new and wholesome step has at last been
taken—and I hope to see soon all economic
help abroad upon a secure and sound basis
as we now provide for development oper-
ations in the present bill

There is increasing evidence, that together
with our present allles, we are growing
stronger all the time and may soon reach
the point where would-be aggressors will
not dare risk war.

This is the whole alm of our foreign pol-
fcy. As to defense measures, I belleve it
to be a sound one. It has kept this country
out of a shooting war for more than 4 years,
it has undoubtedly kept some of our allies
from falling to communism.

And as the antl-Communist alllance grows
stronger, as the danger of war recedes, we
all look forward to the time when the bil-
lions we are now spending for defense can
be diverted to internal improvements in our
own country, or turned back {o the people
in the form of tax relief.

I am convineed, however, that the best

. way to avert war during this fateful era

of uncertain peace is to maintain strong
defenses and firm military alliances unitil
international tensions have eased and the
threat of aggression has diminished. Any
other course could well lead to our down-
fall.

Together, we continue to stand for a strong
country, where a free people may be secure
and left alone to make their way and make
their contributions to mankind's better-
ment,

The Administration’s Civil Rights Program
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. THOMAS H. KUCHEL

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. KUCHEL., My, President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD a letter to
me from the Attorney General dated
May 31, 1957, relating to the proposed
civil-rights legislation.

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

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D, C., May 31, 1957.
Hon. THoMAS H. KvucHEL,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEear SenaTOR: Thank you for the letter of
May 15 signed by you and Senator Case re-
questing the comments of the Department of
Justice relative to the minority report filed
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by Senators ErvIN and JOHNSTON in oppo-
sition to S. 83 (the administration’'s civil-
rights program) and particularly to their
discussion of their jury trial amendment.
In addition to the comments which follow,
may I particularly call to your attention the
statement of the American Civil Libertles
Union opposing such an amendment to re-
quire jury trial in contempt proceedings
ariging under the proposed civil-rights legis-
jation. This statement was reprinted in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for May 22, 1857, at
pages T369-7371.

The proposed legislation seeks merely to
apply long-established civil procedures for
enforcing Federal laws to civil-rights cases
where experience has shown the need for
civil remedies. In urging Congress to author-
ize the Government to institute civil suits
for preventive relief in civil-rights cases
we are requesting the right to use proce-
dures long available to the Government as
a means of enforcing other types of Federal
laws. Ever since the adoption of the Sher-
man Act in 1890 the Department of Justice
has been empowered to institute proceed-
ings in equity to prevent and restrain civil
violations of the antitrust laws, as well as
to bring criminal prosecutions. The De-
partment of Labor uses the injunctive proc-
ess as A means of enforcing the Falr Labor
Standards Act. The Interstate Commerce
Commission, the Civil Aeronautics Board,
the Securities and Exchange Commission, the
Natlonal Labor Relations Board, the Atomic
Energy Commission, and other Government
agencies have similar authority to use civil
remedies in addition to criminal prosecu-
tions. In none of these flelds are jury trials
required in contempt cases.

There are valld reasons for the ever-
increasing use of civil suits for preventive
relief as a means of enforcing Federal law.
Judiclal determination of the wvalidity of a
course of conduct in advance aids the Gov-
ernment In its primary purpose of preventing
violation of law. It also aids the defendant
since he can litigate the legality of his pro-
posed conduct without the necessity of tak-
ing action at the risk of a criminal convic-
tion if he guesses incorrectly.

All of these reasons exist in the civil rights
field, particularly in connection with the
protection of the right to vote. The primary
interest of the Government is in making it
possible for all citizens to vote without dis-
crimination based upon race, creed, or color,
not in punishing local officials for denying
such rights, Often it is not clear whether
the particular conduct of a registrar of vot-
ers, for example, does constitute a violation
of Federal law. Under present law the Gov-
ernment can only wait until the harm has
been done—the rights to vote denied—and
then proceed with a criminal prosecution as
a means of testing the validity of the regis-
trar's action. The registrar himself is often
caught between community pressures to
discriminate and the fear of Federal crimi-
nal prosecution with no way to resolve the
issue in advance. With civil remedies au-
thorized, the Government will often be able
to obtain a judicial ruling in advance of the
election which will determine the legality of
the proposed conduct of the registrar, re-
moving from him the necessity of risking
criminal prosecution and effectively pro-
tecting the constitutionally guaranteed right
of citizens to vote without discrimination
based on race, creed, or color,

Suits for preventive relief under the pro-
posed legislation will be governed by the
traditional rules of procedure which have
always applied to such suits. The Govern-
ment seeks no new or radical procedures to
govern in junction suits in civil rights cases.
Under the proposed legislation the rules of
procedure which have traditionally governed
‘equitable suits in the Federal courts would
apply in the same manner and to the same
extent that they now apply to other suits
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by the Government for preventive relief,
The defendant in an injunction sult in a
civil rights case will have the same rights
that the defendant now enjoys in a similar
suit under the antitrust laws, the Fair Labor
Standards Act, or any other one of the Fed-
eral laws mentioned above.

These procedural protections are ample to
protect all legitimate rights of the defendant.
He gets a full hearing before the court on
the question whether his conduct violates
Federal law and hence should be enjoined.
If he disagrees with the determination of
the court, he may appeal the ruling for
full consideration by the appellate courts,
In most cases this is the end of the matter.
The defendant obeys the court order and the
public interest in the enforcement of the
Federal law has been vindicated. But if the
defendant chooses to ignore or defy the court
order he may be subjected to punishment
for contempt of court. Again he is entitled
to a full hearing before the court. He is
presumed to be innocent, his guilt must be
established beyond a reasonable doubt, and
he cannot be compelled to testify against
himself. If he is found guilty, he again may
appeal. And an examination of the cases
in recent years demonstrates that the appel-
late courts are alert to protect defendants
against any possible unfairness in contempt
proceedings.

It is true that wherever the Government
iz authorized to sue for preventive relief the
defendant is not entitled to a jury trial in
contempt proceedings. The Constitution of
the United States recognizes the traditional
differences between the procedures of courts
of law and courts of equity and does not
require jury trial in equitable proceedings.
As long ago as 1890 the Supreme Court of
the United States said: “It has always been
one of the attributes—one of the powers
necessarily incident to a court of justice—
that it should have this power (the contempt
power) of vindicating its dignity, of enforc-
ing its orders, of protecting itself from insult,
without the necessity of calling upon a jury
to assist it in the exercise of this power.”
In 1914 Congress passed a statute (now 18
U, S. C. 3691) extending the right to jury
trial in criminal contempt cases where the
acts constituting the contempt also consti-
tute criminal offenses under Federal or local
law. This statute expressly excepted con-
tempts arising out of disobedience to court
orders entered in suits brought in the name
of the United States. Since criminal con-
tempt proceedings are not often sought In
private litigation (the Clinton, Tenn., case
is one of the few instances of its use), this
statute has had little impact upon the en-
forcement of Federal court orders. In 1832
in the Norris-La Guardia Act, Congress, after
removing almost all of the jurisdiction of
the Federal courts to issue injunctions in
labor dispute cases, provided for jury trial
in contempt proceedings arlsing under the
act. It was only with the enactment of the
Taft-Hartley Act in 1947 that the Govern-
ment was given jurisdiction to seek injunc-
tlons in any substantial number of labor
dispute cases and that act expressly provided
that the jury trial requirement of the Norris-
La Guardia Act should not apply to it. Hence
it is probable that the statute which appears
to grant jury trial in contempt proceedings
for violation of injunctions issued in labor
dispute cases (18 U. S. C. 3692) has no appli-
cation to injunction suits brought by the
Government under Taft-Hartley, which are,
for all practical purposes, the only type of
injunction suits (private or governmental)
in labor dispute cases over which the Fed-
eral courts have jurisdiction. (See United
States v. United Mine Workers of America,
330 U. S. 258.)

With reference to jury trial, then, the
procedure under the proposed legislation
would be the same as that which has always
governed suits by the Government for pre-
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ventive rellef. This procedure appears at
the present time to be effective and satis-
factory. I am aware neither of abuse nor
of serious complaint of abuse by the Federal
courts in contempt proceedings instituted
for the purpose of enforcing injunctions
issued in governmental litigation. I fore-
see no reason why this procedure should not
be equally satisfactory in civil rights cases.

Enactment of legislation providing for
jury trial in contempt cases arising out of
governmental litigation would undermine
the authority of the Federal courts by seri-
ously weakening their power to enforce their
lawful orders. The effect of adopting cur-
rent proposals for jury trial would be to
weaken and undermine the authority of the
Federal courts by making their every order,
even when issued after due hearing and
affirmed on appeal, reviewable by a local
jury. Referring to proposals similar to those
now advanced, President (and later Chief
Justice) Taft said in 1908: “The adminis-
tration of justice lies at the foundation of
government. The maintenance of the au-
thority of the courts is essential unless we
are prepared to embrace anarchy. Never in
the history of the country has there been
such an insidious attack upon the judicial
system as the proposal to interject a jury
trial between all orders of the court made
after full hearing and the enforcement of
such orders.”

Furthermore, the proposed amendment to
existing procedures that is being advocated
under the innocuous slogan of “jury trial”
would permit practical nullification of the
effectiveness of the proposed civil rights
legislation. The enforcement of any court
order may require prompt and vigorous ac-
tion if it is to be eflective. Prompt action
will often be vital in clvil rights cases, espe-
cially election cases where the registration
period or the election may pass while en-
forcement is delayed. The injection of a
jury trial between an order of a court en-
jolning discrimination against Negroes in
an election and the enforcement of that
order would provide numerous opportunities
for delay beyond the time when the order
could have practical effect.

I hope that the foregoing statement pro-
vides the information requested by you.
If I can be of further assistance, do not
hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely,
HERBERT BROWNELL, Jr.,
Attorney General,

Disarmament and Relief of International
Tensions

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. CLIFFORD P. CASE

OF NEW JERSEY
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr, CASE of New Jersey. Mr, Presi-
dent, it is important, at a time when
the United States is engaged in disarma-
ment negotiations, that we remain mind-
ful of the pressing political problems
which are yet to be resolved. In an ad-
dress delivered to the Colgate University
Conference on American Foreign Policy
at Hamilton, N. Y., on July 1, 1957, the
distinguished junior Senator from New
York [Mr. Javits] ably pointed out this
need. I ask unanimous consent that his
remarks be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD,
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There being no objection, the address
was ordered fo be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

ADDRESS BY SENATOR JAVITS BEFORE COLGATE
UNIVERSITY CONFERENCE ON AMERICAN
ForewGN Poricy, HamIiLToN, N. Y., JuLy 1,
1957
The most important phase of foreign

policy which dominates the world scene is
disarmament and specifically the current
London negotiations. The most striking
development in these negotlations is that
the United States is seemingly moving to-
ward falling in with what has been the basic
foreign policy position of the Soviet Union
since at least the Geneva Conference in
19656—that disarmament had to precede po-
litical settlements.

Until January 1957, the United States had
strongly maintained that political settle-
ments had to precede or accompany dis-
armament, In fact, until January 1957 we
had insisted that free elections to unite
West and East Germany was the essential
preliminary to any real disarmament ar-
rangement. Since that time, however, con-
gressional hearings on atomic fallout and
the national debate on fallout dangers have
made many, in and out of Government, be-
lieve that a public climate has been created
requiring us to conclude disarmament
agreement and to yield ground on what had
been the key position of our international
policy up to the beginning of this year.

No one can overstate the horrible conse=-
quences of a hydrogen bomb and atomic
war. Hence, a disarmament agreement,
even @& “first step” agreement, dealing
largely with atomic bomb tests and some
inspection machinery, is worth considering
to keep the masters in the Eremlin from
being backed into an intolerable corner by
pyramiding armament expenditure until
they feel they can do nothing but launch
an atomic war. If we do this, however, we
need not and should not compiletely adopt
the Russian thesis that disarmament must
precede political settlements, but we should
insist on some progress in political settle-
ments, too. I believe that this is the most
likely and capable of attainment through
making, as part of the present disarmament
negotiations, a proposal for strengthening
the peace maintenance machinery of the
U. N., and it is this which I recommend to
our Government.

Accordingly, I urge that our Government
in the disarmament negotiations for a first
step agreement include as one of the condi-
tions at least the strengthening of the peace
enforcement machinery of the United Na-
tions. In this respect, I suggest the follow-
ing four items as worthy of inclusion and
practicably attainable:

1. The establishment of a permanent
United Nations peace force analogous to the
UNEF now stationed in the Middle East with
duties to implement the peace maintenance
machinery of the United Nations.

2. To end the use of the veto in questions
of membership, measures for the pacific set-
tlement of disputes, and on the distinction
between considering procedural and sub-
stantive questions.

3. To improve the jurisdiction of the In-
ternational Court of Justice.

4. To improve the jurisdiction of the
United Nations to consider threats to the
peace arising from conflicts between non-
self-governing or administered areas and the
administering power.

Each of these items has an immediate and
pressing applicability to world affairs. They
could probably be accomplished substan-
tially by interpretations agreed to to be
placed on the charter rather than amend-
ment.

It is well known that the tinderbox of
the world right now is the Middle East.
Establishing a permanent United Nations
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peace force will help to solve the problem
of how long the United Nations emergency
force will remain in being between Israel
and Egypt in the effort to bring some stabil-
ity and permanent cessation of fedayeen
ralds or other hostilities in that area. Re-
moval of the veto for the pacific settlement
of disputes may urgently be needed for ex-
ample in the test of the Eisenhower doctrine
for the Middle East which may come if
Colonel Nasser uses his newly acquired Com-
munist Russian submarines to disrupt peace-
ful commerce in the Gulf of Agaba, It may
also be very important if tension in EKorea
is brought nearer the boiling point by the
recent decision to permit the Communists
no longer to take advantage of us through
the modern rearmament of their forces in
North Korea. Improvement of the jurisdic-
tion of the International Court of Justice
can serve us very well in order to test out the
validity and legality of the way in which
Egypt controls traffic through the Suez
Canal, Strengthening of United Nations
jurisdiction in conflicts between administer-
ing powers and non-self-governing peoples
or administered areas is especially important
in the Algerian question which will actually
arise again in the next session of the United
Nations General Assembly, and again face
the argument of the domestic jurisdiction
section of the charter,

Here are practical, definitive, and effective
as well as mininmral actions to deal with the
real causes for the armaments race, which
should be made a part of even a first step
disarmament agreement, if we are to he
realistic and faithful to our own judgment
as to the best interests of the Free World.

We should not be compromised out of
our basic foreign policy convictions by do-
mestic pressures with respect to the dangers
of atomie fallout. Our people are adult
enough to recognize that in a negotiation
such as the one in which we are now en-
gaged on disarmament, the attitude of an
agreement at any price is fatal.

The major political issues in the world
between the Soviet Union and the United
States are the underlying cause of interna-
tional tension and breed the basic mistrust
as to the use of weapons. These are the
issues poisoning the world scene. These
issues include the division of Germany, Ko-
rea, and Vietnam maintained by the Soviet
Union and Communist China respectively;
the pressure on Japan and Formosa by the
Communist bloc; the entry of the Soviet
Union into the Mideast as the backer of an
Arab hegemony under Communist domina-
tion being prometed by Egypt's Colonel Nas-
ser; and the pressure of subversion upon
existing governments in these and other
areas of the world.

That the Russian thesis is that disarma-
ment shall precede any effort at political
settlement is clear from the test of the So-
viet disarmrament proposals introduced in
the U. N. disarmament committee subcom-
mittee as late as April 30, 1957. This doc-
ument states, “The Charter of the U. N.
places an obligation on states to resolve their
international disputes by peaceful means
and to refrain from the threat of force or
the use of force in their international re-
lations. Therefore, the existence of out-
standing international issues or disputes
cannot be imputed as a justification for the
maintenance by states of large armed forces,
or as a justification for the armaments
race.”

In the United States and the Free World
generally focusing on disarmament while
passing over the political issues may in-
crease, not reduce, anxieties and fears. The
best example is the impact upon the Ger-
nran Federal Republic already recorded of
the current disarmament negotiations in the
course of which Chancellor Adenauer's po-
litical opponents were charging German
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unification would be seriously prejudiced by
the contemplated disarmament agreement.

On the other hand, a first step disarmament
settlement agreement passing over political
settlements could, within the U. S. 8. R, re-
lieve serious economic pressures attributable
to rising armament expenditures, reduce the
urgency for political settlements and make
more acceptable to the Russlan people the
iron-fisted control and military occupation of
satellites practiced by the occupants of the
Eremlin.

We have a right to recall as an object les=
son the widely heralded Washington Confer-
ence of 1922, which resulted in the scrapping
by the United States of 28 capital and other
ships, by Britain of 24, and by Japan of 16.
In connection with this agreement, we
pledged ourselves not to add to the existing
fortifications on Guam, Tutuila, the Aleu-
tians, and the Philippines. We surrendered
our power to act in the Far East not only to
preserve the “open door” and the territorial
integrity of China, but to protect our own
outlying possessions. We soon found out
that it was the new air power which pro-
foundly altered military strategy, that the
naval race was transferred from capital ships
to alrcraft carriers, cruisers, destroyers, and
submarines, In 1934, Japan denounced the
treaty. We ended up with the loss of the
Philippines, Guam, and Wake after Pearl
Harbor, at least in part because of the way
in which our defenses there had been let
down.

Speech by Hon. Joseph P. 0’Hara Before
Minnesota State Bar Association, Du-
luth, Minn., June 20, 1957

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. FRANCIS E. WALTER

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 2, 1957

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the REc-
orp, I include the following address:
SpEecH BY Hon, JosepH P. O'HAra BEFORE

MINNESOTA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, DULUTH,

MiNN,, JUNE 20, 1957

Mr. Chairman, this has been a privilege
and a pleasant incident to me to be invited
to speak to you on a subject broad enough
to permit all the freedom and latitude that
could be hoped for by a speaker. For many
years I have had a deep interest in and affec-
tion for and have been a member of the
Minnesota State Bar and American Bar As-
sociations. My greatest concern is that what
I may say to you will be of as much pleasure
and Interest to you as your gracious Invita-
tion has been to me.

In the summer of 1940 I was honored by
being elected vice president of thils associa-
tion. In the fall of 1940 I was elected a
Member of Congress from the Second Con-
gressional District. It is now 18 years since
I was on my way back to attend the State bar
convention at Duluth, when I was taken ill
on the train and spent the following month
in the hospital in Chicago. One of my deep
personal regrets is that I, therefore, did not
have the opportunity of the honor of being
president of your great assoclation.

Permit me to say that nine consecutive
terms in Congress have in no manner dimin-
ished my first love, that of the law, and I
have earnestly tried so far as possible to
keep advised not only of the decisions of our
State supreme court, but of the success and
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activities of Individual members of the bar
and of our State bar association.

I used to think that I worked rather hard
as a country lawyer, where the week usually
consisted of no limit of hours and sometimes
no limitation on days. I frankly confess to
you that I did not know what hard work was
until I went to Congress and found the de-
mands on one's time exceeded the demands
on a fairly busy country lawyer. In candor
1 say to you that I know of no harder work=
ing group of people anywhere than the Mem-
bers of Congress. The demands and respon-
sibilities upon them exceed anything that I
know of in any walk of life.

You will often hear it sald, “Why do not
Members of the House initiate action to have
their terms lengthened from 2 years to 4
years?” Permit me to say that if any at-
tempt is ever made to attack the wisdom of
our forefathers of keeping the House of
Representatives responsive to the people, I
hope that you will oppose such action. The
longer 1 stay In Congress, the more I am im-
pressed with the fact that the House of
Representatives should at all times be the
most responsive to the wishes of our people,
and those who seek that office should every
2 years face their constituents and their
constituency for election.

The demands made upon & Member of
Congress are fantastic in their scope and
number, and a Congressman who is asked to
pull strings to keep his constituents happy
sometimes pulls a bucket of cold water down
on his head.

Not so long ago one of my colleagues had
an experience similar to one which I have
bad., It seems that a prospective mother-
in-law wrote him, saying that the Navy
would not let a young man off his ship,
anchored in San Dlego Harbor, to marry her
daughter. It appeared the prospective bride
and prospective mother-in-law were walting
at the wharf for him to land and complete
the nuptials. The Congressman promptly
contacted the captain of the ship to find out
why he was so vilely blighting romance. It
wasn't long until he had a reply from the
captain saying he had contacted the sailor
but was told the sailor had not asked for
leave, Shortly thereafter the Congressman
had a note from the sailor himself, asking
the Congressman why he did not mind his
own business.

On Tuesday of this week the House of
Representatives completed debate upon a
bill commonly known as the clvil-rights bill,
recommended by the Attorney General of
the United Btates and substantially reported
by the House Judiciary Committee as rec-
ommended by the Attorney General.

Under existing Federal statutes existing
civil rights consist of two parts. There is
a criminal law by which a person for viola-
tlon of civil rights may be indicted and
tried by jury, and then there is the civil
damage suit in a separate statute. Under
that the person aggrieved may bring his
suit under civil action and the trial is a
trial by jury.

The new clvil rights bill provides that the
same acts as are now subject to civil suit
by the person aggrieved may be also brought
by the Attorney General in equity for spe-
cial equitable relief, and further provides
that the Attorney General where he under
the present law must bring a criminal action,
can now invoke equity jurisdiction. On
the face of it this seems a rather harmless
change in procedure from criminal to equity,
but the net result of it was that it elimi-
nated the right of trial by jury under either
the civil or eriminal provisions of the Fed-
eral statutes, and of course In the event of
a viclation of the criminal statute the
defendant would be subject to the same
penalties of fine and imprisonment without
benefit of a trial by jury.

The long debate upon the bill was filled
with both high and low points.
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While there were those from the South
who violently disagreed with the need for
such legislation, the strongest fight was on
the amendment to reinstate the jury trial
proviso, which cut across party lines, and
Runr mede, the Magna Carta and the back-
ground of our Anglo-Saxon law versus the
right to vote eguation was an Interesting
one. As most of you know, the final result
was that the right to trial by jury was
denled—which caused many who wanted to
vote for the bill to vote against it.

The bill is a perfect example of what can
happen to a very fundamental issue under
stress of emotionalism and political expe-
diency. Interestingly enough, of the 435
Members of the House, 235 are qualified as
lawyers, who are either practicing attorneys
now or were practicing attorneys before
entering Congress.

I hope the alleged title to my speech
will be no presumptuous reflection upon the
State of the Unlon message which the Presi-
dent delivers to the Congress, in which he
conveys his views as to world affairs, na-
tional affairs, and his recommendations gen=-
erally for legislation. Recognizing that you
are as interested as other citlzens in the
general conditions of our country, I could
perhaps make a very general summation of
affairs, but all of which you are perhaps
generally as familiar with as am I.

During the time I have been in Congress
I have noted that from time to time we
have passed legislation setting aside decl-
slons of our Supreme Court. Also, from
time to time I have noted that our United
States Supreme Court has reversed itself
in whole or in part.

1. The effects of United States v. South
Eastern Underwriters Association ((1944) 322
U. 8. 533) which held that insurance was
subject to Federal control under the com-
merce clause were for all intents and pur-
poses, abrogated by the McCarran Act of
March 9, 1945 (59 Stat. 33), as amended by
the act of July 25, 1947 (61 Stat. 448). This
act recognizing that the regulation and tax-
ation of insurance by the States are in the
public interests subjlected such business to
Btate law and provided that after June 30,
1848, the Sherman Act, as amended; the
Clayton Act; the Federal Trade Commission
Act, as amended; and the Robinson-Pat-
man Antldiscrimination Act; should be ap-
plicable to the insurance business to the
extent that it was not regulated by State
law.

2. The case of Dobson v. Commissioner
((1943) 320 U. S. 489) which established the
principle that no appellate court could re-
verse & holding of the Tax Court except for
a clear-cut error of law was set aside by
the act of June 25, 1948 (62 Stat. 891), which
provided that the circult courts of appeals
should have exclusive jurisdiction to review
Tax Court decislons in the same manner as
decisions of the district courts in civil ac-
tions tried without a jury.

3. The rule of decision of Anderson w.
Mt. Clemens Pottery Co. ((1946) 328 U. 8.
680) holding that an employee was entitled
to compensation for the time spent in
punching time clocks and walking through
the plant to his place of work regardless
of contrary custom or contract, was set
aside by Congress in the enactment of the
Portal-to-Portal Pay Act of May 14, 1947
(61 Stat. 84), on the basis that the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended,
had been interpreted judicially in disregard
of long-established customs and practices
and of contracts between employers and
employees. The decision was further cir-
cumscribed by the act of October 26, 1949
(63 Stat. 910), by amending section 3 of the
Fair Labor Standards Act to exclude any
time spent in changing clothes or washing
at the beginning or ending of each work-
day, which was excluded froo» measured
working time during the week involved by
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the express terms of a contract or under
the custom or practice of the trade under
& bona fide collective bargaining agree-
ment, applicable to the particular employ-
ers and employees.

4. The case of the Unilted States v. State
of Wyoming and the Ohio Oil Co. ((1947)
331 U. B. 440) a sult by the United States
to establish title to lands leased by Wyoming
to the oll company which lands both Wyo-
ming and the oil company In good faith had
believed to be vested in Wyoming as a part
of the State school land grants, was decided
adversely to the State. The decision in
effect divesting Wyoming of these school
lands after she had exercised and assumed
Jurisdiction for almost 60 years upon the
premise that Congress by the enabling act
had granted the lands, was overruled by the
act of July 2, 1948 (62 Stat. 1233), which was
a directive to the Secretary of the Interior to
issue a patent to the State of Wyoming, sub-
ject to existing leases, for such land with a
proviso that such land should be considered
to have vested in the State of Wyoming on
July 10, 1890.

5. The case of Wong Yang Sung v. MeGrath
((1950) 239 U. 8. 33), which held that de-
portation proceedings were controlled by
the Administrative Procedure Act was over-
ruled in effect by a rider to the Department
of Justice appropriations bill dated Septem-
ber 27, 1050 (64 Stat. 1040, 1048) , which pro=-
vided that proceedings on the law relating
to the exclusion or expulsion of allens shall
hereafter be without regard to the provi-
sion of the Administrative Procedure Act.

6. The case of Schwegmann v. Calvert Dis-
tillers Corp. ((1951) 341 U. 5. 384) which held
that the exemption from the Sherman Act
provided by the Miller-Tydings Act (57 Stat.
643) applled only to parties to contracts or
agreements under State Falr Trade Acts for
minimum prices for the resale of trade-
marked commodities and did not apply to
resales by nonsigners, was in effect overruled
by the McGuire Act, July 14, 1952 (66 Stat.
631) which provided that willfully and
knowingly advertising for sale trademarked
commodities covered by a Fair Trade Agree-
ment contract at a price less than prescribed
by such contract shall constitute action-
able unfair competition whether the person
is a party to the contract or not.

7. The decisions in the three cases of
United States v. California ((1947) 332 U. 8.
19), United States v. Louisiana ((1850) 339
U. S.699), and United States v. Texas ((1950)
339 U. 8. 707), upset titles to lands that had
up to that time been considered vested In
the respective States. Congress considering
the long period of time and good faith
administration of these lands by the States
and the equities involved confirmed and
established the titles of the States to these
lands beneath navigable waters by the act of
May 22, 1953 (67 Stat. 29).

8. The decision in Federal Power Commis=
sion v. East Ohio Gas. Co. ((1950) 338 U, 8.
464), held that there was no language in the
Natural Gas Act of June 21, 1938 (52 Stat.
821) which indicated that Congress meant to
create an exception for companies transpor-
ting interstate gas in only one State. To
make the intention of granting such exemp-
tion crystal clear, Congress, by act of March
27, 1954 (68 Stat. 36), added a new subsec~
tion to section 1 of the Natural Gas Act,
which established exemption from regula-
tion, of persons engaged In transportation
in interstate commerce of natural gas, who
recelve from other persons within the State
natural gas which is all ultimately con-
sumed within the State, if there is a State
commission regulating the rate of service
and facilities of such person.

9. The holding of United States v. Wunder-
lich ((1951) 342 U. S. 98), that the finality
clause of the standard form of Government
contract controlled in the absence of fraud
or such gross mistakes as would necessarily
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imply bad faith was set aside by the act of
May 11, 1954, (68 Stat. 81), by prohibiting the
pleading of such a clause as a limitation on
judieial review and by prohibiting Govern-
ment contracts containing a provision that
an administrative decision should be final
on a question of law.

I call your attention to the fact that these
9 cases do not include the so-called Phillips
case, wherein the Supreme Court held that
Congress In passing the 1938 Natural Gas
Act had intended to include the independ-
ent producers and gatherers of natural gas,
notwithstanding that Congress in the Act
itself and in the debate thereon had specifi-
cally said, in as clear and as plain language
as could be stated, that it was not the in-
tention of Congress to include the independ-
ent producers and gatherers of natural gas.

Twice Congress has passed through the
Congress bills correcting this decision which
have been vetoed respectively by Presidents
Truman and Eisenhower, :

B. Since 1941 there have been approxi-
mately 30 cases which have overruled pre-
vious decislons in whole or part. Fifteen
cases covering points of general interest are
set forth below.

For a list from 1780 through 1958, of such
cases see CONGRESSIONAL REecorD, March 2,
1957, pages 2935-2936.

1. United States v. Darby ((1941) 312 U. 8.
100), predicated upon the plenary power of
Congress over interstate commerce, over-
ruled the decision in Hammer v. Dagenhart
((1918) 247 U. 8. 251), which had held that
Congress was without power to exclude the
products of child labor from interstate com-
merce on the basis that the Congressional
power to prohibit articles entering interstate
commerce was limited to articles which in
themselves possess some harmful or dele-
terious properties.

3, Nye v. United States ((1941) 313 U. 8.
33), overruled the “reasonable tendency”
rule of Toledo Newspaper Co. V. United
States ((1918) 247 U. 8. 402), and returned
to the thesis that the words “so near thereto”
contained in the power granted the Federal
courts to punish for contempt set forth in
Sec. 268 of the Judicial Code have a geo-
graphical connotation.

3. California v. Thompson ((1941) 313
U. 8, 109), grounded on the theory that in
the absence of pertinent Congressional legis-
lation there is constitutional power in the
States to regulate commerce that does not
affect the free flow of commerce, overruled
DiSanto v. Pennsylvania ((1927) 273 U. 8.
34), which had held that a Pennsylvania
statute requiring other - than rallroad or
steamship companies that engage in inter-
state sales of steamship tickets of orders of
transportation to or from foreign countries
to procure a license an infringement of the
commerce clause.

4, Olson v. Nebraska ((1941) 313 U. 8. 236),
overruled Ribnik v. McBride ((1928) 277 U. 8.
350), which had held that the business of
an employment agent is not affected by a
public interest so as to enable a State to
fix the charges made for services rendered,
on the ground that the standards of public
interest in the Ribnik case were not con-
trolling as to the constitutionality of the
economic and social programs of the States.

5, Alabama v. King & Boozer ((1941) 314
U. 8. 1), overruled Panhandle Oil Co. v. Knozx
((1928) 277 U. 8. 218), and Graves v. Tezxas
((1936) 208 U. S. 383), in so far as these cases
had held that a State tax imposed on a per-
son doing business with the Government is
an economic burden which falls upon the
Federal Government and therefore may not
constitutionally be imposed.

6. State Tazr Commisioner v. Aldrion
((1942) 316 U, 8. 174), overruled First Na-
tional Bank v Maine ((1932) 284 U. 8. 312),
which had read into the 14th amendment a
rule of immunity from taxation of intangi-
bles by more than one State, by holding that
the power of the tax is an incident of sover-
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elgnty and is coextensive with that to which
it is incident.

7. Williams v. North Carolina ((1942) 317
U. 8. 287), holding that the full faith and
credit clause of the Federal Constitution re-
gquires extraterritorial recognition of the
valldity of a divorce decree obtained in ac-
cordance with the requirement of procedural
due process in a State by a spouse who under
the law of such State had acquired a bona
fide domicile, overruled Haddock v. Haddock
((1906) 201 U. 8. 562), which had held that
the mere domicile in a State of one party to
a marriage does not give the courts of that
State jurisdiction to render a decree of di-
vorce enforceable in all the other States by
virtue of the full faith and credit clause of
the Federal Constitution against a nonresi-
dent who did not appear and who was only
constructively served with notice of the
pendency of the action.

8. Board of Education v. Barnette ((1943)
319 U. 8. 624), holding a West Virginia law
requiring public school pupils to salute the
flag of the United States while reciting the
Pledge of Allegiance unconstitutional, over-
ruled Minerville School District v. Gobitis
((1940) 310 U. S. 588), which had held that
such a State law was constitutional.

9. Mercoid Corp. v. Midcontinent Co.
((1944) 320 U. S. 661), overruled Leeds and
Catlin Co. v. Victor Talking Machine Co.
((No. 2) (1909) 213 U. 8. 325), which had
held that a person who had sold an unpatent-
able part of a combination patent for use in
the assembled machine may be guilty of con-
tributory infringement.

10. Smith v. Allwright ((1944) 321 U. 8.
649), overruled Grovey v. Townsend ((1935)
205 U. 8. 45), which had held that the denlial
of a vote in a primary was a mere refusal of
membership to a person by a political party
and therefore not unconstitutional,

11. Girouard v. United States ((1848) 328
U. 8. 61), overruled United States v. Schwim-
mer ((1929) 279 U. 8. 644), United States v.
MeclIntosh ((1931) 283 U. S. 6805), and United
States v. Bland ((1931) 283 U. S. 630), which
had established the general rule, that an alien
who refuses to bear arms will not be admitted
to citizenship.

12. Commissioner v. Church ((1949) 2335
U. 8. 632), overruled May v. Heiner ((1930)
281 U. 8. 238), which had held that the cor-
pus of a trust transfer need not be included
in the settlor’'s estate, even though the settlor
retained for himself a life income from the
corpus.

13. Oklahoma Taxr Commission v. Texas
Co. ((1949) 336 U. 8. 342), overruled Choctaw
and G. R. Co. v. Harrison ((1914) 235 U. S.
292), Indian Territorial Illuminating Oil Co.
v. Oklahoma ((1916) 240 U. S. 522), Howard
v. Gypsy Oil Co. ((1918) 247 U. 8. 503), Large
Oil v. Howard ((1919) 248 U. S. 549), and
Oklahoma v. Barnsdall Corp. ((1836) 206 U. 8.
521), cases which had granted tax immun-
ities or exemptions to persons doing business
with the Government on the theory that
taxation of such business was an interfer-
ence with governmental functions.

14. United States v. Rabinowitz ((1950)
330 U. 8. 56), holding that reasonableness un-
der all the circumstances of a search is con-
trolling of its legality, thus overruling Tru-
piano v. United States ((1948) 334 U. 8. 669),
which had held that the legality of a search
depended upon the practicability of securing
a warrant.

15. Joseph Burstyn Ine. v. Wilson ((1952)
343 U. 8. 485), holding that motion pictures
are within the aegis of the first amend-
ment, overruled that part of the case of Mu-
tual Film Corp. v. Industrial Commission of
Ohio ((1015) 236 U. 8. 230), which had held
that the principles of free speech and press
did not apply to motion pictures.

NoTe—The newspapers of June 11, 1957,
carried an account of the Supreme Court,
upon rehearing of Kinsella v. Krueger ((1956)
851 U. 8. 470) and Reid v. Covert ((1956) 351
U. 8. 487), overruling its decisions that civil-
ian military dependents with the Armed
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Forces outside the country might be held
by military tribunals.

As one who has always entertalned the
deepest and highest respect for all of the
courts of our land, I have always been most
guarded and careful in my statements as to
any court, including the United States Su-
preme Court.

I do not think that any supreme court—
State or Federal—has any right to legislate
in its decislons. Under our check and bal-
ance system of the legislative, the executive,
and the judiciary, each has its responsibili-
ties. Under the doctrine of stare decisis I
do not see how you lawyers can now advise
your clients, in matters of important de-
cisions, as to what the decision of the United
States Supreme Court is going to be upon
any given proposition of law.

It is to be expected that under our form
of government of check and balance that at
times there will be a clash between the leg-
islative and the executive, but in my life-
time I have never heard so much eriticism
between the legislative and the judiciary as
in the last 20 years.

On Monday of this week a number of de-
cisions were handed down by our United
States Supreme Court. I hold in my hand
newspaper reports of bitter criticism of sev-
eral of these decisions and their interpreta-
tion of legislative act and the right of in-
vestigation by Congress.

The nine instances I have ecalled to your
attentlon, in which Congress has legislated
to overcome SEupreme Court decisions in the
past 16 years, speak for themselves.

It is certainly my opinion that the Justices
of our great United States Supreme Court
should be judges learned in the law. If we
are golng to have a disposition on the part
of those Justices from time to time to sub-
stitute their personal notions for the law,
then we should provide that the Supreme
Court should consist of nine sociologists in
black robes to decide what is fitting in the
way of legislation, as well as what should be
their final notions as to the supreme law
of the land.

I have also noted two additional disturb-
ing decisions, the effects of which are so far
reaching that I cannot envision what may
follow.

The first of these was the so-called Penn-
sylvania sedition case wherein Steve Nelson,
a Communist convicted under the sedition
laws of the State of Pennsylvania was—so
our United States Supreme Court held—
illegally convicted because the Smith Sedi-
tion Act passed by Congress was alleged to
have preempted the field of sedition and
deprived the States of all jurisdittion in that
fleld. This decision affected 32 States and
nullified their laws on sedition.

The other case, also decided this spring
by our Supreme Court, was the Girard Col-~
lege case. From your law student days, most
of you here will remember the old Girard
case as one of the early cases which went
to the Supreme Court on the question of
wills. As I recall, we usually had the an-
cient Girard case under “"Wills and Trusts."
The present Girard case—formally known as
Pennsylvania v. Board of City Trusts of
Philadelphta—involved the terms of the will
of Stephen Girard, who died in 1831, leaving
about $6 million for the education of “poor
white orphan boys.” The city of Philadel-
phia set up a body known as the board of
city trusts to administer the fund, which
currently amounts to nearly $100 million,
The assumption has been that the job of the
board of city trusts was to administer the
fund as Girard decreed in his will, just as any
trust company would be required to do if it
had been given charge of the Girard be-
quest.

The Girard will has in recent years been
under fire by Negro politiclans who have
made the point that the founder of the col-
lege had no right to make a will which pro-
vided for racial discrimination contrary to
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the terms of the 14th amendment of which
Stephen Girard never heard tell.

This argument got nowhere in Pennsyl-
vania—at any rate in the State’s law courts—
for the Pennsylvania Supreme Court turned
it down on what most people would describe
as the reasonable ground that the late Mr.
Girard had a right to will away his money
as he chose, and that you couldn’t safely go
around upsetting wills simply because they
didn't suit pressure groups which turned up
a hundred years after the wills were made.

That seemed to settle it to the satisfaction
of all except a group of ambitious politicians.

This group took the Girard case into the
Federal courts and it is painful to reeord
that the mayor of Philadelphia and the Gov-
ernor of Pennsylvania, far from resisting the
efforts to upset a will of which they were
supposed to be trustees, actually joined the
movement to set it aside.

The real question, of course, was and is—
“If a trustee happens to be an official of a
city or State, when he acts as a trustee is he
acting as the agent of the maker of the trust
or is he acting as the agent of the State?”
When one considers that no public funds
were Involved in the Girard College case, but
the entire $100 million now in the fund are
private funds, it seems that the answer to
the question should be obvious.

A few miles down the pike from Girard
in Pennsylvania is little Haverford College,
a 125-year-old Quaker school. Haverford has
been wrestling with the problem of whether
or not to accept a grant of Defense Depart-
ment funds for research in organic chem-
istry. However, Haverford discriminates. It
discriminates on the basis of sex and, to a
degree, religion.

So the question is, If Haverford accepts
Federal money for research, does ths Gov-
ernment—on the theory of public interest
similar to the Girard case—have the power
to stop any discrimination in favor of male
Quaker students?

Such well-known private schools as Har-
vard, Yale, Princeton, Dartmouth, Notre
Dame, California Institute of Technology,
Case Institute of Cleveland, and others are
further examples of schools outside the
Deep South which practice some degree of
diserimination based on either sex or reli-
glon, and which are apt to have formal rela-
tionships with Government from time to
time.

Are their scholastic and administrative pol-
fcies subject t6 the 14th amendment?

Then there i1s Tuskegee Institute, founded
in 1880 by that great Negro leader, Booker
T. Washington, for Negroes, not to mention
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Hampton Institute, founded in 1868 by the
American Missionary Soclety for Negroes and
Indians.

There are hundreds of privately endowed
colleges, universities, charitable organiza-
tions, and foundations which include public
officials on their board of trustees, ex officio;
many are wholly or partially exempt from
taxation. Would not a home for aged and
infirm Baptists ipso facto discriminate
agalnst aged and infirm Episcopalians, and
on religious grounds to boot?

Here is another facet to the Girard ruling:
Could it be extended to private institutions
or services other than educational ones?
Could it, for example, be extended to cases
where the State licenses an essential service
such as those provided by doctors, lawyers,
pharmacists, architects, engineers, ete.?

Maybe this sounds remote.
California lawsuit decided a few weeks ago, a
Negro brought a suit against a Los Angeles
dentist who haderefused to treat him be-
cause of his race. The plaintiff had argued
that the dentist, as a publicly licensed prac-
titioner of an essential service, was pro=-
hibited by constitutional principles from re-
fusing to accept him &as a patient.

While the California court ruled for the
dentist, it did so at least partly in deference
to the traditional reluctance of the courts to
interfere with the doctor-patient relatlon-
ship.

The point Is that the guestion has been
raised and has actually gone to court. The
argument has been made. In future cases
of this kind, the apparent public interest
doctrine of the Girard College case might be
advanced in an effort to strengthen that
argument,

I have no doubt that Girard College will
welcome Negro boys since it is required to
accept them. But when courts undertake to
decide issues which cught to be decided by
the people and their elected representatives,
confusion and conflict are inevitable.

If it is necessary to imperil the whole in-
stitution of inheritance in order to actom-
modate perhaps two dozen Negro boys in a
privately endowed school, why not let the
State legislature do it? In such cireums-
stances the citizens would at least have an
opportunity to learn what the issue was. If
they decided to go ahead with the wrecking
anyway, nobody could say, as a good many
people are beginning to say, that the threat
to our institutions is less from the Commu-
nists than from a Supreme Court so dedi-
cated to sociology as to be startlingly in-
different to constitutional tradition.

Under our Constitution, our forefathars
most wisely provided in substance that, ex-

However, in a |
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cept as specifically provided, thé powers of
the sovereignty of the States were reserved
to the States.

- The question which I would like to leave
with you is, “How far, and what is the pur-
pose, of some of these decisions which would
destroy the sovereignty of our States and set
up in place of our historical system of di-
vided sovereignty a monolithic omnipotent
central government?”

Hitler said that his first 2 years in office
were consumed In breaking down the power
of the separate German States so that Ger-
many could be governed effectively from
Berlin to establish national socialism.

There is much justifiable concern that the
original American constitutional system has
been impaired in three ways:

1. By Executive usurpation of power.

2. By congressional abdication of power.

3. By decisions of the Supreme Court
wivhich alter the meaning of the Constitu-
tion.

Day before yesterday I was visiting with a
former president of the American Bar Asso-
clation. Of course I was proud to advise him
that I was going to speak to the lawyers of
Minnesota today. When I gave him a brief
outline of what I was going to talk about,
he =ald, “I hope you will tell the lawyers
of Minnesota of my own concern over the
trend of the decisions of our United States
Supreme Court.”

He said further, “I hope you will tell the
lawyers of Minnesota that I am fearful of
the weakness of lawyers in not standing
up for what are important principles, not
only of our Constitution but the matter of
appointment of judges.”

For example, he said, “I will say to a
member of the bar ‘are you in favor of so-
and-so for a Federal judgeship?’ The law-
yers will say, ‘Heavens mno.’ Then I will
say, ‘Well, come along with me and oppose
the appointment.” The lawyer will usually
say, ‘'Oh, I can't do that, I may have a case
before him.’ And the man gets the appoint-
ment.”

It is trite to say that eternal vigilance
is the price of liberty.

The right is one which rests with every
cltizen—it is not just the responsibility of
Congress or the executive or the judiciary.
It is as inherent in the individual and the
collective membership of this bar assocla-
tion. If you are vacillating, indifferent, or
without courage, then the greatest Republic
in the history of the world will fall, not from
its enemies without but from its enemies
within,
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The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O Lord God, who knowest the burdens
we bear, the tasks we face, and the
problems which confront us: Grant us,
we pray, the royalty of inwarc content
which comes only from uncompromising
personal integrity and the calm com-
posure which is the reward of doing al-
ways the things which please Thee. So
let the spirit of joyous service dwell in
our hearts, that we may carry about the
infection of a good courage, meeting all
life’s tests with gallant-hearted devo-
tion and dedication to the highest. Asin
Thy name we contend against the vile
treacheries which today foul the earth
and enslave Thy children, make us the
kind of persons fit to be the defenders

of the regal and precious things which
ennoble life and crown it with glory. In
the Redeemer’s name we ask it. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Journal of the
proceedings of Tuesday, July 2, 1957, was
ar_)g:'oved, and its reading was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller,
one of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills of

the Senate, each with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

S.749. An act for the relief of Loutfie
Kalil Noma (also known-as Loutfie Slemon
Noma or Loutfie Noama); and

S.1799. An act to facilitate the payment
of Government checks, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills and
joint resolutions, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. R.1259. An act to clear the title to cer-
taln Indian land;

H.R.1339. An act for the relief of the
Malowney Real Estate Co., Inc.;

H.R. 1424, An act for the relief of Sylvia
Ottila Tenyl; .

H.R.1473. An act for the relief of Rich-
ardson Corp.;

H. R.1677. An act for the relief of Gilbert
B. Mar;

H.R.1605. An act for the relief of Harry
N. Duff;
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